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COMMISSION.

VICTORIA, by the Grace of God, of tbe United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, Queen,
Defender of the Faith, and so forth,—

To our trusty and well-beloved—
Chaeles Edwaed Robehtson Mubeax, Esquire, one of the District Court Judges for the Metro

politan, Suburban, and Hunter District of Our Colony of New South Wales,—

Greeting:— -
Know you, That We, reposing great trust and confidence in your ability, zeal, industry, 

discretion, and integrity, do, by these presents, authorise and appoint you, to make a diligent and full 
inquiry touching all questions which have been in any way raised in Our Legislative Assembly of 
Our said Colony of New South Wales, whether specifically or in course of debate, as to any improper 
conduct in connection with the Contracts, past and present, of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Company, 
John Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peler Ewing, E. M. Gummow, George Eorrest, 
W. J. Snodgrass, and James Gillan with the Department of Public Works, and touching the truth of 
any charges which have been so as aforesaid made in connection with the performance or variation 
(jf any) of such contracts, or the conduct of any Public Officer, or of the said Contractors, their 
Agents, or Workmen, in relation thereto : We also authorise you to make the fullest investigation into 
any charge or matter in relation to the said persons and Contracts which may be brought before you 
during the course of your inquiry : And we do, by these presents, grant to you full power and authority 
to call before you all such persons as you may judge necessary, by whom you may be better informed 
of the truth in the premises, and to require the production of all such books, papers, writings, and all 
other documents as you may deem expedient, and to visit and inspect the same at the offices or places 
where the same or any of them may be deposited; to visit and inspect any works executed or in course 
of execution under the said Contracts, and to inquire of the premises by all lawful ways and means : 
And We do give you power, at your discretion, to procure such assistance as you may deem necessary 
for enabling you duly to execute this Our Commission: And Our further will and pleasure is that 
you do, within two months after the date of this Our Commission, certify to Us, in the office of 
Our Chief Secretary, under your hand and seal, what you shall find touching the premises: And We 
hereby command all Government Officers and other persons whomsoever within Our said Colony, that 
they be assistant to you in the execution of these presents : And We do hereby declare this Our Com
mission to be a Commission for all purposes of the Act 44 Victoria No. 1, intituled, “An Act to regulate 
the talcing of evidence by Commissioners under the Great Beal.”

In testimony whereof, We have caused these Our Letters to be made Patent, and the Great Seal 
' of Our said Colony of New South Wales to be hereunto affixed.

Witness Our Right Trusty and Well-beloved Cousin, Henby Robeet, Viscount 
Hampben, Our Governor and Commander-in-Chief of Our Colony of New South 
Wales and its Dependencies, at Government House, Sydney,in New South Wales 
aforesaid, this twenty-first day of May, in the year of Our Lord one thousand 
eight hundred and ninety-six, and in the fifty-ninth year of Our Reign.

(l.s.) HAMPDEN.

By His Excellency’s Command,
(u.s.) JAMES N. BRUNKER,

Entered on record by me, in Registeb oe Patents, No. 17, page 433, this twenty-first day of 
May, one thousand eight hundred and ninety-six.

Eor the Colonial Secretary and Registrar of Records,
(u.s.) CRITCHETT WALKER,

■ Principal Under Secretary.
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EXTENSIONS OF COMMISSION.

Royal Commission to inquire into charges in connection with, the contracts of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, <& 
Co., John Carter, 1). G. Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peter Ewing, F. M. Gummow, George Forrest, 
W. J. Snodgrass, and James Gillan with the Department of Public Works.

Whereas it is necessary to extend the time within which the Commissioner is to make his report in the 
above matter : Now, therefore, I do hereby, with the advice of the Executive Council, extend the time 
within which the said Commissioner is to make such report for the period of one month—to take effect from 
the 21st instant. .

Given under my hand, at Government House, this 20th day of Julv, 1896,
. " HAMPDEN.

By His Excellency’s Command,
JAMES N. BRUNKER.

Royal Commission to inquire into certain charges in connection with the contracts between Messieurs 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., John Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peter Ewing, F. M, 
Gummow, George Forrest, W. J. Snodgrass, and James Gillan, and the Department of Public Works.

Whereas the time appointed for the return of. the Commission in the above matter was, by an instrument 
dated the 20th day of July last, extended for a period of one month: And whereas it is necessary to 
extend the same still further : Now, therefore, I do hereby, with the advice of the Executive Council, 
extend the time within which the Commissioner is to make his return to and for a further period of two 
months beyond the time in and by the aforesaid instrument appointed for the purpose—to take effect from 
the 21st instant. '

' Given under my hand, at Government House, Sydney, this 11th day of August, 1896,
HAMPDEN.

By His Excellency’s Command,
JAMES N. BRUNKER.

Royal Commission to inquire into certain charges in connection with the contracts between Messieurs 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., John Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peter Ewing, F. M. 
Gummow, George Forrest, W. J. Snodgrass, and James Gillan, and the Department of Public Works.

Whereas the time appointed for the return of the Commission in the above matter was, by an instrument 
dated the 11th day of August last, extended for a period of two months : And whereas it is necessary to 
extend the time still further : Now, therefore, I do hereby, with the advice of the Executive Council, 
extend the time within which the Commissioner is to make his return to and for a further period of one 
month beyond the time in and by the aforesaid instrument appointed for the purpose—to take effect from 
the 21st instant.

Given under my hand, at Government House, Sydney, this 20th day of October, 1896,
HAMPDEN.

By His Excellency’s Command,
JAMES N. BRUNKFR.
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LETTERS OF INSTRUCTION.

Sir, The Treasury, New South Wales, Sydney, 19 May, 1896.
I have the honor to inform you that His Excellency the Governor, with the advice of the 

Executive Council, has been pleased to approve of your appointment as Royal Commissioner to inquire 
into the charges made against certain officials in the Department of Public Works with reference to the 
contracts between that department and Messrs. Carter, Gummow, <k Co., and with power to investigate, to 
the fullest extent, all matters that may arise during the course of your inquiry with reference to such con
tracts, and the conduct of the contractors or their agents and workmen, and the conduct of any public 
officer in connection with the same. I have, <&c.,
His Honor Mr. District Court Judge Murray, Sydney. • G. H. REID.

Sir, . Chief Secretary’s Office, Sydney, 21 May, 1896.
I am directed by the Chief Secretary to forward to you, enclosed herewith, a Commission, 

issued by His Excellency the Governor, with the advice of the Executive Council, under the Great Seal of 
the Colony, appointing you to be a Royal Commissioner to make a diligent and full inquiry touching all 
questions which have been in any way raised in the Legislative Assembly, whether specifically or in course 
'of debate, as to any improper conduct in connection with the contracts, past and present, of Messieurs Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., John Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peter Ewing, P. M. Gummow, George 
Forrest, W. J. Snodgrass, and James Gillan with the Department of Public Works,-and touching the truth 
of any charges which have been so as aforesaid made in connection with the performance or variation (if 
any) of such contracts, or the conduct of any public officer, or of the said contractors, their agents, or 
workmen, in relation thereto; and authorising you further to make the fullest investigation into any charge 
or matter in relation to the said persons and contracts which may be brought before you during the course 
of your inquiry. ,

2. I am desired to add that you will be provided with the services of a shorthand writer from the 
Parliamentary Hansard Staff. I have, &c., ‘

CRITCHETT WALKER,
Charles Edward Robertson Murray, Esq., District Court Judge. Principal Under Secretary.

Sir, The Treasury, New South Wales, Sydney, 23 July, 1896.
I am directed by the Honorable the Premier to transmit to you, enclosed herewith, an instru

ment under the hand of His Excellency the Governor, extending the Public Works Inquiry Commission 
for a period of one month, to take effect from the 21st instant.

' I have, <kc.,
' F. KIRKPATRICK,

His Honor the Public Works Inquiry Commissioner, &c. Under Secretary for Finance and Trade.

Sir, ' Chief Secretary’s Office, Sydney, 13 August, 1896.
With reference to your letter of the 10th instant, addressed to the Prime Minister, and by him 

transmitted to this office, I am directed by the Chief Secretary to forward herewith an instrument, under 
the hand of His Excellency the Governor, with the advice of the Executive Council, extending the time 
within which the Report of the Public Works Inquiry Commission is to be made for a further period of 
two months beyond the time appointed for the purpose—to take effect from the 21st instant.

I have, &c.,
CRITCHETT WALKER,

Charles Edward Robertson Murray, Esq., District Court Judge. Principal Under Secretary.

Sir, Chief Secretary’s Office, Sydney, 21 October, 1896.
With reference to your letter of the 7th instant, addressed to the Premier, and by him trans

mitted to this office, I am directed by the Chief Secretary to transmit herewith an instrument, under the 
hand of His Excellency the Governor, with the advice of the Executive Council, extending the time within 
which the Report of the Public Works Inquiry Commission is to be made for a further period of one 
month beyond the time appointed for the purpose—to take effect from the present date.

■ ' I have, &c.,
CRITCHETT WALKER,

Charles Edward Robertson Murray, Esq., District Court Judge. Principal Under Secretary.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION.

EEPOET.

To His Excellency the Eight Honorable Hexey Egbert, Yiscount 
Hampden, Governor and Oommander-in-Chief of the Colony of New 
South Wales and its Dependencies.

Mat it please Yottr Excellency,—■

Your Commissioner received, on the 21st of May last, your Excellency’s 
Commission directing him to make a diligent and full inquiry touching all questions 
which have been in any way raised in the Legislative Assembly of the Colony, 
whether specifically or in course of debate, as to any improper conduct in connection 
with the contracts, past and present, of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Company, 
John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peter Ewing, Erank 
Moorhouse Gummow, George Eorrest, and James Gillan, with the Department of 
Public Works, and touching the truth of any charges so as aforesaid made in con
nection with the performance or variation (if any) of such contracts, or the conduct 
of any public officer, or of the said contractors, their agents, or workmen, in 
relation thereto; also to make the' fullest investigation into any charge or matter 
in relation to the said persons and contracts. Your Commissioner, having executed, 
to the best of his ability, your Excellency’s Commission, has now the honor to 
present his Report.

Your Commissioner has found it necessary to hold no less than sixty-six 
sittings, the whole of which have, with two exceptions, been devoted mainly to the 
examination of 114 witnesses, the minutes of whose evidence will he found to cover 
725 pages. A necessarily careful review of this testimony has to some extent 
delayed the completion of the duty entrusted to your Commissioner.

The terms of your Excellency’s Commission having empowered your Com
missioner to make inquiry touching all questions “ in any way raised ” in the 
Legislative Assembly, “whether specifically or in course of debate,” your Com
missioner perused the whole of the Mansard reports of the debates which could he 
discovered to contain references to the contracts of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & 
Company with the Department of Public Works. The speeches which appeared 
exclusively to contain allegations affecting the Department of Public Works in 
relation to the aforesaid contracts were those delivered by Mr. Yarney Parkes on the 
26th of September, 1895, and the 12th of May, 1896.

'—' Before beginning the inquiry your Commissioner requested Mr. Parkes, for 
the convenience of investigation, to submit to the Commission, tabulated under the 
headings of the several contracts to which he had referred, a statement of the allega
tions he intended to rely upon, it being understood that he would he at liberty to 
prefer further charges in the same relation at any time during the progress of the 
inquiry. Mr. Parkes, on the 27th May, handed to the Commission a list of charges. 
It appears in the appended minutes of proceedings that, on various subsequent 
dates, Mr. Parkes added charges to this list, and that on the 4th of September he 
withdrew the entire list then before the Commission, and substituted therefor an 
amended list, from which some of the preceding charges were omitted, and in which 
others were amended in more or less important particulars. Eurther amendments 
were suggested by Mr. Parkes in the course of the lengthy address he delivered on 
the presumed termination of the evidence. * The
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The charges, in the amended form in which they were put by Mr. Parkes on 
the 4th of September, appertaining to each contract, are placed in this Report at 
the head of that portion which deals with those particular allegations ; and, where 
practicable, each charge is supplemented by Mr. Parkes’s remarks made in 
Parliament on the same subject matter, extracted from Hansard.

Mr. Parkes does not appear, however, to have referred in his speeches to the 
matters contained in certain of the allegations which he afterwards laid before the 
Commission, nor does his final statement of those allegations include some of the 
matters to which he made specific reference in his speeches, which will be found 
recorded in extenso on the minutes of the proceedings of the Commission 
immediately preceding the record of Mr. Parkes’s address. '

An endeavour was made by Mr. Parkes to tender evidence relatingto the various 
contracts in a given order; but this method of procedure was unfortunately found 
to be impracticable by reason of the necessity for consulting the convenience of 
some witnesses, and of calling others as soon as they could be summoned.

Although your Commissioner thought fit to request Mr. Parkes to specify 
the improper acts of which it appeared to him Mr. Hickson had been guilty, and 
although Mr. Parkes, in compliance with this request, tabulated the charges, your 
Commissioner has still kept in view throughout the whole course of the inquiry 
the duty imposed by the Commission of making a full investigation unrestricted 
by any expression of opinion on the part of Mr. Parkes, and therefore the 
necessity for independent examination of any matters that might appear from 
the evidence, or might in any way be suggested to your Commissioner, as calling 
for inquiry. Mr. Parkes, however, ably assisted by Mr. Christie in matters 
of account and of a general business nature, and by Messrs. M£Credie and 
Thompson on questions of construction and engineering, has so completely ex
hausted all the fair possibilities of the subject matter as to leave no necessity 
for branching off into any lines of inquiry not coming under one of the 
various heads into which he has divided his charges; nor, when Mr. Parkes, 
seeing the great length to which the inquiry -would extend, unless he confined 
himself, as he expressed his intention of doing during the course of the inquiry, to 
some particular contracts to which the persons named in the Commission were parties, 
expressed bis intention of so limiting the investigation on his part, did your Com
missioner deem it his duty to proceed into a further examination of any other of the 
contracts; being well aware that Mr. Parkes, in his zeal for the discovery of the truth, 
and with the assistance at his hand, would not have omitted to bring before the 
Commission any important piece of evidence appearing in or suggested by the history 
of any other contract.

_ _ Your Commissioner may also be allowed to explain that, though the Com
mission is general, in as far as the mention of the name of any officer of the Depart
ment of Public Works is concerned, still, from the tenor of the whole of the speeches 
made by Mr. Parkes in Parliament which led up to the granting of the Commission, 
it is abundantly evident that Mr. Robert R. P. Hickson, now Under-Secretary in 
that department, is the person into whose conduct it is the duty of your Commissioner 
primarily to inquire. It has been on that assumption that the whole course of the 
inquiry has been conducted; and, while your Commissioner kept in mind the duty 
of examining into, if necessary, the conduct of any other officer, still the attention 
of the Commission was directed most particularly to Mr. Hickson in that relation. 
And in the course of this Report your Commissioner has, in the same manner as 
has Mr. Parkes in the framing of his charges, directed his attention specially to this 
aspect of the question; the Inquiry having in effect resolved itself into an 
investigation into the conduct of Mr. Hickson in his dealings with and control of 
the contracts held by Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co.

In reporting seriatim on the charges tabulated-—as they appeared when Mr. 
Parkes began his address—your Commissioner cannot avoid dealing with some 
matters at great length. Considering the amount of evidence taken—21860 questions 
having been asked and answered—it is impossible to be brief. At the same time, your 
Commissioner, while deeming it his duty to rather fully explain some matters, either of 
public interest or having a very important bearing on the questions to be decided, has 
been compelled to omit all mention of, or to touch very lightly on, many subjects dealt 
with in the course of the inquiry. There are two of these to which a brief allusion may 
be made here. One is the history of Mr. Hickson’s official actions in South Australia.

> This
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This subject was introduced thus : Mr. Parkes, in the course of his evidence, spoke, 
in justification of his own action in Parliament, of some information which he had 
received casting a reflection upon Mr. Hickson’s conduct when in the service of the 
South Australian Government. This led to cross-examination of Mr. Parkes on the 
subject, and, finally, to'the putting in as evidence, so as to have them before the 
Commission, and so before the public, the whole of the material facts that were to he 
found in print. They appear in the Appendix No. 63, page 118, and consist of Mr. 
Hickson’s evidence given in the hearing of an arbitration matter between Wells 
Brothers, contractors, and the Government of South Australia (a case in which 
the award was absolutely in favour of the defendants), part of Mr. Thomas 
Higginbotham’s evidence, and his Beport on Harbour Works. Mr. Hickson 
was examined on these matters—page 561 of the evidence. It is quite outside 
of the province of your Commissioner to attempt to determine the question 
whether Mr. Hickson acted properly or improperly in his dealings with Mr. 
Cheesewright in the matter of the plans for the ftivoli Bay and Kingston 
jetties; it would be impossible to do so satisfactorily at this time and place. Mr. 
Higginbotham’s report appears to exonerate Mr. Hickson of anything worse than 
imprudence. But the question is really not material. In dealing with the evidence 
adduced on this inquiry your Commissioner has in no way entertained the question 
of character. If there had been sufficient proof to raise a strong suspicion against 
Mr. Hickson, and if, in answer to that, there had been set up the improbability that 
so honorable a man could he guilty of such conduct, then it would have been quite 
legitimate to reply that his former history went to contradict the assertion of high 
integrity. This is not so here. It was—after Mr. Parkes’s unnecessary assertion, 
made to justify himself—at the wish of both Mr. Parkes and Mr. Hickson that the 
evidence was put in. It is satisfactory to Mr. Hickson that the whole matter, as far 
as is practicable, should be cleared up : the verdict of those who read the evidence 
will probably he favourable to him.

Another matter that was quite outside the scope of the inquiry was 
Mr. Parkes’ own bona fides in taking the action which he pursued in Parliament. 
Not being a witness of any facts that go to prove his charges, his credibility was not 
in issue. Therefore it was that your Commissioner at first disallowed cross-exami
nation on that subject, as being immaterial and causing waste of time; Mr. Parkes 
himself raised no objection; he rather invited the inquiry. Tour Commissioner, on 
reflection, decided to allow it; seeing that, though not material in relation to the 
questions to be dealt with, by the Commission, it may become so in connection with 
another matter which your Excellency’s advisers may think fit to consider. All 
that your Commissioner, having had a peculiarly good opportunity for observation, 
will venture to say upon this point is that, through the whole course of the inquiry, 
Mr. Parkes, in his words and by his manner, expressed, and appeared to be actuated 
by, a strong belief in the substantial truth of his allegations.

Your Commissioner will now proceed to deal with the charges seriatim, in 
the order—though it is unfortunately not chronological—in which they were 
arranged by Mr. Parkes—the numerical order borne by the contracts, not according 
to the respective dates at which they were let, but according to the sequence in 
which the several plans belonging to them were drawn. Before doing so, however, 
it will be convenient, for the purpose of reference, to give the three lists which 
follow, the first explaining shortly the offices held by Mr. Hickson and Mr. Harley; 
the second showing the various combinations of persons named in the Commission, 
as they Joined together in carrying out contracts in New South Wales; and the 
third being an interpretation of initials appearing in minutes cited.

E. E. P. HICKSOX. C. W. DAELET.
Appointed Commissioner for Eoads and Bridges, 

and Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, in suc
cession to the late W. C. Bennett.

Appointed Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works 
(Eoads and Bridges, Harbours and Eivers, 
Country Towns Water Supply and Sewerage).

Appointed Under-Secretary for Public Works 
and Commissioner for Eoads.

1889.
July 1st.

1895. 
April 1st.

1896. 
March 5.

Appointed Engineer-in-Chief for Harbours and 
Kicers in succession to Mr. E. 0. Moriarty 

(retired). *
Appointed President Water and Sewerage Board 

and Engineer-in-Chief Metropolitan Sewerage 
Construction Branch.

(Mr. Smail acting from April to June.) 
Appointed Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works 

(Bridges, Harbours and Hirers, Country 
Towns Water Supply and Sewerage).

Mr. Smail then acted as Engineer-in-Chief for 
Metropolitan Sewerage until June 30, when 
Mr. J. Daris was appointed Engineer for 
Metropolitan. Sewerage.

18S9.
January 1.

1895. 
April 1.

1896. 
March 5.

' •' •' • ~\_ - ' • a. .
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No. of 
Contract. Style or Firm.

22 Snodgrass and Gillan ..............
21 Koehester and Gummow ..........
30 Gummow,Bennett, and Canty...

68
ts.w.s.

Gummow & Co...........................

38 Forrest and Snodgrass ..............
32 Gummow & Co...........................

45 Forrest and Snodgrass..............
56 Carter & Co................................
60 Do .............................
61 Do .............................
53 Do .............................
63 Gummow and Gillan.................

66 Do do ..................
65 Carter & Co.................................
72 Do .............................
74 Gummow and Gillan ..............
79 Carter & Co................................
78 Gummow and Gillan ..............

69 Carter, Gummow, & Co.............

79a Carter & Co................................
77 Carter, Gummow, & Co.............

118 Do do ..............
108 Do do ..............

Names of Persons comprising Firm. Date of
Signing Contract.

David Q-raham Snodgrass and James Gillan....... .........................
Joseph John Rochester and Frank Moorhouse Gummow* ......
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, Edward Bennett, and Michael 

Canty.
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Feather- 

stone Maddison, and Peter Ewing.
George Forrest and David Graham Snodgrass.............................
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, 

and Edward Bennett. •
George Forrest and David Graham Snodgrass.............................
John Carter, Charles Richards^ and David Graham Snodgrass
John Carter and George Forrest...................................................

do do ....................................................
John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass ................................
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, 

and Peter Ewing.
do do do do

John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and George Forrest......
do do do ......

Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, and Peter Ewing ...
John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass ................................
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, 

and Peter Ewing.
John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Maddison, 

Peter Ewing, and Frank Moorhouse Gummow.
John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass ................................
John Carter, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, and David Graham 

Snodgrass.
do do do .......

John Carter, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, and George Forrest

2 Nov., 1886
23 1886
30 June, 1887

27 July, 1888

16 Nov., 1888
26 1888

5 July, 1889
16 April, 1890
23 June, 1890
23 ,, 1890
25 Aug., 1890
13 Sept., 1890

19 Dec., 1890
12 Feb., 1891
16 Mar., 1891
6 April, 1891

10 Mar., 1892
21 a 1892

22 Jan., 1894

20 June, 1894
16 May, 1895

15 June, 1895
19 May, 1896

* Mr. Gummow assigned his interest to Mr. Rochester. t S.W.S. means Sydney Water Supply, 
t Mr. Richards assigned his interest to Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass.

Name. Position at the time. Initials used.

E.H., & E.E.P.H.
J.B.

Chief Clerk ........................................................................... D.C.McL.
E.K.
J.S.
W.J.L.
J.H.Y.
F.C.P.
A.P.
O.C.
E.H.
J.D.
W.J.M.

Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage ..................................... C.H.O.B.
S.H.W.
Jno. P.
C.D.
J.W.T.B.
W.K.M.
G.H.E.
H.F.N.
S.E.C.

E. Y................................................... (Page 328, Parliamentary Papers*)

* Printer’s error. No person with these initials.

CONTRACT 69 (MARRICKVILLE).
1. With allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to manipulate the departments schedule for Sewerage 

Contract 69 so as to give the contractors an advantage over the Crown in their contract to build a 
sewer in Marrichville, by which the contractors were paid upon the extravagant items of charge, and 
were conceded those items upon which they had a losing price.

3 With paying to the contractors large sums of money which they (the departmental officers) were not 
compelled to pay under Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown. ■

Let me show hon. members how the case stands as regards this contract, No. 69. The tenders sent in were Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., £45,207; John Ahearn, £47,061; Kerle and Kerle, £52,735 ; H. McKenzie and Sons, £53,505; J. l. 
Carson, £57,239; Dean & Sons, £58,165 ; and so on. The completed work was much less than in the computed schedules, 
but Carter, & Co. were paid £52,400 instead of £45,000, or £7,400 over. They were paid, for instance, upon schedules 
numbered 1, 8, 12, 16, 19, 22, and so on. Supposing other contractors had had the same schedules passed for 
them to do the work under, there would have been a saving in the case of Ahearn, of £11,600; in the case of Kerle, of 
£5,000; in the case of Carson, of £10,052; in the case of McKenzie, of £8,700; in the case of Holloway bros., 
of £5,700, in the case of Dean and Sons, of £4,520. Will hon. members dare to say that there was not some 
collusion between some officers of the department and Carter & Co., in order that they might hx tfaeir 
schedules’ Yet the Minister paid this money away without taking the trouble to look into the schedules at all. 
He does not take the trouble to cheek the expenditure in any way. Let me show how these quantities are made
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out. I will take several eases to show hon. members how cleverly things are manipulated. Carter & Co’s 
tender for excavations came to £15,500, John Ahearn’s to £14,500, Dean & Co.’s to £17,000, and McKenzie’s to £17 000 • 
Carter & Co. undertook to do in open trenching 22,815 yards at 9d. ; 9,780 yards at 27s. 6d., being blasting work ; 1 465 
yards, at 4s. ; 170 feet of manual work, at 40s. ; and 345 yards of blasting work, at 5s. Their schedules were so cleverly 
manipulated that the 9d., which was a losing rate to them, was reduced by 4,000 yards ; and the blasting rate at 27s 6d 
double that of any other contractor, was increased from 9,780 yards to 13,294 yards. At the time this contract was going 
on there were three other members of the firm, who have since left it, and they tell me there was nothing like the amount 
of supposed excavation carried out; it would have to be exactly doubled to make up the increase. Again, if they had 
made the supposed excavation, they would have had to pay double the amount which they paid for concrete filling 
which does not occur in the filling. The rates were so fixed that they could rob the state of money ; and an officer who 
has been retired from the department, Mr. Bagge, in one minute, said that Carter, Gummow, & Co. were so fixing their 
schedules as to obtain an undoubted advantage over the Government. All through, this officer, Mr. Bagge, seems to have 
been making an effort against his superior officers, in order to secure justice to the country ___ -

Mr. Crick : By whom was Mr. Bagge retired ?
Mr. PARKES : By the Minister, I think, upon the recommendation of the present under-secretary of the depart

ment. Then take the shafts. Carter, Gummow, & Co. put in so many shafts at a losing price. The sewers would not be 
any the worse for having the full number of shafts put in; but the number was reduced by seven, and then instead of 
being paid for blasting work at 4s. and 5s. they were paid for it at the rate of 40s. They substituted the manual labour 
rate for the blasting rate. It was clearly proved in the case of Regina versus McLeod that neither the Secretary for Public 
Works nor his officer had any power to in any way increase the cost of contracts by substituting a more costly material, or 
by adding to the price of any of the items. There is no doubt in my mind that by paying these monevs the Secretary for 
Public Works has illegally given away public funds. I now come to the item of “ subducts.” They are necessary in the 
case of every sewer for dramage purposes. They were estimated by the public officers at £600. One contractor contracts 
J* anoth.er £879’ another at £1,366 ; another at £1,612. It will be seen that the amounts varied
from £600 to £1,612. Carter & Co. put these drains in at Id. each, or, upon the whole lot, they put down £8 16s. 8d. 
Eventually, however, the Government officer did not have these subducts built. There is no payment whatever for them 
and as a matter of fact they were not put in. . *

Mr. Crick : No wonder they were not put in when the contractors would have had to do £600 worth of work for 
£8 16s. 8d.

Mr PARKES : Will hon. members tell me that this was not a prearranged affair? Do they suppose for one 
moment that this firm would have risked having to do £600 worth of work for £8 16s. 8d. ? Was it not on the other hand 
a duty of the public officers to have these ducts put in at the cheap rate to the country at which they could have been 
put in under this contract ? * J

Mr. Ashton : Can the hon. member show me from the papers where the firm obtained permission to omit the 
subducts i \

•„ Mr', PARKIS . n0 . ^ey did not do them, and they were not paid for them. Upon page 125 hon. members 
will see a letter written by one of the junior officers of the department to the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. He says :
, , . s?im,e.of *1*.® man-h?les on this contract are being constructed, I should like the engineer-in-chief’s decision as to

the kind of pitching, if any, which is to be put round the man-hole covers.
“ Twelve square yards of squared bluestone pitching were included in the schedule of quantities, which the 

contractors have priced at £50 per square yard. The quantity likely to be used if the whole of the man-holes are to be 
pitched will be 35 square yards, which, at schedule rates, will amount to £1,750.
rn ‘‘®P®clal hluestone concrete will answer the same purpose as bluestone pitchers, and will only cost—9 cubic yards, at 
DUS. — -LUS.

fair price for bluestone pitching is about 25s. per square yard, and, as the schedule rate is so much higher 
than the market rate, the question arises whether the pitching should not be omitted. If, however, this course is 
considered to be unfair to the contractors, then only the quantity included in the schedule of quantities need be carried 
out.
The engineer-in-chief in his minute says this :

‘e cannot m fairness omit an item for which, no doubt, the price is absurdly high, while we know that on 
other items the price is equally low. Where bluestone pitchers are shown on drawing contractors must be paid for same 
at schedule rates. .
But I will show that, they have selected all the high items on which to pay these contractors. To show the iniquity of 
this, I may say that they not only pay £50, but they increase it twofold by taking out the sandstone where it is provided 
and putting m bluestone. If that is not an act against the interests of the country, I should like to know what is. A 
certain number of sandstone pitchers are to be put in. These are withdrawn and bluestone substituted. That is to be 
seen m the payments made to the contractors. I can show that they have carefully manipulated every one of these items, 
so that the country suffers and the contractors gain.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

******#**.
I see from the Government vouchers that the Minister paid away £6,200 in extras upon that contract. I should 

like to know if he ever inquired what this £6,200 was for ? Did he know what it was for when he approved of it ?
Mr. Young : Where is the page upon which my minute approving of it appears ? ’ .
Mr. PARKES : On page 134, the hon. gentleman will find this entry :
“ Minister’s approval for £6,200.”—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

Before the charges made under the head of this contract are dealt with, a 
clear understanding of the nature of what is known as “ schedule rigging ” is neces
sary. In England, as well as in the Colonies, a system known as “tendering by 
schedule” has almost universally prevailed as the accepted and proper mode, in all 
works of the general class to which sewer construction belongs, in which there is 
necessarily much uncertainty as to the kind and quantities of excavation, material, 
&c., that will actually he required; the nature of the ground to he excavated varying 
in itself, and thereby entailing variations in the extent of excavation, the mode of 
construction, the necessity for certain works which may or may not turn out to he 
required, the use and the withdrawal, or the burying in the work, of timber in shafts 
and tunnels, and in numbers of other ways. The usual mode of calling for tenders 
on this system that has been adopted in New South Wales is thisEirst of all, 
it is determined what work is required to he constructed; then, by careful survey’ 
the taking of borings, &c., the best available knowledge is gained of the nature 
of the country to he gone through, consistent, in the testing by bores, &c., with 
fair economy; then there is made as exact an analysis as, in the opinion of 
the engineer dealing .with such matters, is thought expedient, of the various 
distinct kinds of ground that may be _ met with, and the different modes of 
working that may have to be adopted in each. There is worked out as good

an
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an estimate as the conditions will permit of the quantities, in cuhic measurement, of the 
ground likely to be met with under each head; then every conceivable kind of material 
that may he required in the work is added to the list. These form the first column of 
the schedule; opposite each item is placed in the next column the unit of measurement 
adopted; and in another column is given the best estimate that can he made— 
sometimes necessarily little better than a guess—of the “ probable quantity ” or 
number of units that may he expected. The tenderer is asked to set his price per 
unit against each item; the prices multiplied by the quantities give the resultant 
cost under each head ; the sum of all these amounts, added up at the bottom of the 
schedule, is the sum total of the tender. It is clear that, if all the probable 
quantities given are correct, then the sum total will finally agree with the actual 
cost of the work; this will he so, however inappropriate the respective prices given 
may he; and the acceptance of the lowest tender will prove to be the best bargain for 
the country. But a departure in the work from the quantities anticipated will—un
less all departures happen to balance one another—necessarily cause a variation, in 
the final cost, from the sum total of the tender; either by way of increase or 
diminution, according as the more or the less expensive items are respectively in
creased or diminished ; and, seeing that a difference of opinion may be expected in 
all tenderers as to the respective values of different kinds of work, it may finally 
turn out that the better bargain would have resulted from the acceptance of some 
other than the lowest tender. But, of course, the very object of the system is to 
find, by taking the sum total, which tender is presumably the lowest; and, necessarily, 
the practice has universally been—apart from other objections—to accept the lowest 
tender. It is because of the need for a comparison between tenders that “ probable 
quantities” are inserted; otherwise, to save the raising of a question in the course of the 
work as to the price of an unspecified item—always a difficult and unsatisfactory matter 
to deal with, in spite of conditions designed to meet it in the contract—all work and 
materials might he tendered for per unit, without quantities being given. As it is, 
the Department guards itself carefully against being supposed to guarantee the 
quantities; leaving the tenderer to make, if he chooses, his own calculations, on the 
basis of the exhibited plans, which show all the information acquired by the 
Department.

As long as tenderers used their knowledge and experience in arriving at the 
best conclusions they could form of the price for which they could carry out each 
individual item, and attached their prices accordingly, this system worked well; at 
the first blush it appears to he as good a system as could be devised. Evidently 
the most obvious alternative, a plan of lump-sum tendering, would, where quantities 
are necessarily uncertain, have introduced a very great risk ; and this would have 
necessitated a large balance of probable profit to the contractor, by way of insurance 
against heavy possible loss, and so would have raised generally the price of work to 
the country. The element of gambling must have been forced to enter largely into 
such a system of tendering. Big profits and bankruptcies might he looked for as 
the result. But every uncertainty in business induces speculation; and so there 
gradually grew up, from the schedule form of tendering, a system of “ schedule 
rigging,” as it was called. It is worked thus: The tenderer increases beyond its 
legitimate amount the price per unit of each item in which he thinks or hopes the 
“probable quantity ” will turn out to be less than the actual quantity, and compen
sates for the consequent addition to his price, so as to keep down the sum total, and 
secure the acceptance of his tender, by unduly lowering the prices of items that he 
expects to work out below their “ probable quantities.” Of course, the most out
rageous “ rigging ” will eventually make no difference if the probable quantities 
turn out to he correct; but, if the tenderer’s hopes are fulfilled, he makes an undue 
profit; if he is mistaken in his expectation, the Department probably gains. On 
the whole, the aggregate results of a long series of sewerage contracts tendered for on 
the schedule system appear to show that in the end gains fairly balance losses; but 
the practice of “rigging” is obviously objectionable, and some remedy was required. 
The evil was increasing; the filling in of schedules was becoming an art. One of 
the contractors most proficient in this art in Australia was Mr. Snodgrass, a member 
of the firm of Carter & Co., and, till the end of 1895, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. Of course the system deserves the name of gambling. It is more obviously 
so than are most forms of speculation looked upon as legitimate. It was coming to be 
recognised among contractors as something quite in the ordinary course of business;
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and it naturally led to the taking advantage of every peculiarity in a schedule, 
even an obvious clerical error. As far as success in this art is concerned Mr. 
Snodgrass yields the palm to Mr. Williams, one of whose tenders for pipe-laying at 
the Glebe, accepted by the Water and Sewerage Board, secured him a large illegiti
mate profit as the result of a remarkably speculative schedule. Yet Mr. Williams 
was a prime mover in the agitation which resulted in the granting of this 
Commission. He evidently thought his own smartness nothing to be ashamed of. 
Mr. Snodgrass’ view of the matter will be found in his evidence on page 699, Q. 21218.

When tenders were intited for Contract 69, known as the Eastern Main 
Branch Sewer, running through Marrickville, and carrying the Western Suburbs 
drainage towards the Botany Sewage Earm, a very elaborate schedule was pre
pared by Mr. Bagge in order to distinguish perfectly every kind of excavation, and 
to prevent the risk of any sort of soil or rock falling under a wrong head. In 
tendering for the contract Mr. Snodgrass, who seems always to have performed this 
part of the work of the firm, adopted a remarkably simple mode of filling in his 
schedule. Appendix No. 52, page 82, shows the column of work in full; No. 43, 
page 71, shows all schedules, including Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s. Eor each of the 
four first items, excavation in open trenches, he put down the same price, 
expecting to find little but what would come under the first head—comparatively 
easy work, though even then cheap at the price. Eor each class of excavation in 
tunnels he again gave the same price, expecting that the work would turn out to be 
such as would fall mostly under head No. 5, for which the rate charged was high ; or 
that, if it were “hardrock,” it Avould, according to the usual practice of the depart
ment, come under head 11—blasting with four-inch charges. Eor work under most of 
the other heads the price,though a good one, was lower than the department’s estimate; 
for excavation in shafts, again, Mr. Snodgrass gave low rates in two uniform classes 
for all the eight different heads, except one ; for that he fixed a very high price ; it 
was the class of ground that, considering the features of the country, of which he 
had very large experience, he naturally expected would prevail, in excess of what 
was given in the probable quantities ; moreover—both in tunnels and in shafts— 
when, in the place of harder ground, this soft ground is met with, the result is that 
the total quantity of easy excavation is increased, because it belongs to the class 
which requires timbering; and the fixing of timber in a shaft or tunnel entails a 
very great addition to the quantity of soil to be removed; so that, while the 
increased facility of taking out the ground makes the profit greater, the advantage 
gained is added to—if the price is high—by the consequent addition to the total 
amount of such profitable work.

Eor these items of excavation, nineteen in all, the principal peculiarity in the 
tendering was uniformity, in four series; with the exception of a very high price for 
one item, in which an increase was reasonably to be expected ; with very low rates 
for some items—the first four—in which evidently the tenderer hoped for a decrease, 
because he anticipated that so much timbering in open trenches as the department 
expected would not be required ; good prices for tunnelling, which would turn out 
very profitable if the ground proved generally to be soft shale; and low rates 
for all shaft work, with the one exception noticed. There is nothing in these prices 
suggestive of special information derived from any one in the office, except in relation 
to Nos. 13, 14, and 15. The speculation indulged in as to all the rest appears quite 
natural—just what might fairly be expected under the circumstances. It must be 
remembered that the remarkable lowness of some prices was essential to keep down 
the total, increased by the other high rates. A high total would lead to a failure to 
secure the contract. Uniformity in items under one general head is an advantage 
to all concerned, as it saves the trouble, and often the friction, due to the necessity 
of classification ; aggregate measurement being all that has to be agreed on. In the 
result the anticipation of the tenderer generally turned out correct. The excavation 
in open trenches was somewhat less than the quantity given in the probable quantities; 
in the tunnels in “ less hard ground ” it proved a great deal more ; in those in “ solid 
rock ” a little more ; in the shafts in “ solid rock ” very much less; and in “ more 
or less hard ground ” some 20 per cent, more, the item put down at the high rate 
(40s.) being exceptionally increased, and almost entirely merging the other heads— 
the addition to the total being due to the larger excavation required by the larger 
quantity of timbered ground. In reading this schedule it must be borne in mind 
that the descriptions “ more or less hard materials,” “ solid rock,” and “ more or

less
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less hard ground,” identify particular local parts of the work, so marked on the 
ground plan and longitudinal sections exhibited. There is no guarantee that any 
one division of these local parts will actually answer to such description ; as indeed 
the forms of the detailed items themselves imply.

The diminution, in the result, of 12, 13, 14, and 15, (from an aggregate of 
1,465 to 495 yards) was explained by an alteration of the scheme while the work was 
going on by reduction in the number and the size of shafts, and notably of what was to 
be a very large and elaborate shaft at Premier-street, sunk by another contractor, and 
intended to be very much increased in horizontal section, as part of the work of Contract 
69, but finally, for the sake.of economy, left as it was originally sunk. It might be 
suggested that someone in the office conveyed to the contractors information, before 
the tenders were sent in, that alterations would be made; on the other hand, it was 
well-known that economy was being studied in every way: and Mr. Snodgrass, with 
his long experience of such works, and his knowledge of Mr. Davis’s very commend
able habit of trying by every legitimate means to reduce expense without sacrificing 
efficiency, might well think it safe to make a set off against his high prices by 
lowering these, on the chance of the quantities being reduced. The prices would 
certainly have been losing ones, if the shafts had been carried out as they stood in 
the schedule.

The next item to which attention has been called is No. 31—timber left in 
excavations, Id. a cubic foot. There is really nothing peculiar in this ; in the result, 
a considerable increase in this item did take place, due to the quantity of timber 
used and not withdrawn in tunnels and shafts, the quantity, however, did not increase 
in proportion to the increase in the timbered excavation; this is explained by the 
fact that, as anticipated by Mr. Snodgrass, there was a diminution in the amount of 
timber used in open trenches, in comparison with the quantity estimated for that 
work. But the increase did not really represent a loss to the contractors, because 
their high prices for ground requiring timbering in tunnels and shafts really 
included—and was calculated originally to include—the timber ; the Id. was a mere 
nominal price.

The Id. per lineal yard for subducts is the next striking item. In point of 
fact subducts are put in for the convenience of the contractor, when they are used at 
all. They have hardly ever been used in sewerage work about Sydney, as it has 
been found that they are very seldom required and are a source of weakness. They 
are drains running under the floor of the tunnel, carrying soakage water towards 
each shaft, from a point at about the centre of the distance between the two shafts, 
where it falls into the sump, a sort of temporary well at the bottom of the shaft. 
If subducts are made at all, obviously the work must be good, as it has to be per
manent, the sewer being built over the subduct; and it is so provided in the 
specification. It is seldom practicable to carry away the subduct water by con
necting the sump with some lower level. The practice is to empty the sump of 
water and fill it up with concrete when the sewer is built, and so put the subducts 
out of work; then they evidently become worse than useless, as they tend to 
collect water at the foot of each shaft—water which cannot escape. As they may 
possibly be required, they are put in the schedule, with probable quantities repre- . 
senting in the aggregate the length of tunnel; the different classes of subduct, 
suitable to different conditions of ground, having different lengths roughly appor
tioned to them. Of course the price. Id. per yard, was nominal; but the excavation 
for subducts is also paid for. The schedule item “ subducts ” covers the cost of the 
earthenware pipes, and some other items of work, but not the excavation. Where 
the price for excavation in tunnels is high, the payment under that head fully covers 
the whole cost of the subduct. Mr. Davis’s table on page 499—further explained on 
page 664—of the evidence, sets this out clearly, and shows that, if subducts had 
been ordered in this contract, they would really have been a profitable item to the 
contractors. The suggestion that the contractors put in a nominal price because 
they had private information that subducts would not be required has absolutely 
nothing in it, for the reasons given—that the price was not nominal under the circum
stances, and that all contractors who knew anything of sewerage work were aware 
that subducts were almost universally an item put in merely to get a price. And it 
must of course be borne in mind that, while the existence of subducts was a disad
vantage to the work, their cost—not nominal, because it would include highly-paid 
excavation—was so much saved to the department by their being left out.

The
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• The next head of work that calls for comment is No. 34—cement facing— 
carrying a high price, 5s. per square yard, 2s. being the departmental estimate. In 
this instance Mr. Snodgrass made a mistake; and the fact that he did so is some 
evidence to go towards rebutting the suggestioa founded upon his correct anticipa
tion of reduction of quantities in the low-priced shaft excavation. Of course the 
high rate set down for cement facing entailed an increase to the total amount of his 
tender that must have been compensated for somewhere—however it was distributed— 
by cutting down some other rate. The probable quantity given was 11,600 yards ; 
the difference, which may presumably he taken as the over-charge, between the sum 
tendered at and the departmental estimate, is 3s. a yard, making a total of £1,740; 
this sum, at least, must have been worked out of the tender by unduly lowering some 
other items. The reason for the manipulation was this—the number of yards of 
cement facing was calculated on the assumption that only the lower half of the 
sewers—oval in section—was to be plastered or “ rendered.” This was really the 
intention of the department, and was carried out. But it was more or less of an 
innovation. Mr. Snodgrass assumed that, according to the former practice, the whole 
of the internal lining was to be rendered. He supposed a mistake had been made. 
To make a large profit on what he expected would be an increase of several thousands 
of yards of rendering, he risked the result of making a serious reduction in the price 
of some other work. He was disappointed—the upper part of the sewers was not 
rendered ; and, some alterations having been made in the work, the number of yards 
to be paid for ran out at only 10,683 ; so that this instance of speculative tendering 
probably caused a substantial loss to the contractors.

But the most extraordinary feature of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender for 
Contract 69 was item 36—squared bluestone pitchers ; which are used to surround, 
protect, and keep the road level to the edge of, the covers of manholes closing 
shafts in streets. By one of those mistakes that experience shows will escape the 
most careful revision, in the column of “ probable quantities ” opposite this item, 
instead of 38 yards, which would have been about the proper number, 12 yards came 
to be printed. Having examined the plans and counted the number of shafts, and 
having found that they all, with one or two exceptions, showed a ring of blue- 
stone pitchers, Mr. Snodgrass saw at once that a mistake had been made; and— 
presumably—cutting off an equivalent of about £585, by lowering some other 
items, to compensate for the difference between £600 and £15 (which would have 
been about a fair price for' the 12 yards), he attached to this item the ridiculous 
sum of £50, hoping thereby to gain some £1,200 of illegitimate profit. The first 
question that arises is this: Was the error intentional—made for the purpose of 
playing into his hands ? This question answers itself : every contractor with his eyes 
open would be expected to see the mistake as well as Mr. Snodgrass, and no officer 
would be likely to venture on such a palpable act of fraud. Curiously enough, the 
very simple explanation of this error—the source of the suggestion, if it was inten
tional ; more probably the cause of the accident—was not discovered till near the 
close of the Commission ; it was a transposition of the quantities for bluestone and 
sandstone pitchers; the former should have been thirty-eight, the latter twelve ; as 
the work involving the sandstone pitchers was, for convenience, transferred to 
another contract, attention was never called to the thirty-eight as excessive; and so 
the clue to the error in the quantities for bluestone pitchers was lost. The fact that 
Mr. Snodgrass did discover it certainly does not leave it to be presumed that he had 
any information on the subject. The next question is this: Was the peculiar 
tendering discovered in time for the Chief Engineer to be apprised of it before the 
tender was accepted ? In the multiplicity of tenders that he had to deal with he 
would not be likely to notice it. Mr. Bagge swore that he did call Mr. Hickson’s 
attention to it, and that Mr. Hickson said nothing could be done (Question 13110). 
Mr. Hickson denied this (Question 17143). Most of the surrounding circumstances 
negative Mr. Bagge’s statement; and his recollection on various other matters is so 
obviously at fault that, without imputing to him any wish to misrepresent facts, your 
Commissioner regrets to say that he cannot place much reliance on his accounts of 
matters that happened a few years ago. It is probable that in fact no one noticed the 
peculiarity in this item till Mr.Millner, early in May, 1894, discovered it in making out 
a progress voucher. He naturally thought pounds was a mistake for shillings in his 
copy of the schedule. Mr. Snodgrass assured him it was not so. The matter was 
referred to Mr. Davis, who had himself up to that time been misled by a mistake in his

copy.
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copy, no doubt innocently made by a clerk, showing shillings instead of pounds ; the 
original document was referred to, and £50 was found to be correct. It was then that 
Mr. Davis’s minute, which appears as No. 11 on page 111 of the Appendix, was written. 
Mr. Davis suggested the substitution of special bluestone concrete, for which the 
tendered price was fair (60s. per cubic yard)—at any rate for everything beyond the 
12 yards appearing in the schedule of quantities. The matter was referred to Mr. 
Hickson. A discussion took place in the office, at which the contractors were present. 
Mr. Snodgrass has given the clearest account of this interview on page 693 of the 
evidence, Q. 20991. Mr. Hickson’s opinion then formed was embodied in the minute 
which follows Mr. Davis’s, expressing the opinion that the department could not in 
fairness omit an item for which the price was absurdly high, knowing that on other 
items the price was equally low; and deciding that, where bluestone pitchers were 
shown on the drawings, the contractors must be paid for them. At the very con
clusion of the evidence—page 721—Mr. Davis more clearly explained this matter of 
the omission from the plan of the pitchers on some shafts. Every shaft was supposed 
to be so finished ; but, by accident, the Prussian blue, indicating bluestone pitching, 
had been left out of the plan in some cases. This mistake—fairly set off against 
the mistake in numbers taken advantage of by Mr. Snodgrass—Mr. Hickson insisted 
on. Thirty-eight was the original number of yards intended. When Mr. Davis 
wrote his minute, this was reduced to about thirty-five by some of the shafts having, 
for convenience, been transferred to M'Sweeney’s Contract 62. Afterwards some 
other changes were made, and supplementary drawings were sent down to the con
tractors. This was almost certainly after the work had passed out of Mr. Hickson’s 
control. In these supplementary drawings the blue colour was put in, in ignorance 
of Mr. Hickson’s limitation, where on the original plan it had been left out. More
over, it seems that the pitching was again increased by one of the changes made; 
therefore, in the end, although one shaft was left unpitched, because it was on 
vacant land, the number of yards actually paid for, 36^, was about equal to the 
whole quantity (with the exception of one shaft) that was intended to appear on 
the original schedule, and Mr. Hickson’s reservation, by means of all these various 
changes, seems to have been defeated. The question is, whether Mr. Hickson’s 
action is evidence of favouritism. Under clause 16 of the “ general conditions ” of 
the contract (page 20 of the Appendix—these same general conditions being 
attached to Contract 69), it would appear that the Engineer has extensive powers of 
substitution; but Mr. Hickson might well have had grave doubts on this point— 
whether the clause empowered him to substitute one material for another for the 
sake of choosing the cheaper according to schedule rates, the obvious intention of the 
clause being to enable the Engineer either to meet unexpected contingencies or 
to introduce improvements, or otherwise to vary the work for the purpose of more 
beneficially carrying it out; such a thing as picking out cheap items on the schedule 
never having been contemplated, and being contrary to the spirit, if not outside the 
letter, of the clause. It was in this former aspect that Mr. Hickson, in whom a 
sense of justice appears to your Commissioner to constantly prevail over any 
inclination to take advantage of technicalities, seems to have viewed the question, 
though no doubt a regard for what he considered the legal construction was also 
present to his mind. In such a peculiar case as this, where advantage was taken by 
a tenderer of what was evidently a clerical error, and where no actual loss could fall 
on the contractor—in all fair intendment—by a refusal to add to the probable 
quantities of work to be done at an utterly ridiculous price, the legal effect of the 
clause, if it really did enable such a course to be pursued, might well be insisted on 
as fitting in with the justice of the case; but it should not, your Commissioner 
thinks, be taken as a fair conclusion from Mr. Hickson’s action that it was the result 
of undue bias; he appears to have decided against the contractors as far as he 
really thought proper—and safe—when he refused to extend the right to supply the 
pitchers beyond the amount actually shown on the plan—which certainly formed 
a part of the contract. If, before the tender was accepted, the peculiarity had 
been discovered, then this other question would have arisen — would it have 
been proper to reject the tender or to call upon the contractors to amend it. The 
difficulty, as put by various witnesses—notably Mr. Chamier, on page 547 of 
the evidence—would have been where to draw the line, if once the real or 
apparent disproportion of prices in tenders had been taken as a ground of 
objection to them; and, if amendments were allowed, how to avoid charges or
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suspicions of tampering, and, generally, improper interference, favouritism, &c. At 
any rate, the balance of evidence is strongly in favour of the view that it has not 
been the practice—though Mr. Bagge said something of the kind had been done in 
Yictoria—to depart from the simple rale of accepting the lowest tender, so long as 
the tenderer is otherwise eligible; the Department calling for tenders trusting to its 
own ability to get as near as possible to correctness in probable quantities, so as to 
leave as little scope as may be for gambling on the schedule. But it appears to have 
been this incident of the hluestone pitchers, added to the extensive speculation 
successfully indulged in on some of the excavation items of Contract 69, that 
induced Mr. Hickson, after much reflection and consultation, to adopt the present 
system of percentage tendering. This system was not in itself new—it had for some 
time been in use in the Water Branch of the Water and Sewerage Board, and in the 
Works Department in annual contracts for the supply of stores—hut it had never, 
in Australia certainly, been adopted on general construction contracts until Mr. 
Hickson introduced it; and, whether or not its introduction was in effect an original 
idea on his part, it was clearly his act. The system is this : The Department 
prepares a schedule of all the heads of work to be done under a proposed contract. 
At first, probable quantities were given; now they are not. Opposite each item is set 
the best estimate of price per unit that the Department can arrive at; then the tenderer 
is asked to say at what rate, compared with these estimates, he will do the work, 
either at par or at so much per cent, above or below. Under this system no “ schedule 
rigging ” can take place; though, of course, it does not follow that a tenderer may not 
be actuated in his offer by a hope of increase or decrease in items that appear to him 
to be assessed relatively too high or too low by the Department. On the assumption 
that the Department makes the prices bear a proper proportion to one another, then 
the system seems to be as nearly perfect as it is possible for one to be contrived. 
And it cannnot be doubted that • this innovation was directed principally against 
those firms of contractors who were most expert in the art of “ schedule-rigging ”. 
It came into force some time in the year 1894. Thfe firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
had probably more, and more scientific, knowledge of sewer construction than any 
other firm of contractors in New South Wales, or, perhaps, in Australia. In the 
person of Mr. Snodgrass they possessed a partner most expert in arranging schedule 
prices. Their success in the art had been remarkable. Therefore, undoubtedly, 
during the time when. Mr. Hickson’s son was in the employment of the firm, and 
before- it was understood that he was to leave it, Mr. Hickson, by his action, and 
apparently on his own initiative, dealt the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. a severe 
blow, that deprived them largely of the benefit of their knowledge and experience in 
contending with other contractors, and finally, if Mr. Snodgrass is to be believed, 
induced him in disgust to leave the business of contracting in New South Wales.

Therefore, as to the first charge under the head of this contract, your Com
missioner is of opinion that there was no such manipulation or other unfair 
action or favouritism on the part of Mr. Hickson, or other officers of the Depart
ment. The excavation quantities stood, in the final voucher, as nature had 
arranged them : it was no action—no manipulation—of the Department, but it was 
Mr. Snodgrass’s perception, that resulted in the coincidence of that arrangement 
with the contractors’ interest: Mr. Bagge Avas mainly responsible for the “probable 
quantities” : no one has suggested that he was in league with the contractors. It 
is quite beside the question Iioav other tenders, necessarily not accepted, might have 
worked out.

2. JFit/i allowing the contract to he taken up by Carter, Gummow, # Co. with an insufficient-bond, and 
by ultimately breaking that bond by remitting the retention money, and writing a minute by which
the Minister was deceived and induced to consent.

•

Now, the very first contract I turn up here, although the specification provides for a cash deposit to be put down, 
on the Secretary for Public Works’ authority they are allowed to substitute two sureties of a very doubtful nature. One 

’ of the sureties is a supplier of cement and the other is a supplier of iron. By an act of the Minister’s, he actually cancels 
this particular bond, which these two people sign. He does this by returning the retention money, and thus breaks the 
contract.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896. .

Now I come to the contracts, and I am going to ask the hon. gentleman who administers the Public Works Depart
ment whether he was aware, when he signed remission of refund of money, that he was breaking a surety bond ? Does he 
know that svhen he agrees to the contractor’s having back his surety funds, he is breaking the surety bond, and so letting 
the surety go free ? 1 want to show the hon. member, if he never took the trouble to look into it, how he stands in this
matter. Now, in the conditions of contract, in page 119, there is a paragraph which savs :

“ Progress payments may be made once in every month, unless the same shalTbecome not payable by reason of 
anything contained in these conditions, on the certificate of the engineer, as the work proceeds, in the proportion of SO 
per cent, of the value of the work returned, until the sum retained reaches the amount of the deposit provided for in the 
preceding clause, when no further deductions will be made. The amount of the retention money will be held by the
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Minister, in addition to the cash security, unless otherwise provided for in the specification, until the engineer has
that the whole of the works have been satisfactorily completed, and the period specified lor the maintenance of the said
That is^three^months. In connection with this contract, it was provided in specifications that the contractors should put 
down £4,000 security bond, in order that, if at the conclusion of the work it ivas found to be defective, or if there was any 
roguery, this £4,000 would pay for it. On the engineer’s advice, the Secretary for Public Works substituted two surety 
bondsmen, namely, Mr. Scrutton, who supplied the iron to these contractors, and Mr. Henty, who supplied the cement 
As we go further on we find a minute in which the Minister is advised to return the retention money, on the security of 
these two individuals—not specifying the individuals, but specifying the firms. On page 127, the minute says this in 
reference to the application of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. for the return of their retention money.

“Having now completed a considerable portion of the above contract, for the performance of which your department 
hold security to the extent of about £6,800, being £4,500 as guaranteed by our sureties and £2 oOO retention money for 
work already done, we have the honor to ask you to allow the payment to us of £1,000 from the latter amount, lea\ mg
£5 800 still remaining as security for the due fulfilment of the remaining portion ol the work. ..
The minute goes on to say that the Minister has these firms as sureties while he had only the individuals. The Minister 
thereupon agreed to the return of the retention money.

Mr. Young : It is only fair to read the whole of the letter !
^Wewmdcfremind vou that our sureties are two of the most reliable firms in the city, namely, Parhury, Henty, & 

Co., Pitt-street, and R. L. Scrutton & Co., Clarence-street, and also that the amount of security required, had the contract 
been accepted in the ordinary way, would not have exceeded £4,500.

Mr. Young : Read the minute upon that ! n ,r
Mr PARKES : That does not affect the question. The officers deceived the Minister by stating that they have the

firms Scrutton & Co., and Parbury, Henty, & Co., when they have only the individuals
“ Personal security has been given on this contract for double the usual amount of cash security ; so that, in addition 

to the retention money, which amounts to nearly £2,300, the department has security for £4,520 making a total of personal 
and cash security for the due performance of the contract of £6,820. The amount of the contract is £45,-07, of which 
there has been about £30,000 worth of work done. This being the case, and the personal security being Messrs. Henty & 
Co. and Mr. R. L. Scrutton (firms, I suppose, which are safe), I think £1,000 of the retention money might be returned 
J.D. 21/9/94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage. Recommended. R.H., 21/9/J4.
Undersecretary. Eor approval.—J.B., 21/9/94. Approved. J.H.Y., 21/9/94. G i TTo fw null nnrl
The effect of the hon. gentleman’s giving back the retention money made the agreement with Scrutton and Henty null and 
void, because part of the hon. gentleman’s agreement with them was that he should keep the retention money until thiee 
months’ maintenance from completion of contract.

Mr. Copeland : In the interests of the country! , , r™ . «
Mr. PARKES : Quite so ; but it appears to have been given up m the interest of the contractors. Ihe hon. gentle

man then had no hold upon them.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

4. With advancing to the contractors sums of money improperly and in violation of the terms of the 
contract, and without sufficient security.

5. With incompetency in carrying out ana administering the contract.
6. With failing to comply with the orders of Parliament, and placing documents on the Table of the

Souse in a manner 'calculated to mislead Sonorable Members of the Assembly.
I am going to make a charge against the hon. gentleman’s department of deliberately attempting to deceive this House in 
connection with this document The hon. gentleman should have examined this document. Does he know that it mcludes 
180 useless printed forms? The hon. Member has placed on the Table of the House ISO sheets of printed tender foims, 
and has asked the House to incur the cost of printing them. „ . , ,

Mr. Young : If I had kept any of them back the hon. member would have blamed me for that!
Mr PARKES • But there was no need for the hon. gentleman to insert practically blank sheets that do not bear on 

the document at all, whilst the officers of the department cleverly abstracted three sheets of schedule prices and com
parisons, and in their stead filled this document with blank forms and plans not connected with this matter m one case 
numbering sixty-four, in another twenty-seven, and in another thirty, and so on, making 180 altogether. Does the 
hon. member know that every important minute bearing on an important matter in connection with this case has been 
abstracted ? Does he know that that information which the House ordered to be printed, and which would not have been 
half as bulky, has been withdrawn, and rubbish put in its place ?

Mr. Young: I am sure it has not? , n ... ,, , .. , „
Mr PARKES- Well look at the document—it proves that itself. Does the hon. gentleman know that, where 

plans are moved for in connection with contracts, they are abstracted, and the plans of neighbouring jobs, which are not 
even going on, are put in ? What is the good of saying “ Nonsense ” ? The plan of Contract 69 was moved for ; but the 
plan of a sewer in Canterbury, which is not even in course of construction, is put m, and the other is abstracted. It is no 
good saying “ Nonsense ”—there are the papers. ..

Mr. Young : As a matter of fact, the hon. member did not move for plans at all!
Mr. PARKES: My motion was for - , n .. tut • i

“copies of all papers and correspondence in connection with the contracts of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. at Marnck- 
ville Balmain, North Sydney, Johnstone’s Creek, and Stanmore, including the specification, schedule, &c., for original 
contracts, and for substituted ones, and all vouchers paid, and details of same, and such other matter included m the 
transactions from commencement to the present date.”
What does that cover? I am told on very good authority that while the public works officers were compiling this 
document, the utmost hilarity was taking place, and the one most facetious was Mr. Joseph Barling, the Under Secretary 
for Public Works, as regards the manner in which these documents were to be placed before the House. Ihere has been 
the most glaring attempt to deceive the House. The object was to have a mass of documents which no one would look 
through and which would be cast aside. If these documents had been prepared m a proper form instead of costing ioUU 
they would have cost, I suppose, only about £250. Let me show hon. members what is omitted, m-older to show the 
reason for the omission. In connection with Contract 69, sixty pages of blank tender forms, which might have been 
omitted, are put in ; but the sheets of tenders and estimates are withdrawn, and wrong plans are put \n.—Hansard, 
12th May, 1896. ******

7. With allowing defective work to be put in the works, by which a loss is sustained by the Crown.
I will prove that the most defective work has taken place upon this ^oh.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

2. The second charge first alleges that an insHfficient bond was taken. There 
is really no evidence in support of this; and your Commissioner can see no 
substantial ground for the charge. Mr. C. J. Henty and Mr. T. Lassetter were the 
bondsmen named in the first place. In consequence of Mr. Lassetter’s departure 
for England, Mr. J. Leneve Scrutton was nominated and accepted in his place. The

acceptance



acceptance of sureties in lieu of cash deposit was adopted in many other contracts 
let about the same time, in consideration of the contractors’ agreeing to he paid in 
Funded Stock instead of cash—a very fair arrangement. Secondly, it is alleged 
that the bond was broken by a remission of the retention money. The contract was 
accepted on 27th December, 1893. The history of this affair is shortly told in the 
following correspondence :—

Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage,
Contract No. 69, "Western Suburbs Sewerage.

gir) North Sydney, 20 September, 1894.
Having now completed a considerable portion of the above contract, for the performance of 

which your Department hold security to the extent of about £6,800, being £4,500 as guaranteed by our 
sureties, and £2,300 retention money for work already done, we have the honor to ask you to allow the 
payment to us o&£1,000 from the latter amount, leaving £5,800 still remaining as security for the due 
fulfilment of the remaining portion of the work. _

We would remind you that our sureties are two of the most reliable firms in the city, viz., Parbury, 
Henty, & Co., Pitt-street, and R. L. Scrutton & Co., Clarence-street; and also that the amount of security 
required, had the contract been accepted in the ordinary way, would not have exceeded £4,500.

We have, &c.,
--------  CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

Personal security has been given on this contract for double the usual amount of cash security; so 
that, in addition to the retention money, which amounts to nearly £2,300, the Department has security 
for £4,520, making a total of personal and cash security for the due performance of the contract of- 
£6,820. The amount of the contract is £45,207, of which there has been about £30,000 worth of work 
done. This being the case, and the personal security being Messrs. Henty & Co. and Mr. R. L. Scrutton 
(firms, I suppose, which are safe), I think £1,000 of the retention money might be returned.—J.D., 
21/9/94, Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage.

Recommended.—R.H., 21/9/94. Undersecretary. Eor approval.—J.B., 21/9/94. Approved.— 
J.H.Y., 21/9/94. Mr. Millner to include in next progress return.—J.D., 21/9/94. Included.— 
W.J.M., 24/9/94. Accountant.—J.D., 26/9/94. Voted.—O.C. (per E.H.), 2/10/94. Mr. Piper.

From this it would appear that the release, in September, 1894, of the sum of 
£1,000, part of the retention money, was just such an ordinary act of grace as any 
contractor might ask for, any officer might recommend, and any Minister might 
sanction. The papers in this matter appear on page 12 of Appendix as No. 18. 
Whether the sureties could in law have claimed that such a waiver of the strict rights 
of the department under clause 30 of the “ General Conditions” (page 22 of 
Appendix) had the effect of releasing them seems to he immaterial, in the face of 
clause 27, which, perhaps not to the mind of a lawyer, hut certainly to that of a 
layman, would convey the impression that no danger' could result from this pay

. ment, and clause 34, the last two lines of which clearly contemplated advances from 
retention money: hut it appears to your Commissioner that the point did not 
occur to any person concerned in the transaction; if it had, the sureties would have 
been communicated with as a matter of course, and would, of course, have assented, 
as was done when, on 6th July, 1894—Appendix, page 12 (No. 14)—the right to 
pay either in cash or in Funded Stock was given to the department in lieu of the 
rigid condition for payment only in the latter form, and the sureties were naturally 
asked to join in this radical variation in the agreement. The minute “ hy which 
the Minister was deceived and induced to consent” was Air. Davis’minute. How 
the Minister could he deceived your Commissioner is at a loss to imagine.

One argument that barely deserves mention, much less discussion, 
relied upon to show a want of good faith in Carter, Gummow, & Co., and also in Mr. 
Davis, and, through him, in Mr. Hickson, was the use hy the contractors of the 
expression “ Parhury, Henty, & Co.,” and “ It. L. Scrutton & Co,” and Mr. Davis’s 
allusion to “ firms, I suppose, which are safe,” Avhereas the individuals, and not the 
firms, were the bondsmen.

The next charge,—“ Paying to the contractors large sums of money which 
they (the Government officers) were not compelled to pay under Carter, Gummow, 
and Co.’s contract with the Crown,” so far as it alludes to the peculiarity of the 
Schedule, has already been dealt with. So far as it may he taken to refer to some 
filling, as to which a concession was made in consideration of the contractors’ 
agreeing to the substitution of one sewer for two, involving a reduction of work, a 
substantial saving of expense in Contract 69, and a much larger future saving, 
your Commissioner has gone carefully into this matter, the details of which need 
not he set out here, and is satisfied of the absolute bona fides and fairness of the 
whole transaction. The papers fully explaining this matter appear in the Appendix, 
pages 113 to 118 ; at the head of page 117 is to be found the minute which mentions 
the filling. J-
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. 4. The charge of advancing sums of money has already been dealt with in 
relation to the retention money; there appears to be nothing peculiar in the amount 
of advances on cement, only extending to £450 at anyone time. As appears in Mr. 
Christie’s evidence, page 382, a memorandum was signed for an advance of £1,000 ; 
the minute and memorandum appear on page 76 of the papers laid before Parliament, 
in compliance with order of 10th October, 1895, thus :— __

Minute-paper.
Subject:—Advance on Cement Contract, No. G9, Sydney Sewerage.

Department of Public Works, Bonds and Contract Branch, Sydney, 29 March, ISOt. 
Tjie memorandum herein, duly prepared, has been executed by the contractors, Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, 
& Co., and stamped, and might now be forwarded to the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Eoads 
and Bridges and Sewerage.

The other papers herein are with Sewerage.
‘ HAROLD E. NORRIE,

The Under Secretary. OHicer-in-charge.
Roads.—D.C.M'L. (for U.S.), B.C., 2.)/3/9L Mr. Davis. Seen.—J.D., 30/3/91.

<( A.”
Memorandum.

In consideration of the Minister for Public Works, in and for the Colony of New South Wales, advancing 
to us the sum of £1,000, and of any future advances to be made to us, we hereby agree to repay to the 
said Minister for Public Works the said sum of £1,000, and future advances, together with interest at the 
rate of £G per centum j)er annum on such sums respectively from the date of advance, on demand, and wo 
hereby charge all moneys due or payable, or becoming due or payable, to us under a certain contract for 
the construction of the Eastern Main Branch Sewer, Western Suburbs Drainage, Contract No. G9, Sydney 
Sewerage Works, in the said Colony, entered into by us with the Government of the said Colony; also 
all cement, building materials, and every other thing already used, or to be used, in connection with our 
said contract; with the repayment of the said sum of £1,000, and any future advances, and interest at the 
rate aforesaid ; and we hereby undertake to give, whenever called upon to do so, a valid bill of sale to the 
said Minister for Public Works over the said cement, building materials, and every other thing used in 
connection with our said contract, now stored in our premises at Illawarra Road, Marrickville, in the said 
Colony, or elsewhere, such bill of sale to contain a power of sale, and such other powers, provisos, and 
agreements, as the said Minister for Public Works may be advised. Also further undertake to give 
immediate possession of same to the said Minister, or any person appointed by him for that purpose, 
whenever called upon to do so. '

As witness our hands, at Sydney, this 27th day of March, a.d. 1894.
Witnesses to the signatures of John Carter, Erank 

Moorhouse Gummow, and David Graham 
Snodgrass,—

Harold E. Norrie, J.P. 
Joshua J. Eare, J.P.

JOHN CARTER,
F. M. GUMMOW 

(Bv his attorney, J. Carter). 
D. G. SNODGRASS.

Witness to the signatures of Peter Ewing and ) 
George Maddison,— )

J. T. Warrow Davies.

GEORGE MADDISON. 
PETER EWING.

This is memorandum marked “ A,” referred to in the annexed declaration of John Carter, made 
before me this 29th day of March, a.d. 1891.

HAROLD F. NORRIE, J.P.

Under the head of Contract 79 the whole question of advances on material is 
fully dealt with.

5. Your Commissioner can see no evidence to support the charge of incom
petency.

6. The matter involved in this charge,—in failing to comply with the orders 
of- Parliament, &c., have been explained—notably hy the evidence of Mr. Barling, 
on p. 202 of the evidence, questions 7432-5, and by Mr. Davis and Mr. Hungerford, 
who also gave evidence on this question ; Mr. Barling, when called the second time, 
spoke further on the same subject—p. 413. As to Mr. Hickson, he had nothing to 
do with the matter; the officers engaged in it used their utmost diligence and exer
cised their discretion to the best of their ability—not their discretion as to how far 
they would carry out the order, but as to what the order meant; your Commissioner 
is satisfied that they acted honestly and properly; and, if some papers that ought to 
have appeared were omitted, such omission was due to accident—was certainly not 
intentional. The omitted papers appear in Memo. 13 by Mr. Christie, on page 380 
of the evidence. The earlier of those which bear a date preceding the order of 
Parliament deal with a matter which occurred before tenders were received; the

later
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later were written after Mr. Hickson had given np charge of the works; no motive 
for Mr. Hickson’s withholding these particular papers could reasonably he sugges
ted; no doubt the various changes made in administration and location of office 
account for their omission.

7. The last charge under the head of this contract—“ allowing defective work 
to he put in the works ”—will, so far as the question of shortage of cement is 
concerned, he found dealt with under the head of Contract 79a. The direct evidence 
of defective work—outside of the question of cement on this contract—was, first, that 
of Benson, p. 3 of the evidence, satisfactorily explained hy Husband on p.554; 
Dawson’s evidence on p. 2, as to packing a tunnel with shale, having absolutely nothing 
in it; it was afterwards fully explained that this work was properly done, and led, com
pared with concrete packing, to a large saving of expense io the country. Then there 
is the evidence of 'Darcus, p. 63, Question 2183, &c., explained hy Mr. Griffiths on 
p. 535—an exaggeration of a trifling error in the laying out of a penstock chamber, 
the sides of which were placed perpendicular to the axis of the outlet siphon pipe, 
instead of to that of the sewer ; the angle—of only forty-four minutes, in a horizontal 
plane—between the axes had to be transferred from the junction of the siphon and the 
chamber, where it ivas to he, to the sewer, causing an almost imperceptible bend. 
The incident was absolutely immaterial; the mistake was, under the circumstances, 
excusable ; hut the exaggeration apparent in Darcus’ story is important, because it 
discounts largely either his intelligence or his credibility as a witness, insomuch as 
to make his vague accounts of sundry acts of misconduct on the part of the contractors 
of no substantial value. The general question of shortage of cement applying to all 
the contracts later than Contract 72 will he found dealt with under the head of 
Contract 79a. But, assuming for the sake of argument that some work, defective 
for want of the use of a due proportion of cement, has been done on Contract 69, 
your Commissioner can see no evidence that it has been in any sense allowed hy Mr. 
Hickson or any other responsible officer of the department. On the contrary, your 
Commissioner is convinced that every reasonable effort has been made hy all these 
officers, to secure the very best class of work. The papers printed as Appendix No. 
61, p. 108, show the remarkable care taken by Mr. Davis to secure economy, com
bined with efficiency, in the construction.

CONTRACT 72 (SHEA’S CREEK).
1. With payiny away large sums of money to the contractors, Garter, Gummow, Sf Co., ichich they (the. 

departmental officers') were not obliged to do under the contract conditions ; and with settling a claim 
without a proper test as to the liability of the Grown for a sum of £4<,050 9.s. Qd. by obtaining the 
Minister's consent granting the contractors Contract 79 without retendering for that contract, when, 
in the interest of the Grown, it ivas the clear duty of the department to do so.
In Contract 72, in which there are no particulars shown, a claim was made by the contractors for something like 

£4,000. In this contract we have simply the papers given to us—the specification and the payments. But in the 
schedule there is provision made for the excavation, which is to be done according to the schedule of the contractor, which 
he undertakes to carry out, and it shows that he has a contract to excavate 26,200 cubic yards, and 12,000 cubic yards of 
filling. When we come to the payments we find that the contractor, instead of being^paid for 26,000 yards of excavation, 
is paid for 53,000 yards of excavation at 2s. 6d. Then instead of being paid for 12,000 yards of filling he is paid for 27,000 
yards of filling or something more. Now there are no papers whatever to show why this extra is paid, nor is there any 
paper to show why another claim of £4,000 is granted in addition later on. But I was told by a member of this firm who 
has left it that the Government stopped this work to get possession of some land, or for some purpose, and although there 
is a provision in the contract which throws the whole obligation on the shoulders of the contractors for all these delays, 
that while the work was stopped there came a very heavy flood and it washed out their works to double the extent to 
which they had been carried on, and I was told, and I believe it to be true owing to the authority from which it comes, 
that the Government officer has not only paid them for the work they did, but paid them for all the flood-water washed 
out, and then paid them to fill it up again.

Mr. Youxu : What contract is that ?
Mr. PABKES : That is Contract No. 72. There is just another little item to which I will refer to show how these 

things are manipulated. There is one item of wrought-iron girders. The trade price for wrought-iron girders placed in 
position is from 11s. to 13s. per cwt. A few years ago the price was 13s. a cwt., but it is Us. at present. In the schedule 
provided by the contract the Government are to get a certain quantity—that is 74 cwt. The contractors give the price at 
25s. per cwt., that is 100 per cent, over the proper value. Without rhyme or reason the quantity is increased from 74 cwt. 
to 400 cwt., and they pay for that at 25s. per cwt. That is, the' contractors are given a neat little sum of £280. Every 
effort has been used in the settlement to give Carter, Gummow, & Co. an advantage over the Government.—'Hansard, 
12th May, 1896.
**#**##

These contractors were not the lowest tenderers, by a long way. A firm of contractors named Bond and Hudson 
sent in a tender to do the work for £3,000 less than the contract of Messrs. Carter and Gummow. I will show how 
cleverly the department acted in getting rid of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s contract. The minutes bear out everything I 
say. Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender was accepted by the Board of Reference ; but Messrs. Bond and Hudson were 
not notified of that for three months. They then wrote to the department, and asked if their deposit money might be 
returned. One of the conditions is that the contractors’ money shall not be returned if they fail to take up their contract. 
But in this case Bond and Hudson’s cheque was returned, in order that they might be got out of the way. Instead of having 

■ tenders called for, the Engineer-in-Chief said—Messrs. Carter and Gummow having a claim for £4,000 on Contract 72, he 
recommends them to forego this claim, and says they can have a preference to the amount of £3,000 over the other con
tractors. That is a cool way of settling a claim, and the beauty of it is that the claim has never been tested by the law 
authorities. It was the duty of the Government officers to see whether it existed—whether there was a .claim at all; but

the
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the claim was admitted, and Messrs. Carter and Gummow received the preference over other contractors if they Would 
forego their claim, as to which one of the late partners told me they had not a shadow of a leg to stand upon. Their own 
solicitor told them that; but this claim was accepted as being correct, and the claim was put in when No. 72 was only 
half finished, and not a month before they received the preference in regard to the other job. There cannot be the slightest 
doubt that, if the work had been tendered for, it could have been let 30 per cent, cheaper.

Mr. Copeland : What was the amount of the contract ?
Mr. PARKES : It was £35,000 when it started, and it was increased to about £45,000, I believe.
Mr. Copeland : Were they the lowest tenderers ?
Mr. PARKES : No. Messrs. Bond and Hudson were the lowest tenderers. I am now speaking of Contract No. 

79.—Hansard, 12th May7, 1896.

2. With 'proceeding with works not contained in the contract, and paging for same out of contract vote ; and
with using unauthorised, in connection with contract, money voted for other contracts.

3. With withholding from the papers laid upon the Table of the House such documents as would allow
Honorable Members of Parliament to understand the nature of the contract, and the manner in lohich 
it was carried out.

In connection with Contract 72, a list of other contractors’ tenders and schedule have been omitted ; all plans, 
correspondence, and minutes have been omitted ; correspondence regarding a claim of £2,000 has been omitted, in fact 
every paper of importance has been omitted.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

The history of this contract, which dates back to early in 1891, has been 
somewhat difficult to trace : hut the recollection of witnesses, imperfect when first 
endeayouring to recall the facts, became gradually clearer as the surrounding circum
stances were presented to them : and your Commissioner has arrived at wdiat seems 
to be the true account of the matter. It is shortly this : In 1889 Shea’s Creek 
“ ship-canal” ivas in course of excavation, the work proceeding from south to north. 
On April SO of that year an injunction wras granted by the Supreme Court against 
the Minister for Works, at the suit of one Macnamara, who had wool-scouring works 
on the margin of the swamp, restraining the department from continuing the excava
tion past a certain line running south-east and north-west, hy reason of the risk of 
draining his dam. This injunction stood till March 20, 1891, when it was dissolved 
hy consent, on the terms that Macnamara should receive compensation for any 
damage done to him hy the works at Shea’s Creek previous to March 4, 1891, the 
date of resumption of certain land hy the Crown, the damage to he assessed by a 
jury. Meanwhile, about 1890, the necessity for extending a system of storm-water 
sewer construction through Alexandria became increasingly urgent. It was out of 
the question to attempt to begin the building of an underground system of sewerage 
in this low-lying locality; but storm-water sewers, which such a system would not 
eventually supersede, were absolutely necessary to carry off quickly the foul surface 
drainage for which the tortuous natural channels, with barely any fall, only acted as 
fever-breeding receptacles. Typhoid was increasing at an alarming rate. A sum 
of £8,000 was voted for the sewer constructed hy Parry and Earley under Contract 
75, running from north to south from Swansoh-street to near Macdonald-street, and 
passing through Macdonaldtown Park. About the time the plans for this contract 
were being prepared, plans were also drawn for another sewer, to begin at Munni- 
street, and to run generally E.S.E. till it met the gutter known as Macdonaldtown 
Creek, close to the east of Contract 75, then to continue in a S.S.E. direction along 
the general course of that creek till it found an exit in the proposed Shea’s Creek 
Canal, at a point about 32 chains above (N.N.E. of) the injunction line. A sum of 
£15,500 was voted for this work, known as Contract 72.

It was ascertained that there would be a balance left of the £8,000 vote for 
Contract 75, amounting to about £2,000, when that work was completed. As one 
contract was practically an extension of the other, this balance might legitimately 
he added to the £15,500 and applied to Contract 72. The sum available for No. 72 
would, therefore, be about £17,500. But, when the quantities came to he taken 
out, it was found that, in the then state of the market, prices being high, it was not 
likely that a tender would be secured for so low a price as even £17,500. Under 
these circumstances, arrangements were made for reducing the cost of the work, 
without completely spoiling it. Erom a point about 27 chains from the proposed 
outlet in the canal (to he constructed) the sewer was designed as an open channel, 
lined with concrete. Erom this point downwards this channel would become a sub
stitute for Macdonaldtown Creek. At another point, 11 chains further south, and 
therefore 13 chains from the outlet, MacdonaLIto vn Creek and the course of the 
open concrete channel began to part company, the creek eventually turning off to 
west of south. In order to reduce the cost of the work by either of two different 
and substantial sums, it was proposed to construct the upper part of it, if necessary, 
only as far down as the point 27 chains from the outlet at the canal, leaving the

open



open channel out altogether, or, if again suitable to the conditions of tender and 
money available, to construct that channel only to the lower point, 13 chains from 
such outlet. It was then thought—a surveyor having been sent out to examine the 
ground for the purpose, and having reported favourably—that Macdonaldtown Creek 
would form a sufficient temporary outlet for the sewer from either of these two points. 
All this time the officers of the Sewerage Construction Branch of the department 
were hoping and expecting that the injunction would be dissolved, and that the 
work of excavating the ship-canal would be pushed forward, so as to be in time for the 
canal to form an outlet for the concrete channel, the level, as it stood, of the swamp 
through which the canal was to be cut being too high for that purpose. But, when 
it was determined to call for tenders for Contract 72, the injunction was still stand
ing ; consequently there was seen to be no chance of finding an outlet at the extreme 
south end of the proposed concrete channel: either one of the two schemes for . 
shortening the work must be adopted, or an outlet must be somehow provided in the 
swamp. With this object a survey was made, and a plan was drawn with cross and 
longitudinal sections, and added to the original site-plan of Contract 72, showing an 
earth channel, to be excavated to the depth of the concrete channel, and of sufficient 
width, along the centre line of the proposed ship-canal. And, when it wras determined 
to go on with the work, instead of a resumption being made for the purpose, arrange
ments were come to with Mr. Hill, agent for Mr. Cooper, owner of the land 
(to whom Macnamara was tenant), who agreed to the cutting of the earth channel, 
but insisted upon the concrete channel’s being covered where it passes through 
a sand ridge between Macdonaldtown Creek and the swamp; on the making 
of a flume just to the south of the sand ridge, to carry across the concrete channel 
the water of a sort of old water-race that * has been misnamed Shea’s Creek; 
and the providing, at a point where Macdonaldtown Creek and the concrete channel 
leave one another, of an outflow and stop boards, to be used, if required, for the 
purpose of throwing the discharge of the channel into the creek, and so supplying 
Macnamara’s dam, into which the creek water finally flows, with storm-water that 
the earth channel would otherwise carry off. It is to be observed that all these 
works—which would probably cost the country less than compensation on resumption 
—made additions to the original quantities, which were taken out on the basis of an 
open concrete channel through the sand ridge, discharging into the ship-canal. . It 
would appear that, before these additions were made, the contract and specification 
had been prepared, with the quantities. Whether tbe specification from the first 
contained the clause No. 3 [Appendix 76, page 151), providing for the possible 
omission of the 13 or 27 chains, is not very clear. On the form of the specification, 
however, it would seem that it did originally contain this proviso, as the numbering 
of the clauses runs on consecutively; clause 3 containing this, and only this, 
peculiar condition : while the only clause to be found, either in the contract or the 
specification, dealing with, or in any way introducing, the earth channel, is the 
second part of No. 39 [Appendix 76, page 153), and seems, from the way in which 
it is inserted into that clause, to have certainly been added after the drafting of the 
specification. It would therefore appear that, as narrated by Mr. Davis, the idea 
of making the condition for excission of part of the work was earlier than the 
discovery of the necessity for providing the earth channel: yet clearly tbe making 
of that channel was part of the work contracted for, if required. _ _

But, beyond all doubt, from first to last, the probable quantities were never 
altered to include any of the extra works, though these amounted to a very large 
addition, both in the excavation of the earth channel • and in the building of the 
brick jack-arches on iron girders covering the concrete channel under the sand ridge. 
Naturally, your Commissioner sought an explanation of this. The explanation given, 
though more as a surmise than as a fact in any person’s recollection, was this :— 
That, considering that the department had estimated the whole work at about 
£20,000, and that only, at the most, some £1.7,500 would be available, the chance of 
securing a tender that would enable the work to be carried out in its entirety was so 
remote that it was not thought worth while to alter the quantities; as the tender 
was to be at schedule rates, it was thought of no consequence even if eventually, but 
contrary to all expectation, these quantities should be much increased by tbe carrying 
out of work that seemed certain to be omitted. Unfortunately, Mr. Bagge—the 
witness who might have thrown light on the subject, as these matters were peculiarly 
within his knowledge—began hy showing, when asked about Contract 72, such a

lamentable
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lamentable want of recollection—or, rather, such an inverted memory—of the whole 
affair that it was evidently useless to press him further. Certainly, in your Com
missioner’s opinion, the omission to alter the quantities to fit the altered conditions 
was a very unwise and irregular proceeding; hut, considering his duties in relation 
to the matter, it would not he likely that Mr. Hickson would have any personal 
knowledge of this—as it would seem to he—failure of duty' on the part of some 
subordinate officer. The omission was a serious one, as it might have led to a 
mistake on the part of a tenderer who was not careful to take out his own quantities. 
He would see the plans, of course, and he ought to notice such an incongruity as 
a deficiency of 27,000 yards of excavation; but still—in fact, Mr. Carter said he 
thought Mr. Snodgrass, tendering rather carelessly, had been so misled—a tenderer 
might have assumed that the quantities were correct, and so have named a higher 

. price per yard than that which he would have asked for a larger quantity.
When tenders were invited the lowest turned out to he Carter & Co.’s, for 

£20,650 on the quantities shown. Of course, the sum total of tender would work 
out very much higher on the quantities that ought to have been shown. When, 
however, the tenders came before the Under Secretary, Mr. Barling, a new difficulty 
was apparent. The amount was in excess of the limit provided hy the Public Works 
Act. The work was very urgently required. Mr. Barling referred the matter to 
Mr. Hickson, asking if any reduction could he made. The answer was “ Yes; 
about £3,000.” The Minister minuted the paper “ Beduce accordingly.” The 
ready way in which Mr. Hickson’s answer was given confirms Mr. Davis’s account 
of the preparation which had been made for the emergency, namely, a deficiency 
of money to carry out the whole scheme.

When, however, the work came to be started, it seems peculiar that the very 
first thing done was to prepare for the excavation of the earth channel. The journal 
of the contract shows this : and there appears in it no explanation of how it was 
that, there being clearly—not hy £3,000, but in fact hy about £7,000—a deficiency in 
the amount of money available to complete the work from the injunction line to 
Munni-street, and the reduction appropriate to such deficiency having been provided 
for, an inconsistent course should have been at once adopted. Mr. Davis’s explana
tion is this :—although it had been reported by the surveyor, who had formerly been 
sent out to examine Macdonaldtown Creek, that it would form a sufficient exit at 
either of the suggested points, yet, as soon as Mr. Davis went to see about starting 
the work, he discovered that a mistake had been made, and that the level of the 
bottom of that ditch—as it really is—was too high by some feet to make a proper 
exit : if it had been utilised at all, it would have had to he deepened for a long 
distance down—the fall of the ground being very slight : this work would, 
when—in the future—the concrete-channel came to be completed up to Shea’s 
Creek, be all wasted: therefore, unquestionably, if the work was to be done 
at all—and the tender had heen accepted—-the only practicable, and, in the end, 
economical, way was to begin from the injunction line, to work up as far as possible—■ 
as long as funds held out—and then to take advantage of the general power in the 
contract—under the last words of clause 3 of the specification, and the last para
graph of clause 4s of the general conditions—enabling the department to cut off 
some of the upper part of the work. Of course, as soon as it was decided that 
Macdonaldtown Creek was not an outlet, and therefore that the outlet must be 
through the injunction line, it became necessary to begin the work from that point; 
the levels absolutely prevented any other course. In such a flat piece of country, 
sewer work must be begun at the outlet, to avoid flooding. In justice to the 
surveyor, who appears to have made a mistake as to the relative level of the bottom 
of Macdonaldtown Creek and the sewer, it is fair to mention the fact that Mr. 
Snodgrass, in his evidence, said that he considered that the contractors had been 
allowed, by some thousands of cubic yards, short measurements in the excavation in 
the line of the creek, because the department had paid them on the old cross
sections, which had altered much by siltage since they had been taken. If this is 
correct, then the same siltage may account for Mr. Davis’s finding the creek-bed 
higher than the surveyor had placed it: heavy rains cause very sudden changes in 
such sandy country as that about Alexandria, especially when it is being disturbed 
in various ways by extending settlement.

Work started on Contract 72 on March 10, 1891. By October in the same 
year it became apparent that there would not be money enough to complete the

scheme :



XXV

scheme: Mr. Hickson wrote to the contractors a letter {Appendix No. 34, p. 68), 
stopping the work at a convenient point—the junction with the Macdonaldtown Park 
storm-water sewer. He relied ostensibly on clause 3 of the specification. In 
applying the funds available to the portion actually carried out up to this stoppage, 
the department had certainly succeeded in doing the most serviceable work: the 
part left out was a distinct section of the scheme; and the part completed was a 
satisfactory and complete job in itself.

. After the stoppage, no work went on on the contract, except so much as was 
required to finish the part which the contractors were allowed to complete. The last 
certificate was dated January 20, 1892. Mr. Abbott, M.P., Mr. Molesworth, M.P., 
and the Macdonaldtown Council, were urging the Minister for Works—then Mr. 
Lyne—to continue the sewer; on March 23, Mr. Barling informed Mr. Abbott 
that the sum required would he placed on the Estimates, but that Mr. Lyne desired 
him to say that he would not he able to deal with the matter till they were passed, 
which would, the writer presumed, be in a short time; and to a request from the 
Macdonaldtown Council that a deputation might be received to speak on the subject 
of the stoppage of the Munni-street sewer the reply was given that there was no need 
for it; that as soon as the additional money required was voted the work would be 
proceeded with: from which it clearly appears that the department was aware of the 
intention of the Government to get the necessary money, if possible, and to continue 
the work as soon as pi'acticable. The Loan Act passed the Assembly on March 24. 
On April 5, Mr. Hickson recommended that Carter & Co. should be allowed to 
finish their contract. They did so, and completed it. The work, therefore, in as far 
as a substantial continuation of the contract was concerned, was suspended for about 
six months. Tip to the latter part of Eebruary it stood in the position of being either 
discontinued altogether or hung up for an indefinite, but probably not a very long, 
time. Thenceforth it was almost a matter of certainty that the stoppage would be 

. only temporary.
Meanwhile, in May, 1891, tenders had been called for Contract 79, a large 

and expensive work of sewer construction at the North Shore. Seven tenders were 
received, of which the lowest, at £36,900, was that of Bond and Hudson; the next 
was Carter & Co.’s, £39,890; Gummow and Gillan’s came next, at £40,840. The 
extraordinary disparity of tenders, and therefore of estimates, for the same work, is 
exemplified by the fact that the highest tender was at £58,011, bearing the propor
tion to the lowest of l-57 to 1; and the average amount of the tenders would imply 
that Bond and Hudson were offering to do the work at a dangerously low rate. 
These tenders were received on June 10, 1891. On the same day Mr. Hickson 
recommended acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender. They were not, however, 
notified of the acceptance, because of the condition of the public finances, which 
made it clearly inexpedient to go on then with so large a work. On 10th June the 
following letter was received by the President of the Tender Board, Mr. Hickson, 
from Carter & Co. and Gummow and Gillan, who, up to that time, had been 
adversely competing contractors, each firm regarding the other as its most powerful 
opponent:—

Sydney, 10 June, 1891.
We have the honor to enter our protests against the acceptance of the tender of Messrs. 

Bond and Hudson for Contract No. 79, North Shore sewerage, on the following grounds :—■
1. That the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for Contract No. 50, Potts’ Point sewerage, was 

accepted by your Board and not taken up by them.
2. Upon fresh tenders being called, the tender of Mr. (x. E. Hudson was the lowest, but was not 

accepted by the Board, in accordance with their rules and regulations.
Upon these grounds we, as tenderers for the North Shore sewerage, beg to protest against the 

tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson being now accepted.
We have, &c.,

GUMMOW anb GILLAN.
. --------- CARTER & CO.

Let me have papers re Bond and Hudson’s tender for Contract 56.—R.H., 10/6/91. Here
with.—J.C.P., 10/6/91. Mr. Hickson for report.—J.B., 10/6/91.

In. January, 1890, C. S. Bond (afterwards Bond and Hudson) tendered for sewerage contract No. 
56, at a ridiculously low figure, and, as anticipated, had to throw up the contract and forfeit deposit. 
They were the lowest again when fresh tenders were invited, but did not get the work, they being 
ineligible under the Tender Board Regulations, clause 'll. The same firm now (some sixteen months 
later) are the lowest tenderers for sewerage contract 79, and it is contended by the writers of the within 
letter that their tender should not be accepted. I cannot recommend that this course be taken. It is 
true, under clause 14, they can be excluded from competing for other works at the pleasure of the 
President. . But in all fairness there must be some limit (when no fraudulent action has taken place) to 
this prohibition; and it seems to me, after sixteen months, all bar to their tendering should be removed. 
In recommendation on face of tender.—R.H., 10/6/91. Under Sec.

Resubmit when we deal with the tenders.—J.B., 30/12/91.
140—- Mr.
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Mr. Hickson looked up the history of contract 56, and then wrote the minute 
which follows the letter. This minute contains a correct epitome of the facts. The 
papers were endorsed hy Mr. Barling, “ Re-submit when we deal with the tenders.” 
On July 30 and August 18, 1891, Mr. E. M. Clark, M.R., wrote to the Depart
ment, urging that the work should be gone on with. He was informed that the matter 
must stand over till the question of further loan expenditure had been determined. 
Mr. Barling, in his evidence, to be found on page 439, described the state of affairs 
at that time. The work had in fact to he kept back till Eebruary, 1892 ; hut on 
September 28, 1891, the following letter was received hy the Minister :—

In re Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage "Works.
Dear Sir, 88, Sussex-street, Sydney, 28 September, 1891.

On 10th .Tune of this year, we had the pleasure of submitting a tender for the above works, 
and, we believe, were successful in being the lowest tenderers.

We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but, riot hearing from 
your department, we have, in the meantime, entered upon other obligations, and must consequently 
respectfully ask you to permit us to withdraw our tender, and to return us the deposit attached thereto 
now lying in your hands, viz,, £3G9. We are, &c.,

C. B. BOND
(Bond and Hudson).

The delay would, of course, appear quite sufficient to explain this action on 
the part of the tenderers. The deposit was returned. Mr. Hickson recommended 
that fresh tenders should he invited; the recommendation was submitted at once to 
the Minister, on October 9, 1891. The matter continued in abeyance till Eebruary 
22, 1892, when the Minister approved of calling for fresh tenders, and the advertise
ment was at once sent to the Gazette inviting tenders for March 9, 1892.

It is necessary here to go back to the time when Bond and Hudson threw up 
Contract 56. The next lowest tenderers for that contract were Gummow and Gillan. 
Eresh tenders were called; and in the second tendering Carter & Co.’s tender proved 
to he the lowest. In the opinion of contractors, it is much fairer to give a contract, 
under ordinary circumstances, to the next lowest tenderer, when the lowest throws it up. 
Re-tendering is looked upon as unjust, because in the first tendering the schedules 
have been exposed; and this gives an advantage to the less expert firms, who, in 
the second tendering, having studied the schedules, have a chance of using the know
ledge disclosed hy them, and so pricing their tenders as to bring them just under the 
lowest of the former competitors. Although Carter & Co. were successful they 
sympathised with Gummow and Gillan in their annoyance at losing a contract to 
which they thought themselves entitled; and both firms naturally doubted the good 
faith of Bond and Hudson in tendering, especially when it was seen that Hudson— 
evidently the same firm under a different title—again tendered for the same contract 
and again came out lowest. His tender, however, was of course rejected. These 
considerations account for the fact that Gummow and Gillan and Carter & Co. joined 
in the protest against Bond and Hudson when they proved to he the lowest tenderers 
for Contract 79. This was a job that Carter & Co. were particularly anxious to get, 
as they were just about finishing work of a very similar nature at Waver ley—Contract 
53—involving, as the North Shore work did, very deep shafts through sandstone; they 
had, therefore,the necessary plant; they had also, according to Mr. Carter’s evidence, a 
large quantity of cement on hand; and, although some facts tend the. other way, the 
balance of probability is in favour of the correctness of this account, which is 
touched upon under the head of Contract 79a. Through the agency of Mr. Kenwood, 
Mr. Bond’s son-in-law, Mr. Carter, finding that the protest sent in was of ho avail, 
and taking advantage of the suspension of the rvork, induced Mr. Bond, who 
supplied the money for the firm or partnership of Bond and Hudson, Hudson 
finding the knowledge and experience—very limited as far as sewer construction 
was concerned—to withdraw, in consideration of a payment of £750 cash and a 
promise of a promissory-note for £750 if Carter & Co. succeeded in getting the 
contract. As they were successful, and as Mr. Carter, in addition to the total 
sum of £1,500 paid to Mr. Bond, gave Mr. Kenwood £200 for his trouble in 
negotiating the matter, this transaction cost Carter & Co. in all £1,700. It 
would seem from Hudson’s evidence that he was kept in the dark as to this 
business, and thought that when the deposit -was repaid the payment Avas made 
Avithout prejudice to the tenderers’ right to the contract, only to he deferred till 
the Government should be in a position to start the work; he, hoAvever, placed 
the fullest confidence in Mr. Bond, from Avhom no doubt he received in account

his
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his share of the £1,500. He deposed to going on several occasions to the 
Works Department and being told it was not likely that the contract would go 
on for two years, and that he could get his deposit hack without prejudice. This 
is not improbable, as the money difficulty appeared to be a very serious one for 
a time. Hudson’s manner was that of an honest witness, rather confused as 
to the exact history of the matter. He remembered Mr. Snodgrass, seeing him and 
tolling him that he and his partner would make nothing out of the contract. His 
own expectation was that there would be a profit of £5,000. The agreement for 
withdrawal was not arrived at without some difficulty and a good deal of haggling, 
according to Mr. Carter. The probability is that Hudson thought he had a profitable 
contract, that Bond doubted it, and that Kenwood had much stronger doubts; but 
certainly Carter & Co. must have had great faith in their own ability to get a 
profit out of their tender prices, and a fair expectation of success in inducing the 
department to finally accept their tender. A comparison of the date of Bond and 
Hudson’s letter of withdrawal—September 28—with that of Mr. Hickson’s notice 
to terminate Contract 72—October 13—-would tend to show that this expectation 
was not founded upon a knowledge of the possession by the contractors of a powerful 
lever in the claim afterwards set up for compensation for loss caused by the stoppage ; 
though, as Mr. Carter swore, this claim was used for that purpose; and it was not 
improbably set up to be so used.

This, however, being the position of affairs :—Carter & Co. having actually 
paid £750 for the chance of Contract 79, which sum would be absolutely lost if they 
failed to secure the contract—whether they had or had not foreseen the stoppage of 
Contract 72, and the advantage over the department which they would thus 
indirectly gain—that stoppage took place. They at once, it appears from the 
correspondence, through Mr. B. C. Simpson, wrote to complain of what they alleged 
was a breach of contract {Appendix, page 168, No. 14; 169, No. 18), though it was 
not till their statement of account (No. 33, page 67, of Appendix) was sent in to the 
department that this claim was made in a tabulated form. The loss for withdrawal 
of contract set out in that claim amounts to £4,050 9s. 6d. It bears date Eebruary 
15, 1892.

It vras at this stage that the history of these two contracts—No. 72 and No. 
79—came to be connected. Carter & Co. were pressing their claim for compensa
tion for stoppage of No. 72, no doubt with the object of securing No. 79. There can 
be no question that an offer was made by them to this effect, viz.:—If the department 
will accept us as second tenderers for No. 79, in the place of Bond and Hudson, Avho 
have withdrawn, we will waive all claim for stoppage of No. 72. The advertisement , 
calling for fresh tenders for No. 79 was in the hands of the Government Printer; 
presumably Carter & Co. knew, or guessed, this, and made a special effort to secure 
their end before it was too late. Re-tendering might have resulted in their losing 
their chance, at any rate they would propably have been compelled to reduce their 
prices to give themselves any chance of success. Mr. Lyne’s recollection of the 
facts—naturally imperfect, considering the date—will be found on pages 259—61 of 
the evidence. Mr. Hickson’s account appears on page 564, 5, from question 17099. 
There then follow Mr. Hickson’s and Mr. Lyne’s minutes of Eebruary 23, 1892. 
These and the preceding minutes on Bond and Hudson’s letter of withdrawal, 
appear thus in the papers laid before Parliament.

How does this matter stand ?—D.C.M‘L., 30/9/91. Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender was 
recommended for acceptance on 10/6/91. Papers herewith.—3T.C.P., 1/10/91. Return deposit.—J.B., 
2/10/91. Accountant to return deposit, 2/10/91. I recommend that fresh tenders be invited.—R.H., 
6/10/91. Under Secretary. Submitted.—J.B., 9/10/91. Approved.—W.J.L., 22/2/92. Insert
notice, 22/2/92. Notice to Gazette, 22/2/92. Tenders for 9th March, 1892.

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91, complications have arisen.with Carter & Co., re their contract 
No. 72 having been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, some of which no doubt could 
not be entertained ; but on some items they have made a good case. They- are prepared, if they obtained 
this work, to waive all claims on No. 72. As their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 below the 
estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this course were adopted, work would be given at once 
to a large number of men.—R.H., 23/2/92. Under Secretary. Important.

As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 
as compensation on Contract 72 (Moni-street, partly), should they be willing to forego this claim, their 
tender may be accepted for construction of the main outfall sewer, North Sydney—£39,890, as worked 
out at schedule rates. If this firm will not agree to the condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.— 
'W.J.L., 23/2/92. '

Mr. Hickson—D.C.M'L., (for U.S.), B.C., 23/2/92. Please see me with Messrs. Carter & Co.— 
J.B., 23/2/92. Mr. Hickson. .

In
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In a matter of such importance, it is only reasonable to suppose that Mr. 
Lyne and Mr. Hickson had a conversation on the subject before these minutes were 
written, and that Mr. Lyne went into the question himself before he determined 
what course it was best to take. But Mr. Hickson might, if he were so inclined, by 
misrepresentation of facts or the strong expression of an assumed opinion, have 
succeeded in improperly procuring the assent of the Minister, in itself undoubtedly 
honest and impartial. The question is whether the circumstances justify such a 
charge of partiality exercised in favour of Carter & Co.

hirst, it is necessary to inquire into the apparent right of the Contractors to 
any compensation. Clause 3 of the Specification to Contract 72, provides “ that 
the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until tbe Engineer 
gives a written order to that effect; and the Engineer shall have power to suspend 
the execution of those portions of the work, or any other part of the Contract, or to 
reduce the length of the Contract hy the extent of the said 13 or 27 chains, or any 
other part of the sewer shown on the drawings that he may consider necessary ; and 
the Contract shall not thereby be invalidated, nor shall the Contractor he entitled 
to any compensation on account of such, temporary suspension of any part or parts 
of the contract, or permanent reduction of same.” The second part of clause 
39 reads thus “ If the 13 or 27 chains of the outlet end of proposed storm
water sewer (as provided in clause 3) should not be excised from the present 
Contract, then, pending the completion of proposed ship canal to its junction 
with proposed storm-water sewer, an open channel, when ordered, to he exca
vated to such gradients, depths, and cross-sections, from the junction of the 
two channels to the present head of said ship canal, a distance of about 32 chains, 
as shown on drawing No. 1, and as shall he determined at the time.” The 
last paragraph of clause 1 of the “ General Conditions ” is as follows:—“ The 
Minister, or the Engineer acting on his behalf, may, from time to time, by writing 
under his hand, require the omission of any particular portion or part of the works 
described in the specification, or shown on drawings; and the Contractor shall have 
no claim for loss of profit, sustained damage, or other compensation, on account of 
any such omission.” Einally, the fifth paragraph of clause 10, of these conditions, 
runs thus:—“ On receiving a written notice to that effect from the Engineer, 
Contractor shall suspend the whole or any portion of the works, as may he directed 
in such notice. He shall have no claim for loss or damage on this account, unless 
the suspension exceeds one month; and such suspension shall in nowise vitiate the 
contract, but a commensurate extension of time for completing the works will he 
granted to the Contractor.” When the order stopping the works was given, it was in 
the form of a complete stoppage. When the question of granting the Contractors 
No. 79 was settled, it must have been evident that, in all probability, the stoppage 
would he converted into a suspension for some period exceeding four months. 
The Department might he in a position to offer to allow the Contractors to finish the 
work, and so turn the stoppage into a suspension; though, on the form of the notice, 
the Contractors might object to this and refuse to go on. So they would clearly have 
some substantial claim, unless the conditions of the contract should be construed^ to 
justify such an excision as had been made. Without expressing any definite opinion 
on the point, your Commissioner has very grave doubts of the right of the Engineer, - 
under the terms of this contract, to adopt so radical a course as the cutting off of a 
substantial part of the subject-matter of the agreement, especially in the face of the 
fact that he was expressly permitted to leave out one of two defined parts, distinct 
from that which he attempted to excise. It seems to be a case to which the principle 
“expressio unius, exclusio alterius” might apply. The exercise of the apparent power 
in the way in which it was sought to be taken advantage of is so absolutely 
opposed to the sense of the contract, and might so completely deprive^ the 
Contractor of any benefit to be derived from it, that, even without the giving 
of the expressly defined right, there would be a question; and the doubt would be 
much increased by the defining of the parts which might certainly be cut out. 
The reasonable construction of the paragraph of Clause I of the General Conditions 
is that it applies to details. The paragraph in Clause 10 may be read. as 
merely limiting the Contractor’s right to compensation for suspension ; the leaving 
of the clause as it stood instead of altering it to suit clause 3 of the specification was 
clearly an oversight; if, however, an attempt were made to read it in conjunction 
with that clause, then it would appear, by implication, to clash with it. On the

whole
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whole the point was such as would leave so much doubt on the mind of anyone as 
to suggest the inexpediency of allowing it to go before a Court. And, of course, if, 
as a matter of law, the Department should be held to be in the wrong, then Mr. 
Hickson could have no hesitation in avoiding the folly of leaving the question of 
damages to a jury; a man of his experience would be justified in making any 
reasonable concession rather than risk the danger of such an excessive verdict—with 
the addition of enormous costs—as any person suing the Government might fairly 
—or unfairly—hope for. As to the reasonableness or otherwise of the claim, if the 
case was to be taken as one of suspension, then, certainly, all the larger items would 
go for nothing, and a comparatively small proportion would remain. But, even 
so, it does not follow that a conversion of the stoppage into a suspension 
would have saved the Department. The notice of 13th October had expressly 
terminated the contract; if this was a breach, then it could not be supposed that 
the' Contractors would consent to take the work up again except on terms; the 
experience of other cases showed that for the mere delay a heavy charge might 
be made, and some considerable sum would practically, to save the risk of an 
action, have to be allowed; aggrieved as the Contractors, against whose protest 
Mr. Hickson had decided, would probably feel, they might be expected to make every 
effort to enforce their alleged rights. What might reasonably be expected was this : 
that they would either, if their offer were refused, do their utmost to recover the 
whole sum of £4,000, or they would only consent to carry on and finish Contract 72, 
assuming that the necessary funds were available, on the terms that they were paid 
some large proportion of this sum by way of compensation for delay. Then came in 
the other considerations relating directly to No. 79. The department had estimated 
the cost of this work at £43,494 10s. 6d.; the amount of Carter & Co.’s tender was 
£39,890, £3,600 lower. Gummowand Gillan offered to do the work for a sum exceeding 
this by £950; but the average of the tenders of the four remaining contractors was 
over £52,000. Leaving Bond & Hudson’s tender out of the question, Carter & Co.’s 
appeared exceedingly low. And in the light of Bond & Hudson’s former conduct 
in tendering so low that they had to throw up their contract, then again in trying 
to evade the rule of the Tender Board by untruly varying their title; lastly, in 
tenderingfor No. 79, and then, as it appeared to the department, taking the opportunity 
of delay to withdraw; in view too of the fact, probably known to Mr. Hickson, that 
Bond had absolutely no knowledge, and Hudson very little, of the work to be done; 
it was only reasonable to neglect their tender—nearly £6,600 below the estimate—in 
trying to arrive at the fair value of the contract. Certainly, the lapse of time—over 
eight months—was a reason for refusing to accept the second tender ; the strongest 
reason, the great difference between the lowest and the second, disappears if the lowest 
deserves no consideration. The want of proportion in the prices of Carter and Co.’s 
Schedule might have been taken exception to ; but Mr. Bagge was supposed to have 
gone over the quantities with his usual care; if they proved correct no such irregularity 
would affect the total sum; and Mr. Hickson’s attention does not appear to have been 
directed to these peculiarities. Mr. Bagge’s evidence,—so far as his recollection 
can be trusted at all—on page 404, question 13,106, must refer to Contract 69. It 
was evidently that contract that called for special notice in relation to schedule
rigging. The great depth of the shafts in No. 79 would explain high rates for 
excavation in shafts; and the general features of the part of the North Shore through 
which the sewer runs denote a close approach of the solid sandstone rock to the 
surface. Other pecularities that would be likely to catch the eye are the dispropor
tion—too small a difference—between excavation by guttering and gadding and by 
blasting, the nominal price for timber left in the work for subducts, and for hand- 
packed filling, and the great difference between the rates for brickwork in two rings 
and in one ring. The reasons for all these peculiarities are obvious. The contractors 
surmised that an unnecessary proportion of the ground had been placed under the 
head “guttering and gadding,” that therefore there would in the actual work be a 
decrease in this mode of excavation and a corresponding raising of quantities in the 
blasting, which increase again, with the “ margin ” addition, would cause the 
total of highly priced sandstone concrete to be greater; that, in the generally 
solid rock, hardly any timbering would be required; that in such country sub
ducts would not be used, and so there would be barely any hand-packed filling 
paid for; lastly, that in ground of that class no two-ring brickwork in tunnels 
would be ordered ; and, if it were, the comparative lowness of the price would be

compensated
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compensated for by an increase in well paid excavation. It might also be noticed 
that the high price of excavation in shafts would have the effect of raising the 
amounts of the early vouchers above the average, and so putting the Contractor in 
funds to carry on the works—a dangerous position, perhaps, in which to put untried 
men, who might throw up the work in an unfinished state, but not involving the 
same risk in the case of established and capable firms. On the whole, it may he 
said that this was a cleverly drawn Tender, a good example of Schedule-rigging, 
but with no very outrageous peculiarities, and not showing those violent dispro
portions which made the Schedule of Contract 69 so conspicuous.

As has been remarked, Carter & Co. stood to lose £750—paid to Bond 
—in any case; it would only be on their succeeding in gaining Contract 79 
that they would have to pay the balance, £750, and, presumably, to give 
some bonus to Mr. Kenwood. A question arises :—Had Carter & Co. some 
assurance from the Department, or some sort of promise, that they would 
receive assistance in that quarter ? £750 was at stake. Here it is important
to consider the nature of the men. Mr. Carter’s remarkably free-handed 
way of dealing with money, indicating an absence of that strong disinclination 
to part with it without more or less certain consideration, which is not uncommon 
in “business men,” strongly affects the probabilities. Mr. Snodgrass, by 
his peculiar mode of filling in schedules, shows that the tendency to gamble is 
strongly developed in him; and the consequences are not repudiated lay his partners. 
Mr. Eorrest, who was not to be a party to Contract 79, but who appears to have 
shared in the profit and loss on that venture, evidently trusts implicitly to his 
partners; personally, his manner certainly does not suggest wild speculation as a 
failing. Contracting for important works of construction involves so much risk and 
uncertainty, and the dealing with such large sums of money, that, under pressure of 
what may almost be called the necessity of procuring the right to carry out a certain 
undertaking, men may well stake even so large a sum as £750 for the purpose of 
removing an obstacle, without having any certain assurance that they will finally 
gain their end. There is absolutely no evidence to show that the officers of the 
Department knew or suspected that Bond & Hudson had been paid off; nor has 
there been suggested any reason why Mr. Hickson should favour Carter & Co. 
in carrying out such an arrangement. His connivance in it would be, and would 
appear clearly to him to be, a scandalous departure from duty and honor; he began 
by standing out against the protest of the firm. It is only fair to infer from all the 
circumstances that the dealing with Bond & Hudson was carried on behind his back, 
and was suggested by the delay that was unavoidable in the acceptance of their 
tender. It appears to your Commissioner to be hardly the province of this commission 
to inquire into the conduct, independent of the Department, of Carter & Co. ; but 
inasmuch as they were allowed a locus standi throughout the inquiry, and their 
actions were necessarily brought under review, some comment may be made on this 
peculiar transaction. There is no doubt that an indulgence in such practices would 
defeat the whole object of tendering, and that a sale of the right to a contract is very 
like a conspiracy to defraud the Government, and that, therefore, such a course of 
conduct is most improper. But still, on the question how the parties to that particular 
proceeding looked at it; having regard to what Carter & Co. knew of the chances of 
success of Bond & Hudson, and of their own ability to do the work properly, and 
knowing what a common thing in business is the assignment of rights of every kind, 
without a thought of dishonesty entering into the minds of the parties, your 
Commissioner is inclined to believe that, in removing from their path what they 
probably regarded as an obstruction, as useless to the country as it was inconvenient to 
themselves. Carter & Co. did not imagine they were doing an immoral or dishonest 
act. But after the experience now, it would appear, for the first time gained by the 
Department from the evidence on the inquiry, and in the light of the various 
comments made on the transaction, it is to be hoped that every care wall be taken by 
the Department to prevent, and by the Contractors to avoid, a repetition of what 
would he a most dangerous precedent.

Putting together all the facts, with the additional circumstances that, as far 
as is disclosed by the evidence,' Mr. Hickson had not even seen Mr. Carter till the 
work on No. 72 had started, and was unacquainted with other members of the 
partnership; that he had no reason of any kind, apparently, to favour the firm, 
unless it be that he had found them capable and trustworthy; and that up to this

time
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time there was no idea whatever in his mind of retrenching his son; the only fair 
inference is that Mr. Hickson, in recommending Mr. Lyne to take the course 
accepted hy him, was acting in absolute good faith, and, as he believed, in the best 
interests of the country. Applying this conclusion (which is the finding of your 
Commissioner on the facts) to the second clause of the first charge under the 
head of Contract 72, your Commissioner is of opinion that that charge should 
be taken as disproved, though it is rather difficult to determine what the words 
“ Avithout a proper test ” should be taken to mean : if they imply that the question 
should, under all the circumstances, have been left to the decision of a Court 
of laAV, then your Commissioner certainly comes to a different conclusion; if they 
mean that a legal opinion ought to have been taken before a decision Avas arrived at, 
then your Commissioner thinks that might have been a wise and proper course to 
pursue, but that the omission to do so was not the result of any unfair bias on the 
part of Mr. Hickson. As to the first clause of the charge, that must be taken to 
relate to the expenditure on the earth channel, and on the covering of the concrete 
channel under the sand ridge, adding to the quantities for girders and brickwork ; 
the former expenditure Avas for work forming a necessary part of the contract, and 
was therefore proper: the latter was justified by the conditions imposed hy Mr. 
Hill shortly before the contract started.

This finding also appears to include the allegation in the first sentence in the 
second charge. As to the use of unauthorised moneys, it would seem that the only 
moneys applied to the purposes of Contract 72, before the suspension, were the sum 
of £15,500, specially voted for it, and the balance of the sum of £8,000, left after 
Parry and Parley’s Contract 75 had heen paid for. This latter sum was legiti
mately applied to Contract 72, inasmuch as that Avork, so far as it Avas partly 
paid for by this balance, was actually a necessary extension of No. 75, for which the 
£8,000 had been voted. If there was any irregularity in this course, then it was one 
merely in form, and not in substance, and one moreover for which Mr. Hickson was 
not responsible in his capacity of Engineer.

The third charge relates to the Avithholding of papers. In the first place, as 
has already been pointed out, Mr. Hickson had, personally, nothing to do with this 
matter. But, as far as the action of those concerned in it Avas concerned, the order 
of the House must be considered. The papers to he laid on the table are thus 
described :—“ Copies of all papers and correspondence in connection with the con
tracts of Messrs. Career, Gummow, & Co., at Marrickville, Balmain, North Sydney, 
Johnston’s Creek, and Stanmore, including the specification, schedule, &c., for 
original contracts, and for substituted ones, and all A'ouchers paid and details of 
same, and such other matter included in the transactions, from commencement to 
the present date.” This order mentions specifically contracts carried out in par
ticular localities; it does not by any means include ail the contracts held by 
any combination of the names of these contractors. It can only be intended to 
cover contracts situate in the districts named, though not necessarily nominally held 
by the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co., e.g., North Shore contracts were held by 
Carter & Co. Therefore No. 72, being in Macdonaldtown and Alexandria, is clearly 
excluded ; No. 69 satisfies the order as far as Marrickville is concerned ; No. 72 is 
altogether outside of that district. But an examination of the Contract of No. 79 
discloses the fact that No. 72 is involved with it in this way:—that, AA'hile Carter and 
Snodgrass are the contractors in No. 79, they are joined in the contract Avith Porrest for 
the purpose of a release executed by all three contractors for No. 72. The agreement 
recites the general facts concerning the claim and the compromise. The release of 
the claim, and the contract by Carter and Snodgrass for No. 79,- are thus contained 
in one document, executed by Carter, Snodgrass, and Porrest. Mr. Barling, on page 
443, Question 13,963, has explained how these papers came to be produced at all. 
Purther on, in answer to Questions 13,974 to 13,982, Mr. Barling gives a full account. 
This explanation your Commissioner takes to be quite satisfactory..

Taking together, finally, the whole of the facts pixwed in relation to Contract 
72, your Commissioner is of opinion that they do not support the charges made under 
the head of this contract.

One other matter, Avhich was touched upon in the course of the evideuce, but 
Avhich is more particularly noticeable because it appears to have formed the ground 
of a complaint against Mr. Hickson made by Mr. Parkes in Parliament, should be 
mentioned here. It is not clear under which of the divisions of the charge made in

relation
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relation to this contract it was intended to fall, if under any of them; and your 
Commissioner gathers from Mr. Parkes’s address that he does not now attach any 
importance to it. The facts appear on page 167 of the Appendix (No. 12). After 
the earth channel was completely finished, a quantity of sludge was washed into it—■ 
breaking down the bank of the channel at its northern end, and cutting away a gutter 
up stream from it—by a heavy fall of rain, which, by itself, might not have 
caused the mischief, but the effect of which was aggravated by the action of the 
wool-scourers further up the creek—or swamp—in opening'their sluices to allow the 
rush of water to clear out their dams. This was explained by Mr. Davis—page 470 
of the evidence, Q. 14,783. Mr. Bagge, as the papers in the Appendix show, reported 
that it would be unfair to ask the Contractors to remove this silt. His view appeared 
to be a just one, and it was accepted. The stuff was left, and finally cleared out by 
day labour. The Contractors were therefore never paid for this work in any way. 
On page 453 of the evidence, Q. 14,333 to Q. 14,345, Mr. Davis gives further parti- • 
culars of this matter. It discloses no ground of complaint against Mr. Hickson.

CONTRACT 77 (ANNANDALE).

1. With calling 'public tenders for Contract 77 upon plans for elaborate and costly work, and allowing 
Messrs. Carter, Cummow, S[ Co. to submit a plan of their own upon a patent held by them and 
an officer of the department, and at their own price, unchecked by the department as to real cost, 
by which Messrs. Carter, Cummow, Sf Co., got an advantage over the Crown o/’£4,000.

I think I have clearly proved that a concession was made to this firm by which the country lost a considerable sum 
of money. If the work had been properly tendered for there would no doubt have been a saving of at least £2,500.— 

• Hansard, 26th September, 1895.
*********

In my speech I stated that cheap material was substituted for what was provided in the Government scheme. I 
said that a cheap class of concrete was used, instead of the concrete which was specified. In reply to that the Engineer-in
Chief says :

“ The materials used in the Monier arches and sewer, substituted for brick and concrete, was not sandstone and 
concrete ; it was three to one compo., and was estimated by the department at from 80s. to 90s. per cubic yard, not at 28s., 
as stated.” _ .

Now, as a matter of fact, it was nothing of the sort. It was estimated as being of a lower value, as will be seen by 
these papers. But it will easily be understood by hon. members that a compo. three of sand to one of cement is not as 
costly as a compo. of two of sand, three of blue-metal, and one of cement. Three of sand to one of cement is what you call 
cement mortar, and it makes a very light material.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

*********
Now, I come to Contract 77, which is for the Balmain sewerage. The papers are at page 205. That is a contract in 

which part of the work was to be a tunnel and the rest an aqueduct. Under the Government plan the aqueduct was to be 
superior concrete with brick and cement arches. It was to be self-supporting—that is to say, sufficiently strong for vehicles 
to go overhead, if that had been the purpose. It was to be brickwork of the very best description, and the bricks were to 
be patent kiln burnt. It was thus to be a work of the most permanent nature. Yet the Government, under the Secretary 
for Public Works, allowed the contractors for a saving of £250 to substitute a scheme of their own consisting of cement 
arches which would not stand unless supported by tie-rod iron. The best description I can give of that to hon. members 
is to take this Chamber, and to suppose that the walls are so weak that they cannot sustain the roof, and the weight of the 
roof is sufficient to push out the walls. The first thing to be done under such circumstances would be to put in iron tie-rods. 
These arches are so weak that they cannot sustain themselves, and have to be tied with iron tie-rods. That is what the 
Minister allowed the contractors to substitute for his own good, permanent, plan.

Mr. Yotjno : Will the hon. member be fair enough to read the advice on which I acted t
Mr. PARKES : I cannot read everything in these documents.
Mr. Young : The hon. member will not read what is fair ! _
Mr. PARKES : I will show on what advice the Minister acted. This patent, with regard to the Monier arch—this 

useless, risky, thing—was invented in Germany thirty years ago for ornamental work in gardens, and it was never intended 
for such work as I am referring to. This cheap thing was reported on by Mr. Bagge, and he shows that it is 50 per cent, 
cheaper than the Government scheme. Now, in the first instance, in 1893, Carter, Gummow, & Co. offered this thing to 
the Government for £1,500. They offered to sell it to the Government, but in this one contract the Government leave 
them their patent and give them a preference of £3,000—that is, the whole of the contract for the use of this patent in the 
grave losing job. In his report, on the 21st September, 1894, Mr. Bagge says :— _

“ The sewerage aqueducts have hitherto been constructed here in such a manner, method, and of such materials, 
that any competent tradesman, in his special line, obtainable in the Colony, could do the work.

“ Now, however, as it is a matter of the greatest importance to reduce the cost of the works, there seems to be no 
other way of accomplishing this object than to adopt for this Colony a more or less experimental system of construction for 
these aqueducts—of increasing the spans of arches, introducing arches with joints, of constructing the whole in concrete, 
and of constructing the whole of the work of concrete and morter and iron. ”
Then he goes on to say :— _

“ In the old home countries these novel systems of construction have caused in the commencement failures, owing 
to the works being carried out by more or less inexperienced and untrained engineers and artisans ; hence the various State 
governments would not entertain and construct works on these novel methods until special companies established them
selves, who made it their special business to carry out such works with artisans who had had time to gain the necessary 
experience, and who had been practically and specially trained in the construction of such work.

‘ ‘ It was only to such companies that works, which are termed purely and simply specialities, were entrusted, after 
they had given adequate security for the faithful, careful, and competent, execution of same.”

Now, when this work was submitted to the Secretary for Public Works, Mr. Bagge reported in this manner : He 
sent in a report in -which he drew a comparison between Mr. Ahearn’s contract on the sewage farm, and he showed clearly 
by his figures that this work was 50 per cent, cheaper than the work specified by the Government. I ask hon. members to 
mark how the Secretary for Public Works was so cleverly outwitted.

Mr. Young : Where does Mr. Bagge make those statements is his report ?
Mr. PARKES : He says this :
‘ ‘ The plans for the White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek aqueducts as designed in this office, for which tenders were 

invited, were prepared with a view to securing the most substantial and enduring structure at the most reasonable cost. 
At the time that this design was made, I had as full particulars regarding the ‘ Monier ’ principle as it was possible to 
obtain in the Colonies. I would also like to point out that in Europe this class of work is made a specialty, being
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patented, and is wholly in the hands of private companies, who are required 
stability of their work. I think it would not be advisable to construct at the 
‘ Monier ’ principle.

“The total for the office design amounts to................................
“ The total for the contractor’s Monier design ........... ...............

to give a substantial guarantee for the 
outset a work of such importance on the

£15,757
15,500

“Difference............................................................................ £257 ”
Mr. Young : The Honorable Member said it would cost 50 per cent, less !
Mr. PARKES : This is in a report laid on the Table of the House on the 5th October, 1895. Now, let me show you 

what the Engineer-in-Chief says. This will show how these officers catch the Minister. The Board of Reference, on the 
report of the Engineer-in-Chief and on his advocacy, sent in this report to the Minister :—

Board, in view of the fact that Messrs. Darley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a sound one, and 
that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared to endorse the recommendation of these 
gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s consideration.”
It goes on to the Minister, and he writes :

“ Before approving of this proposal, I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to be carried out by 
the contractors under the substituted scheme.” J
That is very fair. Listen to the report of the Engineer-in-Chief :

“To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by 
Messrs. Gaiter and. Gummo'w. dhis would take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the 
Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm 
estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, as well as on the department’s designs. The result was that the 
estimate of both works was practically the same.”
But there is an estimate, according to Mr. Bagge, that it is 50 per cent, cheaper.

aj1"' x> Ar>TrTi'QW *S k° Relieved Mr. Bagge or the Engineer-in-Chief? It is simply a matter of opinion ! 
i av 'Ar' j rA* : But Mr- Ba§Se’s rePort is tlle one referred to, and here we have a report submitted to the Minister 
by the Board of Reference recommending the adoption of this substituted work on the ground that it is cheaper but the 
next day he obtains a report from the Engineer-in-Chief telling him that the cost of the two methods is the same. Then he 
says, “ That is sufficient for me ; I will authorise the substitution.” Then the Minister accepts this “ cheap-John” thing 
on a report of that description. Why, if he were charged the same price, there was the more reason that he should stick 
to the good and substantial work of his own office.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

* * * * . . * * *,* •
In connection with this contract, there is no doubt, from estimates I have made, and which I challenge anyone to 

refute, that the works saved to these contractors by the substitution Of their own plans and specifications are equal to 
about £4,000. Instead of the saving to the contractors being only £275, as the Government put it, it is from £3 500 to 
£4,000.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

***###*##
In the first place, they competed for some sewerage works which W'ere going on at Balmain. Hon. members are 

w-eil aware that these contracts are tendered for nowadays at schedule prices, that is to say, quantities are taken out and 
the Government officers place schedule prices upon each of the items. Fifteen firms of contractors tendered for the works 
at Balmain at schedule prices, and the lowest tenderer was the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. These contractors 
sent m a price ridiculously low as compared with the fourteen other firms tendering. Their tender was 284 per cent under 
the schedule prices. The next was 18| per cent. After their tender was accepted, and after they were notified of the 
acceptance, they were enabled to place plans in the department for the carrying out of the work upon an entirely new 
plan, called the Monier system. The other contractors had no opportunity of competing with the firm for the carrying 
out of the work upon this system. I am assured by other contractors that whereas Messrs. Carter, Gummow & Co° 
obtained a contract at £15,500, they would have been willing to carry out the .job at £12,500 to £13,200, effecting a saving 
of from £2,300 to £3,000. Under the schedule prices of which I have spoken there is one item put down for brickwork 
and cement arches, 2,020 yards, at £2 10s. a yard. That was substituted under the Monier system by sandstone and 
concrete, put down at £1 8s. per cubic yard. There was that difference in the prices for the 2,020 yards. On that item 
alone a concession of £1,650 was made to these contractors. Hon. members will see that when such concessions are 
allowed other contractors must be quite within the mark in saying that if they had had the opportunity they could have 
earned out the job at a figure from £2,300 to £3,000 below that paid to this particular firm.—Hansard, 26th September, 
1895.

**•**#*#.**
I think I have clearly proved that a concession was made to this firm by which the country lost a considerable sum 

of money. If the work had been properly tendered for there would no doubt have been a saving of at least £2 500 — 
Hansard, 26th September, 1895. '****###*#

2. With deceiving the Minister as to the true cost of the Monier patent ly minutes written hy Robert R. P.
Hickson, the then Engineer-in-Chief of the Department.

3. With deceiving the Minister, ly which he {the Minister) accepted of certain security, which was of an
improper and useless nature, for the stability of the patent for a term of three years, the deception being 
contained in minutes written by Robert Hickson, the then Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, knowing 
that the security was not of a proper nature to submit. ’
There is an exceedingly clever piece of business, and hon. Members ought to follow it. Messrs. Carter, Gummow 

& Co., m submitting their tender, said that they were prepared to find sureties for £6,000 each to guarantee the maintenance 
ot this work for five years. Their specification is here—it is not an office dictation, but their own submitted undertaking 
Garter and Gummow write :— °
n i “^re h^e^h,e h°n0r to draw y°ur attention to the conditions upon which the acceptance of our tender depends for 
Contract No. //j Balmam sewerage works, and to our conversation with you of even date in conneetion with security 
required for its due performance. J

“We respectfully submit that our personal sureties for the amount necessary should be taken for its completion and 
mamtenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.

“We are a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to your department as contractors for many 
large and important contracts extending over a period of eight or nine years under the Departments of Harbours and 
Rivers, and Roads, Bndges, and Sewerage, which facts we trust will satisfy you as to our bona-fides in this matter ”

I hat is, they offer their own firm as their sureties iustead of a personal undertaking. Mr. Hickson, in reporting on this, commences by saying :— ® * r ©
“ The accompanying letter of 4th April, 1895, from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., is a protest against the 

ofrCoSnetracStlNoler71’’tary Spe0lficatl0n PrePared by Mr- Norrie, at my suggestion, with regard to the alteration in the design

It is not a protest; it is an offer in substitution of the contractors former offer.
The last paragraph of this specification states :—
“ And the contractors shall enter into a bond to Her Majesty the Queen in the penal sum of £12,000, with two 

sufficient sureties m the penal sum of £6,000 each, to secure the removal of so much of the said works as shall have been 
constructed on the Monier system, &c.. &c.

an?ol”lt Sum ^ would cost tbe department, at departmental rates, to renew that portion of thissewer which is built on the Monier system. r
. . 's however, to say that the tendered rates for this portion of the work would only come to £9 O'OO • but

prices being abnormally low, I think it is only right to put in a sum at which the department really values the work.
14:0—6 “ Messrs.
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“Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own f personal sureties for the amount named,5—that is, £12,000 (an 
amount which they do not dispute)—‘ should he taken for its completion and maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for 
the proper carrying out of the work.

“ They go on to say that they arc ca firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to the department 
as contractors.’ This is quite true. They are a firm in which I have every confidence. They have done a great deal of 
work under me. and I can testify that their aim alwaj's has been to turn out the very best class of work possible.”

I may tell honorable Members that before this minute was written Mr. Hickson had to put a new bottom to the 
Pott’s Hill reservoir which these contractors built, and also a new bottom to the Waterloo sewer. I want honorable 
Members particularly to mark what I am now going to read :

“ At the same time, misfortunes happen to the very soundest firms of contractors, and the department must look a 
little way into the future. Their own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in the 
meantime to become bankrupt.

“I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of two men—Mr. 
George Forrest and Mr. James Gillan. From inquiries made, I believe these men to be financially sound, and I think if 
their names were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 each the department would be secured as far as it is 
reasonably possible to be.” t

When Mr. Hickson wrote that letter he knew that these two men, Forrest and Gillan, were members of the firm to 
which his son was the acting engineer.

Mr. Young : Will the hon. Member read the last sentence ?
Mr. PARKES: . .
“This work will be carried out under Mr. Darley, and I recommend that the whole of the papers be sent him, to 

give his opinion thereon. ”
Mr. Young : Now let us have Mr. Darley’s report!
Mr. PARKES : Why ?
Mr. Young : It is only fair to Mr. Hickson !
Mr. PARKES : .....
“ I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think in accepting a new patent of this kind, and adopting it in a large and costly 

contract, that the department cannot be too careful in securing its position by leaving all the risk in the hands of the 
contractors and patentees. I, therefore, recommend that the personal names be required for further security. The names 
mentioned may, I think, be accepted.” .

I expect that Mr. Darley, without bothering himself, and relying upon Mr. Hickson, indorsed Mr. Hickson’s minute. 
That letter was written on 5th April, and Mr. Hickson’s son came up from Adelaide with Mr. Gillan to sign that bond as 
an independent surety, and the Secretary for Public Works accepted it.

Mr. Crick: Does the honorable Member mean that the Secretary for Public Works knew that these men were 
members of the firm ?

Mr. PARKES : He must have known it, because they signed contracts two years before as members of the firm, 
and Mr. Hickson’s son was engineer for the firm at Adelaide, and was along with Mr- Gillan. He knew that when he wrote 
that minute this was the case—it is a gross piece of deception on his part. That minute was written on the 5th April, 
1895 ; and on the 13th April, 1895, this notice was published in all city papers: —

“ Notice is hereby given that the partnership lately subsisting between us, the undersigned, John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, as 
contractors, carrying on business in Adelaide (South Australia) and Sydney (New South Wales) under the name, style, or 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., was on the 1st day of April, 1895, dissolved by mutual consent in so far as regards the 
said George Maddison and Peter Ewing, who retired as from that date from the said firm. All debts due or owing by the 
said firm will be received and paid by the said John Cartel1, David Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse 
Gummow, and James Gillan, who continue the business under the same style of Carter, Gummow, & Co.”
I ask the Secretary for Public Works what is the good of that surety bond ? The Engineer-in-Chief says he could not 
think of accepting the whole firm as their own sureties, and then he goes on knowingly and recommends that two members 
of the firm—that is, part of the whole—shall become sureties for the job. Is that not deception? It is deception 
perpetrated with intention. I will show how clearly the intention is made out. In all other contracts the specifications 
contain this paragraph :—

“ In submitting a tender the full Christian name of the tenderer must he given, or, when the offer is in the name of 
a firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses, 
must be stated in the tender. The omission of this information will render the tender liable to be declared informal.”

Now, that item is omitted in the contracts for this No. 77 job. In addition to that, the statutory declarations 
which Messrs. Forrest and Gillan made are in these words :—

I, George Forrest, of Marrickville, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and
affirm-----” - *

Hon. Members will see that from this statutory declaration is omitted the place of residence or the fact that Forrest 
is a contractor. The other declaration says :—

“ I, James Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder----- ”
Although he lives in Adelaide it is not so stated. It omits the fact that he is a contractor. It is fixed up so as to leave 
Forrest and Gillan open to sign this bond. There is no doubt about it that the whole matter is bogus; for if the contractors 
become insolvent, and the whole thing bursts up, and they have no estate to come upon, what security is there to cover 
this risk ? I quote this to show how the Minister has allowed himself to be hoodwinked by the officers of the department.— 
Hanmrd, 12th May, 1896.

#**.#**■**#
that they have by minutes hoodwinked the Minister—and minutes of such an extravagant nature that he ought himself to 
have heen able to see them, because I, not a Minister but with these incomplete papers, was able to see these things in ten 
minutes. For instance, what Minister could make a mistake in a case of this kind ? Mr. Bagge reports to the Minister 
that the work on the Monier arch can be done at £6 per lineal foot as against £10 per lineal foot on Ahearn’s sewer work 
at the Sewerage farms, under the Government Engineer’s scheme and plan ; and the Engineer-in-Chief states that he has 
made a comparison between the two, and he finds that it will cost exactly the same as the other, his reference being to this 
very report. Yet here is a paper showing that the test when made was 50 per cent, cheaper.—J-Jaiward, 12th May, 1896.

The case which I am about to cite will illustrate the position I take up. There is a set of contractors whose names 
or titles are Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. They contract for various works in this country—at present most of them 
are about Sydney. This firm of contractors are identified with the Government in the most suspicious fashion. During 
last week, or the week before, I asked the Secretary for Public Works whether Messrs. Gillan and Forrest were not sureties 
for the proper fulfilment of the contracts of this firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. The reply I got 'was that Messrs. Gillan 
and Forrest were the sureties for those contractors. I wish hon. Members to closely follow this matter. What I am about 
to read is a notice which appeared in the Sydnev Morning Herald on the 13th of this month—that is, last Friday week— 
not very long ago. The notice shows that a dissolution of partnership took place, and that the very sureties for Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.—Messrs. Gillan and Forrest—are members of this business. The following is the notice :—

“Notice is hereby given that the partnership lately subsisting between us, the undersigned, John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, as 
contractors, carrying on business in Adelaide (South Australia) and Sydney (New South Wales) under the name, style, or 
firm, of Carter, Gummow, & Co., was on the 1st day of April, 1895, dissolved by mutual consent in so far as regards the 
said George Maddison and Peter Ewing, who retired as from that date from the said firm. All debts due or owing by the 
said firm will be received and paid by the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse 
Gummow, and James Gillan, who continue the business under the same style of Carter, Gummow, & Co.

“ As witness our hands this 1st day of April, a.d., 1895. .
“(Signed) F. M. Gummow. George Forrest.

John Carter. George Maddison.
D. G. Snodgrass. Peter Ewing.
James Gillan.”

That
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That is a nice state of affairs. I wish to point it out to hon. Members, if they do not quite realise it. If the Government 
accept sureties consisting of persons who are members of the firm of contractors, supposing the contractors go insolvent, or 
cheat the Government by defective work, suppose they enter into fraud to defeat the Government in large contracts of 
£30,000 or £50,000, what check is there upon them? The very specification which the Government issue makes it 
imperative that these sureties shall be disinterested persons altogether. The object of having sureties is to have men of 
means at the back of the contractors, so that if anything goes wrong—if the contractors go insolvent, or defraud the 
Government, if they carry out bad work, the Government can come down upon the sureties. But here is a case where 
these contracts total nearly £100,000, with sureties of their own partnership. This is a nice state of affairs. I wish to go 
further, and to show that there has seldom been a case, taking it in this way, in which any private business would offer to 
give away contracts to the extent of £20,000, without offering them to competition and to tender. No private individual 
would ever dream of going into such a business transaction such as that. Yet this firm of contractors, Messrs, Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., have received between £45,000 and £50,000 of Government contracts without any tender.—Hansard, 
26th September, 1895. .

I do not at all blame the Secretary for Public Works iu this matter ; we know him to be a gentleman of the strictest 
integrity; but there can be no doubt that the Engineer-in-Chief and the Under Secretary for Public "Works have led him 
into various mistakes.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895.

# * * * * * *
The greatest mistake into which he has been led was that of putting Mr. Hickson in the position of Engineer-in

Chief and putting out of the department a man infinitely his superior—I mean Mr. Barley—to take charge of the Water 
and Sewerage Board.

Mr. Young : He agreed with the recommendation !
Mr. V. PARKES : Of late years he has done almost anything that the Engineer-in-Chief asked him to do. There 

can be no doubt that as an engineer he is infinitely superior to Mr. Hickson. The Secretary for Public Wrorks I find 
made a query upon the report of the Board of Reference.

Mr. Young : Read it ! _
Mr. Y. PARKES: “ The tenders for this work were submitted to the Board to-day. In doing so, Mr. Hickson 

pointed out that fifteen tenders had been received, the lowest being that of Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 282’per cent, 
below schedule rates, amounting approximately to £15,757 Is. 9d. The same firm also submitted a lump sum tender for 
carrying out the work according to a plan sent in by them for the sum of £15,500. The plan submitted is for constructing 
the work on the Monier arch principle. This system has been extensively used duiing recent years on the continent 
of Europe with successful results, and Mr. Hickson sees no reason why, under certain restrictions, the opportunity should 
not be taken to introduce the system in the public works of this Colony. The advantages claimed by the patentees are 
that works can be carried out at a much cheaper rate wherever this method of construction is used. Mr. Hickson said he 
had no doubt that the design submitted was thoroughly suitable and likely to be effective ; and, as the main principles as 
regards size and inclination of sewer were as provided for in the departmental design, he was prepared to recommend it 
for adoption ; but, if it was decided to accept the tender, a short specification of the work should be included in the bond, 
and provision also made for the maintenance of the work by the contractors for a certain period after completion.

“ Mr. Hickson further said that, as Mr. Barley would be the responsible officer for carrying out this work, he had 
gone into the matter very thoroughly with that gentleman, and Mr. Barley was quite prepared to indorse his views.

“The Board, in view of the fact that Messrs. Barley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a sound one, 
and that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared to indorse the recommendation of these 
gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s consideration.”
The Board having, in support of the Engineer-in-Chief and the President of the Water Supply and Sewerage Board, agreed 
to substitute thi6 system, the Secretary for Public Works wrote a business-like minute, for which I give^him credit:

“ Before approving this proposal, I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to be carried out 
by the contractor under the substituted scheme.”
That is a very wise minute. The hon. gentleman expressed a desire for schedule rates under the Monier system corresponding 
with those which had been furnished in the case of the ordinary sewerage works. One would have imagined that there 

’ would be no trouble in getting out that schedule; but the Engineer-in-Chief said :
“To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by 

Messrs. Carter & Gummow. This would take at least a week to do.”
What did that slight loss of time matter when it would be two mouths before the contractors could start the contract ? 
Why should not the quantities have been taken out ? The sole reason was that quantities so much less would have been 
shown, and instead of the contractors making a profit of £2,000 they would have been cut down to a proper estimate of 
the value of the work.

“I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being 
prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for the work on the Monier system 
as well as on the department’s designs. The result was that the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying 
that comparison to this case, it would mean that the departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be 
£22,000.” ‘
You cannot make a comparison between two different public works of this kind. The duty of the head of the dopartment 
when a Minister asked him for a further sheet of quantities was to make them out, and the Minister ought to have insisted 
upon that being done ; but he said in effect that the engineer’s reply was quite sufficient for him, and that he should 
approve of the recommendation of the Board being carried out. There is no reason why the head of the department should 
not have had a new estimate taken out for an entirely new piece of work. So much for the case of the Balmain sewerage 
works.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895. '

4. • With withholding the proper information concerning the above transaction from Parliament, by not laying 
plans and other papers upon the Table of the Souse when ordered to do so by Parliament. '

In connection with Contract 77, forty-one pages of useless matter has been stowed in, being blank schedule forms issued 
by the office, while the sheet of comparative tenders is withdrawn. No plan or figures are given concerning the Monier 
arch—that construction which was substituted for the Government scheme. That which was of so much importance, in 
order that we might be able to make a comparison, has been entirely removed from the records, and there is nothing to 
show what the quantities were, or what the nature of the work was, or anything about it.—Hansard, 12th May, 18§6.

In considering the charges laid in relation to this Contract, the nature of the 
patent held hy Carter, Gummow, & Co. is in the first place a material question. This 
patent, hearing date Novembers, 1892, secures to the patentees in New South Wales, 
for fourteen years, the use of what is known as the Monier system, a peculiar 
mechanical association of iron and concrete, or cement mortar, whereby the high tensile 
strength of iron and the power of cement mixtures to resist crushing strains are very 
effectively combined. Tor many years it has been a common practice to imbed iron in 
the form of girders, bars, hoop-iron, &c., in concrete, with the object of strengthening 
the concrete body, and preventing its cracking after, or in, setting, through strains

’ due
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due to unequal expansion or contraction. It has also been known that the adhesion, 
between cement and iron, and therefore between these cement mixtures and iron, is 
very great, insomuch that the iron becomes in effect one body with the imbedding 
material; that iron so imbedded is absolutely protected from oxidation; and that 
the ratios of expansion and contraction, due to changes of temperature, of iron and of 
these cement mixtures are so nearly equal that the elasticity of the two is sufficient to 
compensate for the difference, so as to save the combined body from risk of fracture 
caused by stresses set up by variations, even very great,in the temperature of the whole; 
the comparatively low conducting power—for heat—of the cement mixture, even 
though only a thin layer of it covers the iron, saving the metal from the relatively too 
rapid change of bulk to which, if it were unprotected, its high conducting power would 
lead. But, though a knowledge of these facts, and a more or less erratic application 
of them in practice, formerly existed among engineers and the better instructed of 
architects and builders, they could not be said to be reduced to a regular system or 
in any true sense formulated till one Monier, of Paris, accidentally discovered the 
effectiveness of the mode of construction now known by his name. With the help 
of qualified engineers, his scheme was properly worked out and placed on a scientific 
basis; and its use was gradually extended till it included the building—most material 
in relation to the present subject—of bridges of considerable span and extraordinary 
lightness, and of constructions—such as aqueducts—for holding water: in fact 
tanks of large capacity were made in this way at a comparatively early stage in the 
development of the system. The peculiarity of Monier’s plan is this : that the iron 
or steel is used—in the form of a lattice—in light bars laid parallel to one another 
imbedded in the cement mixtui’e at intervals of a few inches, the position, in the 
structure, of these bars being so chosen that, while they are fully covered and 
protected by, and form one body with, the cement mixture, they lie as nearly as 
practicable in the theoretically best position to take, and resist, the tensile strains 
that are likely to result from the use to which the structure is intended to be put. 
Across these main bars, generally, but not, necessarily, at right angles to them, are 
laid parallel to one another, at similarly short intervals, still lighter bars, tbe primary 
object of which is to equalise and distribute across tbe structure unequal tensile 
strains that may be imposed upon the main bars, so that they may more effectively 
relieve one another of irregularly imposed stresses. A comparatively trifling element 
in the Monier patent, as it appears to your Commissioner, notwithstanding the 
opinion of an expert to the contrary (p. 173 of the evidence), is that the two sets of 
bars are tied at their intersections, for convenience in construction, while the concrete 
or cement mortar is being placed and pressed into position. These ties thenceforth 
cease to operate, the adhesion of the cement mixture to the iron constituting the 
real connection between the bars, and, an overlap being provided sufficient to enable 
the adhesion of the cement to the iron to be an equivalent for the tensile strength 
of the bar itself, this adhesion constitutes a perfect joint between two lengths of bar, 
care being at the same time taken to so lay the bars as to break joint across the lattice 
work. The final result is, that a structure of great efficiency, in proportion to its 
weight and cost, is formed. The compressive strength, which is very high, up to 
2,000 lb. to the square inch, of the cement mixture operates to resist the crushing 
strains; the tensile strength of the iron, added to that of the imbedding material 
immediately surrounding it, is applied in the most effective and most completely 
distributed manner; moreover, the intimate adhesion between the metal and the 
cement mixture, and the general distribution of the former, ensure the dispersion 
and relief by elasticity of stresses due to unequal contraction or expansion in the 
setting of the cement, and so prevent the cracking at intervals which is common in 
masses of concrete. The comparative smallness of the cross-section which the 
strength of the Monier system justifies also helps the elasticity, low though it be, 
of the cement mixture to operate to save rupture, by strains induced in setting, as 
well as by those afterwards due to variations of temperature.

In its primary aspect, this system of locating and counteracting tensile and 
compressive strains is applicable to a compound body of concrete and iron considered 
as a girder. The simplest case is that of a plate supported at each end, and bearing a 
vertical strain. In such a structure the main bars run longitudinally, and are placed 
near the lower surface. The vertical strain induces tension near the lower surface, 
resisted by the bars, and compression in the upper part of the plate, resisted by the 
body of cement mixture, and, whether the structure be straight or curved, the same

principle
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principle applies in fact. But its action in arches, in which relation it is most in 
question herein, is less simple than it is in structures of the girder form. An arch, 
considered as such, depends for its strength on the immobility of its piers, and on 
the compressive strength of its materials. Taking the abutments to he rigid, an 
arch, as such, is assumed to be so constructed that the resultant of all the strains 
imposed upon it at any point shall lie, as a compressive force, within the centre third 
of the arch ring, and shall act approximately in the line of the tangent, at that 
point, to the curve of the arch ; and that the compressive strength of the materials 
composing the arch shall be at least a fair multiple—say 10—of the maximum strain 
to be borne at that point ; 10 being then called the “ factor of safety ” :—it 
would be a very satisfactory factor. In an arch, as such, the principle of the girder 
is ignored : ability to withstand cross strains is not admitted. A well built arch of 
brick or stone laid in cement mortar is certainly a monolith in fact, and has the 
qualities of a girder to a great extent; but it is unsafe to allow this in calculation— 
the assumption maybe negatived by an imperfect joint. The same principle applies 
to a concrete arch, though it may be in fact a true monolith; it is safe to trust only 
to compressive strength of material. And, in making calculations for a Monier 
arch, the principle is primarily the same. The arch should have a factor of safety 
of considerably more than one due to the compressive strength of its principal 
material, the cement mixture. But in this system the quality of a girder is elf ectively ■ 
added to that of the true arch by the insertion of a curved lattice of iron bars near 
the lower surface—or “ intrados”—of the arch, the main bars being laid longitudi
nally, and extending into the piers at the skewbacks or springings of the arch. By 
conferring great tensile strength in the intrados, this plan enables the arch to with
stand a severe cross-strain imposed upon it at any point, acting downwards. And 
thus it gives the arch, as a whole, power to resist a general opening strain, so as to 
reduce the horizontal thrust on its abutments, while the vertical pressure at the 
springing, of course, remains the same. In addition to this, the iron adds to the 
compressive strength of the arch, considered simply as an arch, and not as a girder. 
In the case of a bridge, a load coming on to one end may cause at the other end 
a bending strain, tending to increase, instead of to flatten, the curve of the arch, 
and putting a tensile stress on the upper part of its section. To resist this, it is the 
practice to imbed, for a short distance from each springing, a lattice of iron bars 
close to the upper surface or extrados of the arch. In the case of the arch of 
an aqueduct, this lattice is unnecessary; no such strain can be imposed, as the 
flow of the water ensures a practically equal distribution of weight from pier to 
pier, the curve of the arch and the points of bearing of the aqueduct having been 
so designed as to ensure the absence of any tensile strain on the upper side of 
the arch, with a nearly equally distributed load.

A Monier arch being thus designed to resist strains which cannot safely be 
imposed upon an ordinary arch, may, although calculated to withstand, with a 
substantial factor of safety, the utmost stress which it is intended to bear, on the 
assumption that all imposed forces are resolved into compressive strains, may 
be reduced to a very great extent in bulk below what would be' the safe minimum, 
if the iron bars had not been imbedded in it. It may be treated, in fact, as a mono
lithic arch, with an enormous reserve of strength in its relation of girder; and, not 
only by reason of the binding effect of the iron, but by its action in preventing the 
formation of cracks in the setting of the cement mixture, this form of arch seeins, 
as nearly as is practicable, a perfect monolith ; moreover, the lightness of structure 
thus made permissible gives an amount of elasticity which is of great service in safely 
compensating for expansion and contraction under changing conditions, and unequal 
distribution, of temperature. .

In relation to the question, connected with the use of the Monier system in 
aqueducts, whether such a form of construction can be made watertight, it has been 
satisfactorily proved in evidence that, though concretes of various richnesses are more 
or less permeable by water—being more permeable the poorer they are—still, a well- 
made “ rendering ” or facing of one of cement to one of sand is recognised by experts 
as watertight. The principal risk of leakage lies in the cracking of the body of 
concrete on which the rendering is laid, thereby causing cracks in the rendering; 
this is less likely to occur when that body is a Monier plate than when it is a more 
solid, and therefore less elastic, mass of unbound concrete. And it has been proved 
that, when oozing does take place through concrete (probably through hair cracks).
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the pores will soon get filled up, and the seepage will cease, especially where the 
permeating water contains sewage matter in suspension. Tour Commissioner can 
also state from personal examination that a section of the carrier of the White’s Bay 
Aqueduct (Contract 77) that had been bricked up at each end so as to convert it into 
a water-trough, and filled with water, and kept full for some weeks, up to the time 
of inspection, showed on the outside surface no sign whatever of percolation; in 
fact it was impossible from without to detect which section it was that had been so 
treated.

Mr. Baltzer, a draughtsman in the Sewerage Construction branch of the 
Works Department, a young man who had had a good training in engineering in 
Germany, became, through information received from his brother in Europe, strongly 
impressed with the value of the Monier system. Thinking it worth patenting in 
New South Wales, lie communicated with Mr. Carter; the result was that the 
patent was applied for, and granted to Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Baltzer. 
Though the date of registration is March 1, 1893, the letters patent bear date 
November 3, 1892, the day on which the application was made. About the time 
the Monier patent was under consideration, Mr. Baltzer was preparing a sort of 
treatise on the system, with illustrations. Appendix 57 is a copy of this. It was 
shown hy Mr. Carter, after the granting of the patent, to various persons, among 
others to Mr. Hickson, who, as an engineer taking an interest in his profession, and 
with progressive ideas, naturally found a pleasure in investigating, and felt it his duty 
to examine into, so important a departure in engineering. He had already considered 
the Monier system before the taking out of the patent; but no doubt Mr. Baltzer’s 
treatise directed his attention to it more particularly. Mr. Hickson was in posses
sion of the treatise for some time ; and the subject evidently impressed him strongly. 
Shortly after the registration of the patent, namely on April 3,1893, Mr. Armstrong, 
as agent for the patentees, but, it would appear, acting without express instructions, 
under a misapprehension of his principals’ actual wish—page 617 of evidence; ques
tion 18916—offered to sell the patent right to the Government for the sum of £1,500. 
Mr. Bagge, who was then Engineer-in-charge of Sewerage Construction, employed in 
the office, being asked to report on the offer, expressed himself strongly in favour of 
the Monier system, but doubted whether there was sufficient expert knowledge in 
the Colony to carry it out successfully. He also suggested that, if the patent did 
not differ from the Monier system—and no doubt it is identical—it would be free 
to public use, as it had been known in the Colony for some years. Mr. Hickson 
thereupon wrote a minute refusing to recommend the purchase, but suggesting that 
a small fee per bridge might be granted if it were intended to erect any others 
besides the small culvert which he said ho had arranged to have built, as an 
experiment, without a patent fee. On page 33 of the Appendix, Mr. Bagge’s report 
and Mr. Hickson’s minute are set out in full. It would appear that it was after the 
taking out of the patent, but just before the offer of sale, that Mr. Carter lent Mr. 
Baltzer’s hook to Mr. Hickson; as Mr. Hickson had it for some considerable time, 
and was very busy, having to deal with a large number of contracts, the probability 
is that he had not carefully perused it before the minute of April 12, 1893, was 
written. After the writing of this minute he would have a better opportunity of 
studying the subject and becoming convinced of the merits of the Monier System. 
In May, 1894, the experimental culvert contemplated by Mr. Hickson was under
taken; it was begun about the end of June, and was completed about the end of 
July, under the general superintendence of Mr. W. A. Smith, District Engineer. It 
is situated at Strathfield, at the intersection of Wentworth Road with the Parramatta 
Road. Before the final completion of this culvert, but probably af ter the whole of 
the arch work was finished, and after part of it had by mistake been subjected to, 

’ and had successfully resisted, a very severe strain, which, in its then condition, it 
ought not to have been required to bear, Mr. Hickson wrote the following minute, 
which alludes to an offer, made in writing by Mr. Carter to Mr. W. A. Smith, and 
subniitted by him to Mr. Hickson on his return from the country. It was first seen 
by Mr. Hickson on the 16th.

Divisional Engineer.—August, 1894.—Metropolitan Division.
Department of Public Works, Koads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 18 July, 1894.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—“ Monier System of Concrete Arching.”.

The Monier system of concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where 
applicable, it reduces the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent.

The
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patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 
lo per cent, on the cost of the arch. I recommend this for the Minister’s approval.

I might state I have just completed (with the permission of the patentees) a culvert on the 
I arramalta Koad, built on this principle, with most satisfactory results, financially and otherwise.

TT. , . , . --------- , 'ROBT. HICKSON.
ivlr. Hickson s recommendation approved.—J.H.Y., 6/8/94.

Divisional Engineer.—2 July, 9.—Metropolitan Division.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 2 Eebruary, 1894.

• a Referring to our conversation re the use of our patent system of bridge and culvert building,
we hereby inform you that the royalty we require for the use of the same by your Department will be 15 
per cent, on the cost of construction.

. We are, &c ,
--------  CARTER & CO.

There is no doubt that Mr. Hickson, in saying that the use of the Monier system 
reduces the cost of spanning an opening hy about 50 per cent., fairly expressed the 
result of his general inquiries into and consideration of the peculiarities of the 
system. There is also no doubt that the statement contained in the last paragraph 
ot the minute was true throughout from Mr. Hickson’s point of view, and true in 
fact as to the mechanical success of, the experiment. Whether Mr. Hickson was 
not misled hy Mr. Smith, upon whose report he relied, on the question of expense, is 
not so clear;. hut the conclusion to which y our Commissioner has arrived on this 
point, on which there was an extraordinary conflict of testimony, is that, at any 
rate as to ,the cost of the arch itself, the words “ with most satisfactory results 
financially’’ are, in fact, correct. As to the recommendation, this appears to he 
consistent with the suggestion made in Mr. Hickson’s former minute of April, 1893, 
upon which no doubt Mr. Carter acted in his interview with Mr. Smith. Mr. 
Hickson carefully—the words “on the cost of the arch ” being added in his hand
writing to the type-written body of the minute—limits the 15 per cent, royalty in 
such a manner that no suggestion of mala Jides can fairly he founded upon the 
circumstance that at the first blush the percentage seems a high one; and the 
Minister approved of the recommendation, which in no way hound the Department 
to use the Monier system, but merely recognised the validity of the patent and fixed 
the price at which it might be used if it should appear expedient to apply it in public 
works.

It follows from a consideration of the mode in which the Monier system had 
formulated and beneficially applied mechanical and chemical conclusions, arrived at 
before, but never systematically put into practice in that peculiarly effective way, 
that the original patentees were fully justified in their applications for the patent 
W'liich had been actually granted in Trance and Germany. When Messrs. Carter, 
Snodgrass, and .Baltzer, made their application, the Examiner of Patents at first 
declined to pass it, on the ground that it liad been anticipated; but, it would appear 
rightly, he withdrew his objection on further explanation and consideration. The 
history of the granting of the patent appears in Appendix N"o. IS', page 47. It might 
be contended that the patent was invalidated hy the fact known to and mentioned by 
Mr. Hickson, and insisted on hy Mr. Bagge, that the system had heen the subject 
of common knowledge for some years in is ew South Wales before the patent was 
applied for;, but, seeing that the Examiner had recommended it, and the Governor 
had signed it after it bad passed all proper investigation, and seeing also that Mr. 
Hickson was not a Lawyer, it cannot in justice he said that he was showing undue 
favour to the patentees, because he waived; hy his action—or, rather, suggested the 
waiver of—the doubtful chahce of successfully resisting legal proceedings for 
infringement; only binding the Department to a charge that it might choose never 
to incur, while he had already declined to he a party to the paying away of the 
substantial sum of £1,500, for what, on scantier knoAvledge than that upon which 
he acted in writing his lafer minute, he thought might turn out to he useless to the 
Department.

It was about this same time that plans for an extension of the western 
outfall sewer had to be provided to carry the western suburbs sewerage over the 
Botany Sewage Earm. It was to be one contract of about 40 chains in length 
(No. 112), joining on to Contract 101, then in course of construction hy 
Ahearne. As an improvement upon what appeared to Mr. Hickson to be the 
cumbersome and costly plans hitherto adopted, Mr. Bagge was instructed to make

out
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out new ones, to be submitted to Mr. Hickson. No doubt the discussion, of 
which the Monier system had formed a prominent feature, had led up to this idea 
of departing from the type of heavy brick archway with short spans, generally in use, 
and the substitution of some lighter form of concrete arch construction. Mr. Bagge, 
in his report dated September 21, 1894 (the first of the papers laid on the table of 
the House in accordance with promise given in answer to Question No. 11, 
Votes No. 24<9, October, 1895, and printed as Appendix No. 9 hereto, page 28) 
proposes three alternative schemes, the characteristic features of all of which are 
these :—“ increasing the spans of arches, introducing arches with joints, constructing 
the whole of concrete, and constructing the whole of the work of concrete and 
mortar and iron.” The first plan involves concrete arches of 50 feet span, with 
elastic asphalt joints over piers, spandrels with lozenge-shaped openings, and 
concrete carriers, strengthened by imbeded longitudinal iron bars, with an elastic 
joint over each pier. The second scheme is similar, but with lighter arches, and 
much lighter work in the carrier, which is strengthened by vertical iron bars, and 
longitutidinal channel-irons, as well as longitudinal bars, imbedded in the walls, and 
tranverse iron braces. The third scheme was on the Monier principle, with arches 
of 75 feet span, and much lighter work throughout, the haunches of each main arch 
carrying small spandrel arches, to support the carrier between the piers and the 
crown of the principal arch. The main arches were to contain a continuous iron 
lattice, imbedded three quarters of an inch above the intrados, and a similar lattice 
at the same distance below the extrados, extending for about 29 feet from each 
springing, the small arches containing only the lower lattice. The carrier was to 
have an expansion joint over each pier : it was to be constructed in Monier work 
throughout, with lattices in the walls and below the invert. The material was to be 
cement mortar—1 of cement to 3 of sand—except in the piers, which were to. be 
built of bluestone concrete. In each case the main piers and footings were of similar 
construction, but varying in strength according to the weight to be borne. .

The comparative estimate at the end of the report shows the respective cost 
per lineal foot of the three schemes to be £9 11s. 5d., £6 16s. lT3d., and £6 6s. 8'3d. 
And the respective factors of safety appear as 8-7, 10, and 5-618. As to these, 
however, it is most important to consider that, in the calculating of the strength of 
the Monier arch, the effect of the iron lattice was omitted. 5-618 is the factor of 
safety due to the cement-mortar—commonly called compo.—alone. The addition of 
the iron makes so great a difference that it is safe to say that the arches in No. 3 
scheme are really very much stronger than in No. 2. Mr. Bagge evidently had at 
this time a prejudice against-^or it may perhaps be called a fear of—the Monier 
system, founded upon what appear to your Commissioner to be quite.unreasonable 
grounds ; and, on his recommendation, No. 2 scheme was selected for Contract 112, 
which was let in February, 1895. _

Mr. Bagge, being aware that Mr. Baltzer had some knowledge of the Monier 
system, had entrusted to him the working out of No. 3 scheme. This work was done, 
of course, in the office. Having done it, Mr. Baltzer was in a position to work out 
similar plans, if required, for another purpose. Mr. Baltzer had, there can be 
no doubt, and still has, an unbounded faith in the system, ad,ded to his personal 
interest. As to whether it was proper for an officer in a Government department 
to be allowed to hold such an interest as this may be a debatable question. Your 
Commissioner, however, agrees with the opinion expressed by Mr. Hickson, that, in 
the case of a junior officer, it would be unfair and inexpedient to hamper the free 
action of his intellect, and check his professional ambition, by invidious restraint.

For some three or four years before tenders were called for Contract 77, for 
constructing a section of the sewer which will connect Balmain with the main system, 
having its outlet at Ben Buckler, plans had been prepared for the aqueducts forming 
part of this work. These aqueducts were to stand out in a peculiarly prominent 
position, crossing, at a considerable height, the hollows through which the gutters 
known as Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek respectively flow into Roselle Bay. 
The people of Forest Lodge, Annandale, Leichhardt, and Balmain, all had. a certain 
interest in preventing a disfigurement of these depressions. Representations were 
made to the Department asking that ugly sewers should not be constructed. The 
result was that rather ornamental plans were drawn. But Mr. Hickson thought 
these too expensive. Various changes were made. Finally the work was cut down 
to the still fairly artistic scheme, consisting of comparatively light elliptical brick

arches.
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arches, generally of 48 feet span, and brick carrier, with sandstone string-course, 
the specification of which forms No. 1 of the appendix hereto, the elevation being 
also shown in the appendix.

Tenders for Contract 77 were invited for March 13,1895. Meanwhile, the plans 
prepared in the offi.ce for No. 3 scheme for Contract 112 being useless, it struck the 
patentees that, if that scheme were modified to suit the aqueduct work to be done on 
Contract 77, that would afford a suitable occasion for applying the Monier system on 
a large scale. Mr. E. M. Clark, at Mr. Carter’s request, waited with him upon the 
Minister for Works, Mr. Young. Mr. Carter requested the Minister to direct that, 
if the firm put in an alternative tender’ for No. 77 on the Monier principle, it might 
not be rejected as informal—that it might be considered. Mr. Young replied that 
he saw no objection to this : that the tender might be put in and might stand on its 
merits. Plans prepared by Mr. Baltzer, out of office hours, of which he made no 
secret, were ready—in fact barely ready in time—and were handed in on the same 
morning on which Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender, at 28^ per cent, below schedule 
rates, for the Departmental scheme, and the alternative tender on the Monier principle, 
were put into the tender-box. Mr. Carter had some difficulty in getting anyone to 
accept the plans. Ordinary tenders are, of course, unaccompanied by plans, being 
made out on the basis of those prepared and exhibited by the Department; 
under the circumstances of this tender, plans necessarily formed part of it. There 
is no provision made for putting in plans as part of a tender; they cannot go 
into the tender-box ; hence the difficulty, to meet which no preparation had been 
made, though there is little doubt that it was generally expected by the officers of 
the Department that an alternative tender would be put in. Anticipating that there 
would be no chance, especially in the face of Mr. Bagge’s known prejudice, of the 
acceptance of the alternative scheme unless they succeeded in making out the lowest 
tender for the departmental plans, Carter, Gummow, and Co., really Mr. Snodgrass, 
consulting to a certain extent with Mr. Gummow, tendered at a rate that they 
calculated would just enable them to do tbe work without loss. This proved equiva
lent to a reduction of 281 per cent, below schedule rates, the percentage system being 
in force for Contract 77. The Department’s schedule estimate for the whole work 
was £22,037 17s. 8d.; if 28i per cent, be taken from this the remainder is 
£16,757 Is. 9d.* The presumed cost of the work therefore on Carter, Gummow, 
and Co.’s tender was this amount. Their alternative tender on the Monier system 
was for a lump sum of £15,500. The next lowest tender was McSweeny’s, at 25-^ 
per cent. _ below schedule rates ; the. next Carson’s, at 20^ below ; eleven more 
followed in gradual decreasing reductions and increasing totals, till the highest was 
Spencer s, at 5 per cent, below schedule rates. McSweeny’s works out at an 
apparent total (see note) of £16,418 4s. 6d., and Spencer’s at £20,935 19s. 9d., 
showing, apart from the Department’s estimate and Carter, Gummow & Co.’s tender, 
a difference of £4,517 15s. 3d. in the estimates made by two independent and 
presumably competent experts of the value of this work, the utmost limit of which 
may be set down at £22,000. This is by no means an extreme instance of the 
uncertainty of estimates; speculation as to the exact nature of the ground in the 
tunnels and in the foundations for the piers of the aqueducts may account largely 
for the great difference in the tenders; the arch and carrier work if tendered for 
alone might have called forth less diverging offers ; but experience shows that, even 
where every item, of a work is aboveground, and certain in its nature, the most 
extraordinary variation will be found in tenders, the amount and price of labour 
required to do the work being one large element of uncertainty.

. The tenders were referred to Mr. Bagge in the ordinary course; he reported 
against the acceptance of the Monier scheme—Appendix, page 31 (No. 2). His 
principal expressed objection was, as before, the fact that the work was a “specialty,” 
implying want of confidence in the ability of Australian managers and workmen to 
carry it out properly. •

This occurred in the middle of March; in April, Mr. Darley was to relieve 
Mr. Hickson as Engineer-in-Ohief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. The 
next step in the history of this contract appears in the following report, which your

Commissioner

* Note. In carrying out an item of £4 in the addition of the schedule items a mistake of £36 was made 40 haying 
been put down in the pounds column instead of 4. The correct total, therefore, is £22:001 17s. 8d., and the ’total of the 
tender should be £15,731 6s. lid. This error was only discovered during the holding of the inquiry. It is really immaterial

140-/
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Commissioner finds to be a true account of what occurred, followed by the Minister s 
minute, and Mr. Hickson’s reply :—

Report of Board of Reference.
Board of Reference.—Tenders for Contract No. 77, Main Northern Sewer, Annandale and Leichhardt

Sections.
The tenders for this work were submitted to the Board to-day. In doing so, Mr. Hickson pointed out 
that fifteen tenders had been received, the lowest being that of Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 282- per cent, 
below schedule rates—amounting approximately to £15,757 Is. 9d. The same firm also submitted a lump 
sum tender for carrying out the work, according to a plan sent in by them, for a sum of £15,500. The 
plan submitted is for constructing the work on the “ Monier ’ arch principle. This system has heen 
extensively used during recent years on the Continent of Europe with successful results, and Mr. 
Hickson sees no reason why, under certain restrictions, the opportunity should not be taken to introduce 
the system in the public works of this Colony. The advantages claimed by the patentees are that works 
can be carried out at a much cheaper rate wherever this method of construction is used. Mr. Hickson 
said he had no doubt that the design submitted was thoroughly suitable and likely to he effective, and, as 
the main principles as regards size and inclination of sewer were as provided for in the Departmental 
design, he was prepared to recommend it; but, if it was decided to accept the tender, a short specification 
of the work should be included in the bond, and provision also made for the maintenance of the work by 
the contractors for a certain period after completion. _ .

Mr. Hickson further said, that, as Mr. Darley would he the responsible officer tor carrying out this 
work, he had gone into the matter very thoroughly with that gentleman, and Mr. Darley was quite pre
pared to endorse his views. ....

The Board, in view of the fact that Messrs. Darley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is 
a sound one, and that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared to 
endorse the recommendation of these gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister s consideration.

J. BARLING,
Chairman.

C. W. DARLBT,
Engineer-in-Chief, Harbours and Rivers.

ROBERT HICKSON,
Commissioner for Roads.

H. DEANE,
Engmeer-in-Chief, Railway Construction.

J. ~W. Holliman, Secretary, W. L. VERNON,
20 March, 1895. Government Architect.

Submitted.—J.B., 27/3/95. Before approving of this proposal I should like an estimate of the 
actual value of the work to be carried out by the contractors under the substituted scheme. J.H.Y., 
27/3/95.—Mr. Hickson.—J.B., 28/3/95.
,' •,nv To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan 
submitted by Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, 
I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. VThen plans were being prepared for 
the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, 
as well as on the Department’s designs. The result was that the estimate of both works was practically 
the same. Applying that comparison to this case, it would mean that the Departmental estimate for the 
work under consideration would be £22,000.—Robeiit Hickson, 28/3/95. Under Secretary.

Submitted.—J. Barling, 28/3/95. This is quite sufficient for me, and I now approve of the 
recommendation of the Board being carried out.—J.H.V., 29/3/95. Accept. D.C.McL. (pro U.S.), 
29/3/95.

The question is whether this minute was made in good faith, Or whether it was .an 
untrue statement, made with the intention of misleading the Minister, and enabling 
the contractors to make an unfair profit out of this substitution of a scheme of their 
own for the departmental scheme. _ _

The facts which may be taken as having been present to Mr. Hickson s mind 
at the time he wrote this minute are the real data upon which to found an answer 
to this question. A vast amount of evidence has been produced for. the purpose of 
showing what would be the fair cost of the Monier work contained in the Contract; 
being given by experts, of course it varies enormously; the absolute value of work, its 
value relatively to that contained in the departmental scheme for the same aqueducts, 
and its value compared with that of the work in Contracts Nos. 101.and 112, these 
have all been gone into ; such evidence could not be excluded, as it was more, or 
less remotely material; but its value is generally very small, inasmuch as the working 
of Mr. Hickson’s mind, with the facts probably and properly present to it on that 
day, March 28, 1895, when he replied to the Minister’s minute, is what has to be
sought out. . _

It is only as far as these conclusions and comparisons can be presumed to 
have been present to, or within the reach of, his mind that they can in any way bear 
upon the question in issue. Now the plans which Mr. Hickson alludes to in his 

' minute
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minute as having heen prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage 
farm were certainly those attached to Mr. Bagge’s report already mentioned—No. 9 
of Appendix, page 28. At the foot of the “ Summary ” at the end of the report are 
these words :—

Cost per lin. ft. Cost per lin. yd .
Mr. Ahearn’s present outfall sewer, Contract No. 101, if calculated for

two sewers of 6 feet diameter, would cost ... ... ... £10 16 1 £32 8 3

and in the first paragraph of the report—page 28—this comparison is explained hy 
the reference to “ two six-foot diameter outfall sewers.’’ At the same time, it is 
quite likely that a careful reader of the report, keeping his attention fixed on the 
principal subject of comparison, that between the three suggested schemes, might 
fail to notice this further comparison between them and a distinct and very different 
work. To the writer that comparison was very important. To a stranger to sewerage 
aqueduct building it would be necessary, to give a basis of calculation of the econo
mical aspect of the proposed schemes ; but to an Engineer with such a basis in his 
mind, the result of experience and special knowledge, it might he unnecessary, and 
so he might pass it over and forget its existence, if he had ever for a moment noticed 
it. Contract 101 is a heavy aqueduct, of concrete piers, brick arches of small span, 
with solid spandrels, and massive concrete superstructure, carrying three parallel 
sewers each of circular section 6 feet in diameter (section, therefore, 28'27 square feet). 
In the nature of its materials it is of inexpensive construction; but the quantities used 
are very large, and the general character of the design may be described as cumbrous. It 
was originally intended to be banked up and hidden, a treatment for which its architec
tural features eminently fit it; in the end the bank was omitted as unnecessary. At 
the end of this aqueduct, where Contract 112 begins, there is to be an off-take, of 
capacity equivalent to that of one of the three cylindrical sewers. No. 112 had, therefore, 
to carry the contents of two of these sewers only. Eor the purpose of comparison, inas
much as he was making an estimate for an extension of No. 101, with two-thirds of its 
capacity, Mr. Bagge very naturally calculated the cost of an aqueduct similar to 101, 
but of the proportionally reduced size, and used this as a basis of comparison. This 
comparison, it will be seen, works out thus:—No. 101 reduced being taken as the 
standard 1, and No. 1 proposed scheme being neglected as immaterial, No. 2 works out 
approximately at -63 ; and No. 3 (Monier), at -59. So that while the Monier scheme 
appeared to be likely to cost nearly the same as No. 2, which had been applied to 
Contract 112, being only about one-twelfth less expensive, the cost of each of these 
proposed plans of construction came to less than two-thirds of that of an aqueduct ' 
similar to No. 101; and, if the departmental scheme for No. 77 was not less 
expensive than the aqueduct in No. 101, it would follow that Mr. Bagge’s third 
scheme, on the Monier system, ought to be built for not more than two-thirds 
of the cost of such aqueducts as appear on the departmental plans for 77. Therefore, 
unless by the 5th of April Mr. Hickson had acquired further information, inasmuch 
as the fourth paragraph of his letter of that date (in reference to security) stated 
that, on Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender for the departmental scheme, the aqueduct 
work would come to £9,000, it would follow that, supposing he had these several 
data clearly in his mind, he might have concluded that the aqueducts constructed on 
the Monier plan would probably cost the contractors some £3,000 less than those 
built on the plans of the Department. If this were so, then his action in writing 
the minute would lay him open to grave suspicion. As to a comparison between 
the two schemes—the Monier aqueducts in No. 77 and Mr. Bagge’s No. 3 scheme 
—it may on the whole be taken as if they were similar and proportionate when 
viewed generally without critical examination, though in fact there was a difference. 
On the one hand the lattice near the extrados of each arch provided in Mr. Bagge’s 
scheme was omitted in the Monier scheme for No. 77 ; this would be a slight com
parative cheapening of the latter. Moreover, Mr. Bagge’s No. 3 scheme was worked 
out for an area of carrier of 56-54 square feet, while the aqueducts in No. 77 have a 
mean area, of only about 12'5 square feet; yet, on the other hand, the arches in the 
latter, as compared with the former, have actually been slightly increased in thick
ness, partly, as Mr. Baltzer explained, out of deference to popular prejudice, partly 
because the exposed position, the height, and the narrowness of the construction, 
rendered it necessary to provide an unusually large margin of strength to resist wind 
pressure. "

The
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The question, how in fact the Departmental aqueducts in No. 77 compare 
with that in No. 101 has heen gone into hy two witnesses, thoroughly expert, 
and of unimpeachable integrity—Messieurs McCredie and Thompson. Their 
estimates of the price per foot run of an aqueduct with one carrier, sectional 
area 28-27 feet, huilt on the principle of No. 101, very nearly agree, and 
are so close to their estimates of the cost of the Departmental scheme for the 
aqueducts in No. 77 as to he—allowing for the necessary elasticity of all esti
mates—practically identical; from this it would follow that, inasmuch as the 
sectional area of the carrier of No. 77 is only, on an average of the two aqueducts 
over Johnstone’s and White’s Creeks, 12'5 feet, those aqueducts are more costly 
for a given carrying capacity than No. 101. Therefore, the facts appear to justify 
the conclusion of bad faith, on the assumption that they were clearly before Mr. 
Hickson’s mind when he wrote the unfortunate and ill-advised minute under 
consideration. Everything, now critically examined, seems to point to the conclusion 
that he ought to have insisted on the taking out of quantities, as requested by the 
Minister. But, after hearing the witnesses, and carefully considering their evidence, 
your Commissioner has come to the conclusion that Mr. Hickson did not regard the 
data before him in the light in which they now appear. When examined on the 
real meaning and effect of Mr. Bagge’s minute, Mr. Hickson appeared to your 
Commissioner to be really puzzled. He seemed never to have noticed, or, at any 
rate, to have fully grasped, the intention of the comparison between the three 
proposed schemes and Ahearn’s contract; his attention appears to have dwelt almost 
entirely on a comparison between No. 2 and No. 3 of these three schemes, the 
difference between which—the cost being nearly as 12 to 11—was so small that Mr. 
Hickson, with his extensive experience of the vagueness and elasticity of estimates, 
would naturally, and apparently did, regard them as equal in expense. Then he 
seems to have had in his mind that No. 101—if he thought of it at all—was a 
wasteful and unnecessarily expensive, though ugly, piece of work, while the aqueducts 
in No. 77, which he had caused to be reduced in cost more than once, were, with 
their elliptical arches, saving material in the spandrels, and their general lightness, 
though graceful, and in fact ornamental, on the whole fairly inexpensive structures. 
And so he came to make, honestly, though, in your Commissioner’s opinion, 
erroneously, the comparison of identity of cost between Mr. Bagge’s No. 2 and No. 
3 schemes, assuming that No. 2 was fairly comparable with the aqueduct work in 
the departmental plans for No. 77, and so concluding that, on the whole, the proposed 
Monier aqueducts would compare approximately in cost with the Departmental 

■aqueducts in that Contract.
But it was contended, and with some show of reason, that Mr. Hickson’s 

minute was also inconsistent with his former statement in his minute recommending 
the acceptance of the proposal for allowing royalty at 15 per cent., when he asserted 
that, in spanning an opening, the Monier system would generally effect a saving of 
50 per cent. Mr. Hickson explained, in evidence, that, in a form of construction in 
which the full benefit of the system was gained, this was a fair expression of the 
truth. And indeed the data that Mr. Hickson had had an opportunity of perusing 
fully justified this statement. But, under the peculiar circumstances of the aqueduct, 
the saving would be very much less. In the first place, there were all the 
unfavourable conditions—the experimental nature of the work, with the heavy 
responsibility to be thrown on the contractors, and the probable cost of the 
guarantee—the fact that, to satisfy as well the hesitation of the department in 
accepting so novel a scheme, popular prejudice against what would certainly be called 
a risky experiment, if built any lighter, and the contractors themselves, to 
whom failure would be almost ruinous, the work was designed very much more 
massive than it really need be; and, moreover, there was the peculiarity already 
alluded to which made the application of the system less relatively advantageous in 
saving material. As put by Mr. Hickson and other witnesses, a broad road bridge 
hardly requires any calculation for lateral strength to resist wind pressure beyond 
what it necessarily has incidental to its vertical stability, while such structures as 
these aqueducts must be built with so much regard for resisting horizontal thrust as 
to compare in weight with brick and stone designs of the same carrying capacity 
very much less favourably than where strength in a vertical plane has practically 
alone to be considered. The 50 per cent, saving, therefore, hoped for under the best 
conditions could not be expected here. The truth, as your Commissioner finds it,

was
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was this: Mr. Hickson had a firm belief in the new system; in the face of Mr. 
Bagge’s steady opposition he was anxious to give it a fair trial; he knew that the 
plan proposed to be adopted was almost certain to be a success ; he was satisfied that 
the result'would he to give the country a structure at least as strong as that designed 
hy the Department, more graceful in design, and probably more durable ; he found 
that the cost would almost certainly be at least £257 less, and probably less hy a 
larger sum, than it would he if, and when, No. 77 came to he finished at schedule 
rates as designed by the department; he was anxious not to lose this chance of 
putting into practice a' new departure in engineering of which he was honestly and 
enthusiastically in favour, under conditions that ensured an almost absolute freedom 
from risk to the country. He knew how difficult, if not impracticable, it would be 
to call for tenders for work on the Monier principle, seeing that Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. held the patent; he must have known that in tendering at 28^ per cent, below 
Schedule rates, carefully made out by Mr. Bagge, the Contractors had cut their 
tender down to the very lowest possible limit, so that even if the Monier plans did 
work out somewhat cheaper than the departmental scheme, the Contractors’ alter
native tender must be a low one: if, under all these circumstances, Mr. Hickson 
possibly acted with less discretion or less careful reflection than he might have 
exercised, in opposing the taking out of quantities, his conduct was at least excusable, 
and appears to your Commissioner to be free from all suspicion of dishonesty or 
consciously unfair bias. .

The various estimates of how much the alternative scheme ought to have 
cost, or how much it is costing, are interesting, but really have little bearing upon 
the question really in issue ; they severally go to show that the Monier scheme ought 
to cost from £4,000 less than the departmental scheme up to something in excess of 
it; they are all more or less speculative—like tenders in general, which of course 
are estimates, and yet vary so remarkably. The most reliable, because they are those 
founded upon the best actual observation, come closest to the lump sum of £15,500, 
at which sum Mr. Gummow and Mr. Snodgrass have explained how, leaving a 
moderate margin for profit, they came to fix their tender—p. 647, Q. 19,598, p. 
695, Q. 21,073. As to whether they really meant to carry out their first tender at 
28-| per cent, below schedule rates, if the alternative tender was refused, your Com
missioner is satisfied that they did intend to do so; the very slight evidence to the 
contrary is utterly unsubstantial. Your Commissioner does not consider it necessary 
to go in detail through the various estimates alluded to, except to point out where 
they are to be found in the evidence or Appendix.*

Bor the purpose of showing Mr. Hickson’s bad faith or incompetence in 
approving the use of concrete or compo. where a water-tight structure was required, 
a quantity of evidence was given as to Ahearn’s Contract, No. 101. The expansion 
and contraction to which concrete, in common with all other known bodies, is sub
ject, in changes of temperature, has undoubtedly affected this aqueduct. Con
traction, in the exceptionally cold winter of 1895, first caused cracking, at intervals, 
of the main body of the superstructure. The fact that the upper part of the super
structure, from the horizontal diameters of the carriers upwards, being built of sand
stone concrete, contracted more than the bluestone concrete, of which the lower part 
was built, aggravated probably by the greater fall of temperature in the upper part 
due to the high radiating power of the black asphalt roadway exposed to the clear 
winter sky, caused a series of short diagonal cracks in the sides of the carriers, and very 
noticeable parting on the outer faces of the superstructure, wherever the concrete work, 
as it progressed, was stepped back and then carried on again. Probably this would 
have been averted or reduced to a trifle, by the carrying out of the original idea of 
earthing up the aqueduct. If the carriers had been in use the flowing sewage 
would have had a great effect in equalising the temperature and preventing the 
contraction. As it is, your Commissioner is satisfied—see reports on page 509 of the 
evidence—that no serious consequences will ensue; a few slight repairs, and the 
action of the sewage, will probably prevent any serious leakage. If the use of the 
aqueduct begins in the summer, when expansion has closed the cracks, it may he 
hoped that the next winter will have very little effect in re-opening them. But a 
comparison between the rigid mass of concrete in No. 101, and the open elastic

Monier

# Evidence—W. Gilliver, p. 138: Professor Warren, p. 319 : G. McCredie (amended report), p. 343: T. Williams, 
p. 361: B. Rhodes, p. 368 : J. Davis, p. 506 : T. Clymer, p. 532: G. Chamier, p. 548 : E. M. Gummow, p. 639. Appendix 
15, p. 39, G. McCredie’s estimates : 17, p. 42, W. Thompson’s.
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Monier work, with its expansion joints, in 77, is absurd. A fall of temperature in these 
open arches and in the carriers might be expected to act, in a general way, thus :—the 
bow of the main arch would become shorter, and the crown would descend; at the same 
time the carrier would, by radiation, and also by the equalising effect of the sewage 
in the lower part of it, contract more above than below; this would tend to curve 
each section of the carrier so as to be concave on the upper line; this curvature 
would work in with the flattening of the arch ; the expansion joints would allow for 
the movement of the carrier ; the elasticity of the very light spandrel arches would 
give compensation in the spandrels ; no serious fracture need be feared. . Expansion 
would be counteracted in an exactly converse way. No. 77 may as well be compared 
with No. 101 as a racing sulky with a bullock dray. All the evidence given has also 
satisfied your Commissioner that the contractors have taken an earnest and intelligent 
interest in the question of construction and material, using everything of the very 
best, and sparing no expense to make the work successful. In spite of some remark
able evidence as to sand and its qualities, your Commissioner finds that the crushed 
sandstone used for the compo. and concrete is eminently suitable for the purpose.

It was originally intended that the carrier-walls, as well as the arches, should 
be built of compo.; but, after a short section had been so constructed, Mr. Darley 
considered that for the carrier walls a very rich bluestone concrete, consisting of five 
parts of bluestone screenings, three of sand, and two of cement, would be better. 
This has been used since, the contractors freely assenting, though the cost of this 
concrete is greater than that of compo. Seeing that elasticity is especially essential 
in the arch work, and that it acts most beneficially in a material of uniform composi
tion, the compo.—a more homogeneous body than concrete—is considered most 
appropriate for the arches.

As doubts have been raised of the value of the compo. used in the arches, it is 
proper to state that very successful experiments were made at Johnstone’s Creek, 
before the aqueduct work was begun. Experimental arches were made of the 
same materials as those afterwards used in the aqueduct. They are very light 
in build; their hardness and elasticity are most remarkable; they are still to be seen 
on the southern side of the eastern end of the Johnstone’s Bay aqueduct. And, 
before the question of Contract No. 77 arose, experiments bad been made, with satis
factory results, both by the Department and the patentees, on Monier arches and 
plates ; so that, apart from European and American experience, and beyond that of 
the Monier culvert, the use of the system in the aqueducts, in so far as strength and 
solidity are concerned, was far from speculative.

In considering the general strength of the aqueducts, it must be borne in mind 
that, though the arches are calculated (Mr. Cutler’s evidence, page 556, Q. 16865), to 
bear the weight of the carrier when full as if it were distributed over every point, 
in fact as if it had no power to hold itself up, yet really, constructed as it is with a 
continuous vertical lattice on each side, and another horizontal lattice under the 
invert, and with longitudinal imbedded channel irons in the lower corners of its 
cross section, connected by bars, also imbedded, the carrier forms an enormously 
strong girder, capable at least of holding itself up between the piers and the crown 
of each main arch, if not from pier to pier; and also possessed of great lateral 
stability, the base of the carrier being very strong to resist horizontal pressure, and 
each side, with its imbedded lattice close to its outer face, having good power to 
resist a force imposed on the opposite side; while the two sides are enabled to help 
each other in this relation by means of the compressive strength of the fixed Monier 
plates covering the carrier.

_ One objection that was raised by certain witnesses to the use of the system 
here was the assumed severity of the climate. This is absurd. The seasonal range 
of temperature in Australia is very much smaller than in places at similar distances 
from the sea in Europe. Near Sydney the diurnal range is also moderate. Extremes 
of heat in inland Europe run very near to tbe highest readings known in the neigh
bourhood of Sydney, and these last occur at rare intervals. On the other hand Sydney 
may be said to suffer from no extremes of cold. The position of the summer solstice 
of the south in the earth’s orbit, and the relatively low latitude of Sydney, compared 
with even the south of Europe, give Sydney more and more effective radiated sun’s 
heat than even Naples ; but a body of concrete would almost certainly rise to a higher 
temperature in July in Naples, than in January in Sydney, on account of the higher 
mean air temperature of summer in Naples; in January in Naples it would certainly

become



xlvii

become much colder than in July here. The climates of inland Germany and France 
are more extreme than that of Southern Europe, and would try these aqueducts very 
much more than the climate of Sydney. The flow of sewage in the carrier will act as 
an effective equalizer of temperature; and, generally, the hotter the weather the larger 
the flow. In so many different ways were attempts made to discredit and stultify the 
department in relation to this work, and to shake the confidence of the public both in 
the management of the Sewerage Construction Branch and in the works that have 
heen and are being carried out by it, that your Commissioner has felt it his duty to 
express these opinions, founded upon the evidence and on general knowledge accessible 
to all. What has heen represented as dishonest, foolish, or inconsiderate, action 
appears to your Commissioner to have been honest, sensible, and well considered ; and, 
although unforeseen failure may attend any human effort, your Commissioner believes 
that the chances of success in this particular scheme are very near to certainty. The 
balance of expert testimony is strongly in favour of the ample sufficiency of three 
years as a test of the permanence of the work.

The next question to he considered in dealing with Mr. Hickson’s good faith 
is his action in relation to the sureties. In reporting on the tenders Mr. Bagge had 
drawn attention to the fact,that a substantial guarantee was required in Europe for 
the stability of these works. The Board of Beference had suggested that provision 
should be made for maintenance for a certain time after completion. When the 
Minister finally decided to accept the tender, very stringent terms were imposed—a 
contract for maintenance for three years after the expiration of the ordinary mainten
ance period of three months,with a bond hy the contractors in the penal sum of £12,000, 
and two sureties in £6,000 each, to secure the removal of the Monier work during 
that term, if the engineer shall he dissatisfied with it, and the re-erecting of the aque
ducts according to the original specification. The contractors demurred to these 
terms, and asked to be relieved of the necessity for finding sureties. Mr. Hickson 
reported on this request. The following report and minutes explain exactly what 
took place:—

The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage to The Under Secretary for Public Works.
Minute Paper.

Department of Public Works, Hoads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 5 April, 1895.

The accompanying letter of 4th April, 1895, from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., is a protest against 
the stringent supplementary specification prepared by Mr. Norrie, at my suggestion, with regard to the 
alteration in the design of Contract No. 77.

The last paragraph of this specification states :—“ And the contractors shall enter into a bond with 
Her Majesty the Queen in the penal sum of £12.000, with two sufficient sureties in the penal sum of 
£6,000 each, to secure the removal of so much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the 
Monier system, &c., &c.”

The amount of £12,000 is the sum it would cost the Department, at Departmental rates, to renew 
that portion of this sewer which is built on the Monier system.

It is right, however, to say that the tendered rates for this portion of the work would only come 
to £9,000 ; but, prices being abnormally low, I think it is only right to put in a sum at which the 
Department really values the wrork. .

Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own “ personal sureties for the amount named,” i.e., 
£12,000 (an amount which they do not dispute), “should be taken for its completion and maintenance, 
and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.”

They go on to say that they are “ a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably knowm 
to the Department as contractors.” This is quite true ; they are a firm in which I have every confidence. 
They have done a great deal of work under me, and I can testify that their aim alw'ays has been to turn 
out the very best class of work possible. At the same time, misfortunes happen the very soundest firms 
of contractors, and the Department must look a little way into the future. Their own bond for £12,000 
would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in the meantime to become bankrupt. '

I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of 
two men, Mr. George Eorrest and Mr. James Gillan. Erom inquiries made I believe these men to be 
financially sound; and, I think, if their names were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 
each, the Department would be secured as far as it is reasonably possible to be.

This work will be carried out under Mr. Darley, and I recommend that the whole of the papers 
be sent him to give his opinion thereon. '

BOBT. HICKSON, 
Engineer-in-Chief for Eublic Works.

Mr. Darley for report.—J.B., 5/4/95. I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think in accepting a new
patent of this kind, and adopting it on a large and costly contract, that the Department cannot be too 
careful in securing its position by leaving all the risk on the hands of the contractors and patentees. I

therefore
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therefore recommend that the personal names be required for further surety. The names mentioned 
may, I think, be accepted.—C.D., Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, 8/4/95.

Eor Minister’s approval as to course suggested in regard to sureties.—J. Bablino, Under Secretary 
for Public 'Works, 9/4/95. Approved.—J.H.Y., 10/4/95. Mr. Norrie.—Jrro. P., 10/4/95.

Messrs. Forest and Gillan were at this time, and had heen for some years— 
in fact, they are still—members of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. The deed 
set out in Appendix No. 19, page 49, explains the terms of the partnership, Mr. 
Forrest haying been a member of the firm of Carter & Co., and Mr. Gillan of the 
firm of Gummow & Gillan, which firms amalgamated on August 25, 1892.
It was as members of this firm carrying on contracts in South Australia that Mr. 
Hickson knew these two gentlemen. His evidence given before the Commission, on 
pp. 176,177, explains this. Appendix No. 25, p. 57, which gives in a tabulated form 
a list of contracts held by the various combinations of persons connected with Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., shows that since the formation of that firm neither Mr. Forrest 
nor Mr. Gillan had actually joined as contractors with the Government in any 
contract. Whatever business relations persons may in fact have with one another, it 
is clear the department only recognises the contractors named in the contract. So 
many various combinations occur among the different contractors who from time to 
time carry out Government works that the mere fact that certain names have been 
associated at one time hardly leads to any presumption that their owners, years 
afterwards, stand in the relation of partners. At the end of 1893, Mr. 
Hickson appears to have been aware that, for the purpose of the Adelaide 
contract, Messrs. Forrest and Gillan were partners in the firm. It was as such 
that he formed a favourable opinion, on Mr. Kane’s authority, of their commercial 
standing. He had never heard of their leaving the firm. On the other hand, he must 
have known that they were not principals in Contract No. 77. The circumstances 
might certainly have suggested an inquiry whether they were not continuing 
partners in the same contracting business. It would have been wiser to make such 
inquiry; but this seems not to have struck anyone concerned. The usual forms were 
gone through in the office ; and no one thought of asking the important question : 
What, if any, is the business relationship between the contractors and the proposed 
sureties ? To draw from these facts the conclusion that Mr. Hickson was unfairly 
favouring the contractors by intentionally allowing them to slip in as bondsmen 
their own partners, whose stability depended on that of the firm, and who, therefore, 
may, in the event of its bankruptcy, turn out to be worthless, would, under all the 
circumstances, be improper. At the same time your Commissioner would suggest 
that more care should be taken in determining the ability of sureties to answer to 
their bonds than appears to be exercised according to the usual practice of the 
department. No doubt the necessary inquiry is always invidious, but the practice 
of justifying bail in courts of law may be recommended as an example to Govern
ment Departments when they find it proper to rest the interests of the public on 
personal security. What, in fact, was the position of Messrs. Forrest and Gillan, 
what property in New South Wales, New Zealand, or elsewhere, they actually held, 
is so slightly material as to be unworthy of comment. It was their repute at the 
time that the department had to do with. It would have been well to find what 
property they were possessed of; the investigation not having been made, and the 
department being certainly ignorant of their actual position in that respect, neither 
Mr. Hickson nor anyone else concerned can be judged by reference to the value of 
their real or personal property, as it stands now or as it stood then.

The last charge under the head of Contract 77 has reference to the with
holding of plans from Parliament. The order runs thus :—“ Copies of all papers 
and correspondence in connection with the contracts of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & 
Co., at Marrickville, Balmain, North Sydney, Johnston’s Creek, and Stanmore, 
including the specification, schedule, &c., for original contracts, and for substituted 
ones, and all vouchers paid and details of same, and such other matter included in 
the transactions, from commencement to the present date.” This order not only 
does not include, but impliedly excludes, plans. The general question of withholding 
papers has formerly been dealt with in this report.

On the whole, your Commissioner is of opinion that the charges laid under 
the head of Contract No. 77 have not been substantiated, either in the form and to 
the extent in which they are expressed by Mr. Parkes in the tabulated list or, more 
generally, in his speeches in Parliament.

CONTRACT
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CONTRACT 79 (NORTH SHORE).
1. With improperly granting to Messrs. Garter, Gummow, Sf Go., without re-tendering, Contract 79, ly which

a loss was sustained ly the Grown.
2. With allowing Messrs. Garter, Gummow, Sf Co. to manipulate the items in the schedule prepared hy the

department, so as to increase the profits of the contractors to the loss of the Grown.
Now, let us take Contract 79—the North Shore contract. This contract was let to Carter and Gummow on a schedule 

in the same manner as the others—that is, they undertook to do what is called guttering and gadding work—that is manual 
labour, to the extent of 1,300 yards. If Honorable Members will turn to page 333, they will see that Carter, Gummow 
& Co. m their schedule undertook to excavate 1,300 yards, at 63s. for manual labour. They then undertook to excavate 
3,000 yards and 2,500 yards blasting work, which was to be done at 60s. and 78s. Other contractors estimated for the 
gadding work £6 and £7, but the estimate of Carter, Gummow, & Co., was 63s. ; and for blasting they estimated at 78s., 
whilst other contractors estimated at about 60s. The Government substituted the blasting work for the manual labour, 
and by that means gave the contractors about £4,000 or £5,000. As Honorable Members go further down they will find 
that the firm were paid in excess £1,598 and £600, that is £2,198 altogether. This was paid for concrete to fill up defects 
m spite of the understanding being that they should not be so paid.—ifa?isard, 12th May, 1896.
****■*»*# 

u i, ^ schedules have been adjusted so as to allow the contractors to blast, and that blasting
has been the cause of all that defective work; and the workmen told me that in some cases the cavities left have been so 
great that a man could walk along them. This state of affairs ought to receive a severe check at the hands of the House. 
If I were to read everything that has taken place, as disclosed by the minutes, the House would be astonished at the 
looseness with which our Ministers administer the public funds. As regards Contract No. 79, there can be no doubt that 
if the same concession had been given to other contractors as to Carter, Gummow, & Co., as disclosed by the papers, the 
country would have been benefited to the extent of £10,000 on this job. Since I moved the adjournment of the House on 
the subject upon a former occasion, the Water and Sewerage Board have called for tenders for a third section. Two sections 
were given to Carter, Gummow, & Co. without tenders, but the third tender was accepted at 40 per cent, under the 
schedule prices of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract. That is conclusive evidence of the concessions that have been given 
to these contractors. °

Mr. McMillan : What interval of time elapsed?
Mr. PARKES : About four months.
Mr. McMillan : And what was the alteration in prices ?
Mr. PARKES : I have pointed out to Honorable Members that blasting was substituted for manual labour in the 

excavations, and now I want to point out that all this has been done against the repeated protest of the residents of the 
district. _ there were letters constantly pointing it out. This contract was carried on during the nighttime, and one 

. omcer pointed out m his report that the work was not supervised during the nighttime. He says, “This work has been 
carried on at nighttime, when no supervision could be given.”—iftmsard, 12th May, 1896.

****#•&**
• ^ read the report of Mr. Bagge, who tried to save the department from entering upon that scheme of the 

Monier patent. Mr. Bagge points out where they were proposing to allow the contractors to substitute blasting for 
manual labour. He says :—

m. ^?ssrs‘ par^er» Gummow, & Co. have undoubtedly fixed their schedule prices speculatively to increase their 
profits on the contract as much as possible ; and, if so, to the loss of the department.”
There is no doubt that there is evidence of what the officer says right through the job. If we look through the whole of the 
papers we shall find that these contractors have in every case received thousands of pounds, which, if the matter were 
tested under proper regulations, they could not claim from the State.—iTarcstmtf, 12th May, 1896.
***#####

, fgain, in the Contract No. 79, that old trick of subducts is played. These subducts are simply drains, which are 
put under the beds of the sewers where there may be waste rock or imperfect earth of any description. The obj ect is to drain 
into each shaft any water which may accumulate, and which may damage the beds of the sewers. They are absolutely 
essential to the sewer, but if they are not put in it can never be found out afterwards that they were not put in. Messrs. 
Carter and Gummow estimated these subducts at £4 5s., whereas other contractors estimated them at £452 and £666. 
-Tuf a nif j s^a^e affairs ! It is fair to assume that Messrs. Carter and Gummow must have been told by the officers 
that the subducts need not be built. The whole of the schedule is treated in the same way. If the work had been carried 
out conscientiously by the department, on this job alone there would have been a saving of at least £10,000. If I had 
been the engineer who had had to settle this contract I should have had the work carried out in such a manner that the 
country would certainly have been saved £10,000.—tfcwisard, 12th May, 1896.
****#*##

3. With returning the cash security and the retention fund to the contractors, in violation of the contract
agreement and to the advantage of the contractor, and hazarding the interests of the Crown.

xt i-i Iuanother Place the Engineer-in-Chief says, in answer to me, cash security of £4,000 was taken in the case of the 
I^orth bhore contract. I will show by the papers directly that although a cash deposit of £4,000 was taken in this contract 
that cash deposit was returned to the contractors six months before the job was completed.—i?a??sard, 12th May, 1896.

The Minister, although a bond was accepted for £4,000 for the due completion of the work, and he ought to have 
kept back the retention money, six months before the job was certified for, and before it was completed, returned the 
whole of the bond money.

An Hon. Member : What security had he for the completion of the work ?
Mr. PARKES : None.
Mr. Young : Because the work was done.
Mr. PARKES: It was not done, and the contract said clearly that the money must be retained in hand three 

months after the certificate that the work was satisfactorily completed by the contractor. The retention money has been 
returned, and I want to produce an affidavit made by one of the workmen on this job to show what risks the Administra
tion took in returning the bond money. That money might still be in hand to repair the damage disclosed in this affidavit; 
but the Government have returned it all, and have no remedy. This affidavit is sworn by a labourer who is still working 
for Carter, Gummow, & Co. He says:— . '
r + labouFer on Contracts 79 and 79a, putting in brickwork and concrete as packing. From shaft No. 13 of
contract 79 the blasting has blown out large cavities from 4 feet to 4 feet 6 inches over the top of the brick lining, which 
un er the contract should be tightly packed with cement, but which have not been packed with cement, except here and 
there where the rock comes close to the brickwork.
+ I* T° Py. °rw? kno^ledge tkis defective work commences from 270 feet down stream from shaft 13 to 380 feet; and 
to my hrm belief, from the conversation between myself and several others, the whole work is of a similarly defective 
mu * anC*111 ffnks in which I have worked none of the packing is done as required to specification.”

a ocument was sworn to, and cannot be refuted. The action of the Administration in giving up the cash bond, which 
no engineer, no business manager in any capacity, would ha^ done, has left the Government with only one resource, 
namely, that of going to law with the contractors. If what this affidavit says is true, they have no remedy otherwise than 

e costly remedy of an action at law. Actions of that sort ought to condemn the Administration who allow them. Why 
snouicl they take these risks ? Everything is done as against the St&te.—Ransard, 12th May, 1896.
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4. With the discharging of Inspector Reid from the above contract for simply doing his duty in the
interest of the Grown by insisting upon good work and material.

Another clerk of works who was doing his duty, and who could tell the country a great deal if put under oath, 
discreetly says that he will not give any information unless he is put under oath. He is right in that. He will not give me 
information ; but I have gathered sufficient to know that there is a very wrong state of affairs going on. This man has been 
dismissed. Why P Kot because he has done anything wrong, but for quarrelling with the contractors’ foreman because they 
would not supply good material. He tells me that he wants to get back into the department, and, having been a fool once, he 
does not want to be a fool a second time. Here is the report upon his case. He says :

“ I beg to report that on several occasions I have had to complain about the time the sandstone concrete is mixed for 
packing brickwork in shafts. To-day two 20-foot mixings were made up at 2 p.m. at Ho. 5 shaft. This concrete will not be 
put down shaft for use till 5‘30 p.m. I have instructed Connors (foreman), who has charge of this work, not to have the 
concrete mixed so long before being used. He states to me that he has to take his instructions from the firm. I saw Mr. 
Snodgrass last Friday, and complained to him about this matter, when he promised it should not be mixed until one hour 
before it is required to be used. I spoke to Reid (contractors’ representative) to-day, and he states that they shall mix the 
concrete when convenient for themselves.”

“ Inspector Reid informs me that on Saturday last, 17th February, about 1 p.m., at Ho. 6 shaft, it required half mixing 
30 feet of sandstone concrete to finish brickwork packing in shaft. Henderson, bricklayer working in shaft, was on mixing 
board, and started to assist labourer gauge the stone. Inspector Reid instructed Henderson to use the fork in place of 
shovel in filling gauge-box, as the stone, which is broken close to the mixing-board, is not free from refuse. Inspector Reid 
asked Henderson the second time to use fork. Henderson replied that it did not want forking. Connors, foreman, came on 
the scene, and said to Henderson, ‘ G-o on ; do not take any notice of him, he’s only a damned big buck navvy.’ ”
The man was subjected to this insult for doing his duty, and doing his utmost to prevent the contractors from cheating the 
Government with bad material. What was the result ? From the minutes you will see that he was taken from that job, and 
in a few months dismissed. The only reason is that he quarrelled with the contractors’ foreman; but you must recollect that 
he quarrelled with the foreman in the interests of the country, to save the money of the country.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

5. With improperly paying an account of £350 Gs. 8^. to the contractors for removing material, which
work they never performed.

6. With placing improperly to the account for payments on Contract 79 various items of payments for
work done at Bondi. '

7. With adva/ncing, without sufficient security, the sums of money upon contract materials not in the 
possession of the Crown.

CONTRACT 79.
The first charge under the head of this contract has already been considered 

in dealing with those which concern Contract 72. In the view of the matter taken 
by your Commissioner, the allegation that a loss was sustained by the Crown 
becomes immaterial. Possibly, if Bond and Hudson had carried out the contraet at 
their schedule prices, the work as a whole would have been done more cheaply: 
possibly, if fresh tenders had been invited, one lower than that of Carter & Co. 
would have been accepted: possibly, if Carter & Co.’s claim on Contract 72 had 
been resisted, it might have been successfully opposed : hut, if what honestly 
appeared to be the best course to adopt under the circumstances was taken, then 
no blame attaches to any officer of the department.

The second charge, “ with allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to 
manipulate the items in the schedule prepared by the department, so a.s to increase 
the profits of the contractors to the loss of the Crown,” is founded on the fact that 
the contractors were allowed to take out nearly the whole of their rock excavation in 
shafts and tunnels by means of blasting, instead of by guttering and gadding. The 
cheaper, and by far the more expeditious, mode of excavating rock is by blasting. 
There were two methods of blasting approved by the department—in one, 4- 
inch charges of powder were used; in the other, 2-inch charges. The former 
was by far the more effective, and therefore more profitable for the contractor, 
unless he had a considerably higher price for the latter. In addition to these, for 
shaft excavation, there was gadding, or cutting away the rock with a short pick, 
without the use of powder, and, in soft ground, the usual pick-work. Blasting with 
2-inch charges justified, of course, a higher price than that with 4-inch charges. It 
was occasionally prescribed for the sake of reducing the detonation and vibration in 
the neighbourhood of houses, and saving fracture of the surrounding country in some 
kinds of rock. But it was not satisfactory, by reason, as Mr. Davis explained, of 
the special supervision required to prevent the men from using the larger charges, 
which they could provide themselves with and slip in when the inspector’s hack 
was turned. In tunnels, the third mode of excavation was called “ guttering and 
gadding.” This consists of laboriously chipping away the rock with a short pick or 
gad: the work is very slow, progressing by inches where blasting would go forward by 
feet: it is very objectionable because of the terrible risk to the health, and indeed to 
the life, of the men engaged in it. Every blow of the gad on the hard face of “ Hawkes- 
bury sandstone ” found about Sydney brings out a shower of fine angular particles 
of silica that the very best possible ventilation, blocked by the dead end of the tunnel, 
cannot remove in time to prevent their being breathed in by the miner, cramped up 
in a confined space—perhaps only 4 feet by 3—which his body almost fills, and working 
under such conditions of hardship and difficulty that the wearing of a respirator is an
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additional source of discomfort that he can hardly he expected to submit to. The result, 
is that the sharp and absolutely insoluble dust passes into his air passages and sets up 
an irritation that frequently degenerates into—or provides conditions for the develop
ment of—some form of phthisis, and the man soon dies or becomes a wreck. Mr. 
Carter had, and has, a very strong opinion on this subject; and, whether or not his 
own self-interest ran with his natural sympathy for his men, he was certainly moved 
by that opinion to object strongly to the use of guttering and gadding, wherever it 
could he avoided. Mr. Snodgrass, on page 692 of the evidence. Question 20941, 
deposed to the fact that there was shown to Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis a list of the 
names of men who had died from the effects of guttering and gadding. The only 
use of the system is to save the noise, and the risk of injury to buildings and to the 
surrounding rock, likely to he caused by blasting; which, of course, with so small 
an outlet for the generated gases as a narrow tunnel affords, may he considerable ; 
though, in Contract 79, the tunnels are generally so far below the surface, and the 
rock is so hard, that these objections apply in a less degree than in most cases of 
sewer excavation; moreover, the course of the sewer is not, as a rule, thickly 
inhabited. ‘

Mr. Bagge was, perhaps, rather over-cautious, a feature in his character as 
an engineer that was very noticeable in his evidence, and was spoken to by Mr. 
Davis; and he had apportioned his quantities, in making up the schedule of Con
tract 79, in such a way as to give to the head of guttering and gadding, as well as 
to that of 2-inch charges of powder, quantities that Mr. Snodgrass saw were exces-. 
sive. The clever way in which he filled in his prices has already been touched on. 
There appears to have been no question raised as to how the shafts were to be. 
excavated, except in relation to the hours and conditions under which blasting was 
to go on; blasting with 4-inch charges was permitted, as of course. It was more 
profitable to the contractors, because the difference of price received by them, as 
between gadding and blasting in this way, being five shillings per cubic yard, was 
considerably less than the difference in cost would have been ; it was also cheaper 
for the department by the five shillings, and it was very much more expeditious; 
so, as long as no harm was done, it was to the advantage of both parties to the 
contract to adopt the 4-inch mode of blasting; the 2-inch system would have 
cost the department only another shilling a yard, hut it would have entailed more 
supervision; the contractors, on the other hand, would probably have made less 
out of it.

' When, however, the tunnel excavation was to begin, a question arose how it was 
to be carried out. The correspondence appears on page 139 of the Appendix. An 
explanation, however, is required to make this correspondence intelligible. The 
‘ ‘ lining ” of a sewer, which is really the shell completely surrounding it, is composed of 
various materials. The section is oval, the longer diameter of the oval being vertical, and 
the circle of smallest radius being in the “invert” or bottom of the sewer.^ In solid rock 
the usual construction is this : the lower lining, up to a point rather more than half
way from the invert to the crown, consists of bluestone concrete not less than 4^ inches 
thick; the upper curve is a brick arch, of one ring of radiated bricks (shaped like 
the “ voussoirs ” of an arch) laid longitudinally in cement mortar; it is, therefore, 
of the same thickness—4^ inches—as the lower part. Any space there might be—■ 
beyond a mere joint, to he filled with mortar—between the lining and the rock was 
packed with sandstone concrete. When the rock is removed by guttering and 
gadding, it can be, and is supposed to be, taken out to the exact dimensions 
required for the lining: in every case (except where soft ground requires timbering, 
when a special allowance is made for the space taken up by the timber) no 
excavation is paid for beyond these dimensions. But, where blasting is adopted in 
tunnels, it was the practice to make an allowance—not in the payment for 
excavation, hut of a thickness of 4 inches in the concrete—if, and so far as, the 
measurements known as cross-sections, taken before the lining was put in, justified 
it, to compensate the contractor, to some extent, for the sandstone concrete that 
would he used in the upper part, and the excess of bluestone in the lower, in 
filling the inequalities and irregularities incidental to excavation by blasting. 
Thus, in settling payment, the half-ring of bluestone concrete below would he * 
increased by 4 inches in thickness, and a half-ring 4 inches thick of sandstone 
concrete would he allowed above. Eor this 4-inch ring, at the most, the 
department paid at schedule rates; the rest of the concrete, necessary to fill up
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excayation exceeding given measurement, Had to be put in at the contractor’s own 
cost. This practice—to pack the space over the brick ring with sandstone concrete, 
less expensive than bluestone—was in force when Contract 79 was carried out. 
The object of this packing was fourfold—1st, to increase the chance of the sewer’s 
being watertight, by covering porous bricks or bad joints with a solid material; 
2nd, to support the rock roof and prevent the risk of faults causing it to fall on 
and crush the sewer ; 3rd, to strengthen the sewer, and enable it to resist a bursting 
strain, in the event of its being choked, or in case of explosions of gas; 4th, to 
prevent seepage in the rock from working a passage along the crown of the sewer, 
and so, finding ingress by open joints, overfilling the sewer and doing other damage. 
It is to be understood that sewers are not supposed to run more than two-thirds, 
or at the most three-quarters, full. Careful calculations are made to this end, and 
overflow outlets are provided to prevent such an accident as choking; but an 
extraordinary rainfall, aggravated in its effects by some accident causing a block, 
might upset the best calculations. In reference to the packing with shale, in one 
case on Contract 69, which has been alluded to, Mr. Davis, on page 665 of the 
evidence, Questions 20130 to 20138, has explained how it came about that packing 
with concrete wras generally discontinued and sand was finally substituted, a practice 
with which Professor Warren is quite satisfied, though Mr. Bagge is very strongly 
in favour of concrete. No doubt it makes a stronger job, but expense is an 
important element in sewer construction; and, as long as all the joints of the brick 
arch are perfectly filled, sand probably answers the purpose quite as well as concrete, 
and, as it is cheap and easy to ram in, there is less risk of scamping with it, and 
leaving vacant spaces, than there is when concrete is supposed to be used.

If it had not been for this rule as to “margin” there could have been no 
question, on the basis of cost of the work, that blasting would have been the cheaper 
way of excavating the tunnels; cheaper to the department by only 3s. a yard on 
the schedule prices, but to the contractors by a very much larger sum. But Mr. 
Davis saw that the cost of the margin allowance of concrete would probably come 
to more than the saving in the price of excavation. He, therefore, directed Mr. 
Boys to make the elaborate calculations which appear on page 138 of the Appendix. 
It may be observed, to avoid confusion, that Mr. Boys has inadvertently used the 
expression “ lining ” instead of “ packing ” or “ margin ” in the first line. “ Lining ” 
properly means the concrete or brick wall of the sewer—the periphery of the barrel. 
It is the packing, an expression which will be found lower down in the calculations, 
which was in issue. Prom these calculations, which are no doubt accurate, Mr. 
Davis found—certainly correctly; a simple examination of the figures will prove 
this—that excavating the tunnel by guttering and gadding would cost about £1,250 
less than it would by blasting. But if, instead of paying for the usual 4 inches 
margin of concrete, the department only paid for 2 inches, then Mr. Boys’ calcula
tions show that the saving would almost exactly balance the £1,250. Mr. Davis 
suggested such a compromise. Mr. Bagge endorsed it. The contractors were 
sent for. Mr. Hickson put it to them; and they were practically forced to consent. 
Mr. Carter said they always looked upon this as a very smart bit of dealing on the 
part of the department—in fact, that the contractors, being in a cleft stick, got the 
worst of the bargain. It certainly does not look like an act of favouritism. It has 
an exactly opposite appearance. In their letter agreeing to the arrangement—No. 
28 of Appendix, page 58—they call attention to the fact that an error has been made as 
to one-eighth of an inch. Here the expression “ lining ” is used to express the whole 
thickness of—1st, measuring from the inside of sewer, f-inch of rendering ; 2nd, 4^ 
inches of brick; 3rd, 2 inches of sandstone concrete packing—making altogether 
7i inches; or, in the lower half section, f-inch rendering, 4f inches of bluestone 
concrete, and 2 * inches of bluestone concrete margin. The bluestone concrete 
margin of measurement is, of course, placed in position in one body with the 
rest; the sandstone concrete over the arch is packed in from the open end at short 
intervals as the work proceeds.

Up to this stage, the modification made in the quantities was clearly a proper 
one, in which remarkable care was shown to secure the public interest; that it had 

•the effect of increasing the contractors’ profits was no reason for not adopting it: 
the result being that, while the department paid away no more money, the work 
was more expeditiously done, and the scandal—not to say the crime—of compelling 
men to risk their lives in guttering and gadding was avoided. The small amount



liii

of this work actually done—21,22 yards, instead of 80-0—was presumably unayoid- 
able. As it would appear from Mr. Davis’s minute of 19th May, 1892, that be 
began by taking steps to enforce this dangerous system, through the whole length 
of tunnel, in assumed exercise of the right of substitutioi)., it is fair to suggest that 
he, at the same time, knowing how averse from carrying it out the contractors were, 
contemplated just some such compromise as was afterwards arrived at. It is also 
proper here to comment on the absurd suggestion raised on the evidence of the 
witness Owen (page 179 of the evidence) that blasting is, with bad ventilation, as 
unhealthy work as guttering and gadding. Of course, some explosives cause deadly 
fumes that must be expelled before the men return. These are outside the question. 
Gunpowder has to be dealt with as the explosive contemplated in this contract. The 
nitrogen and carbon dioxide—the principal gaseous products of its combustion—are 
certainly poisonous, and should be blown away. The principal solid product— 
potassium sulphide—infinitesimally divided in the form of smoke, would probably 
have no injurious result. It is idle to compare the effect of these, and whatever 
other minute quantities of various compounds the explosion may produce, with the 
constant breathing in of sharp particles, of appreciable size, of absolutely refractory 
silica, nearly, if not quite, as bad as the notorious powder from glass grinding, and 
met with by the workman under much worse conditions. A question of ventilation 
cropped up in the course of the inquiry. It is very remote from the issue. All that 
need be said on the subject is this: that on the whole it would appear that the 
contractors took all usual measures to provide ventilation, according to Mr. 
Snodgrass’s evidence on page 692, Q. 20942; but the men themselves failed to take 
advantage of them according to the usual practice, though it is quite possible that 
Manager Reid acted in this relation, probably without instructions, in a charac
teristically disagreeable way.

With reference to this John Reid, who was spoken of by several witnesses as 
a man who would do, and order to be done, bad work when he had an opportunity, 
your Commissioner is inclined to think that it would have been better if the officers 
of the Department had insisted on his removal while Contract 79 was being carried 
out. This, however, considering that he was undoubtedly an able manager, who 
thoroughly understood the details of the work of which he was in charge, would have 
been an extreme measure. It is quite possible that his natural infirmity of temper, 
partly the result of a complaint from which he suffered—asthma—and aggravated 
by occasional indulgence in strong drink, may have accounted for remarks, in the 
nature of admissions of dishonesty, attributed to him, made perhaps without any real 
meaning, and also for the dislike with which some of the witnesses evidently 
regarded him. '

The next step in the history of the change in the mode of excavation in 
tunnels dates from more than fourteen months after the settling of the main question. 
It is disclosed in the letter of 10th August, 1893, No. 65 of Appendix, page 139, 
followed by Ml*. Davis’s minute, No. 66, with Mr. Bagge’s note, passing it on without 
comment, and Mr. Hickson’s minute of approval. Mr. Bagge’s note should precede 
Mr. Hickson’s minute instead of following it, as it is printed. The facts are so 
clearly set out in these documents and in the letter by Mr. Davis—Appendix No. 67, 
page 140—that it is unnecessary to repeat them here. Certainly a concession was 
made to the contractors which might have been refused; but it is coupled with a 
reservation, on the last paragraph but one of Mr. Davis’s letter; and, on the whole, it 
is such a fair arrangement as, to the mind of any person viewing the matter in the 
light of common experience, unaffected by any foregone conclusions of partiality, 
would not suggest any such idea.

Your Commissioner therefore sees no ground for charging Mr. Hickson or 
any officer of the Department with allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to 
“ manipulate” the items in any way—the word manipulate being of course taken 
to mean improperly re-arrange, or to involve some such allegations of trickery.

The third charge under this head runs thus:—“With returning the cash 
security and the retention fund to the contractors, in violation of the contract agree
ment and to the advantage of the contractors, and hazarding the interests of the 
Crown.”

The cash security lodged on this contract was, according to the usual scale, 
£2,000. It was in the form of a fixed deposit receipt given by the Bank of New 
Zealand. This receipt was renewed from time to time, the interest being paid to
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Carter & Co.’s account. According to the terms of the contract, the work should have 
been completed on March 10, 1894. The “ period of maintenance” was to he three 
calendar months from date of final certificate. The deposit was to be held as security 
until the period of maintenance had elapsed. On February 24,1894, Mr. McLachlan, 
acting for Mr. Barling, wrote this minute to Mr. Hickson:—“ The Bank fixed 
deposit receipt for £2,000, held in respect of the above contract, will mature on the 
10th proximo. Should the deposit be renewed; and, if the security is to be returned, 
should it be handed to Messrs. Carter & Co. ?” Mr. Hickson referred the minute to 
Mr. Davis. He wrote : “ It will probably be two months before the whole of the 
works on this contract will be finished, after which there will be the three months’ 
maintenance. The contractors might be asked if they wish to renew the deposit, 
(say) for another three months.” Whereupon Mr. Hickson, on the same day, 
wrote: “ Deposit should be renewed for three months.” This would be till 
10th June, 1894. On May 1, Carter & Co. asked for an extension for four months, 
on the ground of the additional work. This was granted as a matter of course, 
carrying on the time of completion to July 10, and the" end of the maintenance 
period to October 10, 1894. Meanwhile, on March 29, 1894, the Minister had 
decided to give Carter & Co., on certain terms, Contract 79a, an extension of Contract 
79 from Mount-street to Milson’s Point. The amount of the cash deposit on this con
tract was to be £650. The date of formal acceptance of the tender was June 16, 1894. 
On June 9 Mr. McLachlan wrote : “ The Bank fixed deposit receipt for £2,000 held 
in respect of the above contract will mature on the 10th instant. Should the deposit 
be returned; and, if the security is returnable, should it be handed to Carter & Co. ?” 
Mr. Hickson’s minute thereon runs thus :—“ This deposit might be returned condi
tionally on Carter & Co. making a deposit of £650 on the extension of this 
contract.” The Minister approved; the £650 was received; and the £2,000 was 
returned, some four months before the department was bound by the agreement to 
return it—in fact, shortly after the time at which it would presumably have been 
repaid if the contract time had not been extended. That there was nothing unusual 
or unprecedented in the fact that deposits were returned to contractors was proved 
by Mr. Davis on page 502 of the evidence. There is given a list of fifteen similar 
cases, in one of which, the Kiama to Nowra Railway, a sum of £10,000 was so 
returned. As Mr. Davis says, every case was considered on its own merits. Seeing 
that when the repayment was made the whole of the work on Contract 79 was 
practically finished, and that there was immediately put into the hands of the 
department a sum of £650 as security on the extension, and that it was fair to give 
the contractors every reasonable facility for moving their plant on to the new line 
and buying material, the merits of this case appear to be exceptionally in favour of 
the concession.

With regard to the retention money. The history of this transaction is con
tained in the following letters and minutes :—

Sir, ' 5, Spring-street, Sydney, 23 March, 1893.
Referring to contract now in course of construction by Messrs. Carter & Co., sewer construc

tion, North Shore, I have the honor to direct your attention to the fact that the retention money now 
held by the G-overnroent is in excess of the amount originally lodged with tender, and that such amount 
is adequate security for the Government to ensure the just and proper fulfilment of the contract.

I have, therefore, on behalf of my clients, to apply for a return of the deposit of £2,000 held by 
the Crown. I have, &c.,

. W. ARMSTRONG,
The Secretary for Public Works. Agent for Carter & Co.

B.C. Mr. Hickson for report.—J.B., 23/3/93. Mr. Bagge.—P.C.P., 24/3/93. Mr. Davis.—
C.H.O.B., 24/3/93. Report herewith.—J.D., 24/3/93.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contraet No.79,North Sydney Outfall Sewer.—Contractors ask that fixed deposit be returned> 

Department of Public "Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 24 March, 1893.

The tender for this contract amounted to £39,890, of which £20,709 14s. worth of work has been 
executed, or about half the total quantity. The fixed deposit in all cases is held until the completion of 
the work, as a guarantee for the due fulfilment of the contract; and I do not think in this instance an 
exception should be made. On some occasions the Minister has approved of retention money being 
returned after the amount in hand, including the fixed deposit, has reached 10 per cent, of the amount of 
the tender ; but, as much of the work remaining to be done is put down in the schedule of prices at very 
low rates, and the work finished, in some instances, at high rates, I could not recommend that any of the 
retention money be returned- ‘

At
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At present the department holds the following:—.

Fixed deposit ... ... ... ...
Betention money ... ... ...

Total ... ... ... ...

£ s. d. 
2,000 0 0 
2,070 19 5

£4,070 19 5

10 per cent, of tender would amount to ... ... ... £3,989 0 0
The Secretary for Public Works. J. DAVIS.

For the approval of the Engineer-in-Chief.—C. H. Ohli’sejt Bagge, 25/3/93.
All that contractors would be entitled to if the new general conditions were in force would be 

£70 19s. 5d. As these are not yet in force, and contractors have good prices for work done, whereas 
work to be done is put down at low figures, I cannot recommend that their application be granted.—Jt.EL, 
25/3/93.’ Under Secretary. '

List to refuse.—J.B., 27/3/93. Approved by Minister, "W.J.L., order No. 867.—D. M‘L., 
11/4/93. J.B. Roads, B.C., 12/4/93. Seen.—J.D., 14/4/93. Armstrong informed, 17/4/93.

Sir, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 17 April, 1893.
In reply to your letter of 25th ult., applying, on behalf of Messrs. Carter & Co., for return 

of deposit money on contract money No. 79, North Shore Sewerage, I have the honor to inform you that 
it is a rule of this department to hold the “fixed deposit” until the contract is finished, and in this case 
no exception can be made. Moreover, as the “fixed deposit” and retention money do not amount to more 
than 10 per cent, of the tender, at present no portion of the retention money can be returned.

' I have, &c.,
ROBERT HICKSON,

The Agent for Messrs. Carter & Co. Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Sir, . 5, Spring-street, Sydney, 21 April, 1893.
I have the honor to ask reconsideration of your refusal to allow a return of part of the 

retention money held on account of Contract No. 79, North Shore Sewerage, and to point out that, in 
addition to deposit of £2,000, retention money now amounts to £2,000, and that Messrs. Carter have 
plant and machinery on the contract amounting to £3,500, and also materials to the value of £800, 
making a total of security value of upwards of £8,000.

I respectfully submit that the Department will hold very ample security after a deduction of 
£2,000 from the retention money.

I have, &c.,
The Secretary for Public Works. W. ARMSTRONG.

Mr. Hickson—D.C.M’L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 21/4/93. Mr. Davis, 21/4/23. Please attach 
previous papers.—J.D., 21/4/93. Papers herewith.—F.C.P., 22/4/93. A voucher has been signed 
to-day for work done amounting to £1,453 9s.—R.H., 27/4/93. ’

Sir, North Sydney, 28 December, 1893.
Our tender for contract No. 69, Western Suburbs Sewerage, having been accepted with the 

provision that payment shall be made for the same in funded stock, a condition to which we have agreed, 
we have to ask you to be good enough to assist us in our financial arrangements by paying the retention 
money (£2,000) held on contract No. 79, North Sydney Sewerage, on our next progress certificate for the 
same. *

The balance of the work to be completed on this contract will not exceed £4,000, against which 
you have our fixed deposit for £2,000 as security.

We find that some trouble will be experienced in making satisfactory arrangements for the disposal 
of the stock which will be paid to us during the first few months, and we therefore hope that you will be 
good enough to grant our request.

We are, &c.,
The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. CARTER & CO.

There is about £4,000 worth of work yet to be done to complete the contract, and as the Depart
ment holds a fixed deposit of £2,000, in addition to £1,988 19s. 7d., retention money, and as I consider 
the fixed deposit is sufficient to ensure the due completion of the contract, I recommend that the retention 
money, amounting to £1,988 l9s. 7d., be returned to the contractors.—J.D., 3/1/94. Commissioner-in
Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage.

Recommended. These contractors have taken up the eastern branch extension sewer. £46,000 
payment to be made in funded stock. Every consideration, therefore, should be shown to men who thus 
show their willingness to meet the Department.—R.H., 4/1/94. Under Secretary.

For approval.—J.B., 4/1/94. Approved.—W.J.L., 5/1/94. Mr. Hickson,—J.B:, 5/4/94.
Seen.—R.H., 5/1/94. Noted.—J.D., 5/1/94. Accountant. Noted voucher to Treasury this day.—
O.C. (per E.H.), 8/1/94.

These papers do not quite clearly express the full history of the matter. Mr. 
Christie, on page 295 of the evidence, in his last memo, on that page, has called 
attention to Mr. Hickson’s minute on Mr. Armstrong’s letter of April 21, 1893, 
as not disclosing the fact that, in the sum of <£1,453 9s., for which a voucher had 
been signed on that day, April 27, 1893, a portion of the retention money,
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£222 iVs. 7d., had been returned ; or, in other words, that amount, which, according 
to the letter of the agreement, might have been retained, had not been so, partly kept 
included in, and partly added to, the retention money. Then, taking Mr. Christie’s 
tabulated statement on page 296 of the evidence, it is quite clear that what followed 
was this : that from that time forth the amount of retention money, being allowed 
continually to stand at £1,989, was so estimated as to conform with the concession 
said to have been approved on some occasions alluded to in Mr. Davis’s minute of 
March 21, 1893, viz., that, when the retention money and deposit added together 
became equal to 10 per cent, of the amount of the tender, the excess of the 
retention money should be returned—that is, that no more should be deducted 
from the amount on vouchers. As Mr. Davis pointed out, £3,989 was 10 
per cent, of the tender amount. The deposit was £2,000; therefore, £1,989 
was, under the practice mentioned, the limit beyond which retention money 
might cease. £1,989 was the actual amount retained on each occasion—an 
unvarying sum—from 27th April. Consequently,- although the papers do not 
disclose the steps by which this system came to be adopted, it is clear that 
it was taken as legitimate, and carried out in conformity with Mr. Davis’s minute. 
Seeing that what Mr. Armstrong had asked for was a return of the whole 
deposit, £2,000, and that it was that request that Mr. Hickson had reported against, 
Mr. Hickson’s action in allowing only a concession of the excess of retention 
money over a total sum, including the £2,000, of £3,989, can hardly be said, as Mr. 
Christie puts it, to be at variance with his minute of a month before. In his second 
application, of 21st April, Mr. Armstrong had put his case more strongly. As Mr. 
Hickson’s minute, commented on by Mr. Christie, bears date six days later, it is 
probable that in the meanwhile the matter was looked up, and the limited concession 
was made.

Mr. Davis has explained the matter in various parts of his evidence. A 
special clause of the new general conditions for contracts was passed by the Board 
of Reference as early as December 28, 1891, though the whole body of new general 
conditions was not formally approved till February 4, 1894. This is the clause 
which is found in Contract 69 and later contracts, providing that progress payments 
shall be made at the rate of 80 per cent, on value of work done till the amount 
retained becomes equal to the amount of the deposit, viz., 5 per cent, of the total 
(nominal or presumptive) value' of the contract, and that then no more retention 
money shall be kept back—in other words, the retention money shall accrue at the 
rate of 20 per cent, till it amounts to 5 per cent, of the value of the- contract, and 
shall then cease. Such a provision was not contained in Contract 79, which had 
been prepared before December 28, 1891. The condition for progress payments in 
that contract was that they should be at the rate of 90 per cent., with no limitation 
to the total amount of retention money, which thus accumulated at the rate of 10 
per cent. As the new and very fair concession—due to Mr. Bruce Smith’s broad
minded suggestions, when Minister—had been acted upon in drawing contracts from 
the time the clause was passed, it became customary—page 596, Q. 18089— 
to return, on contracts in the old form, the excess of retention money over the 5 per 
cent., and then to pay vouchers in full. This is how the £227 17s. 7d., excess of 
retention money, came to be returned. Mr. Davis’s explanation on page 501, last 
paragraph, thus appears clear. When he says 5 per cent, only was kept back, he 
means that when 5 per cent, of the value of the contract was reached, 10 per cent, 
having in progress payments been kept back, the excess was returned and further 
retention ceased; the result being that 5 per cent, was finally retained as long as 
it was thought expedient to hold the retention money.

The return of the whole balance of the- retention money in January, 1894, 
appears, on the face of it, to be a very reasonable concession. Holding a fixed 
deposit equal to 50 per cent, of the value of the work remaining to be done, the 
Department had such ample security that it was quite legitimate to concede, when 
the concession could safely be made, the power of handling cash to contractors Avho 
had agreed to accept payment for another large contract in stock. To keep the money 
still locked up, at a rate of interest hardly more than nominal, would, under the 
circumstances, seem a harsh and narrow-minded proceeding. Mr. Davis, on page 501 
of the evidence, has, in the last paragraph but one on that page, given instances of 
similar concessions to other contractors. He speaks of the general practice in the 
preceding paragraph. In making these various concessions, it is admitted by the

Department
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Department that the contract was not always adhered to. The Department did 
not rigidly compel the contractors to comply with the strict letter of every clause; 
and, where they saw that latitude might fairly and safely be given, its officers treated 
the. contract as elastic, without imperilling the rights of the Crown. And such 
action is evidently proper in the interests of the country. The less narrow and rigid, 
the more fair and considerate, is the treatment of contractors by the Department, the 
better content will they be with moderate profits, and the more fairly and 
harmoniously will the work be done, if only due care is taken to prevent dishonesty 
or carelessness on the part of contractors or their workmen.

As to this charge No. 2, therefore, your Commissioner is of opinion that the 
evidence, does not support it, inasmuch as the concessions made cannot be said to be 
in violation of the contract, being within the fair spirit of its administration, and in 
that the interests of the Crown were not appreciably hazarded.

The fourth charge—“ With the discharging of Inspector Reid from the above 
contract for simply doing his duty in the interest of the Crown by insisting upon good 
work and material ’’—deals with the transfer from Contract 79 of Inspector Reid. 
This inspector was employed to superintend, on behalf of the department, the sewer 
construction work on Contract 79. He had occasion, or thought he had occasion, 
to complain several times of the way in which the work was being done. He 
was finally removed to another contract at Dewisham. As he was then living 
at the North Shore, he felt aggrieved. Apparently he was doing his duty 
honestly and to the best of his ability. An inquiry had been held by Mr. Davis on 
the subject of one of his complaints. At the same time that Reid was transferred 
the contractors were required to remove two of their men. Reid’s transfer was made 
the subject of consideration, and determined on. There was evidently a great deal 
of friction between the men and the inspector, much more than is usual; so much 
so that it seemed impossible for the work to go on satisfactorily. If this had been 
caused, by the mere fact that he was determined to prevent them from doing bad 
work, it would have been proper to keep him on. In his place was sent an inspector, 
Eyre, supposed to be equally good, or better. Having heard the> various' opinions 
expressed of Reid by several witnesses, and having carefully observed his demeanour 
and listened to his evidence, your Commissioner has formed the opinion that, to a 
very large extent, the friction was caused by his peculiar manner and mode of carrying 
out his duties.. There were probably also faults on the other side ; but the conduct 
and tone of Reid were undoubtedly so irritating that, though in some cases he might 
happen to get through a job with fair success, the chances of his setting the men 
against him were very great. It was evident that the workmen on Contract 79 were 
in such a state of annoyance caused by his conduct at the time he was removed that 
his transfer was the best course for the department to take : and, in acting as they 
did, your Commissioner thinks that both Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis took what they 
honestly thought the best course under the circumstances.

The fifth charge—“ With improperly paying an account of £350 6s. 8d. to 
the contractors for removing material, which work they never performed”—has 
been withdrawn by Mr. Parkes. Your Commissioner agrees with the view he has 
taken of the evidence, and it is therefore unnecessary to allude further to this charge. 
The whole of the papers in connection with the matter are shown on pages 329 to 
331 of the papers laid on the Table of the House in pursuance of the order of 
October 10, 1895.

As to charge No. 6—“With placing improperly to the account for payments 
on Contract 79 various items of payments for work done at Bondi”—Mr. Parkes 
expressed, impliedly, the opinion that, as evidence on this inquiry, the facts were 
not worth comment. He wished it to stand, however, as he thought it was not 
right that moneys, to however small an amount, paid on one account should be 
placed to debit of another. A small sum—£11 Is.—became payable to Carter & Co. 
on account of some work done on a culvert at Bondi connected with the Sewerage 
Construction Branch. As Carter & Co. were carrying on Contract 79, and the 
department had to find plant somewhere, it was borrowed from1 Carter & Co., who 
also let the department, have a few casks of cement at schedule rates. The cartage 
of the plant and the price of the.cement made up the total. Eor convenience, these 
items were added to a voucher of Contract 79, the accounts to be adjusted after
wards. There seems to have been no irregularity worth mentioning, and there was 
certainly no dishonest intention, in this proceeding.
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As to the last charge, No. 7—“With advancing, without sufficient security, 
the sums of money upon contract materials not in possession of the Crown,”—-it has 
been the regular practice of the department to make advances to contractors on 
materials brought on to the ground, As an example of a condition of every contract, 
the first paragraph of clause 14 of the general conditions of Contract 79 thus 
provides:—“ All approved materials, plant, and prepared work, brought upon the 
ground for use in or on the works shall be considered and shall be the property of 
Her Majesty the Queen until completion of contract.” . _

Clause 5 of the general conditions provides for the land, possession of which 
shall be given by the Minister to the contractors. The principal “approved material” 
on every sewer construction contract is cement, which has to be approved by the 
Engineer after being subjected to a very rigorous test, conducted by an officer of the 
Works Department in the office in Phillip-street. Clause 20 of the specification 
deals with this. Bricks also, the quality of which is specified by clause 13, are an 
important form of material. As soon as the excavation work is sufficiently advanced 
to enable construction to begin, it is necessary for the contractors to have ready on 
the ground a large stock of these materials, to prevent any chance of delay; or of 
anticipated delay, which has a discouraging and retarding effect on workmen. On 
such a contract as 79, where some of the shafts are over 200 feet deep, and 
the average depth is great, very expensive plant had to be provided, said 
by Mr. Davis to be probably worth £3,000. Under these circumstances, and 
especially as the contractors had to begin by placing at fixed deposit a sum, for 
security, of £2,000, and as—until, as has been explained, it reached £1,989— 
there was deducted from their schedule price for work done 10 per cent, for 
retention money, it was not unreasonable that the department should make 
advances on their approved material to a substantial extent. Of course, as Mr. 
Parkes very forcibly contended, it is not the province of the Government to 
finance contractors; such help they should arrange to receive from other sources ; 
nor should the Treasury he treated as a great loan institution for their benefit; but 
there is a fallacy in assuming that this is the position in which the action of the 
Works Department, in making these advances, places the country. The Government 
has in effect bought, not only all the material upon which advances are made, 
but all other approved material that is on the ground, payment for it to be made 
after it is put into the work, at a certain retention rate below, or, at a later stage of 
the contract, at, schedule prices; and, therefore, advances on material are only really 
in the nature of payment for goods sold at an earlier date than that on which the 
purchaser is compelled, by the letter of his agreement, to pay for them. If these 
payments should exceed the actual market value of the goods in respect of which 
they are nominally made, then they certainly would be in the nature of advances, 
and would be unjustifiable if made by an agent—the engineer—without the express 
consent of his principle—the people; but if, though the advances are nominally 
made on certain goods, the excess of value is really and beyond all doubt amply 
covered by the value of other goods of the vendor also purchased and not paid for, 
then, though the form of the transaction is open to objection, in its spirit and its 
essence it is free from blame. .

It was the practice, in calling for tenders on the schedule system, to add, at 
the end of the list of items showing real probable quantities, a list of other items 
under the head “ General,” with nominal quantities—understood to be nominal. 
This was done for the purpose of fixing a price for these items, which might happen 
to be required. Among others is cement, per cask. The price attached to this item 
in the schedule for Contract 79 was 16s. This price was about 2s. over the market 
price—for quantities—in June, 1891, when the tender was made out; though, with 
the exception of Bond and Hudson and Taylor & Co., each of which firms fix the same 
price—18s.—all the other tenderers put down 20s.; all adding something, no doubt, 
to cover cartage. But, at the time advances on cement were made under Contract 
79, the fair market value per cask, delivered on the work, was under 12s. Whatever 
the schedule price might be for small lots to be purchased from the contractor, if 
required—his price for cement used in construction being included in his prices for 
concrete, brickwork, and rendering, or “ cement facing ”—when the question of 
making advances on cement arose, then the value to be put upon the security would 
of course depend on the market price at the time, the schedule price being quite 
immaterial in this relation.

On
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On August 3, 1893, the following agreement was entered into, minuted to the 
Engineer-in-Chief by the Clerk-in- Charge of Bonds and Contracts, Mr. Norrie.

Minute Paper. ■
' Subject:—Main Outfall Sewer, North. Sydney. '

Bonds and Contract Branch, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 3 August, 1893. 
Memobandttm herewith duly signed by the contractors, Messrs. Carter & Co., agreeing to repay advances 
made from time to time on material not on the contract site.

The original agreement is also sent herewith.
--------- HAROLD P. NORRIE.

Seen.—R.H., 4/8/92. Mr. Davis to note.—E.C.P., 4/8/93. Noted.—J.D., 4/8/93.
Accountant to note.—E.C.P., 4/8/93. Noted.—O.C., 4/8/93. Pinal return forwarded to Treasury for
payment this day. Bond 92-538 and agreement 93-974, attached herewith, may now he filed with the 
papers.—O.C. (per E.H.), 13/12/94. ,
The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Memoeandttm.
In consideration of the Minister for Public Works in and for the Colony of New South Wales advancing 
to us the sum of £1,360, and of any future advances to he made to us, we hereby agree to repay to the 
said Minister for Public Works the said sum of £1,360 and future advances, together with interest at the 
rate of £6 per centum per annum on such sums respectively from the date of advance on demand. And 
we hereby charge all moneys due or payable, or becoming due or payable, to us under a certain contract 
for the construction of the North Shore main outfall sewer from near Long Bay to Mount-street, in the 
said Colony, entered into by us with the G-overnment of the said Colony, also all cement, building 
materials, and every other thing already used or to be used in connection with our said contract, with the 
repayment of the said sum of £1,360, and any future advances, and interest at the rate aforesaid. And 
we hereby undertake to give, whenever called upon to do so, a valid bill of sale to the said Minister for 
Public Works over the said cement, building materials, and every other thing used in connection with 
our said contract, now stored in our premises at Alfred-street, North Sydney, in the said Colony, or 
elsewhere/such bill of sale to contain a power of sale and such other powers, provisoes, and agreements, 
as the said Minister for Public Works may be advised. Also, further undertake to give immediate 
possession of same to the said Minister, or any person appointed by him for that purpose, whenever called 
upon to do so.

As witness our hands, at Sydney, this 3rd day of August, a.d. 1893.
Witness,— JOHN CARTER.

Haeold E. Noeeie, J.P. D. Gr. SNODGRASS.
H.E.N.; 3/8/93. >

It was explained in evidence, as the minute itself sets out, that the object of this 
memorandum was to cover the case of materials that might happen not to he actually 
on the ground, as provided for by the general condition's, and, therefore, as to which 
it might he contended that, though they were approved, the property in them had 
not passed to the Crown; it was evidently at the time that the first advance was 
made that this step was taken. It does not appear that any hill of sale was ever 
given by the contractors ; it is to he inferred that no necessity for it arose. There 
is no evidence that any of the cement advanced on "was stored outside of the contract 
site. This document was sent on to Mr. Hickson for his inspection. Whether the 
arrangement for an advance had been made in accordance with his instructions or 
not does not appear ; it must be presumed that he gave authority ; it would rather 
seem that the business was done as a matter of course. There is no evidence of 
Ministerial sanction for these advances. On page 366, however, of the Parliamentary 
papers, the following appear:—

Minute Paper.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 26 July, 1894.

Subject:—Contract No. 79a, North Shore—Recommending that advance be made on approved cement. 
The contractors have asked that an advance be made on approved cement on this contract. It is usual 
for this to be done, and I recommend that the request be complied with to the extent of 75 per cent, of 
the amount of the fixed deposit (£485), at the rate of 75 per cent, of the value of the cement on the 
ground, on condition that the contractors sign the usual agreement. • J. DAY-IS. ‘

Approved.—R.R.P.H., 26/7/94. Mr. Davis.—E.C.P., 26/7/94. Seen. Mr. Nome for usual 
agreement.—J.D., 27/7/94. Who are the contractors, and where is the cement stored ?—H.E.N.B.,
27/7/94. Sewerage. The contractors are Carter & Co., and the shed is in Alfred-street, opposite to
the Town Hall.—J.D., 30/7/94. Mr. Norrie. Memorandum herewith, duly signed and stamped.
Original agreement also sent herewith.—-H.P.N., 7/8/94. The Commissioner-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, 
and Sewerage. Seen.—R.R.P.H., 8/8/94. Mr. Davis to note.—E.C.P., 8/8/94. Seen. Mr.
Weeden to note.—J.D.,’9/8/94. Noted.—S.H.W., 11/8/94. Accountant.—J.D., 15/8/94. Noted 
agreement placed with bond.—E.H., 16/8/94. ,

These are connected with Contract 79a. No Ministerial sanction appears 
here either, and in this case the whole course of the application is traced. In

allusion
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all usion to this matter, Mr. Davis, in his evidence on page 502—second paragraph 
of memo. No. 3—says there was no rule as to the extent to which advances were 
made. He goes on to explain the high rate at which they were allowed in Contract 
79. Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, in his evidence on page 220, spoke of these advances as 
customary, formerly without any written undertaking. He prepared a form for the 
purpose. Whether there was any Ministerial sanction or not generally required he 
could not say ; it would appear that there was not. He could not say how the sum 
of £1,360 came to he fixed ; nor has this been explained. On page 615, Mr. Davis 
touches again on the question of Ministerial sanction for advances. He says it was 
not' obtained in every case—“it was such a usual thing.” The conditions of 
Contract 79 appear to have justified the advances from the point of view of actual 
security; but your Commissioner cannot approve—in itself, as proper or business
like—in fact, as even logical—the valuation, for the purpose of advancing on it, of 
cement at schedule rates, or—as appears to have been done—the extending of the 
advance to the full value of the cement, whether arrived at on that basis, or on the 
proper basis of market price. There appears to have been a certain amount of 
carelessness and looseness in these transactions which was hardly creditable to the 
Department. It may be observed that, according to Mr. Davis’s same evidence, a 
somewhat stricter system was enforced on 79a. As Mr. Christie points out, on 
page 215 of the evidence, when the maximum advance of £2,160 was reached upon 
2,700 casks, it exceeded their actual value, at 11s. 6d., by £607 10s. Whether 
there was at that time a further actual security in bricks on the ground does not 
appear. It must be taken that there was a very large value in plant, upon which 
the Crown might have exercised its right as owner under the contract. Still the 
advance in form was made upon cement, and should, to avoid possible risk and 
possible complications, have been kept well within the real value of the cement. 
Your Commissioner does not see any fair reason to infer favouritism or consciously 
improper action from these circumstances ; but, as business arrangements, they are 
not to be approved.

On the whole, your Commissioner draws from the history of Contract 79 no 
conclusion adverse to the integrity of Mr.. Hickson or any other officer of the 
Department.

CONTRACT 79a (NORTH SHORE).
1. With inducing the Minister, on the plea of urgency, to let the above Contract 79a to Carter, 

Gummow, fy Co. without tender, and upon departmental estimate, by which a loss is liable to be 
sustained by the Crown.

After they had rec»ived the first contract the member for the district, no doubt with the best intentions and with 
the object of finding work for the unemployed, recommended that a certain extension should be carried out. The Engineer- 
in-Chief reported that as a matter of urgency certain extensions to the contract should be carried out along various streets. 
How is it possible that the work could have been urgent, seeing that the outlet into the ocean for the whole of the sewerage 
scheme has not even been taken in hand ? Until the outlet had been completed, how could the urgency of constructing 
branch lines of sewerage arise ? Without any contract tendering, without any preparation of plans, without an effort to 
save the country unnecessary expenditure, a contract of £35,000 was given to this firm without competition for this 
extension work. It is no wonder that the contractors of the city complain of this contract being given. In connection 
with this contract, I wish to point out that the Engineer-in-Chief, upon the 22nd March, 1894, wrote this minute :—

“There is no reason why this extension should not be gone on with at once. I cannot, however, see my way to 
recommend that it be carried out as an extension of the existing contract, which, at schedule rates, would amount to 
£16,307 17s. 8d., whereas the office estimate is £12,831 19s. 6d. The greater part of this difference lies in one item, 
‘ excavations in shafts,’ which in present contract, owing to their great depth, carries a very high price, namely, 78s. per 
cubic yard. This Messrs. Carter & Co. are prepared to reduce to 40s. per cubic yard, which would reduce the total cost 
to £13,700, or about £1,000 above the office estimate. I believe, however, if tenders -were invited, we could get the work 
done under the ofifice estimate.—E..R.P.H., 22|3|94.”
It was about this time that Mr. Hickson, junior, became a member of the firm. I find this minute by the Engineer-in
Chief on the 29th of the same month :—

“Referring to the Minister’s intimation this morning, that he was prepared to let Messrs. Carter & Co. carry out 
this work as an extension of their present contract, provided they agreed to do so for the departmental estimate of 
£12,831 19s. 6d., no claims whatsoever to be made for extras, and all payments to be made at the allowed schedules 
rates. ”-----
That means that they might be allowed as extras—
“ I have had an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared, on the part of his firm, to comply with the Minister’s 
decision. Submitted for formal approval.—R.R.P.H., 29/3|94.”
This was on the 30th March, 1894. How sudden a change ! It is not the Minister who has to do with this. The Minister 
is generally led by the head of the department; it does not matter whether it is the present or the last Minister. The 
heads of these departments ought to be above reproach. There ought to be the greatest possible check put upon them. 
When we see a rapid change like this in a minute in a few days, after a son of the gentleman concerned has taken office 
under the contractors, then there is some suspicion. It is impossible to make definite charges, but the case looks so grave 
that it ought to be filtered out in this House.

Mr. Young : Does the hon. gentleman assert that the engagement of young Mr. Hickson took place in the 
meantime—during those two or three days ?

Mr. V. PARKES : I believe it was during that time.
Mr. Young : Does the hon. member assert that?
Mr. V. PARKES : I believe it was. This circumstance shows the imperative necessity of holding an inquiry into 

the system of letting out public contracts with the view of establishing some method of check of which the country would 
get the benefit.—Hansard, September 26th, 1895.

*********
2. With
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2. With advancing the sums of money of the money s.of the Grown to the contractors upon insufficient
movable security, and in violation of the contract between the contractors and the Grown.

3. With failing to place upon the Table of the House the papers ordered by Parliament, by which
Honorable Members might be misled as to the nature of the transactions.

4. With permitting defective work to be executed by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by the
Grown.

1. The first of the charges made under the head of this contract—“ With 
inducing the Minister, on the plea of urgency, to let the above Contract 79a to Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. without tender, and upon Departmental estimate, by which a loss 
is liable to he sustained by the Crown”—involves the history of the extension of 
Contract 79 from Mount-street to Milson’s Point. When Contract 79 was 
approaching completion, Mr. E. M. Clark, M.P., wrote to the Under Secretary for 
Works the letter of March 6, 1894, which appears as No. 77 on page 184 of the 
Appendix (where are set out all the important papers connected with this matter) 
urging, on very good grounds, the extension of the work to Jeffrey-street. The 
matter was referred to Mr. Hickson, and by him for report to Mr. Bagge, who 
expressed an opinion that the second section of the work should he the “ outlet 
works,” and the third section, which might he carried out at the same time, the 
extension asked for, including some minor branches. He at the same time prepared 
an office estimate of the cost of the work, at the then ruling prices, and another 
at the schedule prices of Contract 79. The former came to £12,831 19s. 6d. 
and the latter to £16,307 17s. 8d. Mr. Hickson reported in favour of the carrying 
out of the work, hut not as an extension of Contract 79. He pointed out the 
difference in the estimates on the two bases of schedule and office prices, and went 
on to say that the main difference lay in the high cost of excavation in shafts—in 
Contract 79—viz., 78s. per cubic yard (excavation in soft ground; and in hard rock 
by blasting with 4-inch charges), and that Carter & Co. were willing to reduce this 
to 40s., whereby the total cost would be brought down to £13,700. But, he 
continued, his belief was that, if tenders were invited, the department could get the 
work done at less than office prices. The Minister, Mr. Dyne, was inclined to go on 
with the extension. There was an interview at which the Minister, Mr. Clark, and Mr. 
Carter, were present. It was finally agreed that the work should be done by Carter 
& Co. for the amount of the office estimate—£12,831 19s. 6d.—as a lump sum; no 
claims whatsoever to be allowed for extras, and all progress payments to be made at 
the schedule rates shown in the office estimate. Mr. Lyne, in his evidence on page 
262, Question 9224, gave his account of the transaction, and completely exonerated 
Mr. Hickson from any imputation of having attempted to influence him in favour of 
Carter & Co., the opposite being the fact. Mr. E. M. Clark’s evidence on page 667, 
Question 20160, &c., is to the same effect. It would be a most strained conclusion to 
draw from such evidence that because Mr. Hickson did not further urge the opinion 
he had expressed, and try to convince the Minister that he was making a mistake— 
and there is nothing to show that he was not in fact acting for the best—Mr. 
Hickson was, therefore, actuated by feelings of undue favour to Carter & Co. The 
only reasonable inference is that he was acting in absolute good faith.

2. The question involved in this charge—“With advancing the sums of 
money of the moneys of the Crown to the contractors upon insufficient movable 
security, and in violation of the contract between the contractors and the Crown ”— 
has been partly dealt with in considering the last charge under Contract 79. 
The minute paper has been set out on page lix of this Beport. The following 
memorandum of agreement was made out and signed by the contractors :—

' Agreement.
Memoeaxdum.

In consideration of the Minister of Public Works in and for the Colony of New South Wales advancing 
to us the sum of £485, and of any future advances to be made to us, we hereby agree to repay to the 
said Minister for Public Works the said sum of £485 and future advances, together witli interest at the 
rate of £6 per centum per annum on such sums respectively from date of advance, on demand. And we 
hereby charge all money due or payable, or becoming due or payable, to us under a certain contract for 
sewerage works, called or known as contract No. 79a, Sydney Sewerage Works, in the said Colony, 
entered into by us with the Government of the said Colony, with the repayment of the said sum of £485 
and any future advances and interest at the rate aforesaid. And we acknowledge that we now hold all 
cement now stored in out shed in Alfred-street, opposite Town Hall, Sydney, in the said Colony, or else
where, and plant, materials, and every other thing already used or to be used in connection with or under
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the said contract, for and on behalf of the said Minister for Public Works, as representing the said 
G-overnment. And also further undertake to give immediate possession of same to the said Minister, or 
any person appointed by him for that purpose, whenever called upon to do so.

As witness our hands, at Sydney, this 6th day of August, in the year of our Lord 189Jv—•
‘ J J JOHN CARTEE.

Witness to the signature of John Carter,—
Haeold E. Noeeie, J.P.

Witness,—W. Babnett Smith, J.P.
D. G-. SNODGRASS.

The sum of £485 was fixed as 75 per cent, of £650—or, rather, that proportion 
less £2 10s. It may he observed in this memorandum that Mr. Davis’s inten
tion expressed in his minute is overlooked. That minute recommends a fixed and a 
variable limit for advances, the fixed maximum being £485, the variable one being 
75 per cent, of the market value of cement from time to time on the ground, the 
quantity varying from month to month as the cement was used in the work and 
fresh supplies came in. The memorandum, on the other hand, though it does not 
necessarily hear that construction, implies that a sum of £485 has actually been 
advanced, and that future advances may be made exceeding that sum ; moreover, it 
omits all mention of the variable limit of 75 per cent, on the market value of 
cement; and at seems as if the advances afterwards made, seeing that they did 
frequently exceed the amount of £485, were so made under a mistaken impression 
of the meaning of the arrangement suggested by Mr. Davis. They also ignored the 
variable limit, being evidently made on the basis of 100 instead of 75 per cent, of 
the market value. They exceeded the fixed maximum on each of four occasions by 
the sum of £171, and on one occasion by £54. Exactly the same thing seems to 
have occurred in relation to Contract 79. In the memorandum touching^ advances 
on that contract, no doubt the sum of £1,360 was fixed upon some principle it is 
68 per cent, of the deposit of £2,000. In the amount of the advances it was much 
exceeded, on one occasion by the sum of £800. It would really seem as if on both 
occasions the memorandum misled the Resident Engineer in charge of the work; 
but all through there appears no reason for suggesting dishonesty, or for supposing 
that Mr. Hickson had any personal knowledge of the way in which these accounts 
were being kept on the progress vouchers. Unless he made special inquiries or gave 
special instructions as to how these were to be made out, he would have ho actual 
cognizance of them. As far as the real sufficiency of the security went, the 
advances being kept within the market value of the cement, and the Crown having 
the power of seizing the plant and whatever other materials there might be on the 
ground, there was probably no risk in the course adopted. Still, as on Contract 79, 
there appears to have been a want of that strict business-like adherence to prescribed 
rules of action which should be enforced on every Government contract. ^ Eair 
elasticity in the reading of specifications and in the construction of conditions is 
beneficial; but, when concessions, proper in themselves, are made, their terms should 
be religiously adhered to; to allow concessions on concessions is to introduce most 
dangerous laxity. The numbers of the vouchers upon which Mr. Davis s recom
mendation was exceeded in advances show that, when the management of the work 
passed into the hands of Mr. Smail, acting for Mr. Darley, in his absence, the excess 
was first reduced, and then disappeared.

3. This charge—“ With failing to place upon the Table of the House the 
papers ordered by Parliament, by which Honorable Members might be misled as to 
the nature of the transactions ”—has been dealt with in a general way already. 
The papers of any moment omitted from those relating to Contract 79a will be 
found mentioned in Mr. Christie’s evidence on page 455, question 14397. They 
are set out in the Appendix No. 77, pages 188, 189, and 190; unfortunately, in 
printing these, the order of date has been transposed in some cases. Most of them 
consist of the ordinary complaints about blasting; there is one relating to an inquiry 
by workmen for their mate, who had disappeared with their money; the only 
important papers in relation to the financing of the contract are the contractors’ 
letter of July 1, 1895, and the minutes thereon, on page 188 ; these disclose such 
very reasonable action on the part of the department that there could be no possible 
object in keeping them back. It will be observed that, when it was estimated that 
only £1,800 worth of work remained to be done, the payment asked for and made 
still left £1,167 19s. 6d. balance of contract money (lump sum) and cash deposit, 
added together, in the hands of the department, over And above the amount of
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such estimated value. As these last papers bear dates of several mouths later than 
the time when Mr. Hickson ceased to have any control of the contract, this fact 
may he taken both to explain their being missed in the making np of the papers for 
Parliament, and to show that there could have been no object on the part of Mr. 
Hickson in omitting them.

4. The evidence on this charge—“With permitting defective work to he done 
by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by the Crown ”—is necessarily 
twofold. In the first place, it is directed to the question whether or not bad work 
was in fact done ; and secondly, if it was done, whether this was with the permission 
of the department, either express or tacit. To prove that had work was. done, 
the evidence again is classed under two distinct heads. One body of evidence 
is called to show that bad work was actually done, another to prove by inference 
that it must have been done. The whole of the evidence of had work 
said to have been done under this contract relates to the use of cement; the 
object of the contractors being—as it has been suggested—to make unfair profits 
by using less than the proper quantity, in one or other of two ways, namely, 
either by mixing, in concrete or cement mortar, a smaller proportion of cement 
than that prescribed by the specification, or hy using less concrete in the work than 
the quantity that should have been used and was actually paid for. The evidence 
called to show that bad work was in fact done is that of workmen and others who 
depose to having helped to do it, or to having seen others do it. The proof that 
less than the proper quantity of cement must have been used consists in a com
parison between the amount of work involving the use of cement upon different 
contracts carried out hy Carter & Co. or Carter, Gummow, & Co. within a certain 
period, and the number of casks which they appear to have bought for use on those 
contracts. This comparison rests upon a basis without which it could have no 
existence, namely, on the relation between the bulks of certain materials—firstly, 
the ratios of the bulks of concretes of various kinds, and, secondly, the ratios of 
the bulks of different classes of brickwork built in cement mortar, to the bulks of 
cement respectively used in each case. #

As far as the immediate object of this inquiry is concerned, there are certain 
of the questions involved which, if decided in one way, would make it unnecessary 
to consider the others; but, inasmuch as your Commissioner has .no power of 
ultimate decision, but is merely required to report and express an opinion on the 
evidence, it is necessary to deal with each and all of these matters ; moreover, they 
are so involved and interwoven in the evidence that it would not be proper to take 
any one by itself, and, weighing by itself so much of the evidence as bears upon it 
alone, to attempt to segregate and settle it independently. The question also of 
defective work charged to have been allowed to be put in the works of Contract 69 
will, so far as the use of cement is concerned, be dealt with, as well as the general 
question whether, throughout the contracts carried out by the contractors named in 
the Commission, there has been a deficiency in the use of cement. .

The first question, whether bad work was actually done on Contract 79a, is, to 
a certain extent, conclusively proved. George Dawson, a labourer, the first witness 
called on the inquiry, was employed by Carter & Co. as a bricklayer’s labourer on 
that contract. Part of his duty was to pack the space, varying in depth, between 
the brick arch of the sewer and the rock with sandstone concrete. This has to be 
done at short intervals, the length of packing put in at one time depending on the size 
of the space and the form of the rock, though the ordinary length is one “drum ”— 
i.e., the wooden centering used to support the brick arch in building : it is generally 
about 2ft. 9in. long. The concrete is put in with a shovel and rammed horizontally with 
a flat-ended wooden rammer till the space is filled up to the face of the brickwork. 
Dawson deposed to his having put in very defective work, large cavities.being left 
over the brick arch, where the rock had been blown away—spaces which should 
have been filled tightly with concrete. He named especially the interval between 
shafts Nos. 12 and 13—No. 12 being at the intersection of Alfred and Mount 
Streets, 13 the next shaft to the south—as a place where a big cavity, would be found, 
about five drums in length ; and he gave, approximately, the position of this space. 
He said there were also, at intervals, spaces aggregating about 500 feet where 
similarly defective work had been done. An examination, made by Professor 
Warren, on behalf of the department, and Mr. M£Credie, on behalf of Mr. Parkes, 
disclosed the fact that, not far from the spot indicated by Dawson, there was such a 
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cavity, about V feet 6 inches long, 3 feet wide, and 1 foot deep. Mr. M£Credie 
made a further examination afterwards of the whole length of the sewer, from the 
end close to Milson’s Point to near the northern extremity of Contract 79. On the 
former occasion the air was so bad and the conditions were so unfavourable that a 
more exhaustive test was out of the question. On this second examination 
Mr. M‘Credie was provided with a truck to lie on; and though the arrangements 
were not luxurious—the sewer having a vertical diameter of 3 feet 3 inches, and a 
horizontal diameter of 2 feet 2 inches—Mr. M‘Credie was able to arrive, by tapping, 
at a fairly satisfactory conclusion. The result was that, with one exception besides 
the place already discovered, he found all the work apparently good and sound, 
though with here and there a suspicion of a small cavity not worth breaking 
into; the test being the sound made by a hammer struck on the roof, the best 
test, though not quite conclusive, that was practicable. But, again, between 
the same two shafts, and not far from the place indicated by Dawson, there 
turned out to be another large unpacked length 9 feet long, with an average 
depth of 9 inches. After this Dawson persisted in saying that the largest cavity 
was still undiscovered. It is a curious fact that Dawson was working on this 
particular length in December, 1895, after Mr. Parkes’s first speech in the House 
on the subject matter of this inquiry had become a common topic of conversation, 
that Dawson had apparently felt aggrieved a few months before at losing a fortnight’s 
wages which he thought he ought to get, and that he had made threats—as to which 
he only gave a qualified denial—that he would make it hot for the Company, or 
some such expression. His avowed object in volunteering information to Mr. Parkes 
was a sense of duty to the public. He would not swear that he had received any 
specific instructions to do this bad work, but he said Carter & Co.’s manager (Reid) 
evidently approved of the saving of cement by any improper means, though the 
supplies were always ample, and indeed in excess of requirements. The bricklayer 
(Crawshaw) who worked with Dawson could hardly have been ignorant of what 
was going on. He, however, was not called; it did not appear that he could be 
found. Dawson’s animus was further indicated by his describing the packing with 
shale instead of cement of the tunnel on Contract 69, with the evident intention of 

, making this appear to be an act of dishonesty, when he must almost certainly have 
known, or could easily have ascertained, that it was duly authorised ; and by his also 
trying to make it appear in his later evidence (page 182) that condemned bagged 
cement had been fraudulently put into casks, whereas it was—no doubt truly— 
explained, and he ought to have known, that this was simply the transfer, by 
permission, of passed cement (the bags containing which were too much damaged to 
stand carting) into casks openly used for the purpose. Taking all the facts together, 
it does seem by no means improbable that the leaving of these cavities was the 
result either, possibly, of Dawson’s independent action, or, more probably, of a con
spiracy between him and the bricklayer, with the idea of afterwards informing, and 
so having revenge, and gaining some reward which loomed in the future all the 
more grandly for its vagueness. Certainly the value of Dawson’s evidence—which 
went also to general bad mixing of concrete—appears to your Commissioner to be 
infinitesimal.

No other witnesses spoke to bad work on Contract 79a ; but the evidence of 
those who deposed to improper mixing of concrete on other contracts of the same 
contractors’ is indirectly material to that particular contract, and directly to those 
others. William Darcus, a carpenter, whose examination appears on page 62, gave 
some evidence of bad mixing. His testimony has already been mentioned under the 
head of Contract 69; and reasons have been given for distrusting his accuracy. 
Wright, also a carpenter—his evidence begins on page 68—gave a similar, but vague, 
account. He also swore to the use of condemned cement. His most definite story 
was to the effect that the concrete put in the invert near the outlet of a storm-water 
sewer at Alexandria, Contract 61, was barely half the thickness that it should be. 
A very careful examination was made here, with the result that there appeared to 
be no shadow of truth in Wright’s story. He was discharged years ago by Carter & 
Co., and evidently thought himself much aggrieved. In the face of the positive 
disproof of his accuracy in one important particular, it would be most unwise to 
attach weight to any other part of his evidence. It is very probable that Wright 
meant to tell the truth, but that his recollection has become confused. His imagining 
that everyone else was drunk on a certain occasion (Questions 2485-2534!) may give 
a clue to this defect in his own memory. Mr.
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Mr. Ohiene, a surveyor, whose evidence begins on page 129, and who was 
employed for about two years by Carter & Co., on Contracts 65 at the Glebe, 
53 at Waverley, and 72 at Shea’s Creek, said be never saw a gauge fairly mixed 
anywhere—that the blue metal and sand were always heaped up, and in 
plastering the cement was short in quantity. He said that, though it was not 
his duty to watch the mixing of concrete, he was absolutely certain that had 
work was going on on these contracts. He said he never tried to look to see if 
it was so ; but that Reid, manager for Carter & Co., was “ everlastingly talking to ” 
him about it. Mr. Chiene admitted that whatever bad work there was was done 
behind the hacks of the inspectors. Considering the remarkably generous way in 
which this witness was treated hy Mr. Carter, both on an occasion when he had to 
go to hospital on account of a tram accident, which occurred when he was not on 
duty in any sense, and after he had left the service, when he was making a collection 
for himself, it seems strange that he should give untrue testimony against the firm. 
On the other hand, there is evidence to suggest that his mind may have suffered 
from the accident. There is the account of his transactions with Mr. Eaton, in which, 
if the latter is telling the truth, Mr. Chiene showed a marked want of rectitude; and, 
generally, it cannot he said that implicit reliance should he placed on the evidence 
of this witness.

The next witness on this question was Melville, who had been an inspector, 
and had been dismissed on the ground that he had allowed bad work to be done. 
His evidence is on pages 247-9. It is principally of value to show that Reid, con
tractor’s manager, being then under some of the contractors named in the Commission, 
was a man who had to he watched, and that Bandeen, another of the firm’s employees, 
a very good workman, had to be checked when gauging cement; also that Mr. 
Gummow persisted in keeping on a man named Shellback after he had attempted to 
put in scandalously bad concrete. If anyone was to blame for this, it would seem 
to he Inspector Gledhill. Whatever action there may have been by the Engineer- 
in-Chief does not apparently concern Mr. Hickson, as the Hyde Park Contract, No. 
30, hears date 30th June, 1887 ; he was appointed Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage on 
1st July, 1889. Melville’s memory may or may not he accurate. He distinctly 
showed animus hy his manner against both Mr. Davis and Mr. Gummow.

Green’s evidence (page 430) is really hardly worth noticing. It goes to show 
that small stone, which, in the opinion of some witnesses, ought not to go into 
concrete, was allowed to he used for that purpose on Contract 72. Certainly sand 
and dirt should not he put in as part of what is supposed to he the stone. And the 
“historical piano-case” (a legend of the sewers), supposed to he buried in a sump 
somewhere, heard of vaguely by some witnesses hut never seen hy any, again came 
up in Green’s evidence,—it may be allowed to pass with a few remarks. Piano- 
cases are used on works as tool-boxes. A piano-case whole, which is improbable, or 
the wreck of one, may—either dishonestly or as a joke of the workmen, or (the pieces 
of it) in a generally careless way—have been lowered or thrown down a sump and 
covered with concrete. Your Commissioner—especially after the result of the 
search to verify Wright’s story—saw no ground for breaking up the inverts of sewers 
in use, at great expense and risk of irreparable damage and the propagation of 
typhoid, to hunt for these buried treasures of evidence. Even if the whole piano- 
case is in a sump under a solid roof of concrete, it is much better to leave it where at 
present it is doing no harm; and if the layers of stone that have been deposed to as 
forming the bottoms of other sumps are dishonestly doing their equally effective 
work on Contract 65, they certainly ought not to he disturbed.

William Caughey is the next witness on this point (page 444). He does not 
believe in the piano-case at all. That may he taken henceforth as permanently 
buried. But he says the concrete was “not too well” mixed. “The gauges were 
sometimes rather filled over, and sometimes a bit more was thrown in than ought 
to have been.” It was this witness who deposed to putting stone down two sumps at 
the foot of shafts No. 11 and 12 on the Glebe contract. It was done hy order of one 
Humphreys—since dead—who was in charge, after hours, when the Inspector had 
left, the depth of stone being from 1 foot to 18 inches. This would, of course, 
effect a considerable saving of concrete; if, as is to, he presumed, the whole 
measurement of the sump was paid for as concrete, there would be a substantial 
fraud in the substitution of stone of no value.
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In addition to the evidence of these witnesses, Mr. Bagge gave evidence of 
an occurrence which is rather remote from the inquiry, as limited hy the charges 
relied upon hy Mr. Parkes, hut still comes within the general scope of the Com
mission, and is doubtfully material to the question whether the firm was in the 
hahit of doing defective concrete work. The evidence is to be found on pages 195, 
Q. 7206; 406, Q. 13134; 410, Q. 13211; 464, Q. 14657, &c., Q, 14700, &c. It is to 
the effect that some concrete arches on the "Waverley contract—53—collapsed with 
their own weight. This was absolutely contradicted hy Mr. Davis, who explained 
that what did take place was a piece of faulty brick laying—leaving the joints of 
the upper bricks in the arch open, and grouting them in afterwards, hy permission 
or direction of the Inspector, who was consequently disrated. Mr. Davis’s evidence, 
on page 460, clearly explains the matter. Mr. Bagge’s recollection of the collapse of 
the arches was founded evidently upon a small substratum of fact—the settlement, 
to a trifling extent, of one end, or rather corner, of a concrete culvert which ran 
through one of the arches of the aqueduct under the bank of earth in which they were 
enclosed, and a slight cracking away of one end of the aqueduct from the sewer; 
this was afterwards explained. His idea also about the sand, said hy him to have 
been found in the brickwork, was evidently another flight of imagination, without 
any intentional deceit, arising from the discovery of the grouting. Again there is 
no doubt that his story about the ogee curve in the sewer at Alexandria Park—page 
465, Q. 14669, &c.,—was almost equally inaccurate. Mr. Davis’s evidence on page 
468, Q. 14743, &c., touches on this matter.

In answer to these various witnesses, the contractors deposed that they always 
gave instructions to have the work, properly done according to the specifications, 
and that they were not aware of any scamping or shortage in the use of cement, of 
which they generally had large stocks, and always sufficient, except on rare 
occasions when supplies unexpectedly ran out. John Beid, who was called 
hy the Commission in the course of what may he described as the case for the 
prosecution—page 148—gave evidence to the same effect. He had been employed 
by Carter & Co. as manager on several contracts for about seven years, till he was 
discharged early in 1896, there being no longer sufficient work to justify his being 
retained. That, at least, was the ostensible ground. He had managed a contract at 
WoolloomooJoo, the Glebe and Waverley contracts, and the two at North Shore. 
His only duty with regard to other contracts of Carter & Co. was to make up 
pay sheets; he had nothing to do with the management. He said he was ordered 
to carry out the work according to specification and plans, and certainly was not 
told to improperly save material. He contradicted Dawson’s assertion that he had 
done had work with his—Reid’s—assent. Connors, foreman of bricklayers, also gave 
evidence to the same effect: he was not working with Dawson at the time the 
cavities were left. Both he and John Reid spoke very strongly of the extraordinary 
idea that Inspector Reid had of his duty. Connors may he taken as the more 
independent witness of the two, and certainly appeared to he speaking the truth. 
It was he who narrated the remarkable words said to have been used hy Dawson, to 
he found on page 176, Q. 6503, which, if they were used—and it is hard to believe 
that they were invented hy Connors—go a long way to support the suggestion that 
Dawson and Crawshaw conspired to leave the cavities found between shafts 12 and 
13, Contract 79a.

It may he noticed as a very important point that all the witnesses—except 
Dawson, who tried to insinuate that Inspector Eyre, who followed Inspector Reid 
on Contract 79a, kept out of the way on purpose—say that whatever had work there 
was was done behind the hacks of the inspectors and engineers, though Chiene 
attempted to suggest that some of the inspectors were bribed hy the contractors ; 
hut, even if this were so, all the evidence points to the same conclusion—that the 
responsible officers of the department exercised the utmost care in having the work 
on each contract supervised by a large number of inspectors, kept under the eye of 
the Resident Engineer, and liable to be dismissed, disrated, or reprimanded, for any 
neglect of duty.

It was principally this suggestion of bribery, and Chiene’s admission of the 
extremely liberal way in which he was treated hy Mr. Carter, coupled with the 
evidence touching the Resident Engineers, Rudolph, O’Hanlon, and Weedon, and their 
business transactions with Mr. Carter, that impressed your Commissioner with the im
portance of determining what the truth was in relation to the question of Mr. Carter’s
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liberality and good nature. Your Commissioner, therefore, took the perhaps unusual 
course of publicly asking for evidence on this subject. The witnesses who came for
ward in response to this invitation deposed to such facts as leave no possibility of doubt 
that Mr. Carter is almost quixotic in his generosity when he meets with any case of 
pecuniary difficulty, hardship, or distress ; and the same habit of action appears to 
have pervaded the firm generally. It is, as all Judges unfortunately know too well, 
a very easy matter to procure evidence in favour of a man’s character, and very 
difficult—unless he happens to belong to some unpopular, because objectionable, 
class—to find out the truth of his shortcomings and misdeeds; but, though full 
weight be given to this consideration, it remains, on such evidence as was volun
teered, absolutely beyond dispute that the conclusion arrived at in relation to Mr. 
Carter is correct. Therefore, when he is found helping men who might by some 
possibility—or even probably—be able to further his or his firm’s interests, even if 
he is found almost forcing favours upon them, the inference that might with some men 
naturally be drawn, that he is acting with an object—that the transaction is in 
effect one of bribery—is so weakened as in all logical fairness to disappear. And 
this argument applies not only to the man who grants, but to him who receives, the 
favour. A man who, being in need of temporary help, is, in a generous, evidently 
disinterested, spirit, freely asked to accept a loan, and who does not force himself, 
almost churlishly, to refuse it, cannot justly be charged with taking a bribe because 
he is aware that it may be in his power to return the favour in breach of his duty to 
his employer. It would, perhaps, be wiser for him to decline, and say why he 
declines ; but it would hardly strike some men, from the very fact of their 
unconsciousness of evil intention, that there could be any harm in the transaction.

In connection with this phase of Mr. Carter’s character, it is abundantly 
proved that neither the firm of Carter & Co. nor that of Carter, Gnmmow, & Co. kept 
any regular business books. Taking the evidence throughout, it is quite clear that 
they considered—and found—that their bank pass-books were sufficient as between 
themselves. On page 116, Q. 4307, will be found Mr. Carter’s explanation of how 
the partnership ■ affairs were conducted. It was only after the amalgamation of 
the two firms of Carter & Co. and Gummow and Gillan that the firm began even to 
bind together the pay-sheets—page 117, Q. 4318. In their dealings with sub
contractors and workmen there appears to have been generally the same implicit 
confidence placed in the contractors as is implied, from the absence of books, in their 
mutual relations as partners. These facts are material in this way. Generosity and 
honesty do not necessarily go together; but, when men are proved to be generous, 
and when they are also proved—by strong implication—to be honorable in their 
dealings with one another, the presumption that their generosity is real and not 
assumed for interested purposes is strong. And, seeing also that the good faith of 
the firm is, in several different aspects, in issue in this inquiry, this evidence is 
important in many relations; though it must be borne in mind, for what that con
sideration is worth—especially in connection with Mr. Snodgrass’s action—that 
admittedly the firm had drifted into adopting, perhaps with no consciousness of its 
involving any moral wrong, the very objectionable practice of “ schedule-rigging ” 
already commented on.

The evidence of Mr. Chiene in relation to the suggestion of bribery is really 
of little importance : it will be found on pages 130-31-33. It was a remark made 
by Manager Heid that suggested to Mr. Chiene’s mind the idea that there might be 
something wrong in Mr. Carter’s giving Mr. O’Hanlon what turned out to be a 
wedding present. The bribes supposed to have been given to Inspector Corpe seem 
to have been a charitable gift after his discharge, and, later, a contribution to his 
funeral expenses. Heid contradicted Chiene’s evidence, in so far as it was suggestive 
of bribery; however, Heid was not always sober—a remark that applies also, it 
would appear, to Chiene—many things may have been said ; many things may seem 
to be recollected.

Before touching on the questions of Messrs. Hudolph, O’Hanlon, and 
Weedon, it is fair to Mr. Parkes to mention that these transactions were discovered 
on an inspection by Mr. Christie of Mr. Carter’s bank-books, and that Mr. Parkes 
was anxious, and endeavoured, to prevent the names of these officers from being 
made public, for fear of their suffering in their reputation and in their position in 
the Service ; but circumstances made it impossible to avoid such publication.
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A full account of the loan hy Mr. Carter to Mr. Rudolph will he found in 
Mr. Carter’s evidence, page 212, Q,. 7683. Mr. Rudolph’s history of the transaction 
begins on page 572. It is clear—1st, that Mr. Rudolph had ceased to supervise 
work for Carter & Co. at the time of the loan, and that he has not done so since ; 
and, 2nd, that the money was lent hy Mr. Carter personally, notwithstanding the 
inference drawn by Mr. Christie, page 232, Qs. 8328-9, satisfactorily explained 
away hy Mr. Carter’s account. It is also evident that Mr. Rudolph repaid it as 
soon as he possibly could. No suspicion of conscious impropriety, or of this 
obligation’s having been a reward for services rendered, arises from the transaction.

On page 212, Q. 76S3, Mr. Carter also gives an account of his loan to 
Resident-Engineer O’Hanlon, whose evidence will he found on page 596. Erom 
about the middle of 1890 to the date of the transaction, June, 1894, Mr. O’Hanlon 
had never had anything to do with any contracts of the firm. The whole of the 
money borrowed was repaid within four months. It was undoubtedly a private trans
action ; and it hears no more appearance of bribery than does Mr. Rudolph’s loan.

The transaction with Mr. Weedon was described hy Mr. Carter on page 
210, Q. 7624, &c.: Mr. Weedon gives his account of it on page 244. The transaction 
was a loan of £2,000 hy Mr. Weedon to Mr. Carter, at 6 per cent, interest, made as 
an investment of the money, when Mr. Weedon failed to find any other satisfactory 
place for it. In point of fact the money went into the account of the firm ; this 
application of it being, naturally, the only use to which Mr. Carter could put it. 
There is no reason, however, to doubt the fact sworn to that the loan was intended as 
one to Mr. Carter personally—so far as that question is at all material. At the time 
the transaction took place—June, 1895—Mr. Weedon had nothing to do with any 
work of the firm’s. Heliad been employed temporarily relieving Mr. Boys, on 79, 
and constantly on 79a ; hut from April 1, 1895, Mr. Dailey—or Mr. Smail—took 
charge of that contract, so that Mr. W eedon had finally left it some months before the 
money was lent. Evidence was given—page 293—for the purpose of showing that the 
transaction was really with the firm, and that the security was insufficient; though 
it is rather difficult to discover the hearing on the subject-matter of the latter fact; 
however, as to that point, land values are, now especially, so notoriously uncertain 
that it may he passed over; the deduction naturally to be drawn from the facts 
proved is that the members of the partnership, for whom Mr. Carter was trustee as 
to some of the parcels, assented to the charging of the land, of which he held the fee- 
simple, for the very good reason that they shared in the advantage of the loan. 
There is really nothing like bribery in the whole of this affair.

Merely observing that it would he wiser for engineers and other Government 
officers to abstain religiously from having any business transactions of any kind 
whatever with contractors with whose works they may hy any possibility he brought 
into official relation, your Commissioner leaves the subject of the dealings of these 
three gentlemen with Mr. Carter, with the earnest hope that the matters disclosed by 
the Inquiry may not, in the least degree, operate to their prejudice wdth then superior 
officers or the Public Service Board.

Taking together the whole of the evidence touching the subject of bad work, 
otherwise than such as may be inferred from the purchases of cement remaining to 
be dealt with, your Commissioner finds that it is not improbable that some such cases 
as have been described or suggested, of partly filling sumps or packing sewers with 
improper material in the place of concrete, leaving cavities over the crowns of sewers, 
using undue proportions of stone, sand, and cement, in mixing concrete, or in 
other ways “ scamping ” work, may have taken place in the contracts carried out by 
firms consisting of combinations of the persons named in the Commission, and that 
such acts may have been done in some cases by direction of the manager, but that 
the evidence to prove the commission of such acts is very limited, and generally very 
unsatisfactory; and, further, that there is no evidence worthy to be considered to 
prove that any such defective work, if done, w7as carried out in such improper manner 
by order or with the permission of the contractors, and no evidence whatever to show 
that any officer of the department was cognisant of it; but that, on the other 
hand, there is proof to the contrary. Your Commissioner does not consider that 
it is a fair presumption, because on some occasions vrorkmen, when not under the 
eye of an inspector, do bad work, that therefore such work is done according to 
instructions received from their employers ; even though the fact that the work is 
badly done, by expediting the contract, lessens the chance of future employment for
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the workmen, whose credit, however, for smartness it may promote : hut a man who 
will scamp his work is quite capable of wasting enough time to compensate for the 
saving that might result from the improper way in which it is done. And with the 
better class of workmen, including managers, a mistaken zeal will cause them, in 
their employers’ assumed interests, to do acts which they know the contractors 
would not sanction. •

On the question of general deficiency of cement, the first thing to he con
sidered is that of the hulking of concrete. This is a vague and difficult matter to 
determine, and one upon which opinions of experts differ considerably. The two 
principal kinds of concrete used in seAver construction are the ordinary bluestone and 
sandstone concretes. The proportions of the former are—in hulk before mixing :— 
stone (“ hlue-metal ”) broken to a 1^-inch gauge, four parts ; sand, two parts ; and 
cement, one part. The latter consists of stone (hard Sydney sandstone), broken to 
a 2-inch gauge, five parts ; sand, two parts; and cement, one part. The mode of 
mixing is to measure, in a gauge-box made for the purpose, in the case of 
bluestone concrete, 16, and in the case of sandstone concrete, 20, cubic feet 
of broken stone; on that, when spread out and washed, to place, similarly 
gauging it, 8 cubic feet of sand ; and oh the top of that to spread the contents of a 
cask of cement; or, if the contractor chooses to gauge the cement also, to do so in 
a gauge-box containing 4 cubic feet. The Government specifications alloAv a cask, 
of a specified weight, at 4 cubic feet, when unmeasured; but a contractor may 
measure it if he chooses : as a cask usually contains, forced into it by hydraulic 
pressure, cement measuring, when gauged, about 4^-, sometimes 4-| cubic feet, there 
is an adA’antage gained by gauging, which, however, appears to be overbalanced 
by the extra trouble involved : although, in the cases of bluestone and sandstone con
crete respectively, the addition to the standard 4 feet of one-third of a cubic foot of 
cement would justify the addition, in the gauging, of l)s foot of bluestone, If 
foot of sandstone, and two-thirds of a foot of sand, this is not legitimate according 
to the specification, if the contractor prefers to break the cask on the heap of 
sand; though it may well be that workmen see no harm, in this view of the matter, 
in throwing in a feAv extra shovelfuls of stone and sand after filling the gauge.

Smaller gauges are used for small mixings of concrete (sometimes only a 
bucket), the cement being shovelled out of the cask : in all these cases the true 
bulk of the contents of a cask is necessarily taken.

After gauging, the whole heap is turned over twice dry, and then wetted and 
turned over twice or oftener Avet till it appears to be thoroughly mixed : it is then 
ready to use, and should be used as soon as possible, as cement “ sets ” quickly ; the 
setting consisting of various chemicals combinations, which should take place in situ, 
and not begin beforehand to any marked extent, combinations into which most of 
the water of mixing either enters, in new chemical forms, or becomes water of 
crystallization—at any rate, it disappears as water and is no longer subject to 
evaporation. After the first setting, further chemical changes gradually go on, 
which, if the cement is good, make the concrete harder. In the first few months a 
marked improvement takes place; but the bulk is apparently determined in the 
setting, in which a slight shrinkage seems generally to occur (though pure cement 
expands in setting). Changes of bulk that take place aftenvards are temporary 
expansion and contraction due to variations of temperature.

At first sight it might be supposed that 16 feet of stone, 8 feet of sand, 
and 4 feet of cement, would make a mixture of 28 cubic feet; and 20, 8, and 4, feet 
would come to 32; but the fact is that both the stone and the sand are full of 
interstices. The grains of sand are very small compared with the pieces of stone, 
and the particles of cement are still smaller compared with the grains of sand. The 

' consequence is, that, in mixing, the cement practically disappears into the sand, 
filling, or partly filling, the interstices; and the sand and cement find more or less 
room in the cavities between the stones; and so, in some cases, the bulk of the 
mixture is actually the same as that of the stone alone; in other cases it is some
what larger. The final shrinkage in setting seems to be due to causes quite outside 
of. this mechanical disappearance. But various circumstances modify the bulking 
of similarly proportioned makings of concrete. The difference in the nature of the 
sand may be neglected, as making a comparatively trifling difference in bulk; but 
the form of the stone is a very important element. The shapes into which it is 
broken make a distinction in the aggregate size of interstices. Different varieties of

the
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the same kind of rock have different fractures; but the most effective of all varying 
conditions in determining bulk is the relation between the sizes of the pieces 
of stone. If it happens that, from the largest to the smallest, they can 
so arrange themselves that all the interstices between the larger stones 
are roughly filled with smaller ones, then the largest weight of stone 
is found in a given bulk, and the vacant spaces ready to receive a filling 
of sand and cement are least. It is obvious that this is the condition 
of largest hulking, although the bulk would vary according as the mixing of stones 
of various sizes is more or less regular. And, inasmuch as it is a cause of weakness 
in concrete to be porous or spongy—a peculiarity to a certain extent of all cement 
mixtures—it follows that the better the stones fit into one another the denser will 
be the mass when the sand and cement are thoroughly incorporated by mixing 
through it. In the minds of some of the witnesses there appeared to be a mistaken 
belief that, the more evenly the stone is broken to the gauge, the better is the work. 
The specification for concrete is opposed to this idea, as it provides that the dry 
stone shall he screened through (or more properly on) a screen of -§-inch mesh, the 
evident intention being to remove little more than sand and earth, and to leave in 
the stone pieces of all sizes from that of a very small pea upwards to that of the 
prescribed gauge, which, instead of being intended as an average of size, is meant 
to be a maximum limit. There is no doubt that the forking of metal, which of 
course would have the effect of separating out nearly all the smaller stones, is some
times insisted on by inspectors ; but, unless this is the result of a wrong view of the 
specification taken by a particular inspector, it is accounted for by the fact that, in 
the absence of a screen, or on account of the difficulty in using it under the circum
stances, the fork is the only instrument that will separate from stone that has been 
knocked about and trodden over, the sand and rubbish that are then to be found in 
it. And if even good, sharp, sand is allowed to be mixed with the stone, then of 
course the concrete is reduced in strength; as, the prescribed bulk of sand being 
also added, the cement is unduly diluted with an excessive quantity of sand; and, 
within certain limits, the more cement there is to a given bulk of sand, the stronger 
is the mixture, which forms the binding matter of the concrete and so gives strength 
to it. The proportions, in size, of the pieces of stone also vary with the mode of 
breaking. In stone broken by a crusher there are a larger number of small pieces 
than in stone “ knapped ” or broken with a hammer.

Another important factor in determining the bulking of concrete is the 
ramming. Concrete, put into work in a body between boards—as in the pier of an 
arch—is rammed vertically under most favourable conditions for compression, and 
will be found much less spongy when set than concrete placed in a narrow and 
uneven space over the crown of a sewer, where it has to be, without violence, the 
brickwork being hardly set, rather pushed in than rammed, horizontally. The 
bulking of these two classes of work would probably be very different. The hulk 
is also said to vary with the quantity of water used.

It is clear that, with all these unsettled conditions, to predicate generally 
that a certain hulk of stone, with fixed proportions of sand and cement, will give a 
certain bulk of concrete, is impossible. In other words, a rule cannot be laid down 
stating how many casks of cement will be required to make a given quantity of 
concrete. Averages may be struck—that is the best approach to accuracy that can 
be attained.

On this question a great deal of evidence was called. It was that of experts, 
and varied, as usual. At first sight, the best testimony of all would seem to be that 
of Messrs. McCredie and Thompson, straightforward, intelligent, and accurate, 
witnesses. They made experiments, by mixing their materials in a box, ramming it 
moderately, waiting till it was set, and measuring the result. The second experi
ment—the first having been made under the mistaken impression that the stone 
should be forked—gave certain results with knapped stone, shovelled from a heap 
and placed on a f-inch screen; it was washed on the screen, and all that did not 
pass through was shovelled into the gauge-box. This plan differed slightly from 
the specification, which provides that the stone shall be screened first and washed 
afterwards. It is possible that by such treatment as the stone received, the.smaller 
particles would be sifted out more effectually than by the ordinary shovelling over an 
inclined screen. However, there was said to have remained a large proportion of stone 
the size of a pea. The results were these :—Sandstone concrete showed no increase
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in bulk beyond that of the stone; therefore every cubic yard of concrete would con
tain -f^j or 1'35 of a cask of cement, if the cement were taken at 4 cubic feet to the 
cask, or 1,24 if the cask were considered to hold cubic feet. Bluestone concrete 
showed a slight increase in bulk, viz., with the result that each cubic yard of 
concrete would contain 1‘62 or 1'495 of a cask, according as a cask were taken to hold 
4 or 4|- cubic feet. This test, in addition to the fact that the stone was knapped, 
and that the screening was probably very good, was made under the best conditions 
for ramming—conditions, therefore, unfavourable to making bulk, and tending to 
increase the proportion of cement in a given measurement of concrete.

The simplest way to compare the evidence of different witnesses is to take the 
number of cubic feet of concrete that they respectively say will contain a cask of 
cement. To begin with, therefore, the experiment of Messrs. M'Oredie and 
Thompson gives, as this number, 20 of sandstone concrete, and 16§ of bluestone. 
Mr. Gilliver, a contractor of great experience, puts the numbers at 23^ and 19^. He 
said he had tested it (page 286, Questions 9853, 9887. Mr. Rhodes, also a contractor, 
gives 24 and 20. Mr. Butcher names about 24 and 20J; he speaks of knapped 
stone, forked according to a regulation of the Water and Sewerage Board, which 
differs in this respect from the Sewerage Construction Branch of the Public Works 
Department. If the mean of these several opinions betaken, the result is 22-9 cubic 
feet of sandstone concrete, and 19T of bluestone concrete, to a cask of cement; con
sidered as equal to 4 cubic feet. If the cask be taken as containing 4| cubic feet, 
then these numbers change to 24'8 and 20-7 respectively.

_ There were certain witnesses called on behalf of the department who gave 
evidence on this question. Mr. Griffiths, Assistant Engineer to the Water and 
Sewerage Board, put the quantities as 27 and 22. He says—page 526, Q. 16225— 
he has known sandstone concrete to go as high as 30 cubic feet to the cask of 
cement.

Mr. Spencer said his estimate was that a cask of cement would make a yard 
of sandstone concrete, 27 cubic feet, and a yard of bluestone concrete would take 
about lit cask ; this would be equivalent to a cask to 22^ feet; 22 feet, however, is 
what he deposed to as the number accepted by the department as a basis of 
calculation for payment where it was impossible to measure the work, the number 
of casks of cement used being known. This evidence was very clear—page 623.'

Mr. Greenwood, contractor, civil engineer by profession, gave, on page 624, 
valuable evidence in this connection. His opinion is that, iu the case of stone 
broken by a machine, with all the “shivers ” in it, a cask of cement should go to a 
cubic yard of sandstone, and 22 feet of bluestone, concrete.

Mr. Eaton, contractor, on page 625, gave very specific evidence that he had 
actually, on two contracts where the concrete was put in between boards, and where, 
therefore, the ramming was easy and the measurement accurate, calculated the 
averages from the known data of measurements and number of casks used, and had 
found the sandstone concrete to go 26, and sometimes a little over 26, feet to the 
cask, and the bluestone concrete 23.

Three of these witnesses, therefore, agree in the numbers 27 and 22; the 
fourth, on the best basis of experience, gives 26 and 23, speaking of conditions in 
which the bulking of the concrete, to a given quantity of cement, would be lower 
than might he expected in packing sewers; in other words, where, given the 
measurement of the concrete built in, the number of casks of cement used would be 
more than in the case of the latter kind of work. As to the bluestone concrete used 
in the building of the lower part of the sewer, it is probable that, in the large open 
storm-water sewers spoken of hy Mr. Eaton, the ramming would be heavier, and 
therefore the compression greater, than in the confined space of a small-tunnel 
sewer ; therefore, it might be expected that a less quantity of cement would, in the 
latter case, go to a given bulk of concrete in position than even the quantity 
founded on the basis of one cask to 23 feet.

The question is what, on this evidence, would be a fair standard to accept ip. 
determining an important problem, resting upon the assumption that a certain 
number of casks of cement ought to be used for the making of a certain number. of 
cubic yards of concrete, placed in position under, to a very great extent, conditions 
adverse to solidity. Is it fair, when a charge of fraud is sought to be based on the 
conclusion that less cement has been used than would appear to agree with the 
accepted standard, to take for that standard the result of a single experiment such
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as was made, or is it more proper to accept such a substantial practical test as that 
made by Mr. Eaton, corroborated by the strong evidence of the preceding witnesses ? 
It would certainly seem more consistent both with probabilities and with the ordinary 
principles of justice to adopt the latter course, and to use such a reasonable basis of 
calculation as Mr. Davis has adopted on page 631—namely, one cask of cement to 
27 feet of sandstone and 22 feet of bluestone concrete; in reference to which he says, 
on page 634, Question 19331, that he considers he has estimated the quantity 
(proportion of concrete to cement) very low. If this is a fair course to pursue, then 
the calculations made by Messrs. McCredie and Thompson, on page 308 of the 
evidence, must be treated, in so far as concrete is concerned, as showing an excessive 
number of casks of cement for the number that should have been used on the work 
in the making of concrete.

The next head of material for which cement is used is brickwork. As to this, 
it appears on examination that Mr. McCredie and Mr. Davis very nearly agree; but 
the former has worked out his figures on a wrong basis, and the latter on a correct one. 
Mr. McCredie made an experiment, and found out how much cement was used in 
building a cubic yard of brickwork in a tunnel arch. The result—half a cask of 
cement to a yard of brickwork—if a cask is taken to hold 4-g- cubic feet—shows that, 
in such construction, the proportion of mortar to brickwork is about 16 per cent. 
The mortar consists of two of sand to one of cement; and both Mr. McCredie and 
Mr. Davis assume a total disappearance of the cement in the sand. Mr. Davis’s 
estimate for double-ring brickwork is 15 per cent.; in approximate calculations, 
such as these must necessarily be, so near an approach may be treated as a practical 
agreement. Mr. McCredie has worked out the whole quantity of cement required 
for brickwork on the assumption that it was all double-ring work. Mr. Davis, on 
the other hand, has distinguished, by consulting the vouchers, between double and 
single-ring work; and, taking 15 per cent, for the former, he has adopted 10 per
cent. for the latter. This ratio has not been shown to be incorrect; reflection 
would indicate that it is probably near the mark. In single-ring work the only 
mortar used is in the small |-inch joints, except in the cases—rare where 
blasting is the mode of excavation—in which the space between the brickwork and 
the rock is just large enough to take a joint of mortar, and is too small for a 
packing of concrete. In double-ring work there is an intermediate collar-joint, 
between the two rings of brickwork, half an inch thick, it is this which 
makes the difference in the proportion of cement supposed to have been 
used in brickwork between Mr. McOredie’s and Mr. Davis’s results. Mr. Davis’s 
should certainly be preferred. In cement rendering the difference between Mr. 
McOredie’s and Mr. Davis’s estimates is small. It is apparently explained by 
assuming that Mr. Davis takes 4-1 whereas Mr. McCredie assumed 4 cubic feet as 
the contents of a cask of cement. Mr. McCredie finally adds a substantial number 
of casks for grouting. This is supposed to conform to a clause of the specification 
which provides for laying concrete in layers and grouting between each two. Mr. 
Davis has explained that in sewer work this mode of building is not, in fact, and 
could not well be, adopted; the concrete forming the lower part being wrorked in 
behind and under the lagging boards till the top level is reached. The only grouting 
required would be that used on the stepped-back end of a length before another 
length is begun, as the work proceeds along the tunnel, and in a few other cases : 
but the whole quantity of cement used for this purpose would be too small to be 
worth notice. As to other questions, it was fairly contended that Mr. M'Credie’s 
quantities must be really within the mark for two reasons—first, that the “ margin” 
allowance paid for on the vouchers in Contract 79 represented less concrete than 
was actually used; and, secondly, that nothing had been added for waste. To the 
former contention Mr. Davis, in putting forward his results as approximate, replied 
that the proportions of cement to - concrete that he had taken were so large 
compared with the probable truth as to fairly allow for this difference. As to 
the argument founded on assumed -waste, Mr. Davis explained that the waste 
is small. It would occur principally in the bricklaying and the rendering. 
Cement being valuable, contractors naturally do their best to prevent its being 
wasted, as the loss comes out of their own pockets. In bricklaying, the bricks 
in a tunnel being laid on the lagging boards of the centering, it is not easy to waste 
mortar at all, though it is found that some little has always to be cleaned out— 
perhaps dropped in pointing up the brickwork—before the rendering begins. In
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rendering there can hardly be any waste. If the soffit is rendered—frequently it is 
not—then it is done first, the invert next, all in one job; and the whole has to he 
left clean and smooth, the plasterer working backwards : he cannot therefore leave 
any waste in front of him.

It may be that Mr. M‘Credie’s estimates come nearer to the truth than Mr. 
Davis’s; hut it may be the reverse. So much uncertainty enters into all these 
calculations—the premises being to so great an extent mere assumption—that the 
fairest conclusion to come to is that, if the number of casks of cement proved to 
have been provided hy the contractors nearly agrees with Mr. Davis’s estimate of 
the number that ought to have been used, then there is no substantial ground for 
suspecting—much less for asserting—fraud in relation to the use of cement: if it 
he proved to fall short of this quantity hy a considerable amount that then there is 
ground for suspicion.

Mr. Davis’s calculations are to be found on page 631 of the evidence. Taking 
the three contracts to which particular attention has been drawn in relation to 
shortage of cement, he works out, as the total number of casks that ought to have 
been used on these contracts—69, 79, and 79a—15,606. As some evidence to show 
that that number of casks at least was actually used, he then gives the number that, 
according to .the inspectors’ returns, appear to have been used. This number is 
15,512, practically—in so large a number—the same. These returns it was the 
duty of the inspectors in charge on the different contracts to keep and hand in to the 
Resident Engineer. As Mr. Davis explains, the principal inspector has to take some 
of them second-hand from other inspectors in actual charge of other sections of the 
works. A part of a cask may be used in one place and a part in another; and so 
mistakes will creep in, to the extent perhaps 'of 5 per cent, (probably by way of 
omission), but every inspector in charge of cement work has to keep a record of 
every cask or part of a cask used; and, therefore, the return is at any rate supposed to 
be correct. The full returns will be found on pages 89 to 91 of the Appendix. If the 
inspectors did their duty, these returns must show the number of casks actually used 
with a fair approach to accuracy, if they do not so show the number, then the cause 
must he either collusion between the inspectors and the contractors or their men, 
or carelessness in making entries, or in allowing themselves to be deceived by 
accepting from the workmen lying accounts of the number of casks used. This was 
suggested by Dawson (page 17, question 590).- A comparison between Mr. Davis’ 
estimated numbers and the inspectors returns appears thus :—

Contract 69. Contract 79. Contract 79a.
Mr. Davis’s estimate ... ... .................... 8,387 1,612 2,577
Inspectors’ returns (taken from the Appendix—

Mr. Davis’s figures were imperfect as
they appear on page 631 of the evidence) 7,963 5,1181 2,100^

Deficiency in returns compared with
estimate ... ... ... ... 121 ....... 1761-

Deficiency in estimate compared with
returns ...................................... ....... 506^ .......

The differences being respectively 5 per cent., nearly 10 per cent., and nearly 
7 per cent. These discrepancies appear remarkable; but the explanation that suggests 
itself is, in the first and the third cases, that the deficiency in returns compared with 
the estimate may he caused, partly by over-estimate and partly hy omissions in 
the returns, or wholly by the latter; in the second, that the excess of returns over 
estimate represents—with something added for omissions—the large difference due 
to the non-allowance of as full a “ margin” as fairly approached to the packing 
actually used. If Mr. Davis has not over-estimated the number, as far as proportion 
of cement to concrete is concerned, then the returns would indicate that some 
addition should be made to his total, to the extent of perhaps 750 casks, to represent 
the unpaidfor packing in Contract 79—5 per cent, being added, for omissions, to the 
inspectors’ return of 5,118. If he has made such an over-estimate, then it may still 
be that his aggregate is nearly correct. The great discrepancy that may be noticed 
between Mr. Davis’s estimate and the returns (in the Appendix) in the relative 
quantities for concrete and brickwork, is explained by him on the ground that, as 
concrete packing is going on at the same time as the making of mortar for the sewer 
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brick lining, it is impossible to keep the quantities of cement used for eacb purpose 
distinct; and so a number of casks really used for concrete appear under tbe bead 
of brickwork.

But Mr. Christie has gone into a very careful and exhaustive inquiry, directed 
to the discovery of the number of casks of cement actually purchased by Carter 
& Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co., for, and brought on to the site of, these three 
contracts, extending his examination also beyond the scope of these contracts to 
other concurrent works carried on by the same firms. WMlst Mr. Davis’s calcu
lations lead him to the conclusion that about 15,606 casks should have been used, 
and the Inspector’s returns show 15,512 as having been used, and whilst, with the 
addition deduced from a comparison, the former number may fairly be increased to 
about 16,350 (by adding the 750), and the latter may be assumed to represent about 
16,300 (when the 5 per cent, is added for omissions), Mr. Christie can only discover 
that an aggregate of 13,431 casks was actually supplied to these three contracts, 
leaving a deficiency of about 2,900 casks. Mr. Carter having sworn that all 
purchases of cement were paid for by cheques, which would appear in the Bank 
pass-books supplied to the Commissioners by the firm, Mr. Christie was enabled 
to trace all these transactions; and, by examining also the books of the firms from 
whom the cement was bought, to discover the destinations of the several lots. As 
far as the deliveries to the contracts themselves go, there seems no reason to doubt 
the substantial accuracy of the conclusions arrived at by Mr. Christie. Assuming 
the deliveries proved to particular localities to indicate the quantities used on the 
contracts there situate, and taking the numbers based upon Mr. Davis’s estimate, 
with the addition applicable to Contract 79, the comparison stands thus :—

No. of casks proper to be No. brought into 
used on Contract. Contract.

Contract 79 and 79a... 7,969 6,702
Contract 69 .................. 8,387 6,729

16,356 13,431

But, in reply to this primd facie of shortage, there was produced abundant 
evidence of the fact that it has been a constant practice to cart cement from one 
contract to another, so as to cause great difficulty in tracing the final destination of 
any particular parcel. The practice is for contractors to have sheds on the work, as 
well as sheds off it and near to it. It is a rule, perhaps not always enforced, that 
cement which has failed to pass the test shall be removed off the site of the works; 
it may then be stored in one of the contractors’ sheds not situate on the ground, but 
close by. Cement is bought subject to Government test, and is returned, the 
merchant paying cartage both ways, if it fails to pass. But it does not follow that 
because it has failed once it may not pass later. If it is, as it may be, the 
presence of an excess of unslaked lime in the cement that has disqualified 
it, then the lapse of a few months may cure that defect, and a second trial 
may be successful. Cement may therefore have been held by a contractor in 
his shed off the works pending a further test, while he is using another parcel 
that has passed; if the former lot finally passes it may have to be transferred 
to another contract. Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co., it was sworn by 
several members of the firm, were in the habit of buying extensive stocks of cement to 
arrive, and, for the convenience of the merchants, storing, in sheds in which there 
happened to be room, large lots for which the contractors had no immediate use. Mr. 
Carter’s evidence on page 235 touches on this subject. In October, 1891, when Con
tract 72 was stopped, it was sworn by Mr. Carter—page 243—that he had a large 
quantity of cement in stock, stored upon or near the site of that contract. In the 
claim made for compensation for stoppage of the works there appear two items—1,300 
and 2,000 casks of cement: the first item evidently refers to passed cement on the 
ground, the whole price of which is claimed (no doubt one of the items that Mr. 
Hickson, in his allusion to the claim in Iris minute of February 23, 1892, said could 
not, in such form, be entertained. Mr. Carter however, contended that, as the 
department had accepted it, and so it became the property of the Crown by the 
terms of the contract, the contractors had a right on the stoppage to ask the depart
ment to keep it and pay for it); and the second to untested cement in a shed or 
sheds off the site, the two together making up an amount estimated to be sufficient to 
complete the part of the work withdrawn : in fact, Messrs. McCredie and Thompson—■
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page 263—calculated the quantity of cement required for this construction at about 
3,430 casks : for the reasons already gone into, their estimate may he taken as exces
sive: Mr. B. C. Simpson, in working out Carter & Co.’s claim, would not he inclined 
to under-estimate the quantity; therefore it may he taken that his claim for loss of 
use of l,300-|-2,000 (3,300) casks must certainly he intended to represent—and, unless 
an attempt was being made to defraud the department, does fairly hut fully repre
sent—cement on the ground or in the neighbourhood ready for use on, and estimated 
to he sufficient for, the countermanded work, exclusive of what would he required 
for finishing the work in hand up to Mitchell Hoad, for which, of course, no claim 
would he made; and about the time the upper part of the contract was withdrawn 
an application was made on behalf of the contractors to have 2,000 casks of cement 
tested, hut was refused by the department for fear the testing might in some 
way (as Mr. Carter contends) prejudice the rights of the Crown in relation to the 
withdrawal. This action of the contractors hears out the same view of the then 
existing state of affairs. As soon as the contractors were allowed to go on with the 
upper end of Contract 72 there would be no longer any objection to their having 
cement tested as for that contract, even in excess of its requirements. A comparison 
of .cement tests and inspectors’ returns for Contract 72, on pages 194 and 195 of the 
Appendix, shows that there was a final excess of cement tested over cement used 
on that work of 2,466 casks, of which 1,222 remained over after the first part of 
the work was completed. This is a remarkable corroboration of the facts relied 
upon by the contractors, in two directions. Mr. Carter’s evidence on page 602 is 
very positive on the question of the final excess of cement on Contract 72, and as to 
the fact that large quantities were carted away to the North Shore. Mr. Snodgrass’s 
evidence on pages 689 and 690 is to the same effect—that there was a very great 
excess of cement on Contract 72, and that a large number of casks were carted to 
North Shore, there being in hand not only the quantity required to complete the 
second part of the work, hut a good deal more. The contractors had expected, as 
Mr. Carter said, that there would he a further branch, for which they hoped to 
tender successfully, of this Shea’s Creek storm-water sewer, which, in fact, was not 
gone on with. ’

In the course of the inquiry a witness named Burcombe was called by Mr. 
Parkes—page 448. He gave evidence to the effect that he had carted cement from 
Shea’s Creek to the North Shore. If his evidence is correct he must have carted 
some 1,200 to 1,300 casks ; and he deposed that Booth and Molloy carted some in 
addition to this. When he said his teams drew three loads a day, it seemed, con
sidering the distance—a good 6 miles—as if he must he mistaken : 36 miles a day, 
at 3| miles an hour even, would take over ten hours on the road, exclusive of 
delays in feeding, loading, and crossing on the steam ferry; hut Mr. Carter after
wards deposed to the extraordinarily long hours- that these draymen and horses 
worked—page 684, Question 20654—suggesting, however, that it was more probable 
that the trips would average two and a half, as he explains on page 683, Question 
20653. This would bring down the number of casks by one-sixth—say to about 
1,100. However, Burcomhe’s recollection of details was so uncertain that his account 
can only he taken to mean this, that he carted a large number of casks—probably over 
1,000; and that other carters were also doing the same ; as to the exact time at which 
he did it, he cannot recollect. There does not appear to be any ground for disbelieving 
Burcombe: his statement was made in answer to a question put by Mr. Parkes 
nearly at the beginning of his examination: he was in no way led up to his answer. 
As work on Contract 79 could not have begun till it was fairly certain that Contract 
72 would he gone on with—that the withdrawal would only amount to a suspension 
—the carting of cement from Shea’s Creek to the North Shore would he the result, 
really, not of the fact that there was just about sufficient cement on 72 to finish the 
whole contract to Munni-street, hut that there was also a considerable excess, that 
had been stored there before Carter & Co. were certain of getting Contract 79—that 
is, before the end of Pebruary, 1892. Cement that had been bought for future 
delivery would from that time, of course, be delivered at the North Shore, to save 
cost of unnecessary cartage, even if the contractors had large sheds ready near the 
Shea’s Creek works. The evidence of Inspector Powle—page 539—shows that no 
cementing work was done on Contract 79 before June, 1893. Cement, if carted 
from Shea’s Creek, may have arrived on or near the site of Contract 79 at any time 
either before or after this date. If untested it would have to pass after being brought
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there, before it could be used. Unless it bad been already tested in bond—which 
was proved to be a common practice, the cement being thenceforth kept under the 
control of an officer of the department, and branded only when it went out of the 
store for delivery—cement delivered by the merchants would stand in exactly the 
same position as untested cement carted from Shea’s Creek; it would have to be 
tested after arrival.

When Inspector Fowle came on to Contract 79, he found, as he has proved 
—page 540, Q. 16376—853 casks in a shed in Alfred-street. There are some 
fairly strong grounds for presuming that this cement did not come from Shea’s 
Creek, that it was in fact some of the cement included in the sales which go to 
make up the number traced by Mr. Christie to Contract 79. It is not, however, 
clear that there was not at the same time cement in other sheds of the contractors at 
the North Shore which may have come from Shea’s Creek. But, at whatever time 
cement arrived, it might be expected to appear in the Contract Journal: one is 
kept on every contract: and its omission would seem to be evidence of its non
existence. This would certainly be so if the journal could be taken as a full 
and exhaustive account of all the cement that arrived. But there is evidence in 
the journal itself that this is not so. One of the very earliest entries in the journal 
•—that of May 15—in which any mention is made of cement, alludes to some cement 
that had been advanced on, and yet of which no former notice whatever appears. 
Going carefully through the journal, your Commissioner could not find in that 
record anything to show the receipt (after deducting some cement sent away) of more 
than 4,082 casks, with the addition of a vaguely-mentioned lot, of which the number 
was not given, said to have arrived from Contract 69, presumably a small number. This 
would show a deficiency, when compared with the inspectors’ returns for Contract 79 
(5,1481) of over 1,000 casks, leaving, if the calculation as to apparent shortage on the 
aggregate of the two contracts is correct, only about 250 as the apparent deficiency on 
79a. This looks improbable, and an examination of the entries in the book also discloses 
this fact:—that, with the exception of some small lots received towards the close of 
the contract, when particular attention was called to the want of cement, the work 
being stopped in consequence, apparently as the result of a miscalculation of the 
amount necessary to finish it, all the entries deal with cement in special relation to 
testing. The natural conclusion to draw is that it is impossible to gather from the 
journal, that begins by omitting mention of the cement actually advanced on, the 
number of casks of tested cement that may have arrived on the ground from time to 
time, as to the passing of which there could never be any question, and when there 
was no suggestion of delay arising from the want of it, and that the mere non

' mention of the arrival or whereabouts of a lot of tested cement is no disproof of its 
existence.

Apparently, Contract 79 would not require, to make up the difference between 
the amount of cement that ought to have been used and the amount traced to it by Mr. 
Christie, the whole of the excess on Contract 72, shown by comparing the returns, 
amounting to 2,466 casks (possibly to be reduced somewhat by omissions in inspectors’ 
re turns for Contract 7 2). These tests do not limit the number, of course, as cement tested 
in bond may also have come on to the work. In fact, Mr. Christie has proved that about 
13,400 casks were supplied to the three Contracts 79, 79a, and 69; yet he can only 
find that 11,740 were submitted for testing for use on these contracts. Of the excess 
on 72 some—208 casks—went to Waverley. It was suggested that 600 were sold 
to Danahar, Taylor, and Burton; this Mr. Carter positively denied, asserting that they 
came from the Glebe contract—pages 682, 684-5. But 800 casks sold to Flood and 
Rutherford may have come from this stock—-Mr. Christie’s evidence, page 676; and 
207 casks appear to have been transferred from Contract 72 to Iron Cove Creek and 
the Glebe, making a total deduction of 1,007 : this would still leave an apparent 
excess on Contract 72 of 1,459 casks. Contract 79 was the work to which these 
would naturally pass; and, if they constituted the whole excess on Contract 72, then 
it is apparent that from that source there might be made up more than the apparent 
deficiency on Contracts 79 and 79a.

As to Contract 69, in this relation, the tender was accepted in December, 
1893. This would he about fifteen months after the completion of Contract 72. It 
would hardly be likely that any further balance of cement from Contract 72 would 
then remain over for the use of Contract 69, though it is just possible : no evidence 
has been given to explain the apparent deficiency of 1,659 casks on this contract.
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Bad gauging might account for it if this were indulged in; as very little, if any, 
concrete packing in sewers was used on this contract, that opportunity for scamping 
was hardly present: the improper filling of sumps, if it took place, would not 
account for much. Then there is the fact that the inspectors’ returns are only five 
per cent, short of the proper number of casks calculated by Mr. Davis; and the wit
nesses who spoke to had work on this contract all—or nearly all—spoke well of the 
inspectors, saying that whatever scamping took place was done behind their hacks.

Taken all together, the evidence of sales and deliveries certainly tends to raise 
a suspicion that a substantial shortage of cement took place on this contract. At 
the same time, the whole proof rests so much upon hypotheses, and is so full of 
uncertainties, that it would be very dangerous to draw from it anything like a 
definite conclusion. If it were really proved that there was shortage of such a 
substantial amount of cement as would he represented by about one-fifth—as 
suggested by the evidence on Contract 69—there would then be a strong suspicion, 
amounting almost to certainty, that this took place with the knowledge of the 
management, though it would still be quite possible that the partners not immediately 
concerned in looking after the work itself were unaware of the course of fraud that 
was going on. But, in any view of this matter, there appears no ground for 
suspecting the officers—much less the heads—of the department of any guilty 
knowledge or connivance.

Your Commissioner, therefore,is of opinion—-1st, that this charge is unproved; 
and 2nd, that the finding on charge 7, under the head of Contract 69, is not affected 
by the evidence that has been produced touching the general deficiency of cement.

CONTRACT 118 (JOHNSTONE’S BAY). ’
1. With allowing defective materials to he used by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by the

Grown.
I will now refer to Contract 118. That is the contract in reference to which I complain, that unemployed labour 

was taken to do the work which they had to do under their contract. O’Neill & Co. were carrying out Contract No. 83, 
and they informed me that the whole of the sandstone which they brought for this work was condemned. That stone was 
returned to Mr. Ryan’s quarry at Pyrmont. Then Messrs. Carter and Gummow were allowed by the Engineer-in-Chief to 
use that condemned stone at half price on Contract No. 118. You cannot get away from this statement, because O’Neill 
saw Ryan, the contractor, and Ryan says emphatically that he sold to Carter and Gummow, with the approval of the Govern
ment officials, the whole of that stone, to an enormous extent, which was condemned in O’Neill’s Contract, No. 83. O’Neill 
in all probability is not a man of great means. He is not perhaps so much in favour with the department as are Messrs. 
Carter and Gummow. It is a serious thing if stone which is defective on one job is permitted to be used on another job. It 
was taken over to Contract No. 118, crushed in Mr. John Young’s mill, and put into the contract holus-bolus as it came 
out of the crusher. .

Mr. Ashton : Was it the same class of work ?
Mr. PARKES : If anything it was a superior class of work.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

2. With allowing the contractors to have the benefit of labour performed by the unemployed, paid by
the Grown, to drain the works of the contractors, which drainage the contractors have to take the
responsibility of under their, agreement with the Grown. -

Now, let me take another instance. These gentlemen have a contract at Johnstone’s Bay for what they call storm
water channeling. This stormwater channeling is taken through a lot of mud flats. For four or five weeks the Govern
ment employed about forty or fifty of the unemployed to drain the water off this land for the contractors. The Government 
actually employed the unemployed for this purpose. I can bring plenty of evidence on oath that forty or fifty men were 
employed for four or five weeks draining the water off the land where these gentlemen had to carry out their contract. 
The effect of that was to put £280 or £300 into the pockets of the contractors.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895.

. * * * #■# # * # .

3. With omitting the necessary papers ordered to be laid upon the Table of the Souse of Parliament, by
which Sonorable Members were unable to judge of the manner in which the contract was
conducted. ,

In connection with Contract 118, all the plans and sheets of tenders, and all correspondence have been omitted, and 
twenty pages of deceptive padding have been put in.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896. ,

Mr. Parkes, towards the close of the inquiry, assented to your Commissioner’s 
suggestion that he should no longer press the charges made under the head of this 
contract. This action being consistent with the view taken by your Commissioner 
as that towards which all the evidence clearly tends, it appears to he sufficient here 
to point out that there was no evidence given worthy to he considered of the use of 
bad materials on this contract; hut, on the other hand, the contrary was amply 
proved. There was, further, conclusive evidence, the correctness of which a view of 
the ground fully corroborates, that the action taken by Mr. Hickson in having 
the drain in question cut was not only justifiable in relation to the rights of the 
contractors, but was properly taken in the public interest, as well for the purpose of 
properly carrying on the reclamation works in Rozelle Bay as to avoid serious risk 
of an action against the Crown for damages, or a claim for an injunction, at the suit 
of the contractors. .
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CONTRACT 65 (GLEBE).
1. With allowing defective worlc to he done, hy ivliich a large loss of money was sustained by the Grown, 

and with not making any effort to recover such loss from the contractors, Messrs. Garter, Gummow, 
Sf Go. '

The evidence in support of this charge has already been considered in dealing 
with the question of defective work in relation to cement: it is unsatisfactory as 
against the contractors, and futile as against the department.

ALLEGED CONCESSIONS BY THE DEPARTMENT TO CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

That Robert R. P. Hickson, while an officer of the Grown, viz., Rngineer-in-Ghief for Public Works, did 
allow of undue concessions being granted to Messrs. Garter, Gummow, Sf Co., contractors for sewerage 
works in the Colony of New South Wales, his son, George Hickson, being an interested -party in the 
firm of Messrs. Garter, Gummow, Sf Go.

1. Ry permitting Messrs. Garter, Gummow, Sf Go. to obtain the monopoly of the Monier system in Govern
ment works by inducing the Minister to enter into an agreement to adopt their patent in public works, 
and to pay 15 per cent, royalty for use of same by an improper minute, inaccurately stating the cost of a 
special test made in connection with the same.

2. Ry permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, Sf Co. to obtain Oontract No. 79 in an improper manner to the
advantage of the contractor, and to the detriment of the Crown.

3. Ry permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, Sf Go. to obtain Oontract No. 77 in an improper manner to the
advantage of the contractor, and to the disadvantage of the Grown.

4. With allowing faulty supervision of the contracts carried out by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, Sf Co., by
ichich inferior concrete was supplied, making defective work, there not being the specified quantity of 
cement used—more particularly in Oontracts 79, 79a, and 69.

I asked the Secretary for Public Works last week what connection Mr. Hickson had with the firm and with this 
work. I was told that Mr. Hickson was the engineer to these contractors; but I am informed, upon the most reliable 
authority, that of a Mr. Maddison, the contractor, who has left this firm, that Mr. Hickson took the position as a partner 
in the firm, he being a son of the Engineer-in-Chief. Now, it is an unfortunate position that this firm should have been
allowed contracts under such circumstances as these ; their engineer having to communicate with his father, who is in a
position in the Public Works Department in which he could grant all sorts of concessions. This firm are the only con
tractors who during the last twelve months have received these numerous concessions. I have it upon the authority of
Mr. Maddison, who has undertaken to produce a copy of the telegram, that a wire was sent in March, 1894, by one of this 
firm of contractors, Mr. Carter, to another member of the firm, Mr. Gummow, who was then in South Australia, to this 
effect: “ Mr. Hickson must be taken into the firm at any cost.” It was about this time that Mr. Hickson left the depart
ment, as his father said, on the score of retrenchment, and took up his position as an alleged partner in this firm ; or, as I 
have been informed by the Minister, their chief engineer.

Mr. Gakrakd : Has the hon. gentleman the telegram ?
Mr. V. PARKES : The retiring partner assures me that he will produce a copy of the telegram. If it is not forth

coming a copy can be obtained from the Telegraph Department. He is willing to make a statement on oath, however, 
that this thing occurred. Having established this connection between the Engineer-in-Chief’s son and the firm, I intend 
presently to show what concessions were given to these contractors.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895.

The same firm within the last eighteen months received a contract for sewerage works at North Shore. They received 
their contract under a schedule tender, and their sureties as usual were those of their own firm. No query is made as to 
whether they are m a good financial state or as to whether they can provide good disinterested sureties.—Hansard, 26th 
September, 1895. *###**#*#

I could cite other concessions given to these gentlemen, information as to which has been given to me not by one 
contractor, but by twelve or fourteen. Innumerable concessions have been given to them, and it would only be wearying 
the House to particularise them.

Mr. Young : Let us have them all while the hon. member is about it!
Mr. V. PARKES : If an inquiry is made the House will find that there has been an undue amount of favouritism 

towards not only these contractors but many others.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895.
##**##**#

To show the artifice with which questions are answered by the Engineer-in-Chief, on the 19th instant I asked these 
simple questions of the Minister :

“ (7.) What connection has a Mr. Hickson with this firm or with the works ? (8.) Is tills Mr. Hickson a son of the 
present Engineer-in-Chief ?”
This was the reply : ,

“(7.) He is engineer to the contractors. (8.) He is the son of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works; but the 
Balmain contract referred to is being carried out under the supervision of the President of the Water and Sewerage Board 
and Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction, Mr. Barley.”
Now, Mr. Barley has only been appointed to his present position about two months, and during all the time that this 
contract was being carried out it was under the Engineer-in-Chief.

Mr. Young : No !
Mr. V. PARKES : The Engineer-in-Chief was the chief designer of it, and the contract was not carried out under 

Mr. Barley. I made sure of that fact. The answer I have quoted is a subterfuge. The question ought to have been 
answered by a simple “yes” or “no.” The answer contains a misleading statement. The blame of employing these 
gentlemen has been put upon Mr. Barley. The Minister, in his reply, went on to say :

“ In the case of the other contract referred to, namely, tKe sewerage works at North Sydney, which was carried out 
under the supervision of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, I am informed that Mr. Hickson, junior, had no connection 
with that work, being at that time in South Australia.”
But Mr. Hickson has been going backwards and forwards between here and South Australia. That makes no difference as 
to his connection with the firm. He is looking after their work in South Australia, and.looking after their work here ; and 
such an answer as that is, on the face of it, simply a blind, and it shows that there is some reason why there should be a 
full inquiry into the circumstances attending this contract.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895.

###*.#####
As
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As far as I am informed there was a contract of £13,000, another of £10,800, and another of £11,000, all let without 
tender. My information has come from persons behind the contractors whose, name.s I can give, and who will go before any 
committee and give evidence, and show that there is no equity in the dealings between contractors and Public Works 
officers.—Hansard, 26th September, 1895. .

##£*#**>«.* .» *
Some six months ago I moved for a committee, and made a statement to this House from hearsay, not from proof, 

and I took care to explain that to the House. That statement was given to me by ten or twelve contractors, who waited 
upon me and told me that it was useless for them to .send in tenders to the Public Works Department on account of the 
favouritism shown to a particular firm.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896. '

a, *.

It will be recollected that in my speech six months ago I pointed out that this firm had received three contracts 
without tender. The only mistake I made was that I stated the sums wrongly and too largely. The Engineer-in-Chief 
says :

“The firm has received one contract only without public tender.”
The very documents in his own handwriting show that they received three contracts, one for £1,200, another for 
£2,000, and another for £12,000, without tender.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

* * * * * • * « S'. * 8 #
The Engineer-in-Chief admits that his son is and has been the engineer of this firm since 1893. I want hon. members 

to bear that in mind. I am told by a man connected with these contracts, who has worked upon them, that the duties of 
Mr. Hickson, junior, are simply those of a sinecure. He has nothing to do but to walk about and take photographs. Now 
and again he uses a theodolite on the works to no purpose, and the inference from the Engineer-in-Chief’s own statement is 
that his son is not in Sydney at all, that as a matter of fact, when he wrote this minute, he was not in Sydney, but in 
Adelaide. However, he was actually in this country, and I can prove by statutory declaration that he came over twelve 
months before with Mr. Gillan, one of the contractors.—Hansard, 12th May, 1896.

This charge, if it is to he read as having any tangible meaning, must he taken 
as an assertion, first, that George Hickson was at some time an interested party in 
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.; and, second, that while he was in such a 
position the acts alleged to have been done by Itobert ft. P. Hickson took place, 
the motive, or at least a motive, for the doing of such acts .being George Hickson’s 
connection with the firm.

Each.of the modes in which the alleged undue concessions are said to have 
been allowed to he granted has been, in substance, dealt with under the head of the 
contract to which it refers. As to the second—that which alludes to Contract 79— 
it also stands negatived hy the fact that Mr. George Hickson did not leave the 
Government Service till May, 1893; while Carter & Co. obtained Contract 79 in 
Pebruary, i892. . _

Mr. George Hickson’s evidence, on page 98, and Mr. P. ft. P. Hickson’s, on 
page 562, Q. 17061, fully explain the circumstances under which the former left 
the department, and was taken into, and finally discharged from, the employment 
of Carter, Gummow, & Co. Mr. Carter’s evidence, on page 104, Q. 3877, and Mr. 
Gummow’s, on page 112, are directed to the same matter. It would he waste of 
time to go into a critical examination of the hearing upon tins question of that most 
unsatisfactory of all kinds of evidence—a narration of conversations that took place 
years ago, in which some mention is said to have been made of a telegram, the very 
existence of which is more than doubtful. If it ever was sent, it cannot now he 
traced, as the original would have been burnt. It is quite possible that a real 
telegram, sent to Mr. Gummow to inform him of Mr. George Hickson’s expected 
arrival, may have been the foundation upon which mistaken recollection, and 
imagination fostered by jealousy, built up the story thati was carried to the ears 
of Mr. Parkes. The evidence proves that Mr. George Hickson did go into the 
service of the firm, and that the contractors had at the time work for him to
do. It is quite possible that Mr. Carter’s good nature may have led him to
stretch a point in favour of a young man whom he would naturally regard as
having been harshly treated. Carter, Gummow, & Co. being one of the few
successful contracting firms, carried on by men whose education, training, and 
experience, explained their success, and were a guarantee of their stability, it 
was natural that Mr. George Hickson should try to get into their service: as 
long as they could do so, they employed him in another colony : the. mere fact of 
his employment by a firm of contractors over some of whose works Mr. It. It. P. 
Hickson would have to exercise control, should not be charged against, either 
father or son as an improper, act, or as raising a presumption of unfair dealing, 
especially in view of the difficulty Mr. George .Hickson would expect to find in 
procuring immediate employment anywhere, and the known fact that any large con
tractors in one colony may be said to be contractors in Australasia. It is clear also 
that Mr. George Hickson did throw out hints that he would like to become a member 
of the firm, which hints were discountenanced: probably he thought that, if the 
business could be worked with seven partners, it would get on equally well with 
eight; and he might, in a more modest way, be allowed to follow Mr. Gummow’s 
example—supplying brains in lieu of capital: Mr. Gumniow considered that seven

partners
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partners were too many already, and quietly “sat upon” Mr. George Hickson’s 
overtures. He was not admitted: on the contrary, when the firm found they had no 
longer any need of him, he was discharged; he was certainly generously treated in 
his dismissal, but this generosity to employees appears to run through all the dealings 
of the firm.

The stories about his being a useless young man, kept by the firm in their 
employment for ornament or to please his father, amusing himself by wandering 
about taking photographs, appear to be groundless, except for the substratum of 
truth that he did use a camera on the works at Annandale when not actually 
working, instead of wasting his time.

Your Commissioner can see no evidence that Mr. Hickson allowed his mind 
to be influenced in favour of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., by the fact of his 
son’s connection with that firm. It is important to observe the sequence of events 
and their dates when dealing with this aspect of the question, hirst there were the 
two variable partnerships, Carter & Co. and Gummow & Gillan, competing with 
one another in obtaining contracts for sewer construction. In June, 1891, they 
were so far in unison as to join in the letter of protest against Bond and Hudson’s 
being permitted to tender successfully for Contract 79. But it was not till August, 
1892, that the firms coalesced, for the purpose of carrying on the South Australian 
contract. This was a heavy work, and no doubt their experience of each other gave 
them mutual confidence and suggested the expediency of joining their forces. There 
is no reason to suppose that they were in fact united in business before this: with all 
their trust in one another it could hardly be imagined possible that two such large firms 
would be in fact amalgamated before the date of their deed of partnership. Carter 
& Co. carried on Contracts 79-79A in their own name; but from the date of the 
amalgamation the new firm practically took up these works. After August, 1892, 
all contracts accepted in the names of any members of the partnership were shared 
in by all the continuing partners; these contracts Were—69, date of signing, 
January 22, 1894; 79, June 20, 1894; 77, May 16, 1895; 118, June 15, 1895; 
108 (North Shore Outfall Works), May 19, 1896. Mr. George Hickson entered the 
service of Carter, Gummow, & Co. in May, 1893, and left it at the end of April, 
1896. Therefore the fact of his connection with the firm cannot have operated on 
Mr. Hickson’s mind before May, 1893. Yet a number of the circumstances that 
have been relied upon as evidence of favouritism took place before this date. 
These comprise the whole history of Contract 72, and the letting of Contract 79, 
followed by the most important part of the history of that contract, including what 
is called in charge 2, under the head of that contract, manipulation of items, and 
the beginning of the return of retention money. On the other hand, there followed 
the employment by the firm of Mr. George Hickson the discharge of Inspector Beid, 
the letting without tender of Contract 79a—conclusively proved to have been the act 
of the Minister, contrary to Mr. Hickson’s advice—the history of Contract 69, in 
which the only evidence of a concession worth notice is that concerning the blue- 
stone pitchers; the history of Contract 77 (the Monier question); and the account 
of Contract 118, admitted to disclose nothing like improper conduct. Against the 
history of Contract 69 is to be set off Mr. Hickson’s act of establishing, before he 
can have anticipated his son’s discharge from the service of the firm, the new system 
of tendering, which appeared to be intended as, and certainly was, an especially 
severe blow directed at the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.

If an examination of a series of events discloses an apparent continuing 
inclination in the mind of a man, and if a motive for that tendency is suggested, 
then it is important to discover when the motive began to operate : if the inclination 
appeared before the happening of the event that accounts for the motive, the 
fair conclusion is that the suggestion is unfounded. And if no motive at all can be 
discovered, then it is equally fair to infer from its non-existence that the inclination 
is only apparent, not real. Another very important consideration is this—if, on the 
basis of a foregone conclusion, or at least a strong suspicion, search is made through 
a history extending over several years for evidence to confirm the idea, and every 
fact is selected which may bear it out, those which tend to its disproof being 
passed by, it will, though utterly unfounded in reality, appear to have strong 
evidence to support it. This is how, as your Commissioner gathers from the 
history which led up to this inquiry, the contractors whose action brought it about 
came to hold the views which urged them on and justified them in their own

opinion;
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opinion ; and it is upon this principle that the evidence in support of the charges 
made has been collated. Upon other matters lying still further hack it is un

. necessary to touch. Finally, in your Commissioner’s opinion, none of the charges 
brought against Mr. Hickson have been proved hy the evidence that has been 
produced. Your Commissioner has failed to discover in that evidence any grounds 
for further inquiry; and, in your Commissioner’s opinion, Mr. Hickson and the 
other responsible officers of the Works Department stand exonerated from all 
suspicion of improper conduct in relation to the matter into which your Com
missioner has been instructed to inquire. _

In coming to this conclusion your Commissioner has not forgotten to give 
due weight to the consideration that, though several distinct pieces of evidence may, 
each hy itself, he insufficient to prove the truth of a certain contention, still the 
whole of them taken together may satisfactorily hear it out.

Throughout this Report, as through the whole course of the inquiry, the 
question whether any one of the gentlemen who, during the time covered hy the 
evidence, have held the office of Minister for Works has been implicated in any 
improper conduct in connection with the contracts of the firms or persons named in 
the Commission, has been ignored, for the reason that neither did Mr. Parkes at any 
time in the course of the inquiry raise such a contention, nor was any evidence 
whatever given hy any witness that would suggest it. As disclosed by the testimony 
produced, the actions of each of the several Secretaries for Works who have from 
time to time presided over the department have shown a careful and conscientious 
regard for the public .interest,- unaffected hy favour for any firm of person. _

Before closing this Report your Commissioner wishes to hear testimony to 
the energetic, conscientious, and thorough manner in which Mr. Friend, Secretary 
and Shorthand-writer to the Commission, has carried out his manifold duties, giving 
most valuable assistance in the performance of the very laborious and difficult 
work imposed upon your Commissioner, who feels that it is impossible, in the time 
at his disposal, to embody in this Report anything approaching to such a _ complete 
analysis of the enormous mass of evidence taken as would fully do justice to the 
subject or would he adequate to the honor conferred upon your Commissioner hy 
the entrusting to him of so responsible a duty.

I have the honour to he,
Your Excellency’s obedient Servant, * 

(Signed) C. E. R. MURRAY.

B. Harry Friend,
Secretary,

Saturday, 21st November, 1896.
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PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION.

MINUTES OE PROCEEDINGS.

FRIDAY, 22 MAY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Boom, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 2 p.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P., Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under Secretary for Public Works, and Mr. 

Carter, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, and Co., attended.
His Honor inquired whether any of the persons affected by the inquiry wished to be represented 

by counsel or solicitor.
Mr. Parkes said that he intended to conduct his case personally.
Mr. Hickson said that Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, would be present during the inquiry solely for 

the purpose of tendering him advice. ...
Mr. Carter intimated that Mr. W. Andrews, solicitor, would be present during the inquiry in a 

similar capacity in regard to the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
His Honor asked Mr. Parkes whether he was in a position to furnish a written statement of the 

charges he preferred, tabulated under the headings of the various contracts which formed the subject of 
inquiry.

Mr. Parkes undertook to furnish to His Honor and to Mr. Hickson on the following day a state
ment in accordance with His Honor’s suggestion.

His Honor announced that he intended, for the time being, to sit on Mondays, Wednesdays, and 
Pridays, from 10 a.m. to 1 p.m.

Mr. Hickson said that the whole of the plans and papers respecting the contracts of Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. with the Department of Public Works in the possession of the department 
would be handed over to His Honor on the following morning, and that the papers included in the return 
ordered to be printed by the Legislative Assembly on the 22nd October, 1895, were still in the custody 
of the Chief Clerk of the Assembly. „

His Honor said the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly would be requested to obtain Mr. Speaker’s 
authority to hand over the papers for use during the inquiry.

Mr. Parkes applied that he might have access to the plans and papers between the hours of 10 a.m. 
and 5 p.m. on the 23rd, 24th, and 25th instant. -

Mr. Hickson also applied for permission to inspect the plans and papers on the 26th instant.
His Honor said the plans and papers would be available for inspection at any time during the 

inquiry.
His Honor at 3 p.m. adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 27th May.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
. Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 27 MAY, 1896.
His Honor, the Commissioner, sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10'30 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of 
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

The Secretary read His Honor’s Commission.
Mr. Parkes handed in a list of charges, in compliance with the suggestion preferred by His Honor 

the Commissioner at the preceding sitting of the Commission as follows :—
CiiAEGES made in the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales as to improper conduct in connection 

with contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and referred by the said Legislative Assembly to a Royal 
Commission for Inquiry and Report.

Contract 69. 1
1. With manipulating the schedule of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., the contractors for Sewerage

Contract 69, so as to give the contractors an advantage over the Crown in their contract under
taking to build a sewer in Marrickville by paying them on the extravagant items of charge, and 
conceding those items upon which they had a losing price, and in defiance of the terms of Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown.

2. With allowing the contract to be taken up by Carter, Gummow, & Co., with an insufficient bond,
and with ultimately breaking that bond by remitting the retention money and writing a minute 
by which the Minister was deceived and induced to consent.

3. With paying to the contractors large sums of money which they (the departmental officers) were
not compelled to pay under Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown.

4. With lending to the contractors £1,000 of State moneys improperly, and in violation of the terms
of the contract, and without security.

5. With incompetency in administering the contract and carrying out the works generally.
6. With failing to comply with the orders of Parliament and placing documents upon the Table of

the House in a manner calculated to deceive Honorable Members of the Assembly.
7. With allowing defective work to be put in the works, by which a loss is sustained by the Crown.
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Contract 72.
1. "With paying away large sums of money to the contractors, Carter, Gummow, & Co., which they

(the departmental officers) were not obliged to do under the contract conditions; and with 
settling a claim, without a proper test as to the liability of the Crown, for a sum of £4,050 9s. 6d.. 
by granting the contractors a preference over other contractors, and by not re-tendering foi 
the contract, when in the interest of the Crown it was the clear duty of the departmental 
officers to do so. _

2. With granting the contractors concessions in payments upon the contract, by which the Crown
was a loser. .

3. With withholding from the papers laid upon the Table of the House such documents as would
allow Honorable Members of Parliament to understand the nature of the contract and the 
manner in which it was carried out.

Contract 77.
1. With allowing the contractors, after tenders had been received, to substitute for the Government

plans and specifications a cheap patent aqueduct, styled the Monier system, of inferior material, 
without competition of any sort, by which a loss was sustained by the Crown. .

2. With deliberately deceiving the Minister as to the true cost of the Monier patent, by minutes
written by Robert Hickson, the then Engineer-in-Chief of the Department.

3. With deliberately deceiving the Minister, by which he (the Minister) accepted of certain security,
which was of an improper and useless nature, for the stability of the patent for a term of three 
years, the deception being contained in minutes written knowingly by Robert Hickson, the then 
Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works.

4. With withholding the proper information concerning the above transaction from Parliament by
not laying plans and other papers upon the Table of the House when ordered so to do by 
Parliament.

Contract 79.
1. With improperly granting to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., without re-tendering, Contract 79,

by which a loss was sustained by the Crown.
2. With illegally returning the cash deposit lodged by Bond and Hudson for the good faith of their

(Messrs. Bond and Hudson) acceptance of their tender. ' _
3. With manipulating the items in the schedule of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., so as to increase

the profits of the contractors to the loss of the Crown. .
4. With allowing defective work to be done, by which a loss is sustained by the Crown. _
5. With returning the cash security and the retention fund to the contractors, in violation of the

contract agreement, to the advantage of the contractors, and hazarding the interests of the 
Crown.

6. With the discharging of Inspector Reid from the above contract for simply doing his duty in the
interests of the Crown in insisting upon good material. _

7. With improperly paying an amount of £350 6s. 8d. to the contractors for removing material, which
work they never performed.

8. With allowing the contractors illegally to dispose, in anticipation of payment of £9,000 of funded
stock.

9. With placing improperly to the account for payments on Contract 79 various items of payments
for work done at Bondi.

10. With lending illegally, and upon no security, the sum of £1,360, upon materials not in the 
possession of the Crown.

Contract 79a.
1. With inducing the Minister, on the plea of urgency, to let the above Contract 79a to Carter,

Gummow, & Co. without tender, by which a loss was sustained by the Crown.
2. With lending the sum of £485 of the moneys of the Crown to the contractors, illegally and upon

insufficient movable security, and in violation of the Contract between the contractor and the 
Crown. _

3. With failing to place upon the Table of the House the papers ordered by Parliament, by which
Honorable Members might be deceived as to the nature of the transactions.

4. With permitting defective work to be executed by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by
the Crown.

Contract 118.
1. With allowing defective materials to be used by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by

the Crown.
2. With allowing the contractors to have the benefit of labour performed by the unemployed paid by

the Crown to drain the works of the contractors, which drainage the contractors have to take 
the responsibility of under their agreement with the Crown.

3. With omitting the necessary papers ordered to be laid upon the Table of the House by Parliament,
by which Honorable Members were unable to judge of the manner in which the Contract was 
conducted.

Potts Hill Pcservoir Contract.
With allowing defective work to be done by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., by which a large 

sum of money was lost by the Crown, no effort at all being made to recover the same from the 
contractors.

Alexandria Sewer Contract.
With allowing defective work to be done by which a large loss of money was sustained by the 

Crown, and with jjpt making any effort recover such loss from the contractors, Messrs. Carter, 
■ Gummow, & Co. '

Glebe
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. Glebe Contract. •
With allowing defective work to be done by which a large loss of money was sustained by the 

Crown, and with not making any effort to recover such loss from the contractors, Messrs. Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co.

Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works : Carter, Gummow, Sf Co.
That Robert Hickson, while being an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 

did act collusively with his son, G-eorge Hickson, a partner of the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, 
& Co., by which the said George Hickson obtained wrongfully money belonging to the Crown. •

His Honor intimated that he had determined to exclude the representatives of the Press during the 
progress of the inquiry, and requested those present to consider the proceedings of a confidential nature.

His Honor inquired whether either of the parties desired, in connection with any inspection of 
works which might be considered desirable, to be accompanied by an independent expert with a view to 
the giving subsequently of expert evidence.

. Mr. Hickson thereupon nominated Professor Warren.
Mr. Parkes nominated Mr. George McCredie. .
Mr. Parkes said that he’ intended to call witnesses to prove that very defective work had been 

done in connection with Contracts 79, 79a, and 69, and that obstacles were thrown in the way of the 
discharge of the duties of the inspectors employed by the Department. He would also endeavour to prove 
that the inspectors had not received that fair consideration at the hands of their superior officers to which 
they were entitled in the public interest.

George Dawson, George Benson, and Itobert George Reid were sworn and examined.
His Honor at fi'SO p.m. adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Friday, 29th May.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

TEURSDAY, 28 MAY, 1896.
His Honor proceeded to the situation of alleged defective work upon Contract 79a,.where an 

inspection was made by Professor Warren and Mr. George M‘Credie.
C. E. R. MURRAY,.;

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 29 MAI, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising); Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising); Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson, John Henry Harris, George Wagg, and William Henry were 
sworn and examined.

George Dawson was recalled and further examined.
Mr. Parkes handed in the following charge:—

. Contract No. 77.
AYith allowing defective work to be done on Contract No. 77, by which money was lost to the 

Crown ; and further, that no effort was made to recover the money, so lost, from the contractors, 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

His Honor, at 2'35 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 1st June.
C. E. R. MURRAY;,

• Commissioner.

MONDAY, 1 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended. ’

Cecil West Darley, George M‘Credie, Ernest Augustus Smith, Joseph Davis, and Christian 
Hansen were sworn and examined.

His Honor, at 12'30 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 3rd June.
C. E. R. MURRAY,

Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 3 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising); Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended. .

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

The Secretary read a letter from Mr. A. C. Budge, Clerk of the Executive Council, informing His 
Honor that His Excellency the Governor, with the advice of the Executive Council, had approved of the 
inquiry being open to the press and the public, and requesting that His Honor would give the necessary 
instructions to that effect. His
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His Honor said he had regarded his Commission as in the nature of a confidential communication. 
He had not considered that he had any right to make public the evidence taken in the course of his inquiry. 
He had acted upon that principle on the previous occasion—the Fehon inquiry—on which he had held His 
Excellency’s Commission, and no exception had been taken to its application. His Excellency having now 
requested him to admit the press and the public to the inquiry, he took that request to be practically part of 
his Commission. It at once removed all presumption of privilege and did away with the possibility of the 
question being raised that he was doing wrong in not treating his inquiry as of a confidential nature. 
Upon the mere ground of expediency, he had had some doubt as to whether it would be better to admit 
or exclude the press ; but on the whole he concluded that it was better that the press should be excluded, 
and for that reason he had not asked for permission to allow the inquiry to be made public, which course 
he would have taken had he thought it desirable. Of course, he had known that the result of the inquiry, 
together with the evidence, would probably be made public in the end; but while the inquiry was 
proceeding he thought it was on the whole better that the evidence should not be made public. In the 
face of the fact, however, that a strong opinion the other way was held by persons quite as competent to 
form an opinion as he was; taking also into consideration one reason, which did not strike him at first, he 
would not now, of course, attempt to suggest that this direction from His Excellency was one which 
was not well founded upon expediency and public policy. He considered that it was no reflection 
upon his action that he was now directed to act in a way different from that in which he had hitherto acted ; 
and he was only too glad to comply with the request, which he took to be practically a command from His 
Excellency. Therefore, the press had the right to be present. The public in theory had also the right to be 
present. As far as the public were concerned, the room was not sufficiently large to permit of their being 
present in great numbers, and he would request them not to come in such a way as to hamper the business 
incidental to the inquiry. The press were welcome to report the whole of the proceedings. _

George Dawson, Itobert George Eeid, Christian Hansen, and Itobert Itowan Purdon Hickson were 
recalled and further examined.

George Andrew was sworn and examined. .
Mr. Parkes requested that His Honor would cause a communication to be addressed to Mr. George 

Hickson, son of Mr. E. E. P. Hickson, Under Secretary for Public Works, who was at present, he under
stood, in Perth, in the service of the Government of West Australia, intimating that his attendance was 
necessary. . .

His Honor said that all he could do in the matter would be to communicate with the Premier of 
West Australia, requesting that Mr. Hickson might be granted leave of absence, without prejudice to his 
official position, to admit of his attendance. That would be done at a later hour of the day.

His Honor, at 2'35 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Friday, 5th June.
C. E. E. MUEEAT,

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 5 JUNF, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended. .

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended. .

Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson was recalled and further examined.
Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge was sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Monday, 8th June.

• C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 8 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson and Cecil West Darley were recalled and further examined.
Justin M'Sweeney and Henry Deane were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on AYednesday, 10th June.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 10 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of 
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended. _

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Parkes applied that an inspection of the whole of the tunnelling upon Contracts 79 and 79a 
might be made by Mr. George M'Credie. .

Mr. Hickson having nominated Mr. Davis, Principal Engineer, Sewerage Construction, to represent 
the Department at the inspection, it was arranged that it should be made on the following day.

Mr.
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Mr. Parkes applied that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. might be requested to produce the letters 
patent, or assignment of the letters patent, or such evidence as they might possess of their authority to 
hold or deal with the patent of the Monier arch system ; also their account books, covering their 
transactions for the last three years. .

Mr. Gummow explained that the firm had no partnership accounts, and that no books were in 
existence except the bank-books. He could produce a copy of the patent right for the Monier arch.

His Honor directed the production of the bank-books of the firm for the period named by Mr. 
Parkes ; also a copy of the patent right for the Monier arch.

Mr. Parkes handed in to His Honor the following additional charges in reference to Contracts 60 
and 61 :—

Contract No. 61.
With allowing defective work to be performed, by which a great loss was sustained by the Crown ! 

and with not making any effort to recover from the contractors, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.* 
the moneys so lost.

Contract No. 60.
With allowing defective work to be performed, by which a great loss was sustained by the Crown; 

and with not making any effort to recover from the contractors, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
the moneys so lost.

Prank Moorehouse Gummow, William Darcus, Thomas Wright, Patrick Hartford Kenna, and 
William Henry Warren were sworn and examined. '

His Honor, at I’lS p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Priday, 12th June.
. C. E. R. MURRAY,

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 12 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
(Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction ; Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk ; and 
Mr. Thomas Griffiths, Assistant Engineer, Water and Sewerage Board, also attended.

Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson and George M‘Credie were recalled and further examined.
William Thompson and Thomas Griffiths were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1'15 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Monday, 15th June.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, IS JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
(Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Gummow handed in, by His Honor’s direction, two bank-books, purporting to show the 
banking transactions of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., from 4th August, 1892, until the present 
day.

Mr. Parkes withdrew from the list of charges he had handed in to His Honor the following 
charge:—

“ That Robert Hickson, while being an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 
did act collusively with his son, George Hickson, a partner of the firm of Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., whereby the said George Hickson obtained wrongfully, money belonging to the 
Crown,’’

and substituted therefor the following:—
“That Robert Hickson, while an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 

did allow of undue concessions being granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., contractors, 
for sewerage works in the Colony of New South Wales, his son, George Hickson, being an 
interested party in the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.”

Mr. Smith, on behalf of Mr. Hickson, requested that he might be furnished with a list of the 
concessions referred to in Mr. Parkes’ substituted charge.

Mr. Parkes said he would furnish the list in the course of the inquiry.
George Stanley Brown was sworn and examined.
Thomas Wright and Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 17th June.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
■ Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 17 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising); Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, 
of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co, (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended. Mr.
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Mr. Smith said that Mr. Hickson had received from Mr. Parkes the following communication, 
having reference to the charge which he had substituted for the original charge concerning collusion 
between Mr. Hickson and his son :—“ 121, Pitt-street, Sydney, 15th June, 1896. To Itobert Hickson, 
Esq. Dear Sir,—The concessions referred to in my charge, substituted this morning, are contained in 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 of charges on Contract 69 and 1, 2, on Contract 72, and 1, 2, 3, of Contract 77, 
and 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 10 of Contract 79, and in 1, 2, and 4 of Contract 79a, and in 1 and 2 of 
Contract 118. Tours truly, Vaeney Paekes.” He asked that a copy of this communication might be 
entered upon the minutes.

His Honor directed that this should be done.
■ Mr. Parkes requested that the bank-books of the firm of Carter & Co., as distinguished from the 
firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., might be produced.

His Honor directed Mr. Carter to produce the books referred to.
Mr. Carter, in reply to His Honor, said that he had retained in his possession only a few of the 

butts of the firm’s cheque-books.
Mr. Parkes requested His Honor to obtain from the Auditor-General a memorandum of the pay

ments made by the Treasury to the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Go. for the past ten years ; also the dates 
of payment and the contracts in respect of which the payments were made. .

His Honor said that he would request the Auditor-General to supply the required information.
Peter Ewing, George Maddison, and George Eorster Hickson were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Priday, 19th June.

C. E. K. MUEEAT,
Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 19 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, 
of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Carter handed in five bank pass-books in connection with the account of Carter & Co.
John Carter was sworn and examined.
George M'Credie, William Thompson, and Prank Moorehouse Gummow were recalled and further 

examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 22nd June.

C. E. E. MUEEAT,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 22 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for 

Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended. ’
_ _ His Honor, having ascertained that Mr. Parkes did not desire further to examine Mr. Hickson,
junior, released him from attendance.

Mr. Carter handed in certain books and accounts of the firms of Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, 
& Co., in part compliance with the request of His Honor that the production be made of pay-sheets, butts 
of cheque-books, and all other acknowledgments for payment as disclosed by the firms’ bank-books for the 
past four years, viz.:—One pay-sheet book, two summary pay-books, one petty-cash book, two bundles 
of pay-sheets, two bundles of loose accounts, five butts of small cheques (commencing end of December, 
1895).

John Carter and William Thompson and Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge were recalled and 
further examined.

James Mitchell was sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1T5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 24th June.

C. E. E. MUEEAT,
' Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 24 JUNE, 1896. .
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor (appearing 

for Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Parfitt handed in, in compliance with a request by His Honor, cheques upon the accounts of 
Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co., for the period from 1st January, 1892, to date; also deposit 
slips for the same accounts for the same period.

His Honor, at the request of Mr. Smith, representing Mr. Hickson, directed the production by 
Mr. Parkes of a written statement alleged to have been handed to him by a member of one of the deputa
tions of contractors which waited upon him at Parliament House.

James Mitchell and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined.
George Scott Chiene and William Gilliver were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Eriday, 26th June.

C. E. E. MUEEAT,
Commissioner,

jtsjzut;
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FRIDAY, 26 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Parkes requested that His Honor would direct the production by Mr. Carter of a return 
showing the number of casks of cement purchased for use upon Contracts 79 and 79a and 69, the firms 
from whom the cement was purchased, and the amount paid for the same.

Mr. Carter said that he could not produce the particulars required of him; he could, however, 
hand in a list of the firms from whom the cement was purchased.

_ Mr. Parkes requested, with reference to the witness John Reid, who had been summoned to attend 
that day on His Honor’s suggestion, that he should be first examined by His Honor, by Mr. Hickson or 
his representative, and by Mr. Gummow; and that he himself might be afterwards allowed to cross
examine him. ■

His Honor acceded to the request.
John Carter and James Mitchell were recalled and further examined.
John Reid, George Eorrest, and Harold Erancis Norrie were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 29th June.

. • C. E. B. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 29 JUNE, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended. •

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended. ,

Mr. Gummow asked His Honor for permission to take from the custody of the Commission a book 
containing current pay-shccts, a book containing piecework payments, and also a petty-cash book, for use 
in the firm’s current business transactions. ’ '

His Honor acceded to the request.
_ Prank Moorehouse Gummow, John Carter, and Harold Erancis Norrie were recalled and further 

examined. .
. . John Mann, Henry Armstrong, John Young, Walter Smith, and Norman Selfe were sworn and 

examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m , adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 1st July.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 1 JULY, 1896.
His Honor sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson), Mr. Carter, and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

James Connors and William Owen were sworn and examined.
Norman Selfe, John Carter, George Dawson, Cecil West Darley, and Robert Rowan Purdon 

Hickson were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Priday, 3rd July.

C. E. R. MURRAY)
Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 3 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.

_ Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 
Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

The bank pass-books of the private accounts of Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, and Mr. Porrest were 
handed in by Mr. Carter.

_ His Honor, referring to a request which had been made by Mr. Parkes on the preceding day, that 
certain plans might be printed as appendices to the evidence, said that he had been doubtful whether it 
was fair to the public that the State should be put to the expense of having these plans printed, consider
ing the enormous cost which would be entailed thereby; but now that the Premier and Colonial 
Treasurer had had a conversation with him, and had informed him that he need not study the question of 
expense of that kind, if the addition of the plans to the appendices would make the entire document more 
full and satisfactory, as of course would be the case, he was quite prepared to adopt the suggestion. 
Inasmuch as it appeared that the Government did not wish to save expense in any such way, he considered 
he was justified in ordering the plans to be printed. Under ordinary circumstances he should have been 
only too glad to direct that they be printed, because he would much rather have them printed than not; but 
at the same time he had thought it hardly fair to run the country into an expense of possibly £300 or £400 
in connection with these plans. He was very glad that he had received the communication which had 
been made to him by the Premier and Colonial Treasurer, because it set the question at rest.

Mr. Parkes thought that His Honor was very wise in determining to -have the plans printed, 
because there could be no doubt but that the evidence would be incomplete without them. ' Mr,
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Mr. Parkes applied for an order to view some forty deposit slips in connection with the account of 
Mr. Hickson at the Bank of Australasia, as disclosed by his bank pass-books.

His Honor said that he would give the order applied for. _
Mr. Parkes asked that Mr. J. Bryant, a witness who 'would be examined that day, might be allowed 

to peruse documents in the department having reference to payments on account of the Monier arch culvert 
on the Parramatta Road.

His Honor gave the permission asked for. '
Mr. Smith inquired whether Mr. Parkes intended to call any further evidence with reference to the 

concessions made to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. by the department on account of the connection of 
Mr. Hickson, junior, with the firm. ■ .

Mr. Parkes said that he was doing his best to bring that particular part of his case to a close.
Mr. Smith said that it would be more convenient it' Mr. Hickson could know from day to day the 

nature of the evidence which Mr. Parkes proposed to tender, because his duties in the department were 
of such a nature as to demand his close attention, unless it were absolutely necessary that he should be 
present at the proceedings of the Commission. ' _ _

His Honor thought it would be impossible for this information to be furnished. _
Mr. Smith said he would also like some information, if it could be supplied to him, as to the period 

over which it was probable the inquiry would extend. _ .
Mr. Parkes said that he was certainly not wasting any time in the preparation of his case, and he 

feared that he could not get ready for the three weekly sittings of the Commission more evidence than 
was being then taken. .

Robert Stewart Littlejohn, James Conley, and Thomas William Bryant, were sworn and examined.
George Porrest, George M'Credie, Cecil West Darley, William Thompson, Christian Herman 

Ohlfsen-Bagge, John Carter, and Harold Prancis Norrie, were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Monday, 6th July.

C. E. E. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 6 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor,
advising), attended. . n • t> j ™ ’

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Uera,
also attended. .. T

Richard Butler Rigg, George Alexander Wilson, William Joseph Larkin, Joseph Barling, James 
Henry Young, and Edward Hungerford, were sworn and examined.

Harold Prancis Norrie was recalled and further examined. <
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Wednesday, 8th July. '

' C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, S JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor,
advising), attended. . , _ _T . „ .i m i

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk,
also attended. .

George Christie, Thomas Robert Steele, and James Symonds were sworn and examined.
John Carter, George McCredie, William Thompson, and Harold Prancis Norrie were recalled and 

further examined. .
His Honor, at 1 p.m. adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Priday, 10th July.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

EEID AY, 10 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under Secretary 

for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews advising), attended. i -m- -vr • t> j

Mr. Joseph Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. N orne, Bond
Clerk, also attended. . .

Mr. Parkes asked His Honor to direct the production by Mr. Carter of a statement showing all 
the properties held by the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.; also the mortgages (if any) upon the same, 
and the name of the mortgagees ; also the private property of Mr. Carter mortgaged to Mr. Weedon, 
together with a statement of the fixed deposits in the name of the firm in any bank.

His Honor directed the production of the statement.
Mr. Parkes applied that Mr. Gillan might be requested to make an affidavit showing the same

particulars with reference to his own private property.
His Honor directed that a letter be forwarded to Mr. Gillan, requesting him to furnish the 

desired information in the form of an affidavit. . .. ,
Mr. Parkes applied for the production of the bank pass-books in connection with Mr. Hickson s 

private accounts from the years 1888 to 1891 inclusive.
Mr. Smith said there would be no objection to the production of the books.
His Honor directed that the books be produced. Mr.
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• Mr. Hickson desired to know when the hank pass-books and cheque butts which he had left with His 
Honor for the use of the Commission would be returned to him. They had now been in the custody of His 
Honor for over ten days, and he thought that was long enough to permit of a thorough examination of them.

His Honor said he understood that Mr. Parkes required to make further use of the books referred 
to, and he could not, therefore, direct that they be returned to Mr. Hickson. .

Mr. Smith applied that Mr. Christie, who had given evidence at the preceding sitting of the 
Commission with reference to the quantity of cement purchased by Carter, Gummow, & Co. from various 
merchants in the city, might be requested to produce the data upon which his returns were based.

Mr. Parkes objected to the production of these data until corresponding returns had been furnished 
by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., and said that the production of these papers by Mr. Christie at the 
present time might seriously interfere with investigations which were in progress.

His Honor said that Mr. Christie was liable to cross-examination as to every part of the return 
which he had furnished ; but it would be much better for the witness to produce copies of the extracts 
from the account books and ledgers upon which he had founded his calculations. He would therefore 
direct Mr. Christie to produce copies of these extracts.

Mr. Parkes applied that the merchants named in Mr. Christie’s report might be requested to 
produce the ledgers from which the extracts had been made.

His Honor said that unless the accuracy of the extracts was challenged he did not think it would 
be expedient to make such an order.

Thomas William Bryant, James Symonds, George Christie, and John Carter were recalled and 
further examined. '

His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m.. on Monday, 13th July.
' C. E. E. MUEEAT,

Commissioner.

MONDAY, 13 JUDY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor (appearing 

for Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Parkes applied that His Honor would direct the production by the Bank of Australasia of 
copies of the banking accounts of Mr. George Eorster Hickson with the branches of the Bank in Sydney 
and Adelaide, from the year 1S90 to the year 1896 inclusive.

His Honor acceded to the request. ‘
George Christie and John Carter were recalled and further examined.
Henry Melville, Stephen Henry Weedon, and George Edward Hudson were sworn and-examined.
His Honor, at P30 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Wednesday, 15th July.

C. E. E. MUEEAT,
~ Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 15 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor (appearing 

for Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm'of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, 
also attended. • •

_ Mr. Parkes asked His Honor to make an order for the production of the bank pass-books in con
nection with the banking account of Mr. Davis from the year 1890 to date.

His Honor directed the production of the books.
Mr. Parkes applied that the Public Works Department might be directed to produce the registers 

of all minutes and letters in connection with the Sewerage Branch from 1883 to 1890 inclusive ; also the 
letter books of the branch for the years 1891-2.

His Honor directed the production of the books.
_ J oseph Davis, J ohn Carter, George Edward Hudson, and George Christie, were recalled and further 

examined. .
William Kenwood and William John Lyne were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Eriday, 17th July.

' C. E. E. MUEEAT,
Commissioner.

ERIDAY, 17 JULY, 1896. ' .
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr._ Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor (appearing 

for Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes applied that he might have access to papers in the custody of the Commission during 

any hours which might be considered necessary.
. His Honor acceded to the request.

George McCredie, William Edward Warren, William Thompson, and Joseph Davis were recalled 
and further examined.

His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Mondav, 20th July.
' ' "Q. E, E, MUEEAT,

' Commissioner.
140—b MONDAY^
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HON'D AT, 20 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Hickson, Under Secretary for 

Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Smith desired to ascertain whether it was the intention of Mr. Parkes to tender any further 

evidence in relation to the charge attributing to Mr. Hickson corruption in connection with the employ
ment by the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. of his son. Mr. Parkes had intimated some days previously 
that he had intended to proceed at once with the whole of the evidence concerning that charge until 
it was completed, but since then he had called evidence in relation to other matters. The expense 
of being represented by a solicitor at the inquiry was a matter for serious consideration with Mr. Hickson, 
and if he understood that no further evidence would be adduced with reference to the charge referred to 
he would probably be advised that he should not be represented at the inquiry by a solicitor any further.

Mr. Parkes said that it would be impossible for him to say that he had completed the evidence 
relating to any portion of his case until the entire case was concluded.

His Honor said he could quite understand that Mr. Parkes was not in a position to say that he had 
definitely concluded any one part of his case, because he might possibly discover other evidence later on 
which he might consider it desirable to call. He understood that if Mr. Parkes failed to discover such 
evidence he had concluded the portion of the case referred to.

Mr. Parkes said he would undertake to give Mr. Hickson notice of the calling of any further 
evidence in reference to the portion of the case referred to, or in regard to any other important points.

His Honor said he thought that that was quite as much as Mr. Parkes could be asked to do.
George Dawson, John Carter, William Gilliver, and Walter Alexander Smith were recalled and 

further examined.
William Scarlett Delisle Boberts and Peter Parfitt were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.rn., on Wednesday, 22nd July.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 22 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Hickson (Mr. Ernest Smith, 

solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
James Gregg was sworn and examined.
George Christie, Joseph Davis, and Thomas William Bryant were recalled and further examined. 
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Eriday, 24th July.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 24 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), and Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter & 

Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended. •
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
The Secretary read an instrument under the hand of 'His Excellency the Governor, extending 

His Honor’s Commission for a period of one month from the 21st July.
The Secretary read a communication from the Government Printer, drawing attention to the large 

quantity of type standing in the evidence taken before the Commission, and pointing out that, unless some 
of the type were released immediately, it would be impossible to keep pace with the work without seriously 
interfering with the ordinary business of the department.

His Honor said that the Secretary having made inquiries of the Government Printer, it appeared 
that it would be necessary for the purpose of releasing a quantity of type, to desist from taking evidence 
in connection with the Commission for some days. He hoped that he would be in a position to resume the 
taking of evidence on Wednesday next. If the printing of the evidence were allowed to fall into arrear 
injustice would be done to everyone affected by the inquiry, because in that case it would be impossible 
for them to follow the evidence from day to day, so as to ascertain in what position they stood in relation 
to the case, as it might be called. The best course under the circumstances, he thought, would be to 
adjourn for a few days.

Mr. Parkes said that, with reference to a letter which had been received from the Assistant Manager 
of the Bank of New Zealand, as to obtaining from the Adelaide Office of the bank a statement of the 
account of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., with that branch, and also the relative vouchers, and an 
intimation from the Bank that the manager of the Adelaide branch would probably decline to send his 
vouchers out of the Colony, but that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., might, at His Honor’s request, be 
willing themselves to produce their Adelaide pass-book, and obtain for His Honor any voucher which 
might be specially desired,—he would apply for an order upon Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., to produce 
for the use of the Commission their bank pass-books in connection with their Adelaide account.

Mr. Carter said he would like to know for what reason Mr. Parkes wished the books produced. 
There would be no difficulty in obtaining the books, but he might be able to give Mr. Parkes the informa
tion he desired directly without going to the trouble which would be involved in obtaining the books and 
vouchers. He might also state that no transactions between the firm and the Department of Public 
"Works in New South Wales would be found to be included in the Adelaide bank-books.

His
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His Honor said that if there was any information which Mr. Parkes could obtain directly from 
Mr. Carter he would ask him to mention what it was. He need not state the object of obtaining the 
information; but it would be simpler to procure it, if possible, in the way indicated, instead of going 
through a large number of documents.

Mr. Parkes said it would be difficult for him, without committing himself, to furnish the particulars 
of the information referred to. He wanted to follow certain payments and transfers of money from one 
account to another, and he could not go into those particulars without anticipating his case. He did not 
think Messrs. Carter & Co. should offer any objection to the production of the bank pass-books asked for.

Mr. Carter said there had been a great deal of investigation into the private affairs of the 
firm, and, while anxious to afford the Commission every assistance, and Mr. Parkes all the information he 
required, he thought there should be some limit to the investigation. ,

His Honor said that Mr. Parkes had shown no inclination to go into private matters which had 
cropped up in connection with the bank pass-books already produced, so that he did not think the fact 
that the hooks referred to might contain private matters would he sufficient ground for not asking for 
them. He would• therefore ask for their production. If there were any special voucher which Mr. 
Parkes might find, upon an examination of the books, it was expedient he should see, he would ask Mr. 
Carter to request the bank authorities in Adelaide to hand over the voucher referred to.

Mr. Carter said that if it were thought necessary he would hand in a balance-sheet showing the 
state of Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s affairs. Prom the trend of the inquiry a certain amount of 
doubt had been thrown upon the financial position of the firm, and any information which would 
relieve the public mind of that doubt he would be very glad to afford. The firm did not wish such an 
impression to get abroad.

His Honor said that if such an impression had been conveyed he presumed that the more the 
matter was ventilated the more the impression would he removed. He would not say anything at present 
as to the production of a general statement showing the position of the firm’s affairs. He would merely 
ask for the production of the bank pass-books referred to.

His Honor said that he would not formally adjourn the proceedings of the Commission until 
Wednesday next. It was highly probable they would not be in a position to resume the taking of 
evidence then, and, if that were so, those affected by the inquiry would receive an intimation from the 
Secretary. In the meantime he would attend at the Board-room on Monday next to hear any applications 
which it might be thought expedient to make.

George M'Credie and William Thompson were recalled and further examined.
C. E. E. MUEEAT,

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 31 JULY, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
William Scarlett DeLisle Eoberts, George M'Credie, James Symonds, John Carter, and Joseph 

Davis were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1T0 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 3rd August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 3 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. AYhite, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes requested His Honor to direct Mr. Carter to furnish the following books and papers 

in relation to Contracts 77 and 118, viz.:—One hook (summary pay), one book (petty-cash), pay-sheets 
following No. 24 (since 1st June), and the paid and unpaid accounts. He would also like to know when 
Mr. Carter would be in a position to produce the bank pass-books of the firm of Gummow and Gillan, 
and also the bank pass-books of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. in connection with their Adelaide 
account.

His Honor requested Mr. Carter to produce the books referred to as soon as practicable.
Mr. Carter said that he was expecting to receive from Adelaide the bank pass-books in connection 

with the account of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. in Adelaide. So far as the bank pass-books in con
nection with the account of the firm of Gummow and Gillan were concerned, he had not been aware that 
they were required. He would endeavour to obtain them, but it was quite likely that they were not in 
existence, seeing that firm itself had ceased to exist four years ago.

William Henry Warren, Joseph Davis, and William Thompson were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1'20 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 5th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAT,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 5 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
■ Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.

. Mr.
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'Mr. Parkes requested His Honor to direct the production hy the Department of Public "Works of 
the last certificate in connection with Contract 77, and also the inspector’s reports showing the state of 
the work up to date.

His Honor directed the production of the documents.
Mr. Parkes intimated that as the inquiry promised to occupy so great a length of time he had 

determined to limit it, so far as he was concerned, to the four contracts with which he had already dealt, 
viz.:—79, 79a, 69, and 77. ■ In making this statement he would ask His Honor to bear in mind that he 
himself, in the examination of witnesses, had occupied not nearly one-half of the time which had been 
consumed. The officers representing the Department of Public Works, instead of waiting for the proper 
opportunity to reply to his case, had thought fit, in the examination of his witnesses, to introduce new 
matter, and that had occupied a great deal of time.

His Honor said that the course which had been adopted had been somewhat confusing, but had 
been very natural and proper, because it might happen that, unless a witness were examined at the present 
time, the opportunity to examine him might be lost to the department at a later date. He would ask 

. Mr. Parkes to say whether he had any idea as to how long the inquiry would be likely to last, so far as 
his part of it was concerned.

Mr. Parkes said that the inquiry had thrown upon him a great deal of work of an exceedingly 
exacting nature, necessitating his application to it day and night, and he was afraid that if he were to 
enter into all the contracts concerning which His Honor was empowered to make inquiry, the investigation 
would last as many years as there were contracts. Having made this discovery, he had determined to 
curtail the inquiry as far as practicable.

His Honor said he asked the question in view of an application for a further extension of his 
Commission. ■

Mr. Parkes said that a great deal of the evidence of a purely technical nature which had been taken 
was necessitated by the contractors having no books, and this circumstance tended to materially lengthen 
the evidence. He thought it would take him about one month to conclude the examination of his witnesses.

His Honor said that under the circumstances he would be justified in asking for an extension of 
his Commission for two months, although, of course, the application might not be granted.

Mr. Parkes said he did not see how he could submit more evidence than he was submitting at the 
present time during the three-hour sittings of the Commission on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Pridays. 
He found that it took him the whole of the intermediate days to prepare his evidence for the next sitting 
of the Commission.

His Honor said that it was also obvious that the printing of a greater quantity of evidence than 
was being taken at the present time would not be practicable if the printing were to keep pace with the 
inquiry. '

Joseph Davis, AVilliam Henry Warren, John Carter, George M‘Credie, and William Thompson 
were recalled and further examined.

His Honor, at 1'35 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Priday, 7th August.
' C. E. E. MUEEAT,

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 7 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor, the Commissioner, sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes inquired of His Honor whether the Commission was yet in receipt of the bank pass

books of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. in connection with their Adelaide account.
Mr. Carter said that he was in receipt of a letter from Mr. Gummow in which he stated that he 

had instructed the bank to forward the pass-books fully a week ago. He was under the impression that 
the books might have been sent to the head office of the bank. He had expected that they would have 
been in the hands of the Commission on the last sitting day. .

His Honor said it was not unlikely that the books would be sent to the head office of the bank, 
and he would ask Mr. Carter to make inquiry and ascertain whether that was so.

Mr. Davis said that he was in receipt of a communication from Mr. Smail, from which it was to be 
inferred that something in the nature of testing had been going on upon the northern main sewer at the 
Glebe. He did not know whether the work had been done at Mr. Parkes’ instance or not. He would 
assume that he (Mr. Parkes) had no connection with it. At the same time, it was an improper thing that 
any work of that nature should have been done without the knowledge of the department. It had been 
found that someone had been testing the work at the Glebe contract by removing portions of the cement 
rendering and putting holes through the concrete.

Mr. Parkes said that he was in absolute ignorance of any tests of that description.
His Honor presumed that Mr. Parkes would not think of having such a thing done without asking 

his authority
Mr. Parkes said that he had no knowledge whatever of the testing referred to. He had asked, 

some time ago however, that some steps should be taken by His Honor to obtain an inspection of this 
particular sewer.

His Honor said that, as the sewer was in use, there would be a certain amount of difficulty 
attending an inspection.

Mr. Parkes said that he was quite prepared to nominate a practical man who would make an 
inspection if Mr. Davis would nominate another, so that a joint inspection could be made.

His Honor said that if Mr. Parkes would localise the points where defective work was alleged to 
exist, he would consider an application for an inspection. In the meantime he did not see how it would 
be practicable for anything to be done which would prevent an examination from being effective.

Mr. Carter said that although he was not in a position to afford precise information on the point, 
it had been rumoured that certain persons had been down into some of the sewerage works constructed 
by his firm. This had probably been done without the knowledge of Mr. Parkes. It was quite possible 
that there was some connection between the rumours which had reached him and the complaint now made 
by Mr. Davis. His
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His Honor said that if the police found anyone interfering in any way with the sewers without 
his authority, he hoped proceedings would be taken against the offending persons at once.

"William Gilliver, John Carter, and John Toung were recalled and further examined.
Alexander Dean and Thomas Williams were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1'35 p.m , adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 10th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 10 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes said he would like to know when the bank pass-books connected with the Adelaide 

account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. and the account of G-ummow and Gillan would be forthcoming.
Mr. Carter said that he was in receipt of a letter from Mr. G-ummow under date of 5th August, 

in which he said that the pass-books had been on the preceding Thursday addressed to Carter, G-ummow, 
& Co. at North Shore. He had made inquiry, and could not find the books anywhere. Whether the 
books were in the hands of the Sydney branch of the bank or not he did not know. He was sorry that 
the books had not been forthcoming, but he had done all that he could to obtain them.

Alexander Dean, G-eorge M‘Credie, and William Thompson, were recalled and further examined.
Benjamin Ehodes and Samuel Butcher were sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 12'30 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 12th August.

• C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 12 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), and Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
William Thompson, James Symonds, Joseph Davis, George Christie, and Thomas Griffiths were 

recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1'5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Eriday, 14th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
- Commissioner.

EEID AY, 14 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
John Charlton Graham, John Driscoll, George Eogers, Thomas Kady, and John Moore Smail, 

were sworn and examined.
John Carter and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at ITS p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 17th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 17 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Boai’d-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), and Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. Joseph Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge, John Moore Smail, and Thomas Williams were recalled and 

further examined.
His Honor, at 1T0 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 19th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY.
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 19 AUGUST, 1896. .
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising), and Mr. Carter, of the firm of 

Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. W. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Carter handed in two bank pass-books in connection with the banking account of Gummow 

and Gillan. He stated that he was in a position to produce these two bank pass-books as the result of 
correspondence with Mr. Gummow, and that they were apparently the whole of the bank books which 
could be obtained.

James
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. James Morrison Dean and William James Millner were sworn and examined.
William Gilliver, Joseph Davis, John Carter, and Edward Hungerford were recalled and further 

examined.
His Honor, at 1'20 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Eriday, 21st August.

CL E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 21 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Eoom, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; and Mr. Carter, of the firm of 
Carter, G-ummow, & Co. (Mr. W. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended. .

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Eichard Green was sworn and examined.
Joseph Davis, George Christie, and Joseph Barling were recalled and further examined. .
Mr. Parkes intimated to His Honor that he intended to bring his case to a close on that day week, 

when he would ask to be sworn in order that he might make a statement.
Mr. Hickson inquired if the statement Mr. Parkes desired to make would he in the nature of a

speech.
His Honor expressed the hope that Mr. Parkes would not introduce any argument into the 

statement he intended to make.
Mr. Parkes informed His Honor that he would confine himself to a statement of facts.
His Honor, at l-5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 24th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 24 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Eoom, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising), and Mr. Carter, of the firm of 

Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. W. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
His Honor expressed his regret that the Secretary to the Commission, Mr. B. H. Eriend, who 

had been doing his work with great ability and zeal, was suffering from an attack of pleurisy; and 
announced that Mr. Charles Eohinson, the principal shorthand writer of the Mansard staff, had very 
kindly allowed Mr. S. K. Johnstone to act for Mr. Eriend in his absence.

William Caughey and William Burcombe were sworn and examined.
George Christie and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined.
Mr. Parkes asked His Honor if he would be good enough to order the production of the whole of 

the papers in connection with the case of McNamara v. the Minister for Works, which Mr. Hungerford 
on Friday last had undertaken to get.

Mr. Davis explained that Mr. Hungerford had looked everywhere for these papers, but that he 
had been unable to find them.

His Honor said that if Mr. Hungerford had looked everywhere for the papers it would he of no 
use for him to make a further order.

Mr. Parkes desired His Honor to make a further order for their production, as he wished to close 
his case.

His Honor said he supposed that Mr. Hungerford would do his best to find the papers.
Mr. Parkes expressed the hope that His Honor would not hold him strictly to his undertaking to 

close his case on Eriday next, and would allow him to bring in any matter which might overlap.
His Honor acceded to the request of Mr. Parkes.
Mr. Parkes, at a later stage, made an application to His Honor for an examination of the Glebe 

sewer between the shafts Nos. 11, 12, and 13, and also the sumps, and of shafts Nos. 8 and 9. He stated 
that shaft 9 had been referred to by a witness named Chiene as a shaft at which a certain conversation 
took place between Byrne, Eeid, and himself ; that shaft No. 8 had been referred to that morning by a . 
witness ; and that the sumps at shafts Nos. 11 and 12 were supposed to have been improperly filled.

His Honor said he could hardly see the object of making an examination of these sumps. If it 
would mean taking out the concrete to a depth of 4 ft. 6 in. to try to discover whether there was stone in 
the bottom, below the limit of the concrete, it would he a very big job. There was very strong evidence 
to show that there were bits of bad work done. But, supposing that the work did not show any outward 
sign of bad filling, though that did not excuse the persons who did the bad work, still it would be rather a 
serious matter, in the interests of the public, to disturb the sewer. The question with which the Commis
sion had to deal was only incidentally whether had work was putin.

Mr. Parkes said His Honor had had evidence of bad work being put into the contract ; and in 
view of the contradictory evidence which had been given he thought it would he well that some of this 
had work should be tested. Dawson, a witness, had undertaken to take the Commission to a sump at 
Annandale, which was filled up with cement casks. The Commission had also had evidence, on hearsay 
certainly, that the work in the sewers was defective—for instance, in the Munni-street sewer, Alexandria.

Mr. Davis stated that he should be very glad to see the Munni-street sewer examined, as it would 
cause no inconvenience to anyone. He had intended to ask that it should be examined, if Mr. Parkes 
had not done so. In the case of Contract 65, beyond the evidence offered that morning that a few small 
pieces of shale were put in the bottom of a sump—which, if there, would not interfere in any way with 
the stability of the work—there was no direct evidence of had work in the contract.

Mr. Parkes said it was most difficult to get workmen to give evidence as to defective work.
Mr. Carter said it was merely hearsay evidence. Men boasted of what they had done. Three parts 

of it was idle boasting.
His Honor said that if there was any direct evidence that a piano case had been put into a sump, 

and covered up with concrete, and the sump could be located, there would be something very definite to 
search for. There would he only a crust of concrete over the top of the defective work.

Mr.
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Mr. Parkes said that if the sump was 7 feet deep, or even 6 feet deep, the piano case would take 
up only 4 ft. 6 in. He suggested to His Honor that where he had received evidence of defective work, and it 
turned out that there was defective work, it certainly should lead to the examination of the sewers affected.

His Honor said that where there was fair ground for locating the defective work it certainly should 
lead to an examination. As to examining the sump, was it difficult or practicable to do so P

_Mr. Davis did not think it would be possible to do what Mr. Parkes asked should be done. Even 
supposing that all stone and no concrete had been put in, it did not interfere with the stability or utility 
of the work. It was quite out of the question to search for little bits of shale, which probably were put 
down behind the backs of the contractors.

His Honor: In point of fact it would be a swindle on the Department if done by the contractors ; 
and, if done by the men, a swindle on the. contractors and the Department to put shale in the bottom of 
the sump and cover that over with concrete ?

Mr. Davis: Tes, your Honor.
His Honor: I suppose, if you were to rain shale or stone to within a foot of the surface, and to fill 

in with good concrete, practically the result would be very much the same ?
Mr. Davis said it was Mr. Bagge’s idea that these sumps should be filled with concrete. Since he 

left the Department they had been filled in with stone, with a course of concrete on the top. At the 
same time, il the stone was there, it was there, and it did not make any difference to the work. It was 
almost impossible to make the examination which Mr. Parkes desired ; and, even supposing, when it was 
made, we found that what this witness said was correct, there was no object obtained.

. Mr. Parkes said that his experience was that if bad work was put into one part of a work, it was 
put into all its parts.

His Honor said that as far as putting in the stone in the bottom of the sump was concerned, and 
as far as the suggestion went that pieces of timber, perhaps broben-up casks, were thrown into the sump, 
went, from the evidence he had heard, he was inclined to think that something of the kind did take place. 
Whether Carter, G-ummow & Co., the contractors, had anything to do with it personally or not was 
another question ; but that it did take place he was inclined to believe. It was hardly necessary to go 
searching in the bottom of these places for what probably he thought would be likely to be found. It 
was a very serious matter to break up the public sewers to the extent they weuld have to be broken up, 
and to go to this expense, which wrould have to be borne by somebody—by the country finally. He would 
appoint to-morrow at 10'40 a.m. for the examination of the invert of the storm-water channel at Alexandria. 
He would reserve his decision on Mr. Parkes’ application until he had heard other evidence. On the 
whole he did not think an examination would be necessary.

Mr. Parkes said there would be no difficulty in examining the short shaft at Johnstone’s Paddock.
His Honor did not think it would be safe or expedient to make an examination as the sewage was 

flowing in the sewer.
Mr. Parkes then desired His Honor to order the production of the Bank Pass-books of the firm of 

G-ummow and G-illan from 1890 to date. .
Mr. Carter said that in the absence of Mr. G-ummow in Adelaide he had made a search in his 

house for bank-books in connection with the account of G-ummow and Gillan, but that he was only able 
to find those which he had produced to the Commission. '

His Honor desired Mr. Carter to make another search for the books.
His Honor, at 1-5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 26th August.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

TUESDAY, 25 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner proceeded to Alexandria Park to examine the invert of the Sewer 

Contract, Ho. 61.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P., Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, Mr. Carter of the firm of Carter, 

Gummow, & Co., and Mr. Thomas Wright, attended.
According to arrangement several holes were drilled into the invert of the sewer by an employee of 

the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., the first hole being 6 feet from the outlet, the second hole 16 feet, 
and the third hole 36 feet.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 26 AUGUST, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Eoom, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising), and Mr. Carter, of the firm of 

Carter, Gummow & Co. (Mr. W. Andrews, solicitor, advising) attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Blerk, also attended.
Thomas Wright was recalled and further examined. He stated that at the test of the depth of 

the concrete in the invert of the sewer, Contract 61, Alexandria, the drill was not worked in a proper 
manner ; that a stone was kept in front of the drill; that he, with an experience of twenty years, could 
not have drilled the four holes, aggregating a depth of 3 ft. 4 in., through concrete in one-and-a-half hours ; 
and that it would be more satisfactory if a small section of the concrete was cut out by two disinterested 
men.

Mr. Parkes asked His Honor to have a piece 1 foot square taken out. .
Mr. Davis submitted that a very fair test of the sewer was made, and that if the shortness of 

concrete was there which Mr. Wright represented to be there, it would have been found.
His Honor said the drill seemed honestly to go down on to the bottom, and as to driving a stone 

in front of the drill through even very sound black soil, he did not think that was feasible.
Mr. Parkes thought the drill worked a wedge-shaped hole, and that there ought not to be a hard 

bottom at a depth of 11 inches if there was soil under the conrete.
His Honor said a contractor was bound to adopt 9 inches as a minimum; but it was quite possible 

that he might get 12 inches as a maximum occasionally. Mr.
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Mr. Parkes said that it would satisfy him heyond any possibility of doubt if a foot of concrete was 
taken out.

His Honor said of course it would be on the assumption that it was taken out in the right place, 
but that several distinct feet of the material would have to be taken out.

Mr. Parkes assured His Honor that he should be perfectly satisfied if a foot of the concrete was 
taken out in one position. He had been satisfied with yesterday’s test until Mr. Wright made a statement 
to him that morning, backed up by a man who was used to concrete work.

His Honor asked if it was intended to call any witness to corroborate Mr. Wright’s evidence.
Mr. Parkes said he did not intend to offer corroborative evidence. He thought it would be easy 

to test the statement without bringing other witnesses. Mr. Wright seemed to be very certain of his 
facts, and it would set all doubts at rest if His Honor would order a foot of the concrete to be cut out.

Mr. Davis said he would not object to the application if there was any reason to doubt the result 
of the work on the previous day, but, considering who the witness was, and believing, from, his evidence, 
that he had a grudge against the Department, he did object. _

Mr. Parkes expressed his willingness to have a foot of material taken out and replaced at his own 
expense.

Mr. Davis informed His Honor that Mr. Carter would prefer a foot of the concrete to be chopped 
out and brought to the Board-room.

His Honor said that if Mr. Wright was not present when it was done, and the concrete should 
turn out to be too thick, he might say that it had come from somewhere else.

Mr. Carter stated that he was willing to send out two men with Mr. Wright to take out the block.
His Honor asked Mr. Parkes at which point he would suggest that it should be taken out.
Mr. Parkes suggested that Mr. Wright should be allowed to put one point down.
His Honor stated that there ought to be present with Mr. Wright a man whose testimony could 

be taken without question of bias on one side or the other. Whatever might happen no one knew what 
Mr. Wright might say when he came back; he might tell the truth absolutely, or some new idea might 
come into his mind.

Mr. Parkes stated that he would at his own expense send out Mr. Thompson on his behalf, and 
would abide by his decision. If a block was cut out, and brought to the Board-room, there could be no 
doubt about the depth of the concrete.

His Honor said that, on that understanding, he would sanction its being done.
Mr. Parkes also undertook to pay the expenses of Mr. Carter’s two men on the occasion.
Mr. Carter said he would not accept Mr. Parkes’ offer.
John Brown was sworn and examined.
Thomas Williams, Joseph Davis, and Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge were recalled and further

i- examined.
Mr. Norrie inquired of Mr. Parkes if he was to understand that his case would close on the next 

sitting day. •
Mr. Parkes said it would, but that His Honor had agreed to allow him to bring in some evidence 

afterwards, which he had endeavoured to get, but which the delay in finding witnesses had prevented him 
from getting.

His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Friday, 28th August.
C. E. E. MUEEAT,

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 28 AUGUST, 1896.

His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for 

Mr. E. E. P. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, Gummow', & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Edward Hungerford and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined.
William Allen and Edward Moore W'ere sw'orn and examined.
Mr. Parkes said he had no other witness to call, but he would like to make a statement on oath as 

to the reasons why he had asked for the inquiry. He anticipated from their examination of his witnesses 
that Mr. Hickson or his representative would desire to cross-examine him as to motives ; and he wished 
to give them the fullest opportunity of doing so by making a statement.

His Honor said it would be better, on the whole, if Mr. Parkes would confine himself to facts, 
because his motives were not at all material. He did not assume that Mr. Parkes had any wrong motive, 
and, even if he had, it would not have anything to do with the question before the Commission.

Mr. Parkes observed that he wished to give a history of the information as laid before him.
His Honor said he understood that it would be a history of facts.
Yarney Parkes was sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Monday. 31st August.

C. E. E. MUEEAT,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 31 AUGUST, 1896.

His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr.

E. E. P. Hickson) ; and Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr, J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr.
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Mr. Parkes said tkat from the manner of Mr. Smith’s cross-examination of himself it was clearly 
indicated that it was intended ultimately to take some action; and he submitted to His Honor that 
if Mr. Smith intended to take action for libel, or anything of that sort, the proper place for him to 
be questioned on certain subjects upon which he had been questioned was in a court of law.

His Honor said that what Mr. Parkes said before the Commission was absolutely privileged, except 
in the case of a prosecution for perjury. He did not suppose that Mr. Smith had it in his mind to take 
any civil action. ' .

Mr. Smith and Mr. Hickson each answered that he had it not in his mind to do so.
His Honor said that on reflection he had come to the conclusion that it would be more proper that 

.Mr. Smith should be allowed, on cross-examination of Mr. Parkes, to go fully into the question of motive 
and belief. , Although he did not think that he would be entitled to deal with these questions in 
his report, still be thought that in this inquiry he ought to go into all questions which might in future 
have to be dealt with by the Executive, and it would be a pity to leave unsettled anything which the 
Executive might have to inquire into. In this relation he would call attention to the statement made 

. by the Premier in the House relating to what might be called the question of costs. This cross-examination 
might be relevant to that question. Whatever answers might be given, or .whatever deductions might 
appear proper to be drawn from such answers and from the facts—whatever his report might be, 
oneway or the other—he might not feel justified in coming to a conclusion on this matter himself; 
but, as he had formerly stopped Mr. Smith from going into the question, he now concluded that it would 
be better, on the whole, to say that he would put no hindrance in the way of Mr. Smith’s doing so.

Mr. Parkes said that, in accordance with the understanding with His Honor, he proposed to amend 
the charges, to withdraw some of them, and to put others in.

His Honor stated that he would allow Mr. Parkes almost any latitude by way of amendment or 
addition, and, at the same time, he would allow full latitude to anyone else to reply, at any stage, to any 
evidence which Mr. Parkes might have produced. He would again ask Mr. Parkes to try to keep the 
inquiry within reasonable limits.

Mr. Yarney Parkes was recalled and further examined.
Mr. Smith desired to know at this stage which of the charges Mr. Parkes would like to withdraw.
Mr. Parkes said he would like the charges to stand for a week longer.
His Honor said he did not think it was fair to ask Mr. Parkes to withdraw any charges. It was 

for Mr. Smith and all the parties concerned to exercise their own discretion as to what evidence they 
would call to rebut a charge, or to modify the effect of evidence, or to explain away the effect of evidence 
which had been given. '

Mr. Smith said that he had not asked Mr. Parkes to withdraw any charges, but that if it was 
intended to modify or withdraw any of the charges, he would like to know as soon as possible what Mr. 
Parkes proposed to do. '

Mr. Parkes intimated that at a later stage of the inquiry he would state his intentions.
His Honor said that if at any time Mr. Parkes should make up his mind to modify or withdraw 

any of the charges he would like him to do so at once.
Mr. Parkes stated that if on looking through the charges he saw any which he thought he ought 

properly to relinquish he would do so. He would tell His Honor on Wednesday what he proposed to do.
His Honor understood that Mr. Parkes had now provisionally closed his case. ’
Mr. Parkes said that he had.
His Honor, at 12 36 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 2nd September.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
___________ Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 2 SEPTEMBER, 1896. .
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes said he would undertake to hand to His Honor not later than the following day the 

amended charges to which he had already referred. '
Mr. Davis said that the examination of the sewer at Alexandria which had been directed to be 

made had been made on the previous morning. By means of a drill holes were made in what proved to be 
satisfactory concrete, going to a depth of 9 inches. ,

His Honor presumed that that would be without going through the full extent of the concrete.
Mr. Davis said that that was so. .
His Honor asked how far from the mouth the holes had been made.
Mr. Davis said he was not in a position to say. He was not himself present at the examination, 

but Mr. Thompson might possibly be in a position to give evidence in regard to it, having been present.
Mr. Parkes asked for the production by the department of any correspondence as to sureties in 

the case of contracts carried out by Mr. Gilliver or Mr. Ahearn.
Mr. Norrie said he did not recollect any correspondence in regard to personal sureties in the case 

of either of the contractors referred fo, but he would see if there was any. :
Yarney Parkes and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at T5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Friday, 4th September.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 4 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. p. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising); and Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co5. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor 
advising), attended. yjr

140—c '
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Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes handed in a list of charges, which he said he desired now to stand as containing the

whole of his charges in an amended form. , . , ,i- ■.
His Honor asked whether the charges Mr. Parkes had now handed m contained anything by way 

of addition, or whether they were a repetition of the former charges in a modified form.
Mr. Parkes said that the charges which he now handed in were merely modified, ihere was

nothing additional. , , , . . , . .,
Mr. Hickson said he would like to know whether the charges contained anything to require the

taking of fresh evidence. . , , , . , , -l .1 i. •
Mr. Parkes said that the charges were practically the same charges which he had handed m

before, except that they were in a different form.
The Secretary, by His Honor’s direction, read the charges as follows :— .

Chabges based upon statements made in the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales as to the improper 
conduct on the part of the Public Works Department in connection with contracts ot Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co., and referred by the said Legislative Assembly to a Royal Commission tor inquiry 
and report.

Contract 69.
1. With allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to manipulate the Department’s schedule for 

' Sewerage Contract 69 so as to give the contractors an advantage over the Crown m their contract
to build a sewer in Marrickville, by which the contractors were paid upon the extravagant items 
of charge, and were conceded those items upon which they had a losing price. . .

2. With allowing the contract to be taken up by Carter, Gummow, & Co. with an insufficient bond,
and with ultimately breaking that bond by remitting the retention money, and writing a minute 
by which the Minister was deceived and induced to consent.

3. With paying to the contractors large sums of money which they (the Departmental officers) were
not compelled to pay under Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown.

4. With advancing to the contractors sums of money improperly and m violation ot the terms ot
the contract, and without sufficient security. _

5. With incompetency in carrying out and administering the contract. i m -un *
6. With failing to comply with the orders of Parliament, and placing documents on the fable ot the

House in a manner calculated to mislead Honorable Members of the Assembly.
7. With allowing defective work to be put in the works, by which a loss is sustained by the Crown.

Contract 72.
1. With paying away large sums of money to the contractors, Carter, Gummow, & Co., which they

(the Departmental officers) were not obliged to do under the contract conditions; and with 
settling a claim without a proper test as to the liability of the Crown for a sum of £4,050 9s. 6d. 
by obtaining the Minister’s consent granting the contractors Contract 79 without re-tendenng 
for that contract, when, in the interest of the Crown, it was the clear duty of the Department to

2. With proceeding with works not contained in the contract, and paying for same out of contract
vote • and with using unauthorised, in connection with contract, money voted for other contracts. 

3 With withholding from the papers laid upon the Table of the House such documents as would 
allow Honorable Members of Parliament to understand the nature of the contract, and the 
manner in which it was carried out.

. Contract 77.
1. With calling public’tenders for Contract 77 upon plans for elaborate and costly work, and allowing

Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co, to submit a plan of their own upon a patent held by them and 
an officer of the Department, and at their own price, unchecked by the Department as to real 
cost, by which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., got an advantage over the Crown ot £4,0UU.

2. With deceiving the Minister as to the true cost of the Monier patent by minutes written by
Robert R. P. Hickson, the then Engineer-in-Chief of the Department. _

3. With deceiving the Minister, by which he (the Minister) accepted of certain security, which was
of an improper and useless nature, for the stability of the patent for a terin of _ three years, t e 
deception being contained in minutes written by Robert Hickson, the then Engineer-m-Cmet lor
Public Works, knowing that the security was not of a proper nature to submit.

4 With withholding the proper information concerning the above transaction from Parliament, by 
not laying plans and other papers upon the Table of the House when ordered to do so by 
Parliament. -

Contract 79.
1. With improperly granting to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., without re-tendering, Contract 79,

by which a loss was sustained by the Crown. , , . ,
2. With allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to manipulate the items m the schedule prepared

by the Department, so as to increase the profits of the contractors to the loss of the Crown
3. With returning the cash security and the retention fund to the contractors, in violation ot the

contract agreement and to the advantage of the contractor, and hazarding the interests ot the

4. With the discharging of Inspector Reid from the above contract for simply doing his duty m the
interest of the Crown by insisting upon good work and material. . . , . ,

5. With improperly paying an account of £350 6s. 8d. to the contractors for removing material which
work they never performed. , . . » ,

6. With placing improperly to the account for payments on Contract 79 various items ot payments
for work done at Bondi. . , , . ,,7. With advancing, without sufifreient security, the sums of money upon contract materials not m tne
possession of the Crown. Contract
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Contract 79a. .
1. "With inducing the Minister, on the plea of urgency, to let the above Contract 79a to Carter, 

Grummow, & Co. without tender, and upon Departmental estimate, by which a loss is liable to he 
sustained by the Crown.

m 2. With advancing a sum of money of the moneys of the Crown to the contractors upon insufficient 
movable security, and in violation of the contract between the contractors and the Crown.

3. With failing to place upon the table of the House the papers ordered by Parliament, by which
Honorable Members might be misled as to the nature of the transactions.

4. With permitting defective work to be executed by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained
■ by the Crown. ■

Contract 118.
1. With allowing defective materials to be used by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by

the Crown.
2. With allowing the contractors to have the benefit of labour performed by the unemployed, paid

by the Crown, to drain the works of the contractors, which drainage the contractors have to take 
the responsibility of under their agreement with the Crown.

3. With omitting the necessary papers ordered to be laid upon the Table of the House of Parliament,
by which Honorable Members were unable to judge of the manner in which the contract was 
conducted.

Glebe Contract.
1. With allowing defective work to be done, by which a large loss of money was sustained by the 

Crown, and with not making any effort to recover such loss from the contractors, Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.

Engineer-in- Chief for Public Works; Carter, Gummow, Sf Co.
That Eobert E. P. Hickson, while an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works* 

did allow of undue concessions being granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., contractors 
for sewerage works in the Colony of New South Wales, his son, George Hickson, being an 
interested party in the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.#

1. By permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to obtain the monopoly of the Monier system in 
Government works by inducing the Minister to enter into an agreement to adopt their patent 
in public works, and to pay 15 per cent, royalty for use of same by an improper minute, 
inaccurately stating the cost of a special test made in connection with the same.

2- By permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to obtain Contract No. 79 in an improper manner
to the advantage of the contractor, and to the detriment of the Crown.

3- By permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to obtain Contract No. 77 in an improper manner
to the advantage of the contractor, and to the disadvantage of the Crown.

_ His Honor desired to know, the charges having been read, whether anyone interested in the inquiry 
wished to make any application founded upon them, or to ask him to take any course in consequence of 
their modification. , '

Mr. Smith said that he had not yet had time to consider the effect of the charges in their modified 
form. He suggested that the evidence should be proceeded with on this day, and that if, after thinking 
over the matter in the meantime, he thought fit to make any application it might be made on the following 
Monday.

His Honor said that that request was a reasonable one. The same right would be extended to 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ■

_ Mr. Parkes desired to explain that some of the charges were introduced with the object of intro
ducing further evidence, which might or might not be forthcoming. He, of course, reserved to himself 
the right to withdraw any of the charges later on.

His Honor said that if at any stage Mr. Parkes wished to withdraw any charge he would be at 
liberty to do so. -

Mr. Parkes asked permission to call Mr. Christie as a witness, in order that he might furnish a 
report from the Commissioner of Taxation in New Zealand with reference to the financial position of 
Mr. Forrest. This communication had reached Mr. Christie from a private source.

His Honor said that he had made inquiry with a view to elicit information now referred to by 
Mr. Parkes, from another source. He had not actually applied for the information to the Commissioner 
of Taxation, but, under the circumstances, the sooner the evidence to which Mr. Parkes referred was put 
before the Commission the better.

George Christie, William James Millner, and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined. 
His Honor, at 12'30 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 7th September.

. C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 7 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co. (Mr. 
Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes said that if he understood that he had a right to bring forward evidence in reply to 

that tendered by the department, he would be able to save a certain amount of time in the cross-exami
nation of Mr. Davis.

His Honor said that while Mr. Parkes might be in a position to call evidence in reply to that 
tendered by the department, Mr. Davis would still have the right to be called again. ''
_ Mr. Parkes said the object he had in view was to obtain from Mr. Davis the data upon which he 
intended to put forward certain evidence. His
* Mr. Parkes, on October 9th, amended the clause by the omission of the words “ his son, George Hickson, being an interested party in the firm of

Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.”



20

His Honor said that he would ask Mr. Parkes to cross-examine the whole of the witnesses who 
could be cross-examined when they were first called, because it might happen that some of them might 
admit the correctness of the facts which Mr. Parkes wished to prove.

Mr. Smith said that, with regard to the substituted or modified charges which Mr. Parkes had 
tendered to His Honor on the preceding Friday, he had looked through them, and it appeared to him that 
some seven or eight of the original charges had been abandoned, and that two entirely new ones had been 
put forward. He referred to charge No. 2, affecting Contract No. 72, and to charge No. 1 of the general 
charges. First of all, he would like to ask Mr. Parkes a few questions in further cross-examination as to 
these charges, and in the second place he would ask His Honor to call upon Mr. Parkes to state whether 
he intended to call any witnesses in support of the two new charges. If Mr. Parkes intended to call further 
evidence it might be convenient to deal with the matter at once, before the Department proceeded any 
further with the evidence which it was now calling.

His Honor said that if Mr. Parkes had any evidence to tender in reference to the charges referred 
to by Mr. Smith he might tender it at once.

Mr. Parkes presumed that if he gave Mr. Smith twenty-four hours’ notice of his intention to call 
evidence it would be sufficient.

His Honor said that the sooner the evidence was proceeded with the better, and he would ask Mr. 
Parkes to be ready with it as soon as he could, and at the same time to give Mr. Smith notice.

Mr. Smith said that the Department had not much further evidence to tender, and he would there
fore ask Mr. Parkes to give him the earliest notice possible of any further evidence which he might 
desire to call. The Department intended to call only two or three witnesses in addition to Mr. Hickson, 
and their case would probably be concluded on Friday.

Mr. Parkes said that he would be ready with any further evidence he might see fit to tender on the 
following Monday at the latest.

Joseph Davis was recalled and further examined.
Charles Clymer was sworn and examined.

' His Honor, at ITS p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 9th September.
C. E. E. MUEEAY,

Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 9 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor, the Commissioner, sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. 
Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes intimated his desire to make verbal amendments in several of his modified charges, and 

also to add the following charge :—
“ With allowing faulty supervision of the contracts carried out by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 

by which inferior concrete was supplied, making defective work, there not being the specified 
quantity of cement used, more particularly in Contracts 79, 79a, and 69.”

Mr. Parkes desired to know when Mr. Davis would be able to produce the list of contracts he had 
undertaken to produce, in which the fixed deposits were returned.

Mr. Davis said that he understood that Mr. Norrie would produce the necessary documents.
Mr. Norrie said he would like to know whether Mr. Parkes wished the whole of the papers in each 

individual case, or merely the contract documents.
Mr. Parkes said that he would like to have the contract documents, showing the date of the refund 

and also the reasons for the same.
Mr. Parkes said that Mr. Davis had undertaken to produce a list showing any further cases which 

had occurred in the Sewerage Department in which the retention money and fixed deposit had been 
returned to the contractors, in addition to the two cases mentioned in the list which had already been 
handed in.

Mr. Davis said that he had not stated that there were any additional cases. What he had stated 
was that a clerk had prepared a list which fairly represented the practice of the office. He did not know 
whether there were any additional cases as far as the Sewerage Department was concerned. If there 
were any such additional cases he would cause to be prepared a list in which they would be shown.

Mr. Parkes said he had also requested the production of the journal in connection with Contract 72.
Mr. Davis said that every search had been made for the journal to which Mr. Parkes had referred, 

but it could not be found. Mr. Hungerford had spent some hours in searching for the bo ok, but it had 
not been found, and he really did not know what had become of it. It was thought at the time the 
journals were sent down to the Commission with other documents, that all the journals in existence had 
been forwarded.

His Honor thought it would be well to examine Mr. Hungerford as to what steps he had taken in 
making a search for the journal.

Mr. Parkes said Mr. Davis had also undertaken to produce the papers in connection with Contract 
93, the first contract let under the new system of tendering.

Mr. Davis said he was not aware that he had undertaken to produce these papers, but they could 
be produced.

Mr. Parkes said he would also like to have produced the whole of the correspondence and minutes 
with reference to that particular contract.

Mr. Davis said that the Department would produce whatever papers there might be in reference to 
the matter.

Mr. Parkes said that he would ask His Honor to direct the production of the whole of the 
Inspector’s reports upon the contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co., which had been dealt with in the 
inquiry as to the cement which had gone into the work upon the various contracts.

Mr. Davis said that the whole of the Inspector’s reports which were in existence had already been 
produced.

Mr.
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Mr. Parkes asked whether there were any further records in the possession of the Department show
ing the quantity of cement which had been delivered upon the various contracts, apart from the test book 

Mr. Davis said that the inspectors invariably noted the cement which went into the variou 
contracts, and the quantity would be given in the inspectors’ weekly or daily returns, as the case might be 
The whole of these returns had already been handed in.

Thomas Griffith and Joseph Davis were recalled and further examined.
George Alfred Powle and George Chamier were sworn and examined. ,
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Friday, 11th September.

C. E. It. MURRAY,
' . Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 11 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. "White, solicitor, advising), Mr. R. R. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising), Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co 
(Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Parkes said that the witness Maddison and Inspector Reid desired to make statements to th 

Commission, and he would like to ascertain whether His Honor would have any objection to the 
statements being received at the present stage of the inquiry.

His Honor said that if, as he understood, the statements of the witnesses referred to were volun
teered, there would be no objection to their being heard.

George Chamier, Robert George Reid, Joseph Davis, and Yarney Parkes were recalled and 
further examined. ,

Joseph Husband and Arthur Edward Cutler were sworn and examined.
Mr. Parkes said that, with reference to various matters affecting Mr. Hickson which had occurred 

in South Australia, he would ask His Honor to ascertain from Adelaide, as far as practicable, the facts 
of the case.

Mr. Smith said he would state the facts shortly, as he understood them. A motion had been made 
in the Legislative Assembly for a Royal Commission to inquire into the circumstances connected with 
certain public works. The Commission was issued, and there was an inquiry. Prior to that, however, 
there had been some arbitration proceedings in the matter of Wells Bros.’contracts for Rivoli Bay and 
Kingston jetties, in which the award was against the contractors. In connection with the Commission to 
which he had referred, a report was presented with regal'd to various railway matters ; but he had been 
unable to discover that there was any report with regard to jetties. The Department had telegraphed 
down to Adelaide for particulars of the report with a view to ascertain if there were any report beyond 
that which they had already obtained. They had not yet this information. He was informed by Mr. 
Hickson that he had not been examined by the Commission at all. A further report was referred to 
in one of the Parliamentary papers, which, as far as he could understand, was connected with the Annual 
Report of the Treasury. He alluded to a special report by Mr. Higinbotham. Those were the whole of. 
the facts as far as he had been able to discover them.

His Honor suggested that the most convenient course would be for both the Department and 
Mr. Parkes to hand to the Secretary of the Commission a statement of the facts, so far as they had been 
able to discover them, and if, after perusal of these statements, he came to the conclusion that any further 
particulars were required, he would endeavour to obtain them.

Mr. Smith said that with reference to the new charge which had been handed in by Mr. Parkes at 
the last sitting of the Commission, he desired now to state that the Department had virtually closed their 
case so far as the old charges were concerned, with the exception of calling Mr. Hickson. Concerning 
the two or three last additional charges in the list which Mr. Parkes had handed in, no evidence had yet 
been tendered, as far as he could see, and he would ask that Mr. Parkes be now called upon to complete 
his case before Mr. Hickson was examined, so that he might be in a position to answer, as far as possible, 
the whole of the evidence brought against him. ■

Mr. Parkes said that the necessary researches for the production of evidence occupied some time ; 
but as regards two of the charges referred to by Mr. Smith, all the evidence which, in his opinion, was 
necessary had already been produced. With regard to the shortage of cement, he had yet to adduce 
further evidence, but it could not be got ready very quickly. He thought he could be ready with it at 
the end of the following week. If the evidence were ready before he would have it called. He did not 
think, however, that the Department would find any necessity to call Mr. Hickson himself in order to 
reply to that evidence. -

His Honor said he would again ask Mr. Parkes to be as expeditious as possible in producing any 
further evidence which he had to produce. He presumed that after Mr. Hickson had been called by the 
Department, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. would have some evidence to bring forward.

Mr. Gummow said that the evidence which his firm intended to bring forward would occupy 
perhaps three sitting days. .

His Honor said that in an inquiry of this kind he could not draw the line as to where evidence on 
either side should cease, because new7 facts might at any time be discovered by any of the parties concerned.

Mr. Smith thought that a limit should exist somewhere, and he would suggest that His Honor 
should adjourn the Commission until Mr. Parkes was in a position to call all the evidence he intended to 
call. With all respect to His Honor, he must decline to go on with the evidence which the Department 
desired to put forward for the completion of this case until Mr. Parkes had tendered such further evidence 
as he desired to tender. With regard to the charge Mr. Parkes had handed in at the last sitting of the 
Commission, he submitted that up to the present time there had been no evidence whatever of faulty 
supervision. He was quite prepared to call engineers and inspectors who had been employed upon various 
contracts, if it were necessary, but at present he thought it absolutely unnecessary for him to call these 
witnesses. When he had heard the evidence which Mr. Parkes intended to call in support of the charge 
to which he had just referred it might be necessary to call some of these witnesses. In the meantime, he 
would ask His Honor to adjourn the Commission until Mr. Parkes was in a position to go on with his 
case, instead of calling upon the Department to answer further than they had already done. >

His
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His Honor said that the course suggested by Mr. Smith would be a very inconvenient one to adopt. 
The evidence had proceeded now for a long time, and he did not think any injustice would be done by his 
hearing Mr. Hickson’s statement, reserving the right to the Department, of course, to call him again at any 
stage if any further evidence should be forthcoming concerning which he wished to make any statement. 
It might simplify matters if Mr. Parkes would state more definitely the nature of the additional evidence 
ho intended to call. It seemed to him that if the evidence was connected with, for instance, the shortage 
of cement in the work, no harm could be done by stating generally the nature of the evidence. The only 
danger in stating beforehand anything concerning the evidence to be called was, so far as he could see, in 
the case of workmen, because it might be difficult to get men afterwards to come forward, assuming that 
they could disclose certain facts regarding either Carter, Grummow, & Co., or the Department.

Mr. Parkes stated that he intended to call what he considered conclusive evidence on the question 
of the shortage of cement. He intended to connect the Department with the shortage, but he could not, 
as far as that point was concerned, disclose any of the evidence he intended to call.

His Honor said it might possibly be the case that the evidence to which Mr. Parkes referred might 
require to be answered, and, if so, he would allow Mr. Hickson to be recalled. As to the other witnesses to 
whom Mr. Smith had referred, he could, if he thought fit, call them at as late a stage as he thought fit. 
He might, for instance, call them after Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. had brought forward the whole 
of the evidence they proposed to tender. There would, therefore, be no necessity to adjourn the inquiry.

Mr. Smith said he understood that it was only with regard to the charge as to the shortage of 
cement that Mr. Parkes proposed to bring forward further evidence, otherwise he should object strongly 
to calling Mr. Hickson to answer the allegations against the Department at the present stage.

His Honor said he understood that the whole of the evidence which was capable of being called had 
been called.

Mr. Parkes said that that was the case.
Mr. Smith said that in that event his best course would be to proceed with the examination of Mr. 

Hickson on Monday, leaving out of that examination, however, any matters affecting the charge relating 
to the shortage of cement.

Mr, Grummow presumed that his firm would be in the same position as the Department in tendering 
further evidence during next week with regard to the shortage of cement, and that they would be permitted 
to allow the examination of witnesses upon that point to stand over until Mr. Parkes brought forward the 
whole of the evidence he had to adduce.

His Honor said there would be no objection to that course.
His Honor, at l-20 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a m. on Monday, 14th September.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
. Commissioner.

MONDAY, 14 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.

_ Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), Mr. E. E. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 
Smith, solicitor, advising), Mr. Carter and Mr. Grummow, of the firm of Carter, Grummow, & Co. (Mr. 
Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. Joseph Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
George Benson, Bobert Eowan Purdon Hickson, and George Maddisbn were recalled and further examined.
George Christian Henry Eudolph and George Anselm Henry Eowney were sworn and examined.
Mr. Parkes said he thought that if the matters affecting Mr. Hickson’s connection with the South 

Australian Government were gone into, the whole of the papers connected with them would have to be 
put before the Commission. In his opinion these matters had nothing to do with the inquiry. Mr. 
Hickson seemed to have come to misfortune as regards the EivoliBay and Kingston jetties in that Colony; 
but to show how little importance he attached to that matter, he might have made reference to it some 
eighteen months ago in connection with the Public Works Committee, but he did not. He foresaw that if 
these matters were entered upon it would be necessary for the Commission to obtain information from 
the various Ministers who had dealt with them in South Australia; also information as to what had taken 
place with regard to the jetties referred to since Mr. Hickson had left that Colony. There were also various 
witnesses now in New South Wales who had been connected with Mr. Hickson in South Australia at that 
particular time who would have to be called, and the whole process would involve a good deal of trouble 
and expense, to say nothing of the delay which would occur in closing the labours of the Commission. 
He thought it would be much better, therefore, if these matters were eliminated from the inquiry. If 
they were not eliminated the fullest particulars would have to be gone into.

His Honor said that he did not understand that the question of whether Mr. Hickson at some time 
or other in South Australia had made any engineering‘mistakes was in any way material to this inquiry. 
He understood that the reference which Mr. Parkes had made to matters which had occurred in South 
Australia suggested some improper conduct analogous to that which had to be inquired into by the 
Commission—that something of the kind had taken place in South Australia. That would be a different 
question altogether, and it might be considered in one sense material to the inquiry. But if Mr. Parkes 
now distinctly said that he made no suggestion of that kind at all, and that the whole matter of Mr. 
Hickson’s connection with South Australia, as far as he could see, resolved itself into an inquiry whether 
Mr. Hickson did or did not make some mistake in engineering, then the question bore a very different 
aspect.

Mr. Parkes said that, as far as he could ascertain from the papers, the matters which had occurred 
in South Australia afforded a parallel to the matters connected with this inquiry. He did not know 
whether His Honor wished these matters to be gone into in that relation.

His Honor said he had no wish to go into them at all, and he thought it a great pitv that they 
should be gone into. *

Mr. Parkes said he was anxious to avoid it, because he could not afford the time and expense 
incidental to any material prolongation of the inquiry.

His Honor reminded Mr. Parkes that he had introduced the matters now referred to in the course 
of his evidence. Mr.
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Mr. Parkes said he had briefly referred to the matter to show how it was that he had first come to 
question the estimates and work of Mr. Hickson.

His Honor said that, whatever Mr. Parkes’ intention may have been, the matter had been intro
duced, and Mr. Hickson wished to clear it up. He could only say that, if it were gone into at all, Mr. 
Smith, in his examination of witnesses, should confine himself as closely as possible to the question, not of 
Mr. Hickson’s ability as an engineer, but of his rectitude as an oflicer of the South Australian Govern
ment.^ He took it that the question of Mr. Hickson’s ability as an engineer was utterly outside the 
question into which the Commission had to inquire.
. Mr. Parkes said that if Mr. Smith were permitted to take the course now suggested it would 
involve the production of a great many documents, and the calling of a great number of witnesses.

His Honor said it would depend upon what might transpire in the course of the evidence tendered, 
whether it would be necessary to call further evidence. As to opinions of Ministers of the Crown in 
South Australia, or any other persons, he certainly would not go into those matters at all. They would 
have to be altogether eliminated from the inquiry.

Mr. Parkes said it would be necessary that all the papers in connection with the arbitration case, 
in which Wells Brothers were concerned, as well as the report of the South Australian Commission upon 
Public Works, should be put in. “

His Honor said that he could not refuse to allow Mr. Hickson to adduce evidence as to what had 
taken place in South Australia, considering that evidence had already been given, remotely but distinctly 

' bearing upon that very question. ’ J
Mr. Smith said that the evidence was the more necessary in that Mr. Parkes now admitted that it 

had been given with the object of making a suggestion of improper conduct on the part of Mr. Hickson.
His Honor said that there could be no doubt that the question had first arisen in Mr. Parkes’ 

statement prior to his cross-examination. .
. Mr- Parkes said he understood from Mr. Smith’s method of cross-examination that he wished to 

go into the motives which had actuated him in making the statements which he had made.
His Honor said that if Mr. Hickson intended to go into the question he would allow him to do so. 

At the same time, he thought it would be a pity to introduce the subject, because it involved the opening 
of a great deal of evidence, possibly leading to a great deal more trouble and expense. The whole thing- 
appeared to him to be very slightly, if at all, material. The great difficulty arose from the inquiry being 
of a public nature. Had it not been of a public nature it would have been open to them to say that the 
matters referred to were known entirely to those immediately concerned in the Commission," and that 
they would not go any further into the matter; but, the facts referred to having gone forth to the public, 
the matter stood in an entirely different position, and he considered that Mr. Hickson had a right to' 
vindicate himself in the eyes of the public.

Mr. Smith understood that Mr. Parkes did not withdraw the suggestion that the matters that had 
transpired in South Australia raised the question of Mr. Hickson’s integrity.

Mr. Parkes said that no doubt the matters which had happened in South Australia afforded a 
parallel to the matters involved in this inquiry.

Mr. Smith said that in the face of that declaration he thought it would be impossible to eliminate 
the matters referred to. It would be necessary to go into them.

His Honor said that, with regard to Eudolph, if it were the fact, as reported, that, in consequence 
of a partially-heard charge against him—because that was all that it could be called until the report of 
the Commission had been presented—certain action had been taken in relation to his salary, then he 
considered that a very great wrong, a very serious wrong, had been done, which afforded another reason 
for regret that the plan which he had originally intended to adopt of not making public the evidence 
given in the course of the inquiry until the inquiry itself was complete had not been adhered to. It 
might appear, for instance, that Eudolph had suffered because of something which had been elicited in the 
course of the inquiry but which might finally turn out not to throw the slightest suspicion of discredit upon 
him, or upon anyone else. If the action indicated had taken place he thought that Eudolph had been 
treated in a very improper way. Of course, if at the termination of the inquiry his report should be to
the effect that Eudolph had done wrong—if that should come out, directly or indirectly_he might
legitimately be called upon to show cause why he should not be even dismissed; but while the question 
was sub judice he did not think that any authority had any right to deal with him upon any inchoate 
question of fact which was not determined.

Mr. Smith said there had been a misunderstanding in the matter. When the evidence first came 
out with regard to the loan of money by Mr. Carter to Eudolph, the intention was to remove Eudolph 
from outdoor work to indoor work at a lower salary. It was then pointed out that that would be fore
stalling His Honor’s report, and that that should be waited for. Through some mistake the lower salary 
had been placed upon the Estimates, as though Eudolph had been retained at his old work at that salary. 
That was the explanation of what had occurred.

, Mr. Davis said that the placing of the reduced salary upon the Estimates was quite the result of 
accident, and was not intentional.

His Honor, at 1'20 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 16th September.
C. E. E. MUEEAY,

______________________________ Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 16 SEPTEMBER, 1898.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a m 

. Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), Mr. E. E. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest Smith 
solicitor, advising), Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews' 
solicitor, advising), attended. ■ ’

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson was recalled and further examined.
William Julius Baltzer was sworn and examined.
His Honor, at 1 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Friday, 18th September.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
j_______________________ ______ Commissioner.

~ FRIDAY,
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FRIDAY, 18 SFPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary s Office, at 10 a"m- 
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. It. E. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Oummow, of the firm of Carter, Gfummow, & Co. (Mr. 
Andrews, solicitor) advising, attended. _ , ™ ■. n „ , ,

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended. _
Mr'. Gummow said, with reference to Contract 79a, the contract on which some of the brickwork had 

been disturbed in the course of the inspection made by direction of the Commission, he would like to know 
whether the contractors were at liberty to make the work good. The period of maintenance in respect of 
the contract had expired, and in the meantime the contractors were being kept out of their money and 
deposit. He would also like to know whether, in respect of Contract 118, His Honor proposed to order 
an inspection which would in any way disturb the work, the period of maintenance having expired in that
case a ^ jjonor sa;(j that, as far as the Commission was concerned, there was no objection to the work 
upon Contract 79a being made good at once. He did not suppose that Mr. Parkes would raise any 
objection.

Mr. Parkes stated that he had no objection to that course.
His Honor said that in that case the matter was entirely one between the department and the 

contractors. As regarded Contract 118, no application had been made, and he saw no need for an
^ ' Mr. Gummow desired to know whether His Honor would like to see any water impounded in the

carrier on Contract 77. . . ,
His Honor said that it might be satisfactory, if it were not a difficult thing to do, to block up the 

ends of a portion of the carrier and make a trough of it for the time being. If the water were impounded
for some days, it would be, to some extent, a satisfactory test. _

Mr. Gummow said a portion of the carrier was already blocked, and he would direct it to be filled 
r.ith water to the level of the blocking.

George Christie, 'William Julius Baltzer, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, and Joseph 
Davis were recalled and further examined.

James Gillan and Charles O’Hanlon were sworn and examined.
His Honor at 12'55 p.m. adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Monday, 21st September.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 21 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the 

firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
James Flood, Nicholas Eyan, Alexander M!Millan, Peter Hart, Charles King, and Sydney Booth 

were sworn and examined. ’
John Carter was recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 12'52 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Wednesday, 23rd September.

C. E. E. MUEEAY,
' Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 23 SEPTEMBER, 1896. -
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; and Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of 

the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended.
Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended. _
Joseph Davis, John Carter, and William Henry Warren were recalled and further examined.
Thomas Edward Spencer, William Greenwood, and Andrew Eaton were sworn and examined.
His Honor said he understood that Mr. Parkes had made inquiry of the Secretary to the Com

mission as to whether addresses would be heard upon the conclusion ot the evidence ; and he desired now 
to intimate that when that stage of the inquiry was reached he ■would hear addresses, first, from a repre
sentative of the department, secondly, from a representative of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and 
finally, from Mr. Parkes himself. He would also direct that the addresses be recorded on the minutes. .

’Mr. Parkes said that if that course were allowed it was not his present intention to call any further 
evidence. His intention was, in the address he proposed to deliver, to connect the evidence which he had 
so far tendered to the Commission.

His Honor said that an address and the tendering of evidence were essentially different, and, it 
Mr. Parkes wished to make any statement as to facts, it should be as a witness, as distinct from the 
position he would occupy in addressing the Commission. # i • i i i j

Mr. Parkes said there were certain inconsistencies and other matters in the evidence which he had 
left untouched, and if he were not allowed to address His Honor upon those points it wumld be necessary 

f or him to tender evidence in regard to them.
His Honor said it would be more appropriate for Mr. Parkes to take the course he indicated m the 

form of an address by way of argument; but if there were any facts which he desired to produce they 
would come in as evidence in reply. Assuming that the evidence were altogether closed on Iriday, he 
would be prepared to hear the department either through Mr. Smith or through Mr. Hickson himself, 
whichever might be thought desirable, on Monday. If the department desired a longer adjournment 
than the usual adjournment from Friday to Monday, in which to prepare an address, he would consider 
an application on Friday. ' Mr.
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Mr. Davis said he understood that His Honor would call upon the department to address him first.
His Honor said that that was so. Of course, if arrangements were made for a different order of 

addresses, well and good ; but the order he had indicated would be the proper order accordint* to the 
practice of the courts of New South Wales. °
. Mr. ISorrie said that the department would make an application on Driday for a postponement if 
it were considered necessary ; but he did not, at present, anticipate that a longer adjournment would be 
required.

His Honor, at 1'25 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Friday, 25th September.
C. E. E. 1VEUERAT,

___________ Commissioner.
FI? IB AT, 25 SEPTEMBER, 1S96.

His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a m
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. E. E. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Oummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co. (Mr. 
Andrews, solicitor, advising), attended. ’

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Joseph Davis, John Carter, and Frank Moorhouse Gummow, were recalled, and further examined.
Charles James Henty and Henry Johnston were sworn and examined.

' _ _ Mr. Smith said he had been given to understand that Mr. Parkes desired to address the Com
mission, and that His Honor had intimated that he would be prepared to hear him, at the same time 
announcing that the same privilege would be accorded to the department, and to Carter, Gummow, & Co.
A-SitTv/rtbeti<^eiPartm-ent,S addressi?g His Honor through a representative, having considered the matter 
with Mr. Hickson, it seemed to him from his point of view to be quite unnecessary for him to make any 
remarks, but be would like to ask His Honor whether there was any matter in the evidence to which any 
argument might be addressed, which His Honor would like to hear.

His Honor said he hardly liked to bind himself to any such statement at present, but he desired to 
go through the whole of the evidence very carefully. It would be necessary for him to do that before he 
began his report; but there was no special matter in respect of which he would now bind himself down 
to the extent of asking lor an explanation. It might have the effect of putting the Commission and also 
the Department in a false position.

. .Mr- Smith said he thought there might have been some point which had struck His Honor as 
requiring explanation. Looking at the whole matter from a general point of view, he was quite prepared 
to leave it as it stood without saying one word in argument or by way of address. He thought that 
would be the conclusion to which the Department would finally arrive.

Hono:r said he would leave it to Mr. Smith to consider between this and the following 
W ednesday, what course he would take. °

Mr. Andrews said he quite agreed with the observations of Mr. Smith. He did not think that 
anything which might be said on behalf of the contractors would in any way assist His Honor. At the 
same time the contractors would be very glad to know whether there was any point upon which His Honor 
would like them to tender further evidence.

His Honor said that if any point struck him he would not hesitate to ask for further evidence if it 
were necessary.

His Honor, at Do p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Monday, 28th September.
C. E. E. MURRAY,

___________ _________ Commissioner.
MONDAY, 28 SEPTEMBER, 1896.

His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
JVy Varn®y Parkes, M.P. (Mr H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for 

Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr Andrews 
solicitor, advising), attended. ’

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended, 
hrank Moorhouse Grummow and John Carter were recalled and further examined.
Mr. Andrews intimated that the evidence of Mr. Grummow would close the evidence which the 

contractors intended to cal]. -
His Honor said he understood that no attempt had been made in the direction of securing the 

attendance of Mr. Snodgrass. 5
, „Mre Andrews said t^t no such attempt had been made ; but if His Honor thought it necessary to 
have Mr. Snodgrass called he would of course'be subpcenaid. It would however be an expensive matter 
goldfield hlm UP ±r°m NeW Zea and’ Wlere he was carrying on a powder manufactory on the Thames

Carter said that Mr. Snodgrass was himself in charge of the works, which were in connection 
with an outside speculation or patent, over which Mr. Snodgrass and the firm had dissolved partnership. 
Mr. Snodgrass had taken the New Zealand rights and had started for himself. "
ment w^she^to call^^ ^ W°uld llke to know whether there was any further evidence which the depart-

Mr. Smith said the department desired to call no further evidence, 
reply HlS Hcm0r Said he WOuld also ask Mr' Parkes whether he desired to call any further evidence in 

Mr. Parkes said he did not.
pddleST1H°n0?rtll0Ught h° 'vould ke hard|1y justified in bringing Mr. Snodgrass from New Zealand at 

great expense. He supposed he would speak as to facts which would probably be within the knowledge
ltherper8rS-Wh0 V6n evlde"ce', He would ask Mr. Smith, as representing the Department,
whether any decision had been arrived at by him as to whether he would address the Commission

14°-I) Mr.
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Mr. Smith said that on further consideration it seemed to him—and he thought Mr. Andrews would 
agree with him—that, inasmuch as Mr. Parkes had determined, with his Honor’s leave, to address the 
Commission, it was only right to the Department and to Mr. Hickson that something should be said on 
their behalf, upon the evidence. He intended, with his Honor’s permission, to briefly address the Com
mission on Wednesday. He thought that on the whole that was the right conclusion to come to, although, 
the Department would have been perfectly content to leave the evidence entirely m his Honor s hands. 
However, as there would be an address upon one side, he thought there ought to be addresses on all sides. 

Mr. Andrews said that either he or Mr. Gummow would be prepared to address the Commission
at the conclusion of Mr. Smith’s address. , ,

His Honor said he would not bind himself not to call for any more evidence at any stage, but he 
did not at present see any reason for doing so. He intended to read through the proceedings, and had 
already partly done so, of the Public Works Committee in connection with the Pyrmont Bridge scheme. 
Mr. Hickson, it appeared, was examined before that body. He mentioned these proceedings, because he 
thought they were remotely and indirectly mixed up with the inquiry. He did not think, however, that 
it would be necessary to put in the proceedings as evidence. They might be alluded to in his report or 
they might not. Beyond that he did not see the necessity at present of calling for any further evidence. 
He wished it to be understood, however, that, even after the addresses had been concluded, if he thought 
fit to do so, he might call witnesses.

His Honor, at 12-55 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m., on Wednesday, 30th September.
' C. E. E. MUEEAY,

Commissioner. ’

WEDNESDAY, 30 SEPTEMBER, 1893.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Eoom, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson), Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, 
advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson was recalled and further examined. _ _
His Honor said there was one matter of which he would ask the Press to take note, and it was this— 

that the Commission could take evidence at any time, even after the addresses were concluded ; and, if 
there were any persons who could in any way give the Commission information of any kind which was at all 
material to the question which had to be inquired into, he would request them to come forward. There was 
one question which had become material—curiously material—and which might not have been supposed 
originally to be material, and that was the question of whether or not Mr. Carter was, in fact, a man ox 
remarkable liberality and generosity. It was a question which he thought very important, and especially 
in one particular relation, to inquire into; so that if anyone would come forward and would speak to that 
fact on either one side or the other he should be happy to hear that evidence, it being, of course, absolutely 
independent testimony. If any one who knew what Mr. Carter’s character was in that relation would come 
forward and say what he knew, whether it were in favour of the suggestion that Mr. Carter was a very 
liberal man or to the opposite effect, he would be very much obliged to that person. It was an invidious 
thing for persons to give evidence in any respect derogatory to the character of another ; but if any.one 
wished to give such evidence with respect to Mr. Carter’s character, believing that he was doing his duty 
in so doing—if anyone could show that evidence which had been given in favour ol the suggestion 
he had referred to was mistaken or untrue—then, if that person wished to give that evidence, and not to 
have his name published, he would give the necessary instructions ; although, of course, any person giving 
such evidence would he subject to cross-examination. He would undertake, however, that the names of 
the witnesses would not, if it were so desired, be published. He considered this matter to he such a very 
important one, especially in one particular relation, that he made this suggestion for the public generally 
to act upon. _ . . ,

Mr. Andrews said that he himself, as it happened, was in a position to give evidence m reference to 
Mr. Carter’s well-known generosity; hut he presumed that His Honor would prefer to examine some 
absolutely independent witnesses. _

His Honor said that he would of course prefer independent witnesses. _
Mr. Andrews desired to know whether His Honor would accept him as a witness. . _
His Honor said that Mr. Andrews was not interested except in so far as he was solicitor to one 

of the parties, and if he, speaking from his own personal knowledge, or of what might have been his 
experience, chose to give evidence of the nature suggested, he should be very happy to hear him. The 
fact that Mr. Andrews occupied the position of solicitor to one of the parties would not preclude him 
from giving the evidence, nor would it, to his mind, affect Mr. Andrews’ credibility. _

Mr. Andrews said he took it that His Honor would prefer other evidence if it could be obtained. 
His Honor said he did not say that he would prefer it; but it would perhaps look better, so far 

as the public generally were concerned, lie would now call upon Mr. Smith to address him on behalf 
of the Department.

Mr. Ernest Smith : May it please your Honor,—I had hoped, as I said the other day, to be relieved 
of the task which now lies before me, and that your Honor, also, would be relieved of the necessity of 
having to listen to me ; but inasmuch as Mr. Parkes has expressed a desire to address the Commission, I 
think that, in justice to the Department and to Mr. Hickson, as the head of the Department, it is perhaps 
right that I, who represent the Department here, should place our view of the evidence before your Honor. 
In doibg so I intend to be as brief as I can ; but, as your Honor is aware, I have a great mass of evidence

to
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to deal with, and there are a great number of charges. My best course, I think, will be to deal with the 
charges seriatim, referring to the evidence which has been tendered in support of them. First of all, I 
should like to draw your Honor’s attention to the object of this inquiry. The Commission which has been 
issued to your Honor is—

To make a diligent and full inquiry touching all questions which have been in any way raised in our 
Legislative Assembly of our said Colony of Hew South Wales, whether specifically or in course 
of debate, as to any improper conduct in connection with the contracts, past and present, of 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., John Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, George Maddison, Peter Ewing, 
E. M. Gummow, George Forrest, and James Gillan, with the Department of Public Works ; and 
touching the truth of any charges which have been so as aforesaid made in connection with the 
performance or variation, if any, of such contracts, or the conduct of any public officer or of the 
said contractors, their agents or workmen, in relation thereto.

The charges which are here referred to, I take it, are comprised in speeches made in the Legislative 
Assembly on two occasions, the first occasion being the 26th of September, 1895, and the second occasion 
the 12th May, 189G. On the first occasion Mr. Parkes made two speeches, and speeches were also made 
by other Members of the House by way of comment upon Mr. Parkes’ speech. On the second occasion, 
viz., the 12th May, there was only one speech delivered by Mr. Parkes, and upon that, I believe, this 
Commission was issued. Before I refer to the charges seriatim which have been by your Honor directed 
to be tabled, as it were—Mr. Parkes being required to put in at the opening of the Commission the par
ticulars of ■ the charges which he made in his speeches—before I refer to those there is one matter to 
which I will direct your Honor’s attention. I should mention that although these charges have been 
tabled, as it were, your Honor has stated that Mr. Parkes was to be in nowise tied down or limited to 
these formulated charges—that he was to have the fullest liberty to add to them, to amend them, or to 
substitute others. That liberty Mr. Parkes has exercised to the fullest extent. Charges have been with
drawn ; others have been substituted ; charges have been added and afterwards withdrawn ; charges have 
also been amended, until at last we have here a list of charges which I suppose I must take, for the present, 
to be final. At this stage it wall perhaps be well for me to direct attention to what seems to me to be 
the gravamen, the substantial ground of complaint of all these charges, and I prefer to give it in Mr. Parkes’ 
own words. In his speech in the Legislative Assembly, under date of September 26th, the speech being 
reported in volume lxxx of Hansard, page 1198, Mr. Parkes says

There is a set of contractors whose names or titles are Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. They 
contract for various works in this country—at present most of them are about Sydney. This 

■ firm of contractors are identified with the Government in the most suspicious fashion.
Mr. Parkes then goes on, as I take it, to explain the way in which this firm of contractors are identified 
with the Government. Of course, when Mr. Parkes uses the expression “ the Government,” I take it 
that he does not intend to refer—and he so stated in his evidence—to the Ministerial heads of any 
department, or to any member of the Government; in fact, in his second speech he told the House 
distinctly that he did not charge the Honorable Member who happened to fill the office of Secretary for 
Public Works with corruption. He said that that gentleman might be stupid or ignorant, or that he 
might have allowed his officers to catch him—I think that was the expression used—but that what he 
specially referred to, in using the expression, “ the Government,” was the responsible officers of the 
Works Department. Who these responsible officers are he has not told us. That is left at large. But, 
at all events, from reading Mr. Parkes’ speech, it is evident at which officer in particular his charges were 
aimed. He goes on to explain how it is that this firm of contractors is identified with the Government 
in a suspicious manner. He says, for instance, that he has it on the most reliable authority that young 
Mr. Hickson was a partner in the firm. He says :—

Having established this connection between the Engineer-in-Chief’s son and the firm, I intend 
presently to show what concessions were given to these contractors.

He proceeds to deal with those undue concessions which form the subject-matter of the charge-sheet 
which he has formulated. I think your Honor will agree with me in my contention that the sum and 
substance of these charges is the allegation that young Mr. Hickson was a partner in the firm, and that 
by reason of that more than suspicious identification these undue concessions had been made. It is true 
that the charge of young Mr. Hickson’s being a partner in the firm has now been withdrawn ; but still, as 
your Honor has to inquire into the truth of the charges, not as formulated here, but as made in the 
House, I should like to draw your attention to the way in which the charges are made, and to the evidence, 
or so-called evidence, upon which they are founded. In the first place, it will be remembered that it was 
admitted by Mr. Parkes in his evidence that, previous to his speech of 26th September, 1895, he had asked 
questions in the House. He admits that he asked the Secretary for Public Works questions as to the
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connection of young Mr. Hickson with this firm of contractors. The questions were put to the Minister 
by Mr. McCourt in Mr. Parkes’ absence, although, as a matter of fact, they were Mr. Parkes’ questions, 
and were indeed referred to by him in his speech. The questions consist of several paragraphs. Paragraph 
7 is as follows:—

What connection has a Mr. Hickson with this firm or with the works ?
The answer to that is—

He is engineer to the contractors.
The 8th paragraph is as follows :—

Is this Mr. Hickson a son of the present Engineer-in-Chief ?
The answer to that is as follows :—

He is the son of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works ; but the Balmain contract referred to is 
being carried out under the supervision of the President of the Water and Sewerage Board, and 
Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction, Mr. Darley. In the case of the other contract 
referred to, namely, the Sewerage Works at Horth Sydney, which was carried out under the 
supervision of the Engineer for Public Works, I am informed that Mr. Hickson, junior, had no 
connection with the work, being at that time in South Australia.

Those questions were answered in the Legislative Assembly, on ] 8th September, just one week before Mr. 
Parkes made his first speech on the question. Tour Honor will, therefore, see that at the earliest stage 
clear and definite information was conveyed to Mr. Parkes as to the real connection between young Mr. 
Hickson and the present permanent head of the Works Department. He was stated to be, as he w'as in 
fact, engineer to the contractors. During the time the contracts referred to by Mr. Parkes were in hand, 
young Mr. Hickson was engaged by this firm of contractors as their engineer, in another colony, and had 
nothing whatever to do with those works. I think that has come out beyond the shadow of a doubt; in 
fact it is virtually admitted by the withdrawal of the charge, and the information thus afforded to Mr. 
Parkes was true in every particular. However, Mr. Parkes, for some reason or other, declined to accept 
these positive statements, made by the Minister from his place in the House. He said that he had it on 
the most reliable authority, that young Mr. Hickson was a partner in the firm. He further stated that he 
had been informed that there was in existence a telegram, sent from this Colony to Adelaide, by one 
member of the firm to another, to the effect that young Mr. Hickson must be taken into partnership at 
any price. He further stated that his informant, Mr. Maddison, had been a member of the firm ; 
but that he had left it: and that he had undertaken to get a copy of that telegram. \\' hen he was asked 
by Mr. Garrard, by way of interjection, whether he had the telegram, Mr. Parkes said he was assured by 
the partner to whom he had referred that he could produce a copy of it. He went on to say :—

If it is not forthcoming a copy can be obtained from the Telegraph Department.
Tour Honor will therefore see that we have a very distinct statement as to two things —first of all, that 
Mr. Parkes has it on reliable authority or evidence that young Mr. Hickson was a partner, and secondly 
that that same reliable authority had undertaken to produce a copy of the telegram to the effect stated. 
Tour Honor will perhaps remember that, when Mr. Parkes’ attention was drawn to this matter in cross
examination, his answer went rather to show that he was now unfortunate enough to find out that he could 
not obtain a copy of the telegram from the Telegraph Department, it being the practice of the department 
to destroy all telegrams after they had been in existence for a certain time. It will be seen, however, that 
the obtaining of a copy from the Telegraph Department had nothing whatever to do with the first allega
tion—a distinct and positive allegation—that Mr. Maddison had undertaken to produce a copy. We 
should not have heard anything at all about obtaining a copy from the Telegraph Department had it not 
been for the interjection of Mr. Garrard, following the statement by Mr. Parkes that Mr. Maddison had 
undertaken to get a copy. That was a distinct allegation by itself. Mr. Parkes alleged that he held in 
his hand complete evidence of the truth of his statement, and, in effect, that the specific and positive 
information which had been given to him by the Secretary for Public Works a wreek before was not to be 
relied upon—in other words, that his evidence was more reliable than that which had been put forward by 
the Minister. What does Mr. Maddison say ? A great deal of the time of the Commission has been 
taken up by going into the question of what these contractors, who waited upon Mr. Parkes, said. For 
my own part I do not think the time of the Commission has in that respect been in any wise wasted. I 
think it is very satisfactory indeed that the thing has been sifted to the bottom, and I submit that wre 
have now got down to the bed-rock so far as that part of the case goes. Mr. Maddison apparently was 
one of the first of the disappointed contractors, who had their various grievances, who went to Mr. 
Parkes. Mr. Maddison and Mr. Williams were apparently the two prime movers in the whole of this 
deputation business. Mr. Williams, I believe, said that he saw Mr. Parkes at least ten or twelve times, 
and Mr. Maddison states that he saw him on several occasions with others, to whom I need not refer. But
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what does Mr. Maddison, who was represented by Mr. Parkes in the House to be such a reliable authority, 
now say with regard to Mr. Parkes’ statement P First of all he point blank denies that he ever undertook 
to produce a copy of the telegram, and then he says that he could never have undertaken to do such a 
thing, inasmuch as he had never seen such a telegram in his life. Further than that, he says that he never 
stated that young Mr. Hickson was a partner. We have, therefore, from Mr. Maddison himself, the 
authority upon which this statement was made in the House, an absolute and complete denial of it. I do 
not think I need waste the time of the Commission by referring to the evidence of the other con
tractors. Tour Honor will see that each of the men had his grievance. Mr. Gilliver, for instance, 
seemed to think it a hard thing that the contractors were getting contracts let to them without 
tender. Eeference was made to Contract 79a, which was an extension of Contract 79, at North Shore, 
and Mr. Gilliver thought it a very hard thing, so far as the other contractors were concerned, that 
Carter & Co. should have had that contract let to them without tender. But what happened in Mr. 
Gilliver’s own case. He admitted that he had had a very large contract indeed in another part of 
the city, and that he had had an extension quite as big as the original contract granted to him 
without any tender at all. Here, then, was this man with his grievance, only too glad to get the 
same concession, if it be a concession, granted to him. Mr. Parkes, however, has now withdrawn 
his charge, in so far as it relates to young Mr. Hickson’s being a partner, but although it is withdrawn 
I think I ought to show in what way the matter has been dealt with by Mr. Parkes right down 
to the present day. The next stage is this : "We have a small set of papers laid upon the Table of the 
House in December, 1895. It is already in evidence, and I do not propose to refer to it ^at any length. 
I refer to it merely for the purpose of showing that when Mr. Hickson, senr., was given an opportunity, 
he very explicitly stated what was his son’s connection with the firm. He repeats the allegation that he 
was simply employed by them as an engineer in Adelaide. He also contradicts another statement made 
by Mr. Parkes, to which I ought to have referred just now, viz., that although young Mr. Hickson was 
employed in Adelaide he was going to and fro constantly. Mr. Hickson, senr., denies that statement 
also, and he points out that from April, 1893, till August, 1895, young Mr. Hickson was wholly 
employed in Adelaide; that it was not a fact that he went to and fro between Sydney and Adelaide, 
or that he came up here with Mr. Gillan on one occasion, as alleged. He said, on the other hand, 
that he was here on only one occasion during that interval, when he came up on a holiday at 
Christmas time. Papers containing this distinct information were laid upon the Table of the 
House in December; but what notice does Mr. Parkes take of that. One would have thought 
that he would have made some inquiry of Mr. Maddison, in view of these repeated statements ; but he 
made no inquiry of any kind apparently before he made his second speech on the 12th May, 1896. In 
gpite of these repeated statements made to the House authoritatively on the subject of young 
Mr. Hickson’s connection with the firm, Mr. Parkes made no effort to obtain the telegram from Mr. 
Maddison, or to confront Mr. Maddison with these statements in any way, before he made the second 
speech on the 12th May, 1896. When he did make that second speech, how did he deal with Mr. Hickson’s 
remarks ? He said that Mr. Hickson’s memorandum was untruthful from beginning to end. It is hardly 
possible to conceive how anyone could have presumed to make such downright, definite, statements as 
these without using something more than ordinary care and caution to see that the statements were true. 
But not one step of the kind was taken between the 19th December, when the papers were printed, and 
the 12th May, when Mr. Parkes made his second speech, and when he had the hardihood to tell the House 
that Mr. Hickson’s memorandum vvas untruthful from beginning to end. After the second speech we have 
the Eoyal Commission, and, as your Honor knows, on the first or second day of the meeting of the 
Commission, Mr. Parkes tabled certain charges. Among those charges was this one:—

That Robert Hickson, while being an otEcer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 
did act collusively with his son, George Hickson, a partner of the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gum
mow, & Co., by which the said George Hickson obtained wrongly money belonging to the Crown. 

That charge remained before the Commission until the 15th June. It was on the 27th May that the 
original charges were formulated, so that for nearly three weeks that charge stood before the Commission. 
In the first place it is difficult to conceive how it wms that Mr. Parkes brought himself to put forward such 
a charge, because, although he told us that before his speech of 12th May, 1896—his second speech—he 
did not interview the contractors again,—we are told that between the 1st May and the date of the 
sitting of this Commission he did see them; and one would have thought that before laying a charge such 
as that on the table he would have seen to some extent where he was in relation to it. Apparently when 
he made that charge he did not exactly know what evidence he was going to bring forward. I confess- it 
is very difficult to understand how such a charge came to have been made. Mr. Parkes told the 
Commission in his examination that one of the reasons which influenced him in laying that—if I may use 
a strong expression—monstrous charge was this—that young Mr. Hickson w7as not in this Colony, that
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he was at work in "Western Australia, and that he was very anxious that he should come here. He 
deliberately tells this Commission that one of his reasons for laying that most serious charge—which has 
completely broken down—was that he might compel Mr. Hickson, senr., to get his son to come over. That 
is Mr. Parkes’ own evidence. It seems to me that such conduct as that is simply playing with a serious 
matter. The idea of this serious indictment being made with an object of that kind. In my humble 
experience it is absolutely unheard of. Mr. Parkes is in a responsible position—in fact, he has told the 
Commission that he is appearing here as representing the public, and that a man in a position of that kind 
should take such an extraordinary course for a such purpose is almost inconceivable. However, the charge 
was laid, and it remained here, as I say, until the 15th June. Mr. Parkes seemed to insinuate that there was 
some kind of hanging back on the part of Mr. Hickson, senr., in bringing his son over. I merely mention it 
because I do not want such a supposition to go uncontradicted in any way. I do not \Vish it to be supposed 
for one moment that there was any thought or feeling on the part of Mr. Hickson, senr., in opposition to his 
son’s appearing before the Commission. As Mr. Hickson himself told your Honor, his sole reason for 
doubting whether his son could come was this—that he was in Western Australia, on the verge of getting 
what might turn out to be a very good appointment under the Government of that Colony, and that if he 
were to leave the Colony at that critical time he might miss his appointment. That was the sole reason 
for any hesitation on Mr. Hickson’s part in regard to his son’s coming such a long distance at that 
particular time. Your Honor sees that there could not have been any other reason, so far as young Mr. 
Hickson is concerned. It was to the advantage of Mr. Hickson, senr., that he should be here. Your 
Honor has had the advantage, however, of seeing him in the box, and of seeing what style of young man 
he is. His evidence, together with the other evidence which has been tendered, has cleared up the whole 
matter so thoroughly that Mr. Parkes’ only course was to withdraw the charge. That charge, therefore, 
is now, we trust, dead. And, as I contended in opening my address to your Honor, it is really the 
substantial ground of the whole of these charges—it is the gravamen of the charges. It is the main 
cause of complaint. As Mr. Parkes pointed out to the Legislative Assembly, having established the 
connection between the two individuals, viz., the head of the Works Department and his son, the engineer 
for this firm of contractors, he would proceed to consider what concessions the firm obtained by reason of 
that identification or connection. That charge has absolutely fallen to the ground, and has been 
abandoned. Therefore, I contend -with absolute confidence that, so for as this Commission is concerned, 
the bottom of all these charges has absolutely fallen out. It is not for a moment to be supposed that if 
Mr. Parkes had simply alleged or informed the House and the country that there had been a mistake 
in a schedule, or that a contractor here or there had got an extension of a large contract without tendering, 
or that there had been an incautious application of a new and comparatively unknown method of con
struction, or anything of that kind—that if he had merely shown either mistakes or want of judgment, we 
should ever have heard of a Eoyal Commission. The main ground of this Commission, as I understand 
it, lay in a charge, not of incapacity or negligence, but a charge of a corrupt connection between the 
heads of the department and a firm of contractors. That was the reason why this Eoyal Commission was 
issued, and, that charge having fallen through, I contend that the bottom of the whole of these charges 
has absolutely fallen out. Having got rid of that main charge, I will come now to the next set. On the 
15th June we had a new version of this charge. The partnership allegation was abandoned, and the 
charge was put in this way :—

That Eobert Hickson, while an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, did 
allow of undue concessions being granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., contractors for 
sewerage works in the Colony of New South Wales, his son, George Hickson, being an inter
ested party in the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

That is the charge as it was formulated on 15th June. It remained in the charge-list until the 4th instant. 
Your Honor will remember that as soon as that charge was formulated I applied that Mr. Parkes should 
give us the particulars of the undue concessions referred to. Your Honor directed that those particulars 
should be furnished, and in pursuance of that direction Mr. Parkes supplied them in a letter dated 15th 
June, addressed to Mr. Hickson, as follows :—
R. Hickson, Esq.,—

Dear Sir, 121 Pitt-street, Sydney, 15 June, 1896.
The concessions referred to in my charge substituted this morning are contained in Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, of 

charges on Contract 69, and Nos. 1, 2, on Contract 72, and Nos. 1, 2, and 3, of Contract-77, and Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 
10, of Contract 79, and in Nos. 1, 2, 4, of Contract 79a, and in Nos. 1, 2, of Contract 118.

Yours, &c.,
' VARNEY PARKES.

It will be seen that the contracts afiected are 69, 72, 77, 79, 79a, and 118. I may mention that the total 
number of charges in the charge-sheet at that date was something over thirty, and, as to those thirty odd 
charges, Mr. Parkes furnished particulars directly connecting young Mr. Hickson with twenty-three of

them.
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them. Twenty-three undue concessions are alleged to have been given to Carter, Gummow, & Co. Why ? 
Because young Mr. Hickson was an interested party in the firm iof Carter, Gummow, & Co. That was 
Mr. Parkes’ allegation as it stood before this Commission from the 15th June until the 4th instant. In 
order that there should not be any doubt as to the real meaning of the charge, I asked Mr. Parkes 
whether it w'as his serious intention to allege that these concessions were granted to the firm of contractors 
because young Mr. Hickson was an interested party in the firm. Tour Honor will see that from the way 
in which the charge is framed, it might have amounted only to an allegation that certain concessions were 
made, and that it was a curious coincidence that young Mr. Hickson was at that time an interested party 
n the firm. But in order that there might be no doubt upon the point, I asked Mr. Parkes whether the 

one thing depended upon the other, and his answer was that these concessions were made, in his opinion 
'because young Mr. Hickson was an interested party. There were twenty-three of those concessions at 
that time. We come down now to the 4th of September. On that date, by your Honor’s leave, Mr- 
Parkes gave us an altogether new and revised version of his charges., Pirst of all, in his revised version 
some half a dozen charges are withdrawn. Then four or five are altered, and we have two new charges, 
to which I will refer presently. With regard to the charge affecting young Mr. Hickson, the way in 
which it stands in the new list is this:

That Eobert E. P. Hickson, while an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 
did allow of undue concessions being granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., contractors, 
for sewerage works in the Colony of New South Wales, his son George Hickson being an 
interested party in the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

That is substantially as it was before; but instead of there being twenty-three undue concessions, we arc 
now limited to three. Two of these form part of the twenty-three concessions comprised in the former 
charges, and one is an entirely new matter. It will be seen, therefore, that between the 15th of June and 
the 4th September we had sufficient evidence before this Commission to satisfy even Mr. Parkes that, 
instead of twenty-three undue concessions being granted because of young Mr. Hickson’s connection with 
the firm, only two were granted, twenty-one of them having to be absolutely abandoned by him. Mr. 
Parkes thinks also that he can establish another one—an entirely new undue concession, and that has 
been added. That brings me down to the list of charges as it stands, and I propose, with your Honor’s 
permission, to deal with those charges as they appear seriatim. I intend to be as brief as I can. In the 
first place, I will take the charge relating to young Mr. Hickson. That charge rests upon this allegation— 
viz., that these concessions were made because young Mr. Hickson was an interested party. Pirst of all let 
me direct your Honor’s attention to the nature of the interest which is alleged to be the cause of these con
cessions. Perhaps I had better take, in the first instance, the evidence of Mr. Hickson, senr. He came here 
and he told your Honor, in his own words, without question or leading from me, how it was that young Mr. 
Hickson was brought up to follow his father’s profession, and how he came to abandon that profession 
here. His leaving the Department amounted to abandoning it here, because, as your Honor knows, there 
is very little engineering work in the Colony outside of the Government work, the Government of the 
Colony carrying out most of the engineering work. Mr. Hickson, senr.' had intended that his son should 
follow in his footsteps, as it were, but that idea had to be abandoned. Why was that ? Mr. Hickson 
tells us that in 1893 he was charged with the duty of reorganising the branch of the Department of which 
he was the head. It was a vast undertaking, and Mr. Hickson found that in the exercise of bis duty he 
had to retrench a certain number of officers. He saw no reason whatever for retrenching his son. He 
was a capable young man, and he had had a good start, having served under Mr. Moriarty, and also under 
Mr. Darley. He had had a good training, and his father saw no reason for retrenching him. His son, 
therefore, remained upon the list of officers retained, and it appears that something was consequently said 
to Mr. Barling, who was at that time Under Secretary for Public Works. A remark was made to him to 
the effect that i( was a very strange thing that, while so many officers were being retrenched, Mr. Hickson’s 
son should remain in the Department. It was one of those malignant pieces of gossip winch so often do so 
much harm, if they are listened to. Unfortunately, this remark was conveyed to Mr. Hickson, senr., and 
unfortunately, to my mind, he listened to it. I submit that it would have been much better if Mr. Hickson 
had shut his ears absolutely to frivolous talk of that kind. He was strong in his position. Everyone 
knew his character, and a remark of that kind might have been allowed to pass for what it was worth, 
which was absolutely nothing. However, Mr. Hickson seems to have taken a very different view of it. 
He went home, slept on the matter, and returned to the office the next morning with a minute written to 
the effect that his son should be retrenched. That minute, as Mr. Hickson told us, was registered, so 
that there might be no possibility of his drawing back and altering his mind. Mr. Hickson then had to 
bring the matter before the Minister, Mr. Dyne. The Minister apparently remonstrated with him, and 
told him that if he had had any doubt at all he would not allow the thing to go any further, and would 
permit the minute to be withdrawn. Mr. Hickson remained firm, and the consequence was that young
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Mr. Hickson was retrenched. His father then sent for him and told him he had been retrenched. Mr. 
Hickson, junior, told his father that that did not matter very much ; that he was young ; and that he could 
take care of himself. At all events, the nest thing we hear is that young Mr. Hickson, entirely on his 
own motion and without any assistance from his father—without any suggestion from his father—sees 
Mr. Carter, a member of this firm of contractors. The firm has a large contract in hand in South 
Australia, and they want an engineer there to lay out the levels of the tunnels and to do the alignments. 
An engagement is accordingly made between Mr. Carter and young Mr. Hickson, and, as your Honor 
sees, it is made without a single suggestion from and entirely without the knowledge of Mr. Hickson, 
senior. The first that Mr. Hickson, senior, hears or knows of it, is when he is told that the arrange
ment has been made, and that his son is starting for Adelaide at once. Mr. Hickson has told us 
that he had no conversation whatever with Mr. Carter or with any member of the firm before this 
engagement was made, and then he told us of the conversation he did have afterwards. I think he had 
one slight conversation on the morning of the day when the engagement was made. The effect of 
it was simply this—that when Mr. Carter began to talk about the firm’s having engaged his son, Mr. 
Hickson, senior, at once said that he did not want to hear anything about it; that his son, being in the 
employ of the firm, all that the firm had to do was to give him what he was worth and nothing more. 
There was some further conversation some months afterwards which is not very material, if it be material 
at all. It will be seen, therefore, that Mr. Hickson, senior, had nothing whatever to do with his son’s 
engagement by the firm. I may say that the evidence of Mr. Hickson upon this point is confirmed by 
that of Mr. Hickson, junior. Young Mr. Hickson told us, without any leading at all, that he applied for 
this post himself, and that he did not do so at his father’s request. He said distinctly that it was an 
independent action of his own when he was cut adrift. What was the nature of the agreement ? He 
was to look after a large job in Adelaide, and he was to get £200 a year. I think the amount was after
wards increased to £250 a year. He declares positively that beyond that salary and beyond a certain 
small sum which was specified— a certain allowance—he had no interest whatever in this firm, and that he 
had no interest whatever in this Monier patent, of which wo have heard so much. The only interest he had 
in the firm was that he had to earn his salary of £200, or, in later times, £250. I think you will find that 
this salary was well earned. We had the evidence of Mr. Gummow, wdio superintended the work of young 
Mr. Hickson, on this point. Young Mr. Hickson himself told us the nature of the work he had to do. 
It was evidently pretty hard work, and he sometimes had to work during the whole of Sunday. Mr. 
Gummow confirmed what young Mr. Hickson said, and he added that he was thoroughly satisfied with 
the young man and with the manner in which he did this work. Mr. Gummow himself said that the work 
at times was very hard, and that he thought the salary which was paid to young Mr. Hickson was well-earned. 
That being so, it is clear that the only interest young Mr. Hickson had in the firm was that of a paid 
servant at the rate of £200 or £250 a year. Out of that amount he had to keep himself. Afterwards, 
when the contract in Adelaide was finished, he came out here and work was found for him on certain of 
the firm’s contracts in Sydney. He was not employed by the firm here very long. He began work in 
August, 1895, and on the completion of the contract upon which he was engaged Carter & Co., being 
unable to find any more work for him, gave him three months’ notice. He was paid up to April, 1896; 
when he left the firm’s employment and had once more to strike out for himself. He went off to Western 
Australia, where, as your Honor has been told, he had the hope of obtaining an appointment under the 
Government. That is the history of young Mr. Hickson’s connection with the firm, and it is the extent of 
his interest in it. It is because of that interest of young Mr. Hickson in the firm that we are now told 
that certain undue concessions have been made to the firm by the Department. These concessions, it is 
said, were made because the firm happen to have employed in another colony a young man, who was the 
son of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works in this colony. Because the firm were employing this 
young man, and were giving him a salary which was hardly adequate to the responsibilities and nature of 
the work he had to undertake, these concessions are alleged to have been made. I will now deal with 
the three concessions contained in the new list of charges. The first of them is as follows :—

By permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to obtain the monopoly of the Monier system in 
Government works, by inducing the Minister to enter into an agreement to adopt their patent in 
public works, and to pay 15 per cent, royalty for use of same, by an improper minute, inaccurately 
stating the cost of a special test made in connection with the same.

I confess I am absolutely unable to understand that charge. I have read it several times and I confess I 
do ndt understand it—that is, upon the evidence. Eirst of all, we are charged with permitting this firm 
of contractors to obtain a monopoly in Government works. I confess I do not see how the Department 
of Public "Works can allow a firm to obtain a monopoly. The evidence is that two of these contractors 
had, with Mr. Baltzer, a patent. By that means no doubt they obtained the monopoly to which every 
patentee has a right—that is to say, they have the exclusive right to use the subject of the patent. I
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cannot see how the Department can have permitted Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to obtain a monopoly. 
This patent stands in the name of three persons to wdiom X have referred, and the charge goes on to 
state the way in which the alleged monopoly has been obtained—that is, by “ induciug the Minister to 
enter into an agreement to adopt the patent in public works, and to pay 15 per cent, royalty for the use 
of the same by improper minutes.” In the first place, Mr. Parkes had in the charge the word “ minute,” 
hut he afterwards substituted “ minutes.” I do not know what these “ minutes” can be, unless it be the 
minute referred to by Mr. Hickson in his evidence on page 563, question 17073. The matter was also 
referred to by Mr. Barling in his evidence, question 7436. Tour Honor will see that this minute was the 
outcome of a letter written by the contractors to Mr. W. A. Smith, he being the engineer in charge of 
one of the works. It appears that Mr. Smith, who had taken a great interest in this Monier system, had 
had—that is evidently the case—a conversation with these contractors as to the terms upon which, if the 
Government should see fit to use the patent upon any of their works, the patentees would be willing to 
allow it to be used. This conversation having evidently taken place the contractors wrote in this way 

Eeferring to our conversation re the use of our patent system of bridge and culvert building, we 
hereby inform you that the royalty we require for the use of the same by your Department will 
be 15 per cent, on the cost of construction.

That letter is sent by Mr. Smith to his Chief, Mr. Hickson, and on that Mr. Hickson wrote his minute of 
the 18th July, to this effect:—

The Monier system of concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. 
"Where applicable, it reduces the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent. The 
patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15 
per cent, on the cost of the arch. I recommend it for the Minister’s approval. I might state 
that I have just completed, with the permission of the patentees, a culvert on the Parramatta 
Bead, built on this principle, with most satisfactory results, financially and otherwise.

Tour Honor will see, first of all, if words in the English language have any meaning at all, that there is 
in that minute no inducing of the Minister to enter into any contract to adopt the patent. All that this 
minute asks for is the Minister’s approval to this—that if it should be used in any case by the Govern
ment, this firm of contractors should be tied down to the charge of a certain royalty only. It was left 
perfectly open to the Government to use this patent upon any of their works or not; and, moreover, as 
Mr. Hickson points out in his evidence, it does not apply to the case of any contract made by the 
Government with other contractors, supposing contracts to be made in which the Monier patent might be 
used. It would be entirely for the contractors who were the successful tenderers to arrange with the 
patentees for the use of their patent; and as to the amount of royalty which should be charged, I 
presume that they would take that into consideration when making up their tender, and in estimating 
the cost of the work. There is no agreement on the part of the Government to adopt the patent. 
It would apply entirely and strictly to cases in which the Government by day labour carried out 
works of their own in which the patent might be used. Mr. Hickson simply asked the approval of the 
Minister to use the patent in such a case as that upon the payment of 15 per cent, royalty. Tour 

•Honor knows, as a matter of fact, that this patent has not been used at all in pursuance of this authority. 
It has been used by the contractors upon Contract 77, and also upon one small work on the Parramatta 
Eoad—a culvert at Strathfield. As I understand the evidence, the use of the patent reduces the cost of 
spanning an opening by about 50 per cent. !■ take that to refer to the cost of spanning a road. \\ e 
have had a good deal of evidence as to the cost and the possibilities of this Monier system; we have been 
informed that it has been successfully carried out to a considerable extent in Europe, and upon the basis 
of what has been done there it is estimated that it will reduce the cost of spanning an opening by about 
one half. We have not at present got to anything like that reduced cost, because the work in the 
case of the aqueducts to which it has been applied has been made heavier in view of the fact that the 
patent had not hitherto been tried in the Colony in any work of the kind. Mr. Hickson says in his 
minute, “With the permission of the patentees, I might state I have just completed a culvert on 
the Parramatta Hoad, built on this principle, with most satisfactory results, financially and other
wise.” It will be in your Honor’s recollection that a great deal of time was taken up in going 
into the question of the Strathfield culvert. It was a thing which was rather outside the scope 
of the inquiry at first, but it became necessary to go into it because of its connection with Mr. 
Hickson’s minute and the allegation that was made that that minute was incorrect and misleading. 
What is the evidence with regard to this culvert at Strathfield? It was carried out under the District 
Engineer, Mr. W. A. Smith. His evidence is that it was completed about the 24th July, 1894—that is, just 
six days after Mr. Hickson wrote his minute of the 18th. Mr. Smith says that, this being the first work 
of the kind he had undertaken, he took a great personal interest in it from a scientific point of view, and 
that he continually referred to Mr. Hickson in the matter. There can be no doubt, from the evidence,
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that he and Mr. Hickson had been talking about the thing—how it was getting on from time to time; so 
that Mr. Hickson was posted up as to the exact position of matters without going into the details himself. 
He knew, practically, the state of the work and how it was panning out, and how the cost would come 
out. 'What is Mr.'Smith’s evidence as to the cost? There can be no doubt that what he told the 
Commission he told Mr. Hickson at the time. His evidence is that he made an estimate as nearly as he 
could at that time, because he wanted to see how much cheaper the work would be than ordinary work of 
the kind. In order that he might see what the real cost was, he took particular pains in checking it, and 
he tells us that he made it out to be £114. After that evidence was given, two gentlemen appeared upon 
the scene who knew, as they thought, a good deal more about the Strathfield culvert than did Mr. Smith. 
Those two gentlemen were Mr James Symonds, the Bead Superintendent, and Mr. T. W. Bryant. Mr. 
Symonds told us at first that, in his opinion, the whole thing was a piece of folly—that it'was nonsense to 
have such a large culvert at all. He further told us that he was sure the total cost was over £238, and 
that if he could get at the vouchers he would be able to prove that that was so. Mr. Bryant, who was 
an accountant in the office, and who had never seen the work at all, also stated that it cost at least 
£238. He also said he would be able to prove that to be the case if he could get the vouchers. Tour 
Honor made an order that they should have the vouchers and everything they wanted in connection with 
the matter, and you may remember that there was a good deal of trouble—that they alleged that they 
could not get the papers they wanted or which they thought ought to be there. They said they could not 
find authority for the original expenditure. They seemed to think there ought to be a minute of the 
Executive Council, the usual authority being, as a matter of fact, here in the papers all the time. How
ever, they got the vouchers and they went through them, and they brought out the cost of the culvert at 
£238. That rendered it necessary for the Department to recall Mr. Smith, and after he' had had an 
opportunity to check the vouchers—I will refer your Honor to his evidence dealing with them ; for I 
submit that he dealt with them in such a way as to satisfy your Honor conclusively—it transpired that 
the actual cost of the work was only £109 18s. 9d., proving that Mr. Smith a little over-stated the matter— 
that is, by £5—when he first stated the cost was £114. Tour Honor will see the importance of this 
evidence in this way : this calculation of Mr. Smith is arrived at in two different ways ; in the first place 
his estimate of £114 was made at the time to satisfy himself and his chief upon the scientific question 
which they were investigating together. It was not made so much on the vouchers as by checking the 
time of the men, the cost of the material, and that sort of thing. Afterwards, wdien the statement by 
the Hoad Superintendent and Accountant had been made, Mr. Smith went over the ground again in 
a different manner. He got the vouchers which had been collected, and he was able to point 
out that, according to those vouchers, a great deal of the work which Mr. Symonds and Mr. 
Bryant had supposed to have reference to this culvert had nothing whatever to do with it, 
and that his original estimate was substantialy right—that is to say, he was quite within 
the mark, the real cost being only £109. That is so beyond the shadow of a doubt. After all, 
what is the value of the evidence of such a man as Mr. Symonds in a matter like this? He wras not 
superintending the work, whereas Mr. Smith wras there personally superintending it. Mr. Symonds 
being the Bead Superintendent, his duty was merely to pay the men. "What also is the value of 
Mr. Bryant’s evidence in a matter of this kind ? He was simply an accountant sitting in the office. 
His duty wms to pass certain accounts. What sort of man was he ? When he had left the Department, 
so he told the Commission, the Department had to send for him to adjust Mr. Smith’s accounts, leaving 
the insinuation that Mr. Smith was a bad accountant, or, .at all events, that his figures were not worth 
much—that they could not be relied upon, and that they were in such a state of confusion that 
Mr. Bryant had to be sent for to put them right. What is the evidence ? It is that a certain cheque 
for £7 12s., which was given to Mr. Bryant to pay into a certain bank, was not to be found as having 
been duly banked. Mr. Smith was a little anxious about the matter. He knew that Mr. Bryant had 
had the cheque, and the question was, what had become of it? He sent for Mr. Bryant with the object, 
as he stated, of getting him to put the thing right, if there was anything wrong or crooked about it. 
Mr. Smith having this uncomfortable feeling about the matter, Mr. Bryant was called in accordingly. The 
matter was investigated, and it was found that no one in the Department was at all to blame ; that the 
cheque had been duly paid into the bank, but that the bank, falling into an error which unfortunately so 
often happens, as I myself find, mixed up one Smith with another, and this cheque for £7 12s., instead 
of going to the credit of Mr. W. A. Smith, went to the credit of some other more fortunate Smith. 
At all events the bank put the matter right, and there was an end of it. This is the witness 
who came here to speak as to these figures ; and he was supposed to speak with accuracy, because, if he 
could not be accurate as to figures, there is an end to the matter at once. As a specimen of this man’s 
accuracy, he tells the Commission, under the circumstances I have just narrated, that he came back to 
adjust Mr. Smith’s accounts. With those few words I think I might safely leave the evidence of Mr. 
Symonds and Mr. Bryant, and pass on to another matter. I do not think their evidence will weigh with

your



35

your Honor. I submit that Mr. Smith’s evidence is conclusive that the cost of this work was as stated to 
Mr. Hickson, and as stated by Mr. Hickson to his' Minister, when he represented that the work just 
carried out had been so carried out with most satisfactory results, financially and otherwise. This brings 
me to the question whether this culvert was really a good structure or not. Some attempt was made to 
show that the minute was incorrect in that respect. We were told by Larkin, the foreman, that he had 
heard that the culvert had collapsed ; and Mr. Bagge also seemed to have got it into his head—he did not 
know how—that the culvert had collapsed. But, as your Honor knows, evidence has been tendered to 
the effect that the culvert is all right; that it is standing there now; and that there never was any 
question of its collapsing. The only thing which happened, I believe, was this—a small part of the 
compo. got frozen, and had to be made good ; and, as Mr. Smith told us, that was the extent of it. That 
is a small matter, but it is an illustration of the value of evidence which is based upon tittle-tattle—upon 
gossiping nonsense of this kind. Poor Mr. Bagge had evidently got it into his mind that something had 
happened to the culvert, but the evidence which has since been given illustrates the value of that sort of 
testimony. It shows that Mr. Bagge had been misled as other persons have been misled in other and 
graver matters. I do not think I need refer to this first undue concession, as it is called, any further. 
It seems to me that that minute of Mr. Hickson’s was in every respect a proper and careful minute. It 
certainly did not seek to give Carter & Co. a monopoly. It simply sought to obtain the Minister’s 
authority for an arrangement with the patentees in the event of the Government’s thinking it well to use 
the patent at any time; and, moreover, there was no inaccuracy in the statement as to the cost. The 
matter was fairly stated, was fairly put before the Minister, who approved of the patent being used upon 
the terms suggested if his responsible officers thought it advisable to use it at any time. As a matter of ’ 
fact the patent has never been used except in the instances I have mentioned. I will deal next with the 
third undue concession as it refers to this very same matter—that is to say, it involves the Monier patent. 
The third concession is stated as follows :—

By permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to obtain Contract No. 77. in an improper manner 
to the advantage of the contractors and to the disadvantage of the Crown.

That charge, to my mind, if it involves anybody at all, involves five officers all holding very high offices in 
the State. The first officer involved is Mr. Barling, who is at present a member of the Public Service 
Board, and who was at that time Under Secretary for Public Wbrks, and also the Chairman of the Board 
of Eeference. The other officers involved are Mr. Darley, Mr. Deane, Mr. Hickson, and Mr. Vernon. If 
any body is responsible for this contract being let to Carter, Gummow & Co., it is these five officers, who at 
that time constituted the Board of Eeference. Tour Honor has before you the way in which the Board 
of Eeference came into being. You have the minute of Mr. Bruce Smith recomniending the appointment 
of the Board, taking the heads of all the sub-departments as members, with the object of dealing with and 
consolidating, as it were, the practice with regard to contracts. Special reference is made to the new 
general conditions, which Mr. Bruce Smith thought it advisable to have prepared, because up to that date 
the various branches had had sets of conditions of their own. That, therefore, was one of the first things 
with which the Board dealt. One of the other things with which the Board had to deal concerned the 
tenders. All the tenders came before them, and, if a contract involved a particular department, the 
officer representing that department, or branch, would no doubt be heard in reference to the contract.
If there were anything special in connection with it, his remarks would no doubt carry greater weight 
than would those of other members of the Board. With that exception, this body of gentlemen, so 
constituted, were all equal. The tenders for Contract 77, among other matters, came before the Board. 
As your Honor is aware, when tenders were called, no less than fourteen were sent in at various per 
centages below schedule rates, Carter, Gummow, & Co* being the lowest tenderers at 28i per cent, below 
schedule rates. In addition to that tender they sent in a lump sum tender of £15,500, with a design 
upon the Monier system. • This matter having come before the Board, a report was written, which has 
been confirmed by every member of the Board who has been called here. I should have mentioned that 
four of these officers have been before the Commission, and have given evidence on the matter. The 
report of the Board upon this contract is to be found upon pages 206 and 207 of the Parliamentary 
return. It contains a clear account of how the thing came about. Mr. Hickson’s own evidence, in con
junction with the report of the Board, makes the matter very clear. The Board say in their report:_

■ The tenders for this work were submitted to the Board to-day. In doing so, Mr. Hickson pointed 
out that fifteen tenders had been received, the lowest being that of Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 
28?,- per cent, below schedule rates—amounting approximately to £15,757 Is. 9d. The same firm 
also submitted a lump sum tender for carrying out the work according to a plan sent in by them, 
for the sum of £15,500. The plan submitted is for constructing the work on the “Monier” 
arch principle. This system has been extensively used during recent years on the Continent of 
Europe, with successful results, and Mr. Hickson sees no reason whv, under certain restrictions, 
the opportunity should not be taken to introduce the system in the public works of this Colony.
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The advanfages claimed by the patentees are that works can be carried out at a much cheaper 
rate wherever this method of construction is used. Mr. Hickson said he had no doubt that the 
design submitted was thoroughly suitable,'andllikely to be effective; and, as the main principles 
as regards size and inclination of sewer were as provided for in the departmental design, he was 
prepared to recommend it for adoption ; but if it was decided to accept the tender, a short 
specification of the work should be included in the bond, and provision also made for the main
tenance of the work by the contractors for a certain period after completion.

Mr. Hickson further said that, as Mr. Darley would be the responsible officer for carrying out this 
work, he had gone into the matter very thoroughly with that gentleman, and Mr. Darley was 
quite prepared to endorse his views.

The Board, in view of the fact that Messrs. Darley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a 
sound one, and that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared 
to endorse the recommendation of these gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s 
consideration.

That is the report of the Board of Reference on this matter as it came before them. It being a sewerage 
matter, Mr. Hickson was evidently the chief speaker with regard to it. The Board would naturally look 
to Mr. Hickson to explain the matter to them, but, as Mr. Hickson was about to hand over the sewerage 
works to Mr. Darley, he naturally did not wish to pledge his successor to anything in the way of what 
may be termed a new departure without consulting him. It appears, further, that Mr. Hickson took the 
precaution of going very fully into this matter with Mr. Darley, who was to succeed him, before it was 
brought before the Board of Reference. That is plain, both from the minute itself and from the evidence 
which is before your Honor. Mr. Hickson was asked some questions as to this matter, and this is the 
way in which he shortly describes it. I am quoting from his evidence on page 31-, Questions 1287-8 :—

1287. Will you please tell His Honor what you reported to the Board in reference to the Monier 
arch ? The repbrt of the Board of Reference, which you will find at the foot of page 206 of the 
Parliamentary paper, ordered to be printed 22nd October, 1895, is the result of the conversation 
which took place.
1288. What did you say to the Board ? When this tender came in on 14th March, it was 
arranged that the work should be taken out of my hands and handed over to Mr. Darley. I 
brought the tender and the plans down to Mr. Darley, and we talked over the matter for a 
considerable time. The result of the conversation was that we both thought it desirable that an 
opportunity should be given of testing the Monier arch principle, which was acknowledged by all 
engineers on the Continent to be a very valuable engineering structure, and that the matter 
should be considered by the Board of Reference. The papers were then sent down to the Board 
of Reference without any direct recommendation from myself or Mr. Darley. We talked the 
matter over at the Board of Reference, and the paper to which I have referred you upon page 
206 is the result of the conversation.

We, therefore, know exactly what did take place. Mr. Hickson, when this matter was brought before him, 
took a double precaution. He knew that he would not have the carrying out of the contract; and, as he 
was going to hand over the sewerage works to Mr. Darley, he took the precaution, when he got this plan 
and alternative tender, of seeing Mr. Darley, and discussing the matter with him for a considerable time. 
He took the precaution of thrashing the thing out with Mr. Darley before he moved at all. These two 
gentlemen considered the matter, and they came to the conclusion that it would be a good thing to take 
this opportunity of testing this comparatively new thing in this part of the world. What did they do then ? 
As a further precaution, they refrained from writing any minute which might have the effect of influencing 
the Board, and to a certain extent binding them. If they had joined in writing a minute of recom
mendation the whole matter would not have been treated by the Board as at large when it came before 
them, it being peculiarly within the functions of these two gentlemen, one of whom was leaving the branch 
and the other of whom was taking up the duties. IMaturally the Board would have said, “ Here is 
vour recommendation. We approve.” Probably there would have been no discussion; but these two 
gentlemen having made up their minds, refrained from writing a minute which might amount to a recom
mendation, but simply brought the matter before the Board, the whole thing being thereupon discussed. 
The report which I have read contains, we are told, a true history of what took place at ‘the meeting. 
It is to the effect that these turn officers, Mr. Darley and Mr. Hickson, were looked to to advise the 
Board upon the technical part of the matter. The question of policy no doubt was considered—that 
is, as to whether it w'as a wise thing to introduce such a mode of construction—assuming it to be good. 
There is not a shadow of a doubt but that the question of policy was gone into ; and the evidence 
of Mr. Barling, the Chairman of the Board, confirms that view. Mr. Barling, in his evidence upon
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page 202, said that as Chairman of the Board he looked to Mr. Hickson as the responsible officer to 
give evidence upon technical matters, hut that he was one of those who arrived at the unanimous 
conclusion that the system was a good thing to recommend—not merely that it was a good thing to 
recommend the adoption of, but that, as a matter of policy, it should be adopted if it was a good thing. 
Then there is Mr. Harley’s evidence. We know his opinion. He gave evidence on the point, which is 
reported on pages 57 and 58. He confirms what is said by other members of the Board. He goes into 
the question of cost, and he said that one of the things that influenced him was that in the substituted 
plan the company had an equally good structure for a less sum of money, the original contract sum being 
£15,757, and the substituted design being carried out for £15,500. He confirms what Mr. Hickson has 
told us with regard to what took place at the Board, and upon page 58 he explains why it was that he 
recommended that bonds should be taken, and why he endorsed the view of Mr. Hickson in the matter. 
He thought the Monier system a sound system, as far as he could judge, and he thought it would be a 
good thing to apply to this particular contract. He goes on to say that since that time he had had more 
opportunity to go into the matter, and that, having done so, he was still of the same opinion—that is, that 
the advice given was good sound advice. Mr. Deane, the Engineer-in-Chief of Eailways, wras also 
examined upon the point, and he confirms the evidence of the other two members of the Board who w'ere 
examined. Mr. Deane’s evidence is to be found on page 61. In answer to Question 2112, he says :—•

Speaking for myself, my feeling was this : I was glad of an opportunity to see the principle tested. 
The reduction in price did not seem a very large one ; still, in testing a new principle you cannot 
expect to get in the first instance so large a reduction as you would probably get afterwards 
If the principle were once tested, and if it proved satisfactory, no doubt a large saving could be 
effected in the future. I understand that this patent was in the hands of these particular 
contractors. It was therefore a question of dealing with them. The work could not have been 
done by open tendering ; so that the conditions were quite different from those which you would 
have in connection with on ordinary contract.

Then, in answer to Question 2122, he gives the following evidence:—
The report of the 20th March, 1895, of the Board of Reference, correctly states what took 
place at the meeting of the Board, does it not? Tes ; I have not altered my opinion about the 
matter at all. In fact, it has been rather strengthened than otherwise as regards the advisable
ness of adopting the principle. The report is a correct account of what took place.

Your Honor will see that we have the evidence of four of the gentlemen who constituted this Board. 
We did not think it necessary to call Mr. Yernon, the Government Architect. He is an officer whose 
time is very much occupied, and had he been called he would merely have confirmed the evidence of his 

_ colleagues. That evidence, I submit, establishes this fact beyond any doubt whatever—that if there was 
any wrong action in this matter the responsibility for that action lies with these four gentlemen, and that 
responsibility they themselves are prepared to accept—that is, as regards those of them who have scientific 
training. Mr. Barling, of course, does not pretend to a scientific knowledge of these matters, as he told 
us. He is not only of opinion that the advice then given to the Board was sound, but he says that from 
inquiries he has made he would repeat the advice if he were again placed in the same circumstances. He 
thought a wise thing had been done in making this experiment, as it had been called. The report of the 
Board shows that the whole thing was threshed out very carefully. The nature of the work was probably 
thoroughly understood only by the two gentlemen who had given their attention to the matter, viz., Mr. 
Darley and Mr. Hickson ; but to show how thoroughly the thing was thrashed out and the question of 
policy was considered, it was thought desirable that, as the thing was new, although the office had no 
doubt as to its stability, the whole risk of it should be thrown on to the contractors. Therefore it wfas 
that the Board recommended in their report that a short specification of the work should be included in 
the bond, and that provision should he made for the maintenance of the work by the contractor for a 
certain period after completion. That is the history of that report. That report went down to the 
Minister, and was submitted in the ordinary way through his Under Secretary. Upon that, Mr. Young, 
who was then the Secretary for Public Works, writes this minute :— '

Before approving of this proposal, I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to be 
carried out by the contractors'under the substituted scheme.

Mr. Young asked, as your Honor sees, for an estimate as to the actual value of the work which was to be 
carried out under the new scheme, the plans of which had been prepared by the contractors themselves. 
That minute was sent down to Mr. Hickson, and one of the questions that at once arises is : Why W'as 
not that estimate made ? That, no doubt, was the question which must have struck your Honor when 
this matter was first gone into. Y/hy was not an estimate made at the time ? I submit that on the 
evidence that question has received a complete answer. The evidence is that Mr- Hicksop, jjs he states in
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his minute, had already had an opportunity to test the comparative expenditure involved in the work 
according to the Monier principle and according to the original departmental design. On the 28th March, 
1895, he wrote the following minute:—

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan 
submitted by Messrs. Carter and Gummow. . This would take at least a week to do. I think, 
however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plan* were 
being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for 
the work on the Monier system, as well as on the [department’s designs. The result was that 
the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that comparison to this case, 
it would mean that the departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be 
£22,000.—Robt. Hickson, 28/3/95. Under Secretary.

It will be perceived by your Honor that two considerations weighed with Mr. Hickson. He had paid 
some attention to this matter. He had already had an opportunity to estimate the cost of the work in 
these two schemes. He had already had that report of Mr. Bagge, which, as Your Honor may remember, 
formed the subject of so much discussion here, and in connection with which there were three plans of 
construction ; two of them not upon the Monier system, but the third being upon that system. That 
was what Mr. Hickson, as I understand it, had in his mind when he wrote that minute. He was satisfied 
that if fresh estimates were taken out they would come, after all, to the departmental estimate for the 
work. He thought that if he took out those estimates at that time he must arrive at exactly the 
same conclusion. I think that the opinion of Mr. Hickson, formed at that time, is fully borne out by the 
evidence. The question of the cost of this work has been gone into very thoroughly indeed by your 
Honor; you have had all sorts of evidence as to the cost. Let me first draw your attention to Mr. 
Hickson’s explanation, in answer to your Honor, of what took place. On page 37, in reply to question 
1364, he says :—

His Honor.'] Perhaps you had better make a statement as to the actual facts ? The actual facts are 
these:—When we were arranging for the sewer in connection with the sewage farm 
three schemes were got out, in order that we might see which would be the most economical. 
No. 2 scheme—the one which is being carried out—was estimated to cost £6 16s. lid. per lineal 
foot. The third scheme, upon the Monier arch principle, was estimated to cost £6 6s. 8d. per 
lineal foot, or, as I said to the Minister in my minute of 28th March, 1895, practically the same. 

That, no doubt, is what was in Mr. Hickson’s mind when he wrote this minute. That, no doubt, is the ' 
reason why he did not make out an actual estimate of the two works at that time. It would have taken 
some little time to do. As a matter of fact it would have taken a great deal of time, judging from the 
evidence of Mr. Davis, who told us that he spent a considerable time in arriving at an opinion as to the 
cost even when the work has gone as far as it has done now. No doubt these two things weighed with 
Mr. Hickson when he answered the Minister’s minute in the way in which he did. There was the delay 
and trouble involved in getting out the estimates, and he thought he could safely dispense with putting 
his officers to the trouble of going through all these calculations, because they had already gone into the 
thing so thoroughly in connection with another matter, and he felt sure that if they went into it again it 
would “ pan out” pretty much according to the departmental estimate. What is the evidence as to the 
actual cost of this work ? In the first place Mr. Parkes was very much exercised indeed over the schedule 
upon which the payments were made upon this contract. As your Honor knows, when a lump sum tender 
is put in it is necessary, in carrying out the contract, that a certain basis should be arrived at upon which 
to make progress payments. Accordingly a schedule was prepared—as Mr. Parkes at first thought under 
the superintendence of Mr. Hickson. It was only when his attention was drawn to the papers that he 
was compelled to see that Mr. Hickson had nothing whatever to do with the schedule, and that it was 
prepared by Mr. Griffiths, who was the officer acting under Mr. Darley, who had taken over the sewerage 
works, and who had supreme control of them. It is, perhaps, hardly necesary for me to refer to this 
schedule, but it is referred to by Mr. Darley upon page 58—questions 2,044 to 2,052 :—

2044. This schedule we have heard so much about was prepared by Mr. Griffiths ? Yes.
2045. As I understand the matter, it was a schedule made out simply for departmental purposes F 
That is so.
2046. It is no part of the contract at all? No. *
2047. The contractors had no say in the matter at all? No. _
2048. The schedule was made out merely to enable your department to arrive at a conclusion 
as to what the amount of each progress payment ought to be ? As a means of valuing the work 
monthly.
2049. I understand that in making out this schedule you have taken those items which do not 
involve the Monier system upon the schedule ]’ates originally prepared by thedejiartment ? Yes.
2050. But with regard to those items which did involve the Monier system you have made no
special estimate, but have averaged them among the remaining items, so as to bring the total 
within the lump sum constituting the contract price ? That is so. 205L
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2051. So that you did not go into the question as to the real value of those items which made
. up the Monier system ? I did not. '

2052. It is perfectly misleading to state that those items which do not involve the Monier 
system are being paid for at the rate of 28|- per cent, more than the contractors were prepared 
to give for them ? Quite misleading.

That clears up the contention of Mr. Parkes that the department were paying this firm of contractors 
without deducting the 28-1 per cent, which they ought to have got out of them, acting upon the lines of 
their other tender. That other tender had nothing whatever to do with this lump sum tender. I think 
it has been made perfectly clear that this schedule of Mr. Griffiths was simply a schedule such as is 
made up upon every lump sum contract to permit of payments being made as the work proceeds. Then 
with regard to the estimates which have been made as to the value of this work. On the one hand we 
have the evidence of Mr. Thompson and of Mr. M'Credie. They make out that the cost of this work is 
considerably below the departmental estimate, and that instead of the estimate being £22,000 it should 
amount to only something like £13,371. Mr. M‘Credie told us that, as far as he could see, there was 
nothing special in the carrying out of the work. Those, I think, are the words he used. His estimate was 
based upon the assumption that there was nothing of a special character in the work. The same 
observation applies to Mr. Gilliver, who brought out the cost of the work at £2 19s. lid. per cubic yard— 
that is so far as the Monier structure is concerned. He also said that there was nothing special in the 
work. Mr. M‘Credie’s figures are £1 10s. per cubic yard and Mr. Thompson’s figures are also £1 10s. 
Mr. Williams, another contractor, brings the amount down to £2 5s. That is substantially the evidence 
which has been brought forward to show that Mr. Hickson was absolutely wrong when he told 
the Minister that the cost of the work would come up to the departmental estimate. There may 
have been further evidence in support of that contention, but I think that that is the main evidence 
on one side. Then, on the other side, we have had a very careful estimate prepared by Mr. Davis, 
which is to be found upon page 506 in his Memorandum Ho. 5. Your Honor may remember 
that that estimate was based upon quantities which had been agreed upon by Mr. M'Credie, Mr. 
Thompson, and Mr. Davis, so that there can be no dispute about the quantities there given. The 
only question is as to the value of the work in the Monier portion of the structure. Mr. Davis 
has gone into that matter very carefully, and he has showm us how he arrives at his results. 
His estimate of the cost of the Monier portion of the work per cubic yard is £3 16s. lOd. After 
deducting 281 per cent., "the total contract comes out at £15,494. This estimate we are further 
told is based upon the actual time expended by the men in doing the work. Your Honor may 
remember that that time was kept by Inspector Clymer, who came here as a witness, and whose 
evidence is to be believed. Mr. Davis, then, bases his estimate on the actual time taken in doing the 
work. Then we have Mr. Bagge, who told us in one of his minutes that £4 or £4 10s. would be the 
cost per cubic yard of this particular work. Then, again, there is Mr. Chamier’s estimate, which comes 
out at £4 5s. 8d. per cubic yard. Included in that item, however, is 11s., which he put on for the patent 
and the risk. With regard to the item of labour, Mr. Chamier’s estimate was some 2s. under that of 
Mr. Davis. He put it down at a lower figure than did Mr. Davis ; but he explained that by saying that 
he had only made an estimate of the labour, and that he could not get at it actually without knowing 
the actual time spent on the work. He went on to say that if he were told as the result of accurate 
time-keeping that so much time had been expended upon the work, his estimate would be altered 
accordingly. His estimate came to £4 5s. Sd., and if the 11s., to which I have referred, is deducted 
from that amount, it will be found that he substantially agrees with Mr. Davis in every particular. 
Then we have the evidence of Professor Warren. His estimate will be found upon page 319. It will be 
seen that he brings out the cost at £15,691, or £4 Is. 2d. per cubic yard. We have also the evidence of 
Mr. Gummow upon this point, and I suppose he is to be believed, although he is one of the contractors. 
Upon page 641 he gives the actual cost. His evidence is not founded upon a mere estimate. It is 
founded upon what has actually been done—the time which it has taken to do the work, and the amount 
which the contractors have had to pay for it. His figures come out at £3 14s. 6d. per cubic yard, no 
profit at all being allowed in that amount. I think that that is substantially the case as it presents itself 
upon this one particular matter. I submit that the evidence is overwhelming, to the effect that, if Mr. 
Hickson had taken out the estimates at that time, the conclusion to which he would have arrived would 
have been exactly the same as before. There would have been farther time occupied, and a great deal of 
further trouble. Perhaps, inthe light of events, it is a pity that that time and trouble were not taken, so that 
those who are bringing forward any charge upon that point might have been at once silenced. At all events 
it was not done. Whether it was a mistake of judgment or not, it is, I submit, a'very small matter after 
all; because any officer charged with such vast contracts and work as was Mr. Hickson, especially at a 
time when he was going from one branch to another, is liable to make errors of judgment. Perhaps
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your Honor may think that it would have been better on the whole if Mr. Hickson had not relied upon 
what he thought quite sufficient to satisfy anyone, viz., upon what he had done before in considering this 
matter with Mr. Bagge, and that it would have been wiser, instead of relying upon that, since the 
Minister asked that an estimate should be taken out, to take out an estimate' again. It is satisfactory to 
know, however, that if Mr. Hickson had acted on those lines he would have come to exactly the same 
conclusion, viz., that the cost of the work would pan out pretty much as he had informed the Minister it 
would. The Minister’s approval would have been given after considerable delay, and the same results 
would have ensued. I do not think I need labour that part of the case any more, except to refer your 
Honor to Mr. Hickson’s evidence ujjon page 565: ■

17133. Are you satisfied, if you had complied with Mr. Young’s request, and had gone into 
the matter fully at that stage, as to how the estimate would have worked out? I believe it 
would have worked out exactly in the way I indicated in my minute—in fact it would have been 
a little higher than the amount stated in Mr. Davis’s memorandum, because I see that Mr. 
Davis’s estimate is £3 16s. lOd. a yard, whereas Mr. Bagge, in making his estimate, put down the 
amount at £4. If I had sent the estimate back to Mr. Bagge, he would have put in the same 
figures again, so that it would have worked out a little higher than the estimate Mr. Davis 
has given.
17134. The experience you have gained from the actual construction of the work confirms you 
in the view you then laid before the Minister ? Yes ; and if I had the same circumstances 
before me to-morrow I should take exactly the same action.

That, in a nutshell, explains Mr. Hickson’s position in that matter. He acted Iona fide to the best of his 
judgment, in the firm belief that the figures would pan out in a particular way. He now says that, 
having heard all the evidence, and the work being almost completed—when the cost can be more 
accurately calculated—he was fully justified in giving the recommendation he did. I do not think I need 
say anything more upon the question of the cost of the Monier work in Contract 77. It only remains for 
me to draw your Honor’s attention shortly to the nature of the work, and the question whether these 
officers were right in letting a contract involving work of this nature. Upon that point, I think the 
evidence has satisfied even Mr. Parkes that this Monier patent is not the useless risky thing wffiich he told 
the House it was. Your Honor has seen the work.

Sis Sonor: Yes. I really do not think it is necessary, Mr. Smith, to labour that part of the 
question.

Mr. Smith : Quite so. Your Honor has seen the work, and has had the advantage of the evidence 
of Professor Warren and of Mr. W. A. Smith. Wo have also the testimony of Mr. Baltzer, who 
fortunately just returned in time from Germany, where ho has been giving the matter attention. He was 
able to produce, for your Honor’s inspection, a number of photographs representing works which have 
been carried out upon the Monier system, and which certainly, if I may say so, seem very wonderful in 
their way. The system would seem to be a wonderful invention, and one which certainly deserves a good 
trial in this Colony if it can be done without any considerable risk.

Sis Sonor : In relation to that, it has struck me that the photographs which Mr. Hickson origi
nally produced were not in any way made evidence. These photographs, together with some particulars 
with reference to the system, had come under Mr. Hickson’s notice before the tender of Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. for Contract 77 was entertained. I think, therefore,that they ought to be in evidence. -I intended 
to ask for them for this reason : that the main question is the state of Mr. Hickson’s mind, more than the 
actual facts which have since been proved. The question is, what had come to Mr. Hickson’s knowledge 
at the time he made the recommendation he did make ? I therefore think that those particular photo
graphs, together with the other photographs which have been produced, ought really to stand in the 
position of evidence. Mr. Hickson produced a book containing some photographs, and in connection 
with it he gave the size of some of the arches which were represented.

Mr. Smith: In going through the evidence, I did not make a note of that matter. I confess that 
it did not strike me in the way in which your Honor has put it, in relation to what was in Mr. Hickson’s 
mind. I had relied rather on outside evidence on that point. I would refer your Honor to questions 
1575 and 1576; I presume that the book referred to in question 1575 is the book to which your Honor 
refers. Those two questions and answers are as follows :—

1575. Very much below the quantity which appears in Scheme No. 3? Considerably less. 
This is not mere theory. I can show you what was actually done. You will see in the book I 
hand you an illustration of a bridge which has actually been built. The span is 121 ft. 4 in., 
and the thickness of the crown is only 6f in., whereas our Monier arch at Johnstone’s Creek has 
a 75-ft. span and is 12 in. thick."
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1576. What weight is the bridge to which you are referring calculated to bear? The bridge I 
have shown you was tested on 14th November, 1890, in the presence of the President of the 
Zurich Association of Engineers, firstly, by submitting it to an evenly distributed load over one 
half of the arch, equal to 61 lb. to the square foot, and no measurable deflections could be 
recorded. It was secondly tested by a moving load of 5 tons being drawn across the bridge, 
when no vibrations were recorded by the gauges on the loaded or unloaded portions of the bridge, 
which results were considered satisfactory.

Mr. Qummow: I happen to be aware that Mr. Hickson, previous to writing the minute which is 
referred to, had seen the book which had been written by Mr. Baltzer, together with the photographs it 
contains. We are in a position to produce the negatives of the photographs which Mr. Hickson saw, and 
the manuscript from which the type-written matter in the book was taken. The book is dated the 1st 
January, 1896, but the original documents can be produced which Mr. Hickson saw.

Sis Sonor: I understand that Mr. Hickson saw photographs of different structures, and the 
calculations which had been made in relation to them. If, Mr. Gummow, you are in position to produce 
the Mss. and photographs which Mr. Hickson saw, I should consider them material. I presume that 
the photographs which Mr. Hickson saw at the time to which you refer are the same as those which are 
contained in the book. ’ '

Mr. Gummow: Yes.

Sis Sonor: I will allow the matter to stand over for the present, and you can proceed, 
Mr. Smith, on the assumption that what Mr. Hickson then saw is to be considered material evidence 
in the case.

Mr. Gummow : I will produce the original photographs and Mss. to-morrow.

Mr. Smith,: I submit that there is ample evidence before the Commission to show that Mr. 
Hickson had studied this matter to a very great extent at this time, and that he and Mr. Darley, as I 
said just now, had discussed it very thoroughly. Mr. Darley tells us that, although he did not then 
know so much about the system as he does now, he was, at all events, satisfied to join Mr. Hickson 
in advising the Board that it would be a good thing to introduce if it could be done without any risk 
to the Government. That advice, I submit, has been fully borne out by the evidence which has since 
become available on this particular matter. It shows conclusively, moreover, that these two gentlemen 
were acting in the matter honafide, and that their advice was perfectly sound. I will not say anything 
more on that particular matter now ; but a good deal of reference has been made in the course of the 
evidence to the impropriety of allowing this plan which was sent in with the alternative tender for 
Contract 77 to be prepared by an officer of the department. I think I may take it that that matter has 
been pretty well cleared up now. Eortunately Mr. Baltzer, who made the plan, has returned to the 
Colony, and he has been able to explain to your Honor—although there was sufficient evidence as to the 
facts without his explanation—that this plan was really done by him out of office hours. Mr. Baltzer is 
a man who your Honor could see from his style and bearing takes an intense interest in his profession. 
He has a turn that way—-in fact I think your Honor called him a “ designing ” man. He has been in the 
habit of making the most of his spare moments in preparing plans of this kind. "Whether they were going 
to be used is another matter altogether. He was always preparing plans, so that no importance attaches to 
any suggestion of impropriety in his preparation of the particular plan which went in with this particular 
tender. There is no doubt whatever that Mr. Baltzer had nothing whatever to do with putting it in. He 
drew out the plan and handed it over to the contractors, who handed it in with their tender. I come now 
to the second undue concession alleged to have been made to this firm by reason of young Mr. Hickson 
being an interested party. It isns follows :—

By permitting Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., to obtain Contract 79 in an improper manner, to the 
advantage of the contractors, and to the detriment of the Crown.

Contract 79, as your Honor is well aware, was one of the North Shore contracts. Tenders for that 
contract were received on 10th June, 1891. The lowest tenderers were Bond and Hudson, the amount of 
their tender being £36,900. Carter & Co. came next, their tender being £39,890—that is to say, their 
amount was about £3,000 more than the amount of Bond and Hudson’s tender. Your Honor knows, 
according to the evidence, and according to the papers also, that this contract was not proceeded with by 
the Government by reason of the want of money. The Government were unable to go on with the 
contract, and the consequence was that, although Bond and Hudson’s tender was accepted, the works 
were not proceeded with for some months. Bond and Hudson wrote a letter on 28th September, 1891,

asking
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asking to be allowed to withdraw their tender, and also for a return, of their deposit. That letter will be 
found on page 270 of the Parliamentary return. It is signed by Mr. Bond for Bond and Hudson, and is 
as follows:—

In re Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works.
Dear Sir, 88, Sussex-street, Sydney, 28 .September, 1801.

On 10th June, of this year, we had the pleasure of submitting a tender for the above works, and, we believe, 
were successful in being the lowest tenderers.

We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but, not hearing from your Department, 
we have in the meantime, entered upon other obligations, and must consequently respectfully ask you to permit us to 
withdraw our tender, and to return us the deposit attached thereto now lying in your hands, viz., £369.

We are, &c.,
, C. B. BOND
* (Bond and Hudson).

I find I was wrong in stating that their tender had been accepted. As a matter of fact there was no 
formal acceptance ; but there is a minute which appears upon page 271 of the Parliamentary return to 
the effect that the tender had been recommended for acceptance on the 10th June. Mr. Barling at once 
says “ Beturn deposit,” and it was of course returned. Then the tender was allowed to be withdrawn. 
Of course these people had been kept on the string from the 10th June to the 28th of September, and 
having entered into other obligations, as their letter sets forth, they wanted their deposit money back. 
That being so, the Department had only one course open to them, viz., to return the money. The thing 
could not be kept hung up for ever, and the deposit money was returned. In the original charges which 
were made, there was a charge against the Department of allowing this tender to be withdrawn, and of 
returning the deposit money. That charge appears to have been abandoned. It is obvious to anyone 
that that is the only course the Department couldliave taken. Under these circumstances, Carter & Co. 
were left in the position of the second tenderers. Perhaps I had better say, now that I am dealing with 
Bond and Hudson’s withdrawal, that, as your Honor will see from the papers, all that the Department 
had before them were these facts—That the tender had been sent in on the 10th June, and that from 
that date until September nothing was done. The Department then received a letter signed by the 
tenderers asking for a return of their deposit, and, as I have said, there was only one course to 
he taken in reference to that application. The Department had no knowledge whatever that Bond 
and Gr. Hudson had, as we are now told, been bought off. Mr. Hickson, in his evidence, told us that 
the allegation made before this Commission was the first that he had heard of it; that he had not heard 
a word of it until it came out here in the course of the inquiry. He had not the slightest idea 
that Mr. Carter had arranged with Mr. Bond for a withdrawal of this tender for a certain consideration.
I submit that the Department has nothing whatever to do with that matter ; it does not affect their action 
in any way whatever. It is quite evident from the papers, and also from the evidence, that their action 
was absolutely honafide. They were asked to return the deposit of Bond and Hudson, because the firm 
had incurred other obligations, and in the ordinary course the deposit was returned to them. That was 
quite an ordinary course of things; but whether it was a proper thing for this firm of contractors to buy 
off the first tenderers or not is a matter for them to satisfy your Honor upon if necessary. It is not 
necessary for us to express any opinion upon that matter, either one way or the other. It is one which 
entirely concerns the contractors. All the Department knew was that the money had to be returned— 
and it was returned. There is no escape whatever from that position. On the 6th October, 1891, after 
the withdrawal of the tender, Mr. Hickson wrote a minute recommending that fresh tenders be invited. 
It appears that nothing at all was done with regard to this contract until 22nd February, 1892. On that 
date we have this recommendation of Mr. Hickson as to calling for fresh tenders, approved by the 
Minister. In the meantime trouble had arisen with regard to another contract of these contractors— 
No. 72, the Shea’s Creek contract. Tour Honor will remember that the evidence as to that contract is 
that Mr. Hickson, in the exercise, as he said, of a clause in the contract, virtually stopped it by writing 
his letter of 13th October, 1891. As a matter of fact, the Grovernment had not money with which 
to go on with it. The contractors were therefore informed that after a certain date the contract 
would have to be stopped—that it was not to go any further. In giving that notice Mr. Hickson 
relied upon a certain clause in the contract which has been very much discussed here. That clause 
undoubtedly gives the engineer power to cut out a certain portion of the work—13 or 27 chains of 

•.e lower portion of the channel. That portion was not to be constructed at all unless the engineer 
gave written orders to that effect. But the stoppage of this work was a different and an altogether 
larger thing than was contemplated by that clause. Mr. Hickson, however, in seeking to do the 
best he could for the Department relied upon that clause in the service of his notice. The work 
was stopped, and it was not resumed again until the 1st April, 1892. Tour Honor well knows what 
a serious thing it is to stop a contract of this kind. Anyone who has the slightest acquaintance with 
matters of this description knows that in stopping a work of this kind the Department renders itself liable 
to a claim for very heavy damages. There have been cases before the Courts again and again arising out 
of such claims, and your Honor knows what a difficult thing it is to meet them. Claims may be sent in,.
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as anyone who has had experience in these matters well knows, containing the most ridiculous items. 
The claims against the Government are made as large as possible ; and they are perhaps put in wdth the 
object of making a good fight before a jury. However absurd they may be, they are fought, as every
body knows ; and your Honor knows how difficult it is, when the department gets before a jury, to meet 
a claim of this kind, to get the Government out of it with any degree of success. That, at all events, was 
my short experience when I have had to fight these matters for the Government.

Sis Sonor: That hardly needs argument, I think, Mr. Smith.
Mr. Smith: I will leave that point, if your Honor is of that opinion. Mr. Hickson must have 

known that, as soon as the notice to which I have referred went out, he would get back from the 
contractors a claim of some sort ; and, surely enough, back came a claim, details of which were drawn up 
by Mr. B. C. Simpson, who is pretty well known in this community as an engineer, and as a very able 
man—a man who makes a very good'witness indeed in these cases. However absurd some of these items 
may appear to your Honor to be—and there can be no doubt that if the claim had been contested some 
of them would have been knocked out—the fact remains that there would have been a difficulty in getting 
the Crown out of the matter without having to pay a very substantial sum of money. Mr. Hickson 
evidently had this in his mind; he had various considerations of that kind before him, and he thought 
that if by any means the thing could be settled on reasonable terms it would be a very good thing indeed. 
What was the result? When the Department were going to proceed with Contract 79 it was found that 
Carter & Co. were the .second tenderers on the list. Mr. Hickson, it is true, had recommended that 
fresh tenders should' be called, although it is not an unysual thing for a contract to be given to the second 
tenderer, without calling for fresh tenders, under certain circumstances. That, I say, is not an unusual 
thing; and if any evidence of that were wanted, perhaps I could not do better than refer to the case 
mentioned by Mr. Parkes of the contractor on one of the northern rivers who had taken up a contract 
which turned out to be a wrork of impracticability on account of the drift of millions of ages of sand. As 
fast as the contractor cleared it away it came down upon him again. It turned out afterwards, as your 
Honor may remember, that the matter had nothing to do with the sand, but that the man was not able to 
carry out the work. While he was trying to get a concession from the Government, he quietly withdrew 
all his plant from the site of the works and cleared out. Mr. Hickson, on being advised of this by 
telegram while the man was in his room, at once turned him out of the office, and very properly too. I 
refer to that case as an instance of a contract being given to the second tenderer as a matter of course. 
Papers were produced showing that this contract was given, as Mr. Parkes supposed, to a man named 
Poord. Mr. Parkes said that this man had been treated in a very harsh way, but it turned out that 
nothing of the kind was the ease. Pord was the first tenderer, and threw up the work without signing 
the contract, forfeiting the small deposit. The contract was then given almost as a matter of course to 
the second tenderer, so that we could not have a better illustration of the practice than that which 
Mr. Parkes happened to light upon. Mr. Hickson’s reason for not giving the work to the second 
tenderers, and for recommending that fresh tenders be called, as he himself stated, was, first of all, that 
some time had elapsed, namely, from the 10th June to 6th October, since tenders were invited; the other 
reason being that there was a considerable difference between the amounts of the first and second tenders, 
namely, some £3,000.. That is why he wrote his minute of 6th October, recommending that fresh tenders 
be called. Hothing was done until 22nd February, and in the meantime the Shea’s Creek trouble had 
cropped up. Here were the Government confronted with a serious claim. Mr. Hickson, from his experience, 
knew that, however good the answer might be to many of the items in the claim drawn up by Mr. B. C. 
Simpson, the Government stood the risk of being mulcted in damages to a heavy extent. Estimating 
on the basis that the contractors claimed £4,000, Mr. Hickson came to the conclusion that, at all events, 
the Government would stand to lose £2,000 over the matter—that they might be cast in damages to that 
amount. And, although he had written his letter of October, in which he stated that he had stopped the 
contract under certain powers which he thought he possessed, it must be apparent to anyone who reads 
that particular clause, that it would have been a very risky thing indeed to rely solely upon the powers 
contained in it. It was only put forward as a piece of bluff to keep the contractors from prosecuting 
such a claim as I have indicated ; but, when it was seen that the contractors were not going to be bluffed 
off in that way, and that things were assuming more serious proportions, Mr. Hickson had to consider 
what was the best thing to do for for the Government, and that was how it came about that he saw 
Mr. Lyne on the very day after the minute approving of the recommendation that fresh tenders be called. 
It was upon that that Mr. Hickson’s minute of the 23rd of February, 1892, was written. He then wrote :

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91, complications have arisen with Carter & Co., re their Contract No. 72 having 
been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, some of which no doubt could-not be entertained, but on 
some items they have made a good case. They are prepared, if they obtained this work, to waive all claims on No. 72. 
As their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 below the estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this course 
were adopted, work would be given at once to a large number of men,—R.H., 23/2/92. Under Secretary. Important.

According
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According to the evidence of both Mr. Lyne and Mr. Hickson, Mr. Hickson saw Mr. Lyne, and that 
gentleman thereupon wrote the minute which follows, under the same date:—

As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compensation on 
Contract No. 72 (Moni-street, partly), should they be willing to forego this claim, their tender may be accepted for con
struction of the main outfall sewer, North Sydney—£30,890, as worked out at schedule rates. If this firm will not agree 
to the condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.—W.J.L., 23/2/92.

That appears to be the history of how it was that this contract came to be given to Carter & Co. I think 
your Honor will come to the conclusion that it was a wise and reasonable course of action both on the 
part of the Minister and also on the part of the officer who was responsible for the advice given to him, 
and for the way in which the matter was put before him. If your Honor will refer to Mr. Lyne’s evidence 
on page 260 of the minutes of evidence, you will see that he there refers to the matter. He shows the 
way in which he looked at it. Of course he could not be expected to remember all the details ; but in 
answer to Question 9170 he gave the following evidence

9170. Do you recollect Contract 72 being re-started ? I do not recollect it by the number. In 
any case, it is so long ago that I am afraid that I should not have a distinct recollection of what 
took place. I do remember writing the minute which you have read, and I remember that that 
amount of £2,000 was a consideration with me in determining whether the other contract 
should be proceeded with by this firm. I wished to avoid any litigation or trouble.

He could not be expected to go into the question of whether there was a good and valid claim in respect 
of the Shea’s Creek contract; but he knew enough of such things to know that litigation was a very 
undesirable course if it could be avoided ; and, with a view to avoid it, and without spending a single 
shilling of the Crown’s money, he got a settlement. This settlement gave Contract 79 to the firm of con
tractors who were the second tenderers at the .original calling for tenders. So your Honor will see, from 
whatever point of view you may look at it, that a reasonable course was taken. I do not think it was 
open to any contention other than this—that it was the best thing that could have been done for the 
Crown, and that both the Minister and the officer immediately responsible for it deserved praise and 
commendation rather than reproof of any kind. I do not think I need go into that matter any further. 
I have, perhaps, gone into it more fully than was necessary. Your Honor will bear in mind the dates 
which have been alluded to. This contract was let to Carter & Co. on the Minister’s approval in 
/February, 1892, and it is charged that it was so let because young Mr. Hickson was an interested 
party in the firm of Carter, Grummow, & Co. The evidence is, however, that it was not until 
April, 1893 (more than twelve months afterwards), when young Mr. Hickson was retrenched. So 
that at that time young Mr. Hickson had no connection whatever with the firm of Carter, Grummow, 
& Co., but was an officer in the department. There can, therefore, have been no possible connection 
between the employment of young Mr. Hickson by the firm and the granting to the firm of Contract 79. 
It is absolutely past comprehension how anyone in the position of Mr. Parkes, with all the evidence 
which has been tendered to the Commission in reference to this matter before him, could have included 
this charge in the amended list which he handed in as recently as the 4th September. In the face of the 
most convincing evidence to the effect that there could have been no possible connection between young Mr. 
Hickson’s connection with the firm and the granting to the firm of this contract, this charge is put 
forward. I say that the whole thing is of a piece, and this is about the best illustration we could have of 
the utter recklessness—the utter want of consideration observed by Mr. Parkes in bringing forward these 
charges. I think I have now disposed of all the matters which we have under this charge relating to 
young Mr. Hickson. Perhaps I had better next deal with Contract 77, as I have already referred to it. 
There are one or two charges in connection with that contract which perhaps had better be dealt with at 
once. The first charge in relation to this contract is as follows :—

With calling public tenders for Contract 77 upon plans for elaborate and costly work, and 
allowing Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. to submit a plan of their own upon a patent held by 
them and an officer of the department and at their own price, unchecked by the department 
as to real cost, by which Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. got an advantage over the Crown of 
£4,000.

I think this charge appears to be pretty much the same as one of the others with which I have already 
dealt, except that it is in different words. I think I pretty well dealt with this matter in the few remarks 
I made as to the acceptance of the contract. The only point to which I perhaps ought to allude is the 
reference to this patent as being held by the contractors and an officer of the department. The words 
“ and an officer of the department ” and some other words were added to the charge when it was 
submitted in the amended list on 4th September. That is one of the numerous amendments which have 
been made by Mr. Parkes in the course of this inquiry. 'Whether any importance attaches to it or not I 
do not know. At all events, the department thought it necessary to clear the matter up, and for that
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purpose I asked Mr. Hickson some questions about the practice of allowing officers in the department 
to have an interest in patents. Tour Honor may remember the evidence Mr. Hickson gave upon that 
point. He said that although he himself would not hold a patent against his employers he thought that, 
as a matter of policy, it would be unwise to check young officers of the department in the use of their 
brains, and in making the best they could out of any invention they might have been fortunate enough to 
light upon. I submit that that is a very reasonable thing to do, because it encourages them io work 
We have had evidence as to the way in which Mr. Baltzer used to work in these matters. He appears to. 
taken infinite pains over the Monier system among other matters. He was not too highly paid as a Civil 
servant; and he had not the necessary funds to finance him in the getting out of a patent. He thought 
however, that since he had taken so much trouble in the matter he certainly ought to take one out. He 
therefore approached Mr. Carter, who financed him through the thing, and, as far as I can make out, that 
is the whole history of the affair. I do not see that there is any objection to this patent’s being held by 
two members of this firm of contractors and Mr. Baltzer. The firm appear to have found money, while 
Mr. Baltzer found the brains, and, together, they obtained the patent which stands in their three names. 
It was a perfectly honest and upright transaction. Mr. Baltzer at that time had no connection with the 
firm of Carter & Co., and was working in the office. The second charge under the heading of Contract 
77 is as follows :—

With deceiving the Minister as to the true cost of the Monier patent by minutes written by 
Bobert P. Hickson, the then Engineer-in-Chief of the Department.

That has already been dealt with, and for the life of me I cannot put my hands upon any evidence that 
tends to show that there has been deception of any kind. I must leave it to Mr. Parkes to point it out. 
We come now to the third charge in relation to this contract:—■

With deceiving the Minister, by which he (the Minister) accepted of certain security, which was of 
an improper and useless nature, for the stability of the patent for a term of three years, the 
deception being contained in minutes written by Robert Hickson, the then Engineer-in-Chief 
for Public Works, knowing that the security was not of a proper nature to submit.

The words “knowing that the security was not of a proper nature to submit,” were added on September 
4th to the original charge. That is another of the numerous amendments to which I have already referred. 
As to the security which is here alluded to as being of an improper and useless nature, your Honor may 
remember that that question was made a strong point of when the matter was considered before the Board 
of Reference. This Monier system being a new. thing, it was made a condition of the contract that the 
contractors should give security that the work would stand for a certain number of years. Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. seem to have objected to that course. A bond was, however, prepared, by which your Honor will 
see that the Contractors were bound to maintain the work for three years. Tour Honor will see the 
following clause in the letter of the Under Secretary for Public Works, Mr. Barling, to Messrs Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., under date of 11th April, 1895 :—

A fixed deposit receipt, in favour of the Secretary for Public Works, for the sum of £775, 
will be required as security for the due performance of contract within the stipulated time, and 
a personal bond in the sum of £12,000, and two bondsmen in the sum of £6,000 each, in con
nection with the maintenance as set out in the supplementary specification. Will you be good 
enough to notify to me your assent to these terms, and at the same time submit the names of 

. two responsible persons wTho are willing to act as your sureties.
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. seem to have thought that requirement was a little hit too stiff. 
They did not see why, as they put it, a firm of their standing should be required to give sureties at all, 
and on the 4th April, 1895, they wrote the letter which will be found upon page 208 of the Parliamentary 
return :—

Sir, , North Sydney, 4 April, 1895.
We have the honor to draw your attention to the conditions upon which the acceptance of our tender depends 

for Contract No. 77, Balmain Sewerage Works, and to our conversation with you of even date in connection with security 
required for its due performance.

We respectfully submit that our personal sureties for the amount necessary should be taken for its completion and 
maintenance and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.

We are a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to your department as contractors for many 
large and important contracts extending over a period of eight or nine years under the Departments of Harbours and 
Rivers, and Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage, which facts we trust will satisfy you as to our bona-fides in this matter.

We have, &c.
CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

Upon that letter Mr. Hickson wrote the long minute of the 5th April, 1895, which has been so frequently 
referred to in the course of the inquiry.

His Honor, at 1’5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m on Thursday, 1st October.
• C. E. R. MURRAT,

Commissioner.
THURSDAY,
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THURSDAY, 1 OCTOBER, 1896. ■
His Honor, the Commissioner, sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson); Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising), attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, 
also attended.

Mr. Ernest Smith: At the hour of adjournment yesterday I was dealing with the third charge 
which Mr. Parkes has preferred in connection with Contract No. 77, and I think I had drawn attention to 
the letter of Messrs. Carter & Co., objecting to the requirements of the Department that sureties should 
be given for the maintenance of the work in addition to their own names. Upon that letter Mr. Hickson 
wrote his minute of the 5th April, 1895, which appears upon page 209 of the Parliamentary Return. He 
says :—

Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own “personal sureties for the amount named,” i.e., 
£12,000 (an amount which they do not dispute), “should be taken for its completion and 
maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.”

They go on to say that they are “ a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to 
the Department as contractors.” This is quite true; they are a firm in which I have every 
confidence. They have done a great deal of work under me, and I can testify that their aim 
always has been to turn out the very best class of work possible. At the same time, misfortunes 
happen the very soundest firms of contractors, and the Department must look a little way into 
the future. Their own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate 
enough in the meantime to become bankrupt.

I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of two 
men, Mr. George Eorrest and Mr. James Gillan. Erom inquiries made I believe these men to 
be financially sound; and, I think, if their names were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum 
of £6,000 each, the Department would be secured as far as it is reasonably possible to be.

That minute was sent on to Mr. Darley for report on the same day; and three days afterwards he wrote as 
follows :—

I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think, in accepting a new patent of this kind, and adopting it on a 
large and costly contract, that the Department cannot be too careful in securing its position by 
leaving all the risk on the hands of the contractors and patentees. I therefore recommend that 
the personal names be required for further security. The names mentioned may, I think, be 
accepted. .

That is sent on to the Minister for approval of the course suggested as to the sureties, Mr. 
Young approving on 10th April. Your Honor sees that that was how it came about that the security 
for the maintenance of this work, which was recommended, as you will see, by the Board of 
Reference in their report, recommending the acceptance of a lump sum tender, took this form, 
viz., a bond to which the sureties, in addition to the contractors themselves, were Mr. Eorrest and 
Mr. Gillan. It is to that, I presume, that exception is taken in this charge, which is to the effect that 
the Minister was deceived in accepting of certain security which was of an improper and useless nature. 
Whether this was a proper security to have taken or not will depend, as far as I can make out from the 
line of examination which has been adopted, upon the answer to two questions, viz., whether the officers 
who were responsible for accepting these names had satisfied themselves as reasonable men should 
do with regard to the substance of the bondsmen, and, secondly, whether there was any other con
sideration arising from the position of these suggested bondsmen, by way of their connection with the 
contractors, which rendered them, on that account, objectionable. With regard to the inquiries 
which were made as to the means of these two bondsmen, we have had the evidence of Mr. 
Hickson, of Mr. Darley, and of some others. Your Honor may remember that, as his minute shows, 
Mr. Hickson was at this time handing over the control of these works to Mr. Darley, and therefore, 
although he had satisfied himself as to the fitness of these bondsmen, he took the precaution, as he did 
with regard to the recommendation of the acceptance of the tender itself, when it came before the Board 
of Reference, to have the papers sent on to Mr. Darley. As your Honor sees they were with Mr. Darley 
for three days before he sent on a recommendation that the names might be accepted. So far as Mr. 
Hickson is concerned, I think his action in this respect must meet with approval. He would not make 
any recommendation himself, although in his own mind he appeared to have been satisfied; but he sent 
the papers on to Mr. Darley, and upon them Mr. Darley wrote his recommendation. This charge,
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therefore, if it involves anyone, involves these two officers, Mr. Hickson and Mr. Darley. They 
are jointly responsible for having advised their Minister that these names should be accepted. I 
should like here to say one word as to the method adopted in those cases in which names are sub
mitted to the Department as sureties for any particular purposes. The evidence on that point is 
perfectly clear. The inquiries that are made are of necessity not made in writing. If the head 
of the Department who has to inquire into the matter had any doubt about the names submitted, the 
course usually adopted, we are told, was to send down an officer of the Department to the Government 
Bank—in this case the Bank of New South "Wales—and through that bank to get inquiries made at the 
bankers of the individuals whose names had been submitted. That was always the course pursued. 
Naturally the Department would not go straight to the banks of the individuals and ask for information of 
this kind, because if they did they would most probably receive a very short and decisive answer. In 
other words, they would be told that the information could not be given. The practice therefore was 
always to make the inquiries through the Government Bank. Mr. Hickson apparently does not 
go so far as to say that he actually took that course in this case. Wliat he relied upon as being 
satisfactory evidence in his own mind was more a general knowledge of the position of this firm in 
Adelaide. Mr. Hicksomhas explained that he knew that Mr. Gillan, at all events, was a partner of the 
firm in the Adelaide contract, andlhat he knew what the position of the firm was. He said that, some 
time before he had a conversation with the manager of the Bank of New Zealand in Adelaide, Mr. 
Kane, which had satisfied him that Mr. Gillan stood very well. He said in his evidence on page 177, 
questions 6527-8-9:—

6527. What position do you say Mr. Kane occupied then ? He was the manager of the Bank 
of New Zealand in Adelaide.
6528. When you accepted Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest as sureties did you know they had an 
interest in the firm ? I knew that they had not an interest in that particular contract.
6529. Did you know that they had had an interest in the contracts of the firm generally ? I 
knew that their names had appeared in connection with other contracts.

He went on to say that the opinion he then formed as to the soundness of the position of these men had 
been confirmed; and he said that he had seen the manager of the Bank of New Zealand here, who had 
confirmed his opinion. With regard to the conversation he had with Mr. Kane, he gave this evidence:

6546. Do you know how it came about ? We were talking about the firm generally, and, as an 
official of the bank, he spoke in the highest terms of the firm ; in fact the expression he used, 
as far as I can remember, was that he would trust any one of the firm to any extent, and that 
they were all well-to-do persons.

So your Honor sees that Mr. Hickson had a very clear and strong impression in his mind at that time as 
to the stability of the firm in Adelaide. He knew that these two gentlemen whose names were submitted 
were partners in the Adelaide transaction, and, that being so, he felt justified in forming the conclusion 
which was afterwards confirmed by the communication which he had with the manager of the Bank of 
New Zealand here. But, as I said, the matter was sent on to Mr. Darley, who, in his evidence, mentions 
the practice in cases of this kind. He points out that there was never any detailed inquiry as to the 
property of the individuals whose names were submitted, but that the inquiry was more of a general 
nature as to how they stood financially. Your Honor well knows, as a matter of business, how difficult it 
would be in every case to go into detailed inquiry in these matters. I suppose that if one were to go to a 
bank and ask for information they would not found their opinion upon any detail examination ; but it 
would be a sort of general impression which business men can pick up as to how their fellow business men 
in the-city stand; and it was more with reference to that that Mr. Darley spoke. He says distinctly that 
he made inquiries, and he explained the way in which it was customary to make those inquiries. They 
appear to have been made by sending an officer under Mr. Darley to the bank. Mr. Darley said he had 
no doubt that that course was taken in this case; but after leaving the room, and after questioning his 
officers, he found that not one of them could say that the inquiries had been made. He came back before 
the Commission a few days afterwards, and, after stating that his officers said they could not remember 
having made the necessary inquiry, he said—

I am still under the impression that inquiries were made by one of the usual officers, but I afterwards 
saw the officers who would be likely to make the inquiries, and none of them could recollect having 
done so. On looking up the matter, I find that the whole office was at that time in a state of 
chaos. Departmental changes were taking place. My chief clerk was taken away from me, and 

. I had not him to refer to. Some temporary officer was acting in his place. Mr. Conley, the 
officer who used to make inquiries in such cases, does not recollect my asking him to do so. 
However, I would certainly say this—that I made the usual inquiries and obtained the necessary

, ' information.
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information. I was at that time working partly in this office and partly in the Water and 
Sewerage Board Offices. I was going backwards and forwards from one office to another. 
Moreover, I was not at all well at the time ; in fact, the doctor has ordered me to desist from 
further work, so that I have not a very clear recollection of what took place. I cannot tell you 
now who made the inquiries, but I am certain that I got the necessary information, because I 
was always most particular in obtaining it. We had a regular system of carrying out that part 
of our duty, and it certainly would not be likely to have escaped my attention at that time, 
because the names submitted were then quite unknown to me. I am certain that I did not 
regard the matter as one of form. I must have made the usual inquiries.

It will be seen that Mr. Darley there accepts fully and frankly the responsibility for the advice which he 
gave. Tour Honor must know that it would be absolutely impossible for a man who has so many of these 
matters to deal with to remember exactly the way in which he came to a certain conclusion in a certain 
case, and to remember the exact details of the evidence upon which he formed his conclusion, especially 
in an affair, of this sort. It is always a delicate matter to discover how a particular man stands financially, 
and it is not at all to be wondered at that Mr. Darley cannot now tell your Honor how it was that he 
came to draw his conclusion. But one thing he is perfectly certain about that he did not treat the 
matter as one of form. He did make inquiries, and those inquiries led him to come to the positive con
clusion that these men were sound. Then with regard to Mr. Hickson’s statement that the opinion which 
he then formed had been confirmed, we had the present manager of the Bank of New Zealand and also 
the sub-manager called here. But of course they would not know anything at all about it, because it 
was not to either of these gentlemen that Mr. Hickson referred. Both of these gentlemen Mr. Parfitt 
and Mr. Bigg—told us of the practice in such matters, and they said that no record was kept of such 
inquiries—that they were generally of a verbal kind, and that the inquiries must have been made through 
the Bank of New South Wales. They pointed out that it would be impossible for any one to say whether 
or not verbal inquiries had at that time been made. Then we had Mr. Wilson, at present a member of 
the Public Service Board, but who was at that time the manager of the Bank of New Zealand, which was 
the bank of this firm. Mr. Wilson, from his position, would be able to form a pretty good idea as to the 
standing of these men, who were his customers. I do not suppose it would be expected of a bank manager 
that he should be able to give absolute evidence as to the details of the property which he thinks his 
customers may have, but, as I have just said, one business man can easily form an impression of the 
financial standing of another business man with whom he is daily in contact. What did Mr. Wilson say ? 
He did not know very much about Mr. Porrest, but with regard to Mr. Gillan he said:

7295. Suppose the Bank of New South Wales had made inquiry of you as manager of the Bank 
of New Zealand, in March or April, 1895, as to the financial standing of Mr. Porrest, what would 
you have said? I could not have said much about Mr. Porrest, because I do not know as much 
about him as I do about Mr. Gillan.
7296. What would you have said supposing inquiry had been made of you concerning Mr. Gillan ? 
I should have said that he was a thoroughly sound man financially.

Mr. Bigg, whose evidence appears upon page 197, says, with regard to Mr. Gillan :
7262. But outside of that, and taking his repute for honesty and that sort of thing, how does he 
stand ? I always looked upon him as what we should call a responsible and substantial man.
7263. And what have you to say concerning Mr. Porrest in the same relation ? I happen to 
have known him for nearly twenty years. I think very highly of him. I knew him when he was 
a contractor in Dunedin.
7264. And how has his reputation stood ? It has always been good as far as I know. I never 
heard of anything against him. I was going to add that I have not seen so much of Mr. Porrest 
here, but that I have had a good deal to do with him in New Zealand, when he was a member of 
the firm of M‘Gill and Porrest.

There has been a good deal of evidence—in fact Mr. Parkes has sent down to New Zealand, and we have 
had a communication from the Land Tax Commissioner there—bearing upon the question of the means 
of one of these two bondsmen. I am not going into that part of the evidence, because it seems to me 
that so far as this department is concerned all that we have to satisfy your Honor about is that 
phis matter was dealt with in an ordinary business-like and proper way, and that inquiries were made. 
What the exact nature of those inquiries were it is impossible to say at this stage. These inquiries 
must have led to information being given which justified the writing of these minutes; and in 
addition to that your Honor will remember that when these men came to sign the bond the officer 
in charge of bonds and contracts, Mr. Norrie, as it struck him that this was a transaction rather out of 
the ordinary course, took the extra precaution, whatever it may be worth, of taking a statutory declaration 
from each of them that they were worth £6,000, that being the amount of money for which they were

each
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each, separately liable, so that, as far as the department was concerned, in addition to the inquiry that 
had been made by the heads of the department—the one the retiring head, and the other the incoming 
head—there was this further evidence, for what it may be worth, taken from each of the bondsmen when 
they came to the department to sign. 'Whether these declarations were absolutely true or not is a 
matter which I think it rests entirely with the contractors to explain. It is their business, and not ours, 
if the men have made a false declaration. I do not for one moment impute that, but it is for them to 
clear the matter up, if there be any doubt; and for that reason I submit that it is not at all necessary for 
me to go into the question of what was the property, whether real or personal, held by these individuals 
at the time they signed the bond. As to the other question, namely, whether they were fit and proper 
persons to take as bondsmen, seeing that they were connected with the firm who had entered into the 
contract itself, your Honor may remember that the contract was signed by Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, 
and Mr. Snodgrass. It is now alleged that the two sureties who signed the bond were partners in that 
contract with them. I submit that that again is a matter with which the department has nothing 
to do, and for this reason—the only three individuals the department knew in the matter were the 
three individuals who signed the tender, and who subsequently signed the contract itself. Whether 
the bondsmen, Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan, had an interest in this particular contract or not it 
would have been difficult to find out, and I do not think the department was in any way put 
upon inquiry as to what the exact relation between the bondsmen and the contractors was. That 
is a matter again upon which I think the contractors should satisfy your Honor. As far as I can 
understand the question, it seems to me to be pretty plain. At an early stage of this inquiry we 
had put in a document purporting to be a deed of partnership between these parties. There were several 
names—I forget now whose they were—to that deed. But if your Honor looks at it it will be clear 
to you at once what is the purport and effect of it. It is some time since I looked at it; but, speaking 
from memory, and subject to correction by Mr. Andrews, who will deal with this part of the case, it 
recited that this firm were about to go into a big contract in Adelaide for the Government of South 
Australia, in connection with which they joined in a deed which defined the various rights of the partners 
inter se. Furthermore, the deed was to comprise and to regulate the partnership with regard to any 
other contract the firm might take up, so that your Honor will see that it was an agreement of partnership 
with regard to one specific contract, and, further, an agreement defining the rights of the partners 
inter se as to any future contract they might among themselves agree to carry out, either in the colony of 
South Australia, in this Colony, or in any other part of the world. But, because two or three of the firm 
went into a contract here or there, that did not bring the contractors within the terms of that partnership 
deed unless there was at the time or subsequently a distinct agreement between the parties that that 
contract should be so considered. That, as I understand it, is the position of this so-called firm. It is 
not a firm in the ordinary sense of the term—namely, that all these individuals were a firm to carry on 
contracts and to divide the profits between them if there were any profits; but there was, as I say, a deed 
of partnership limited to one particular large matter at the time and to any further matter which might 
thereafter, by distinct agreement, be brought within the terms of the deed. That being so, it is not clear 
yet as to the particular time at which Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan became partners, if they are partners, 
in this particular Contract 77. Nor, to my mind, does it seem to be at all material. Mr. Carter, I think) 
told us that they came into this contract as partners shortly after the documents, viz., the bond and 
contract, were completed; but whether it was shortly afterwards or shortly before, to my mind, is 
absolutely immaterial; because it will be seen by your Honor that, as Mr. Chamier told us, it is a very 
common practice indeed when men lend their names as bondsmen for them to receive something in 
return. Men do not do these things for nothing—at least, business men do not. Unfortunately, some 
of us do so in outside matters; but business men do not do these things without expecting some sort of a 
return—a commission or something of that kind; and a very common way—in fact, the ordinary way— 
of giving a return to men who run the risk of putting their names to a bond, is to give them a share, 
a percentage in the profits of the concern, if it should turn out at a profit. The man who puts his name 
to a bond runs a risk, and he naturally says, “ If you are going to make a profit, I shall expect a share of 
it.” That is a reasonable and business-like arrangement to make. Quite independently of the fact 
whether Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, and Mr. Snodgrass, had already signed this general deed of partnership, 
which gives the partners the right to come into any contract taken by any individual two or three of 
them—supposing that deed had never been in existence—supposing the men had never been together in 
any venture before—it would have been a reasonable arrangement if Mr. Carter, in approaching Mr. Forrest 
and Mr. Gillan, had said “ If you will sign that bond, you can come in and share the profits as partners.” 
If that arrangement had been made, I submit that Mr. Carter, Mr. Forrest, and Mr. Gillan, would have been 
perfectly justified in making it. As far as the department is concerned, that matter has nothing whatever 
to do with it. All that the department had to do was to look at the matter in this way: “ We have these 
three men signing this contract. It is a special contract. What is the character, and what is the position, of 
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these three men r” The department had to satisfy itself upon that point, and the other point they had to 
consider was, who were the two bondsmen. As I have shown, or attempted to show, inquiries made 
were sufficient to satisfy the two officers to whom I have referred as to their substantial position; but, 
with regard to their connection with the firm, all that was known to the department wTas that these men 
had been associated with the contractors in other ventures. The)7 had no knowdedge of the association in 
this particular venture; and I submit that that is not material—that it does not affect the conclusion to 
be arrived at. The department had these three names of persons who were primarily liable to the Crown 
if anything wwong happened, and it is absurd to contend—I do not know if it will be contended—that by 
taking the names of two persons who were partners in this venture the security was taken no further; 
because, although it is true, as a matter of law, that you can make secret partners liable on a contract 
when you discover them, that is a very different thing from getting a hold over a man from the fact that his 
name is put to a bond—a hold over him from the fact that he is a secret partner in a transaction 
in which others are mixed up. So that it seems to me that in taking these two names—even 
supposing the men were partners—there was a very substantial addition to the security given to 
the Crown for the due performance of the work. I submit, on all the facts of the case, that it is 
beyond the shadow of doubt that every precaution was taken by the department in seeing that 
the recommendation of the Board of ^Reference in their report, that this security should be taken, was 
given effect to. One point which was made by Mr. Parkes in his speech, was that a notice had appeared 
in the newspapers in connection with the dissolution of this partnership as regards two of the individuals 
who were connected with it, Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing, and that that notice of dissolution was dated 
1st April, 1895, the contract and bonds being completed in May. But, although that notice of dissolution 
was dated on the 1st April, your Honor will see that Mr. Parkes states that the advertisement in 
connection with it did not appear until the 13th September—that, although the notice was signed, for 
some reason or other best known to the contractors—I daresay there "was a good reason the advertisement 
of the dissolution as regards these two individuals did not appear to the public until long after the 
contracts and bonds were signed—not that, to my mind, it affects the matter one iota whether the 
advertisement appeared before or after the signing of the contract, and for the reason, as I have already 
stated, that I do not think the department was bound to go into that matter. It was bound only to deal 
with the papers as they were submitted. I think that disposes altogether of Contract 77, with the 
exception of the charge preferred by Mr. Parkes with reference to the Parliamentary papers. I come now 
to Contract 79. The first charge under the heading of that contract is one which has already been dealt 
with under the charges relating to Mr. Hickson. It is—■

With improperly granting to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. without re-tendering Contract 79, by 
which a loss was sustained by the Crown.

That I have already dealt with, and I need say nothing further in reference to it. The second charge> 
which is now withdrawn, had reference to the improper withdrawal of Bond and Hudson’s tender. Upon 
that point I may mention that we have'one of those highly interesting memoranda of Mr. Christie s, which 
tends to show that it was a very improper proceeding on the part of the Crown to allow these unfortunate 
men, who were kept on a string, as it is alleged, all the time, to withdraw their tender and get back their 
deposit. The memorandum to which I refer appears upon page 295 of the evidence, but since the charge 
is withdrawn I may leave that matter alone. The next charge is—

With allowing Messrs. Carter’, Gummow, & Co. to manipulate the items in the schedule prepared by 
the department so as to increase the profits of the contractors to the loss of the Crown.

This charge, as it originally stood, was a charge of direct manipulation. Now the department is told that 
it did not manipulate the items, but that it allowed the contractors to do so. What is meant by that I 
am not quite sure, but I take it that the manipulation is that referred to in the memorandum by Mr. 
Christie, which is to be found upon page 297. Mr. Christie calls it “ Memo, re the re-arrangement and 
substitution of schedule items, Contract 79.” I suppose we may take it that that is the manipulation 
referred to—the re-arrangement and substitution of the items in this schedule, as pointed out by Mr. 
Christie. It is a long memo., your Honor, which sets forth the various minutes relating to this matter, 
and I do not propose to take up the time of the Commission by going through it. Mr. Christie concludes 
by saying—

. Erom a perusal of the specification, and particularly of clauses 58 and 59, I cannot see that the 
contractors were in the first place entitled to the 2-in. margin.

I am very sorry wu cannot satisfy Mr. Christie on the point, but I am sure your Honor will be satisfied 
in the matter if you will turn to Memo. No. 6, by Mr. Davis, which appears upon page 508 of the evidence, 
and also to his evidence upon page 276. The particular items referred to by Mr. Christie were those 
items with regard to guttering and gadding. I should mention that Mr. McCredie also made certain 
statements upon this point, which are to be found upon page 306. I was not here at the time, but I
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believe a report was read by Mr. M'Credie. I understand that in answer to your Honor, on a subsequent 
occasion, as appears from the evidence on page 310, Mr. M‘Credie admitted that he had made a mistake. 
He said:—

1039G. Sis SonorP\ Having looked at the papers,'you think you must have made a mistake in 
assuming that the prices appearing upon page'339 of the Parliamentary papers were the office 
estimates for Contract 79 ? I was under the impression that they were.
10397. But, having looked at the papers, you conclude that there is possibly a mistake? Tes, 
possibly.

X need not refer further to Mr. M‘Credie’s evidence upon this point, but I will ask your Honor’s 
attention to memo. No. 6 by Mr. Davis, upon page 508. Without going into the matter very fully, I may 
say that it is plain, beyond the shadow of a doubt, that Mr. Davis took the right course here. The result 
of his action wras that out of the concrete for which these contractors were paid as much as £1,302 was 
knocked off in consequence of blasting having been substituted for the guttering and gadding. I think 
that is a fair statement of the effect of the evidence. I will call your Honor’s attention to Mr. Davis’ 
evidence upon page 276, where you will see that he gives a concise statement as to how the thing took 
place:—

9531. M hat took place ? The contractors pointed out that if my recommendation were carried 
out the contract would not be completed under three times the contract time—that is to say, 
that it would take three times as long to drive a tunnel by means of guttering and gadding as by 
blasting. AVhile they saw the force of v'hat I had written from the departmental point of view, 
at the same time.they wanted to get the concession of doing the excavation by means of blasting. 
To get over my difficulty they said they were prepared to allowT for the concrete lining a sum 
equal to £1,250, which would mean the 2 inches referred to by Mr. Hickson ; and that being so 
it was to our advantage to let the work be carried out by blasting, as we should have done under 
ordinary circumstances. In this case, however, as I point out in my minute, in consequence of 
the prices—that is the way in which the contractors had fixed their prices—I considered it my 
duty to call attention to the matter.

It will be seen that so far from the action of the department having increased the profits of the con
tractors to the loss of the Crown, the very opposite took place, and that the whole thing was dealt with 
in a proper and strictly business-like way. We come nowT to the third charge, wdiich relates to the return 
of the retention money and of the deposit. The charge is in these words:—

With returning the cash security and the retention fund to the contractors, in violation of the con
tract agreement and to the advantage of the contractors, and hazarding the interests of the 
Crown.

First, with regard to the return of the cash security, which, I suppose, means the deposit. The amount 
of the deposit, I am told, in this case wras £2,000, and the evidence clearly shows that it was not returned 
until the work was practically finished. Let me refer your Honor to Mr. Davis’ evidence, on page 502. 
Tou will find there Mr. Davis’ memorandum, No. 2, and under the heading of “ fixed deposits, Contracts 
79 and 79a,” Mr. Davis says:— ,

In June, 1891, when the whole of the works comprised in Contract 79 had been practically finished, 
and there only remained the extension (Contract 79a) to be carried out, the question of the 
fixed deposit was brought forward for consideration. It was not thought necessary to retain 
£2,000, and the contractors were allowed to substitute another fixed deposit, for the sum of 
£650, for the works comprised in the extension. In addition to this, the sum of £531 10s. 6d. 
was held until the expiry of the maintenance period set out in the main contract.

Tour Honor sees that that deposit, the return of which is said to have jeopardised the interests of the 
Crown, was not returned until the work was practically finished ; and it was considered a fair thing, after 
all these matters had been dealt with—and these things must be considered if business is to be done at 
all that these contractors should have back this money, so that they could make use of it. Then, with 
regard to the retention money, we have the evidence about the new conditions. Your Honor may 
remember that minute by Mr. Bruce Smith, suggesting the appointment of the Board of Beference. One 
of the first things to be dealt with by the Board was the new conditions, and one of the first matters 
involved in those new conditions was this very matter of the retention money. That minute (if I may 
say so, it is a very business-like minute) points out how necessary it is in dealing with these matters— 
I am speaking from memory—while being on the one hand very strict, and taking every care and 
precaution to guard the interests of the Crown, that is of the public, in these matters, to at the same 
time handle things of this kind so as to deal with contractors in a fair and business-like way, and, in 
proper cases, one might go so far as to say, in a liberal way: that is the only way in which business can be
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carried on in a satisfactory manner to both parties. Mr. Bruce Smith was fully alive to that, and in his 
minute he suggests that a certain concession, if I might so term it, should be made to contractors with 
regard to this very matter of retention money. In accordance with that recommendation, as we know, 
the Board of Beference was constituted, and went to work at once upon the new general conditions. One 
of the first things they dealt with was this very question of the return of the retention money. The 
drawing up of the new conditions involved a vast amount of labour, because of the different sets of 
conditions in the different branches of the department. All of these had to be brought together, and the 
whole thing had to be focussed. The conditions, as I personally know, were revised again and again, until 
at last what was considered a fair and safe form had been arrived at. But that, of course, took a great 
deal of time, so that the new conditions were not finally approved until the 4th ^February, 1894; that is 
to say, it was not until that date that they received formal Ministerial sanction. The evidence, however, 
is abundant that before that date—long before that date—the heads of the department, each having a 
seat on the Board of Beference, and knowing that this question of the return of retention money was 
virtually settled, acted upon it in many cases. It was thought to he only a fair thing in dealing with 
contractors whose contracts were limited by the old set of conditions to deal with them upon the same 
lines as those upon which they would have been dealt with had the new conditions been actually passed 
and annexed to their contracts. That, your Honor, is the explanation of the action that was taken in 
this particular instance with regard to the return of the retention money upon Contract 79. It was 
considered fair to put these contractors upon the same footing as were the other contractors, and when 
they first made application I think there was only a small sum of £G0 to be returned. Subsequently 
they got back a further sum of £200 odd. It was really putting them on the footing of 5 per cent, 
retention instead of a retention at the higher rate. They also had back the sum of £2,000, as I pointed 
out. This matter is dealt with by Mr. Davis upon page 501 of the evidence in his memorandum No. 2, 
under the heading of retention money. He says :—

With respect to the retention moneys on Contract No. 79, regarding which Mr. Christie gave evidence 
' on 22nd July, 1896, the explanation is that 5 per cent, only was kept back, so as to preserve 

uniformity of practice, the new general conditions, providing that the maximum amount of 
retention money should be an amount equal to 5 per cent, on the amount of the tender, being at 
that time incorporated in the greater number of the contracts then being let. The contractors 
having, on the 28th December, 1893, represented that they would experience some difficulty in 

. making satisfactory arrangements for the disposal of the Bunded Stock, with wdrich it was
proposed to pay them for Contract No. 09, which was accepted on the 11th of that month, and 
having asked for assistance in the matter of making financial arrangements by the return of the 
retention money on Contract No. 79, amounting to £2,000, the Minister, in consideration of the 
contractors having shown their willingness to meet the department (with regard to the acceptance 
of payment for Contract 69 in Bunded Stock), agreed to g ant their request, and the £2,000 was 
accordingly returned to them. The work then remaining to be done on Contract No. 79 did not 
exceed £4,000, against which the department held the contractors’ deposit of £2,000 for its 
completion.

Tour Honor sees, therefore, that the reasons for the return of the retention money were of a purely business
like nature. These contractors were asked by the department to take a certain course with regard to 
Contract 69—to accept payment in Bunded Stock—which the Government at that time were anxious to get 
off, not having ready cash with which to pay for these works. These contractors met the Government in 
a business-like way. They said, “ If you wish us to do so we will take payment in respect of this contract 
in Bunded Stock.” When they entered upon the work it would be a matter of convenience to them to get 
back some of the cash deposit in the case of Contract 79, and the Minister, looking at the matter in a fair 
way, and seeing that there was only £4,000 worth of work to do, said “ Tou met us very fairly in the 
other matter in connection with Contract 69. If it will be a convenience to you, I think it will be perfectly 
safe in the interests of the Crown to comply with your request in the case of this contract.” That is the 
whole matter. The Minister at the time being Mr. Lyne, it seems to me that, if this is a charge which is 
made out in any way, it is one which affects, not so much the permanent officers, but the Minister of the 
day. It is a responsibility which, I think, as far as I know Mr. Lyne, who was then the Minister, he will 
accept. We then come to charge 4 under the heading of Contract 79—•

With the discharging of Inspector Beid from the above contract for simply doing his duty in the 
interests of the Crown by insisting upon good work and material.

In the first place we know now, as a fact beyond dispute, that Inspector Beid was never discharged in the 
strict sense of the term—in fact, he rather resented the expression when it was used by Mr. Parkes, and 
said that he had never been discharged ; but, as a matter of fact, he had been removed from this contract 
and put on to other work. That matter has been thoroughly thrashed out, and I will not weary the
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Commission by going over the ground again. The sum and substance of it all is that there was very good 
ground indeed for the removal of this inspector. He may be, and probably is, a very good and strict 
officer, but your Honor can see from the evidence that there was a great amount of friction between him 
and the men, and friction between inspectors and men is a thing which is bad for all parties concerned— 
for the contractors and their men, as well as for the Government and their officers. Therefore it was that 
when matters came to such a pass as they did with Inspector Keid—perhaps through no fault of his own, 
except the fault of his temperament—he was removed. He is a fidgetty man apparently, and he worried 
the men, as it seemed, unnecessarily—perhaps in a too conscientious discharge of his duties. I do not for 
a moment pretend to say anything worse than that against him. At all events there was this friction, 
and those who were responsible for the control of these matters thought it advisable to remove him to 
some other job. He was removed, and his removal has been magnified into a charge that Inspector Eeid 
being found much too strict a man it was thought to be a good thing to get him out of the way, so that 
there might be a more easy-going man on the spot. That is what is implied by the charge. The implication 
is that it was done in order that these contractors might get their work done in a slovenly manner. That 
is the only way in which I can understand it, as a charge, at all. Charge No. 5 is,—■

"With improperly paying an account of £350 Gs. Sd. to the contractors for removing material, which 
work they never performed.

I do not think I need go into that charge further than to refer to the papers upon page 329 of the Parlia
mentary return. They are set out in full in Mr. Davis’s evidence upon pages 505 and 50G of the printed 
evidence. The history of that little matter is shortly this—the department, under this contract, were 
bound to pay the contractors for the removal of certain stuff that was taken out. The contractors were 
able to make an arrangement, which was probably a profitable one, with the local council for its removal. 
The council paid for the carting, and Mr. Davis points out in the minute under date of the 17th August, 
1894

I cannot see what power we have to call upon these men to repay the money to the council, even 
supposing it would be advisable to do so.

I do not think I need labour that portion of the case any further. Then there is another little matter 
which is made a separate charge by itself :—■

With placing improperly to the account for payment on Contract 79 various items of payments for 
work done at Bondi.

The amount, I am told, is £ll Is. The matter is explained by Mr. Davis upon page 305 of the printed 
evidence. Charge No. 7 is,— ' -

With advancing, without sufficient security, sums of money upon contract material not in the 
possession of the Crown.

That charge I will leave until I have dealt with the other contracts, because it is common to two or three, 
and I will deal with them all together in this respect. Coming now to Contract G9, the first charge is,—

With allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to manipulate the departmental schedule for 
Sewerage Contract 69 so as to give the contractors an advantage over the Crown in their contract 
to build a sewer in Marrickville, by which the contractors were paid upon the extravagant items 
of charge, and were conceded those items upon which they had a losing price. .

That charge involves the question of which we have heard so much—the question of the rigging of 
schedules. I think it is now made pretty plain to the Commission what this rigging is. It has apparently 
been a universal practice. Mr. Chamier, in his evidence, read us a paper, which will be found upon page 
51G, in which he showed that the practice is not unknown in other parts of the world, and that, so long 
as this system of tendering continued, so long would the practice prevail. I am not going into the ethics 
of the practice from a contractor’s point of view. With that I have nothing to do. People may think, 
after all, that it is only a natural thing for contractors who take up speculative contracts of this kind, 
namely, in sewerage contracts, where there is so much underground work. The tenders must be to a 
great extent speculative, and, for my part, I am not one to blame the contractors for taking every 
ad\ antage they possibly can not an unfair advantage, but every advantage they can in preparing their 
tenders so as to save themselves—in order that if they lose upon one item they may pull themselves round 
on others. Mr. Chamier has shown that that is the way in which contractors go to work all the world 
over. His experience is that, on the whole, the system has not panned out so badly for the departments 
with whom the contracts have been made; and the evidence is also in favour of the contention that 
the department generally has not suffered from this system of rigging. With regard to this particular 
Contract 69, Mr. Davis, in his evidence, on page 497, has shown that this same rigging was carried out by 
every one oE the tenderers—I forget now how many there were—for this contract. Tour Honor will find
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a table which shows the various amounts, and the way in which Mr. Davis substantiates his statement. 
The department are well aware that in a contract of this kind such a course of procedure would be very 
likely to be adopted by tenderers in preparing their schedules; but, in this particular tender of Messrs. Carter, 
Grummow, & Co., there is no doubt one item which is a most extravagant one—and a great deal has been made 
out of it—I mean the item of bluestone pitchers at £50 a yard. There is no doubt also about this—that the 
department made a mistake. Their plan unfortunately did not agree with their schedule, and the con* 
tractors were cute enough to perceive this, the consequence being that they lumped the price on to this 
item, knowing that more of it would be required than appeared from the schedule. They had only to 
look at the plan to see that from necessity that must be the case. They therefore put in this big price of 

' £50 a yard, which, we are told, is an absolutely monstrous price. Dor some time attention was not 
drawn to this matter at all. Mr. Hickson says that the first time he heard of it was a long time after
wards—that, as a matter of fact, it was not mentioned at the Tender "Board. Mr. Bagge reported upon 
these tenders, and the matter evidently escaped him ; at all events he did not report upon it, and pre
sumably had he reported upon it at all he would have done so by way of a minute, a report of such a 
nature being always made in that way of necessity, and not, as Mr. Parkes supposed, by an officer 
running down to his Chief’s room and saying “ Look at this item.” That is not the way in which they 
do business in the Public Works Department. The officers write proper minutes directing attention 
to any matter to which, in their opinion, attention should be called. It is clear that Mr. Bagge 
did not call attention to this item. The tenders were accepted and the contract was signed 
with this item of £50 in it, and this discrepancy between the plan and the schedule. A copy 
of the schedule, as is usual, was sent out to the [Resident Engineer to work upon, and, unfortu
nately, a clerical error was made in the copy which went out to him, the item appearing as 
50s. instead of £50 in that copy; so that it was not'until a very late stage, when the work was far 
advanced, and when the contractors were getting down to this particular item, that the mistake 
was, for the first time, discovered. It was then discovered that the contractors had this large 
price of £50 against this item, and, further, that a great deal more of the work would be required than 
was set down in the probable estimate of the department. It is clear, I think, that the contractors here 
had got the best of it. There is no get away from that. The contract was signed, and it had to be 
carried out. If the department had made a mistake, it was bound by it. That was the view which Mr. 
Hickson took. He said, “ This is the plan ; we cannot get away from that; the plan is part of the 
contract; we must pay the contractors at their price for the amount of work required, according to the 
plan, but I will not authorise it beyond that.” That substantially was the course taken, and accordingly 
the contractors were paid. It has been argued, first of all, that Mr. Hickson was wrong in that view, 
because under certain clauses of the conditions—clauses 16 and 17—he had the right to strike this work 
out, and to substitute other work. I do not think, however, that that is a matter for argument at all. 
I do not think there can be any idea that these conditions applied to a case like this. Mr. Chamier spoke 
very strongly upon the point when his attention was drawn to it. It does not, however, require an expert 
to tell us that the clauses to which I have referred do not apply to such a case, and that it would have been 
an abuse of the power conferred by the clauses to attempt to enforce them for the purpose of setting right 
the department’s own mistake. I submit, therefore, that Mr. Hickson was perfectly right, and his opinion 
is confirmed by the evidence of Mr. Chamier, who said he would have taken exactly the same action in the 
matter. Another consideration to which it is worth while to refer is this—assuming that this monstrous 
item had been pointed out to the Tender Board at the time the tenders were being considered—what 
would have been the action of the Board in reference to it ? Could the Board have thrown out the tender 
by reason of this extravagant charge ? I submit that, on the evidence, it is clear that that course would 
be impossible, because, as Mr. Chamier very fully pointed out, if you once begin throwing out tenders for 
that sort of thing where can the line be drawn ? It would be absolutely impossible to draw a line, and it 
would let in all sorts of suspicions of favouritism in this direction and that direction. Mr. Chamier was 
perfectly clear upon the point, and I submit that his opinion commends itself to every impartial mind 
that it would be impossible, in view of the general prevalence of this practice of rigging, for any depart
ment to take upon itself the responsibility of throwing out the tender merely on the ground of extrava
gantly priced items in it. Mr. Hickson was also asked some questions upon this point and his answers 
were to the same effect—that even if his attention had been drawn to the matter he could not have 
thrown out this particular tender. The only course he cordd have taken, he said, would have been to 
throw out all the tenders, to accept none, and to call for fresh tenders. There is a difficulty in taking 
a course of that kind for'the simple reason that it is impossible to see where the thing would be likely to 
end. As I pointed out, it would be absurd to expect that any tenders coming in for work of this kind 
would not be open, to a greater or less extent, to a charge of rigging. That, as I understand it, is the 
whole position of the matter ; and I contend, therefore, that Mr. Hickson’s action in this particular case 
was the right and proper one to take—in fact the only one. I should like to draw attention to the way in
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which Mr. Hickson has dealt with this very matter generally. For a long time before this he had been 
exercised in his mind as to the practice which prevailed of rigging schedules ; and he had been considering 
how he could best obviate the evils which arose from it. He came to the conclusion that the only way to 
do so would be to introduce the new system of tendering, which he explained to your Honor in his evidence 
at a very early stage of the proceedings, when your Honor questioned him upon the matter. I need not 
refer to what that new system is, because it is already well known to the Commission. There was some 
question affecting the subducts which has been already fully explained. I do not know that there are any 
other items to which I need specially refer. I take it that the question of the bluestone pitchers was the 
main question upon which this charge was based. It is obvious that a mistake was made in the plan and 
schedule and in the copy of the schedule which went out to the resident engineer, and I am sure that 
your Honor will not impute to any officer of the department any intention of making a mistake of that 
kind with the object of giving these contractors any advantage The idea, I submit, is too absurd to be 
entertained for one moment. There is no evidence whatever that that was the case. It was evidently a 
mistake; and these mistakes will happen, especially in a large department such as this, which has to deal 
with such a vast number of contracts of all natures and sizes. I will proceed now to deal with the next 
charge.

"With allowing the contract to be taken up by Carter, Gummow, & Co. with an insufficient bond, and 
with ultimately breaking that bond by remitting the retention money and writing a minute by 
which ths Minister was deceived and induced to consent.

The bond, in this case, was signed by Mr. Henty and Mr. Scrutton. Some stress was laid upon the fact 
that these contractors were not bound to make a cash deposit. The reason for that has been explained. 
They were allowed to substitute personal security for cash, because they had agreed to accept payment on 
the contract in funded stock. Here is another of those arrangements which I submit are well within the 
powers and functions of the Minister, acting with his responsible officers under him, if he thought it was 
a proper and business-like arrangement to make. Such an arrangement was made. The bond was taken 
for double the amount, and I do not know what objection can be taken to the names of the two bondsmen. 
So far as the charge relates to the insufficieucy of the bond, the evidence is all the other way—that the 
bond was a sufficient and proper one, such as is usually taken in such cases. Then with regard to the 
other part of the charge : “ With ultimately breaking the bond by remitting the retention money, and 
writing a minute by which the Minister was deceived and induced to consent,” that minute in which we 
are charged with deceiving the Minister must be the minute which appears upon page 127 of the printed 
papers. It is written by Mr. Davis, and is under date the 21st September. As far as I can see, if there 
is any charge of deception in connection with that minute, it lies in the fact—upon which some little 
stress has been laid by Mr. Parkes in the course of his examination of yvitnesses—that Mr. Davis refers 
to one of the bondsmen, Mr. Henty, as the firm of Henty & Co., a firm which, I suppose, may be 
regarded as perfectly safe. It is too trivial a matter to discuss seriously—that, because Mr. Davis, in 
mentioning the names of the bondsmen, happened to refer to one of them by his firm’s name, when, in 
reality, the Crown only held as a bondsman the individual who happened to be a member of the firm; 
there was deception. I will not say another word about that. It is too frivolous a matter. Then as to 
charge No. 4. That is another case of advance upon material with which I will deal in connection with 
the similar charge under the heading of other contracts. As to charge No. 8 :—

With paying to the contractors large sums of money which they (the departmental officers) were not 
compelled to pay under Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown.

I must leave it to Mr. Parkes to point out from the evidence what these large sums of money are, because, 
at present, I do not quite know what it is we have to answer, and what these large sums of money which 
we are charged with paying to the contractors, but which we were not compelled to pay, can be. Then, 
in regard to charge 5 :—

With incompetency in carrying out and administering the contract.

That is one of those charges which are so vast and so vague that I do not quite know how to deal with it. 
At present, as far as I can see, there is no direct evidence in support of it. Perhaps Mr. Parkes will 
be able to call your Honor’s attention to evidence which shows that there has been incompetency on the 
part of the department in the carrying out of this work ; but as some slight evidence in the opposite 
direction I refer your Honor to papers—I am not quite sure whether they are in evidence or not, and if 
not I will ask if there be any necessity that they should go in evidence—-upon pages 121 to 124 of the 
printed papers, commencing at paper No. 7 and continuing to paper No. 14 inclusive. Tour Honor will 
there see an illustration of the care and foresight which was adopted by the officers of this department 
in the administration of this contract. It will be seen that the question arose as to the method of
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constructing the sewer and so on, wholly :n concrete, or in brick and concrete. Mr. Davis wrote a minute, 
which your Honor will find upon page 121 of the Parliamentary papers, under date of the 18th January, 
1894, in which he says :—

With a view of ascertaining which would he the cheaper method to adopt, I have had comparative 
estimates prepared at the contract schedule rates, which I attach.

Your Honor will see from the papers which follow how he deals with the whole matter, and how care
fully the whole thing is gone into. Mr. Davis makes certain recommendations, and the whole thing is 
thoroughly thrashed out to find out what will he the cheapest way of doing this work for the country.

His Honor: I do not know whether these papers have actually been put in so as to form an 
appendix. They have been referred to more or less indirectly, and, perhaps, some of them have been put 
in ; but, if you wish them all to go in as an appendix, Mr. Smith, I think it is quite fair that that should 
be done, because the papers are quite as much public property as are any other of the documents which 
have been put in. •

Mr. Smith : I should like the papers to go in as an appendix, your Honor, inasmuch as they show 
the care which the officers of the department exercised in seeing that the work was carried out to the 
best advantage of the country. As a matter of fact, Mr. Davis did refer to the papers in his evidence.

His Honor : The whole of these papers might have been put in holus bolus, and perhaps that would 
have been the simplest way of dealing with the matter, had it not been for one great difficulty which is not 
at first obvious, and that is, the difficulty of afterwards making up the report. It is also a question of 
expense to some extent.

Mr. Smith : There is another matter which I submit shows what care was exercised, and that is, the 
saving made upon this contract by the substitution of one sewer for two. That is referred to by Mr. Davis 
in his evidence upon page 395, and it is also referred to by Mr. Hickson. The saving up to a certain date 
amounted to £1,100, and, as Mr. Davis pointed out, there was a prospective saving of some £9,500 more. 
I submit that there is no evidence at all to show that there was any incompetency, but that, whatever 
evidence there is, is all the other way, it appearing that every care has been exercised. I come now to 
Contract 79a, which, as your Honor knows, is the extension of the North Shore Contract 79. In connection 
with that contract we are charged,—

With inducing the Minister, on the plea of urgency, to let the above Contract 79a to Carter 
Grummow, & Co. without tender, and upon the departmental estimate, by which a loss is liable 
to be sustained by the Crown.

This is one of those extraordinary charges, which I confess I cannot understand, in the face of the evidence, 
and of the facts set before Mr. Parkes before there was any thought of the granting of this Commission. 
Mr. Parkes then had before him so plain a statement of the matter that I really cannot understand how 
such a charge can have been put forward at all in the first instance ; and, Mr. Parkes having heard the 
evidence, it is still more incredible that such a charge should have been pei’sisted in in the amended charge- 
sheet of 4th September. I will deal with the charge as shortly as I can, and perhaps 1 cannot do better 
than read to your Honor a portion of a speech made by Mr. Lyne, in the Legislative Assembly, on the 
26th September. I think when your Honor compares that speech with the evidence given by Mr. Lyne, 
here you will see, not only that Mr. Lyne is responsible for the granting of the contract, and that he 
himself accepts that responsibility, but, further, that that fact was clearly pointed out to Mr. Parkes at 
the time he made his charges in the House on 26th September. When Mr. Parkes was examined here I 
asked him about this speech of Mr. Lyne. He told the Commission that he did not hear the speech 
that he was not in the House at the time. He gave that evidence just before the adjournment of the 
Commission, and on the following day I pressed him upon this very matter, as to whether he was or was 
not in the House at the time Mr. Lyne made this speech. I referred him to the report of the speech in 
Hansard, page 1209, of the Session of 1895, from which it clearly appears that Mr. Yarney Parkes 
interjected during the course of Mr. Lyne’s speech a remark with regard to another matter. I drew 
Mr. Parkes’s attention to this, and then Mr. Parkes told us that although he was evidently in the House 
at the time when Mr. Lyne was referring to the Johnstone’s Bay matter, he was not there when this 
particular matter of the North Shore extension was dealt with by Mr. Lyne. Mr. Parkes was pressed 
upon the point again, and when his attention was drawn to it, he said, in reply to Question 15171:

There is no doubt I was there during the first portion of his speech.
On being asked whether he was not there when Mr. Lyne. referred to Contract 79a, he said,

I do not think so. If I was, I did not hear him.
It is almost incredible, I submit, that a man in Mr. Parkes’s position—taking the responsibility of making 
these charges—should come here and say that he was pot in the House when Mr. Lyne was dealing with
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this very important matter. Mr. Parkes had just charged Mr. Hickson, by reason of his son’s being a 
partner in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., with giving this extension of Contract 79a to the firm, 
and when the Minister who gave the extension deals with the matter Mr. Parkes either was not in the 
House or, if he was there, he said he did not hear Mr. Pyne’s speech. "What does Mr. Lyne, himself, say 
with reference to this matter? At the bottom of the second column of page 1207, in Hansard, of the 
session of 1895, Mr. Lyne said:—

I shall deal only with the contracts at North Sydney. The honorable member for Canterbury 
said that £35,000 worth of work had been given to Carter & Co., at North Sydney, without 
tender, and he also referred to a contract involving £12,000 or £13,000. This is the only 
contract of which I know anything. As far as my memory serves me, Carter, having had the 
main contract, was carrying it out remarkably well, when an application was made by the 
honorable member for St. Leonards for an extension of the work, because of the number of 
unemployed to which it would give employment if it were carried out without the delay which 
would be caused by calling for fresh tenders and requiring new contractors to obtain new plant 
The contractors required £16,000 or £17,000 for the work ; but the Engineer-in-Chief reported 
that the Departmental estimate was, I think, some *£2,000 or £3,000 less than the schedule 
rates. I then had an interview with the honorable member for St. Leonards, and, I think, with 
Mr. Carter, though I should not know that gentleman by sight now, the outcome of which was 
that the firm agreed to take the work at. the Departmental estimate. In a case of this kind, 
when the Minister has a good man as a contractor and sees that needed employment can be given 
by extending his contract, he is entitled to use his power .to extend the contract. There are 
contractors and contractors. There are contractors ivho do their work for the Department well, 
while there are other contractors whom, because of their past wmrk, I w’ould not allow to have 
another contract if I could prevent it. Speaking with an experience of a good many years, I 
w'ould say that it is cheaper to let men who do their work wrell have contracts than to give these 
contracts to men who nave no capital, who slum their work, and who are constantly a serious 
loss and drag upon the Department. If I remember rightly, on that occasion—I should state in 
fairness to the Engineer-in-Chief for Public "Works—I do not think that he advised me to do this 
work. I think that his advice to me was in accordance with the minute which has been read 
to-night; and that was, if anything, against doing the work in this way. But I considered that I 
was justified in the course I took, and I therefore took it. I am responsible for it, and I am 
satisfied that the work is well done. .

It would be impossible to have clearer evidence than we have in that statement as to who is responsible 
for granting this extension to Carter & Co. Tour Honor may remember that, when Mr. Lyne was called 
here to give evidence on another matter, he, at the close of his evidence, referred to this very contract. 
In reply to question 9224, he said—■ 1

9224. Tou did not know of the existence of this paper ? No ; I did not. There is one matter 
to which I should like to refer. I have seen in the newspapers some reference to the extension 
of the North Shore Contract. That is a matter which applies to myself as well as Mr. Hickson. 
Carter & Co.- were carrying out the North Shore Contract, and, when they had about finished 
the work, there was an extension to be done. At that' particular time there was a good deal of 
distress about. The men who were employed upon the contract were likely to be turned adrift, 
and the question arose as to whether we should invite fresh tenders for the extension or not. I 
think that was the only time I ever saw Mr. Carter, or some other gentleman, whoever it may 
have been, connected with the firm. I inquired what the cost of the extension of the sewer 
would be, and I think they wanted £16,000 or £17,000. The Departmental estimate was about 
£12,000 or a little over, but they would not, for some time, take the lower sum, and I spoke to 
Mr. Hickson about it. He was certainly in favour of inviting fresh tenders, which I should" 
have done had they not eventually taken the contract at the Departmental price. I think I did, 
in my minute, write that there was to be no claim of any kind for extras. I am not quite sure 
about it, but I think I made some minute of that kind. Even after I had practically made up 
my mind to do this, Mr. Hickson suggested that fresh tenders'should be called ; but I wished to 
get the work on as quickly as possible. Besides, Carter & Co. had a good record in the office.
I looked upon them as one of the best firms of contractors we had for that class of work, and I 
decided to accept their tender at the Departmental estimate. "What I wanted to say, however, is 
that Mr. Hickson never influenced me in the slightest degree to do what I did. The course I 
took was rather in opposition to the course which Mr. Hickson desired me to take. I knew all 
the circumstances in connection with the ease, and I am quite prepared to take the responsibility 
for what I did.
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That is Mr. Lyne’s account of the matter given on two separate occasions, once in his place in the House, 
and once when he was here as a witness, and his statements are made, as your Honor sees, entirely from 
memory and without having the minute before him ; but I should like to refer to the minute because, as I 
submit, and as I tried to get Mr. Parkes to see in his examination, it is clear beyond question from the 
minute itself that this was the true explanation of the affair. Upon page 335 of the Parliamentary 
return there is this minute by Mr. Hickson, of the 22nd of March, 1894 :—

There is no reason why this extension should not be gone on with at once. I cannot, however, see 
my way to recommend that it be carried out as an extension of the existing contract, which, at 
schedule rates, would amount to £16,307 17s. 8d., whereas the office estimate is £12,831 19s. 6d. 
The greater part of this difference lies in one item, “ Excavation in shafts,” which, in present 
contract, owing to their great depth, carries a very high price, viz., 78s. per cubic yard. This 
Messrs. Carter & Co. are prepared to reduce to 40s. per cubic yard, which would reduce the 
total cost to £13,700, or about £1,000 above the office estimate. I believe, however, if tenders 
were invited we could get the work done under the office estimate.—E.H., 22/3/94.

That was submitted, and we then have a further minute. Mr. Lyne has explained what took place from 
memory, and I submit that that clearly agrees with the minute here. Mr. Hickson was inclined to 
recommend the calling of fresh tenders, as Mr. Lyne informed the House, and also informed your Honor. 
Mr. Lyne then had evidently seen the contractors, and they were willing, it appeared, to make a further 
reduction and to come down to the office estimate. Mr. Lyne says that as the contractors were willing to 
come down to the office estimate he determined to let them have the contract, because he wanted the work 
done at once. The contractors had all the necessary plant, and the work, it was pointed out, would give 
the unemployed employment. Thereupon the matter was sent to Mr. Hickson, and your Honor will see 
that that is the way in which he came to write his minute of 29th March, 1894 :—

Referring to the Minister’s intimation this morning, that he was prepared to let Messrs. Carter & 
Co. carry out this work as an extension of their present contract, provided they agreed to do so 
for the departmental estimate of £12,831 19s. 6d., no claims whatsoever to be made for extras, 
and all payments to be made at the allowed schedule rates, I have had an interview with Mr. 
Carter, who is prepared, on the part of his firm, to comply with the Minister s decision. Sub
mitted for formal approval.—E.H., 29/3/94.

It is as clear as the noonday sun that the Minister gave a direct intimation to his officer that he had made 
up his mind—that he had come to a certain decision—and that, in spite of Mr. Hickson’s recommendation 
as to fresh tenders, being called, the Minister’s decision was to give the contract to these contractors for 
certain reasons which seemed to him to be perfectly sound and good ones. Mr. Lyne took the responsi
bility for what was done, and he still stands to it. Mr. Parkes was asked about that minute, and his 
attention was drawn to these very words, which to my mind, and to everyone else’s mind, show that there 
was a clear intimation from the Minister. He was asked, at Question 15186—

15186. So that he clearly refers there to an intimation which he had had from the Minister ? 
Tes ; but I should have thought that he would have protested if he knew that the work could 
be got cheaper than the office estimate.

And then again, at Question 15193, he gives the following evidence :—
15193. Then Mr. Hickson goes on to say: —“ I had an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared 
on the part of his firm to comply with the Minister’s decision ”—is that not so ? Tes.
15194. So you see that the minute itself says that that was the Minister’s decision which Mr. 
Hickson was instructed to communicate to these contractors—is that not plain ? Tes, it looks 
to be so. ,
15195. That being the concession, how do you charge Mr. Hickson with a sudden change as you 

. do in the next line ? It is a sudden change, comparing these two minutes together. One cannot 
comprehend a man who writes a minute so positively as that first minute being so weak as to 
give away his position by writing the other, if they were sincere minutes; and they appeared to 
me not to be sincere minutes.

That is Mr. Parkes’ explanation when his attention is drawn to this particular minute, which, as I 
contend, speaks for itself. Tour Honor sees that he does not there complain—he could not dare com
plain in view of that document—that Mr. Hickson had induced, as his charge states, the Minister to give 
this contract to this firm of contractors. All that he complains of, when he is confronted with the 
minute, is that Mr. Hickson did not protest against the Minister’s doing it, which is another thing 
altogether. This evidence was given before your Honor on the 31st August, so that Mr. Parkes’ atten
tion was drawn to this particular matter in a marked and pointed way some time ago. Still, in spite of
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that, on the 4th September he hands in a new list of charges, persisting in this particular charge, which 
he made in the House on 26th September, 1895, and which was contradicted and explained conclusively 
there by Mr. Lyne on that date, that gentleman having also further explained it away by his evidence 
here. The minute itself has been pointed out here to Mr. Parkes. Still, in spite of that, he leaves before 
your Honor this charge, which it is apparent is absolutely without foundation of any kind. That, I 
contend, is another illustration of the absolute want of care and caution which has been observed in the 
preferring of these charges. There was a little matter arising under Contract 118 which is comprised in 
the second charge under that contract—

"With allowing the contractors to have the benefit of labour performed by unemployed paid by 
the Crown to drain the works of the contractors, which drainage the contractors have to take the 
responsibility of under their agreement with the Crown. '

I do not think it is necessary to go into that question at any length, but I would refer your Honor to the 
evidence of Mr. Davis upon pages 507 and 508.

Sis Sonor: I should think that that charge could be no longer pressed—I should imagine not. 
Perhaps it is. If it is, you had better address yourself to it, Mr. Smith.

Mr. Parkes : I no longer press that charge, your Honor. ’

Mr. Smith: Then the next matter to which I have to refer is as to certain charges with regard to 
advances on material. These charges refer to three of the contracts—79, 79a, and 69. I would merely 
say this with regard to these charges—that this practice of advancing to contractors, in proper cases, on 
the security of material and plant has been shown to your Honor to be universal. This particular firm of 
contractors was not dealt with in any other way than were other contractors. The Government, when 
they see their way, always make these advances to contractors. Mr. Hickson referred to it in his evidence 
on page 576. lie there referred to the reasonableness of the particular advances made in each one of 
these cases. I will do no more than refer your Honor to Mr. Davis’ memorandum Ho. 3 upon page 502 
In addition to that, I would point out that there is a clause in the contract itself, as your Honor is well 
aware—I think your Honor drew attention to it—under which all of the material and plant which comes 
on to the site of the contract becomes the property of Her Majesty, as soon as it is placed there, in virtue 
of the terms of the contract. In order to get over any question as to this plant and material being 
removed from off the site, in cases where it might be difficult to establish a hold over it, it has become 
the practice, and it was done in each one of these three cases, to take by way of further security at the 
time of advance a distinct memorandum which gives a charge over the plant and material wherever 
it may be. The contractors give this charge, and, under if, the Government have a right to follow the 
plant and material wherever it is. I know, as a matter of fact, that the question came up some time ago, 
and that this memorandum was framed and settled in the Crown Law Department to get rid of the objection 
that, although we had a hold over the material which was on the siie, if it had been removed we might 
not be able to get it. When, therefore, these advances are made this particular form of memorandum is 
taken to get rid of that difficulty. With regard to defective work, there is a bunch of charges relating to if 
upon Contracts 69, 79a, 118, and the Glebe contract. As to Contract 69, the only evidence I am aware 
of is that of Benson, as to a certain short pipe. That, I think, has been explained by Mr. Griffiths and 
by Mr. Husband. Then we had the evidence of Darcus as to a certain syphon being out of line or 
something of that kind. That Mr. Griffiths has also explained. As to No. 79a, we have the evidence— 
the remarkable evidence—of Dawson, the workman who did this fraudulent work, as he himself admitted, 
knowingly. He did it behind the backs of the inspectors, as he admitted, so that it really does not concern 
the department a bit. Perhaps it is hardly necessary for me, as representing the department, to refer 
to this bit of bad work at all, because it was done behind the department’s back, and, as your Honor 
knows, it would be absolutely impossible in underground work of this sort, if a man with fraudulent 
motives intends to do defective work, to stop him. It is impossible to check a man if he has made up his 
mind to do dishonest work in a case of this kind. Tou could not do so unless you had an inspector 
standing over every man during every working hour. The only remarkable feature of this evidence of 
Dawson’s is this: that this work was done at the end of the year—in December—or after Mr. 
Parkes had made his first speech in the House preferring these charges. I think there is evidence 
showing that Dawson on several occasions—Mr. Andrews will probably refer to the matter—stated that 

- if he did not get a certain thing he was going to make it hot for the contractors, or something of that 
kind, and that he would go and see one Yarney Parkes, whoever he might be. This work was done 
deliberately by this man, who was cute enough to see that, in view of the statements made by Mr. Parkes 
in the House, if he went to him, it would be a lever to use in working the contractors. That, I submit, 
is a pretty good illustration of the misfortune which is found to arise if statements are made in the House 
on such matters on so little foundation. However, these statements have been made, and they have, I
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submit, been shown to have been made without foundation. In consequence of them it almost appears 
as if this man deliberately did this piece of bad work. The only other piece of alleged defective work is 
upon Contract 118, in reference to which there is some slight evidence as to some soft sandstone which 
is supposed to have gone into the work. As to the Glebe contract, there is evidence to the effect that 
some shale was flung down a shaft. That was the evidence of Caughey. I do not think there is any 
other charge in connection with defective work to which it is necessary that I should refer. I do not 
think I need labour the case as regards the charge as to withholding the papers from Parliament. As to 
the papers in connection with Contract 72, I think the allegation can be answered in one sentence, viz., 
that the papers in regard to that contract were never ordered to be printed by the House. The terms of 
the order speak for themselves, and there is no reference whatever to that particular contract. Mr. Christie 
has prepared another very elaborate memorandum, or minute, or whatever it may be called, from which one 
would come to the conclusion that these papers had been knowingly withheld. Mr. Christie refers to 
certain papers in that connection, and I submit, with the most absolute confidence, that your Honor will 
come to a totally opposite conclusion as to that—that, instead of the papers in connection with Contract 72 
being required to be printed, they were not required at all. The reason why Mr. Barling thought it 
necessary to print the contract and the final voucher was, as he himself explained on page 439, that 
inasmuch as there was in Contract 79 a recital of the settlement of the claim with regard to 72, he 
thought it better to put in certain papers to show what was done. I may mention that the officers who 
were responsible for this return—Mr. Barling, who cannot be expected to go into detail, Mr. Davis, who 
was charged with the collection of the papers, and Mr. Hungerford—have all been examined before your 
Honor; and I think the conclusion is irresistible that no attempt was made to keep back anything which 
ought to have been printed. As to Contract 69, Mr. Christie again sets out in a memorandum upon 
page 380 the material documents which he thinks ought to have been printed. Hpon this point Mr. 
Davis has given an explanation, which is to be found upon page 503. The explanation is a very simple 
one, and is perfectly plain and satisfactory. As to Contract 79a, Mr. Christie has "written a memorandum, 
which is printed on page 452. That memorandum, I confess, had escaped me. I was not here when it 
was read, and, in going through the evidence, and seeing what it was that we had to meet, I missed that little 
document, so that wre have tendered no evidence in regard to it. If your Honor, however, will just look 
at the memorandum itself, and will see what the papers are, I think you will conclude that there is no 
serious charge involved there. Of course, if your Honor should think it necessary, I will ask leave to call 
Mr. Davis now. Personally, I do not think it is necessary. Your Honor will see from the nature of the 
documents that they were documents of not very great importance, and no doubt the explanation is that 
they were in circulation, and that they were not with the records at the time Mr. Davis and Mr. Hunger- 
ford were going through them. "With those few wmrds I will leave that charge as to the withholding of 
papers from Parliament. We have the evidence of the officers concerned that every care was taken 
which could be taken in preparing the papers. The last matter I have to refer to—I have covered 
all the charges, with the exception of this charge, which was added quite recently—is a charge which 
seems to me to have been put in with the object of helping out the charge of defective work, which 
has so lamentably broken down—I mean the charge with regard to the shortage of cement. That charge 
was preferred after the new list of September 4th was put in. It was made on September 9th, 
and is to the following effect:—

With allowing faulty supervision of the contracts carried out by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
by which inferior concrete was supplied, making defective work, there not being the specified 
quantity of cement used, more particularly in Contracts 79, 79a, and 69.

It will be seen that this is a general charge, first of all of faulty supervision on our part by which these 
contractors have been able to get off with the use of a less quantity of cement, and that therefore we 
have an inferior sort of concrete to that which should have been put in under the contract; and, secondly, 
that that faulty supervision extends to all the contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co., but in particular to 
the three contracts named—the two at North Shore, 79 and 79a, and the Marrickville contract, No. 69. 
Pirst of all, if I may say so, there is absolutely no evidence before your Honor of faulty supervision on 
our part. The evidence, in fact, is all the other way. Mr. Davis gave some evidence as to the nature of 
the supervision exercised, and the way in which the returns were made by the inspectors. The department 
have put in, through Mr. Davis, a list of the engineers, resident engineers, and inspectors who super
vised these three particular contracts named by Mr. Parkes in his charge. Some of these engineers and 
inspectors have been called here as witnesses, and if this charge had been before your Honor on the 
various dates upon which they were called opportunity might have been taken, if it were necessary, to 
elicit from them information as to the nature of the supervision they gave ; but the charge came in 
afterwards, and I have not thought it necessary—I have taken the responsibility of that upon myself—to 
have these various engineers and inspectors called, because, as I submit, there is absolutely no evidence
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that there has been any faulty supervision. That being so, the question arises,—Upon what evidence is 
this charge based ? It rests upon what Mr. M'Credie and Mr. Thompson told us, and upon certain 
memoranda written by Mr. Christie. With regard to Mr. M'Credie, your Honor will remember that he 
made certain tests, and that from those tests he came to the conclusion that for every cask of cement used 
we ought to get 20 cubic feet of sandstone concrete, and in the case of bluestone concrete 16 cubic feet 
and no more. That, I believe, was supported by Mr. Thompson. Then Mr. Christie has been at infinite 
pains in searching the books, in connection with these contracts, for a great number of years, to find out 
the number of casks of cement purchased here, there, and everywhere. He has also been at infinite pains 
in making a calculation based upon Mr. M'Credie’s tests, showing that there is a considerable shortage in 
the cement used. I submit that these tests of Mr. M'Credie, upon which the whole of this evidence is 
based, are absolutely unreliable. I submit that the evidence which we have here, which is opposed to 
them, is so conclusive that your Honor will not accept any arguments, founded upon tests of that kind, 
as having any particular weight. Mr. Davis has gone very carefully into the matter, and he speaks, not 
from similar tests made at the time, but from experience founded on the quantity of cement used upon 
CDntracts involving concrete. We have the evidence of certain contractors, who were called by Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. We have also the evidence of Mr. Griffiths, whom your Honor had before you on several 
occasions, and whom I think your Honor will regard as a capable officer and as a witness to be relied upon 
The evidence which has been given by the witnesses to whom I have referred amounts to this—that, 
instead of the quantities of concrete being 20 feet and 16 cubic feet, it is nearer the mark to say that they 
are 27 and 22 cubic feet. Taking that as the more correct basis—according to the evidence it is the 
correct basis—Mr. Davis has prepared a memorandum, which is to be found upon page 631. In that 
memorandum he has dealt with the quantities of cement which should be used upon these contracts—79, 
79a, and 69. This calculation he has made on the basis of 27 feet and 22 feet, and he has also taken the 
inspectors’ returns, and those are tabulated, as your Honor will see, in connection with the three 
contracts. The total quantity used, according to Mr. Davis, should have been 15,606 casks, whereas the 
actual quantity appearing from the inspectors’ returns to have been used is 15,619 casks. Mr. Davis is 
careful to point out that these returns cannot be relied upon absolutely, but he thinks they would be within 
about 5 per cent, of the quantity actually used. Then, inasmuch as Mr. Parkes’s charge referred not only 
to these three contracts but to all the contracts of this firm of contractors, it was thought desirable to 
place before your Honor a statement of the quantity of cement which should have been used upon these 
contracts since the 1st of January, 1892, based, of course, on the previous data. That calculation 
appears upon page 632, and it shows the various contracts for that period. [It is shown that the 
total quantity of casks which should have been used on all these contracts amounted to 44,740, 
and that the inspectors’ returns, so far as they are available, show the total quantity used upon 
the contracts to have been during the same length of time 44,630 casks. It will be seen that the 
calculations made by Mr. Davis agree substantially with the quantity shown by the inspectors’ 
returns. There was some evidence, I believe, with regard to the amount of cement which these 
contractors had actually purchased during this time, and an infinite amount of trouble and pains 
has been taken by Mr. Christie in investigating this highly interesting matter. Certain evidence, as I 
say, has been given upon this point. What that evidence is, it is not for me to say. It does not concern 
the department in any way. It is a matter which concerns the contractors alone. All that I am concerned 
to do is to submit to your Honor that, on the evidence, it is clear, from our point of view, that there has 
been no faulty supervision of these contracts, and that, so far as we have been able to discover, there has 
been no deficiency of cement. I think that completes the whole of the remarks I intend to make upon 
these charges. But there is one matter to which I ought to address myself. I refer to three questions 
which have arisen in the course of this inquiry which are not involved in the charges, and which concern 
the action of three of the officers of the Department of Public Works. Perhaps your Honor will allow 
me to refer shortly to this question of the money transactions between these officers and Mr. Carter. 
There have been three instances. One was an advance of money by an officer to Mr. Carter, and in the 
other two cases there was an advance to the officer by Mr. Carter himself. The first case is that of 
Mr. Weedon, the engineer. In reference to that matter Mr. Carter was first of all examined, and he told 
the story very clearly upon page 210 of the evidence—how Mr. Weedon, having this money to invest, 
consulted Mr. Carter about it, the money being finally lent to Mr. Carter upon certain security which 
Mr. Carter-gave him. The money was lent to Mr. Carter, and to Mr. Carter only, it having nothing to 
do with the firm’s business. Mr. Christie has here been at work again, and the result of what must 
have been very trying and arduous labour is the memorandum which,is to be found upon page 231, 
beaded “Memo, re financial dealings of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. with Mr. S. H. Weedon, 
Government Resident Engineer, Sewerage Construction Department, and as to payments of interest.” 
As Mr. Christie stated here, from his examination of the books and from what had been done with the 
cheques, which he appears to have traced all through, and from the then position of the firm, he could
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draw only one inference, which was, as set forth at the top of the memorandum, that the transaction was 
not one between Mr. Carter privately and Mr. "Weedon, but was one between the firm of contractors and 
Mr. Weedon. We also had Mr. Weedon called, and, in his evidence, which appears upon pages 244 and 
245, we had the account of how it was that he came to lend the money to Mr. Carter. He states clearly 
and distinctly that the money was lent to Mr. Carter. A document was produced, and, as Tour Honor 
may remember, there was great suspicion raised by Mr. Parkes at the time about the date of it, until Mr_ 
Weedon proved conclusively that the document was executed on the date it bore, that it had been deposited 
with the Bank, and that he had only that morning, at my request, when I saw him outside, got the document 
away from the Bank. However, there was some suspicion, which was absolutely unfounded, about the date. 
In spite of Mr. Christie’s calculations and inferences, it is quite clear, I submit, from the evidence that this 
was a transaction between two personal friends. Mr. Weedon was a personal friend of Mr. Carter, and 
he wanted to find an investment. The object to which his money was to be applied had not come off, 
and he spoke to Mr. Carter about an investment, finally lending the money to that gentleman, who gave 
him a charge over some private property. What Mr. Carter did with the money—whether he put it into the 
firm or not, is immaterial; but as a matter of fact, I believe it did go into the firm, as Mr. Carter himself 
stated in the first instance, so that there was really no necessity or use for the whole of this very elaborate 
investigation by Mr. Christie. I thought it right to refer to this matter, because I wish to accentuate the 
fact that this, like the other transactions, was simply one between two private individuals. I should 
mention that, at the time this transaction with Mr. Weedon took place, that gentleman had nothing to 
do with Mr. Carter’s contracts with the Government, and that he has had nothing to do with them since. 
He is away, in fact, in another part of the country. As to the advance to O’Hanlan, at the time he had 
this money from Mr. Carter he was not in charge of any of his contracts. He was in charge of some of 
the work up to the year 1889 or 1890, but he has not since been in charge. His evidence will be found 
upon page 596. He there explains why he borrowed the money. He did so, it appears, to complete a 
house, he having been disappointed in getting the money from some other source. He appears to have 
mentioned the matter to Mr. Carter, and the money was lent to him for a short time and repaid. Then 
there is the case of Mr. Budolph, who is also an engineer, and who has apparently got into some trouble 
with the Department, as your Honor knows, through some misunderstanding. He borrowed from Mr. 
Carter the sum of £250 to complete the purchase of the house. Oddly enough, the house was bought, I 
believe, from Mr. Beid, the Premier. Mr. Budolph having borrowed the money it was given to him by 
Mr. Carter in the form of a cheque, that cheque being, I believe, paid into the credit of the account of 
Mr. Eeid. One can imagine the flutterings in the mind of Mr. Parkes if his attention had been drawn 
to the fact that a cheque of Mr. Carter had been paid into the credit of the Prime Minister.

Mr. Parkes: As a matter of fact it was not so paid.
Mr. Smith .- However that may be, that wras the history of that transaction. Mr. Budolph ceased 

to supervise any of Carter & Co.’s jobs after that date. With regard to these transactions, all that I 
wnsh to submit is that they were perfectly innocent. I do not think there can be the slightest doubt in 
your Honor’s mind—if I may say so—now that you have heard all the evidence, that each one of these 
transactions was absolutely an innocent one. What I mean to say is that there was no corrupt 
notion m Mr. Carter’s mind or in the mind of those who dealt with him in this way. Of course, as your 
Honor knows, it may be against the rules of the Department that any officer should have any monetary 
transactions, however innocent, with contractors who are mixed up largely with the Government, and 
perhaps your Honor may think that that is the only safe ground to take. I believe it is, and I believe 
that that is the ground taken by the Department—that in order to be absolutely above suspicion, their 
officers are not to have any monetary dealings with contractors whom they may have to meet professionally. 
It is a very safe and sound rule, and if there has been any departure from it in this case, I hope, at all 
events, that your Honor will hold that the action was innocently done. I think I have now dealt with 
all the charges seriatim, and I submit that the evidence conclusively proves that, as I contend, the main 
charge in Mr. Parkes’ speeches—the charge as to the identification of this firm of contractors with the 
officers of the Department by reason of the fact of young Mr. Hickson being a partner in the firm—that 
that charge, upon which all the other charges hang to a very great extent, has absolutely broken down 
It really never stood upon evidence, because there was no evidence to support it. With regard to the 
other charges which are now submitted, there is absolutely no evidence, in the proper sense of the term, 
which is sufficient to support them. I submit, therefore, that with regard to young Mr. Hickson, it is 
admitted that he was not a partner ; and as to the charges in connection with his having an 
interest in the firm, instead of their being twenty-three in number, we have now only three. One 
of these charges, as I have pointed out, is absolutely absurd, because at the time at which that 
alleged concession was made, young Mr. Hickson was not interested in the firm in any way. As 
to the other two charges, it has been conclusively shown that young Mr. Hickson’s slight connection
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with the firm could have nothing to do with the action taken by Mr. Hickson in dealing with 
these important matters ; in fact, the thing is too absurd to be seriously contended. I do not know 
whether Mr. Parkes is going to seriously contend it now. The charges, as I submit, having absolutely 
broken down one and all of them, and I venture to think, having' been made, as I have said more than 
once, and have been able to point out more than once, without that due care and caution which every 
man with any sense of responsibility in dealing with a great and serious matter, such as the charging of a 
high officer of the State with corruption should take, I submit that it is a matter to be considered, how 
these charges came to be made at all. With regard to that I think we have not far to go to seek for the 
explanation. If your Honor will turn to Mr. Parkes’ own statement made here on oath, and which 
appears on page 472, you will see that he gives us a history affording a clear explanation as to how it wTas 
that this thing came about, so far as the charges relating to Mr. Hickson are concerned. Bearing in 
mind, as I contend, that those are the charges which are the foundation of this Commission, it seems to 
me that the first movement at all in this direction, the germ of the whole matter, lies in one Webster. 
Webster’s suggestion was the first which set Mr. Parkes’ mind moving with regard to Mr. Hickson. 
Tour Honor may recollect that Mr. Parkes stated that from 1890 to 1893 he had in his employment a 
man named Webster, and that it was he who gave him certain information with regard to Mr, Hickson’s 
work in Adelaide. Mr. Parkes tells us that Webster had told him—

That Mr. Hickson, when he was employed at Adelaide, as an officer in charge of public works, had 
had misfortunes with those works which had put the G-overnment of South Australia to a 
considerable loss of money. I made further inquiries about this matter, and I found that Mr. 
Hickson’s works had come to grief in that colony. Then I became a little suspicious.

To my mind that was the germ of the whole matter. From that date Mr. Parkes became a little suspicious 
about Mr. Hickson. Mr. Parkes also tells us w'hat his attitude was with regard to the Public Works 
Department. He tells us that at about this time—viz., 1891—he became a candidate for East Sydney, and 
that at the time of the election he heard from various sources, such as contractors’ workmen, talk about 
defective work being done in the Sewerage Department. One can imagine the sort of talk which goes on 
at electioneering time. We all know that things are very likely indeed to be exaggerated, and we can 
imagine the sort of talk that went on in this case, and the sort of pledges which were given in return in 
the event of the candidate’s being successful. We all know what goes on at electioneering time. At all 
events Mr. Parkes was elected, and we are told that he then turned his attention to the Works Depart
ment. He thought that the public works of the Colony should be managed upon a different footing 
altogether. He had made up his mind, from what he had heard, that very drastic measures were necessary 
to put the Department upon a proper footing. Tour Honor will remember that Mr. Parkes told us that 
after his election he was sent for by the late Sir Henry Parkes, and that it was suggested that Mr. Varney 
Parkes should take the portfolio of Secretary for Public Works ; but apparently the scheme for the 
reform of the Public Works Department which had been adopted by Mr. Varney Parkes did not find favour 
with the then Premier. At all events the portfolio of Secretary for Public Works was given to Mr. Toung, 
and Mr. Varney Parkes did not become Secretary for Public Works. Mr. Parkes tells us that after that 
he tabled various motions in the House dealing with this very question of the reform of the Department 
of Public Works, but there was one motion which he did not mention to which I drew his attention 
in cross-examination. It is already in evidence before this Commission, and is set out upon page 399. 
It shows the nature of the reform for which Mr. Parkes was moving. His object apparently was the 
simplification of the machinery of Government, and for economy’s sake to wipe away all the professional 
men in the departments. Engineers, surveyors, architects, lawyers, and photographers, were to be 
abolished, and the work was to be performed by independent competitors outside. There was another 
motion, as Mr. Parkes informed us, subsequent to that, and that was for a select committee to inquire 
into the method of contracting. It was dropped, because it was pointed out that it really amounted to a 
vote of censure upon the Beid Administration. Tour Honor will see that that was the attitude of 
Mr. Varney Parkes with regard to the Department of Public Works at the time Webster came forward 
and gave rise to these suspicions in Mr. Parkes’ mind as to the incompetency of Mr. Hickson. Who 
this Mr. Webster is, or where he is, nobody know?; but as, when I was pressing for this information, 
your Honor told us that it was not material to inquire further where he was, because Mr. Parkes had 
been good enough to tell us that, in turning to the official papers of South Australia, which were fortu
nately in the library at Parliament House, he found that Mr. Webster’s statements were fully confirmed, 
I did not press the matter further. Mr. Parkes said, indeed, that Webster did not tell him as much as 
he found in these papers at Parliament House, so I think we may take it that the ground of these suspi
cions is to be found in the Parliamentary and other official papers which Mr. Parkes found. He was good 
enough to tell us where the books were to be found. They were produced here, and the consequence was, 
as your Honor will recollect, that we have attached to the evidence three documents extracted from these
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papers which may he taken, I suppose, as the foundation of these disquieting rumours about Mr. Hickson. 
I should mention that particular reference was made to a particular work in South Australia—the Rivoli 
Bay Jetty. As to the papers put in, we had the evidence of Mr. Hickson, taken before the arbitration which 
arose out of the Rivoli Bay matter ; and we had the report of Mr. Higginbotham, a report made, as explained 
by Mr. Hickson in his evidence, at the request of the Treasurer. "We had also the evidence of Mr. 
Higginbotham, taken before a Royal Commission, or rather, certain parts of that evidence. These docu
ments are, I understand, to be printed as appendices to the evidence. Mr. Parkes, in cross-examination, 
stated to me that he based his suspicions upon some evidence given by Mr. Hickson before the Royal 
Commission in South Australia. It turns out that that must be a mistake, because Mr. Hickson was not 
examined at all before the Royal Commission. I believe Mr. Parkes put that matter right afterwards, 
and it was stated that what he had in his mind was the evidence given by Mr. Hickson before the 
arbitrators. I shall not go into the arbitration matter in detail, but I will merely say that, if there be 
anything in the evidence of Mr. Hickson before the arbitrators which gave rise to the suspicion that any 
of his work had come to grief, or that, as Mr. Parkes put it when he was pressed upon the point, there 
was any action of Mr. Hickson’s in South Australia of a similar nature to the matters with which he is 
charged before this Commission, namely, a corrupt connection of some kind or other with contractors—if 
there is any evidence, either of incapacity or of improper conduct of that kind, perhaps Mr. Parkes will 
be able to put his finger upon it when he addresses your Honor. At present I am utterly unable to 
see how any fair-minded man reading the evidence and the award of the arbitrators could have come to 
such a conclusion as to have had even the semblance of a suspicion in his mind. Your Honor knows 
what the contest in that arbitration case was. As far as I can make out, a great deal turned upon 
the question whether or not a certain plan was put in was the Government plan, and therefore 
bound the Government, or whether it was a plan which emanated from the contractors—whether it 
was their plan entirely, and whether, therefore, the Government was responsible for it. As Mr. Higgin
botham points out in his report, Mr. Hickson, for the purposes of identification, and for those purposes 
only, had, on his arrival in the colony, affixed his name to the plan, and that gave the contractors a leg to 
stand upon in their contention. However, the arbitrators made their award, and it was to the effect that 
these contractors had no claim with regard to that plan. As far as I can make out from the report of Mr. 
Higginbotham and others, the signing of the plan was the only thing involving anything approaching to 
censure, so far as Mr. Hickson was concerned. There was no censure in the strict sense of the term, even 
as to that, because it is perfectly clear from the papers that Mr. Hickson arrived in the colony when the 
whole question of letting this particular contract was pretty well settled, and when the plans had been 
prepared by the contractors, as seems to be the practice in that colony. As Mr. Higginbotham points 
out, Mr. Hickson, without official experience, fell into the error of affixing his name to this plan, and that 
is the whole matter as far as I can understand it. With regard to the Commission which was appointed 
in South Australia, your Honor may remember that it was clearly pointed out by the President that it was 
not aimed at any individual officer, that there was no suggestion of blame attaching to any particular 
officer at all. He pointed out clearly what the object of the Commission was—that it was to inquire 
into the system of public works, as to whether they had, in that colony, got hold of the right method 
of going to work in such matters. Without blaming anyone in particular, the question which the Com
mission had to solve was whether the colony had got hold of the right method of carrying out its works. 
The report was not put in, because it does not relate to the branch of which Mr. Hickson was the head- 
As far as I can discover, there is no other report of the Commission affecting the department of which 
Mr. Hickson had control. That being so, I submit that, when your Honor reads the official papers which 
we have obtained from Adelaide, you will come to the conclusion that when Mr. Hickson left that colony, 
as he told your Honor, he left it with as clean and as high a record as he brought with him from the old 
country. We have in evidence the nature of the recommendations which he brought out with him. He 
brought out, among other documents, a letter from the Agent-General of the colony in London, and we 
have also in evidence a letter written to Mr. Hickson at the time the Government of South Australia 
found it necessary, in consequence of the reorganisation of the branches of the Works Department, to 
dispense with his services, and pointing out that it was in consequence of that reorganisation and for no 
other reason that that course was taken. I submit "that that letter shows conclusively that at the time 
Mr. Hickson left the colony he possessed to the fullest extent the confidence of those he had to serve 
there. I am very glad the thing has been sifted to the bottom, because it shows that, after all, the 
suspicion which began in Mr. Parkes’ mind from this circumstance, and which has kept growing and growing 
ever since, is, so far as it is founded upon the disclosures of these South Australian papers, absolutely 
without foundation. That must be the conclusion to which anyone approaching an examination of the 
matter with a perfectly unbiassed and judicial mind must arrive. Mr. 'Parkes tells us that he has no 
personal grudge against Mr. Hickson—in fact, he tells us that he did not know Mr. Hickson—that he did 
not meet him personally until he came in contact with him when he, Mr. Parkes, was a member of the

Public



65

Public "Works Committee. We had before the Commission some evidence as to what took place in connec
tion with that Committee. That evidence is shortly this : A certain trouble arose upon the Committee. 
Mr. Parkes had been the Chairman, and, in consequence of that trouble, he thought that the only course 
open to him was to resign. The trouble, I may mention, arose out of the Pyrmont Bridge question, 
which had been before the Committee for some time, and upon which the Committee had taken voluminous 
evidence, Mr. Parkes, as Chairman of the Committee, calling a great deal of outside evidence. This 
evidence having been called, Mr. Parkes, as Chairman, was permitted to make a statement before the 
Committee proceeded to consider its report, and in view of that statement it was thought necessary to 
recall Mr. Hickson and Mr. Darley, whose evidence, of course, would carry great weight with the Com
mittee. These officers were both recalled, and the inquiry was virtually reopened. Mr. Hickson was 
cross-examined by Mr. Parkes at some length, and, the matter having been reconsidered by the Committee, 
they came to a certain conclusion. Portion of that report is set forth in Mr. Parkes’ evidence upon 
page 474:—

The resolution which contains the present Committee’s decision in their inquiry was passed on 
Wednesday, /th Isovember, but at the next meeting of the Committee, in consequence of certain 
statements made by the Chairman in condemnation of the proposed timber bridge approved of 
by the Committee, it was decided to reopen the inquiry for the purpose of further examining 
the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Hoads and Bridges, and examining the Ehgineer- 
in-Chief for Harbours and Eivers. These officers were accordingly called before the Committee, 
and closely questioned on the points which had been raised by the Chairman. The evidence 
dispelled all doubt as to the stability of the bridge as designed, and confirmed the Committee in 
their decision to recommend its construction. The Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for 
Eoads and Bridges pledged his professional reputation that the bridge will be thoroughly 
suitable perfectly safe, containing no structural defects, and serving the probable traffic 
between Sydney and Pyrmont. He would prefer, he said, an iron bridge; but he recognised 
that it may not be desirable at the present time to erect such a bridge, seeing that his estimate 
of its cost is £220,000.

'"^"our Honor knows, from a perusal of the documents, probably, that by a majority of eleven to four 
Mr. Parkes contention was overruled, and a report was drawn up, based in a great measure upon the 
evidence given by Mr. Hickson and Mr. Darley. The Committee came to the conclusion that they would 
be right in relying upon the evidence given by these two officers—in fact, they say so in their report. 
Mr. Parkes then resigns, and he tells the public, through the press, that he had always thought the 
Committee was sworn to the salvation of the public funds, but that he found that the majority of the 
members were bent only upon the salvation of the interests of the official heads of the Public Works 
Department. That, he told us, was his experience of the Public Works Committee. Under these 
circumstances, and holding these views, he thought it right to resign his position as Chairman of the 
Committee. He seemed to think that his colleagues were acting more with a desire to save and 
to protect the officers of the department than with the object of protecting the interests of the 
public. I merely mention that as showing the nature of the conclusion which Mr. Parkes is so 
very hasty to draw. I need not refer to that part of the question except for that particular 
purpose. At all events, although Mr. Parkes has told your Honor that he has no personal grudge 
against Mr. Hickson, your Honor sees that he had had his suspicions aroused by that man Webster 
for a number of years ; that he then made certain statements to the Public Works Committee, which 
Mr. Hickson’s evidence apparently upset, the Committee agreeing with Mr. Hickson and disagreeing 
with Mr. Parkes, the consequence being that Mr. Parkes resigned. It will be remembered that when 
Mr. Parkes made his speech in the House he referred to the evidence of Mr. Hickson on that occasion 
as being so inconsistent as to amount almost to perjury ; so that it was not only his late colleagues 
on the Public Works Committee who were charged with this, that, and the other thing, but also 
Mr. Hickson, upon whose evidence the Committee placed so much reliance. I have mentioned these 
circumstances because they tend to show the attitude of Mr. Parkes’ mind towards Mr. Hickson without 
in any way contradicting his statement that he had no personal grudge. I would submit that these two 
things are perfectly plain: that Mr. Parkes had these grave suspicions as to the rectitude of Mr. 
Hickson-that is the only way to put it—and he also concluded that Mr. Hickson had committed some
thing like perjury before the Public Works Committee. Eurthermoro, he had the feeling that his late 
colleagues on the Public Works Committee had preferred to believe Mr. Hickson, in spite of his own 
statement. Besides this we have clear evidence as to Mr. Parkes’ attitude towards the Public Works 
Department generally. He was actuated at that time by a desire to sweep away altogether all the 
professional officers—to make a clean sweep and to begin on other lines altogether. That beino- 
the position of things, what happened? It appears that this firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., as I 
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think your Honor will admit, is a firm which stands pretty well with the department. Hot only the 
present Secretary for Public Works, but the late Minister, who is now leader of the Opposition—so that 
there is no political question at all in the matter—have come here and have spoken very highly of this firm 
of contractors. They are an enterprising firm—your Honor can see that—and apparently they were getting 
a little bit ahead of other contractors, and the feeling got about among some of these contractors that 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. were too much in the swim, as Mr. Parkes told the House in his second speech. 
He said that these contractors felt that Carter, Gummow, & Co. were so much in the swim, and that they 
were so much out of it, that they would like “ to burst Carter, Gummow, & Co. up” I do not pretend to 
be able to give a definition of that elegant expression. Tour Honor, I think, was inclined to take a 
limited view of it, and you were no doubt right in supposing that it did not mean that there was a desire 
to burst the firm up financially, but to break them up in their successful career with the department in 
getting contracts—nothing more than that. That may have been the intention, but, even putting that 
construction upon it, there is no doubt that these contractors were a bit excited, and we all know—Mr. 
Parkes certainly ought to have known—how very unreliable statements of this kind are in such eases. In 
his statement to your Honor, Mr. Parkes said :— '

That brought about me certain contractors who gave me certain information. In every case I made 
an effort to find out the truth of their information. Of course I found out that a good deal of it 

' was false, and that some of it was true.
Each of these contractors appears to have had his grievance, and one can quite understand how unreliable, in 
the circumstances, their statements were likely to be. One can quite understand that they would become 
excited. They had their grievances to start with ; but as they went on they exaggerated them to such an 
extent that the original germ of truth became absolutely unrecognizable. That seems to me to be the 
way in which this inquiry has come about. We have had evidence that this agitation was got up, in a 
great measure, by Williams. He was running to and fro between Mr. Parkes and the other contractors, 
and he afterwards brought in Maddison. One can quite understand how all these statements, one on the 
top of the other, got exaggerated. It is perfectly evident that there was no reasonable or systematic 
attempt made to get down to the truth of them. Unfortunately Mr. Parkes already had his mind biased 
by certain suspicions about Mr. Hickson, suspicions which, as I have pointed out, were perfectly ■ 
unfounded ; in fact, Mr. Parkes has been a prey to suspicions all through. He suspects Mr. Hickson. 
He suspects his colleagues upon the Public Works Committee. And, working upon that bias, these 
contractors were able to instil into his mind the firm belief, when he made his speech on 26th September, 
that he was going to prove all these grave charges against Mr. Hickson. These contractors discovered, 
no doubt, that Mr. Parkes was a very willing listener: and that, to my mind, if I may so put it, seems to 
be the plain history of the'circumstances leading up to this inquiry—a simple explanation as to how it is 
that Mr. Parkes now finds himself in the unfortunate position in which he is placed—the position of one 
who, from his public place in the House, and under the privilege rightly afforded to our members of 
Parliament, has brought charges against a high officer of State, which are not only absolutely untrue, but 
which never at any time had any reasonable or solid foundation in fact. I have no more to say except 
this, that I think there can be no doubt that there has been a most searching inquiry under this 
Commission, so that, whatever may be the result, at all events we shall know that no stone has been left 
unturned to get at the real truth of the working of our great Department of Public Works. There is 
only one point to which I wish to draw your Honor’s attention. I mentioned it, I think, at the 
beginning of my address. Although these charges have been formulated by Mr. Parkes, I conclude that 
your Honor will deal with the charges as made by him in his speeches, and with regard to those speeches 
I have assumed, all through, that they are formally in evidence before your Honor; but, if there be 

’ any doubt about it, and if it should be necessary, I would ask that the speeches of the 26th September 
and the 12th May be recorded upon the minutes of proceedings of the Commission. Tour Honor may 
remember that your Commission empowers you to deal with charges made in certain speeches.

Sis Sonor : Eor the purposes of this Commission I take judicial notice of Sansard without the 
necessity of proof. No one, I presume, denies the substantial correctness of the reports. I hardly think) 
therefore, that it is necessary to include them in the minutes of proceedings of the Commission. I may 
or may not in my report allude to certain passages in those speeches. Perhaps I may feel myself bound 
to do so, because they may be taken to be the primary foundation of the Commission.

Mr. Smith: Then I have nothing to add except to say, on behalf of my client, Mr. Hickson, that 
with regard to those charges which affect his integrity, we leave the matter in your Honor’s hands wdth 
the most absolute confidence. With regard to the department generally, I may say that, with the 
exception of those few mistakes to which I have alluded, there is nothing chargeable at all against any one 
of the officers. On the contrary, as far as the evidence goes, they appear to have all done their duty and
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to have dealt ■with these contractors to the best advantage of the country. It is quite evident that these 
contractors have been dealt with in a way exactly similar to that in which every other contractor who has 
dealings with the Department has been dealt with. I am much obliged to your Honor for having allowed 
me to address you at such length,! hope I have not labored the case unnecessarily. At the same time I hope 
your Honor will not think that in any of the remarks I have made I have expressed myself too strongly. 
I should like to say this in conclusion, so far as Mr. Hickson is concerned, that, Mr. Parkes having claimed 
here that he represents the public, I make the same claim on Mr. Hickson’s behalf. He is at present the 
permanent head of the great spending department of this Colony—the Department of Public Works— 
and, acting in that capacity, I think he is fairly entitled to claim that he also represents large public 
interests, it being incumbent upon him to satisfy the public as to the way in which the public works of 
the Colony have been carried out under his control. This being so, I have endeavoured to keep that fact 
before my mind in. dealing with these charges. Had it been a personal or private matter I might have, 
been tempted to make my remarks somewhat stronger, because I confess that Mr. Hickson has very strong 
feelings in this matter, and very naturally so, seeing that these charges have been hanging over his head 
since September last year. But whatever his personal feelings may be, I know his desire is that nothing 
should be put before your Honor except in a way which is perfectly fair and quasi-judicial. I have, 
therefore, endeavoured to adopt that line of conduct in dealing with the large mass of evidence which has 
been put before your Honor.

Sis Sonor: I may say that I certainly do not think that, under the circumstances, Mr. Smith, you 
nave exceeded what may be considered proper limits in regard either to the time occupied by, or the mode 
of, your address.

Mr. Smith: Perhaps your Honor will allow me to mention the printed papers under date of 
19th December last. The papers contain Mr. Hickson’s statement with reference to Mr. Parkes’ speech 
of the previous September. I would ask that these papers be printed as appendices to the evidence.

Sis Sonor.- I will direct that that be done.
His Honor, at l-20 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Priday, 2nd October.

C. E. E. MHEEAY,
______________________________ Commissioner.

. ' FRIDAY, 2 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr. 

Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. W. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising) ; attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, 
also attended. • .

Louis Blayney Mitchell, Henry Charles Mitchell, Trenham Old, John Alcock, and Eichard Adams, 
were sworn and examined.

Mr. Parkes : Before Mr. Andrews commences his address, I should like to say a few words ■with 
reference to the application made by Mr. Smith at yesterday’s sitting of the Commission, that the Sansard 
reports of the speeches, which are the foundation of this inquiry, might be placed on record upon the 
minutes. I endorse Mr. Smith’s application, and for this very good reason—that there can be no doubt 
but that this Commission was based upon the speeches, and not upon the charges which I have handed in 
to your Honor. Mr. Friend, the Secretary of the Commission, waited upon me at the Legislative 
Assembly Chambers, by your Honor’s direction, shortly after the issue of the Commission, and informed 
me that your Honor’s proceedings would be greatly convenienced if I were to put certain charges before 
you. I told him that I was not a prosecutor in the matter, and that I need not have appeared before 
the Commission except as a witness. Mr. Friend explained to me that your Honor only required 
the charges which were contained in my speeches in the Legislative Assembly put into a definite form 
in writing. I gathered from what he said, that your Honor desired me to indicate the nature of the 

. charges to be inquired into, and which I believed I had evidence to sustain. I put in the charges as I 
pointed out to Mr. Friend at the time, in compliance with your Honor’s suggestion. I told him that I 
could not guarantee the evidence at that stage—that I could not guarantee the absolute truth of the 
allegations I made. Of course, could I have done that, there would have been no need for this Commission. 
This Commission was issued in order that full inquiry might be made into certain indefinite charges. I 
explained to Mr. Friend the position in which I was placed. I remember pointing out to him that 
without doubt if I failed to substantiate the charges I made they would be used as a weapon against me. 
However, he assured me that they were simply asked for as an indication of the course of inquiry I should 
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prefer the Commission to take, it being left to me to bring forward evidence to sustain such definite 
charges as I might see my way clear to make. Under these circumstances I should prefer that the 
speeches which I made in the Legislative Assembly, and which are really the basis of this inquiry, should 
go in as well as these charges, particularly as reference has been made to various parts of those speeches,, 
which references do not give the true purport of the words I used. I think your Honor will see the 
reasonableness of the application.

Sis Honor : It is a question of expediency,—that is, whether it would be better to make the 
speeches part of the material which will be bound together as forming the history of the Commission, or 
to leave them as they are, to be fished out of the proceedings of Parliament generally. Perhaps it would 
be more satisfactory to persons who read through the whole of the proceedings of the Commission from 
beginning to end, if any person should ever do so, to have these speeches before him, as part of the 
proceedings and attached to the other portions of the report. I think that, as you, Mr. Parkes, have 
applied that this should be done the speeches might, perhaps, be included in the proceedings. 1 can see 
that the application is a fair one. I will ask you to mark off what you consider to be the speeches having 
special reference to the matters before the Commission, so that no more of them than is absolutely 
necessary may be printed.

Mr. Parlces: I asked some questions with reference to the contracts ; but they are very limited in 
their scope, and perhaps it will not be necessary to include them. There are only twro speeches, I think, 
w'hich need be printed.

His Honor: I will direct, then, that such speeches as you may indicate be entered upon the 
minutes to come immediately before the beginning of your address. Of course, if the speeches are only 
to be obtained by turning to Hansard, any person reading the report might bo put to some trouble in 
finding out what this important element in the proceedings actually was.

Mr. Parkes : One of my chief reasons for making the application is that extracts have been made 
from my speeches, by Mr. Smith and others, which might have a w'rong effect, if separated from the 
context.

His Honor : I will now call upon Mr. Andrew's to address the Commission on behalf of Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow', & Co. '

Mr. Andrews: May it please your Honor,—I should like to preface my address with this observa
tion that, inasmuch as Mr. Smith has gone fully into all these matters which may be said to be common 
to the case, as it affects the Department and as it affects my clients, it appears to me that it would be a 
waste of time upon my part to merely repeat the arguments which Mr. Smith has adduced, and which 
have been so clearly and eloquently put before you Honor. Mr. Smith’s address then, to a certain extent, 
minimises the task which I have before me. It seems to me that the chief matters with which it will be 
necessary for me to deal will be the charges of defective work, of which there has been direct evidence 
tendered to the Commission, and of implied defective work by reason of the alleged shortage of cement. 
There is another question which the Department has not answered because they have considered it 
our duty to do so. It relates to the sureties given in connection with the Marrickville contract and the 
association of Bond & Hudson with one of the concessions alleged to have been made to my clients. 
This last question of Bond & Hudson’s connection with my clients has been gone into thoroughly by Mr. 
Smith, and so far as that is concerned I do not think I need say very much. There are one or two little points 
with regard to Mr. Hickson, junr., upon which it will also be necessary for me to say a few wmrds, inas 
much as they appear to me to be points which your Honor will have to take into consideration if it be 
necessary for you to go any further into the question whether that young gentleman was or was not 
a partner in the firm of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. I propose to deal first with the question of defective 
work, and I will take first the defective work concerning which there has been direct evidence. I do not 
propose to deal with this work under the headings of the different contracts in connection with which 
it is alleged; but I propose to take the evidence as given by each individual witness. I would impress 
upon your Honor that it has been sworn here absolutely by Mr. Carter, Mr. G-ummow, and Mr. 
Torrest, the only contractors who are available, with the exception of Mr. Gillan, who had nothing what
ever to do wdth the contracts in N.S.W., that they, to the best of their ability, endeavoured to carry, 
out all the various works which have been entrusted to them by the Government during the last six 
years faithfully and well, and that they have extended to each and all of these works all reasonable 
personal supervision. Mr. Carter has told us that he personally superintended the purchase of 
material. He tells us that in every case he bought and paid for the very best material in connection with 
these various works. Tour Honor will see that inasmuch a.s some of these works are carried out in 
both day time and night time it w-ould be absolutely impossible for the contractors themselves to extend 
their personal supervision to every detail of the work which is done. To a certain extent they are 
relieved from the exercise of supervision such as would be exercised over ordinary contracts, because the
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Groyernment, in their wisdom, have thought it right to employ men having a practical knowledge of the 
details of the work to supervise the whole of it. These inspectors are upon the ground during the whole 
of the time work is going on, whether it be by day or by night. I say, therefore, that my clients, under 
any circumstances, were entitled to place some reliance on this governmental inspection. They were 
entitled to assume that these inspectors would do their duty in a proper and businesslike way; and I 
submit, your Honor, that, as far as the evidence upon that point which has been tendered to this Commission 
goes, it shows that every one of these inspectors has carried out the duties imposed upon him by the 
department in a thorough and conscientious manner. If your Honor remembers the evidence concerning 
Inspector Eeid, who was upon one of the North Shore contracts, it will enable you to form an idea of the 
faithful way in which some of these men have endeavoured to do their duty and to protect the interest of 
the department by which they were employed. Tour Honor will also see that in large undertakings 
like these, which have extended over a period of from six to seven years, the contractors are to a 
certain extent at the mercy and in the hands of their workmen. No matter how careful the 
inspectors may be no matter what may be the extent of the supervision exercised by the individual 
members of a firm of contractors engaged upon works of this kind—if a dishonourable and malicious 
workman is determined, for his own purposes, to do defective work there is absolutely no way of 
preventing him from finding the opportunity to do it. It must be borne in mind that during the 
period of years covered by these contracts my clients have employed considerably over 1,000 men. That 
brings me to this point—that out of that large number of men the only men who have come before this 
Commission to give evidence of defective work have been Dawson, Wright, Benson, Darcus, and Caughey. 
These are the only men who have come forward, and I hope to satisfy your Honor before I sit down that 
in most of these instances the evidence given is not to be relied upon. I would also point out to your 
Honor that the whole of the witnesses who have given evidence as to this alleged defective work have said 
that it was done without the knowledge of any one of the contractors. Dawson said that his bad work 
was done, not at the request of, but with the knowledge of, Eeid, the contractor’s foreman, at North Shore. 
Eeid, the foreman, as your Honor may remember, absolutely denied that he knew that Dawson was doing 
this defective work. As to Wright, his evidence related principally to defective work in the sewer known 
as the Alexandria contract No. 61. He swore here positively that the concrete in that sewer was in some 
cases not put in to a greater depth than from 4 to 6 inches, the specification providing for a depth of, I 
think, at least 9 inches. The place which Wright indicated has been inspected by an independent 
witness, by a gentleman who has been brought here by Mr. Parkes to give evidence. I take it, however, 
that the whole of the witnesses who have come before your Honor may be said to be independent 
witnesses. What was the report of this gentleman in regard to this work ? As far as he could ascertain, 
at the place pointed out by WPight, the concrete was put in to even a greater depth than was required 
by the specification. Wright also told us something about Mr. Porrest, who was supposed to be 
supervising, at one time, one of the North Shore contracts. He told us that Mr. Porrest was a 
gentleman who was addicted to drink, and, if my memory serves me rightly, he said that a very con
siderable portion of his time was spent in the absorbing occupation of pitch-and-toss. Tour Honor has 
seen Mr. Porrest, and I venture to say that from the way in which he has given his evidence before this 
Commission you will arrive at the conclusion that he certainly is not a man who is addicted to drink. 
Purthermore, he has himself sworn that he does not drink and that he never pitched a coin in his life. 
I put it to your Hpnor, so far as Wright is concerned, that his evidence is not worthy of any credence. I 
come now to Benson, who gave some evidence as to a defect in a pipe-joint on the Marrickville contract. 
I do not think I need say much with regard to his evidence, because the department themselves have 
dealt with the matter in the evidence of Mr. Griffiths, who has told your Honor that the contractors are 
in no way responsible for any mistake or defect of the kind. It would seem to indicate that this witness, 
at least, came here to give evidence not knowing thoroughly what he was talking about. He may have 
thought in his wisdom that the mistake, if there was a mistake, amounted to defective work. It may have 
been Benson s opinion that this work should have been done in a way in which it was not done, but it was 
not his duty to determine that. That is a matter which rests with the responsible officer of the department, 
and he being satisfied with the way in which the work was done, that, in this instance, amounts to a 
perfect exoneration of the contractors. As far as I can remember, that is the only evidence which 
Benson gave in reference to defective work. Then we had Darcus before us. Tour Honor will 
remember what style of man he was. I have been wondering ever since the man gave his evidence 
how my clients could have succeeded in any of their undertakings without his assistance. He led us 
to suppose that, at least as far as the Marrickville contract was concerned, he certainly found all the 
brains. What does his evidence amount to ? He tells us that a siphon at the Illawarra Eoad was 
wrongly put in, and that this work was done by the contractors behind the back of the Government. The 
Government themselves, however, say, through Mr. Griffiths, the supervising engineer at that time, 
that the siphon was put in by his direction and at his request—that the work was done in a perfectly
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satisfactory and proper manner. That, it seems to me, is a complete answer to what Darcus may have 
thought on the subject. I think this witness also told us that some batches of concrete were mixed in an 
improper way. This gentleman was working up and down the contract, he tells us, supplying the brains 
for the whole of the work, and he had an opportunity, so he says, of seeing what was going on from the 
beginning to the end of the job. As the result of his acute observation, he says he may have seen five 
batches of concrete improperly mixed and used in the work. Suppose that all this genius tells us 
concerning the concrete is true, will your Honor, or will anyone else, say that, because a stone or two of 
a greater or less size than that specified is put into a batch of concrete—five batches if you like, five 
batches out of 6,000 or 7,000—that that is evidence of defective work on a job of such magnitude ? The 
only conclusion to which any reasonable man can arrive is that a trifling thing of that kind—even 
admitting it for the sake of argument to be a fact—cannot in any way affect the stability of the 
work. Darcus also told us some story of an alteration of a chamber which was erected in a portion 
of this contract. A question arose as to what claim the contractors should put in by reason of the 
alteration. Darcus, it seems, was asked to value the wood required for the centering, and he valued 
it at from £5 to £6. He seems to have mentioned that valuation to Mr. Snodgrass, who was then 
a member of the firm, and Mr. Snodgrass, according to Darcus, said that he would have to charge 
£100 for the timber. Whether Mr. Snodgrass ever intended to charge £100 or not is immaterial 
from the fact that Mr. Millner, who went into this question, has told us that no claim was 
ever made by Mr. Snodgrass, and that he himself valued the timber at £16, that being the amount 
actually paid for it. I may point out that in cross-examination Darcus admitted that the £5 or 
£6 referred to in his evidence in chief was only a part of the timber which would have been used. 
I think that circumstance of itself tends to show that he is not a witness who can be relied upon, 
especially when it is considered that the defective work which he alleged was proved to be no defective 
work at all, and when he himself speaks of five batches of concrete out of 7,000 or thereabouts as form
ing substantially bad work. He led your Honor to suppose that my clients endeavoured to obtain £100 
for timber which was worth £5 or £6, whereas it has been proved conclusively by the department that 
Mr. Snodgrass never asked for £100, and that nothing like that amount was ever paid. Mr. Caughey is 
the next workman to whose evidence I shall refer. What does he tell us ? The only evidence he gave as 
to defective work is that at one of the shafts on the Grlebe job there was put in at the bottom a small 
quantity of stone—he thinks about a foot—instead of concrete. That is like a great deal of the rest of 
the evidence we have had as to defective work. If this is the sort of evidence upon which the contractors 
are to be charged with doing defective work upon these large contracts, I think your Honor will have no 
hesitation whatever in dismissing that part of the case from your mind at once. Inspector Eeid told us 
that at a shaft on one of the North Shore contracts he one day caught some men putting down dry stone. 
That allegation has been cleared up entirely by the evidence of both Mr. Davis and of Inspector Fowle. 
Those gentlemen looked into the matter thoroughly, and the result of their investigation was that, 
although dry stone may have been put down the shaft, it was used finally in the form of concrete. 
That statement of Eeid therefore does not help forward in any degree the allegation of defective work. 
To remind your Honor of the sort of inspector Eeid is, I will mention the circumstances, which transpired 
in the evidence, of his having discovered a chip, upon one of the bricks, and his having in consequence of that 
discovery reported that defective brickwork had been done. When the department came to investigate 
that matter it was found that a chip about the size of a man’s finger nail had been knocked off one of 
the bricks. Is it at all likely that this man, who was so particular as to report a chip off a brick the size 
of a man’s finger nail as defective brickwork, would allow any really defective work to be done upon 
any job upon which he was an inspector. One would think that his eagle eye would be quite sufficient 
guarantee against anything in the nature of defective work. Eeid, it has been shown—and my clients are 
of the same opinion—is a man who conscientiously endeavoured to do his duty according to the best of his 
lights; but although some men may endeavour conscientiously to do their duty, they manage to do it in 
such a way as to make it impracticable for other men who may have the misfortune to be associated with 
them in work or business to do theirs. I would remind your Honor of Eeid’s pathetic description of an 
interview which he had with Mr. Snodgrass just before 11 o’clock one evening. He seems to have thought 
that when he got to the top of a particular shaft he would have been murdered, but Mr. Snodgrass’s 
murderous intentions seem to have resolved themselves into the very modest request that he would have a 
drink or sing a song. I think the evidence, as a whole, has gone to show that Eeid is not by temperament 

. fitted to be an inspector upon works of this class. It is found that the Australian working-man will not 
allow anyone to boss him in respect of any particular class of work of which he claims to have a thorough 
knowledge. As an instance of the indiscreet manner in which Eeid performed his duties in the capacity 
of inspector, I need only refer your Honor to Inspector Towle’s report, and to the evidence given before 
this Commission by Mr. Spencer. The only other defective work of which Eeid complained was this. He 
says that on one occasion the stone was not quite to his liking; that it was a little bit dirty, as he put it.

VeU,



71

TV^ell, that is so absurd an allegation in connection with a charge of defective work as applied to these 
large undertakings that I do not think X need say another word in reference to it. Some other evidence 
under this heading has been given by Chiene. Now, in connection with the question of the liberality of 
Mr. Carter, I should like to refer your'Honor to Chiene’s evidence in reply to Questions ■1965-6-7 and 8. 
It will be seen there that, after Chiene had left the employment of Carter & Co., Mr. Carter gave him, 
for no apparent reason, a present of £20. Notwithstanding that gift, notwithstanding that act of 
kindness and generosity, Chiene comes here and imputes to his benefactor that he has, in connection with 
these contracts, done unreliable work. When your Honor comes to sift the evidence, you will find, I 
think, that Chiene knew nothing whatever about the matter of which he spoke. Someone appears to 
have told him that the work was done by certain persons for somebody else. That is the kind of evidence 
he gave. Moreover, he tells us that he saw one of the workmen going into the office with Mr. Carter, he— 
Chiene being told to clear out. Because he was told to clear out, he assumed that Mr. Carter and the 
workman who went into the office with him were conspiring to defraud the G-overnment. I think that is 
quite enough to illustrate the value of Chiene’s evidence. The next gentleman who gave evidence under the 
heading of defective work was Mr. Bagge. This gentleman was an officer of the department for some years. 
Judging from his outside reputation, Mr. Bagge is a man of the strictest integrity. He has the reputation, 
moreover, of having always endeavoured to efficiently discharge his official duties. But there can be no doubt, 
I think, in the light of the evidence put before the Commission, that in regard to some of the matters of 
which he spoke he has been very much misled. His memory, also, as appears to be the case with all of 
us as we advance in years, appears to be getting defective. Tor instance, he has the idea in his mind— 
and it is really very difficult to form an opinion as to how it, came there—that a culvert which was being
erected at Strathfield, on the Parramatta Boad—I mean the culvert known as the “ Monier ” culvert_
collapsed while it was in course of construction. This idea on the part of Mr. Bagge was controverted by 
Mr. Smith. Xhe allegation that the culvert had collapsed was proved to be utterly without foundation by 
the same witness, who had charge of that particular work. Mir. Bagge says that Mr. Davis afterwards 
took him out to the site of some contract and showed him some arches in the construction of which sand, 
instead of mortar, had been used. Tour Honor will remember that Mr. Bagge could not even recollect the 
locality of this work. He had some idea that it was at Bose Bay, and it was only after the greatest 
difficulty that he could be persuaded to believe that the work to which Mr. Davis really took him was that 
known as the "Waverley contract. In regard to that contract it has been proved—and this is the extent 
of the defective work—it was really not defective work at all—that the inspector had passed bricks 
which did not seem to Mr. Davis to come up to the requirements of the department. Mr. Davis 
condemned the bricks, not in the ordinary way, but in this way—that, although they had been 
passed by his own inspector, he did not consider them fit to be used. He insisted upon the use 
of a better class of bricks, and his request was willingly complied with by the contractors, the 
department paying no more for the work. If there had been, as Mr. Bagge suggests, any defective 
work in the contract, it is not probable that the department would have paid for putting 
it right. Mr. Bagge, who was at that time the responsible officer under the Under Secretary in 
regard to this class of work, said that certain arches out in that direction—here again his memory was 
very cloudy as to the exact locality—had collapsed, and that Mr. Davis and he saw them together. The 
strange part of the incident is that if, this grossly negligent work was done, Mr. Bagge made no report of 
it to his superior officer. Bearing in mind the reputation which Mr. Bagge bore inside, as well as outside, 
the department, I would put it to your Honor that it is improbable that he"would have allowed defective 
work of that character to pass without making a report, or without seeing that Mr. Davis made a report 
to his superior officer. I think that circumstance goes to show that Mr. Bagge’s mind is in a state of 
confusion in regard to that as it is in regard to several other matters. If there were any instances in 
which arches collapsed, there is no evidence to show that that accident occurred in connection with the 
contracts of my clients., Mr. Bagge is evidently confusing some other work with this particular job at 
Waverley. He, like many other men who are no longer young, is a firm believer in the old systems 
which he learnt in his youth. He could not see, in any system of construction, an improvement upon the 
methods which he was taught 'as a boy. Tour Honor knows very well that in the profession to which I 
have the honour to belong, as well as in other professions, there is what might be termed a constitutional 
objection to new fangled ideas. Without meaning to cast any refiection upon Mr. Bagge, I would point 
out that he is another witness to the generosity of Mr. Carter. He himself admitted that, after he had left 
the department, and when he could under no possible circumstances have benefited the firm, they bought 
material for him, and supplied him with money, so that he might make himself comfortable at his residence 
at Minto. Mr. Bagge, I am sorry to say, like a great many other persons who have been similarly benefited, 
is now inclined to regard the transaction as of a purely business character. In his evidence on the first 
day on which he came here, Mr. Bagge said that, from his experience of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
he could say that they were a reliable firm, and that they carried out their duties in a proper and
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satisfactory way ; that, so far as he was concerned, he would trust them with the carrying out of any wort 
under his charge, in preference to any other firm of which he knew\ If the idea, which he subsequently 
mentioned, of the collapse of arches and of the using of sand instead of mortar had been in his mind 
with reference to my clients, it is not at all likely that he would have given them the excellent character 
he did. Another witness, Henry, has said that inferior stone was used upon Contract 118. Mr. Millner, 
the supervising engineer on that contract, has given a most distinct and emphatic denial to Henry’s 
testimony. He says that the man must have been in error when he stated that inferior stone was used 
on any part of the contract. I come again to Dawson, and I approach this part of the case with some 
little difficulty, because it is irksome and distasteful to most men, I think, to make public reference to the 
actions of another man, which they know to be distinctly and absolutely immoral. In regard to Dawson, 
I have no hesitation in saying that, for his own purposes, for his own ends—in order that he might have 
what he considered a hold over this firm of contractors—he deliberately and maliciously left certain holes 
in the brickwork at North Shore. I say that that was dene by him maliciously and deliberately. The 
North Shore contract, upon which this defective work was done, was inspected by Mr. McCredie. His 
evidence goes to show that in no places except those pointed out by Dawson could he find any trace or 
indication of bad packing. Wherever Dawson said there was bad packing, there, surely enough, he found it. 
~We had, at a later stage, the evidence of Hart and King, who told us that sometime in September 
ast Dawson told them that he would make it very hot—damned hot, he is reported to have said—for 

my clients if they did not constantly employ him. I would, in this connection, direct your Honor’s 
attention to the fact that it was somewhere between the 24th and 26th of September last that Mr. 
Parkes made one of his speeches in the House.

Mr. Parkes : I think you will find that the questions were asked at that time, and that the speech 
was delivered in October. '

Mr. Andrews: According to Mansard the speech was delivered on 26th September, 1895, and at 
some time thereabouts Dawson, for some reason of his own, told Hart and King what he intended to do if 
he did not get his own way with these contractors. After that, somewhere about December or January, 
we have this defective work done, and I put it to your Honor, that it is clear beyond all doubt that the 
work was done for the purpose, and in the manner, I have stated—that it was done deliberately for 
Dawson’s own purposes. The man himself has admitted that the contractors never asked him to do the 
work. As I said before, he stated that it may have been done with the cognisance and at the request of 
Keid, the manager. That statement, however, Keid has absolutely denied. Subsequently Dawson met a 
man named Booth, and he told him that he had “ readied it up for the contractors,” or used words to that 
effect. Then he came here and gave his evidence, for what reason we are not in a position to say. 
He told your Honor that his conscience had pricked him; but it must be borne in mind^that his 
accommodating conscience did not make itself unbearable until he had left the employment of the firm— 
until after he had done this disgraceful work. His conscience only became rebellious when he found 
that the contractors would not submit to his attempts to blackmail them. I submit that the evidence of 
King, Page, Booth, and Hart is quite enough, taken in conjunction with the surrounding circumstances, 
to convict Dawson of his malicious intention. Dawson himself admits that he may have mentioned the 
matter to Mrs. Hart; and we have another witness swearing that Dawson told him that he had “ readied 
things up for the contractors.” Let me refer your Honor to what Dawson says in reply to Questions 
6772 and 6773. He was just afterwards asked whether he ever said anything to a man named King, and he 
said that King might have been in the house at the time, but that he was not “ in the company.” Dawson 
practically admitted, your Honor will see, that he left these holes deliberately, and there can be no doubt, 
in the mind of any unprejudiced person, that he left them simply for the purpose of blackmailing the 
contractors. To show your Honor what a thoroughly unreliable man he is I will refer you to the evidence 
he gave with regard to what he called defective packing at Emily-street on the Marrickville contract. He 
said that the sewer there, instead of being packed with concrete, was packed with shale, and that he 
supposed the contractors were paid for packing with concrete, that having been approved by the 
Engineer-in-Chief. Mr. G-riffiths has proved that the packing in shale was done at his own request, as he 
considered that packing with shale, when the excavation was through shale, was better than concrete 
packing. Dawson assumes not only that the officers of the department could not see that the sewer was 
packed with shale, but that the contractors must have so packed it with the deliberate intention of 
charging for the shale packing as concrete, in this way defrauding the Government of money. This same 
man also said something with regard to some condemned bagged cement being brought in casks from a 
shed on Contract 118 and used in the work on that contract. It has been proved by Inspector Clymer, 
and by the person who sent this cement to the board, that it was not condemned cement. I think it 
was the witness Kady who explained why that particular cement was transferred from the bags to the 
casks in the manner described by Dawson. I do not think I need say anything more with regard to this

fraudulent



73

fraudulent workman. Xour Honor has seen him. You have heard his evidence, and you have heard what 
has been said by other witnesses. I may point out that these contractors, within the last six or seven years, 
have carried out Government works to the extent of over a quarter of a million of money. Notwithstanding 
that, the only evidence of defective work on the part of their workmen which has been brought before the 
Commission is in relation to these holes at North Shore ; that, in another place, there may have been a foot 
of stone instead of concrete at the bottom of a sump, and that, according to Darcus, some five or six 
batches of inferior concrete were mixed. Taking the extreme value of the saving effected by this defective 
work, what does it amount to ? What would the contractors have gained by allowing this work to be done, 
supposing it to have been done with their knowledge ? At the most they would not have saved £50, and it 
is absurd to suppose that this firm of contractors, who carried out public works to the value of a quarter 
of a million of money, would sacrifice their reputation and would tarnish their honor for a paltry sum of 
£50. Of course it maybe said, as Mr. Parkes interjected ion one occasion whilst evidence was being 
given, that when once contractors have been caught doing bad work they may be supposed to have done 
it generally. But we are not here, and I submit that your Honor will not find it your duty, to go 
outside of the evidence which has been given. If defective work has been done, it must be proved in the 
ordinary and proper way. It is not to be supposed because, one man, who, for his own purposes, 
has deliberately done defective work, comes here and swears that he did that work for his own 
purposes, that the whole or a great portion of the work in these sewerage contracts is defective. Mr. 
McCredie, after making a thorough inspection of two of the contracts, said that had he been the super
vising engineer he would have passed the whole of the work, as far as he could see, with the exception of 
the holes of which he spoke, and which appeared to him to have been deliberatelv left. With that exception 
he said that the whole of the work appeared to him to have been well and faithfully performed. 
So much for the direct evidence upon the question of defective work. That brings me to the question 
of what may be called implied defective work. I take it that the evidence which has been given 
before this Commission as to the quantity of cement which would be required to carry out various 
contracts has been given with the idea of proving that there was defective work by reason of the specified 
quantity of material not having been put into it. I think your Honor will agree with me that we have had 
unquestionable evidence that the bulking of concrete varies in different circumstances—that hardly any 
two batches of concrete will make, when put into position, the same quantity of work. The Department, 
in their wisdom, have seen fit to establish a rule founded upon the experience which they have gained 
from the time these sewerage contracts were first undertaken up to the present time—a period of 
many years. What do the Department say ? They say, from the experience of years, and not 
from the results of one or two tests made, nobody knows where and when, that sandstone concrete 
will bulk 27 feet, and that bluestone concrete will bulk 22 feet. Taking that basis, the Department 
have proved that, upon certain contracts, viz., 69, 79, and 79a, the quantity required to be used would 
be 15,606 casks. Ihe inspectors’ returns, in respect of those contracts—and they have been in no 
way disputed show that the quantity actually used was 15,619 casks, or a quantity slightly in excess 
of the estimate of the Department. Mr. Christie, in one of his valuable reports, has shown that 
the contractors purchased for these particular jobs 13,431 casks of cement. It has been proved by the 
evidence of Burcombe that he himself carted from Contract 72, the Alexandria contract, to North Shore 
at least 2,000 casks; and that during the time he was carrying this cement other carters were also 
carrying some. If that be so, at least 2,200 casks must have been taken over from the Alexandria con
tract to North Shore, which would give a total of 15,631 casks, or an excess of about twenty casks upon 
the estimate, so far as these contracts are concerned. If your Honor believes the Departmental evidence—- 
and no attempt has been made to gainsay it—you can arrive at only one conclusion, and that is, that 
the proper quantity of cement was used upon each of these three contracts. Burthermore, Mr. Green
wood, Mr. Spencer, Mr. Eaton, and other contractors, have shown that they have been paid upon 
the basis adopted by the Department. Mr. Gilliver said that upon some of his contracts he had 
been paid for sandstone concrete at as high a rate as 30 feet, and that he had often been paid at 
the rate of 28 feet. Mr. Christie leaves the matter at the point that I have indicated, showing 
from his standpoint a very large deficiency. But the Department have gone a step further, and they 
have shown to the Commission the quantity of cement required to be used upon the whole of the 
contracts carried out by this firm of contractors. When I say this firm of contractors, I mean 
Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co.; because some of the contracts were those of Carter & Co. 
only. The Department has shown that the quantity of cement required for the whole of the work 
done by this firm was 44,740 casks, whereas the inspectors’ returns show that the quantity used was 
44,630. Mr. Carter, in his evidence the other day, swore absolutely that from the time he first com
menced as a contractor up to the present time he had purchased about 48,000 casks, and that he had no 
doubt sold a certain quantity to other contractors. It has been shown, however, that he need not have 
purchased more than 44,700 casks to carry out the work in these various contracts ; that would be 
sufficient to provide material for all classes of work required from the starting of these contracts up to 
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the present time. If that be true then a lot of this talk about the heaping up of metal and sand is so 
much idle tittle tattle. In this connection I would also refer your Honor to the evidence of Mr. Griffiths, 
who until lately had charge of the Water and Sewerage Board’s works. He supports Mr. Davis by 
saying that when he makes an estimate of the work to be performed for that particular branch he proceeds 
upon the basis of 22 feet of bluestone concrete and of 27 feet in the case of sandstone concrete. I do 
not think I need labour this part of the case any more. I think we have unmistakeable proof that there 
has been no defective work whatever so far as my clients are concerned; that they have supplied for the 
whole of their contracts a proper and legitimate quantity of cement. The next point I propose to touch 
upon has reference to the sureties for Contract 77. From our point of view the only persons who have 
any connection with or responsibility to the Government are those who absolutely sign the contract. 
They are the only persons the Government can recognise, and, looking at the matter from that point of 
view, it does not matter whether Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan were partners a hundred times over. The 
Government would not in any way recognise them. It may be that as a dry matter of law these gentlemen 
were partners in this particular contract. It is doubtful to my mind whether they were or not; but 
assuming that they were partners at the time that bond was entered into, it has always been considered by 
us that the only persons with whom the Government had to do were Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, and Mr. 
Snodgrass. They had that fact in their mind, and knew that it was not reasonable to ask any person who 
took this enormous risk—for it is an enormous risk to become responsible for £6,000, the responsibility 
being continued for three years after the completion of the works—to do so, except upon some considera
tion ; otherwise it would not be a fair and businesslike transaction. It could not be expected that any 
person who had not some interest in the firm would take up that position. We know that it is a most 
common arrangement to make when persons become sureties, that they shall receive a proportion of the 
profits by way of interest for the risk they have taken. That has been proved in many cases in the 
Supreme Court, and no doubt it has occurred in many cases which have come under your Honor’s 
judicial notice. Under these circumstances the contractors submitted these names to the Department in 
a perfectly honest and land fide manner, and the Department not knowing, as they said—and there can be 
no doubt I submit on that point—that these gentlemen were partners in this particular transaction) 
accepted the names. Mr. Christie, in one of his reports, endeavoured to make it appear to this 
Commission that these gentlemen were not worth the amount they said they were worth, but I submit 
that the question is whether they were worth £6,000, not when the matter was investigated by Mr. 
Christie, or according to the recent valuation of a well known auctioneer; the question is whether they 
did honestly believe at the time they made their declaration that they were each in a position to pay 
£6,000 if this job should fail. I think your Honor will agree with me that both of these gentlemen who 
have been before the Commission gave their evidence in a straightforward manner. They tell us that 
they considered at the time they entered into the bond, notwithstanding what may have been said to this 
Commission, that they were worth £6,000. There seems to have been some little confusion as to the 
position of Mr. Forrest’s property in New Zealand. How that arose we are not in a position to say; 
but Mr. Forrest has produced accounts which he has received from his agent in New Zealand, which show 
unmistakcably that the evidence he first gave, notwithstanding the report from the Land and Income- 
tax Department in New Zealand, was true—that is to say that he owned this property. There may have 
been a little confusion as to the exact position of matters.

Sis Sonor : It all depends upon the will of Mrs. Forrest, I think. There has been a mistake 
which Mr. Forrest has explained. It is clear enough now how the misunderstanding arose.

Mr. Andrews: The facts were, I think, that the property stood in Mrs. Forrest’s name, and that 
that circumstance was overlooked. It appears that she died, leaving the property to Mr. Forrest. Some 
comment has been made upon the circumstance of one of these gentlemen swearing that he was possessed of 
real and personal estate when he was not in a position to show that he had any real estate. I suppose I 
have had as extensive a practice as has any man in Sydney in getting documents signed, and I find that, 
as a rule, there is no difficulty in getting persons to sign documents if they are satisfied that they are 
substantially correct, and without going into the details of them ; and I put it to your Honor that 
Mr. Gillan, at the time he made that declaration in which the words “ real estate ” occur, had this main 
fact in his mind—that he was worth £6,000. He was told that he had to make a declaration that he was 
worth that amount, and it did not perhaps strike him that real estate has the very definite meaning in law 
which it has. There is another peculiar circumstance in connection with Mr. Gillan’s declaration, and that 
is another misconception which I find, from my own practice, often exists. Some men are too apt to think 
that houses which belong to their wives belong to them, and, perhaps for all practical purposes, they do. 
If Mr. Gillan, in making the declaration, thought of real estate at all—and it seems improbable that he 
did so—this circumstance must have slipped his memory. The house has been always talked of as hi s 
house, and he had always received the rent. It is quite conceivable, therefore, that he came to regard it
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as his own property, although, from a legal point of view, it was his wife’s. Quite independently of the 
question, however, whether this house was his own property or not, he was worth £6,000, and it is 
quite evident, to my mind, that he was unconscious of the term “ real estate ” being used in the declaration. 
Another point to which it is well, perhaps, that I should direct your Honor’s attention is the position of 
Bond and Hudson in regard to one of these contracts. The facts gleaned from the evidence upon this 
point would seem to show that Bond and Hudson were originally the lowest tenderers for Contract 79. 
Prior to tendering for that contract, they had tendered for, and, indeed, were the lowest tenderers for, a 
job at "Woolloomooloo. When they found that they were the lowest tenderers for the Woolloomooloo job, 
they, after considerable delay, refused to go on with it. Carter & Co. had a large stock of plant lying 
idle, and, rightly or wrongly, they conceived that it would be a good business transaction on their part— 
and it is certainly not an unusual one—if, in the case of Contract 79, instead of having to contend with a 
considerable delay and the final throwing up of the contract by Bond and Hudson, they induced that 
firm to withdraw from the contract upon the payment to them of a certain sum of money. This may 
be wrong from several points of view. Some persons may go so far as to say that it was morally wrong ; 
but your Honor does not need me to tell you that a similar case is taken every day in connection with 
nearly every class of business. Hardly one large sale takes place in connection with which some 
such transaction does not occur. There is hardly an instance in which there are monetary transactions 
between business men in which it is not usual for persons to make an endeavour to remove competition 
at some small cost to themselves. My clients think that, if Bond and Hudson had gone on for some time and 
had eventually thrown up the job, they—my clients—would have been put in a very bad position, because 
their prices would have been known to the rest of the contractors, and in the process of re-tendering, 
some other contractor might from a knowledge of those prices—contrive to just slip underneath them 
and deprive them of their legitimate rights. Assuming that Bond and Hudson had not been the lowest 
tenderers, my clients would have obtained the job on the first tendering. The peculiarity of the thing is 
that Carter & Co., when the 'Woolloomooloo job was re-tendered, cut out Gummow and Gillan. Both 
Carter & Co. and Gummow and Gillan, as your Honor will see from their joint protest, felt very sore that 
they should be called upon to re-tender for works after their figures had once been made known to the public. 
With regard to the concessions which are alleged to have been made to my clients, there are one or two 
matters which have not been emphasised by Mr. Smith, I think, as they might have been. It has been put 
forward, for instance, that the granting to the firm of Carter & Co. of the High-street and Ernest-street 
extensions at Worth Shore were concessions which the department should not have made to this particular 
firm. I do not think I need do more than refer your Honor to Mr- Davis’ report upon page 509, 
showing how the giving of these small extensions to the firm-—they were really part of the reticulation from 
the main sewer came about. It will be seen that it was a matter of economy to the department as well 
as a saving of time. As one witness put it, it prevented injury to the sewer, which, if these particular 
contractors had not carried out the extensions, wrould have had to be tapped to permit of the extensions 
being made. With reference to the concessions in respect of Contract 69, Mr. Smith has gone very fully 
into that matter. All I need add to what he has said is this—that all the contractors who at that time 
accepted payment in Bunded Stock were treated in exactly the same way as were Carter, Gummow, & Co.— 
that is to say, instead of giving a cash deposit they were allowed to find sureties for the due fulfilment 
of the work. Mr. Davis has handed in a list showing various contracts in the Department of Public 
Works which were let upon that basis. As to the rigging of the schedule in connection with this particular 
contract, I do not think that anything I could say would carry greater conviction to your Honor’s mind 
than would the evidence of Mr. Gummow. He has explained fully the manner in which the schedule was 
made up. With regard to the Shea’s Creek contract, Mr. Parkes, in his speech of 12th May last, asserted 
that the contractors were not only paid for the work they did, but that, on a portion of the work being 
washed out by flood water, they were paid for filling it up again. Mr. Parkes used these words—

I was told, and I believe it to be true owing to the authority from which it comes, that the Govern
ment officer has not only paid them for the work they did, but paid them for all the flood water 
Washed out, and then paid them to fill it up again.

With regard to that allegation, I submit that not one iota of evidence has been forthcoming in support of it. 
I do not think, therefore, that I need address your Honor in regard to it. Coming to Contract 79a, I think it 
has been clearly demonstrated to your Honor that, so far as the giving of that contract to my clients was 
concerned,itwas not a concession, but was a good business arrangement on the part of the department. The 
officers of the department were in no way responsible for it. Mr. Dyne, the Secretary for Public Works 
at that time, both m Parliament and before your Honor, has pointed out that he is prepared to take the 
entire responsibility for the letting of 79a without tender. I come now to deal with an entirely different 
matter—I mean some of the reports which have been made by Mr. Christie. If these reports mean 
anything, they mean that the financial position of my clients was, at least, unsound. If the reports do
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not mean that, then all I can say is that Mr. Christie appears to have gone to an immense amount of 
labour in order to prove nothing. If he means only to insinuate that this firm, who at that time were 
carrying out various works—one job alone being worth £98,000—could do with money at a cheap rate, 
then his labour seems to have been wasted, because the proposition is so manifest that Mr. Christie 
certainly need not have taken pains to elaborate it. If, on the other hand, his reports mean, as I say they 
are intended to mean, that my clients were not in a sound position financially, then I say that, to that 
extent, they are disgraceful productions to emanate from a man who professes to be an accountant. One 
ot these reports, which has been read to your Honor, shows that there was an amount of £2,000 of which 
Mr. Christie must have known at that particular time, and about which he says not a word in his report. 
That is the way in which we have been met before this Commission. Why should Mr. Christie completely 
ignore assets of the firm represented by this comparatively large sum of money ? He must have known 
that the firm were at that time in possession of a very large quantity of plant, and that the Government 
of this Colony was indebted to them in a large sum of money. He must also have known, if he had 
taken the trouble to inquire—as he did take trouble in regard to every circumstance which could 
possibly tell against us—that the Government of South Australia at that particular time must have owed 
my clients nearly £10,000. Mr. Parkes, himself, protests now, I understand, that it was not the intention 
of any one of Mr. Christie’s reports to show that the firm was not in a sound financial position. If that 
be so, perhaps Mr. Parkes, when he addresses your Honor, will have the goodness to explain what the 
intention of the particular report to which I refer was. I do say, with all respect to your Honor, that it 
is a pity that Mr. Christie should have been permitted to send broadcast over this country statements 
which he must have known were not true. Mr. Parkes, for some reason which is best known to himself, has 
insinuated that the £3,000 which was paid to Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing, respectively, was composed 
entirely of profits made by them upon the undertakings of the firm over and above the monthly allowance 
drawn by them as members of the firm. The insinuation is that this large amount of profit was made in 
respect of one contract, Ho. 69. Eet me point out to your Honor, first of all, that of this amount the 
sum of £2,000 has been proved to consist of the return to Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing of their share of 
the capital which was put into the firm, and that the £1,000 remaining represents profit extending over 
Contracts 79a and 69, and also the Adelaide contract, which contract alone was worth £98,000. If, in 
respect of these three contracts, this firm of contractors cannot make a greater proportionate profit than 
that, I think it is quite conclusive that they cannot have engaged in the systematic defective 
work with which they are charged by Mr. Parkes, and that they cannot have received from 
the Government the concessions which they are alleged to have receiveo. Mr. Gummow has sworn 
that at the particular time to which Mr. Christie refers the company was in an absolutely sound 
position, and that he was then, as he is now—if necessity should arise—willing to find a further sum 
of £5,000 for the benefit of the concern. That being so, what importance can be attached to Mr. 
Christie’s investigations ? They mean either what I say or they mean nothing. The only other point 
to which I intend to address myself relates to Mr. Hickson, junior. Mr. Christie has devoted au immense 
amount of labour, and no little time, and, from his point of view, I have no doubt, considerable ability, 
to the elucidation of various matters for the information of this Commission, and particularly to the 
investigation of the affairs of my clients. I take it that we should have had a very elaborate report from 
him had he been able to show that a single penny beyond his salary, and the small bonus of which we 
have heard, had ever been paid to Mr. Hickson, junior, by the firm. Mr. Christie has not only had access 
to the bank books of the firm, but he has had access to the private banking accounts of the different 
members of the firm. He has also had the benefit of a search through the private banking accounts of 
Mr. Hickson, senior, of Mr. Davis, of Mr. Hickson, junior, and of other persons. Notwithstanding the 
whole of these facilities at his disposal, he has not been able to trace—simply because it is not traceable— 
the payment to this young man by this particular firm of anything beyond his salary and the small bonus 
referred to in the evidence. It has been proved, beyond doubt, that when he was employed by this firm 
of contractors in Sydney he had at no time during that employment any business transactions whatever 
with the department. I do not think I need argue that matter any further. I join with Mr. Smith in 
regretting that Mr. Parkes, as a Member of the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales, as a public 
man upon whom are cast duties as well as privileges, should have been so grievously misled by the idle 
and, to some extent, malicious talk of disappointed contractors, and by the tittle-tattle of workmen, into 
the making of such serious charges against gentlemen who have administered various branches of the 
Department of Public Works for some years with honor to themselves and with profit to the country, and 
that he should have dragged before the world the affairs of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., disclos
ing—not that my clients are ashamed at the disclosure—their whole business transactions, and exposing 
them to the broad light of day. My clients feel, within themselves, that they have been guilty of nothing 
which cannot be subjected to the most minute investigation, and they also feel it very deeply that Mr. 
Parkes, by listening to tittle-tattle, should have cast upom them such an enormous expense, combined with 
so much anxiety and trouble, the whole of which might have been avoided if Mr. Parkes had taken even 
ordinary precautions to ascertain whether the rumours and insinuations which reached him had any 
foundation whatever in fact. [Extract
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[Extract from Hansard, 26th September, 1895.]
Mr. V. PARKES (Canterbury) : I bring this matter before the House in this form because it is 

necessary, in view of the fact that it is impossible to get an ordinary notice of motion placed so as to have 
it carried. During last Parliament I made every possible effort to have a motion carried which would 
insure a complete inquiry into the contract system of this Colony. That motion was opposed by the 
Secretary for Public Works as a vote of censure upon his administration of the department. It was 
therefore impossible for me to go on with my motion, because it would be inevitably defeated. I tried 
many other means of obtaining an insight into the methods of Government contracts, but I found that was 
also impossible to accomplish. You may make what representations you like to public officers and 
ministers, hut they are referred to the public officers, and you can never get a truthful answer from those 
departments. I have made inquiries time after time since I have been a member of Parliament, in order 
to get an idea approximately of the position in which we stand with regard to these contracts, but you can 
get no truth whatever. I have taken that trouble, since I first gave notice of the motion to which I have 
referred up to the present time, in order to follow out some case which would allow me at least to place 
before Parliament the real reason why there is a necessity for an inquiry into the working of our public 
contracts. I first want to point out that this contracting in vast sums of public money must be conducted 
with the greatest purity possible, with the greatest equity, and with the greatest amount of daylight let 
into it which is possible. Unless it is regulated upon some proper principle, no contractors of any repute 
will feel secure in sending their tenders to the Government. When contractors tender for large public 
works they have to go to great expense in preparing their tenders. They will not do that if they have the 
slightest suspicion that there is favouritism shown by the officers of the department to any special con
tractors. You cannot get open tendering and the freest competition if there is a shadow of doubt that 
the utmost equity will be exercised in giving the contract to contractors according to their tenders. The 
case which I am about to cite will illustrate the position I take up. There is a set of contractors whose 
names or titles are Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. They contract for various works in this country—at 
present most of them are about Sydney. This firm of contractors are identified with the Government in 
the most suspicious fashion. During last week, or the week before, I asked the Secretary for Public 
Works whether Messrs. Gillan and Porrest were not sureties for the proper fulfilment of the contracts of 
this firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. The reply I got was that Messrs. Gillan and Porrest were the 
sureties for those contractors. I wish hon. members to closely follow this matter. What I am about to 
read is a notice which appeared in the Sydney Morning Herald on the 13th of this month—that is, last 
Priday week—not very long ago. The notice shows that a dissolution of partnership took place, and that 
the very sureties for Carter, Gummow, & Co.—Messrs. Gillan and Porrest—are members of this business. 
The following is the notice :—

Notice is hereby given that the partnership lately subsisting between us, the undersigned, John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, as 
contractors, carrying on business in Adelaide (South Australia) and Sydney (New South Wales) under the name, style, or 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., was on the first day of April, 1895, dissolved by mutual consent in so far as regards the 
said George Maddison and Peter Ewing, who retired as from that date from the said firm. All debts due or owing by the 
said firm will be received and paid by the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse 
Gummow, and James Gillan, who continue the business under the same style of Carter, Gummow, & Co.

As witness our hands this 1st day of April, a.d. 1895.
(Signed) F. M. Gummow. Georoe Forrest.

John Carter. George Maddison.
' D. G. Snodgrass. Peter Ewing.

James Gillan.

That is a nice state of affairs. I wish to point it out to hon. members, if they do not quite realise it. If 
the Government accept sureties consisting of persons who are members of the firm of contractors, 
supposing the contractors go insolvent, or cheat the Government by defective work, suppose they enter 
into fraud to defeat the Government in large contracts of £30,000 or £50,000, what check is there upon 
them ? The very specification which the Government issue makes it imperative that these sureties shall 
be disinterested persons altogether. The object of having sureties is to have men of means at the back of 
the contractors, so that if anything goes wrong—if the contractors go insolvent, or defraud the Government, 
if they carry out bad work, the Government can come down upon the sureties. But here is a case where 
these contracts total nearly £100,000, with sureties of their own partnership. This is a nice state of affairs. 
I wish to go further, and to show that there has seldom been a case, taking it in this way, in which any 
private business would offer to give away contracts to the extent of £20,000, without offering them to 
competition and to tender. No private individual would ever dream of going into such a business transaction 
such as that. Yet this firm of contractors, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., have received between 
£45,000 and £50,000 of Government contracts without any tender. Not that there were no contractors 
to tender, because we know that at the present time of dearth of employment there were any number of 
contractors to tender, in order to keep their plant from being idle. They were willing to tender for the 
smallest work possible; yet this work is given out without tender to this special firm of contractors. I 
asked the Secretary for Public Works last week what connection Mr. Hickson had with the firm and with 
this work. I was told that Mr. Hickson was the engineer to these contractors ; but I am informed, upon 
the most reliable authority, that of a Mr. Maddison, the contractor, who has left this firm, that Mr. 
Hickson took the position as a partner in the firm, he being a son of the Engineer-in-Chief. Now, it is an 
unfortunate position that this firm should have been allowed contracts under such circumstances as these ; 
their engineer having to communicate with his father, who is in a position in the Public Works Department, 
in which he could grant all sorts of concessions. This firm are the only contractors who during the last 
twelve months have received these numerous concessions. I have it upon the authority of Mr. Maddison, 
who has undertaken to produce a copy of the telegram, that a wire was sent in March, 1894, by one of 
this firm of contractors, Mr. Carter, to another member of the firm, Mr. Gummow, who was then in South 
Australia, to this effect: “ Mr. Hickson must be taken into the firm at any cost.” It was about this time 
that Mr. Hickson left the department, as his father said, on the score of retrenchment, and took up his 
position as an alleged partner in this firm; or, as I have been informed by the Minister, their chief 
engineer.

Mr. Garuabd : Has the hon. gentleman the telegram ?
Mr.
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Mr. V. PARKES: The retiring partner assures me that he will produce a copy of the telegram. 
If it is not forthcoming a copy can be obtained from the Telegraph Department. He is willing to make 
a statement on oath, however, that this thing occurred. Having established this connection between the 
Engineer-in-Chief’s son and the firm, I intend, presently, to show what concessions were given to these 
contractors. In the first place they competed for some sewerage works which were going on at Balmain. 
Hon. members are well aware that these contracts are tendered for nowadays at schedule prices, that is 
to say, quantities are taken out and the G-overnment officers place schedule prices upon each of the items. 
Fifteen firms of contractors tendered for the works at Balmain at schedule prices, and the lowest tenderer 
was the firm of Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, and Co. These contractors sent in a price ridiculously low as 
compared with the fourteen other firms tendering. Their tender was 28|- per cent, under the schedule 
prices. The next was 18^ per cent. After their tender was accepted, and after they were notified of the 
acceptance, they were enabled to place plans in the department for the carrying out of the work upon an 
entirely new plan, called the Monier system. The other contractors had no opportunity of competing 
with the firm for the carrying out of the work upon this system. I am assured by other contractors that 
whereas Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. obtained a contract at £15,500, they would have been willing to 
carry out the job at £12,500 to £13,200, effecting a saving of from £2,300 to £3,000. Under the 
schedule prices of which I have spoken there is one item put down for brickwork and cement arches, 
2,020 yards, at £2 10s. a yard. That was substituted under the Monier system by sandstone and concrete, 
put down at £1 8s. per cubic yard. There was that difference in the prices for the 2,020 yards. On 
that item alone a concession of £1,650 was made to these contractors. Hon. members will see that when 
such concessions are allowed, other contractors must be quite within the mark in saying that if they had 
had the opportunity they could have carried out the job at a figure from £2,300 to £3,000 below that 
paid to this particular firm. The Monier system is one which is specially recommended on account of its 
cheapness and lightness, and there would have been no object in adopting it unless on account of its 
economical character. I do not at ail blame the Secretary for Public Works in this matter; we know 
him to be a gentleman of the strictest integrity; but there can' be no doubt that the Engineer-in-Chief 
and the Under Secretary for Public Works have led him into various mistakes. The greatest mistake 
into which he has been led was that of putting Mr. Hickson in the position of Engineer-in-Chief and 
putting out of the department a man infinitely his superior—I mean Mr. Darley—to take charge of the 
Water and Sewerage Board.

Mr. Young : He agreed with the recommendation !
. -M-r- V. PARKES: Of late years he has done almost anything that the Engineer-in-Chief asked

him to do. There can be no doubt that as an engineer he is infinitely superior to Mr. Hickson. The 
Secretary for Public Works, I find, made a query upon the report of the Board of Reference.

Mr. Young : Read it!
Mr. V. PARKES :

^ j The tenders for this work were submitted to the Board to-day. In doing so, Mr. Hickson pointed out that fifteen 
tenders had been received, the lowest being that of Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 2Si per cent, below schedule rates, 
amounting approximately to £15,757 Is. 9d. The same firm also submitted a lump sum tender for carrying out the work 
according to a plan sent in by them for the sum of £15,500. The plan submitted is for constructing the work on the 
Monier arch principle. l.his system has been extensively used during recent years on the continent of Europe with 
successful results, and Mr. Hickson sees no reason why, under certain restrictions, the opportunity should not be taken to 
introduce the system into the public works of this Colony. The advantages claimed by the patentees are that works can 
be carried out at a much cheaper rate wherever this method of construction is used. Mr. Hickson said he had no doubt 
that the design submitted was thoroughly suitable and likely to be effective ; and, as the main principles as regards 
size and inclination of sewer were as provided for in the departmental design, he was prepared to recommend it for 
adoption ; but if it was decided to accept the tender, a short specification of the work should be included in the bond, and 
provision also made for the maintenance of the work by the contractors for a certain period after completion.

Mr. Hickson further said that, as Mr. Harley would be the responsible officer for carrying out this work, he had 
gone into the matter very thoroughly with that gentleman, and Mr. Harley was quite prepared to indorse bis views.

^ie Eoard, in view of the fact that Messrs. Harley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a sound one, and 
that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared to indorse the recommendation of these 
gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s consideration.
The Board having, in support of the Engineer-in-Chief and the President of the Water Supply and 
Sewerage Board, agreed to substitute this system, the Secretary for Public Works wrote a businesslike 
minute, for which I give him credit:

Before approving this proposal, I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to be carried out by the 
contractor under the substituted scheme.
That is a very wise minute. The hon. gentleman expressed a desire for schedule rates under the Monier 
system corresponding with those which had been furnished in the case of the ordinary sewerage works. 
One would have imagined that there would be no trouble in getting out that schedule: but the Engineer- 
in-Chief said :

To comply .fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted bv 
Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do.
T^hafc did that slight loss of time matter when it would be two months before the contractors could start 
the contract; why should not the quantities have been taken out P The sole reason was that quantities 
so much less would have been shown, and instead of the contractors making a profit of £2,000, they 
would have been cut down to a proper estimate of the value of the work.

I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being prepared 
for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for the work on the Monier system as well as 
on the department s designs. The result was that the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that 
comparison to this case, it would mean that the departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be £22,000.
You cannot make a comparison between two different public works of this kind. The duty of the head 
of the department when a Minister asked him for a further sheet of quantities was to make them out, and 
the Minister ought to have insisted upon that being done ; but he said in effect that the Engineer’s reply 
was quite sufficient for him, and that he should approve of the recommendation of the Board being 
carried out. Ihere is no reason why the head of the department should not have had a new estimate 
taken out for an entirely new piece of work. So much for the case of the Balmain sewerage works. I 
think 1 have clearly proved that a concession was made to this firm by which the country lost a consider
able surn of money. If the work had been properly tendered for there would no doubt have been a 
saving of at least £2,500. I will now deal with another contract. The same firm within the last 
eighteen months received a contract for sewerage works at North Shore. They received their contract
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under a schedule tender, and their sureties as usual were those of their own firm. No query is made as 
to whether they are in a good financial state or as to whether they can provide good disinterested sureties. 
After they had received the first contract the member for the district, no doubt with the best intentions 
and with the object of finding work for the unemployed, recommended that a certain extension should be 
carried out. The Engineer-in-Chief reported that as a matter of urgency certain extensions to the 
contract should be carried out along various streets. How is it possible that the work could have been 
urgent seeing that the outlet into the ocean for the whole of the sewerage scheme has not even been 
taken in hand ? Until the outlet had been completed, how could the urgency of constructing branch 
Imes of sewerage arise ? Without any contract tendering, without any preparation of plans, without an 
eftort to save the country unnecessary expenditure, a contract of £35,000 was given to this firm without 
competition for this extension work. It is no wonder that the contractors of the city complain of this 
contract being given. In connection with this contract, I wish to point out that the Engineer-in-Chief, 
upon the 22nd March, 1894, wrote this minute

There is no reason why this extension should not be gone on with at once. I cannot, however, see my way to 
Sic0ww6?? o i ^ , 6 carrie^ ollt as an extension of the existing contract, which, at schedule rates, would amount to 
±lo,iiU7 1/s. 8d., whereas the office estimate is £12,831 19s. 6d. The greater part of this difference lies in one item, 

excavations in shafts, which in present contract, owing to their great depth, carries a very high price, namely, 78s. per 
+UCci/Snn , s’ Messrs. Carter & Co. are prepared to reduce to 40s. per cubic yard, which would reduce the total cost 
to /UU, or about £1,000 above the office estimate. I believe, however, if tenders were invited, we could get the work 
done under the office estimate.—It.R.P.H., 22|3|94. 8

It was about this time that Mr. Hickson, junior, became a member of the firm. I find this minute by the 
Engmeer-m-Chief on the 29th of the same month :—

Referring to the Minister’s intimation this morning, that he was prepared to let Messrs. Carter & Co. carry out this 
work as an extension of their present contract, provided they agreed to do so for the departmental estimate of £12,831
lys. bcl., no claims whatsoever to be made for extras, and all payments to be made at the allowed schedule rates.----- .
That means that they might'be allowed as extras—
I have had an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared, on the part of his firm, to comply with the Minister’s decision, 
submitted for formal approval.—R.R.P.H., 29|3|94.
This was °n the 30th March, 1894. How sudden a change ! It is not the Minister who has to do with 
this. The Minister is generally led by the head of the department, it does not matter whether it is the 
present or the last Minister. The heads of these departments ought to be above reproach. There ought 
to be the greatest possible check put upon them. When we see a rapid change like this in a minute in a 
few days, after a son of the gentleman concerned has taken, office under the contractors, then there is 
some suspicion. It is impossible to make definite charges, but the case looks so grave that it ought to be 
filtered out m this House.

_ Mr. Young : Does the hon. gentleman assert that the engagement of young Mr. Hickson took 
place m the meantime—during those two or three days?

Mr. Y. PABKES : I believe it was during that time.
Mr. Young : Does the hon. member assert that ?

. ^r" PABKES : I believe it was. This circumstance shows the imperative necessity of holding
an inquiry mto the system of letting out public contracts with the view of establishing some method of 
cheek ot which the country would get the benefit. Because if you look right through the history of 

flCjCOu*rae^11j?’ y°u se.e° Nothing but uprootings of corruption. Where we start railways
we find them ending at double their original cost; where we start other works, we find that often bad 
material is put in, and the country is robbed right and left. This state of things will continue so long as 
we allow the present system to exist. If the Minister will grant me the committee I ask for to investigate 
these cases, I will undertake to establish a method by which we can easily get over these difficulties. 
-Now, let me take another instance. These gentlemen have a contract at Johnstone’s Bay for what they 
call storm-water channelling. This storm-water channelling is taken through a lot of mud flats. Eor four 
or five weeks the Government employed about forty or fifty of the unemployed to drain the water off this 
land tor the contractors. The Government actually employed the unemployed for this purpose. I can 
"'lnS Plent|, of evidence, on oath, that forty or fifty men were employed for four or five weeks draining 
the water off the land^ where these gentlemen had to carry out their contract. The effect of that was 
to put £280 or £300 into the pockets of the contractors. I could cite other concessions given to these 
gentlemen, information as to which has been given to me not by one contractor, but by twelve or 
fourteen. Innumerable concessions have been given to them, and it would only be wear vine: the House 
to particularise them.

Mr. Young : Let us have them all while the hon. member is about it!
, PAPKES: If an inquiry is made, the House will find that there has been an undue

amount ot favouritism towards not only these contractors but many others.
Mr. Lyne: I should like the hon. gentleman to state more definitely when that Johnstone’s Bay 

work took place, and what the work was ? J
■ xi ^r' PAPKES : Owing to the difficulty of obtaining returns, I cannot at the present moment 

give the hon. member the information.
Mr. Gaseabd : It took place about two months ago.
Mr. Y PABKES: The contract, as far as I know, is about two-tbirds of the way towards 

completion, and the work has been very carefully prepared at the expense of the Government so as to 
taeilitate the carrying out of the contract—after the contract was let, and not before. An bon. member 
Tu u8 w,eilt t^le. trouble of looking through the evidence given by the Engineer-in-Chief before
he Public Works Committee on the Pyrmont Bridge scheme, and, if I mistake not, be spent about 

40 minutes °t the time of the House in explaining the inconsistencies of the evidence given by that 
gentleman. Ihe evidence was so inconsistent and so varying that, having been given on oath, it almost 
amounts to perjury. If any hon. member will take the trouble to look through the evidence taken 
betore the Public Works Committee in reference to the Pyrmont Bridge, he will see that the statements 
made by this officer were contradictory from beginning to end, exhibiting on his part a want of knowledge 
xi, f?u?lness- To show the artifice with which questions are answered by the Engineer-in-Chief, on 
the Uth instant I asked these simple questions of the Minister:—
present Enghxeer.inYhief?11 ^ ^ Mr‘ Hickson with this firm or with the w°rks? (8.) Is this Mr. Hickson a son of the
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This was the reply:—
(7.) He is engineer to the contractors. (8.) He is the son of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works; but the 

Balmain contract referred to is being carried out under the supervision of the President of the t'V ater and Sewerage Board 
and Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction, Mr. Darley.
Now', Mr. Darley has only been appointed to his present position about two months, and during all the 
time’that this contract was being carried out it was under the Engineer-in-Chief.

Mr. Touns : No.
Mr. V. PAEKES : The Engineer-in-Chief wras the chief designer of it, and the contract was not 

carried out under Mr. Darley. I made sure of that fact. The answer I have quoted is a subterfuge. 
The question ought to have been answered by a simple “yes” or “no.” The answer contains a misleading 
statement. The blame of employing these gentlemen has been put upon- Mr. Darley. The Minister, in 
his reply, w'ent on to say :

In the case of the other contract referred to, namely, the sewerage works at North Sydney, which was carried out 
under the supervision of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, I am informed that Mr. Hickson, junior, had no 
connection with that work, being at that time in South Australia.
But Mr. Hickson has been going backtvards and forwards between here and South Australia. That makes 
no difference as to his connection with the firm. He is looking after their work in South Australia, and 
looking after their work here ; and such an answer as that is, on the face of it, simply a blind, and it 
shows that there is some reason why there should be a full inquiry into the circumstances attending this 
contract. Before I sit down, I am going to ask the Secretary for Public Works, whether, if I submit a 
motion again for an inquiry into the system adopted by the Public Works Department, and the dealings 
of the public officers with contractors, he will allow it to proceed as an ordinary motion ?

Mr. Young : The honorable gentleman can have a committee of inquiry into this case !
Mr. Y. PARKES : I am compelled on a motion of adjournment to confine myself to one case, and 

if I could get this inquiry I would undertake to show that while the system in the past has been bad, a 
good system may be introduced in the future with regard to carrying out these public works. Surely the 
Minister need not oppose a motion of that character by saying that he will regard it as a motion of censure 
upon his administration of the department. That is a foolish way to deal with the matter. ^ If I had been 
allowed to have my motion carried last Parliament we should now have been able to initiate a system 
which would be free of all suspicion.

Mr. Speaker : The hon. member has exceeded his time. _ _
Mr. Lyne : Before the hon. gentleman sits down perhaps I might be allowed to ask him a 

question. He said that the firm in question had contracts to the amount of £35,000, and he only referred 
to one of £13,000. What other contracts made up the total of £35,000 ?

Mr. V. PAEKES: As far as I am informed there was a contract of £13,000, another of £10,800, 
and another of £11,000, all let without tender. My information has come from persons behind the 
contractors whose names I can give, and who will go before any committee and give evidence, and show 
that there is no equity in the dealings between contracts and Public Works officers. They will under
take to show before any commission that the present system is one of favouritism, and that unless they 
buy their way they have no chance.

Mr. V. PAEKES (Canterbury) in reply : I intend to adopt the suggestion of the Secretary for 
Public Works, and to give notice of motion for the appointment of a select committee to inquire into 
this particular case. Since the hon. gentleman will not allow me a commission to inquire into the 
administration of the Department of Public Works generally, I must take this matter as one stage, and I 
will on Tuesday give notice of motion for the appointment of a select committee to inquire into this 
particular case. I am sorry that both, the present and the late Secretary for Public Works condone the 
system of accepting sureties from members of a tendering partnership. Both the present and late 
Ministers are of opinion that there is nothing seriously w-rong in allowing members of a firm of contractors 
to appear as sureties for the firm. I -want to point out what a serious thing it is to accept such sureties. 
What possible good can result from their acceptance? The only surety which is of use for the due 
fulfilment of a contract is an independent surety—the surety of persons altogether disinterested in the 
contract. It is useless to ask a contractor to become his own bondsman. He occupies that position 
when he takes up the contract. The object of sureties is to get some independent persons to guarantee 
that there shall be no defrauding of the Government, and that the work will be properly carried out. 
The department must have known that these particular gentlemen belonged to the firm. Advertisements 
have appeared in the name of the firm from time to time in the Sydney Morning Herald. On the 14th of 
this month an advertisement from the firm appeared with the names of the present and former members 
of the firm affixed. The names are those of Gillan, Thomas, Snodgrass, Carter, and Gummow. Two of 
these gentlemen are the only sureties for the carrying out of contract work which must run close upon 
£100,000. What would there be to prevent two members of the firm, if any trouble came, from handing 
the whole of their private means over to their partners, their wives or creditors, and in that way 
defrauding the Government? _

Mr. Garrard : Even if the sureties were not partners they could do the same thing !
Mr. Y. PAEKES: Other sureties would be under special bond to the Government. It is the 

duty of the Government to discover sureties capable of sustaining their obligations. I have carried out 
many contracts, and I never carried out one contract of any extent without obtaining the bonds of 
disinterested parties. Another thing I wish to emphasise before sitting down is that no contract should 
be given out unless tenders are called in the ordinary way. The giving of contracts without tendering at 
once leaves the Government open to be robbed by contractors. The system is bad, and leaves an opening 
for corruption, because any officer of the department may advise the Government to accept a contract for 
a lump sum, and may enter into an arrangement for concessions subject to the payment of a certain 
amount of money. In that way you at once open the road to corruption. Contractors are complaining 
very much at the present time of the particular case to which I have referred. What they say is, “ if 
Carter. Gummow, & Co. are clever enough to get this contract that is all right; but we want also to be 
in this sort of swim. They are in the swim at the present time and we want to burst them up.” They 
say this without any hesitation. Contractors who have come to me have stated that they were willing to 
go before any committee and give evidence establishing the facts which I have named. I shall move for a 
select committee, and shall endeavour to establish those facts, because I think that there is ample reason 
for advising the Minister to adopt some system of carrying out public contracts under which there cannot 
possibly be any inroad upon the public treasury. [Extract
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[Extract from Hansard, 12tli May, 1896.]
Mr. V. PARKES (Canterbury). It is at all times an unfortunate tiling when a supporter of a big 

parliamentary party feels it incumbent upon him to take exception to the administrative acts of those who 
are at the head of that party. I am compelled in the performance of my public duties to take exception 
to many of the acts of administration of a government which I am supposed to support. If a member of 
this House, a representative of the people, discovers that matters are not going on alright in the admin
istration of public affairs, it is imperatively his duty to expose that which he believes to be wrong, that 
which he believes to constitute a grievance, in the government of the country. Before coming to the 
matter which will form the serious part of my address to the House to-night, and speaking generally of 
the programme put before the House and the country at the present time by ministers, I may say that it 
is to my mind open to question whether there is any great amount of sincerity in it. How can there be 
said to be sincerity in the proposals of the Government when at the present time the greatest distress 
prevails all over the country, calling for immediate legislative action! It is useless for the Secretary for 
Public Works to tell us that the unemployed are all gone out of the city, and are in the country districts 
in employment. No man knows better than I do what a wrong statement that is. I know a large 
number of men who are engaged in mechanical trades, and I can assure the Premier that the administration 
of past governments, and particularly of his own, has had the effect of sending from 4,000 to 5,000 of the 
finest mechanics out of the country.

Mr. Lyne : Eree-trade !
Mr. V. PARKES : It has been neither free-trade nor protection, but the apathy of the Government 

in not seizing the opportunity to occupy in this country a fine, ablebodied set of men. There is no 
shutting your eyes to the fact that thousands of these men have gone to South Africa, that thousands 
have gone to Western Australia, and that some thousands have also gone to New Zealand, America, and 
other countries, where they thought they could get work. They have left this country because its legis
lation would not enable them to make bread and butter for themselves. We have enumerated in the 
Governor’s speech some twenty or thirty measures, and there is not the slightest chance of one-fourth or 
even one-tenth of them being passed into law during the present session. This being so, even those who 
wish to be good, candid supporters of the Administration are forced to the conclusion that an attempt is 
being made to humbug the public. Eor instance, we are told in the speech that bills dealing with matters 
affecting the public health, law reform, mining on private property, factories and workshops, fisheries, 
relief to selectors, the rabbit pest, stock routes, the Navigation Act, the church and school estates, and 
other measures will be brought forward. The very expression “ and other measures ” shows that the 
thing must be humbug. If the Government were sincere in presenting a programme to Parliament, they 
would say, “ This session must certainly be a financial session ; but we can at the same time pass through 
two or three good measures.” There can be no doubt that the pettifogging, wretched administration of the 
Minister of Industry is bringing calamity upon this country. He seems to be concentrating all his energies 
upon giving poor unfortunate men what is called “ tucker.” The whole of the hon. gentleman’s efforts 
seem to have been concentrated upon finding bread and butter for a number of good men belonging to 
various mechanical trades. The hon. gentleman has not initiated anyr scheme by which he can relieve the 
great distress which now exists in this country. The hon. gentleman has started a system by which men 
can get one day’s work in seven on a railway work in the country or at Shea’s Creek. By the time the 
unfortunate men have earned their one day’s wages out of seven, it is found that the expenses to which 
they have been put in shifting their homes, in order to get the work, have eaten up the whole of their 
earnings. I will mention one case, which is particularly cruel. I know of fifty men who have never yet 
had to ask the Government for work, and who went up to Locksley. Being good navvies, they thought 
they would have no difficulty in getting work there. What were they told ? That a paternal government 
required them to beg before they were able to work. They were told that they must tramp back to 
Sydney, and ask the Labour Bureau to give them permission to work on the job. The men walked back 
to Sydney, and, on arriving there, they found their places had been taken by privileged men, who had 
letters from members of Parliament.

Mr. Gahkaed : That is not true !
Mr. Y. PARKES : I will prove it. I say that not only these fifty men ; but there are hundreds of 

men in the country who have had to ask the Government to be permitted to work—who have had to 
beseech members of Parliament to give them letters, it being known that the Labour .Bureau would not 
give them work unless they had those letters.

Mr. Gabeaed : That is not true !
Mr. Y. PARKES : Any member of Parliament who has an office in the city knows that what I say 

is true.
Hon. Membees : Hear, hear !
Mr. Y. PARKES : Ask any member of this House whether men do not come to him asking for letters 

for the Labour Bureau. If you tell them to go to the Labour Bureau, they say, “ It is of no use my going 
there unless you give me a letter.” There is only one way of overcoming the existing distress, and that 
is, for the Government to come down to Parliament with a proposal to construct immediately a number 
of reproductive public works, at the same time asking Parliament boldly for authority to borrow about 
£10,000,000 to carry them out. That is the best course.

Mr. Reid : What sort of a political bribe would that be called ?
Mr. Y. PARKES : What is the use of hon. members saying that it would add to the national debt. 

Are we not spending thousands of pounds at the present time in an' effectual endeavour to cope 
with the requirements of the labouring population ? The Government provide the men with “ tucker,” 
and afterwards come down to Parliament and ask for a vote of £25,000. I will tell the hon. gentleman 
of another measure which might be passed in the present session, and which would open avenues of 
employment in all directions. I remember sitting on a public platform with the Premier when he said 
that lor twenty years a local government bill had been dangled before the public of New South Wales.

Mr. See : It is not dangled before them now !
Mr. Reid : Hon. gentlemen opposite killed it!
Mr. Y. PARKES : The hon. gentleman said that if he had the reins of power for six months that 

. measure would be placed upon the statute-book of the country. I admit that the hon. gentleman did bring 
forward this measure, because the municipalities cried out for it; but what sort of measure does be now 
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propose in substitution for it ? He proposes to confer upon the councils the right to become indebted to 
the Government for a certain term of years, instead of working out of their present indebtedness. No 
measure of that kind can take the place of a local government bill. It will only harass the municipalities 
without getting rid of the difficulty. The Government might just as well take overall the municipalities 
and manage them themselves. It is of no use lending them money, unless at the same time you bring 
forward a°scheme which will allow them to get out of their present indebtedness. The only measure 
under which that can be done is a local government bill. Why do not the Government propose to pass 
such a bill in the present session ? Of course, we know that the Opposition are to blame for the 
destruction of the former measure; but when the hon. gentleman made the measure his second bill, during 
his first term of office, surely it must be worth his while to bring it forward at the present time. I come 
now to deal more particularly with the administration of the Public Works Department. There is no depart
ment requiring more skilled administration. The great amount of money from the loan and consolidated 
revenue funds which is expended in this country has all to be dealt with by the Public Works Department. 
Any robbery or trickery by means of which the public funds of this country could be misappropriated is liable 
to occur in this particular department, and there ought therefore to be a most exact administration of it. 
Not only that, but there ought to be a most wise administration. The Minister should be a man having a 
thorough grasp of the work necessary for the development of this country. Little pettifogging works 
here and there can easily enough be dealt with by anyone; but the administrator of the Public Works 
Department ought to be capable of far higher things; and through him, I presume, the Administration. 
Some six months ago I moved for a committee, and made a statement to this House from hearsay, not 
from proof, and I took care to explain that to the House. That statement was given to me by ten or 
twelve contractors, who waited upon me and told me that it was useless for them to send in tenders to 
the Public Works Department on account of the favouritism shown to a particular firm. I made my 
speech, and the Secretary for Public Works replied, stating that he would give me every opportunity to 
get a committee appointed. I made every possible effort in the House to get a committee appointed, but 
the Government allowed only two hours per week for private business last session, and the Secretary for 
Public Works would not on any occasion allow me to have a special night on which to move my motion, 
which was very short. In addition to that, I am not sure whether such a motion would not involve the 
Ministry itself. Therefore, it is that I have to-night to make the charge in the manner I am doing.. The 
documents from which I will quote shortly will show conclusively that I can justify the complaints I 
have to make. I do not for a moment say that the Secretary for Public Works has done anything 
corruptly. I am sure that no bon. member will for a moment believe that the Secretary for Public 
Works would do anything corrupt; but, after all, it is quite possible for a Minister by stupidity or by 
negligence to do things which are worse than wrong. That is to say, through ignorance or carelessness 
he may do things on account ol which the public funds are lost, and if that is done it is certainly tis bad 
as corrupt action. There can be no denying that, because under such circumstances you can never know 
where you are if the administrator is not a man of great capacity and of a searching nature, and if he 
does not safeguard the public against wrongful expenditure, following up what I have said, supposing I 
were to move this session for a committee, I should have to drag through the same game that I dragged 
through during last session, with the Administration always antagonistic and always ready with their 
whip if I placed any motion on the paper, to get some one to move the adjournment. I am too much 
alive to the tricks played under the rules of this House to allow that to bo done. I consider that these 
things are of such a glaring character that they should be shown up. When I found that I could not get 
a committee of the House, I asked the Secretary for Public Works if he would grant me a royal com
mission, and allow me to bo present at the meetings of that commission. It would be necessary for me 
to be present, otherwise how could I conduct a case in which I had made such charges? The Minister 
said no, he would not give mo a committee of that sort at all. The only committee he would give me was 
one composed of officers of the department to inquire into their own conduct. I spoke to the Premier on 
the subject, but he gave me a cold ear. On the top of all these efforts of mine on the very last day of 
last session before Parliament was prorogued, the Secretary for Public Works laid on the table a report 
from the chief engineer. Not only that, but he asked all the newspapers to publish it, so that it should 
be a reflection upon me. I wish to point out that I told the House that the charges I was making I could 
not prove, that they were only hearsay, and, therefore, it was the duty of the Government to cause an 
inquiry to'be made. I want to point out to hon. members that under the course pursued the Engineer-in
Chief is allowed to come into this House as if he were a member of it and abuse an hon. member wlw 
attempts to challenge his conduct as a servant of the State. If that is to be allowed, the privileges ol 
every hon. member are gone. The Engineer-in-Chief says :

Although it may bo thought, as, indeed, it has been said, that I am making too much of this matter, and that no 
one really takes any serious notice of these statements, I need hardly point out what a serious matter it would be if they 
were believed.

Could anything be a greater reflection ?
And either the Minister, my officers, contractors, or the general public lost confidence in mo.

I can assure hon. members that by the time I have done with these documents a little confluence will be 
lost not only in this officer, but also in the Minister who blindly signed documents to pay away thousands 
of pounds without carefully looking into them. The Minister, in his minute, says

Mr. Hickson may bo informed that the statements to which he refers herein have never had the effect of diminishing 
the complete confidence I, as Minister, have always had in him in the important office he holds.
That is written before any inquiry is made, and before any chance has been afforded to me of proving 
what I said. The Minister then goes on to say :—■

That I cannot believe they will in the slightest degree affect his position with reference to his officers, contractors, 
or the general public, and that having consulted the Cabinet as to his request for a commission of inquiry, I am able to 
state that my colleagues agree with what I have above written. If Mr. Hickson desires to place any rebutting statement 
before the public I shall have much pleasure in laying it on the table of the Assembly.
There can be no doubt that the Administration there absolutely challenged me. They would not give me 
an inquiry, and they defy me to get an inquiry. I now appeal to hon. members, and to you, Mr. Speaker. 
I come to you with this complaint and lay it before you, and I ask this House to he judge in the case.
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Let me take up this report of the Engineer-in-Chief. It is untruthful from beginning to end. In the 
very first sentence he says :

With reference to Carter & Co.'s contracts with the Public Works Department, a cash deposit has in every case 
been taken. '
Now the very first contract I turn up here, although the specification provides for a cash deposit to be 
put down, on the Secretary for Public Works’ authority they are allowed to substitute two sureties of a 
very doubtful nature. One of the sureties is a supplier of cement and the other is a supplier of iron. 
By an act of the Minister’s he actually cancels this particular bond, which these two people sign. He 
does this by returning the retention money, and thus breaks the contract. It will be recollected that in 
my speech six months ago I pointed out tliat this firm had received three contract without tender. The 
only mistake I made was that I stated the sums wrongly and too largely. The Engineer-in-Chief says:

The firm has received one contract only without public tender.
The very documents in his own handwriting show that they received three contracts, one for £1,200, 
another for £2,000, and another for £12,000, without tender. What reliance is to be put on his 
statements ? The Engineer-in-Chief admits that his son is and has been the engineer of this firm since 
1893. I want hon. members to bear that in mind. I am told by a man connected with these contracts, 
who has worked upon them, that the duties of Mr. Hickson, junior, are simply those of a sinecure. He 
has nothing to do but to walk about and take photographs. Now and again he uses a theodolite on the 
works to no purpose, and the inference from the Engineer-in-Chief’s own statement is that his son is 
not in Sydney at all, that as a matter of fact, when he wrote this minute, he was not in Sydney, but in 
Adelaide. However, he was actually in this country, and I can prove by statutory declaration that he 
came over twelve months before with Mr. Gillan, one of the contractors.

. [Mr. Speaker left ihe chair at 6 p.m. The House-resumed at 7 p.m.]
Mr. Y. PAEKES : When the House adjourned I was pointing out the inaccuracy of the statements 

made by the Engineerdn-Chief in his report. In my speech I stated that cheap material was substituted 
for what was provided in the Government scheme. I said that a cheap class of concrete was used instead 
of the concrete which was specified. In reply to that the Engineer-in-Chief says :

The materials used in the Monier arches and sewer, substituted for brick and concrete, was not sandstone and 
concrete ; it was three to one compo., and was estimated by the department at from 80s. to 90s. per cubic yard, not at 28s., 
as stated.
Now, as a matter of fact, it was nothing of the sort. It was estimated as being of a lower value, as will 
be seen by these papers. But it will easily be understood by hon. members that a compo. three of sand 
to one of cement is not as costly as a compo. of two of sand, three of blue metal, and one of cement. 
Three of sand to one of cement is what you call cement mortar, and it makes a very light material. In 
another place the Engineer-in-Ohief says, in answer to me, cadi security of £4,000 was taken in the case of 
the North Shore contract. I will show by the papers directly that although a cash deposit of £4,000 was 
taken in this contract, that cash deposit was returned to the contractor six months before the job was 
completed. He also says :

Contract 79a, an extension of the preceding work to Jeffreys-street, was, as before stated, given to Messrs. Carter & 
Co., on the representations of the member for the district; but 1 strongly urged that tenders should be invited for the 
work, as I considered that it might be done more cheaply.
Later on, speaking of the same thing, he says :

In my second minute, quoted by Mr. Parkes, it will be seen that I distinctly stated that I forwarded the paper, on 
an intimation from the Minister that he (the Minister) was prepared to let the work to Messrs. Carter & Co., and I care
fully abstained from making any recommendation, merely forwarding the paper for formal approval.
There is a contradiction in the two matters, and it is contradicted by the Minister preceding. Eurther 
on he says : •

The sand-pump dredging at Roselle Bay, carried out by the department, flooded the land through which Messrs. 
Carter & Co. had to construct the Johnstone’s Creek storm-water channel. As this would have given them a claim for 
compensation, a drain had to be cut to take the water off their works, and place the land in the same condition as when 
tenders were received, Messrs. Carter & Co. providing flood-gates at their own cost to keep the tidal waters out.
Later on I will show that under the specification the onus is entirely thrown on the contractors of keeping 
the water off their contract. Nevertheless, the department sent out the unemployed to keep the water 
off their works. Later on he says :

This contract was never under my supervision. It has, ever since the work commenced, been under Mr. Darley or 
Mr. J. M. Smail. '
What a nice subterfuge ! Mr. Hickson prepared the plans and the specifications ; he let the contract, 
and he started to work ; but because Mr. Darley came in after be had started the work, ho says that he 
had nothing whatever to do with it, but that it was under Mr. Darley and Mr. J. M. Smail. These things 
can be proved by his own minutes. They are not my own malting up, nor hearsay; but I prove them by 
his own minutes. He says of his son :

He has never communicated—directly or indirectly—with mo, or the office, in connection with Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s works, the whole of the transactions with the office having been carried out either through Mr. Carter 
or Mr. Gummow.
I want hon. members to take note of that, because that has an effect on other things I have to speak about. 
The only communication that Mr. Hickson had with this firm, which consisted of five or six members, was 
with Messrs. Carter and Gummow. The last part of this report is from Mr. Barling. Mr. Barling says :

It is, I think, proper for me, in submitting this to the Minister, not only as Under Secretary, but as Chairman of 
the Board of Reference, to express the entire confidence, which the Board have in Mr. Hickson as one of its members. 
Every matter relating to the contracts which are referred to the Board is most critically examined, and I have great 
pleasure in saying that Mr. Hickson, as well as every other member of the Board, shows the utmost desire to have every 
phase of the various questions which arise in connection with tenders thoroughly inquired into, and to this end they 
willingly give all facilities to the Board.

I fully agree with Mr. Hickson in saying that it is difficult to conceive of any practical method of applying further 
checks in connection with our tender system. I do not think there is any country in the world where such publicity is 
given to proceedings in regard to this very important matter.
The reason I read this minute is to show Mr. Barling’s connection. Mr. Barling is, I consider, a most 
improper gentleman to appoint to such a position as that of a member of our Public Service Board. He
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induced the Minister to do a number of things which I will point out to the House, and by which the 
State has lost money. TSTow, if this gentleman was not able to manage his own department, how can he 
be able to manage the great ramifications of the public service of this country? It is simply impossible. 
The kind of management which he carried on in the Public Works Department should illustrate his 
incapacity for judging who is a good servant in our public service. This point is worth emphasising. 
There can be no doubt that, although there wras great necessity for retrenchment in the public service, 
the retrenchment that is going on now, and the readjustment of offices, will result in calamity, for I 
consider that the gentlemen who have been appointed members of the Public Service Board are quite 
incapable of exercising the great discretionary powers which they have to use under the Act. They have 
not shown the slightest discretion in the way they have gone wholesale to work, and their rearrangement 
of offices will, I think, fall as a calamity on the Government in their administrative w'ork in the future. 
Mr. Barling, as hon. members will see, joins with the other gentlemen who are appointed as a board of 
reference. Instead of having a board of reference or any other board of that kind, this country should 
have a disinterested board of works; but here is a board of reference made up of these gentlemen who 
have to carry out the different works, and if one of them makes a mistake the others cloak it—if one 
prepares a wrong estimate, or plans, or anything goes w'rong, the others assist him to cloak it. It is a 
most improper thing to have a board of reference consisting of those gentlemen who have to carry out the 
public works which they have themselves designed. I want to connect Mr. Barling with this minute, 
because, whilst in laying this document on the table of the House the Minister has certainly been advised 
by his officers, he ought to know that such a document should not have been laid on the table of the 
House until there had been an inquiry as to the pros and cons, the rights and the wrongs of the case. 
Now, I pass from that document which I shall require the Secretary for Public Works to withdraw from 
the records of the House, and I come to this bulky document, and I ask the Secretary for Public Works, 
in the first place, did he examine these papers before he laid them on the table of the House ?

Mr. Youno : No, I did not; it would have been a year’s work !
Mr. Y. PAEKES : Although they were moved for, two months elapsed before they were laid on the 

table of the House; and when charges like these were made I think it wfas the duty of the Minister, when 
he collected the papers, to at least see that they were correct. Hon. members have, from time immemorial, 
protested against the way in which the public departments prepare jiapers to be laid on the table of the 
House. Let any hon. member ask a question, and he gets a reply which blinds him entirely. Let any 
hon. member move for the production of papers, and they are put on the table of the House in such a 
form that there is no coherence in them. I am going to make a charge against the hon. gentleman’s 
department of deliberately attempting to deceive this House in connection with this document. I he hon. 
gentleman should have examined this document. Does he know that it includes ISO useless printed forms ? 
The hon. member has placed on the table of the House 180 sheets of printed tender forms, and has asked 
the House to incur the cost of printing them.

Mr. Young : If I had kept any of them back the hon. member would have blamed me for that!
Mr. V. PAEKES : But there was no need for the hon. gentleman to insert practically blank sheets 

that do not bear on the document at all, whilst the officers of the department cleverly abstracted three 
sheets of schedule prices and comparisons, and in their stead filled this document with blank forms and 
plans not connected with this matter—in one case numbering sixty-four, in another twenty-seven, and in 
another thirty, and so on, making 180 altogether. Does the hon. member know that every important 
minute bearing on an important matter in connection with this case has been abstracted ? Does he know 
that that information which the House ordered to be printed, and which would not have been half as 
bulky, has been withdrawn, and rubbish put in its place ?

Mr. Young : I am sure it has not!
Mr. Y. PAEKES: Well, look at the document—it proves that itself. Does the hon. gentleman know 

that where plans are moved for in connection with contracts, they are abstracted, and the plans of neigh
bouring jobs, which are not even going on, are put in ? What is the good of saying “ Nonsense ” ? The 
plan of Contract 69 was moved for; but the plan of a sewer in Canterbury, which is not even in course of 
construction, is put in, and the other is abstracted. It is no good saying “ Nonsense ”—there are the 
papers.

Mr. Young : As a matter of fact, the hon. member did not move for plans at all!
Mr. V. PAEKES : My motion was for

copies of all papers and correspondence in connection with the contracts of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., at Marrick
ville, Balmain, North Sydney, Johnstone’s Creek, and Stanmore, including the specification, schedule, &c., for original 
contracts, and for substituted ones, and all vouchers paid, and details of same, and such other matter included in the 
transactions from commencement to the present date. •
Wbat does that cover ? I was told on very good authority that while the Public Works officers were 
compiling this document, the utmost hilarity was taking place, and the one most facetious was Mr. Joseph 
Barling, the Under Secretary for Public Works, as regards the manner in which these documents were 
to be placed before the House. There has been the most glaring attempt to deceive the House. The 
object was to have a mass of documents which no one would look through, and which would be cast aside. 
If these documents had been prepared in a proper form, instead of costing £500 they would have cost, I 
suppose, only about £250. Eet me show hon. members wbat is omitted, in order to show the reason for 
the omission. In connection with Contract 69, sixty pages of blank tender forms which might have been 
omitted are put in ; but the sheets of tenders and estimates are withdrawn, and wrong plans are put in. 
In connection with Contract 72, a list of other contractors’ tenders and schedule have been omitted ; all 
plans, correspondence, and minutes have been omitted ; correspondence regarding a claim of £2,000 has 
been omitted—in fact, every paper of importance has been omitted. In connection with Contract 77, fortv- 
one pages of useless matter has been stowed in, being blank schedule forms issued by the office, while the 
sheet of comparative tenders is withdrawn. No plan or figures are given concerning the Monier arch—■ 
that construction which was substituted for the Government scheme. That which was of so much 
importance, in order that we might be able to make a comparison, has been entirely removed from the 
records, and there is nothing to show what the quantities were, or what the nature of the work was, or 
anything about it. There are nineteen pages which might have been omitted in connection with Contract 
79, and all plans necessary have been omitted. In connection with Contract 118, all the plans and sheets 
of tenders and all correspondence have been omitted, and twenty pages of deceptive padding have been 
put in. Now I come to the contracts, and I am going to ask the hon. gentleman who administers the
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Public "Works Department whether he was aware when he signed remission of refund of money, that he was 
breaking a surety bond ? Does he know that when he agrees to the contractor having back his surety 
funds, he is breaking the surety bond, and so letting the surety go free ? I want to show the hon. 
member, if he never took the trouble to look into it, how he stands in this matter. Now, in the conditions 
of contract, in page 119, there is a paragraph which says:

Progress payments may be made once in every month, unless the same shall become not payable by reason of 
anything contained in these conditions, on the certificate of the engineer, as the work proceeds, in the proportion of 80 per 
cent, of the value of the work returned, until the sum retained reaches the amount of the deposit provided for in the 
preceding clause, when no further deductions will be made. The amount of the retention money will be held by the 
Minister, in addition to the cash security, unless otherwise provided for in the specification, until the engineer has certified 
that the whole of the works have been satisfactorily completed, and the period specified for the maintenance of the said 
works has expired.
That is three months. In connection with this contract it was provided in specifications that the con
tractors should put down £1,000 security bond, in order that at the conclusion of the work it was found 
to be defective,- or if there was any roguery this £4,000 would pay for it. On the engineer’s advice the 
Secretary for Public Works substituted two surety bondsmen, namely, Mr. Scrutton, who supplied the 
iron to these contractors, and Mr. Henty, who supplied the cement. As we go further on we find a 
minute in which the Minister is advised to return the retention money, on the security of these two 
individuals—not specifying the individuals hut specifying the firms. On page 127 the minute says this 
in reference to the application of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. for the return of their retention money.

Having now completed a considerable portion of the above contract, for the performance of which your department 
hold security to the extent of about £6,800, being £4,500 as guaranteed by our sureties and £2,300 retention money for 
work already done, we have the honor to ask you to allow the payment to us of £1,000 from the latter amount, leaving 
£5,800 still remaining as security for the due fulfilment of the remaining portion of the work.
The minute goes on to say that the Minister has these firms as sureties while be has only the individuals. 
The Minister thereupon agreed to the return of the retention money.

Mr Young : It is only fair to read the whole of the letter!
Mr. Y. PAEKES =

We would remind you that our sureties are two of the most reliable firms in the city, namely, Parbury, Henty, & 
Co., Pitt-street, and R. L. Scrutton & Co., Clarence-street, and also that the amount of security required, had the contract 
been accepted in the ordinary way, would not have exceeded £4,500.

Mr. Young : Eead the minute upon that!
Mr. Y. PAEKES : That does not affect the question. The officers deceived the Minister by stating 

that they have the firms Scrutton & Co., and Parbury, Henty, & Co., when they have only the individuals.
Personal security has been given on this contract for double the usual amount of cash security ; so that, in addition 

to the retention money, which amounts to nearly £2,300, the Department has security for £4,520, making a total of 
personal and cash security for the due performance of the contract of £6,820. The amount of the contract is £45,207, of 
which there has been about £30,000 worth of work done. This being the case, and the personal security being Messrs. 
Henty & Co. and Mr. R. L. Scrutton (firms. I suppose, which are safe), I think £1,000 of the retention money might be 
returned.—J.D., 21/9(94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage. Recommended.—R.H., 
21/9(94. Undersecretary. For approval.—J.B., 21/9(94. Approved.—J.H.Y., 21/9/94.
The effect of the hon. gentleman giving back the retention money made the agreement with Scrutton and 
Henty null and void, because part of the hon. gentleman’s agreement with them was that he should keep 
the retention money until three months’ maintenance from completion of the contract.

Mr. Copeland : In the interests of the country!
Mr. Y. PAEKES : Quite so ; hut it appears to have been given up in the interest of the contractors. 

The hon. gentleman then had no hold upon them. I will prove that the most defective work has taken 
place upon this job. I see from the Government vouchers that the Minister paid away £6,200 in extras 
upon that contract. I should like to know whether he ever inquired what this £6,200 was for ? Did he 
know what it was for when he approved of it ? •

Mr. Young : Where is the page upon which my minute approving of it appears ?
Mr. Y. PAEKES : On page 131 the lion, gentleman will find this entry :

Minister’s Approval for £6,200. -
Public tenders are called for in this manner: The contractor is asked to send in a schedule of so much 
brick work, so much masonry, so much carpentering, so much excavation, &c., at certain prices. Each 
item is marked down with a corresponding cost per yard or per ton. The object of that is that the 
Government officers may report upon the tenders and get the work done as cheaply as possible by taking 
it at the cheap-rate schedules, after communicating with the contractors and agreeing with them. Although 
the scheme, in the hands of honest men, is a very good one for effecting a saving to the Government in 
some cases, still if it be in the hands of dishonest men the State can be robbed right and left. Let me 
show hon. members how the case stands as regards this contract, No. 69. The tenders sent in were Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., £15,207 ; John Ahearn, £17,061 ■ Kerle and Kerle, £52,735 ; H. McKenzie and Sons, 
£53,505 ; J. E. Carson, £57,239 ; Dean and Sons, £58,165; and so on. The completed work was much 
less than in the computed schedules, but Carter & Co. were paid £52,400 instead of £45,000, or £7,400 
over. They were paid, for instance, upon schedules numbered 1, 8, 12, 16, 19, 22, and so on. Supposing 
other contractors had had the same schedules passed for them to do the work under, there would have 
been a saving in the case of Ahearn of £11,600; in the case of Kerle, of £5,000 ; in the case of Carson, 
of £10,052 ; in the case of McKenzie, of £8,700 ; in the case of Holloway Bros., of £5,700; in the case of 
Dean and Sons, of £4,520. Will hon. members dare to say that there was not some collusion between some 
officers of the department and Carter & Co., in order that they might fix their schedules f Yet the Minister 
paid this money away without taking the trouble to look into the schedules at all. He does not take ihe 
trouble to check the expenditure in any way. Let me show how these quantities are made out. I will take 
several cases to show hon. members how cleverly things are manipulated. Carson & Co.’s tender for 
excavations came to £15,500, John Ahearn’s to £14,500, Dean & Co.’s to £17,000, and McKenzie’s to 
£17,000. Carter & Co. undertook to do in open trenching 22,815 yards, at 9d.; 9,780 yards, at 27s. 6d., 
being blasting work ; 1,465 yards, at 4s.; 170 ieet of manual work, at 40s.; and 345 yards of blasting work, 
at 5s. Their schedules were so cleverly manipulated that the 9d., which was a losing rate to them, was 
reduced by 4,000 yards ; and the blasting rate, at 27s. 6d., double that of any contractor, was increased from 
9,780 yards to 13,294 yards. At the time this contract was going on there were three other members of 
the firm, who have since left it, and they tell me there was nothing like the amount of supposed excavation
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carried out; it would have to be exactly doubled to make up the increase. Again, if they had made the 
supposed excavation, they would have had to pay double the amount which they paid tor concrete tiinng, 
which does not occur in the filling. The rates were so fixed that they could rob the State ot money, an 
au officer who has been retired from the department, Mr. Bagge, in one minute, said that Carter, trammow, 
& Co. were so fixing their schedules as to obtain an undoubted advantage over the^ trovernment. A 
through, this officer, Mr. Bagge, seems to have been making an effort against his superior officers, m order 
to secure justice to the country----- -

Mr. Crick : By whom was Mr. Bagge retired ? 4. rj„Aar.
Mr V PAEKES- By the Minister, I think, upon the recommendation of the present unaer 

Secretary of the department. Then take the shafts. Carter, Gummow, & Co. put in so many shatts at a 
losinn- price. The sewers would not be any the worse for having the full number ot shatts put in ; but tne 
number was reduced by seven, and then instead of being paid for blasting work at 4s. and 5s. they were 
paid for it at the rate of 40s. They substituted the manual labour rate for the blasting rate, it was clear y 
proved in the case of Regina versus McLeod that neither the Secretary for Public Y\ orks nor his officer 
had any power to in any way increase the cost of contracts by substituting a more costly material, or by 
adding to the price of aW of the items. There is no doubt in my mind that by paying these moneys the 
Secretary for Public Works has illegally given away public funds. I now come to the item ot subdue s. 
They are necessary in the case of every sewer for drainage purposes. They were estimated by the pu 
officers at £600. One contractor contracts at £954, another at £668, another at £879, another at *,L,dbt), 
another at £1,612. It will be seen that the amounts varied from £600 to £1,612 Carter & Co. put these 
drains in at Id. each, or upon the whole lot, they put down £8 10s. 8d. Eventually, however the G'ove™-
ment officer did not have these subduets built. There is no payment whatever for them, and as a matter
of fact they were not put in. ,, , , , . j?cnn

Mr. Crick: No wonder they were not put in when the contractors ivould have had to do ibuu
w'orth of work for £8 16s. 8d.! , , . , j re • 0 +i,OTrMr. Y. PARKES : Will hon. members tell me that this was not a prearranged affair . lio tney
suppose for one moment that this firm would have risked having to do £600 worth of work for £8 lbs. bd 
Was it not on the other hand a duty of the public officers to have these ducts put m at the cheap rate to 
the country at which they could have been put in under this contract ? . . , • •

Mr. Ashton : Can the hon. member show me from the papers where the firm obtained permission
to omit the subducts ? tt ok

Mr. Y. PARKES: No; but they did not do them, and they were not paid for them. U pon page 1^5, 
hon. members will see a letter written by one of the junior officers of the department to the Engmeer-m- 
Chief for Sewerage. He says :

As some of the man-holes on this contract are being constructed, I should like the Engineer-in-Chief’s decision as 0 
the kind of mtchinu if anv. which is to be put round the man-hole covers. , . ,Twelve square yards of squared bluestone pitching were included in the schedule of quantities, which the contract s 
have priced at £50 per square yard. The quantity likely to be Med if the whole of the man-holes are to be pitched will be
35 square yards, which, at schedule rates, will amount to £1,750. , .mi ^i.. n PnVnV vords at

4 Special bluestone concrete will answer the same purpose as bluestone pitchers, and will only cost 9 cubic yaids, at
a03’ _Th2e2faffprice for bluestone pitching is about 25s. per square yard, and, as the schedule rate is so much higher than 
the market rate! the question arises whether the pitching should not be omitted. If however, °°?r!e lstc0nsldered t<5 
be unfair to the contractors, then only the quantity included m the schedule of quantities need be carried out.
The Engineer-in-Ghief in bis minute says this:

We cannot in fairness omit an item for which, no doubt, the price is absurdly high, while we °“
items the price is equally low. Where bluestone pitchers are shown on drawing contractors must be paid tor same at 
schedule rates.
But I will show that they have selected all the high items on which to pay these contractors. To show 
the iniquity of this I may say that they not only pay £50, but they increase it twofold by taking out the 
sandstone where it is provided and putting in bluestone. If that is not an act against the interests 0 
the country.! should like to know what is. A certain number of sandstone pitchers are to be put in. 
These are withdrawn and bluestone substituted. That is to be seen in the payments made to the con
tractors I can show that they have carefully manipulated every one of these items, so that the country 
suffers and the contractors gain. In Contract 72, in which there are no particulars shown, a claim was 
made by the contractors for something like £4,000. In this contract we have simply the papers given to 
us—the specification and the payments. But in the schedule there is provision made for the excavation 
which is to he done according to the schedule of the contractor, which he undertakes to carry out and it 
shows that he has a contract to excavate 26,200 cubic yards, and 12,000 cubic yards of filling. When we 
come to the payments we find that the contractor, instead of being paid for 25,000 yards of excavation is 
paid for 53,000 yards of excavation at 2s. Od. Then instead of being paid for 12,000 yards of filling he 
is paid for 27,000 yards of filling or something more. Noyv there are no papers whatever to_ b'laY.''Y 7 
this extra is paidfnor is there any paper to show why another claim of £1000 is granted m addition 
lator on. But I was told by a member of this firm, who has left it, that the Government stopped this 
work to get possession of some land, or for some purpose, and although there is a provision in the 
contract which throws the whole obligation on the shoulders of the contractors fem all these delays . 
while the work was stopped there came a very heavy flood and it washed out their works to double t e 
extent to which they had been carried on, and I waa told, and I believe it to he true ^mg to the 
authority from which it comes, that the Government officer has not only paid them tor the w ork they did, 
but paid them for all the flood-water washed out, and then paid them to fill it up again.

Mr. Young : What contract is that ? t ■ 1 r m
Mr V PARKES • That is contract No. 72. There is just another little item to which I will refer

to show how' these things are manipulated. There is one item of wrought-iron girders. The trade price 
for wrought-iron girders placed in position is from 11s. to 13s. per cwt. A few years ago the price was 
13s. a cwt., but it is 11s. at present. In the schedule provided by the contract the Government are to 
get a certain quantity—that is, 74 cwt. The contractors give the price at 2os. per cwt. -that is, 100 pel 
cent, over the proper value. Without rhyme or reason the quantity is increased from 74 to
cwt. and they pay for that at 25s. per cwt.—that is, the contractors are given a neat little sum ot £280. 
Every effort has been used in the settlement to give Carter, Gummow, A Co. an advantage over the 
Government. Now, I come to contract 77, which is for the Balmain sewerage. The papers are at page
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That is a contract in which part of the work was to be a tunnel and the rest an aqueduct. 
Under the G-overnment plan the aqueduct was to be superior concrete with brick and cement arches. It 
was to be self-supporting, that is to say, sufficiently strong for vehicles to go overhead, if that had been 
the purpose. It was to be brickwork of the very best description, and the bricks were to be patent kiln 
burnt. It was thus to be a work of the most permanent nature. • Tet the G-overnment, under the 
Secretary for Public Works, allowed the contractors for a saving of £250 to substitute a scheme of their 
own, consisting of cement arches, which would not stand unless supported by tie-rod iron. The best 
description I can give of that to hon. members is to take this chamber, and to suppose that the walls 
are so weak that they cannot sustain the roof, and the weight of the roof is sufficient to push out 
the walls. The first thing to be done under such circumstances would be to put in iron tie-rods. These 
arches are so weak that they cannot sustain themselves, and have to be tied with iron tie-rods. That 
is what the Minister allowed the contractors to substitute for his own good, permanent plan.

Mr. Young : Will the hon. member be fair enough to read the advice on which I acted ?
Mr. Y. PAEKES: I cannot read everything in these documents. •
Mr. Young : The hon. member will not read what is fair !

■ ^r' T-A-EKES : I will show on what advice the Minister acted. This patent, with regard to the 
Monier arch, this useless, risky thing, was invented in G-ermany thirty years ago for ornamental work in 
gardens, and it was never intended for such work as I am referring to. This cheap thing was reported on 
by Mr. Bagge, and he shows that it is 50 per cent, cheaper than the G-overnment scheme. Kow, in the 
first instance, in 1893, Carter, Gummow, & Co. offered this thing to the G-overnment for £1,500. They 
offered to sell it to the G-overnment, but in this one contract the Government leave them their patent and. 
give them a preference of £3,000; that is, the whole of the contract for the use of this patent in the 
grave losing job. In his report, on the 21st September, 1894, Mr. Bagge says :

The sewerage aqueducts have hitherto been constructed here in such a manner, method, and of such materials that 
any competent tradesman, in his special line, obtainable in the colony, could do the work.

Now, however, as it is a matter of the greatest importance to reduce the cost of the works, there seems to be no 
other way of accomplishing this object but to adopt for this colony a more or less experimental system of construction for 
these aqueducts—of increasing the spans of arches, introducing arches with joints, of constructing the whole in concrete, 
and ot constructing the whole of the work of concrete and mortar and iron.
Then he goes on to say :

• In °ld home countries these novel systems of construction have caused in the commencement failures, owing to 
the works being carried out by more or less inexperienced and untrained engineers and artisans ; hence the various State 
governments would not entertain and construct works on these novel methods until special companies established them
selves, who made it their special business to carry out such works with artisans who had had time to gain the necessary 
experience, and who had been practically and specially trained in the construction of such work.
., , ^ w.as only to such companies that works, which are termed purely and simply specialities, were entrusted, after
they had given adequate security for the faithful, careful, and competent execution of same.
Now, when this work was submitted to the Secretary for Public Works, Mr. Bagge reported in this 
manner: He sent in a report in which he drew a comparison between Mr. Abearn’s contract on the 
sewage farm, and he showed clearly by his figures that this work was 50 per cent, cheaper than the work 
specified by the Government. I ask hon. members to mark how the Secretary for Public Works was so 
cleverly outwitted.

Mr. Young-: "Where does Mr. Bagge make those statements in his report?
Mr. Y. PARKES : He says this:

. . The plans for the White s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek aqueducts as designed in this office, for which tenders were
TJ+i C j a Vlew ^ se-rCur“'1^ most su^stantial an<^ structure at the most reasonable cost.
At the time that this design was made, I had as full particulars regarding the “ Monier” principle as it was possible to 
obtain m the colonies. I would also like to point out that in Europe this class of work is made a specialty, being patented, 
and is wholly in the hands of private companies, who are required to give a substantial guarantee for the stability of their 
work. 1 think it would not be advisable to construct at the outset a work ofj such importance on the “ Monier ” principle.

The total for the office design amounts to ....................... ’........................ . £15 757
The total for the contractor’s Monier design .............................................. 15,*500

Difference ................. .............................................................. £257
Mr. Young : The hon. member said it would cost 50 per cent, less !

. Mr. V. PAEKES : This is in a report laid on the table of the House on the 5th October, 1895. Now,
let me show you what the Engineer-in-Chief says._ This will show bow these officers catch the Minister. 
The Board of Reference, on the report of the Engineer-in-Chief and on his advocacy, sent in this report 
to the Minister : -mi

. y*ew °f the fact that Messrs. Darley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a sound one, and
that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared to indorse the recommendation of these 
gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s consideration.
It goes on to the Minister, and he writes :

Before approving of this proposal, I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to be carried out by the 
contractors under the substituted scheme. 3
That is very fair. Listen to the report of the Engineer-in-Chief :

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by 
Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the 
Minister to come to a decision. Y hen plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm 
estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, as well as on the department’s designs. The result was that the 
estimate of both works was practically the same.
But there is an estimate, according to Mr. Bagge, that it is 50 per cent, cheaper.

. . Mr. Young : Who is to be believed Mr. Bagge or the Engineer-in-Chief ? It is simply a matter
ot opinion ! r J
, , ^' PAEKES : But Mr. Bagge’s report is the one referred to, and here we have a report submitted

' tj1© Mtmster by the Board of Eeference recommending the adoption of this substituted work on the ground 
that it is cheaper ; but the next day he obtains a report from the Engineer-in-Chief telling him that the cost 
of the two methods is the same.. Then he says, “ That is sufficient for me ; I will authorise the substitution.” 
iTen v16 Minister accepts this l'cheap-John” thing on a report of that description. Why, if he were 

charged the same price, there was the more reason that he should stick to the good and substantial work 
ol his own office. There is an exceedingly clever piece of business, and hon. members ought to follow it, 

■ Messrs.
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Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., in submitting their tender, said that they were prepared to find sureties 
for £6,000 each to guarantee the maintenance of this work for five years. Their specification is here—it 
is not an ofiace dictation, but their own submitted undertaking. Carter and Gummow write :

We have the honor to draw your attention to the conditions upon which the acceptance of our tender depends for 
Contract No. 77, Balmain Sewerage Works, and to our conversation with you of even date in connection with security 
required for its due performance. .

We respectfully submit that our personal sureties for the amount necessary should be taken for its completion and 
maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.

We are a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to your department as contractors for many 
large and important contracts extending over a period of eight or nine years under the Departments of Harbours and 
Rivers, and Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage, which facts we trust will satisfy you as to our bona-Jides in this matter.
That is, they offer their own firm as their sureties instead of a personal undertaking. Mr. Hickson, in 
reporting on this, commences by saying :

The accompanying letter of 4th April, 1895, from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., is a protest against the stringent 
supplementary specification prepared by Mr. Norrie, at my suggestion, with regard to the alteration in the design of 
Contract No. 77.
It is not a protest; it is an offer in substitution of the contractors’ former offer.

The last paragraph of this specification states :—“ And the contractors shall enter into a bond to Her Majesty the 
Queen in the penal sum of £12,000, with two sufficient sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 each, to secure the removal of 
so much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the Monier system, &e., &c.” _

The amount of £12,000 is the sum it would cost the department, at departmental rates, to renew that portion of 
this sewer which is built on the Monier system.

It is right, however, to say that the tendered rates for this portion of the work would only come to £9,000 ; but, 
prices being abnormally low, I think it is only right to put in a sum at which the department really values the work.

Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own “ personal sureties for the amount named,” that is, £12,000 (an 
amount which they do not dispute), “should be taken for its completion and maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for 
the proper carrying out of the work.”

They go on to say that they are “ a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to the department 
as contractors.” This is quite true. They are a firm in which I have every confidence. They have done a great deal of 
work under me, and I can testify that their aim always has been to turn out the very best class of work possible.
I may tell bon. members that before this minute was written Mr. Hickson had to put a new bottom to the 
Pott’s Hill reservoir which these contractors built, and also a new bottom to the Waterloo sewer. I want 
hon. members particularly to mark what I am now going to read :

At the same time, misfortunes happen to the very soundest firms of contractors, and the department must look a 
little way into the future. Their own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in the 
meantime to become bankrupt.

I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of two men, Mr. 
George Forrest and Mr. James Gillan. From inquiries made, I believe these men to be financially sound, and, I think, if 
their names were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 each, the department would be secured as far as it is 
reasonably possible to be. <
When Mr. Hickson wrote that letter he knew that these two men, Forrest and Gillan, were members of 
the firm to which his son was the acting engineer.

Mr. Young : Will the hon. member read the last sentence ?
Mr. Y. PAEKES :

This work will be carried out under Mr. Darley, and I recommend that the whole of the papers be sent him, to give 
his opinion thereon.

Mr. Young : Now let us have Mr. Harley’s report !
Mr. Y. PAEKES: Why?
Mr. Young: It is only fair to Mr. Hickson !
Mr. Y.jPAEKES:

I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think in accepting a new patent of this kind, and adopting it in a large and costly 
contract, that the department cannot be too careful in securing its position by leaving all the risk in the hands of the 
contractors and patentees. I, therefore, recommend that the personal names be required for further security. The names 
mentioned may, I think, be accepted.
I expect that Mr. Darley, without bothering himself, and relying upon Mr. Hickson, indorsed Mr. 
Hickson’s minute. That letter was written on 5th April, and Mr. Hickson’s son came up from Adelaide 
with Mr. Gillan to sign that bond as an independent surety, and the Secretary for Public Works accepted it.

Mr. Crick : Does the hon. member mean that the Secretary for Public Works knew that those 
men were members of the firm ?

Mr. V. PAEKES: He must have known it,because they signed contracts two years before as members 
of the firm, and Mr. Hickson’s son was engineer for the firm at Adelaide and was along with Mr. Gillan. 
He knew that wdien he wrote that minute this was the case—it is a gross piece of deception on his part. 
That minute was written on the 5th April, 1895, and on the 13th April, 1895, this notice was published in 
all ci ty papers :

Notice is hereby given that the partnership lately subsisting between us, the undersigned, John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, as 
contractors, carrying on business in Adelaide (South Australia) and Sydney (New South ’Wales) under the name, style, or 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., was on the 1st day of April, 1895, dissolved by mutual consent in so far as regards the 
said George Maddison and Peter Ewing, who retired as from that date from the said firm. All debts due or owing by the 
said firm will be received and paid by the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse 
Gummow, and James Gillan, who continue the business under the same style of Carter, Gummow, & Co.
I ask the Secretary for Public Works what is the good of that surety bond ? The Engineer-in-Chief says 
he could not think of accepting the whole firm as their own sureties, and then he goes on knowingly and 
recommends that two members of the firm—that is, part of the whole—shall become sureties for the job. 
Is that not deception ? It is deception perpetrated with intention. I will show how clearly the intention 
is made out. In all other contracts the specifications contain this paragraph :

In submitting a tender the full Christian name of the tenderer must be given, or when the offer is in the name of a 
firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses must 
be stated in the tender. The omission of this information will render the tender liable to be declared informal.
Now, that item is omitted in the contracts for this No. 77 job. In addition to that the statutory declara
tions which Messrs. Forrest and Gillan made are in these words:

I, George Forrest, of Marrickville, in the colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and 
affirm----- Hon.
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Hon. members will see that from this statutory declaration is omitted the place of residence or the fact 
that Forrest is a contractor. The other declaration says :

I, James Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, in the colony of New South Wales, householder-----
Although he lives in Adelaide it is not so stated. It omits the fact that he is a contractor. It is fixed up 
so as to leave Forrest and Gillan open to sign this bond. There is no doubt about it that the whole 
matter is bogus ; for if the contractors become insolvent, and the whole thing bursts up, and they have no 
estate to come upon, what security is there to cover this risk ? I quote this to show how the Minister 
has allowed himself to be hoodwinked by the officers of the department. In connection with this contract, 
there is no doubt, from estimates I have made, and which I challenge anyone to refute, that the works 
saved to these contractors by the substitution of their own plans and specifications are equal to about 
£4,000. Instead of the saving to the contractors being only £275, as the Government put it, it is from 
£3,500 to £4,000. Now, let us take Contract 79—the North Shore contract. This contract was let to 
Carter and Gummow on a schedule in the same manner as the others—that is, they undertook to do what 
is called guttering and gadding work—that is, manual labour, to the extent of 1,300 yards. If hon. 
members will turn to page 333, they will see that Carter, Gummow, & Co. in their schedule undertook to 
excavate 1,300 yards, at 63s. for manual labour. They then undertook to excavate 3,000 yards and 
2,500 yards blasting work which was to be done at 60s. and 78s. Other contractors estimated for the 
gadding work £6 and £7, but the estimate of Carter, Gummow, & Co. was 63s.; and for blasting they 
estimated at 78s., whilst other contractors estimated at about 60s. The Government substituted the 
blasting work for the manual labour, and by that means gave the contractors about £4,000 or £5,000. 
As hon. members go further down they will find that the firm were paid in excess £1,598 and £600, 
that is £2,198 altogether. This was paid for concrete to fill up defects, in spite of the understanding 
being that they should not be so paid. The Minister, although a bond was accepted for £4,000 for the 
due completion of the work, and he ought to have kept back the retention money, six months before the 
job was certified for, and before it was completed, returned the whole of the bond money.

An. Hou. Mexibeb: What security had he for the completion of the work?
Mr. Y. PAEKES: None.
Mr. Young : Because the work was done !
Mr. V. PAEKES : It was not done, and the contract said clearly that the money must be retained 

in hand three months after the certificate that the work was satisfactorily completed by the contractor. 
The retention money has been returned, and I want to produce an affidavit made by one of the workmen 
on this job to show' wrhat risks the Administration took in returning the bond money. That money 
might still be in hand to repair the damage disclosed in this affidavit; but the Government have 
returned it all and have no remedy. This affidavit is swmrn by a labourer w'ho is still working for Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. He says :

I am a labourer on Contracts 79 and 79a, putting in brickwork and concrete as packing. From shaft No. 13 of 
Contract 79 the blasting has blown out large cavities from 4 feet to 4 feet 6 inches over the top of the brick lining, which 
under the contract should be tightly packed with cement, but which have not been packed with cement, except here and 
there where the rock comes close to the brickwork.

To my own knowledge this defective work commences from 270 feet down stream from shaft 13 to 380 feet, and to 
my firm belief, from the conversation between myself and several others, the whole work is of a similarly defective 
nature ; and in all the links in which I have worked none of the packing is done as required to specification.
That document was sworn to, and cannot be refuted. Tbe action of the Administration in giving up 
the cash bond, which no engineer, no business manager in any capacity would have done, has left the 
Government with only one resource, namely, that of going to law with the contractors. ■ If what this 
affidavit says is true, they have no remedy otherwise than the costly remedy of an action at law. Actions 
of that sort ought to condemu the Administration who allow them. Why should they take these risks ? 
Everything is done as against the state. I have pointed out that the schedules have been adjusted so as 
to allow the contractors to blast, and that blasting has been the cause of all that defective work ; and 
the workmen told me that in some cases the cavities left have been so great that a man could walk along 
them. This state of affairs ought to receive a severe check at the hands of the House. If I were to 
read everything that has taken place, as disclosed by the minutes, the House would be astonished at the 
looseness with which our Ministers administer the public funds. As regards Contract No. 79, there can 
be no doubt that if the same concession had been given to other contractors as to Carter, Gummow, 
& Co., as disclosed by the papers, the country would have benefited to the extent of £10,000 on this job. 
8ince I moved the adjournment of the House on the subject upon a former occasion, the Water and 
Sewerage Board have called for tenders for a third section. Two sections were given to Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. without tenders, but the third tender was accepted at 40 per cent, under the schedule prices of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract. That is conclusive evidence of the concessions that have been given 
to these contractors.

Mr. McMillan: What interval of time elapsed ? .
Mr. V. PAEKES: About four months. ■
Mr. McMillan : And what was the alteration in prices ?
Mr. V. PAEKES: I have pointed out to hon. members that blasting was substituted for manual 

labour iu the excavations, and now I want to point out that all this has been done against the repeated 
protests of the residents of the district. There were letters constantly pointing it out. This contract 
was carried on during the night time, and one officer pointed out in his report that the -work was not 
supervised during the night time. He says, “This work has been carried on at night time, when no 
supervision could be given.” Another clerk of works who was doing his duty, and who could tell the 
country a great deal if put under oath, discreetly says that he will not give any information unless he is 
put under oath. He is right in that. -He will not give me information; but I have gathered sufficient 
to know that there is a very wrong state of affairs going on. This man has been dismissed. Why? 
Not because he has done anything wrong, but for quarrelling with the contractors’ foreman because they 
-would not supply good material. He tells me that he wants to get back into the department, and having 
been a fool once, he does not want to be a fool a second time. Here is the report upon his case. He 
says:—

I beg to report that on several occasions I have had to complain about the time the sandstone concrete is mixed for 
packing brickwork in shafts. To-day two 20-foot mixings were made up at 2 p.m. at No. 5 shaft. This concrete will not 
be put down shaft for use till 5'30 p.m. I have instructed Connors (foreman), who has charge of this work, not to have 
the concrete mixed so long before being used. He states to me that he has to take his instructions from the firm. I saw

Mr.
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Mr. Snodgrass last Friday and complained to him about this matter, when he promised it should not be mixed until one 
hour before it is required to be used. I spoke to Reid (contractors’ representative) to-day, and he states that they shah 
mix the concrete when convenient for themselves.

Inspector Reid informs me that on Saturday last, 17th February, about I p.m., at No. 6 shaft, it required half 
mixing 10 feet of sandstone concrete to finish brickwork packing in shaft. Henderson, bricklayer working in shaft, was 
on mixing board, and started to assist labourer gauge the stone. Inspector Reid instructed Henderson to use the fork in 
place of shovel in filling gauge box, as the stone, which is broken close to the mixing-board, is not free from refuse. 
Inspector Reid asked Henderson the second time to use fork. Henderson replied that it did not want forking. Connors, 
foreman, came on the scene, and said to Henderson, “Go on; do not take any notice of him, he’s only a damned big buck 
navvy.”
The man was subjected to this insult for doing his duty and doing his utmost to prevent the contractors 
from cheating the Q-overnment with bad material. What was the result ? From the minutes you will 
see that he was taken from that job, and in a few months dismissed. The only reason is that he quarrelled 
with the contractors’ foreman ; but you must recollect that he quarrelled with the foreman in the interests 
of the country, to save the money of the country. These contractors were not the lowest tenderers by a 
long way. A firm of contractors named Bond and Hudson sent in a tender to do the work for £3,000 
less than the contract of Messrs. Carter and Gummow. I will show how cleverly the department acted 
in getting rid of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s contract. The minutes bear out everything I say. Messrs. 
Bond and Hudson’s tender was accepted by the Board of Reference ; but Messrs. Bond and Hudson 
were not notified of that for three months. They then wrote to the department, and asked if their 
deposit money might be returned. One of the conditions is that the contractors’ money shall not be 
returned if they fail to take up their contract. But in this case Bond and Hudson’s cheque was returned, 
in order that they might be got out of the way. Instead of having tenders called for, the Engineer-in
Chief said—Messrs. Carter and Gummow having a claim for £4,000 on Contract 72, he recommends 
them to forego this claim, and says they can have a preference to the amount of £3,000 over the other 
contractors. That is a cool way of settling a claim, and the beauty of it.is that the claim has never been 
tested by the law authorities. It was the duty of the Government officers to see whether it existed— 
whether there was a claim at all; but the claim was admitted, and Messrs. Carter and Gummow received 
the preference over other contractors if they would forego their claim, as to which one of the late partners 
told me they had not a shadow of a leg to stand upon. Their own solicitor told them that j but this 
claim was accepted as being correct, and the claim was put in when No. 72 was only half finished, and 
not a month before they received the preference in regard to the other job. There cannot be the 
slightest doubt that, if the work had been tendered for, it could haye been let 30 per cent, cheaper.

Mr. Copeland : "What was the amount of the contract h _
Mr. V. PAEKES : It was £35,000 when it started, and it was increased to about £45,000,1 believe.
Mr. Copeland : Were they the lowest tenderers? _
Mr. V. PARKES : No. Messrs. Bond and Hudson were the lowest tenderers. I am now speaking 

of Contract No. 79. I will read the report of Mr. Bagge who tried to save the department from entering 
upon that scheme of the Monier patent. Mr. Bagge points out where they were proposing to allow the 
contractors to substitute blasting for manual labour. He says :

Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. have undoubtedly fixed their schedule prices speculatively to increase their profits 
on the contract as much as possible, and, if so, to the loss of the department.
There is no doubt that there is evidence of what the officer says right through the job. If we look through 
the whole of the papers we shall find that these contractors have in every case received thousands of 
pounds, which, if the matter were tested under proper regulations they could not claim from the State. I 
will now refer to Contract 118. That is the contract in reference to which I complain, that unemployed 
labour was taken to do the work which they had to do under their contract. O’Neill & Co. were carrying 
out Contract No. 83, and they informed me that the whole of the sandstone which they brought for this 
work was condemned. That stone was returned to Mr. Eyan’s quarry at Pyrmont. Then Messrs. Carter 
and Gummow were allowed by the Engineer-in-Chief to use that condemned stone at half price on Contract 
No. 118. You cannot get away from this statement, because O’Neill saw Eyan, the contractor, and Eyan 
says emphatically that he sold to Carter and Gummow, with the approval of the Government officials, the 
whole of that stone, to an enormous extent, which was condemned in O’Neill’s Contract, No. 83. O’Neill 
in all probability is not a man of great means. He is not perhaps so much in favour with the department 
as are Messrs. Carter and Gummow. It is a serious thing if stone which is defective on one job is 
permitted to be used on another job. It was taken over to Contract No. 118, crushed in Mr. John Young’s 
mill, and put into the contract holus-bolus as it came out of the crusher.

Mr. Ashton : "Was it the same class of work ? _ ^
Mr. V. PAEKES : If anything it was a superior class of work. Again, as regards Contract No. 118, 

I have to complain that there is no document given by which any proper estimate can be made. The plans 
were omitted and other plans were substituted, and the whole thing is so fixed up as to make it impossible 
for any hon. member to arrive at a proper conclusion as to what the works contain. Again, in the Contract 
No. 79, that old trick of subducts is played. These subducts are simply drains which are put under the 
beds of the sewers where there may be waste rock or imperfect earth of any description. The object is to 
drain into each shaft any water which may accumulate, and which may damage the beds of the sewers. 
They are absolutely essential to the sewer, but if they are not put in it can never be found out afterwards 
that they were not put in. Messrs. Carter and Gummow estimated these subducts at £4 5s., whereas 
other contractors estimated them at £452 and £666. This is a nice state of affairs! It is fair to assume 
that Messrs. Carter and Gummow must have been told by the officers that the subducts need not be built. 
The whole of the schedule is treated in the same way. If the work had been carried out conscientiously 
by the department, on this job alone there would have been a saving.of at least £10,000. If I had been 
the engineer who had had to settle this contract, I should have had the work carried out in such a manner 
that the country would certainly have been saved £10,000. If a Public Works Committee should ever hold 
an inquiry, this schedule system will be proved to be a means of gross robbery of the public funds. If I 
were to go into all the details which I have taken out, the House would not bear with me. It would 
be useless for me to run right through all the details I have. But so gross are the a,cts which 
are disclosed in these contracts, and which are consented to by the minutes of the Minister, that 
I do not see how any inquiry possibly can take place without affecting his administration of his 
office. It would be useless to have an inquiry into the conduct of the officers alone when the officers 
are backed up entirely by authoritative minutes by the Minister to carry out tliese works. They 
simply fall back and say, “ It was done by ministerial instruction,” as the Engineer-in-Chief falls
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back and says be submitted a document in one case to the Minister, on which he did not make 
any comments, and which he left entirely to the Minister’s discretion. They will turn back upon the 
Minister, and say, “ It was by ministerial authority I did these works.” There can be no doubt that if 
you want to get to the bottom of this system of contracting—this system of playing a game of chance 
catch with the funds of the people—you can only do it by having a thorough investigation of the depart
ment. The Minister has not only refused to consent to a thorough investigation of his department, but 
he has laid on the Table a report from the officer who conducts these works, making out that my statements 
were inaccurate; in fact, that I was speaking that which was a lie. Kroni. these documents I think 
honorable members can have no hesitation in authorising a Committee of inquiry. The Premier stated 
that he would be willing to give me a Committee; but when I proposed to him that it should be of such 
a nature that it could not fail to find defective work, he would not give me a Committee at all. The 
Secretary for Public W orks, through incompetence, and through not looking up his papers and seeing 
into. his contracts sufficiently, has led this country into expenditures which evidence gave 

administration of his department. Whilst we are asking the country to pay fresh 
taxation; whilst we are asking the taxpayers to contribute the interest on the loan moneys which we 
are expending on these contracts if they are to be administered so that thousands of pounds are given away 
simply a,s a bonus to the contractors, we certainly ought to see that the administration of the Department 
^ -Public Works is exact in all its ramifications. I certainly feel compelled to vote against the adminis
tration after the manner in which the Secretary for Public Works: has shown his incapacity to safeguard 
the great interests of this country. It is impossible for us to ask the people to pay new taxes if we are 
to waste the money in this fashion. Prom the calculations which I have made, and which would take me, 
perhaps, half an hour to describe to the house, I would guarantee to prove beyond any refutation that in 
these six contracts £40,000 has been paid away to the contractors improperly; that in a great number of 
the contracts there is no security, bond, or anything by which you can attach the contractors; that the 
contractors have substituted, through the knowing wrong-doing of the head of the department, their own 
partners as sureties for risky contracts; that they have by minutes hoodwinked the Minister—and 
minutes of such an extravagant nature that he ought himself to have been able to see them, because I, 
not a Minister but with these incomplete papers, was able to see these things in ten minutes. Por 
instance, what Minister could make a mistake in a case of this kind ? Mr. Bagge reports to the Minister 
that the work on the Monier arch can be done at £6 per lineal foot as against £10 per lineal foot on 
Ahearn’s sewer work at the sewerage farms, under the G-overnment engineer’s scheme and plan; and the 
Engineer-in-Chief states that he has made a comparison between the two, and he finds that it'will cost 
exactly the same as the other, his reference being to this very report. Tet here is a paper showing that 
the test when made was 50 per cent, cheaper. The papers show such negligence on the part of the 
Minister in looking into what he was doing that I think the House, if it wants to safeguard the public 
expenditure, must come to some definite understanding that will compel the administration to do right. 
No one would dream of making a charge of corruption against the present Minister or any other Minister, 
but there can be no doubt that the moment officers put papers before a Minister, he signs the papers 
without making the slightest inquiry. In this matter the Secretary for Public Works has, I consider, 
been glaringly negligent of the public interest; and ifor the affront he has given this House by allowing 
reports to be laid upon the Table before there is any chance of an inquiry being made, I think he deserves 
the greatest censure.- Nothing can so drag the privileges of Parliament through the mud as to allow of any 
intimidation against honorable members stating here their free thoughts on all subjects. If an honorable 
member hears outside something which is against the public interest, here is the place where he should 
divulge it, and if the Minister adopts a method of trying to intimidate an honorable member before he 
can possibly get an inquiry, after blocking all his efforts to get an inquiry in the past, he deserves the 
greatest censure. Let me refer here to the general manner in which this administration treats the people of 
this country. Ihere can be no doubt that the way in which the Minister of Public Instruction—he who 
above anybody else should show the greatest amount of dignity and culture—receives deputations from 
Die people whom he presumes to govern is something appalling, I took a deputation to the Minister of 
Public Instruction, and I retired from the room long before the deputation had finished. Eancy w-hat a 
dignified, philosophical schoolmaster must think of the conduct of the Minister of Public Instruction, and 
the manner in which he conducts his office! I will give an instance of the way in which the Minister 
receives deputations. A deputation which I introduced to the Minister was received in this way : “ Well, 
what d’yer want ? ” was the first question he asked, and before the chief spokesman for the deputation had 
a chance to state his case, the Minister was down his throat, and I left them there wrangling away with 
one another. I think that a cultured gentleman who presumes to be Minister of Public Instruction ought 
to administer his office with even more dignity than any other Minister administers his office. His adminis
tration of the Department of Public Instruction is likely to bring it into contempt. But a graver thing is 
the apathetic way in which he is allowing that fine system of technical education which we built up to fall 
to waste. This sort of administration cannot be long upheld, even by their staunchest supporters. If 
you put too many matters into an undertaking within a short space you will get nothing, and out of this 
programme which the Government now put before the country you will get nothing ; but in the meantime 
we are to allow them to go on administering public affairs in the slipshod fashion in which they are doing. 
If the Minister of Public Instruction would but only go to the Colonial Secretary, or to the Secretary for 
Lands, and see the dignified manner in which those gentlemen receive deputations, he might learn a lesson. 
What has been the_ administration of the Secretary for Public Works ? Nothing but a snapping at those 
people who are asking for public works from him. Until his late trip he has not endeavoured to increase 
the public works of this Colony in any judicious manner. INTo proposals of any wisdom for carrying out 
public works have come from him. There has been no progressive development of the country, unless it 
be through the Lands Department. But in a Colony like this the main thing ought to be to develop the 
country. The administration that is going on is one of State robbery by contractors and certain officers of 
the department, who, whether they are benefited or not, at all times assist to hoodwink the Minister in 
order to help the contractors to get money out of the department. It is with great regret that I move the 
amendment which I have foreshadowed. I intend to move my amendment because I have no other oppor
tunity, under the manner in which I am treated, to get justice. It would be impossible for me to bring 
up the matter in any other way, either by asking for a Select Committee, or by moving the adjournment, 
without criticising the administration of the Minister, and the department generally. The Minister is in 
every way allied with his office, and I cannot help reflecting upon his department. Therefore, there is
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but one courageous thing for me to do. If my amendment is ignominiously defeated, I trust that the 
exposures which I have made will bring about a thorough renovation of the administration of the IVhrks 
Department, and that it will make it impossible in the future for contractors to rob the State as they do 
at present. I move :

That the address be amended by the insertion of the following words, to stand as paragraph 3 : “ We desire to
express the opinion that your Excellency’s Ministers should at once invite Parliament to appoint a Select Committee to 
inquire into the administration of public works in this colony.”

Sis Sonor : I will now call upon you, Mr. Parkes, to address the Commission.
Mr. Parkes .- May it please your Honor,—I will not occupy more time than is absolutely necessary 

in replying to the addresses of Mr. Andrews on behalf of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and of Mr. Smith on 
behalf of the Department of Public Works. With reference to the motives which actuated me in asking 
for this inquiry, and also the loss of time with which I am charged through not obtaining, in the first 
instance, necessary information, I think it must be apparent to your Honor that I used every possible 
effort which either a public man or a man in a private position in life could exert to obtain the fullest 
information upon the subject matters of this inquiry. Let me point out to your Honor the methods I 
adopted. In the first place, I heard certain rumours from certain contractors. I questioned them very 
closely as to what they had to complain of. There seemed to me to be a reasonable probability of 
the truth of their statements. I then took action in the House, and ultimately this Commission was 
granted. I may point out that when I made the first speech which has been referred to I asked 
that a Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly or that a Eoyal Commission might be appointed 
to inquire into the matter, to ascertain whether the representations made to me were true or not. 
That request wras declined ; but the Minister, at my instance, placed upon tbe Table of the House 
certain documents. I refer to the documents which were laid on the Table on the 22nd October. 
I perused those documents during the recess, or rather between the months of October and May. 
I found the papers to be in an incomplete state ; and, by reason of that very incompleteness, I 
think they are calculated to give rise to suspicions in the mind of any public man anxious to 
discharge his duty. Looking at the schedule, for instance, of Contract G9 and 79a, and at the prices 
contained in the various schedules which were included in the papers ; having regard also to the circum
stances surrounding the letting of Contract 79, when Messrs. Bond and Hudson had been drawn off; 
having regard also to the circumstances surrounding tbe letting of Contract 77, and to the partial 
information contained in many of the papers which were supplied, confirming the information which had 
been given to me from outside ; how could I, as a public man, do otherwise than ask and press for an 
inquiry ? If I could have obtained information which established absolutely in my mind the fact that the 
allegations which were made to me w’ere true, I should not have been likely—and I think, taking my 
public life, that that assurance may be accepted—to have asked for a costly Commission of Inquiry. But 
it was because it is impossible for a private individual to obtain information of the kind required, or even 
to ask for information—because it would have been persecution on my part to ask for information 
before this Commission was appointed—that I took the course I did. It is impossible for a private 
individual to discover, in a matter of this kind, what is really the state of affairs. I had assurances 
from certain men, coupled with information from certain documents; and I asked in Parliament for 
a Commission upon the avowedly incomplete information which I was enabled to put before the 
House. The Government, thereupon, acceded to my request, and granted this Commission. I naturally 
looked to the Commission to elucidate the truth or otherwise of the information which I placed 
before the House, but which I could not guarantee. If the information given to me turns out 
to be incorrect, if the doubtful matters appearing upon the face of the various documents can be 
explained away, then I shall be very pleased indeed—I shall be sincerely pleased. I can assure 
your Honor that I had no other object in view than the promotion of the public interest in bringing 
this matter forward. In bringing it forward in tbe first place I obtained the fullest information 
w'hich it was possible for me at that time to obtain; and, tbe Commission having been granted, I 
naturally should not then go out of my way in order to search up matters upon which to condemn the 
department or the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. I, myself, certainly do not care to see men get into 
trouble. The only object I could have in view would be to remedy a state of things which was, to my 
mind, exceedingly detrimental to the public interest. If that object be achieved, I say that that is all 
that can be expected. It is not at all a pleasant thing to see men get into trouble, or to come to misfortune 
through bad actions. I am sure your Honor cannot accuse me of having during the conduct of this inquiry 
gone out of my way to persecute anyone, or of having shown any vindictiveness. In the investigation of 
these matters I have throughout adopted what seemed to me to be the fairest course possible. I, of 
course, had to make a searching investigation from my point of view7, but I have not prosecuted that 
investigation in anything like a vindictive spirit. I now come to the second portion of the complaint 
which is made of me, viz., that I laid charges before your Honor without giving them due consideration. 
I fully realise the gravity of the position in which I was placed when this Commission was issued. I can 
assure your Honor that I really felt, w’ithin myself, that I ought not to appear before this Commission 
otherwise than as a witness ; but Mr. Eeid said “ Since you have the Commission it is your duty to assist 
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as much as you can in the conduct of its proceedings.” That I have done. In appearing before your 
Honor in the first instance I wished only to place before the Commission my speeches, as delivered in the 
House, together with such information as I could gather during the course of tbe inquiry, and to ask you to 
determine upon the truth or otherwise of the various matters which were brought before you. But, as I 
explained to you at an earlier stage of to-day’s proceedings, when making a certain application, Mr. Friend, 
the Secretary to tbe Commission, called upon me, by your Honor’s direction, at the Legislative Assembly 
chambers, and informed me that your Honor desired that, if possible, certain charges should be put down 
in writing. I pointed out to Mr. Friend that if I followed the course which your Honor suggested I 
should in my opinion place myself in the position of a prosecutor, whereas I considered that I ought not 
to be placed in that position, for I take it that this is not a court in which there is a prosecution and a 
defence; it is simply a court of inquiry as to the truth of certain statements which I made in Parliament 
upon certain information given to me, and which I believed to be true. Tour Honor can see that in 
accepting your offer that I should place certain fixed charges before the Commission I was putting myself 
in a position in which, as I well knew at the time, I should expose myself to censure and abuse if I failed 
to obtain the whole of the information which I expected to obtain. I would much rather not have done 
so ; but as your Honor, on your part, explained that you did not consider these charges to be fixed charges, 
but that they were simply a basis upon which to ask for evidence, I put in the statements which have been 
before you. I do not think Mr. Smith should complain, in that I have been unable to prove or to 
sustain some of these statements or so-called charges which I have laid before the Commission. After 
all, the basis of inquiry by your Honor is the speeches delivered in Parliament, and had I allowed 
the inquiry to proceed in the ordinary way your Honor would still have had to inquire into the 
various matters contained in those speeches. It would have been necessary for you, for instance, 
to bring young Mr. Hickson round here from "West Australia, because it would have been impossible 
for your Honor to avoid inquiry into the relations between that young man and Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. If I were to set down at all in certain fixed -words the nature of the allegations I wished 
to be inquired into, I could not do it otherwise than in the words I have used. Tour Honor will 
recollect that I was very careful in the first place not to put in the charge affecting young Mr. Hickson, 
until I thought the Commission would not bring him from 'West Australia, unless a definite charge was 
put in—in fact, Mr. Hickson, senior, objected to his son’s coming. I thought that in the interests of 
truth, whether the inquiry went against me or for me, it would be better that this young man should come 
here and give his evidence as to the true state of affairs. As matters turn out, that branch of the inquiry 
is against me. Many of the witnesses whom I have brought forward have been against me ; and I freely 
admit that the portion of the inquiry in which young Mr. Hickson is concerned is against me; but my action 
was one calculated to remove suspicion from Mr. Hickson, as far as that charge is concerned, if it was 
untrue. I do not think, therefore, that any great complaint lies against me upon that score. I come now 
to Mr. Smith’s complaint that I was actuated by motives of hostility of a very curious nature to the heads 
of the department. I do not think that that insinuation is at all justified by the circumstances or by the 
statement which I frankly made to this Commission, in order that Mr. Smith might see to what extent I 
was actuated by public motives. Mr. Smith ignores altogether my statement that I was actuated by 
public motives; and he takes my statement that on my election in 1891 for East Sydney certain comments 
were made by property-owners and by taxpayers as to the costly and defective nature of the sewerage 
works in Sydney, and he has transformed it into a statement that I had around me professional men, 
engineers, workmen, and others, who wished me to practically destroy the department as at present 
constituted, with the object of conferring some ultimate benefit upon them. It is long since I was a 
Member for East Sydney, and I cannot see how it is possible for Mr. Smith to fairly draw such an 
inference. What good is gained even by referring to the notice of motion which Mr. Smith says that I 
gave in April, 1892, and which is referred to upon page 899 of the evidence.

(1.) That, in the opinion of this House, it is expedient, for simplifying the machinery of Government, 
and for economy, that all the permanent professional branches of the service, such as engineer
ing, surveying, architecture, law, and photography, shall be abolished, and the work performed 
by independent practising competitors, acting under instructions direct from the Minister under 
whose control the particular matter may be, and for whose advice a consulting officer alone shall 
be retained.

Presumably the head of the department would be retained. But the notice of motion is used by Mr- 
Smith to show that I wished to shift Mr. Hickson. That would be a wrong inference, because, even if 
the projected changes were made, it would still be necessary to retain a consulting officer, and Mr. Hickson 
might have been that officer. As regards the other officers, I may point out that in the department itself 
there are numerous officers who favour such a motion as that, because they think they would, by their 
natural abilities, put themselves into a better position if the opportunity for competing were afforded 
them. So that the motion was not directed to the injury—and I never had such an intention—of the

officers



94

officers of the department. The idea was running in my mind that it would be a better course to give 
the Minister a better opportunity to attend to State matters, and with that object, to relieve him of a 
certain amount of official duty. The Minister being relieved of a great deal of the official duty with 
which he is at present charged, would, I thought, be able to devote a larger portion of his time to 
statesmanship. However, I am dealing with Mr. Smith’s statement that I had motives of an improper 
nature—that I had unnecessary or unfounded suspicions. I think your Honor will at once acquit me 
of having been actuated by improper motives, and, as to my being over-suspicious in the matter, I would 
ask your Honor whether, if you were a public man, having read what was contained in the official 
documents from South Australia, you would not have come to the conclusion that things were not quite 
right there; because it is apparent from those papers and from Mr. Hickson’s own admission, that, 
although he knew that certain contractors were sending their plans into the department, after he had 
arrived in Adelaide, the South Australian Government instructed him to prepare plans of his own, and 
not to accept these contractors’ plans. Instead, however, of preparing plans of his own, he still allowed 
the contractors to make their second plans in his offices, the plans being made so imperfectly that any 
engineer of capacity would at once see this—that on their being sent to England for other contractors 
to tender upon those contractors would be absolutely thrown out of the work. The particular work 
for which the plans were drawn by the contractors afterwards went to arbitration—in fact, it came to 
grief ; and Mr. Hickson then came across to Hew South 'Wales, having served only four years in South 
Australia, where he had been specially sent for from England. That in itself looked somewhat 
suspicious. Mr. Smith has also referred to matters which transpired in connection with the Public 
Works Committee causing me unfounded suspicion. I will point out to your Honor in a few words 
how justified I was in becoming suspicious that the public funds were being wasted—that they were 
being expended in an improper fashion. There was a proposal put before the Public Works Committee, 
when I was chairman of the Committee, to reclaim the greater portion of Darling Harbour, almost 
the whole of the portion above the bridge if I recollect rightly. When I came to look into the question 
I saw what an enormous amount of compensation would have to be paid in respect of water-rights, 
damage to property, interference with thoroughfares, the interception of traffic, the taking away of 
business from hotels and shops, and other things. It was very clear to be seen that a million of money 
would not have ended the undertaking. I saw that a determined effort was being made to have this work 
accepted at a figure which would not have covered more than one-fifth of. the cost of it, and I therefore 
set to work to combat the proposal. In doing that, and in looking through the structure of the bridge 
which was the alternative proposal, I saw that there wrere very elaborate foundations. There were two 
bridges, one at Glebe Island and the other at Pyrmont. The plans of the department for the Glebe, 
Island bridge showed an inferior bottom. The bridge was of almost the same length, and the price was 
something like £89,000. The Pyrmont bridge, on the other hand, which would have to take almost the 
same traffic, was estimated to cost £220,000. I went carefully into the estimates, and I obtained the 
assistance of engineers, and it was quite evident that a bridge, lasting hundreds of years, could be built at 
Pyrmont for from £100,000 to £120,000. I intended to have the reports of the engineers submitted to 
Parliament, showing that the bridge would cost that amount of money, when a wooden bridge, wffiich I 
considered most unsuitable for the site, was brought in, altogether blocking the proposed construction 
of the iron bridge, and evidently with that purpose. I came to the conclusion that the whole matter was 
one which certainly should not be allowed to go on. I am very glad to say that the reclamation has not 
up to the present day been carried out. The evidence tendered by Mr. Hickson at that time seemed to 
me to be of a very contradictory nature, and was quite sufficient to engender suspicion. No doubt I 
was perfectly justified in my suspicions. I come down to the present time, when these papers came 
before me, and when I had also before me the information of various contractors. I do not think 
the slightest exception can be taken to my conduct in asking, under all the circumstances, that these 
matters should be ventilated. As I have said, I shall be sincerely glad if it should turn out that 
the information which has been given me is wrong and that the documents quoted in Parliament 
can be properly explained away. I come now to the substance of this inquiry, and, in doing so, I 
would draw your Honor’s attention to the fact that we have had some twenty-two contracts into 
which to inquire. Such an enormous amount of labour, seeing what it has cost to inquire into some four 
or five of the contracts, would be involved, that I do not think it could be justifiably entered upon. I have 
therefore abstained from going into many of these matters. I presume your Honor will not think that 
it is because I am in any sense fearful of the issue or of the justice of the inquiry that I have not gone 
into the whole of these other twenty-two contracts. I have not gone into them before your Honor for 
the simple reason that the labour involved would not in my opinion be justifiable. I considered that the 
four cases which I brought prominently before Parliament were sufficient upon which to base this inquiry 
I have produced evidence, which I will presently emphasise, which affords conclusive proof that things are not 
as they ought to be in this great Public Works Department. I would ask your Honor, in the first place, 
whether one out of the four contracts which have been specially made the subject of inquiry has been obtained
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by honest, fair, straightforward, tendering. Take Contract 69. It was obtained by a schedule specially 
arranged, and differing peculiarly from any class of rigging which the department had theretofore known. 
It differed from any class of rigging which contractors had theretofor adopted, in as much as it constituted 
an absolute trap to obtain public money. That can be proved clearly by any fair-minded man who peruses 
the schedule. There was no intention in the framing of that schedule to ascertain the true value of the 
items in it. There was no intention to carry out the contract at a fair profit, but there was, on the other 
hand, a distinct intention to defeat competition by fixing the schedule in such a manner that, while it 
appeared that the accepted tender was £45,000, it came out really at £54,000. Such a tender as that, 
whether it be legal or not, could not be looked upon with anything like a condoning eye, and ought not 
in the first place to be entertained. If contractors are permitted, no matter under what system, to so fix their 
schedules that practically they receive, as did the contractors in this case, 500 per cent, and more over 
the value of certain articles, we have reached a lamentable state of affairs. I say that the tender, if it had 
been an honestly, truthfully, and faithfully, drawn tender—even allowing for the speculation which the 
contractors claim they were at liberty to make upon it, if there had been a fair speculation—would have 
offered no ground for complaint. Had there been an ordinary builder’s speculation there would have 
been no reason to take exception to it, nor would I have done so. But it has been clearly pointed out 
that it was not so arranged, and I will deal with the matter more in detail in answer to the explanation 
of the department, 'as to their justification for accepting it, later on. I come now to Contract 77. 
Can it be said that that was obtained from the Government in a proper manner by fair tender ? Under 
such circumstances the Government ordinarily say to contractors l: We will treat you most honorably. 
We will prepare plans and schedules for every one alike. We ask you to give us the benefit of your 
experience and knowledge in submitting a tender for the carrying out of this particular work.” The 
contractors generally responded to this information on the part of the Government in this par
ticular instance. In the meantime Carter, Gummow, & Co. had an employee—because he can 
have been nothing else; he must have been an employee or a partner—one thing or the other— 
in the office. He obtained from the office-plans all the necessary information for the making out 
of a plan by which they could defeat the other tenders sent in to the department, and obtain an 
exhorbitant value-for their work. By this means they defeated the ostensible object of the Govern
ment—the obtaining of a true and fair competition for the work they were about to carry out. This is 
what these contractors succeeded in doing. Ho doubt such tendering could not be permitted in the 
public service unless it be publicly acknowledged that there is to be open competition both for the design 
and for the cost of the work, giving every man an equal chance. Let me come now to Contract 79. Can 
your Honor say that that was honorably obtained ? In the first place, it was obtained by the contractors, 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., proceeding to the successful competitors, and, as was proved conclusively 
by the evidence of Mr. Hudson, and also the evidence of Mr. Kenwood, endeavouring to so intimidate 
those men that they would be ready to throw up their contract, Carter, Gummow, & Co. then coming in 
in the position of second tenderers, with £3,000 of benefit, so far as their price was concerned. However, 
they could not intimidate these men, because they knew that they had an excellent price for the contract. 
There were very few competitors—considering the general run of tendering—for this particular contract; 
but Carter, Gummow, & Co. were £3,000 over the price put in by Bond and Hudson, and, knowing that, they 
had put enormous prices in their schedule, which was again in this instance rigged in the most improper 
fashion. They went, as I say, to Bond and Hudson, and, in the first place, tried to intimidate them, and, in the 
second place, bought them off for the sum of £1,700, including the amount which was paid to Kenwood. 
Then they persuaded the department to give them the contract at £3,000 over the lowest tenderer. The 
State must have been a sufferer to the extent of £6,000 by this back-door transaction, and I will prove to 
your Honor in what way. If you take the Parliamentary return and look at Contract 79, you will see 
from Bond and Hudson’s tender that the excavation in shafts is put down at 30s., 50s., 49s., and 35s. 
The same excavation is put down in Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender, as you will see upon page 275 of 
the same return, at 78s., 83s., 79s., and 78s. If you turn to the last progress voucher upon this contract 
you will see that the excavation amounted to a considerable sum of money—to something like £9,000. 
Carter & Co. were paid at the rate of 78s. for this work, whereas if Bond and Hudson’s tender had been 
accepted those tenderers would, in respect of that particular item, have been paid at the rate of 35s. As 
a matter of fact, the Government, by the non-acceptance of their tender, lost £4,000 upon that one item. 
The Government must have been, through the manipulation carried out by Carter & Co. in that 
transaction, defeated to the extent of something like £6,000 at the very least. Then what are the 
facts in connection with Contract 79a ? That contract, also, cannot be said to have been obtained in a 
really proper manner. Perhaps very little exception can be taken to what was done, but the facts are 
that this firm of contractors obtained the services of a Member of Parliament and proceeded to work to 
get the contract, not at the contractors’ tendered prices, but as an extension of Contract 79, upon 
departmental prices, the extension being a contract of a much cheaper nature. Now the extensions of
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contracts which have been submitted to your Honor as affording parallels to this case are in no way 
parallel, and for the simple reason that they were extensions given at the contractors’ prices, which were 
at a great percentage below the departmental estimates. In those cases, had there been competition, it is 
very probable that there would not have been any lessening of the cost, but in the case of Contract 79a 
the work was let without any contest at all upon the items, and at the prices which had been put into 
the departmental schedule. Mr. Hickson, I am aware, explained this matter by saying that Mr. Lyne 
compelled him to accept this contract; but it was not a matter of compulsion, because Mr. Lyne and 
Mr. Young, who were both Secretaries of Public Works, have stated in their evidence that they were 
altogether actuated by the advice of their officers. And there can be no doubt that if Mr. Hickson had 
said to Mr. Lyne “ Well, these are office values, and if you take my advice you will call for tenders”— 
if he had in any way pressed him at all, after Mr. Lyne had shown an inclination to give the contract to 
Carter & Co.—in fact, if Mr. Hickson had made the slightest effort to have the work put up to competition, 
as you would think a man in his position would do—no doubt that would have been done, and no doubt the 
work would have been carried out at an immensely cheaper rate ; because, if you look at the prices in the 
schedule to the work, you will see that they are enormously strung out upon this, as upon all the other 
contracts upon which I have touched. I may as well speak now of Contract 72, into which your Honor 
has not gone extensively. Contract 72 cannot be said to have been a work properly carried out under 
the system of calling for competitive prices, and for the simple reason that Carter, G-ummow, & Co. 
in undertaking the contract must have seen clearly that there was no outlet provided, putting 
them in the position of gaining enormously upon the additional excavation. They accordingly put 
in the enormous figure of 2s. 6d. per yard for excavation in country of a very soft nature, 
and Is. for the removal of the spoil. They had hardly started the contract before they 
obtained a channel, which was 50 feet wide by 5 feet 6 inches deep. This had to be made in 
very soft soil, and they received 2s. 6d. per yard, and Is. a yard for shifting the spoil a distance of 25 feet, 
or £4,000. If tenders had been called for this work in the first place, with everything in it complete, no 
doubt it would have been carried out at a very much lower rate. I will deal more fully with that contract 
later on. I wish to deal now with the question of defective work, and I would like to say that, although 
Mr. Smith and Mr. Andrews have done their utmost to show that the defective work upon these contracts 
is an insignificant thing, this Commission has not been one which has gone about breaking up works and 
looking for defects ; but it has, in a most difficult fashion, called for such evidence as could be obtained 
as to defective work upon these jobs. Your Honor knows full well that the very fact of Mr. Carter’s being 
acknowledged to be such a generous, good-hearted, man would render it very difficult fo ranyone to obtain 
evidence which would do him any injury. Since I myself have been sitting upon this Commission I have 
come to the conclusion that Mr. Carter is a good, kind-hearted, generous, individual. In fact, I do not 
think anyone could come to any other conclusion ; and, as I say, you could not obtain evidence which 
would go conclusively to prove that Mr. Carter was in any way a man who did defective work. The 
evidence which has been brought forward here, such as it is, has not been answered. Limited as I admit 
that evidence to be, no reply has been made to it, and it would lead one to suppose that certainly, where 
small portions of defective work had been done, there are graver cases hidden in the background. Your 
Honor received a notification from the police which showed how difficult it was, in the case of a man 
named Tremaine, whom the Commission endeavoured to find, to get these men to come forward. 
That case illustrates the difficulty which one would naturally expect to be experienced generally in 
obtaining such evidence. The police said that there was great unwillingness on the part of the men to 
give evidence against their masters, and it must be apparent to any reasonable man that that would be so. 
Let me come to the cases of defective work which have been brought before the Commission. I will 
take the evidence of Inspector Melville, which evidence has not been touched upon by the opposite side 
at all. He gave conclusive and undeniable testimony, which had to be admitted by the department 
itself, that he caught Gummow, Gillan, & Co.’s men one morning putting the greatest muck—the most 
wretched rubbish—going by the name of concrete, down one of the shafts on one of their contracts. I 
think it was the contract running across Hyde Park.

Mr. Davis : That would be Bennett and Canty’s.
Mr. Parkes: At all events, Mr. Gummow was connected with the contract. That defective 

work was found there there cannot be the slightest doubt, nor can there be any doubt that there was a 
man upon that work, named Shellback, who, according to Melville’s evidence, although caught doing this 
very defective work—the worst class of defective work, cheating in concrete—was still kept upon the job. 
Coming further, we find this man Melville speaking of Keid, who has continuously had charge of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s work. Melville said that he had constantly had to warn Beid, and that Iteid 
wras the kind of man who would have put in defective concrete wherever he could. He said that Beid 
was a source of considerable annoyance to him, and that he was constantly causing him trouble; 
that he considered him to be a man who would do defective work of any description if he got the chance.

Let
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Let me explain to your Honor that there is in sewerage worh hut one class of work which could with any 
effect, as far as money is concerned, be cheated upon, and that that is concrete work, the saving 
being effected in the cement. All that a contractor could gain upon, in that particular class of work, 
would be the cement, and it is naturally, from its price, a thing upon which it is most valuable and 
important to gain, the material being used to a very great extent. If, for instance, a work takes 10,000 
or 12,000 casks of cement, and the contractors can save 4,000 or 5,000 casks, they make a great saving, 
because each cask of cement is worth 10s. Whether you consider the evidence of Inspector Lowle, of 
Eeid, of Hansen, of Melville, of Darcus, of Caughey, of Green, or of Chiene, it is alike conclusive as to the 
fact of there being an insufficient quantity of cement put into the concrete, and as to the concrete being 
loaded up with the cheaper material. Even Kady, a most unwilling witness, stated that upon Contract 77, 
where they should be putting in a gauge of 10, 6, and 4, they were really putting in a gauge of 12, 6, and 4. 
I asked him whether he would swear to that, and he said, “ Yes.” It must be remembered that this man 
was in the employ of the contractors. In that case each additional 2 feet of metal in the concrete was a 
saving of money. Others of these men have emphatically sworn to the concrete’s being loaded with metal 
or sand. While speaking upon this point, I would point out that concrete must be good in respect of its 
component parts. If you are to have good concrete you cannot afford to load it up with sand and small 
material of different kinds. The real value of concrete consists in its forming a uniform binding material. 
The sand, therefore, should be of an even grade, and the cement should be truly and properly 
distributed. It is held by the best authorities on concrete that coarse sand should be used, because 
when properly surrounded by cement in the interstices it goes to bind the concrete together. Close, 
loamy stuff, on the other hand, will leave the cement patchy here and there. It must be admitted 
that the only bond in concrete is that resulting from the use of good cement, combined with a 
proper, crisp, hard sand. I would like, in connection with this question of defective work, to refer your 
Honor to the most emphatic letters which have been put before the Commission, from which it would 
appear that inspectors have complained bitterly of this man Eeid and of other men, and, I also wish to 
point out that Mr. Davis himself has admitted that he has had to remove two inspectors from the works 
of Carter, Gummow, & Co. because the work was being improperly carried out under them. I submit—- 
and I do so from a considerable amount of experience—that when you find contractors and contractors’ 
men, in a small degree, and after limited searching only, inclined to cheat, you may rely upon it that they 
have done it to a greater degree. This brings me to Contract 79 and the evidence of Dawson. It is all 
very fine and nice for the contractors and for the department to trump up a tale about Dawson, and to 
bring circumstances to bear to prove that this man did certain defective work because he had a spite 
against the contractors. The first question he was asked by me when he came to me was, “ Are you on 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works now?” He said, “Yes ; I am working now with them. I am working 
at Annandale.” I pointed out to him very clearly that he would be for ever, as far as Sydney was 
concerned, blackballed by all the contractors as regards work ; but he still said to me that he considered it 
his duty to point out this particular defective work. He said that he had done it some two or three 
months before, and that he had been considering whether he ought properly to call upon me and give me 
the information or not; that finally he had come to the conclusion, as a conscientious man—seeing all the 
things that were said about Carter, Gummow', & Co. and other contractors—as a matter of public duty, 
he ought to give me the information. Dawson is not a foolish man, and I put it to your Honor whether, 
knowing the position in which he would put himself, he would have come to me at all had he not been actuated 
by some strong impulse, that impulse arising from his conscience. It is possible, surely, that in a working 
man there may be such a thing as conscience. I believe from Dawson’s frankness and openness^—he said 
that if he got into gaol for it he would give me the information—from his knowing that in giving me the 
information he could be only injuring himself, he could not have come to me with a wish to injure the 
contractors. What would be his object in injuring the contractors ? They were giving him work. He 
had been working for them for eight years or more, and they had invariably given him a good character, 
as do the inspectors and his fellow workmen at the present time. I think that even Eeid, the manager 
for Carter, Gummow, & Co., gave him a good character. Dawson was working on and off for this firm for 
eight years. He admitted that there were periods when he had not been at work; but would he, in 
consideration alone of the fact that he had not been at work for one fortnight, commit an act which was 
calculated to injure employers with whom he might have remained for so long a time? Mr. Gummow 
said in his evidence that he employed the man because he considered that he was a good workman—that 
he was a useful man to the firm. He received wages which were enormously large for this period—8s. a 
day. Those are not wages which a man is likely to complain of. I believe the man had as frank and open 
and straightforward an object in coming to me as ever a man had, and that was to disclose the bad work 
he had been doing. That which he had in his mind, no doubt, was the wrong he had done. I said to 
him—and it must be apparent to anyone that such must have been the case—“ You must have done bad 
work formerly.” He said “ I have done bad work formerly, but I could not locate it now.” I asked 
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him. whether he could not recollect where it was, and he said he could not lay his hand upon it at 
that lapse of time. He said, however, that there was a shaft on the job running through Camperdown— 
he could not remember the number, but he said he could walk to it—where there was defective work. 
He said, also, that there were other portions of the work which he could point out as having been 
done defectively a long time ago. Among other work he located that at North Shore, and your Honor 
put him through a close cross-examination to see whether he had actually marked the spots. To show 
you how little foundation there was for such a supposition, he said he knew where these spots were 
by the measurements of the Government engineers themselves. To show you that he could not have 
marked these spots—and had he wished to put the contractors away he would probably have marked 
them—the largest drum left unpacked upon Contract 79 has, according to him, not yet been discovered ; 
he could not find it. Two unpacked spaces have been found by Professor Warren and by Mr. McCredie. 
Another space was afterwards found by Mr. McCredie himself. Dawson says, however, that there 
"was still another unpacked space which was not found by these gentlemen. Mr. Andrews said that 
no important defects were found, but Mr. McCredie said he found various small holes where the 
bricks had been knocked up to the crown of the rock excavation—that it was possible that there 
may have been a great deal of the rock right down on the brick, but that, in some cases, he pushed 
up the bricks 1 inch, showing that there was no packing behind them. He assumed from this that 
there were some small holes in addition to the larger ones which he mentioned. Dawson went on to 
disclose bad work which had been done by a man named Hansen, and although Hanson, at first, 
denied having done bad work he ultimately admitted, on further examination, that the work was not 
of a character which could be considered good. Dawson said that cavities were left by Hansen on a 
section on which he worked on the High-street branch. I would point out to your Honor-—-I cannot 
avoid doing so—that it is a very suspicious circumstance that at an early part of this inquiry an inspector 
of the department, Inspector Board, should have spoken to Hansen, and should have asked 
him to alter the position of some shafts he had named in his evidence. The fact that the 
leaving of these cavities was not a new affair to Carter, Gummow, & Co., was clearly disclosed 
by the letter which I asked Mr. Davis to read—one of his own letters, showing that a 9-foot 
cavity had been left upon the Waverley contract some time previously. Inspector Vincent, it will be 
rememberea,. was dismissed for allowing that defective work to be done. What deduction can be drawn 
but that there was other work of the kind going on ? The evidence shows that that kind of work was 
going on generally, and we know that there is no possibility of discovering it, under ordinary circum
stances, when the brickwork has been once put in. I do not believe from the evidence ■which has been 
given before this Commission by Professor "Warren and Mr. McCredie, by the departmental engineers 
themselves, by many witnesses—I do not believe it would be possible to tell whether a cavity had been 
left behind the.brickwork by simply tapping it. Probably a certain amount of defective work has been 
done which will never be discovered. On the other hand, time may reveal the extent to which it has been 
done in an unfortunate manner. But that there has been defective work upon these contracts of Carter, 
Gummow', & Co., even in the limited number of contracts wre have looked into, must be considered to have 
been proved to the satisfaction of every reasonable man. The great feature in the defective work upon 
these contracts would naturally lie in the shortage of cement in the concrete portion of the structures. 
There would be nothing else practically upon which scamping could be done. A very careful search has 
been made under the direction of this Commission into the Bank pass-books of Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
in order that it might be ascertained from whom they bought their cement. Mr. Christie, who has given 
evidence before the Commission on various occasions, has instituted a very careful search through the 
books of the merchants from whom the firm have purchased their cement. Mr. Carter, in his evidence, 
admitted that he did not borrow cement from any other contractor. As your Honor will see, he has 
admitted that every one of the cheque payments to cement merchants have been in the name of the payee. 
He admits that they sent a certain quantity of cement from one contract to another, and that a certain 
quantity has been sold. Por instance, Mr. Carter admits that he has sold cement to the extent of 1,400 
casks. He says the firm sold to Danaher, Taylor, and Britten, 600 casks; that they sold to Plood 800 
casks, and, out of the purchase of Carson, no doubt 200 casks. In addition to this, Mr. Carter admitted 
that he has given cement for which he does not know whether he received cash or a return of cement. I 
will deal now with the researches which have been made by Mr. Christie. It will be clearly seen that the 
total of 13,481 casks of cement which have been ascertained to have gone to Contracts 79, 79a, and 69, 
must have been the sole cement which went to those works. In the first place, I would point out 
to your Honor that there is only one way of showing that more cement than those amounts so 
purchased went to these jobs, and that would be by showing that it came from other contracts. 
Now when Contract 79 was let in 1892 the only other contracts then in the hands of the firm 
which were going on were Contract 72, and that was starting at its second portion, the "Waverley 
contract, and the Glebe contract. These copies of the merchants’ sale-notes and the deliveries
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which have been handed in to the Commission as Appendices disclose the fact that very small parcels 
of cement were being sent to Waverley and the Grlebe job, which were completed at an early period 
of 1892. Parcels of 50, 100, or 120, casks were sent, proving conclusively that there could have been 

■no stock upon those contracts towards the completion of the work. To show that in the case of the 
.Waverley job there was no cement in stock at the latter end of the job, I may mention that such parcels as 
15, 20, and 12, casks—it might be only one dray-load at a time—were sent there, towards its completion^ 
from Contract 72, totalling altogether 208 casks. I come now to Contract 79, which was carried on as a 
solitary contract until Contract 69 was started in January, 1894, the contractors then having no other 
work in hand. Contract No. 79 was completed in October, 1894, and no cement came on to the works in 
the case of Contract 69 until eight months after it started, the completion being in October, 1895. 
Contract 118—the Johnstone’s Creek contract—started on 24th May, 1895, but the first cement delivered, 
from Parbury, Henty, & Co., as you will see from the papers, was on 10th September, 1895. Therefore, 
no cement could have come to Contract 79, and it could only have gone to 79a. A small portion 
might have gone from 69 to the Johnstone’s Creek contract, but that does not affect our contention at all. 
We have a witness here named Burcombe. I knew that he was to be an adverse witness before I brought 
him here. He came here, no doubt, with a set purpose. Now he has sworn that he took 2,000 casks of 
cement—1,953 casks, I think, was the number—from Contract 72 to Contract 79 at the time of the 
suspension of Contract 72. Let me point out to your Honor that Contract 72 was suspended in October, 
1891, and that Contract 79 started in March, 1892. No cement was delivered upon Contract 79, as is 
shown undeniably by InspectorJFowle’s report and the contract journal, until twelve months afterwards, 
or in May, 1893. Your Honor, from your own great reasoning powers, must see the absurdity of 
evidence which says that three three-horse drays could deliver the alleged quantity of cement from Shea’s 
Creek to North Shore, going by punt and making three trips a day, taking twelve casks of cement on 
each trip. That Burcombe should have employed three drays, making three journeys a day and carrying 
twelve casks of cement at each journey, is beyond all reason.

Sis Honor: The witness, in using the word “ punt,” I presume, meant the horse-ferry ?
Mr. Parkes : Quite so, your Honor. It is evident, I think, that no cement came on to Contract 

79 until May, 1893. Inspector Fowle’s evidence is quite conclusive on that point. '
His Honof, at 1'5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, 6th October.

C. E. E. MUERAY,
Commissioner.

TUESDAY, 6 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.

■ Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising)-; Mr. Smith (appearing for Mr. Hickson); 
Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) ; 
attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Principal Assistant Engineer, Sewerage Construction, and Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, 
also attended.

Francis Antill Pockley, William Valentine Miller, George Lyell, and Frederick Joseph Cahill, were 
sworn and examined.

Frank Moorhouse Gummow, John Carter, and Joseph Davis, were recalled'and further examined.
Mr. Andrews : With reference to witnesses as to Mr. Carter’s character, we can produce a number 

more if your Honor deems it necessary.
Sis Honor: I think Mr. Parkes has practically admitted himself that the evidence tendered is 

indisputable as to Mr. Carter’s liberality.
Mr. Parkes : I would not go out of my way to find evidence to dispute it, your Honor. I will at 

once admit it. Naturally, men would not come here to give a bad character to Mr. Carter; men will 
always come to say the best they can about a man of that kind.

Sis Honor : The question is, whether it is not a fact that Mr. Carter happens to be, naturally, a 
man with an idiosyncracy.

Mr. Parkes : I admit that, your Honor.
His Honor : I will now call upon you, Mr. Parkes, to continue your address.
Mr. Parkes: When your Honor adjourned the inquiry on Friday last I had pointed out that 

there was only one contract from which it was possible for Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to have taken
cement
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cement to their contract at North Sydney, viz., No. 72. In that connection I have first of all to direct your 
attention to the minute of Mr. Engineer Boys, the Supervising Engineer upon Contract 72. His minute 
appears upon page 631 of the evidence, and is to this effect:—

Messrs. Carter & Co. have informed me that they have stored 2,000 barrels of cement on the Munni- 
street to Shea’s Creek Contract, and require it to be tested. This quantity is in excess of the 
amount required to finish the present work, and I have refused to bring the samples.

That shows that there would have been a surplus of 2,000 barrels after the stoppage of the work at 
Macdonald-street. At all events there is clear evidence before your Honor that work was still going on 
on the contract in January and Eebruary, as certificates were issued in each of which an addition was 
made to the item of cement rendering. That work must have consumed a certain portion of the 2,000 
barrels of cement. Coming to Mr. McCredie’s and Mr. Thompson’s evidence, on the vouchers which appear 
in connection with the second portion of Contract 72, it is shown by these gentlemen that this quantity of 
cement was necessarily required, and would have been consumed. But if we take the evidence of Mr. Davis 
and compare it with Mr. Christie’s evidence as to the quantity of cement supplied by Parbury, Henty, & Co. 
to this job, after the continuation of the second portion, it will be found from Mr. Davis’ evidence, if worked 
out upon the totals of this addition, the quantity used, and the quantity supplied by Parbury, Henty, & Co., 
that the quantity remaining would come out at something like 1,500 barrels upon the completion of the 
contract. Evidence is before the Commission that Elood, from December, 1&91, to June, 1892, paid for 
from 600 to 800 casks. It will be seen from the evidence of Mr. Carter upon page 211, also, that 
Danaher, Taylor, and Britton bought 600 casks; and Mr. Christie’s evidence upon page 587 shows that 
208 casks were sent in December, 1891, across to the Waverley contract, which was then completing. It 
will be seen, therefore, that 1,500 casks of any surplus which may have existed was consumed by these 
sales and by deliveries to the Waverley contract. I come again to Burcombe’s evidence, upon w'hich 
I commented on Friday last. He told us that he took 2,000 casks of cement from Contract 72 to 
Contract 79, and that ho took it at the stoppage of the contract, when Mr. Hickson gave his notice 
of October, 1891. Now the peculiarity of Burcombe’s evidence is this: he says he took three dray
loads three trips a day for three weeks, with twelve barrels to each dray. Working it out at six days 
a week, the quantity comes to almost exactly 2,000 casks, which, according to Mr. Boys’ letter, were 
upon Contract 72. I wish to point out to your Honor that this cannot be true. It is simply impos
sible, in the first instance, that the alleged quantity could have been carried by Burcombe, as the 
distance would not permit of it. Then, again, the sales show conclusively that this quantity of cement 
had been disposed of. If the 2,000 barrels had been shifted at the time at which Burcombe says they 
were shifted, then we are brought face to face with the fact that Contract 79 was not even then let; for we are 
told—and the papers prove it—that it was not let until March, 1892. It follows, therefore, that the cement 
sheds could not have been upon the job, since no contract existed. Then there is the conclusive evidence 
of the returns which Mr. Christie has produced before this Commission—that the first delivery of cement 
upon Contract 79 was 999 casks which were delivered by Parbury, Henty, & Co., and advanced upon by 
the department in certificate No. 14. Now, I ask your Honor to consider whether, in all reason, sup
posing that 2,000 casks had been taken across to North Shore even at the completion of Contract 72— 
and having regard to the fact that an advance was so much wanted at that particular time, as has been 
pointed out during the course of this inquiry—an advance would have been given upon 999 casks or upon the 
2,000 casks, which must have been stored for some time—nearly eighteen months—upon the contract if what 
is said be true. Let me refer your Honor, in this connection, to Inspector Eowle’s evidence. He went upon 
this work in June, 1893. He has come before this Commission and has produced a carefully-kept notebook, 
and from that notebook he tells us that, when he took delivery of the works from Superintending-Engineer 
Boys, there were 850 casks of cement stored upon the contract. On the 11th October, 1892, there was 
an advance made under Superintending-Engineer Boys’ certificates Nos. 13, 14, and 15, on 870 casks— 
upon the delivery of Parbury, Henty, & Co. When Mr. Boys made his report, the delivery had been 999 
casks. This cement had been delivered on 21st and 24th October, 1892. This will be seen from reference 
to Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s accounts. Superintending-Engineer Boys has made an entry as to this cement 
in his contract journal, and I should like, at this stage, to have your Honor’s permission to put in as 
evidence the journals to which I shall refer, and also the Inspectors’ reports.

’ His Honor : Yery well.
Mr. Parkes : Superintending-Engineer Boys’ entry in the contract journal is under date of loth 

May, 1893, and it appears from that that 130 casks were sent to Contract 90. The Inspectors’ daily 
returns have already been quoted to this Commission by Mr. Davis, and they show that the cement used up to 
that date, from the very first use of cement, would be 16 casks. That would leave the 853 casks referred 
to in Inspector Eowle’s evidence and quoted from his notebook. It seems to me to be absolutely con
clusive on this point—it cannot be answered, and it also corresponds with the 870 casks advanced upon by

Superintending
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Superintending-Engineer Boys in his certificates 13,14, and 15. I come now, your Honor, to the exact 
notes which were made by Mr. Eowle, not only at the moment of his going to the contract but also a 
month afterwards, and those notes are accounted for in this way. There were from 850 to 860 casks on 
the job when he took charge. The delirery of 300 casks by Mr. Try would make in all 1,150 casks. If 
you look carefully at the inspectors’ daily returns, and if they are to be relied upon—and I presume they 
may be for the purposes of this argument—you will see that there were about 300 casks used up to that 
time, so that on the date of the 21st July—the date of Inspector Eowle’s-report—there were 1,150 casks 
on the works, that is, the 850 and the 300 casks. Between the date of his going there and the date of his 
making this note there were 300 casks used, wdiick would leave the 850 casks which Inspector Eowle 
entered in his notebook. The cement tests also prove this because they coincide with and endorse the sale 
notes and the particulars taken from Messrs. Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s ledger. They endorse the informa
tion laid before the Commission by Mr. Christie in his evidence. The next test, according to the 
departmental book, which took place was of Wouldham cement coming from Parbury, Henty, & Co. on 
30th June, 1893, 500 casks, and that also coincides with Inspector Eowle’s report. The next test was 
500 casks of Germania, and that also coincides with Inspector Eowle’s report. He gave other 
particulars as to 180 casks which was portion of the parcel delivered by Henry Austin and charged 
as 1,002 casks. We come then to the 69 casks from the storm-water canal. It is possible that this 
may have come from Contract 69, but it is more likely that it came from Contract 78, a small contract at 
Long Cove, completed in the previous March. It will be seen that this entirely does away with the idea 
of Burcombe’s having at any time taken across cement from Contract 72. There is no doubt that the 
residue upon that contract was sold in the manner I have pointed out. Here let me direct your Honor’s 
attention to Mr. Davis’ memorandum which is contained upon page 631 of the printed evidence. I might 
point out that Mr. Christie, who made the researches into the purchases of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. and Messrs. Carter & Co., has produced before this Commission a return showing the' purchases 
from merchants which cannot be disputed. Mr. Henty was brought here with the object, I presume, of 
showing some little variation in the information produced before the Commission ; but all that he could 
point out was some little discrepancy as to the actual delivery of some of the cement, which was after
wards satisfactorily cleared up. We find ourselves therefore in this position—that there was only 
delivered, after the completion of Contract 72, and from the commencement of Contract 79, to Messrs. 
Carter & Co., from that date to June, 1896, 21,000 casks of cement. Of this, as shown in Mr. Christie’s 
evidence, 13,432 casks were delivered to Contracts 79, 69, and 79a. In answer to that statement Mr. 
Davis prepared a statement—very cleverly arranged no doubt, but which will not hold water—in which he 
took the inspectors’ reports to begin with; and, at this stage, I should like to draw your Honor’s attention 
to his own evidence. In reply to a question by Mr. Norrie, Mr. Davis said that very little reliance could 
be placed upon the Inspectors’ reports. .

Jfr. Davis : I did not say that.

Sis Honor: I think that what Mr. Davis said was, that they might 1/e relied upon up to about 5 
per cent, or so of the quantity.

Mr. Davis : That is what I said, your Honor.

Mr. Parkes : We will allow that there may have been an error of 5 per cent. But let me show, 
your Honor, how Mr. Davis has made up his calculation. He has taken the inspectors’ reports as being 
final only as to the quantity of cement used, and he has taken Mr. Christie’s figures as being correct. Eor 
instance, he has taken the 13,432 casks, and has added to that number that 2,000 odd casks supposed to 
have been taken from Contract 72. That is the way in which he compiles his figures, and defends this 
charge. The quantity, according to the inspectors’ reports, he runs out at 15,619 casks. The line he has 
taken is to show that on Contracts 69, 79, and 79a, there was a certain amount of concrete used upon the 
basis of one cask of cement to 22 feet, in the case of bluestone concrete, and of one cask of cement to 
27 feet of sandstone concrete. He works this out in a return which is shown upon page 631. I will now 
make a comparison between the inspectors’ returns worked out upon that basis, if that is the basis upon 
which, the department has gone, and also upon the daily records, to show what a terrible inconsistency 
there is between these two statements. According to the inspectors’ returns upon Contract 79, there 
were 5,383 barrels used. Mr. Davis works out the quantity, upon his basis, at 4,692. In Contract 69, 
however, upon Mr. Davis’ basis, there were 8,387 casks of cement used. Upon Contract 69, upon the basis 
of the inspectors’ reports, there were only 7,965 casks used. Upon Contract 79a, upon Mr. Davis’ basis, 
there were 2,571 casks used, and upon the basis of the inspectors’ returns 2,269. But greater discrep
ancies come in when you come to look at the different material to which these estimates .were applied. 
Take concrete,for instance: The inspectors’ returns for Contract 79 show that 2,509 barrels were used for 
the concrete. According to Mr. Davis’ estimate, for the same contract, 3,992 barrels werg used in the

. .concrete.



concrete. In the brickwork upon Contract 79, according to the inspectors’ returns, 2,158 casks of cement 
were used, and according to Mr. Davis’ basis, 162 casks. In the cement facing upon the same contract, 
according to the inspectors’ returns, 421 casks were used, and, upon Mr. Davis basis, 488.

' Mr. Davis : If vour Honor will allow me to interrupt, I should like to make an explanation. Mr. 
Parkes is arguing upon a fallacy.

Mr. Parkes : I listened without making any interruption to the address of Mr. Smith, and I think 
that the least I am entitled to expect is that I, also, should be heard without interruption.

Sis Sonor : Properly speaking, there is no right of reply to Mr. Parkes ; but if certain matter 
comes in—new matter which has not been touched upon by way of argument—I shall allow an explanation 
to be made at the close of Mr. Parkes’ address, and I shall possibly allow Mr. Parkes, if necessary, to 
comment upon the explanation. Of course if you think, Mr. Davis, that Mr. Parkes is in any way 
mis-stating the evidence in the course of his address, you are right in objecting to the mis-statement.

Mr. Davis : What I say is that the return of which Mr. Parkes is making use has not been put in 
in evidence. Mr. Parkes is making, I do not say intentionally, an improper use of the return. In the 
return for the brickwork it has been customary for the inspectors always to give the quantity of cement 
used in the concrete packing, inasmuch as the bricklayer uses that cement. Por that reason, therefore, 
I say that Mr. Parkes’ argument is based upon a fallacy.

His Honor : Do you make that statement as a matter of evidence, Mr. Davis ?
Mr. Davis : Yes ; and I say that, inasmuch as this return has not been put in as evidence, Mr. 

Parkes ought not to use it in the manner in which he is doing.
Mr. Parkes : The return has been put in evidence, and will be printed as an appendix, I understand.
Mr. Davis : It has not been put in as evidence to my knowledge. All that we have put in as 

evidence has been the tabulated results.
His Honor: If a detailed examination has not been made by you of this return, Mr. Davis, 1 

shall allow you to make it, of course, so that you may be clear as to the results. It would take me a 
long time to go through the whole of these things, but I am afraid I shall have to do so in order to see 
whether these arguments are well-founded. It would be of great assistance to me if you would do so in 
the first instance, and we should then see what conclusions of fact you drew from them.

Mr. Parkes: I should like to have the return produced now before the Commission. A copy, I 
understand, has been made by Mr. Davis, and a copy has also been made for the use of the Commission.

Mr. Davis: What I say is that the return is no doubt compiled from the inspectors’ returns, and 
that no doubt they correspond; but, at the same time, the return does not bear the construction which 
Mr. Parkes places upon it.

His Honor: You say, Mr. Davis, that the return does not, in fact, show a distinction between the 
cement used in mortar and the cement used in the concrete packing, because these two things have been 
constantly put together in the inspectors returns.

Mr. Davis : Yes ; and it would be utterly impossible to keep them separately, and for this reason : 
one bricklayer might use from a cask of cement two-thirds for packing and one-third for brickwork, or 
it might be the other way about.

His Honor: The two classes of work would most likely go on together, and, as far as I can see, 
it would be obviously impossible, Mr. Parkes, to distinguish between the two uses for the cement.

Mr. Parkes: There is a difference, your Honor, between brickwork, rendering, and concrete.
His Honor : The rendering, of course, can be kept separate, because it is done separately after all 

the brickwork is finished.
Mr. Parkes : So also is the bluestone concrete.
His Honor : It is the cement used in the sandstone concrete and in the mortar which I understand 

is mixed up together. .
Mr. Davis: Yes.
Mr. Parkes : I protest against these interruptions to my address, your Honor, on the part of the 

department. I listened with every attention to Mr. Smith, and I think the same courtesy should be 
extended to me.

His Honor : If there be any wrong conclusion of fact upon which an argument is founded, it is 
quite legitimate that it should be pointed out as a fact.

Mr. Parkes: I heard many wrong conclusions, your Honor, during the addresses of those who 
preceded me, but I did not interrupt the speakers.
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Sis Sonor : You had a right to do so, Mr. Partes.
Mr Dams: I had no wish to interrupt Mr. Parkes. I only desired to do what was right in the 

ma er‘ not wish Mr. Parkes to draw false conclusions.
Mr-Par]ces • Taking the concrete, the brickwork, and the cement facing, there is an enormous 

difference between the brickwork and the cement facing, the figures being respectively in the case of 
Contract 79, 2,158 barrels and 421 barrels, making a total of 2,579 casks. Compare this with Mr. Davis’ 
totals of 162 casks for brickwork and 488 casks for cement facing. It will be seen that there is a great 

iscrepancy. Then take the concrete: According to the inspectors’ returns there should be 2,569 casks, 
and upon Mr. Davis’ basis 3,992 casks. But putting the details aside, and taking the totals, Mr. Davis’ 
total upon Contract 79 is 4,642, and the Inspectors’ total 5,384. Then take Contract 69. According to 
the inspectors’ return there should be 7,965 casks, and upon Mr. Davis’ basis 8,387 casks If the 
inspectors’ returns were accurate within 5 per cent, the necessary quantity of cement cannot have been 
supplied to Contract 69. That is clear upon Mr. Davis’ own showing. But there is this peculiar thing 
which I want to point out to your Honor. Mr. Davis and other officers of the department have given 
evidence not documentary evidence, but merely statements of their own—that the practice of the 
department has always been to put cement down as going at the rate of one barrel to 22 feet of bluestone 
concrete and one barrel to 27 feet of sandstone concrete. Now, if that be so, how comes it that the 
department, m making its own estimate of this class of material, should, upon Contracts 79, 79a, and 69, put 
in as their computed values 30s. for sandstone concrete and 50s. for bluestone concrete ? Take Contract 77, 
in connection with which they submitted their own estimate for this contract to the Commission, you 
will see the price of concrete is there also put in as 50s. for bluestone and 30s. for sandstone concrete. 
If you take the proportions and pay for the value of each component material at the departmental value 
the sandstone concrete will be found to be worth only 19s. 6d. and the bluestone concrete only 31s., if you 
allow upon the basis of Mr. Davis’ estimate that only one cask goes to the proportions given. That, I 
contend, cannot be denied. Concrete is not like other things, at the value of which you might jump, but 
it contains certain set materials which have a market value. It runs truly in its proportions, and there 
is no difficulty whatever in arriving at a conclusion as to the value of a yard of the material • but as I 
have shown, according to the two estimates, there is a difference in the value of the sandstone concrete 
as between 19s. 6d. and 30s, and as between 31s. and 50s. for the bluestone concrete, according to 
the departmental estimate. That conclusively proves one of two things—either that they put a false 
va ue upon the materials or that they estimated them approximately on the basis of the proportions put 
forward by Mr. McCredie and Mr. Thompson, which, I contend, is the correct basis. Evidence has been 
put before your Honor—not documentary evidence or evidence from tests or anything of that sort—but 
evidence fixing these proportions; but I have, as against that, submitted to the Commission Mr. 
McCredie s and Mr. Thompson’s double tests, which were most carefully made. There can be no doubt 
that that was the case-that they were not made with any intention of biassing the Commission in that 
way. According to these tests they computed the quantity of cement to be used upon contracts 79 79a 
and 69, as being 21,600 casks. Mr. Gilliver, another contractor who gave evidence, was also a practical 
man, and has probably had as much sewerage work to carry out in the Colony as has any other contractor 
here. He has given evidence to the effect that the proportions of cement to the bulking of the work are 
1 to 19 for bluestone concrete and 1 to 24 for sandstone concrete. If the quantity required for these 
three contracts is worked out from that basis you will find that 18,532 casks would be required. Mr. 
Rhodes, another contractor, has also given evidence upon the point. Here let me say that these witnesses 
have come here, connected with the department as they are, doing work as they are for the department, 
and that there was certainly nothing which I could give them to encourage them to come. They have 
come here, as I say, expecting everything in the way of grace from the department. They having given 
their evidence with this freedom, I will ask your Honor to consider whether some value ought not to be 
attached to it. According to Mr. Rhodes’ calculation the quantity required would be 18 171 casks Mr 
Butcher, whose evidence will be found on page 371, is another contractor who has carried out a consider
able quantity of sewer work. According to his estimate the quantity required would be 18,040 casks 
Mr. Davis, himself, gives a table of proportions upon page 631, from which it will be seen that the quantity 
is 15,600 casks. Kow it is conclusive to my mind-absolutely conclusive-that there could have been no 
cement whatever taken from Contract 72 to this contract. It is quite evident, from documentary evidence 
which has been submitted to the Commission, that the total quantity supplied to the contracts 79, 69, and 
/9a, was only 13,431 casks. The particulars which make up that total are taken from He books of those 
who supplied the material. The cement could not have been taken from Contract 72 at its suspension, for 
the simple reason that these three contracts were not then in existence. On Eriday last I pointed out the 
dates on which each of these three contracts was commenced and was completed. I took those particulars 
from the records. The particulars appear in the evidence itself, as well as in the various appendices, and,

according
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according to them, there would be—even according to Mr. Davis’s table, which appears upon page 631—a 
deficiency of something like 2,200 casks. According to the evidence of many independent witnesses, the 
deficiency would be very much greater. How can it possibly be argued, upon the evidence which has been 
put before your Honor, that there has not been a systematic saving of cement throughout the various works 
upon these three contracts. I might point out, also, that, although Mr. Davis stated that the inspectors’ 
returns were to be relied upon within about 5 per cent., Mr. Roberts, the cement tester for the department, 
in reply to Mr. Davis, ■who was at that time also anxious to shake the inspectors’ returns, said that very little 
reliance could be placed upon them. The answer to question 9630 shows that pretty conclusively. 
While referring to the office records, I might also draw attention to the fact that the certificates given 
for tested cement upon these three contracts show a total of only 11,740 casks. There can be no doubt 
whatever that these were complete certificates, because they tally exactly with the books produced_ by 
Mr. Roberts, the cement tester to the department. How we come to the grand total given. It might be 
argued—in fact it has been stated before this Commission—that cement is taken from job to job, that it 
was changed about from place to place wherever contracts might be starting or finishing. This could not 
have taken place to any great extent, having regard to the dates of starting and completion of the several 
contracts with which I am dealing. No. 79, for instance, is an isolated contract; and if you come to 
consider the whole of the contracts you will find that there would have been no great interchange of 
cement between them. As to the taking of any cement from the Annandale job, there could only be one 
contract to which, from the dates of starting to completion, it could have been supplied, and that would 
be Contract 79a. The contractors had delivered 1,200 casks of John Try’s cement, which, according to 
Mr. Roberts, had been condemned, and it will be clearly seen by your Honor, if you look at the inspectors’ 
returns, that it would be absolutely necessary for the contractors to use every available cask which was 
there outside of the condemned cement, excluding the condemned material of John Try. The total required 
for Contract 77, according to Mr. M'Credie’s evidence, would be 3,464 casks, and for Contract 118, 8,144, 
there being purchased and delivered for these jobs 7,770 casks, as will be seen from Mr. Christie’s evidence 
setting forth the purchase. I might here refer to a curious coincidence. I do not put it forward as an 
argument; but, if it be true, as Mr. Davis says in his memo, having reference to the change of schedule 
upon Contract 79, that there was a saving of 1,300 yards of concrete—concrete that had to be used 
on the job but not paid for—then, according to Mr. Davis’s own statement, it ought to appear that at 
least 500 or 600 casks were not allowed in that particular quantity, his total being therefore increased 
to that extent. Now, having pointed out these facts as they appear from the evidence, I will come to the 
nature of the testimony which has been given as to the saving of cement. It must be admitted that 
numerous witnesses have come before this Commission who have all coincided in their evidence as to the 
various methods of cement saving upon the very limited number of jobs into which this Commission has 
inquired. Take Dawson’s evidence first of all. Before going into the details of his evidence, however, I t 
should like to point out that reflections have been cast upon him; and, with a view to shake his testimony, 
it has been stated by several witnesses that he made threats against these contractors. Two men, Halt 
and King, have been brought here in order to prove that he stated to them that he intended to put the 
contractors away, to make it hot for them, or something of that sort. Dawson, in his evidence, says that 
he did not say that, but that he thought this sort of cheating on the contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
should be put a stop to, it being his intention when the proper time came—by which, I presume, he 
meant the inquiry which was then anticipated—to expose the nature of the work which had been done. 
In complete answer to this charge brought against Dawson, in connection with which an emphatic 
endeavour has been made to show that he did this work of his own accord and without Manager Reid’s 
knowledge, I should like to quote Reid’s evidence upon pages 153, 154, and 155. Mr. Gummow elicited 
this evidence from him :—

5685. You have said that you heard Dawson had said that bad work was done—that he had left 
some bad work, and that he had made some threat about giving the company away ? Yes; he 
said he would put the company away. Those are the words I heard.
5686. Did he ever come to you for blackmail ? Never.
5687. He was off the job for nearly a fortnight, you say ? Yes.
5688. Did he ask for full pay for that fortnight? No.
5689. When you heard of this bad work was the contract still in the company’s hands ? Yes.
5690. Could the company have got this work put right if they had thought it was there ? Yery 
easily.

Reid formerly had given evidence to the effect that Dawson told him that he intended to put the company 
away on account of this bad work, and, in answer to Mr. Gummow, he admits that, before the contract 
was handed over, and not long after the work was done, he knew all about it, and did not tell the 
contractors anything at all about the matter. Had he done that the work could easily have been put

right
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right. Now, is not that most conclusive as showing that Eeid must have known that defective work was 
going on. If he had been a man of a different description he would have instantly said “ Dawson has 
told me that this had work has been done; and it ought io be put right.” Upon page 154 of the printed 
evidence it will be found that Eeid, on being further examined, said :—

5768. How long would it take -a bricklayer to build a succession of drums 14 feet in length P I 
could not say. I never timed them.
5769. Would it take half a day ? No.
5770. How long would it take them ? A good man could do eight drums a day.
5771. It would take some hours ? Yes.
5772. What would Connors be doing during the time Dawson would be leaving the space open ? 
He would be pointing his work up and cleaning it down.

I may mention that each drum would be 2 ft. 6 in. From Mr. Davis’s own evidence it will be seen that 
Dawson left spaces amounting to 14 feet and 9 feet. Now he could not have left those spaces unpacked 
without the bricklayer’s knowing of it, and without someone else knowing also, because it would have 
taken half a day to build the drums, and at least half a day to pack them. Looking at this evidence 
therefore, Dawson could not possibly have left these drums unpacked unless they were done one or 
two at a time, without its coming to the knowledge of others. I come now to page 155 of Eeid’s evidence 
in relation to this same point:—

5/76. If a bricklayer is going along with the work, the man who is doing the packing would be 
in close association with him, would he not ? Yes; but you can’t be laying bricks while another 
man is packing.
5777. But the bricklayer must observe the man who is packing, must he not;—he must do so
from the narrow space in the tunnel ? Yes. - '
5778. He could not possibly make a mistake, could he, without being observed—the man who 
was packing ? No ; if any spaces were left open, of course the other man could see them.
5779. Then Connors could not make a mistake in saying that Dawson had done bad work ? 
There can be no doubt about it at all. There are cases, of course, where a bricklayer would 
build more than two drums at a time in the case of big work.
5780. His Honor.'] How many drums back could a man pack ? Three drums, comfortably.
5781. What length is a drum ? Two feet 6 inches. ”

It will be seen from that evidence that it would be impossible for this man Dawson to have left from 9 to 
14 feet unpacked on three separate occasions—on one occasion 9 feet, one of the cavities which has been 
discovered; on another occasion, 14 feet; on the third occasion—as discovered by Mr. McCredie upon his 
second visit to the sewer about 8 feet; to say nothing of the other smaller holes. This defective work 
could not have been done without other men upon the works knowing of it. As I have pointed out 
before, and as Mr. Davis admits in one portion of his evidence, this sort of work is very common-upon 
these contracts. A letter was read to your Honor showing that Mr. Davis had to remonstrate about a 
space of 9 feet which was left in the Waverley contract. I will now refer your Honor to Dawson’s 
evidence upon page 590, where he says, in reference to Contract 79a

589. Were any of the contractors ever there ? No ; the contractors never came near us.
°90. The manager treated it as a joke that you should use so little metal for the concrete ?

. Yes ; he often chaffed us about it, saying how well we were getting along with it. Then the
quantity of cement was always given to the Government inspector according to the quantity of 
sand we used. The quantity of cement given to the inspector was always larger than we actually 
used.

I come now to Contract 79. He says :—
40. Was the defective work in this contract similar to that in Contract 79a ? It was not similar. 
It was scamping in the cement. The cavities were filled in in the case of Contract 79. It was 
only the cement which was scamped.
41. His Honor.] Do you mean the cement in the brickwork or in the concrete? I mean the 
cement supposed to be used in the concrete.
42. Mr. Paries.] Will you describe to His Honor how you workmen deceived the inspectors in 
order to get this scamped cement in ? AVe had to get them out of the way. Some reason was 
given to get them away. There are several ways of reducing the quantity of cement. You can 
knock the gauge into the sand, and put the cement in.

What does the witness Darcus say ? .
2146. You noticed the quality of the concrete which was used upon that contract, did you not? 
Yes, many times.

140—0 2147.
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2147. Will you say how it was mixed ? At times it was mixed very carelessly. The correct 
quantities were not put in. The correct quantities would be 16 of blue metal, 8 of sand, and 4 
of cement, but those quantities were not mixed. The mixing was done very carelessly.
2148. Did you at one time apply that better material must be put in P Tes ; I had some very 
difficult work to do. I had to construct some arches which had to carry a very great weight, and 
I was afraid they might give way.
2149. Was the material bad ? I did not consider that it was good enough, and I applied for better.
2150. Did they send it to you ? They laughed at me.

What does Chiene say ? As to that witness I should like to comment upon what has been said in regard 
to him. Naturally the defence—if I may call it so—has brought forward evidence with the object of 
destroying the character of these witnesses who have been brought forward on the charge of defective 
work. Among other evidence of that kind we have had evidence with the object of destroying Chiene s 
character. A witness named Eaton came before this Commission. At times very humorous things have 
occurred, even in connection with the proceedings of this Commission, and this particular incident seems 
to me to be the most humorous of all; for I may say indirectly I received from this very gentleman the 
information of the £8 per cwt. being put in the schedule of the Long Cove contract, and I also received, 
indirectly, from him the advice to call Chiene as a witness. Let me refer your Honor to Chiene s 
evidence—

4802. Sis Sonor.What was the practice as to the cement; was it gauged as a regular thing; 
would a certain number of casks of cement be used as representing a certain bulk P The cask is 
generally put in holus-bolus.
4803. But is it the practice to gauge the cement in the gauge-box, or to treat so many casks of 
cement as representing (say) a cubic yard ? In concrete a cask of cement is used as representing 
4 cubic feet.
4804. So that the practice would not be to put the cement out of the cask into the gauge-box ? 
Not in the case of concrete, but that is done for rendering.
4805. Is there not a method of gauging the sand, metal, and cement, in the mass for sewer packing ? 
A gauge-box is made for the blue or white metal and a gauge-box for the sand, and the cask of 
cement would represent 4 cubic feet.
4806. I understood you to say just now that the blue or white metal would be heaped up, and 
that the sand also would be heaped up in the gauge-box, and that then the cask of cement would 
be put in ? Yes.
4807. I want to know what you mean by that ? The box is supposed to contain 16 feet of blue 
metal. The metal is measured in it in the way I describe, and is put on to the board. The sand 
is then measured and put on, and finally the cask of cement is added.
4808. You mean that one cask of cement would be the proper amount if the other materials were 
not heaped up in the gauge-box ? Yes.
4809. What you complain of is the heaping up of the metal in the gauge-box ? Yes.

Take also the evidence of Melville :—■
8840. What used he to do? Well, I ordered up some stuff which he had once sent down at 
Thomas-street.
8841. Sis Sonor.] Why ? Because there were not the proper quantities in the stuff.
8842. In what way ? The quantities should be 2 to 1 for the compo. used for the brickwork.
8843. What did he make it ? I found it 3 andI4 to 1.

Eurther on Melville said :—
8855. But were you threatened with removal by anyone belonging to Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ?

^ No. ’
8856. You said you were inspecting on a work which Mr. G-ummow did ? Yes.
8857. How did his men behave ? A report went into the office that concrete was put in one 
morning mixed with pure sludge from the bottom of a shaft. That was reported to Mr. Wade. 
Mr. Davis was conversant with the facts.
8858. Did you take any of this stuff from the position in which it had been fixed? I found it
at the top of the shaft when I went there early one morning. I had charge of the concrete! 
and another man had charge of the brickwork. .
8859. Besides Jack Beid, there was a man working on that contract named Bandeen? Yes ; he 
was a man who was not to be trusted. I was always coming into conflict with these men, and 
Mr. Davis heard of my doing so on various occasions. It was over concrete and various other 
things.

And
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And again he says:—
8912. Mr. Gummow.'] Is it not a fact that you are a natural grumbler? I am much obliged to 
you for the compliment. There is one thing I should like to mention. Through the kind

‘ influence of yourself, I presume, I have been shifted out of Government employ. I was a 
nuisance to you because I would not allow your men to do bad work.
8913. Sis Sonor.] Then you say that you are not a natural grumbler ? No man who has charge 
of these contracts can always control his temper. I was thirteen years in the employ of the 
department. And under Mr. Bennett I lost one of my hands. Pinally I got dismissed as I 
have told you. Mr. Gummow knows very well that at the time of the job in Hyde Park he 
would not speak to me for three weeks because I would not allow him to do what he liked. It

- was a question of his tearing the ground to pieces. I would not sanction the measurements 
without their going to Mr. Wade. I was sent from Abercrombie-street to stop Mr. Gummow 
from tearing the ground to pieces.
8914. When you say that Mr. Gummow persisted in keeping Shellback on the work, what did 
you mean ? I was referring to what occurred under him. The inspecting work was divided 
between Gledhill and myself. I was supposed to look after the concrete; but I could not see 
all the stuff that went in, because the inspector is not supposed to go on to the works until 
9 o’clock in the morning, and the men start at 7 o’clock.
8915. There is plenty of time for them to do bad work before the inspector is there ? If they 
choose.
8916. Did Gledhill report Shellback, do you know ? I reported him to Mr. Wade. I know 
nothing of what took place between Mr. W ade and Gledhill; I know that I went there one 
morning at twenty minutes to 8 o’clock and saw this bad stuff going down the shaft. I did not 
think it ought to be allowed in justice to the work itself, and I reported it to Mr. Wade, who 
had some of the stuff taken into the office.
8917. Then did Gledhill try to get Shellback taken off the work? I cannot say. The matter 
was taken clean out of my hands.
8918. All you know is that Shellback remained ? Tes.
8919. You do not know how that came about? No.

I come now to Caughey’s evidence: —

14019. Was that good or bad? Part of it. Some gauges went down properly, and some did not. 
14020. What would you call a bad gauge ? Say about a dozen shovels overfull.
14021. Was all the work done by shovelling? Where it was badly mixed.
14022. Did you see any of the sandstone and the sand for the concrete sifted ? No.
14023. Was it screened? I never saw any of it screened.
14024. Was there a screen on the job ? Not where I was. ,

Further on he says:—

14055. Was Eeid a man who insisted upon your doing good work or asked you to do bad work ? 
No. After the mixing of the concrete, we had a man who was supposed to be over us, and we 
had to go by his instructions.
14056. Who was that man ? He is not alive now. It was George Humphreys. He was the 
man I worked under principally then.
14057. Would ne instruct the men to do good work or bad ? He would start doing inferior 
work, and we would have to do the same.
14058. How many sumps did you work on ? Only No. 11 and No. 12.
14059. At which one were the stones put down ? No. 11.

It will be clearly seen that Caughey was not a willing witness. While he could not deny that very bad 
work was being done on the Glebe job, at least, he did not wish to make it appear as bad as it really and 
truly was. What did the witness Green say ? He gave evidence to the effect that he was out at Shea’s 
Creek, and that he casually saw the men mixing up concrete for Contract 72. He says :—

13817. In the case of Contract No. 72—the Shea’s Creek job, do you know how they mixed the 
concrete ? I was not working there ; but not being at work at the time I was often over there, 
and I saw a lot of dirt and stuff being shovelled up with the stone which went in with the concrete. 
13818. Have you a good knowledge as to how concrete ought to be mixed ? Yes. 1 take it 
that my experience of twenty or thirty years ought to tell me how concrete should be mixed. 
13819. How was the concrete mixed, in your opinion, on the Shea’s Creek job ? I have no 
fault to find with the mixing. What I find fault with is the kind of stuff which was put into

. the
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the concrete. You know that when sandstone is broken a lot of it goes very small, almost like 
sand. The stuff was shovelled up from the ground where it had been broken, and with it was a 
lot of sand and dirt.
13820. What effect would that have upon the cement? Well, there would be, more sand in the 
work than there ought to be to begin with, to say nothing of the dirt and the sand, I should 
say, would take the strength out of the cement in any case.

There is no doubt that that is the way in which the cement, which is a very valuable component, as far as 
money is concerned, became eliminated from the work. If your Honor will look at Inspector Fowle’s 
evidence, you will see that he freely admits that he had to keep a constantly watchful eye upon the man 
Eeid and other men who were employed by Carter, G-ummow, & Co., in order to ensure the proper 
carrying out of the work as far as concrete and work of that description, in which cement would be used, 
was concerned. There is only one way, 1 submit, in which concrete can be properly tested. There is only 
one way in which you can find out whether the concrete is composed of the specified quantity; and that 
would'be to have these works thoroughly searched, and to have specimens taken from them for analysis, 
by disinterested and qualified experts. That analysis would prove conclusively whether there has been a 
saving effected in the cement or not. Failing that, however, the evidence, I submit, which has been placed 
before your Honor is of such a conclusive nature that it is impossible to see how anyone can say that 
Ihere has not been, as I alleged in my charges against the department, imperfect supervision and very 
great loss to the State from the payment by the department for concrete of the most superior kind, when, 
as a matter of fact, concrete of a very inferior order has been supplied. There has not been sufficient 
supervision over the whole of these works—in fact, there does not seem to have been that supervision 
which would be necessary to insure that the proper quantity of cement would be put in. It may not be 
considered proper to charge Carter, G-ummow, & Co. with doing this work knowingly. That I cannot 
tell. It may be that their workmen did it to please them, or for other reasons best known to themselves ; 
but, as a matter of fact, there the saving is, and certainly there ought to have been a better check kept 
by the department, because the whole of the blame must rest upon them if a great saving of cement 
ns shown to have been effected by the contractors, thus putting money into their pockets at the 
expense of the State. The papers I have enumerated, and which are printed in the Appendices, will show, 
as I pointed out, the time when cement was delivered upon Contract 70 by Parbury, Henty, & Co. 
The papers will also show the time when the first certificates were given upon the delivered cement— 
that is, as to its being tested. The papers will also show the time at which the first advance was made 
upon that cement. Then the inspectors’ returns show, date by date, from the commencement of the use 
of the cement until the completion of the contract, how it was used. Your Honor has before you 
absolute evidence as to the quantity of cement which was delivered on Contract 79, and as to the 
quantity of cement used in the work. Then we have entirely independent evidence showing that it would 
not be possible to bring from Contract 72 to Contract 79, under the circumstances, any cement. The 
facts to which I have directed attention entirely destroy the supposition on the part of the department, 
and the contention, on the part of Carter, Gummow, & Co., that a large quantity of cement was transferred 
from Contract 79 to Contract 72. I would point out that Mr. Boys was employed upon Contract 72—in 
fact, he came from Contract 72 to Contract 79, and Inspector Fowle acted as chief inspector. But Mr. 
Boys, having come from Contract 72, would naturally have entered in his journal the receipt of the 2,000 
casks if it had been actually transferred from 72 to 79. But nothing of that sort appears in his book. 
He wrote a minute in reference to 130 casks out of the 999 delivered as having been sent to Contract 90; 
and in respect of Contract 79, Inspector Fowle’s evidence shows that no cement work was started upon the 
job until May, 1893. There was an interval between the stoppage of Contract 72, which would be in October, 
1891, until the first cement was used upon Contract 79, in May, 1893, of about eighteen months, during 
which the cement would have had to be stored upon the contract had it been taken over at all. Moreover, 
the transfer would have had to be mentioned in official documents. I come now to a little phase of this 
inquiry which has received considerable attention, and that is the connection of certain officers of the 
department with this firm of contractors. I would first of all draw your Honor’s attention to Mr. Davis’ 
memorandum which appears upon page 633 of the printed evidence. That is one of many indications 
which I have adduced before the Commission of the totally unreliable nature of the information supplied 
to your Honor by the department. Mr. Davis says that Mr. Resident Engineer Weedon, from whom Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co.—I use the name of the firm, because the firm paid the interest—borrowed £2,000, was put 
in charge of Contract 79a only from March, 1895, to April, 1895. I would ask your Honor to refer to 
the Parliamentary Return—to look throughout the papers, and to take cognisance of the oft-repeated 
evidence which appears in them from letters written to Mr. lYeedon, from minutes written by him, 
and also from letters written by and to him, the documents passing backwards and forwards—when 
you will see that from the start of Contract 79a until a change was made in the branch, and its work 
was handed over to the "Water and Sewerage Board in April, 1895—during the most important part

’ of



109

of the carrying on of that contract—Mr. "Weedon was there in charge. If you will refer to page 
361 of the Parliamentary Eeturn you will see that on 9th September, 1894, there was a letter from 
Mr. Davis to Mr. Weedon, and that on the 16th October, 1894, there was a letter of Mr. Weedon’s to 
Mr. Davis. On 27th November,' 1894, there was also a letter from Mr. Weedon. On 28th November, 
1894, there is a minute concerning Mr. Weedon. On the 16th January, 1895, there is further evidence 
of correspondence in which Mr. Weedon was concerned. This occurs again on the 7th January, 1895, 
on the 9th January, 1895, until finally on the 8th March, 1895, Mr. Weedon settled the prices for an 
addition to Contract 79a—that is, for the High-street branch. Tour Honor will have observed the 
high values which were put upon that contract, and, in this connection, I would ask your Honor to peruse 
Mr. Weedon’s memo, to Supervising-Engineer Davis on the 8th March, 1895 :—

Estimate North Shore Sewerage Extension, High-street branch :—.
767 lineal feet .......... Hock tunnelling complete—4-in. powder ; size of sewer

3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in................................................
100 „ ..........  Rock tunnelling complete—4-in. powder ; 9-in. dia.
90 cubic yards.. 
60 square yards 
13J cubic yards

360 „
2 No................1 '2 square yards

pipes ..............
Shaft excavation ....
Cement facing .......
Sandstone concrete . 
Bluestone concrete .
Filling.....................
Surplus material ... 
Manhole covers (£6) 
Bluestone setts......

8 March, 1895.
£ s. d.

361- 1,380 12 0
271- 135 6 0
30|- 135 0 .02(6 7 10 0
30/- 20 0 0
601- 99 0 0

1/3 2 16 311- 18 0 0
3J- 0 18 0

30|- 1 16 0

Tracing herewith.

Estimated cost of 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. sewer complete,
between 1 m. 38’028 and 1 m. 51T923 ...........................

STEPHEN

1,800 12

.............  £1,800 12
H. WEEDON,

Resident Engineer.

3

3

It will be seen that the bluestone concrete is put down at 60s. and the sandstone concrete at 30s. That 
branch was not let with Contract 79a. It is a branch for the drainage of houses, and there is no doubt 
that these are most excessive prices, having regard to the circumstance that the work was of a much 
cheaper nature than was that in the original contract. It will be observed that Mr. Weedon had complete 
control of all the earlier portion of this contract. In addition to that, it can be seen from a glance at the 
Parliamentary papers that there is a greater connection of Mr. Weedon with Contracts 69 and 79 than is 
set forth by Mr. Davis’ memorandum on page 633 of the printed evidence. I do not know how it is that 
Mr. Davis came to state that Mr. Weedon was on Contract 79a only from March to April, a period of one 
month, when he was there for a period of more like twelve months. This shakes my faith in the evidence 
which Mr. Davis has put before the Commission in this tabulated form. I do not wish to argue from this 
circumstance that there should be any terrible punishment inflicted upon Mr. Weedon for having had this 
connection with the firm of contractors, for having put money into the contractors’ business and works. 
What I say is simply this—that such practices are not of the very best nature—that is using the mildest 
expression—and that they ought not to be allowed in connection with G-overnment contracts which these 
officers have to supervise. It will be remembered that in the case of the Bare Island contract two officers 
were so severely dealt with as to be dismissed peremptorily, for borrowing money of the contractors. 
To my mind they were too severely dealt with under all the circumstances. My object, however, is 
merely to put a stop to any future relations of this description, or any such defective working of the 
department as your Honor may discover during the course of your inquiry. I do not think this connection 
of Mr. Weedon s with the contractors should be tolerated, or that it should be accepted as a precedent 
for other officers of the department to follow. At the same time, I should be very sorry to see him put 
into a position of trouble or even lose any of his salary in consequence of this transaction. No matter 
what explanation may be forthcoming, we cannot afford to look upon these matters from a sentimental 
standpoint. Mr. Weedon’s position is one in which he derived a direct benefit from the firm of Carter, 
Gummow', & Co. It does not matter whether he lent the money privately to Mr. Carter, or whether it 
was lent by him to the firm. Mr. Christie points out that, from the bank pass-books of the firm of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., the quarterly interest was paid by the firm upon this advance of £2,000. It is no 
explanation to say that Mr. Carter borrowed the money privately from Mr. Weedon, and lent it to his firm. 
That will not avail, because the benefit derived by Mr. Weedon was direct from the firm. I submit that 
there was no intention that it should be regarded as a private transaction between Mr. Weedon and Mr. 
Carter. Mr. Christie, in his evidence, sets forth the state of the firm’s business at the time of the transac
tion. I will refer your Honor to page 232 of the printed evidence, Question 8325. Erom the facts there 
disclosed, it is apparent that there was a necessity for the firm, who had an overdraft at that time, to 
receive a certain amount of money and to pay it into their banking account. In support of that conten
tion, let me direct your Honor’s attention to the evidence of Mr. Parfit, the Manager of the Bank of New 
Zealand. He explained to us that the limit put by the bank on the credit of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
was about £3,000. He said that if their overdraft went above that amount he should require an
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explanation. It is clear, therefore, that the money which was borrowed from Mr. "Weedon was use
ful to Carter, G-ummow, & Co. at that particular time, as, in addition to their overdraft, they had 
several other heavy items of expenditure to meet, and Mr. Weedon must have looked to some advantage 
in having his money with Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s business. Your Honor had before you Mr. Greig 
of the firm of Richardson & Wrench, a valuer under the Seal Property Act. Mr. Greig is a well- 
known valuer in this country, and his valuations are accepted both here and abroad as above those of 
any other valuer in the colony. This gentleman valued the various properties of the firm. It was shown 
that the property upon which Mr. Weedon had advanced this sum of money, and which he held as 
security, was worth only £1,600 at the present day. It was also shown in Mr. Christie’s evidence that 
although this property was held as security for the £2,000, there was only a certain proportion of it 
which was really in the name of Mr. Carter, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., being set down as owners 
to the extent of £887 10s. Really the property belonged to the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., so 
there can be no doubt about it that Mr. Weedon’s interest was wrapped up in the profit, progress, 
and general prosperity of that firm. Otherwise the security was useless, .and his income from it would 
be anything but assured. It must also be remembered that Mr. Weedon was the supervising engineer 
upon Contract 72 before coming to Contract 79, so that he had considerable experience with these 
contractors. I come now to Mr. Rudolph’s matter. He is in much the same position, the difference 
in the two cases being that he borrowed without interest from Carter, Gummow, & Co. Mr. Rudolph 
was the engineer who supervised the Glebe contract, concerning which there have been so many 
doubtful rumours, and concerning which, also, some very definite evidence has been brought before 
this Commission as to its being a contract upon which a certain amount of defective work was done. 
Mr. Rudolph, no doubt, borrowed this money with the best of intentions, but nevertheless his action in 
borrowing the money—and I admit willingly that it may be that Mr. Carter lent it with the kindest 
of intentions—is not one of the very best, is not one which it is advisable to allow in connection 
with Government work, where so much depends upon these officers, and particularly when you consider 
the class of men who have to be dealt with. Your Honor must know, after hearing evidence from the 
heads of the department down to the workmen upon the contracts, that it is looked upon as a fair 
thing to cheat the Government in any way possible in sewerage construction. Even Mr. Davis and 
Inspector Eowle have said that these sewerage contractors required constantly watching. According to 
these gentlemen, the best of these contractors, Carter, Gummow, or any of them, require very careful 
watching. Then we have the comment of Mr. Carter himself—and Mr. Gummow made a remark to 
the same effect—that it is only human nature, and a perfectly legitimate thing from their point of view, 
for contractors to take advantage of an inspector whenever he gives them the chance. In answer to a 
question asked by your Honor, Mr. Carter admitted that it was but human nature, and he said that 
contractors—Mr. Eorrest, Mr. Snodgrass, his partners, or others—would certainly take advantage of an 
ignorant inspector ; an inspector who was not alive to his duties. This conclusively shows, to my mmd, 
how very necessary it is that there should be no connection whatever between any of the inspectors of 
the department and the contractors in any monetary transactions, no matter how innocent they may bo. 
I turn now to Mr. O’Hanlon’s matter. He had a transaction with Mr. Carter of a similar nature to that 
of Mr. Rudolph. I would impress upon your Honor that these transactions have been found just at 
haphazard from a perusal from the bank passbooks of Carter, Gummow, & Co. They would not have been 
found had a careful search not been instituted through those books. They are transactions which were 
casually hit upon, and it is possible—seeing that no books were provided by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. which would in any way show their business transactions, notwithstanding that they had these 
enormously complex dealings—such, for instance, as Mr. Carter borrowing money from Mr. "VVeedon and 
lending it to the firm, and taking money out of the firm and lending it to inspectors, or taking money from 
the firm for charitable purposes, and giving it here, there, and everywhere—it is quite possible, I say, 
that, if transactions such as these have been discovered in this particular way, there may be others. 
Moreover, if transactions of the kind which I have just instanced can be made with the. firm’s account, 
how could there, in the absence of books, be any satisfactory adjustment of the partnership ? These 
transactions, as your Honor is aware, have been casually hit upon without any assistance so far as any 
books from the firm are concerned. They never would have been discovered, perhaps, but for a very 
close research, and, even as matters stand, we cannot tell what may have taken place in the past in the 
way of transactions between officers of the department and contractors as regards the lending and 
borrowing of money or the interchange of money by way of friendly transactions. In addition to these 
matters, there are smaller matters which, I think, are admitted by Carter, Gummow, & Co. I refer to 
the giving of amounts at different times by way of subscription to sick lists, submitted to the firm 
by inspectors, and in which the inspectors and others were concerned, the inspectors being invariably 
treated with the greatest possible consideration. The one exception appears to be Inspector Reid, 
with whose relations to these contractors I will deal separately later on. While addressing myself 
to this question of defective work, I would point out how cocdlusive lass b*?n the evidence throughout
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that, while the department knew of very inferior work going on upon these various contracts, they 
still allowed to be retained upon the jobs men who had been discovered doing that very defective work. Mr. 
Davis, when giving his evidence, read letters showing the reasons for the dismissal of certain inspectors, and 
then proceeded to show that they were immediately reinstated and were sent on to other contracts and 
kept going in that way. Take the case of Hamilton. He was an inspector, who allowed some very 
defective work to be done, evidently from carelessness. The department would not have treated him in 
so harsh a manner, as far as writing is concerned, as disclosed by the letters put in as evidence, had it not 
been for hia allowing such gross carelessness on the part of the contractors, whereby there was such a large 
saving to their pockets, to the loss of the State. This man was simply changed from the position of 
inspector on the Waverley contract to the position of inspector on the Glebe contract, at a reduced 
salary it is true, but still he was engaged on the work of Carter, Gummow, & Co. He has remained in the 
department ever since, being simply transferred from one of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works to another 
work of the firm. There is evidence that other inspectors have been summarily dealt with for ofiences 
of considerably less magnitude than any committed by Hamilton. Again, take the case of Gledhill. 
Inspector Melville in his evidence clearly pointed out that Gledhill was responsible for the bad concrete 
which went down behind the Hyde Park sewer—Gledhill as well as the man Shellback. These men 
were both kept on the work, and they are at the present moment on them, Gledhill being still an 
inspector. As regards the Waverley contract, it will be remembered that Mr. Davis wrote very strong 
condemnatory letters concerning an inspector named Vincent. This man has been kept upon Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s works, and has been taken from one district to another, where their works were going on. 
The evidence is that he has been kept continuously going by the department. He was actually supervising 
Contract 79a, where the very defective work described by Dawson had taken place. Then the bricklayer, 
Heidelberg, has also been continuously employed by Carter, Gummow, & Co. upon all their works. This man 
was condemned by Mr. Davis as having carried out very defective packing upon the Waverley contract 
Then there is Hansen, who was also caught at North Shore doing defective packing, and who was simply 
transferred from Contract 79 to Contract 69, from one work of Carter, Gummow, & Co. to another work 
of the same firm. Then we have Manager Eeid, who has been constantly reported upon every work which 
Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. have had for some years. He has been constantly reported as 
a man who would do the greatest possible amount of defective work upon everv occasion, endeavouring 
especially to save cement for his employers. Take Inspector Melville’s evidence concerning him. He 
tells that he caught him close upon a dozen times trying to cheat by saving cement in concrete. The 
man appears to have been a constant nuisance to the inspectors. Mr. Davis himself says he was not a 
man of whom he could at all approve. We also have Inspectors Wagg and Eeid complaining of the same 
man. Witness after witness proved, I think, to your Honor’s satisfaction, that Eeid was a man who laid 
himself out, in the interests of the contractors, to save cement wherever he could. He was a man also 
who is said to have quarrelled with both inspectors and men, and we' are told that he tried in every 
possible way to effect [a saving to the contractors to the detriment of good work. Yet he was kept 
constantly upon the jobs of this firm. He left only two or three months before this Commission 
commenced, and he left the firm then only because they had not work with which to keep him going. 
There are other men who have been conclusively proved to have been not at all suitable men to be kept 
upon these contracts. Yet these men had been retained. The treatment of Inspector Eeid by these 
men, when he was starting to keep them in check, is quite consistent with their general conduct. I say 
that sufficient care has not been exercised, that sufficient supervision has not been maintained in the 
carrying out of these works, and the conduct and action of the department itself has, whether intention
ally or otherwise, been directed to the interests of Carter, Gummow, & Co., instead of to the interests of 
the State, in the carrying out of the various contracts upon which I have touched, whether casually or in 
exhaustive detail. I come now to the remark made by Mr. Carter—and it has not yet been challenged, 
it has not been contradicted to Inspector Eeid. AVEat does Eeid say in his evidence?

233. Did you ever receive any intimidation at all from any of the contractors ? I saw Mr.
Carter in the cable tram at the North Shore after one of these reports, and he told me I was
making a fool of myself. He said, “ As to these reports of yours' you know you cannot hurt us.

, We are too strong.” '
That has not been contradicted, and it shows that Mr. Carter was regarded with such kindly feelings, to 
say the least of it, by the departmental officers that he could afford to defy the inspectors if they 
were in any way obstructive to him, in the carrying out of his works in such a way that they would not 
be as perfect as his contract with the Crown would require them to be made. I will also refer your 
Honor to question 358 in the evidence of Mr. Hickson :—

358. Did Mr. Carter request the removal of your own officer? I am not sure that he actually
put it m that way. I think he said that as long as Eeid was there there would be friction. He
expressed a desire for the withdrawal of Eeid—at least, I so understood him.
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I should think that if anything would make the mind of an engineer supervising works of this sort 
suspicious as to the nature of the work that was going on it would he a request from the contractors 
themselves to have a certain inspector removed from their works. But Mr. Hickson acted upon Mr. 
Carter’s request and removed Inspector Beid. I say emphatically that that must convince everyone that 
Contract 79a is a contract which has been carried out with an excessive amount of defective work in 
addition to that which has been pointed out by the witness Dawson—that it has been carried out in a 
manner in which it could not be carried out had there been an inspector such as Beid upon the job. An 
inspector will at times complain of little things as well as of great things, and if he allows defective work 
in small details he will be tolerant of defective work upon a larger scale on the important parts of the 
work. Everyone who has had to do with the supervision of the construction of works knows how con
stantly you have to watch the men who are engaged upon the work—how carefully you have to check 
them in every respect. It is a well-known fact that those engaged in supervision of that kind find it 
necessary to make constant application to the men to do that which is proper ; and that Beid was justified— 
was fully justified—in keeping the strict control of the work which he did keep—the strict and thorough 
supervision which he did keep—is fully borne out by the evidence which we have had upon the subject 
of defective work. Before leaving that question I will direct your Honor’s attention to Inspector 
Melville’s evidence concerning Shellback. Some of the statements he made will be found given in reply 
to question 8897. Inspector Melville pointed out that, in spite of his complaint, Shellback was still con
tinued on the work. I will now deal more particularly with Inspector Eeid’s case. Tour Honor had 
him before the Commission as a witness, and I have no doubt you came to the conclusion that he was a 
man of sterling honesty. He is undoubtedly a man who would do his duty even though it entailed 
disaster to himself. He came to be somewhat fearful of the treatment he received on these works. He 
was invited by Mr. Snodgrass on one occasion to have a drink and to be sociable ; but, knowing the clear 
line of demarcation which must be drawn between the adequate discharge of his duty in his position 
of inspector and his fraternal relations with the workmen and contractors, I think he took the 
proper course in declining to enter into the suggested association with them. The position of an 
Inspector while engaged in the carrying out of Government works is clearly defined. He must do his 
duty quietly and persistently, and without having any association with the men by means of which an 
advantage might be gained over the Department by the contractors. This line of conduct seems to have 
been the one followed by Beid very carefully throughout, and what has he received for it ? He was 
removed from the job, and ultimately his relations with the Department were altogether severed. 
Evidence of contractors over whom Eeid has acted as an Inspector has been brought before the Com
mission—for instance, we had Gilliver, Bhodes, and other persons, who have given him the character of 
being a man who took particular care that not the slightest defective work should go into any job he was 
supervising—that he was most particular in the carrying out his duties, and that he was not the meddle
some man that some persons have endeavoured to make him out to be. He exacted the carrying out of 
the specification to the fullest extent possible, and who can deny that that was the duty he had to 
perform? He had occasion to make reports constantly with reference to the work of Carter, Gummow 
& Co. He told us that he sent in at least three or four reports, and that no attention was paid to them( 
until he at last came into conflict with the men who persisted in doing bad work. After that he wrote 
through his superiors to the Engineer-in-Chief, and it is admitted that that report, as well as the other 
reports which he had forwarded, was received from him. Nothing, however, was done to back up this 
man in his efforts to get the work properly carried out. He was ultimately removed from the work and was 
sent on to other contracts. Now I submit that if his services had been continued where he was it would 
have been to the interest of the State, and it would have prevented work from going on in the manner in 
which it did on Contract 79a. We cannot at the present time tell the extent of scamped work which may 
have gone on in connection with these sewers. We have had irrefutable evidence that it is absolutely 
impossible to tell from the tapping of the brickwork whether drums have been properly packed or not. 
Inspector Eowle was very emphatic upon that point. He said you could not tell from tapping whether 
the work was good or not, and Manager Beid, on being questioned by Mr. Davis, gave evidence to the 
same effect. He is a man of experience, and would be likely to know. There can be no doubt, in my 
mind, that Mr. M'Credie in going through these sewers passed many cavities. Mr. Davis said, in answer 
to your Honor,that in one case where Dawson hammered he thought the ground in that drum was absolutely 
solid. I will give you the words which Mr. Davis used. You will find them in reply to question 14638:—

14638. In relation to the necessity for watertight packing, I understood Mr. Bagge to say that 
one principal reason why it was necessary to have watertight packing was because of the great 
uncertainty of having the joints of the brickwork regularly filled ;—-as to that reason, can you 
say whether he is right or whether he is mistaken ? I think the joints on the whole would be 
filled. I have examined a good deal of the work after it has been finished, and I find that in the 
majority of cases the joints have been fairly filled. I take that which we examined six weeks ago

• at



113

at North Shore. Although the bricks were very much radiated—I suppose there was as much 
as three-fourths of an inch on the wedge of the brick—it was probably three minutes before the 
man, using a 5-lb. hammer, could drive out one of those bricks. There was nothing behind the 
brick indeed, X said to Dawson, “That is solid;” but it was hollow all the same. It was 
simply that the brick had been properly bedded, and the adhesion of the brick to the mortar 
prevented it from coming back.

It will be clearly seen that an inspection of these works, made by simply tapping, would be by no means 
conclusive as to the extent of defective work of that nature which may have been carried on.

Sis Sonor. On reflection, I have come to the conclusion that the evidence in this inquiry will 
hardly be complete without the evidence of Mr. Snodgrass, if his attendance could be secured. I wished 
to avoid the expense of bringing him here from New Zealand ; but I think that, if possible, he really ought 
to come.

Mr. Carter: I know nothing of Mr. Snodgrass’s movements, your Honor, except that he is at the 
Thames, in New7 Zealand.

Sis Sonor : I understand that he is in no way connected with your firm now ?
Mr. Carter : No.
Sis Scnor : Does he correspond with you ?
Mr. Carter: Not regularly ; I heard about a month ago that he was at the Thames. I understood 

that he was then about to engage in the manufacture of explosives.
Sis Sonor : I suppose he could be found easily enough at the Thames ? -
Mr. Carter : I think so, your Honor. It will be merely a question of travelling expenses.

_ _ Honor '■ ^ suppose that as far as you know Mr. Snodgrass could leave the factory for a time
if it has been actually started 'without any great risk ?

Mr. Carter : I should think so, your Honor. -
_ E-onor •* Then I will have a cablegram despatched to him in the course of the day requesting

his attendance.
His Honor at DIO p.m. adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, October 7th.

C. E. E. MUERAY,
Commissioner.

WS DNSS DAT, 7 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising), Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for Mr

Hickson), Mr. Carter, and Mr. Gummow of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews solicitor 
advising), attended. ’ ’

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, also attended.
Mr. Dams : Before Mr. Parkes resumes his address I should like to explain a little matter which 

occurred yesterday with reference to some evidence which has been given. Mr. Parkes referred to a list 
of officers employed upon Contract 79a, which was given by me and which appears on page 633 of the 
prmted evidence. A mistake has been made. The list which appears in the evidence is from a rough 
slip handed to my clerk from which to make it out. I had made a note of interrogation opposite the 
date of March, 1895, in the case of Mr. Weedon. The clerk copied it without making any inquiry; and a 
mistake has been made.

Sis Sonor : Have you discovered what the date ought to be.
Mr. Davis : I find there is a difficulty in getting the precise date from the records. Mr. Boys had 

a note in his pocket-book ; and he wired to me last night that the date would be June 18th, 1894. That 
would be the date of Mr. Weedon’s taking charge of Contract 79a.

Sis Sonor: I will now call upon you, Mr. Parkes, to resume your address.
v i, *Ir:^arl<:eS'' When your Honor adjourned the inquiry yesterday I was dealing with the evidence 

which had been tendered upon the question of defective work, and I will now read a quotation from that 
evidence which will show to some extent how it comes about that some of the defective work has been 
done. . For instance, we have had evidence as to the racing in the work which is encouraged by Carter 
& Co. m the carrying out of their contract. I will refer your Honor to Question 5389 .—

5389. Do you remember making a wager of half-a-sov., at North Shore, five or six years ago in 
connection with some pipes which were being laid ? Yes ; I remember it, not from the mak’in- 
of it, but from the occasion. °
5390. You paid the man;—he beat you, did he not ? Yes ; I paid him.
5391. Were the pipes decently laid ? I believe so 
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If your Honor will now refer to Question 6695 in Owen’s evidence you will see that £50 appears to lave 
been given to the men who could put down a shaft in the quickest time. Then there is further evidence 
upon this point given by Inspector Fowle. He says:—

16460. And you sometimes caught the men doing bad work? Tes.
16461. How did they excuse themselvesdid they say that the work was being done by order, 
or did you find that it was being done by order ? Ho ; it was due to carelessness, as a rule, on 
the part of the men. On some occasions, in the bricklaying, the men would race one another to 
see who could get through the quickest, in order to curry favour with the contractors. Of 
course the man who got through first with his length wrould be thought more of by the con
tractors. He might be thought to be a better man from their point of view than the others. 
16462. Mr. P^r/ces.] Were there any prizes attached to this racing ? I have never known of 
any in that work.
16463. Ilis Honor.'] That sort of thing would be approved by Keid, as far as you could see? 
Tes.

I point this out to show that there really was an inducement offered to the men to do bad -work—I mean 
the class of bad work which would result from quick work. As a matter of fact, the men themselves could 
not be said to gain greatly by it, if they gained at all. The clear gainers in a case of that kind are the con
tractors themselves, because by hurrying the work the workmen diminish the time of their employment. 
It is absolutely necessary, therefore, that, both on the part of the department, and also on the part of the 
contractors, the most scrupulous care should be taken in the carrying out of the work. No inducement 
should be held out to the men to do their work in such a hurried manner that it would be likely to contain 
more or less bad or defective work. I will also refer to the general testimony given as to the character 
of Inspector Keid. Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis have both given him letters of testimonial. These letters 
have been put in evidence. All the contractors with whom Reid has worked have given him the highest 
character possible. There can be no doubt, therefore, that he is a man of very good character. I will 
now deal with the contracts in order—taking, first of all, Contract 77. That contract is a peculiar one( 
inasmuch as it involves the introduction of what is known as the Monier patent. I would impress upon 
your Honor that the department consists of a head engineer and of other engineers who are under that 
head, and that their duties are to prepare the most clever and suitable designs for any given work, and 
also to prepare specifications, having regard to the most economic considerations, in the interests of the 
State. Of course economy in construction would naturally be with them a great feature in the efficient 
discharge of their duties. These are the duties for which they are paid. In the carrying out of this 
particular contract this understanding would appear to have been departed from. In the first 
place the heads of the department allowed the contractors to send in on their own behalf their own 
plan and estimate, and to practically carry out the work at their own price without any check whatever 
as to whether that price was a fair one or not as regards the State. It is for your Honor to 
judge whether this course was taken with the idea of favouritism or not. I hold that it was, and I 
hold also that sufficient evidence has been brought before the Commission to show clearly that that 
was the case. I would, first of all, touch upon the manner in which this work was introduced. It is not 
as if the Monier principle were unknown in the department; it was unknown by it until some two years 
before this contract came up ; and it has been clearly proved by the admissions of various witnesses that 
it was the intention of the heads of the department to take advantage of a favourable opportunity to give 
the patent a proper test. Their duty, in making this test, would have been to select some special place 
for the purpose and to have given it a trial with the object of seeing whether the system was economical 
as well as serviceable. Instead of doing that they undertook to pay the contractors 15 per. cent, for the 
use of the patent before satisfying themselves whether or not it was a good one to adopt. They called for 
tenders for an aqueduct, upon the most elaborate design which could possibly have been got out, both 
from a structural and from an architectural point of view. Tenders were called for; and the alternative 
design, made by an officer of the department, was submitted by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., with 
their tender upon the departmental design. I submit that, upon the evidence, it was known by Mr. 
Hickson that the design was made by that officer. It is quite clear, from witnesses who have been 
examined here, that no secret was made by Mr. Baltzer, the draftsman, of his intention in making the 
plan. It is undeniable, I contend, upon the evidence that the State would be a sufferer by the introduc
tion of the Monier system uqmn this particular contract, as far as money is concerned. The second 
portion of the case, as regards this contract, with which I will now deal, is the method by which the 
sureties were obtained in order to secure this work, should there be any risk. Of course, it was admitted 
that there would be a certain amount of risk. The patent was a new thing in the country. It was alto
gether a new departure in construction, and it was seen that a certain amount of risk would accrue from 
the experiment-in such a large and important work as the Johnstone’s and White’s Creek aqueducts.

In
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In the third place, I want to point out to your Honor what I consider to be unanswerable evidence that a 
loss was sustained by the State through the substitution of the alternative for the original design. Mr. 
Hickson ought to have had sufficient experience from what happened in Adelaide, when Wells Brothers 
sent in their own plan and specification for the Rivoli Bay and Kingston jetties, as has been disclosed to 
this Commission, because in that case difficulties and complications arose which should have convinced him 
that it was not a wise practice to allow contractors to put in unchecked designs and estimates for their 
own work in competition with the departmental plans. Mr. Hickson, in spite of that experience, used 
every effort possible to induce the Minister to accept the contract sent in in this manner by Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. He also knew as conclusively as any man could know that an officer of his department was 
deeply interested in this patent; and he also knew—and both of these facts have been proved, I contend— 
that this officer had access to all the papers and particulars of the work which was prepared by the depart
mental officers. There is no doubt whatever about that. In spite of this knowledge, Mr. Hickson never, 
from his own admission, took the slightest trouble to find out from Mr. Baltzer, Mr. Carter, or from 
anyone else, what was the actual detailed cost or what material was to be put into the work; whether, taken 
as a whole, the work bore a fair comparison as regards cost with that under the departmental plan or not. 
Nothing of this kind was done ; but when the tenders came in Mr. Hickson sent on the tender and 
alternative plan, or rather took them himself to the Board of Beference. That is the first step which was 
taken when this substituted plan was sent in, and I would point out to your Honor the evidence given by 
Mr. Hickson and Mr. Harley in connection with the introduction of this Monier principle. Mr. Hickson’s 
evidence upon the point is as follows :—

1288. What did you say to the Board? When this tender came in on 14th March it was 
arranged that the work should be taken out of my hands and handed over to Mr. Harley. I 
broughu the tender and the plans down to Mr. Harley, and we talked over the matter for a con
siderable time. The result of the conversation was that we both thought it desirable that an 
opportunity should be given of testing the Monier arch principle, which was acknowledged by 
all engineers on the Continent to be a very valuable engineering structure, and that the matter 
should be considered by the Board of Beference. The papers were then sent down to the Board 
of Beference without any direct recommendation from myself or Mr. Barley.

Tour Honor will see that directly he got this alternative tender and plan he proceeded to discuss the 
matter with Mr. Barley. What is Mr. Harley’s evidence upon this point ? He says :—

2030. Had you not had a consultation with Mr. Hickson about the matter before ? No ; I never 
saw this aqueduct before the tenders were called for. Before the tenders came before the Board 
of Beference I did not know whether it was to be a pipe or an aqueduct.
2031. Bo you know anything about the Monier arches now ? Tes. My attention has been 
directed to the matter since.

2032. Bo not you think that as there is only a difference of something over £200 between the 
two contracts it would have been better to have a good substantial structure, instead of taking 
the risk of the Monier system ? I do not think there is any risk, and you are getting a much 
nicer-looking structure.

2033. If there be no risk, why did you, as one of the Board of Beference, suggest that on 
account of the risk good surety bonds should be given ? It was a new thing at the time, but 
I do not now think that there is any risk in adopting it.

Later on in his evidence the same witness said :—

2076. Are you sure that you never discussed the Monier principle with Mr. Hickson before it 
came before the Tender Board? I think he had called my attention to it, but not in connection 
with any particular contract. I remember his showing me some Brench work about the Monier 
system. I think he was the first to call my attention to it. I think he said he would like to 
introduce it into some of our country bridges; but his observations had no connection with any 
particular contract.

You will see that Mr. Harley absolutely contradicts Mr. Hickson’s evidence as to his having interviewed 
him before this matter came before the Board of Beference. Mr. Barling in his evidence said :_

Mr. Hickson thereupon explained that he and Mr. Barley had carefully gone into the plans and 
specifications, and also the cost, and that they were prepared to recommend that this particular 
system should be tried. Upon that explanation the Board unanimously came to the conclusion 
that it would be perfectly safe to try the wrork.

Tour
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Tour Honor will see that Mr. Hickson assured the Board of Beference also that Mr. Darle;,' had gone 
into the question of cost. Now Mr. Harley has sworn that ho did not do anything of the sort. What 
did Mr. Barling say later on in his evidence ?

7427. If this Monier plan, made by an officer of the department, were submitted by the con
tractors as a substitute for the office design, do you not think that it would be a proper thing for 
the officer in charge to have taken out the quantities, in order to ascertain what the real value of 
the lump-sum undertaking on the part of the contractors was ? I was perfectly unacquainted 
with the fact that an officer of the department did prepare a plan for the contractors. I was 
very much astonished to see that evidence had been given that any officer of the department had 
made this plan. I did not know it, and I certainly do not think that any member of the Board 
of Beference knew it. As to the main question of whether the relative values should not have 
been tested, I imagine that that was gone into.

As a matter of fact at least one member of the Board of Beference must have known that an officer of 
the department was connected with the patent—that has been admitted—and that member of the Board 
of Beference was Mr. Hickson. The Board then recommended that this Monier system should be adopted 
if good sureties were found—not sureties in the ordinary way, but sureties to be taken for a special pur
pose—not sureties for the ordinary method of carrying out a contract, but sureties for the application of 
an entirely new system of construction which might turn out badly, necessitating the pulling down of the 
work to its very foundation, and the replacing of it with another structure. Of what description were 
these sureties to be ? They were to be independent sureties. As it turned out, the sureties were two 
partners, and certainly not the most financially strong partners, but the least financially strong, in the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. Their names were sent in to the department, and the department accepted them, 
almost admitting, as they do now, that they knew them to be connected in some degree with the firm as 
contractors. It has been proved conclusively, I think, that they were beneficiaries in the contract from 
first to last—that they participated in any gain which might be obtained from the work. They were 
members of the firm purely and simply, and I put it to your Honor whether, if anything had happened 
such as the contractors becoming insolvent or wishing to shirk their obligations, there was any further 
security to the Government from these sureties, being taken. Is there any security to them whatever in 
having two members of the firm as sureties ? If anything of the kind I have indicated had happened, 
every member of the firm, including Mr. Porrest and Mr. Gillan, would have come in, and there would 
have been no further remedy given to the State as regards sureties. That certainly was not the intention 
of the Board of Beference when they told Mr. Hickson that they would agree to the acceptance of the 
alternative design if independent sureties were found. The matter afterwards went on to Mr. Toung, the 
Secretary for Public Works, and he, reading all the papers which had been put before him, and considering 
the explanations which were made to him, said, “Tes, I will consent to this if the Board of Beference 
advises its being carried out, and if I am assured that it is not very much cheaper than the office design 
which has been prepared.” I will read to your Honor Mr. Young’s minute of the 27th March, 1893 :—

Before approving of this proposal I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to bo carried out by the 
contractors under the substituted scheme.

Mr. Toung’s explanation of that is contained in his evidence in reply to Question 750G :_ .
7506. What was your object ? My object was tliis—that, however satisfactory the Monier arch 
system might be represented to me to be, I would not have accepted the tender without putting 
up the specification under the system for public competition, unless it had been reported to me 
that the actual work to he carried out under the system approached very closely to the depart
mental estimate for the contract.

Now, any Minister conserving the public interest would write a minute such as Mr. Toung wrote, with 
the objection set forth in his evidence. He continues :—

7508. If you look at page 6 of the Parliamentary Papers ordered to be printed on 9th October, 
1895, you will see the following minute by Mr. Hickson:_
, ™ T° CTply fUlIy With the Minister’s minute would mean O’e taking out of quantities in the plan submitted
by Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however I can answer 
sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the 
sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for the work on the Monier system as well as on the 
department’s designs. The result was that the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying 
that comparison to this case, it would mean that the departmental estimate for the work under consideration 
would be £22,000. ‘

Supposing the work m the outfall sewer construction were to a great extent cheaper than the 
original design for the contract, would you then have accepted the Monier system as a substitute 
at the same price ? I cannot say that I should. I can only make my position clear. The 
reason why I did it was that it was reported to me that the cost under the Monier arch system 
would be practically the same as under the departmental plan. q;j,at
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That is conclusive as to the way in which Mr. Toung, the Minister, looked at this matter, and as to the 
way in which he took the replies of Mr. Hickson which were given to him. I will read to your Honor 
those replies. Mr. Hickson, for instance, wrote the following minute :—

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan 
submitted by Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, 
however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plans were 
being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for 
the work on the Monier system as well as on the department’s designs. The result was that 
the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that comparison to this case, it 
would mean that the departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be £22,000. 

There can be no mistake about that. The report which Mr. Hickson referred to was Mr. Bagge’s report 
of the 21st September, 1894. Mr. Bagge, in that report, drew out an estimate, or rather instructed the 
officers of his department, who took out an estimate. It was undoubtedly the work of the office, checked 
and rechecked. Upon one of these schemes the cost was £9 11s. 5d. per lineal foot, the cost of the 
second scheme per lineal foot being £0 16s. lid. These two schemes were, according to Mr. Hickson, 
compared with the Monier scheme, the cost of which came out at £6 6s. 8d. per lineal foot. But your 
Honor can see that none of these three schemes had ever been adopted by the department. They were 
all based upon European patents of a certain description, and the comparison which Mr. Bagge really made 
was between them and Ahearn’s Contract Ho. 101, upon which these estimates were made out by way of 
comparison. How, that particular contract was essentially a work which was going on in the office. It 
contained small-span brick arches between piers of certain bulky foundations, and it was to cost £10 16s. Id. 
The comparison, without a doubt, which was made by Mr. Bagge, bore out to a great degree, if it did not 
altogether do so, the former information which Mr. Hickson had sent to Mr. Toung,—showing, as has 
been made clear to this Commission, that the adoption of the Monier system would reduce the cost of 
Government work on which it could be used by about 50 per cent. Tour Honor put Mr. Hickson through 
a very close cross-examination in order to obtain an explanation of this difference; and, by reading Mr. 
Hickson’s evidence, I would point out the way in which he makes the explanation. After your Honor had 
asked for a lengthy explanation on the matter, it was condensed into various set questions. I will quote 
the questions and the answers given :—

1553. I understand you to say, in point of fact, that Ahearn’s plans were wasteful plans;—you 
mean as to cost, I suppose—the use of a large quantity of unnecessary material ? I would not 
go so far as to say that. Ho doubt as we went on with our sewerage works we saw where we 
conld save a good deal of material, and we did so.
1554. As between Contract 112 and Contract 77, what you say is that you have effected a sub
stantial saving ? Tes; reducing considerably the cost of the work.
1555. "Was that done by reducing the co-efficient of strength, or by keeping up the co-efficient of 
strength and reducing unnecessary material? Tes; we found that keeping up a sufficient co
efficient of strength wTe had a large margin to go upon.
1556. Do you still say that you really did not understand the note appended to Mr. Bagge’s
report? I did not take it into account at all, because I was comparing two open aqueducts. 
Why the question of a triplicate closed sewer should be brought in was, to my mind, quite 
unintelligible. '
1557. I understand that Ho. 2 scheme of Mr. Bagge’s report had been worked upon then? Ho; 
it w7as worked upon as the result of the calculations then made.
1558. It had been worked upon before you wrote this minute ? Tes.
1559. There w7as only an interval of six months ? Immediately after Mr. Bagge’s report had 
been presented the contract for Ho. 112 was got into hand on the basis of Ho. 2 scheme.
Io60. And it was in the working out of the quantities that you came to certain results ? Tes ; 
the results are shown on plans Ho. 2 and Ho. 3, which I have put in.
1561. After arriving at these results the office drew the plans of Ho. 77 ? Tes.
1562. In drawing the plans of Ho. 77, were the plans under scheme Ho. 2 in Mr. Bagge’s report 
borne in mind in any way ? We bore in mind the result of our researches as to the cost of work 
upon Ho. 2 scheme.
1063. Tou had it in mind then that, as between Ho. 2 scheme in Mr. Bagge’s report and Ho. 77, 
there was not much difference;—is that so ? There was not very much.. I have had the 
estimates all run out accurately since, and I can show you how they come out.
1064. How was it that in Ho. 77 the office did not go in for another experiment upon the basis 
of Ho. 2 scheme, but preferred to adopt the old system? We did not exactly adopt the old 
system, because in Ho. 77 we reduced the cost of our work.

1565.
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1565. I mean so far as the brick arches and the closed carriers are concerned ? The brick arches 
and concrete represent practically no difference in cost.
1566. Was it that you had concluded that brick arches, if not connected with unnecessarily 
expensive work, were practically no more expensive than concrete ? There was very little 
difference in cost.
1567. So it was in your mind that only schemes Nos. 2 and 3 were to be compared. Although, 
in fact, No. 3, a different system from No. 2, was under comparison, what was really in issue as 
between the department and Carter, G-ummow, & Co. was a comparison between No. 77 plans 
and the Monier system in No. 3 ? Tes.
1568. But you say that in your mind the comparison between the aqueduct work involved in 
No. 77 and the Monier system was the same as a comparison between scheme No. 2 and the 
Monier system ? Tes.
1569. Because with the increased saving in your designs for aqueducts you had brought down 
the cost to something practically equivalent to the cost of No. 2 ? Tes.
1570. Whereas in Ahearn’s Contract No. 101 the cost had been much greater than the cost of 
scheme No. 2 ? Tes.
1571. That is your explanation ? Tes.
1572. Do you understand, then, that Carter, Gummow, & Co. were working on the basis 
practically of Mr. Bagge’s No. 3 estimate in carrying out the work they were to do ? On very 
much the same basis.
1573. That basis brought the cost down to a little less than the cost of No. 2 ? Tes.
1574. And you looked in the future to being able to reduce the cost still lower by reducing the 
quantity of material used ? Tes.
1575. Yery much below the quantity which appears in scheme No. 3? Considerably less. 
This is not mere theory. I can show you what was actually done.

Now, the explanation of Mr. Hickson, as contained in the answers to those questions, is this that the 
departmental design for Contract 77 was not more costly than was the design for Contract 112. His 
explanation is that the design for Contract 77 was much cheaper than was that for Contract 101, and 
that, in comparison with other works also, it was very much cheaper. Tour Honor has very carefully 
examined the plan, and you have had before you Mr. M'Credie and Mr. Thompson as to the comparative 
values of the different designs. The department has not put forward the slightest contradiction to their 
values. I wish to point out that it is undeniably the case that the design for Contract 77 is more costly 
than was that for Contract 101 by £1,250. This is illustrated by the evidence of both Mr. M'Credie 
and Mr. Thompson. They say that it involves an equal expenditure as regards the material, and, taking 
one design with the other, as Contract 64, which was Carson’s contract, and which was a most expensive 
design. If you will take the plans and sections referred to by Mr. Cutler and other witnesses you will 
see, as they pointed out, that the side walls between the inner lining of the sewer and the exterior of 
the work is the same in Contract 77 as it is in Carson’s Contract 64 and in Ahoarn’s Contract 101. There 
is no saving in material, and the thickness of the work and the quantities of material are the same. It 
will be seen on comparing the design of Carson s contract with it that it is exactly the same. Its stone 
cornices, its plynth moulds, its arches, its patent double-pressed brick facing—everything in its construction 
makes it identical with the other design. The only difference is that it has greater spans in the arches—that 
is to say, the arches are extended from 42 feet to 52 feet. As a counteracting element, the piers are greater 
and the arches more costly. It will be seen, therefore, that there has been no reduction from the date 
of the letting of Carson’s Contract 64 until the drawing of the departmental plan for Contract 77. As 
to Ahearn’s Contract 101, taking the material, and looking at the quantities of the material and the 
nature of it, there is not the slightest doubt but that Contract 77 is greatly superior and is more costly. 
Now, how comes it that Mr. Hickson can say that McSweeney’s contract, which is an entirely different 
contract altogether—an open sewer, an open aqueduct, and drawn at the same time as was No. 77— 
was the one with which he was comparing a design with a closed-in carrier and such elaborate work 
as is shown upon the departmental design of Contract 77 ? That is the only explanation which 
can be given to justify this minute of Mr. Hickson’s. It goes to indicate to the Minister that 
if the department had taken out an estimate it would have been found that the Monier patent 
would have cost the country £22,000. Tour Honor must see that Mr. Hickson could not possibly 
make that error. He admits that he had Mr. Carter before him as to the sureties, and would it 
not be in accordance with common sense that he should then say to him, “ Show me how you made 
up this estimate for the lump-sum tender. Tou must prove to me that you are not getting the 
best of the Government.” Mr. Hickson must have known all along that this work would be done 
with a great amount of profit to the contractors who sent in the substituted plan. I come now 
to deal with the real cost of Contract 77. The first evidence I will take to prove that there was a 
great saving made upon the substituted plan, and, therefore, a great profit given to the contractors, is that
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of Mr. G-uminow himself. The object of competition on the part of the Government is to bring in the 
brains of men, so as to obtain by the use of those brains in competition the execution of work at the 
cheapest possible cost. That is the object; otherwise we need not have competition at all. If the depart
ment deliver themselves over to a system under which the contractors can get the most expensive prices 
for their work, then the business of the department cannot be conducted in a proper manner. Both 
Mr. Gummow and Mr. Carter have admitted in their evidence that they put in their estimates for the 
departmental plan at cost price. It must not be forgotten, however, that Mr. McSweeney would have 
done the work for £16,300. Mr. Gummow submitted, when giving evidence, at page 649, the detailed 
quantities of the tender which the firm sent in at the time, when submitting the substituted scheme. He 
has also pointed out to your Honor that he and Mr. Snodgrass went through this estimate very care
fully, in order to make up the price which they submitted in their tender, the full amount being £14,777. 
That would be for the whole of the contract, including £488 for plant, £750 for management, £200 for 
smith, and £300 for sundries—a sum of £1,738 over and above the cost of material putin. T submit 
that the prices of material given carry a very fair profit, as I will point out in detail further on. If your 
Honor separates the quantities in this tender of Mr. Gummow, you will find that the sum of £7,403 
represents work which is common to both designs—the departmental design and the Monier design—and 
which is altogether outside of the aqueduct. If you deduct the £7,403, representing material not 
affecting the aqueduct, from the amount of the tender sent in, £15,500—the Monier work substituted, by 
the way, was nearly £800 in excess of the schedule they made out—you will find that they allowed for 
the construction of the Monier work £8,097. JNow, Mr. Gummow’s evidence will be found upon page 639. 
He said he very carefully kept a tally to see what the actual cost of the work would be to the contractors 
as it proceeded. He made this tally during the time the contract was going on, and he says:

19440. His Manor.'] Ton assumed that the cost of the four would give you a fair average? 
Yes. I ought also to explain that the men were working eight a half hours a day and saving 
their Saturday. The arches at White’s Creek are a little bit smaller in width, there being a 
smaller-sized sewer there, than are the arches at Johnstone’s Creek. The quantity of 1,325 
yards is not the whole total of the concrete and compo., but the estimate which I made as to 
the four arches at White’s Creek. That would make a small difference. There may be 25 or 
30 yards of concrete more than I have considered in my calculation. As to the blacksmith’s 
work, it is almost impossible to get that item exactly, because the blacksmith is engaged in 
sharpening tools, drills, picks, and that sort of thing, as well as doing other work. He also has 
two men to assist him. ■

Now, when I asked Mr. Thompson and Mr. McCredie to make out their estimates of quantities in con
junction with Mr. Davis, I said to them “ Deal with the matter in the fairest way you possibly can. Take 
Mr. Davis’ estimates if they are not altogether too extravagant.” There is no doubt that they did this, 
having regard to the designs themselves and the rather large amount which they gave. If your Honor 
will take the trouble to check the quantities in the Monier aqueduct work which were actually used, you 
will see that these gentlemen made a most liberal allowance for this material. Mr. Gummow, however, 
set that point at rest by stating that 1,350 yards of material were actually put into the work, from a check 
made by him as the work actually proceeded. He makes out that this will cost at per cubic yard 
£3 I4s. 6d., or we will call it £3 I5s. Multiply 1,350 yards by £3 15s., and you have the sum of 
£5,060, including supervision and everything. So that the difference between the original tender made 
out by Mr. Gummow of £8,097 for this Monier work—because I am not taking the aqueduct with the 
piers, but simply the. Monier work rising from the springing of the arches—the difterence, as I say, is 
this—that Mr. Gummow allowed £8,097 in his estimate, the actual cost being £5,062. So that there is 
no doubt about it that there was a saving of £3,035, which bears out every witness who has been before 
this Commission, including the Government officers, in their contention that there is a great difference in 
price between the two designs. The departmental scheme was tendered for by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. at the admitted cost price of £15,757. If you deduct from that Mr. Gummow’s figures, £7,403, 
you are left with an item of £8,354 to be used in constructing the departmental design with the 
departmental material above the springing of the arches. That shows that they received for this Monier 
work, which is so much cheaper in construction, £3,285 of benefit, there being included in both the 
actual and estimated cost put forward by Mr. Gummow £488 for plant, £750 for management, £200 for 
smith, and £300 for sundries, the tenders upon the departmental plan being at neat cost. Let me proceed, 
your Honor, to point out what evidence we have produced before you as to the value of this work. Mr. 
McCredie and Mr. Thompson went very carefully and minutely into the quantities. Their evidence is to be 
found upon page 344. Now there is no doubt that these gentlemen acted honestly and in every way properly 
in arriving at that value. They had nothing to bias them. They had no desire to injure the department. 
They received but a very small remuneration, and they simply did their duty as independent witnesses 
before this Commission. They have proved, by taking the market rate for material and labour, that if
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the original design had been carried out in compo. instead of concrete, there would have been a saving of 
£4,000 odd. Even if it were carried out in concrete, there would have been a saving of £3,633. Mr. John 
Toung, who certainly is not a man without experience—he is a man, on the other hand, who has had a 
lifelong knowledge of concrete work—having made it a specialty in his own buildings, and having at all 
times taken an interest in that particular class of work, having even built houses completely of concrete— 
has given your Honor an estimate that there would be a saving in favour of the contractors by the sub
stitution of this design over and above every expense which could be legitimately put upon it and the 
ruling percentage of profit at that time, which was not large, of £3,361. Mr. Alexander Dean has also 
carefully examined the figures given by Mr. McCredie. He gives upon page 365 of the printed 
evidence a description of how he and his son went through the estimate, and came to the conclusion 
that Mr. McCredie and Mr. Thompson had certainly not placed exorbitant values upon the work. I 
come now to the estimate of Professor Warren. He produced before this Commission a very carelessly 
drawn-up statement. I do not like to say hard things, but, seeing that Professor Warren was coming 
before a responsible Commission which had to go so deeply and seriously into so grave a subject, 
he should not have come here with an ill-prepared document, which certainly does not reflect very 
much credit upon a man holding such a high position. In this document, as your Honor is aware, 
there were sundry mistakes found, and all these mistakes—mistakes in simple arithmetic—had to 
be worked out to make a certain result. When the mistakes in addition and multiplication were 
pointed out, it was found that they made a considerable difference in Professor Warren’s evidence, and, 
even as it stands now, the addition in some cases in not quite correct. I believe the addition in the case 
of the material not included'in the Monier work is not quite accurate, although, of course, it may have 
been corrected since I last saw it in type. In any case Professor Warren had to admit that there vas a 
difference between these two works, although he loaded up his estimate with wheelbarrows, sheds, waste 
material, profit, 15 per cent, commission, and goodness knows vhat—a difference of £2,397 between the 
values of these two works. The department itself has submitted an estimate, which appears in the 
Parliamentary return of the 22nd October, 1895, page 208. An estimate will there be found of the 
value of the work to be performed on the Johnstone’s and White’s Creeks aqueducts, and the value is set 
down at £12,501. Now, with all their efforts at building up the material to the very utmost, the depart
ment can only make the figures come to £9,400—that is, they have to admit that there is a difference of 
£3,000 between the two designs—their own design and that submitted by Carter, Gummow, & Co. Can 
there be any doubt whatever as to the difference between the value of the two works ? It is evident that 
an artificially-made cement structure must be cheaper than an elaborate chiseled stonework, pointed, 
and faced with double-pressed bricks, containing also the best class of concrete and other correspondingly 
expensive material. Let me refer your Honor to Mr. Hickson’s statement upon this very question :—

1574. And you looked in the future to being able to reduce the cost still lower by reducing the 
quantity of material used ? Yes.
1575. Very much below the quantity which appears in scheme No. 3 ? Considerably less. This
is not mere theory. I can show you what was actually done. You will see in the book I hand 
you an illustration of a bridge which has actually been built. The span is 121 ft. 4 in , and the 
thickness of Ihe crown is only 6i in., whereas our Monier arch at Johnstone’s Creek has a 75-ft. 
span and is 12 in. thick. .
1576. What weight is the bridge to which you are referring calculated to bear ? The bridge I 
have shown you was tested on 14th November, 1890, in the presence of the President of the

• Zurich Association of Engineers, firstly, by submitting it to an evenly distributed load over one 
half of the arch, equal to 61 lb. to the square foot, and no measurable deflections could be 
recorded. It was secondly tested by a moving load of 5 tons being drawn across the bridge, when 
no vibrations were recorded by the gauges on the loaded or unloaded portions of the bridge, 
which results were considered satisfactory.
1577-8. This was, as a matter of fact, an experiment;—you thought it would involve no serious 
risk, and that there would be no extra cost, and that although there would be a small saving 
only at present, it would probably lead in the future to a great saving, because you contemplated 
reducing the quantities of the material used? Yes. But with regard to what you say as to the 
risk, there was absolutely no risk at all, because we put the whole responsibility upon the 
contractors. Most modern engineers believe in this system, and I wanted it introduced without 
any risk to the department. Although the saving in this particular structure is practically 
nothing—that is, only about £200—I am quite satisfied from information which I now have from 
what has actually been done and from calculations which have been run out, that we shall be 
able to adopt this style of bridge at a very considerable reduction in the cost of the works.

We are dealing here with an aqueduct the walls of which are only 4-| inches thick, the lower portion 
of the invert being only about 6 inches thick. The arches have a span of 82 feet. There could be
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no reduction in the cost of either the piers or the aqueduct; the only possible reduction which could be' 
made in the cost would he in the arches alone; and, taking the material in these seventeen arches at 
£3 16s., the value put on the material by the Government officers, the thickness being reduced from 
12 inches to 6 inches, the saving would be only about £500. That would be the only amount which, upon 
a most liberal estimate, could be saved in a value of £9,400, which is nothing like 50 per cent, of saving—in 
fact, it is hardly worth speaking about. There is no explanation in the evidence of Mr. Hickson upon this 
point; and I contend that there can be no explanation as to why he did not tell the Minister the true cost, 
other than this—that he wished to give a friendly consideration to these contractors, in allowing them to 
receive a sum of £3,000 from the State, which they could not have got if the work had been put up to 
legitimate and proper competition, which, by the way, wmuld not have taken more than a month to do. 
Let us examine other portions of Mr. Hickson’s minute in reply to the request of the Minister. He 
says—

To comply with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted 
by Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, 
I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being 
prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for the 
work on the Monier system as well as on the Department’s designs. The result was that the 
estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that comparison in this case it would 
mean that the departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be £22,000. 

Supposing that it had taken a week to do it, is that not a fair hindrance? Can it be said that there 
was any inclination on the part of an officer who wrote such a minute as that to in any way assist 
to get this work carried out at the cheapest possible cost ? As a matter of fact, Mr. McCredie and 
Mr. Thompson gave evidence that in three days they took out the quantities and made their estimates. 
Evidence has been forthcoming which shows that a period of nearly two months elapsed between the 
time of the signing of the contract and the time when the minute to which I have referred was written. 
There was therefore plenty of time, had Mr. Hickson wished to’ do so, in which to call for tenders. 
As to the question of any contractor’s being at liberty to put in plans and a tender of his own 
upon those plans, what possible chance had other contractors who were asked to tender upon the depart
mental design of putting in an alternative design ? Had they an officer in the department who was in a 
position to get them information, for instance, as to the length and capacity of the aqueducts, or to 
furnish them with other particulars which are in every sense office property ? They had no officer and 
partner in the department like Mr. Baltzer to do that sort of thing for them; and, if such a thing is to be 
permitted, we might as well make the practice general—dispense with our officers, and keep only the head 
of the department, calling upon all contractors to send in their own schemes as well as their own prices 
for any work wdiich is required. Look at the matter in any way you like, no reasonable explanation of 
the conduct of Mr. Hickson in writing that minute offers itself. I will now deal writh the question of 
sureties. This was a very risky work, as far as the department knew. At all events, if it is not so 
considered now, it certainly was then, and the Board of Beference and the Minister thought it advisable 
that substantial sureties should be taken to safeguard the interests of the State. They made that recom
mendation in the performance of their duty. Mr. Hickson was required to get sureties, and he admits 
that Mr. Carter himself came to him and submitted his sureties verbally, whereupon they formed the 
subject of a conversation. Would you not think that Mr. Hickson, who, in the case of Ahearn’s contract, 
was so very careful to ask if Mr. McArdle had property in this country, which might be held if anything 
went wrong, would have asked Mr. Carter at that interview -whether Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Gillan, whom 
he admits he knew to have been connected with the firm for years in various contracts, were not really 
contracting with the other members of the firm for Contract 77. In order to introduce this branch of the 
subject, I will first of all read the letter which Mr. Hickson wrote on 5th April, 1895:—

The accompanying letter of 4th April, 1895, from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., is a protest 
against the stringent supplementary specification prepared by Mr. Norrie, at my suggestion, 
with regard to the alteration in the design of Contract No. 77.

Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own “ personal sureties for the amount named,” i.c , 
£12,000 (an amount which they do not dispute), “ should be taken for its completion and main
tenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.”

They go on to say that they are “ a firm of.i’sound financial standing, well and favourably known to 
the department as contractors.” This is quite true. They are a firm in which I have every 
confidence. They have done a great deal of work under me, and I can testify that their aim 
always has been to turn out the very best class of work possible. At the same time, misfortunes 
happen the very soundest firms of contractors, and the department must look a little way into 
the future. ■ Docs
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Doea not a paragraph of that nature really indicate that Mr. Hickson knew, as any intelligent man must 
have known, what was his duty to the State under such circumstances. Ho man without a thorough 
knowledge of his duty could have penned such a passage. He continues :—■

Their own bond for £12,000 would he really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in the 
meamtime to become bankrupt.

Plainer English words could not be used, showing that Mr. Hickson know what was bis duty as regards 
finding out exactly who these sureties were. He continues :—

I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of two 
men—Mr. George Eorrest and Mr. James Gillan. Erom inquiries made, I believe these men to 
be financially sound, and I think, if their names were accepted as sureties in the penal sum of 
£6,000 each, the department would be secured as far as it is reasonably possible to be.

Now the enormous sum required in the form of these sureties is in itself, as Mr. John Toung pointed 
out to your Honor, enough to create suspicion in any intelligent mind as to the lona-fides of the sureties. 
Mr. Hickson says :—

Erom inquiries I have made, I believe these men to bo financially sound.
What inquiries did he make ? Might it not have been expected that he would make inquiries from Mr_ 
Carter as to whether these men had an interest in their business—whether their property was not con- ' 
tained in the business of Carter, Gummow, & Co. Tour Honor will see from the evidence wdiat really 
did take place. Mr. Hickson, upon page 177, says:—

6541. How did Mr. Carter submit the bondsmen to you ;—was it done in writing? I could not 
tell you that from memory.
6542. What I want to know is, how you came to get the bondsmen submitted to you ? It was 
done either in writing or verbally. The papers will probably show it. I presume it was done in 
writing. It is nearly always done in writing.

A few days ago Mr. Hickson said that the only interview he had with Mr. Carter was the one in reference 
to this matter, in which he submitted the two bondsmen. He goes on to give this evidence :—

6545. Do you remember where your conversation took place with Mr. Kane ? I know Mr. Kane 
pretty well, and I have had various conversations with him. The conversation I specially refer 
to took place, I think, on the Adelaide railway station.

■ 6546. Do you know how it came about ? We were talking about the firm generally, and, as an
official of the bank, he spoke in the highest terms of the firm ; in fact, the expression he used, as 
far as I can remember, was that he would trust any one of the firm to any extent, and that they 
were all well-to-do persons.
6547. He was then speaking of the firm in Adelaide, was lie not ? He was speaking of the firm 
generally. Mr. Gillan was in Adelaide at the time.
6548. Who were the members of the firm whom you knew to be there ? Mr. Gillan and Mr. 
Gummow were the two who were in Adelaide then.
6549. Mr. Eorrest, I understand you to say, was spoken of too ? Tes. He was not in Adelaide.
6550. But he was a member of the firm then ? Tes, upon some of the contracts.

There is therefore clear evidence of Mr. Hickson’s knowledge of the connection of these men with the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and it is hard under those circumstances to account for his minute which 
I have read. Eurther on he gives this evidence :—

6551. What gave rise to the conversation you had with Mr. Kane as to the firm;—what led to 
their names being mentioned ? I think it arose in this way : He knew my son was then in 
Adelaide, and he said it was a very good firm for a young fellow to be with. In the course of 
our conversation he spoke about the members of the firm generally.
6552. Tou had known Mr. Kane before then ? Tes, a long time.
6553. Did you meet him by accident on the railway station at Adelaide ? I think ho knew I 
was coming, and came down to meet me.
6554. That was on your arrival ? Tes ; I saw him three or four times in Adelaide, I think.

That is the only explanation Mr. Hickson has ever given as to bis representation to the Minister—
Erom inquiries made I believe these men to be financially sound.

That was a long time'—-a very considerable time—before this contract ever came up—indeed, before it was 
ever thought of. Eurther on Mr. Hickson, in reply to Mr. Smith, gave this evidence :—

6555. Mr. Smith.'] Has the opinion you have expressed in your minute as to these two men 
being financially sound been confirmed lately ? Tes, abundantly confirmed.
6556. Could you specially refer to any way ? Eirst of all the bond was taken, and that confirmed
my minute. Do
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Do people in a responsible position like this, dealing with such responsible business, rely altogether upon 
a simple bond being signed ? He continues—

But quite lately I had a communication from the manager of the bank here, and he said that, if there 
were any question at all in connection with the matter, if I would refer to him he would furnish 

_ particulars.
6557. Tou are referring to the manager of the Bank of New Zealand? Tes, or to the sub
manager ; I forget which. He said he would give any information necessary as to the stability 

' of the firm. I think Mr. Gillan’s.name was specially mentioned.

Here is the point. He says—
But quite lately I had a communication from the manager of the bank here, and he said that, if there 

were any questions at all in connection with the matter, if I wmuld refer to him he would 
furnish particulars.

What was the evidence of the bank officials ? Take the evidence of Mr. Wilson, the former manager of 
the Bank of New Zealand, which appears on page 198:—

7280. Had you lately any conversation with Mr. Hickson concerning Mr. Forrest or Mr. Gillan ? 
I had a conversation with Mr. Hickson about the firm, I think, and the names of Mr. Forrest 
and Mr. Gillan may possibly have been mentioned.
7281. As members of the firm ? Tes.

, 7282. On what date was that? I suppose it -would be about six weeks or two months ago. The
matter was mentioned incidentally in conversation.
7283. What did you then report? I reported that Mr. Gillan was a man of some means.
7284. What property had he in New South Wales ? That I do not know; but I know that he 
has means.
7285. How do you arrive at that conclusion ;—had Mr. Gillan a very extensive business with 
your bank? Not very extensive ; but it showed that he was a member of a firm who were 
carrying on large contracts, and, moreover, that he could afford to have money idle.
7286. In what concerns was ho interested? He was a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, 
& Co.
7287. Was he a full-share partner? I do not know anything about that. I never had any 
business with him connected with the firm. Mr. Carter always transacted the business of the

■ firm with mo.
7288. Do you know the state of Mr. Gillan’s account in the months of May or June, 1895? I 
could not say now what it was; but I know that he was a man of means.

Mr. Wilson points out clearly that if Mr. Hickson said that ho had seen the manager of the bank the 
statement could not refer to him, because he had left the bank some twelve months before. He says that 
his knowledge of Mr. Gillan was that he was a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and that 
he came to a judgment of his means simply because he was interested in that particular firm, which was 
carrying on large contracts. What was Mr. Parfitt’s evidence? Tour Honor will find it on page 288. 
This, I presume, is the gentleman with whom Mr. Hickson must have had communication. He gave this 
evidence:—

9921. Mr. 'ParleesP[ On July 6th of this year, Mr. Bigg, your assistant manager, was a witness 
' before the Commission, and he said that he did not know your business or connection with
• certain questions, otherwise you would not have been asked to attend to-day two days before

Mr. Bigg came here, was not Mr. Hickson m your office ? I could not answer that question.
' 9922. Did he not see you? No ; I never saw him in my life to my knowledge.
‘ 9923. Mr. Hickson has said before this Commission, in answer to questions, that he had a com

munication from the manager or sub-manager of your bank, in which he said that if any question 
' arose in connection with the sureties of Mr. Forest and Mr. Gillan, if the matter were referred

to him he would furnish all particulars ;—did you send that ? It is quite possible that such a 
communication may have been sent from the office. Personally, I had nothing to do with it.
9924. And you say you have never seen Mr. Hickson in your, life ? I have not to my know

. ledge. ’
9925. Mr. Hickson in his evidence said that the manager or sub-manager of your bank had said 
that he would give any information as to the stability of the firm, and he thought that Mr. 
Gillan’s name was specially mentioned; Mr. Bigg, in his evidence, said that no inquiries had been 
made of him;—did you have any conversation with Mr. Bigg about this matter at all? No. 
The names you are using now are hardly familiar to me.

9926
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9926. Tou never had any conversation at all with your sub-manager as to the sureties of Mr.' 
Forrest and Mr. Gillan which were given to the Works Department ? No.
9927. On no occasion ? No.
9928. Tou never heard from any of your officers whether Mr. Hickson was on July 4th at the 
bank ? No.

Tour Honor will see that Mr. Parfitt is not the gentleman who supplied Mr. Hickson with the informa
tion. Then take the evidence of Mr. Bigg, the sub-manager, which appears upon page 197.

7228. -37?’. Parkes.] What is your present position ? I am assistant manager of the Bank of 
New Zealand.
7229. What were you in the Bank of New Zealand in the year 1895 ? Assistant manager.
7230. In April and May of that year? Tes.
7231. Prior to the month of July in that year, were any inquiries made of you as to the position 
of Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest as sureties in connection with any Government contract? Not 
that I know of.
7232. No inquiries were made of you ? None.
7233. Not through the Bank of New South Wales? Not to my recollection.
7234. Do you remember any being made by any officer of a Government department ? As far 
as I can recollect, none were made by anyone.

Further on he says—

7246. Have you lately informed Mr. Hickson that he can rely upon these men as sureties ? No 
I never informed him about them at all.
7247. Has he spoken to you about them lately? He asked me the other day if any inquiries 
had been made of me, and I said that there had not been.
7248. On what date was this ? Two or three days ago.
7249. Did he then ask you about the position of these gentlemen ? Not directly. He asked me 
if I had reported to the department concerning them, and I said I had not. I do not remember at 
this moment whether he asked me about them directly ; but I think I told him I considered 
them men who were worth about £5,000 each.

He also gave this evidence—

7261. What in 1895 was the state of the general financial credit of Mr. Gillan? We looked 
upon him as a man worth £4,000 or £5,000, being in the position in which we supposed him to 
be as a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.

The inference is that otherwise he would not be worth the amount. I come now to Mr. Darley’s evidence 
with reference to this matter. Tour Honor will find it upon page 178—

6583. This was a peculiar case—this security given for the permanence of the Monier work.
I suppose that, under the circumstances, you would look into the question of sureties more 
particularly than in any other case ? I was dealing with cases of sureties almost daily, and I 
cannot exactly remember the report. I remember that the substance of the report was that I 
thought the sureties might be accepted. I must have received a favourable answer as to the 
substantiality of the men before making the report.
6584. This is the first time you ever had to take sureties for the work in that way ? I cannot 
call to mind a previous case of the kind, or rather a case exactly parallel. I do not think we 
had a parallel case. We take security for permanence of the work in the case of a reservoir. 
In that case the contractor has to be responsible when the water is turned on. When we have 
not been ready to turn the water on, we have taken securities from the contractors in order 
that they might be paid off, to secure any defective work being afterwards made good ; but I do 
not remember a parallel case to that of Contract 77.
6585. Therefore, I suppose you would be very far from looking on those sureties as a mere 
matter of form ? I certainly made inquiry in the usual way, and I must have received a 
favourable reply.

Mr. Darley said in his evidence that he directed a Mr. Conley to make inquiries. That gentleman came 
before the Commission and stated that he had not made any inquiries, and that no officer of his depart
ment, as far as he 'was aware, had made any. It is probable, therefore, that Mr. Darley may have meant 
to make these inquiries, and in consequence of the confusion in his office wdiich prevailed at that particular 
time may have omitted to do so. Mr. Hickson, however, was the officer who had to do this work, because 
he had not then handed over his duties to Mr. Darley; or, had he done so, it was curious that he should 
have continued to transact the business of the branch until Carter & Co.’s contract was completed and

fixed
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fixed up, and that he should then have handed it over. There was no reason why he should have left this 
particular matter of the sureties to Mr.Darley. He seems to have gone out of his way to deal with this trans
action, because the branch had been transferred to Mr. Darley before that date. I want to impress upon 
your Honor that there could not have been, judging from the evidence, any inquiry at all as to the 
financial state of these men—as to whether they had an interest in the firm’s business or not; and this 
particular paragraph of Mr. Hickson’s letter, taken in conjunction with his statement to the effect that 
their own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use, has very much the appearance, I submit, of 
deceiving the Minister. Let us examine for a moment the nature of these sureties. Who were they ? 
Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan were known to have been connected with the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
in and out, for a great length of time upon different contracts. This being so, ought not the department 
to have made themselves absolutely satisfied upon the point, whether they were connected with the 
firm in this particular contract before they signed the bond ? Although the greatest effort has been made 
before this Commission to cloak up the whole matter, and to prove that Mr. Forest and Mr. Gillan were 
not interested in the firm as regards this contract—that they were not partners—I think your Honor will 
see, from their own admission, which I shall read, that, although they did not, as persons often do in 
difficulties, fix their property upon their wives, or adopt other methods of putting themselves beyond 
financial responsibilities should they get into difficulties, the firm so fixed their contracts as to use part of 
the members as tenderers, and part of the members as sureties; dodging about in that way, instead of 
endeavouring to escape their proper financial liabilities by other means. Can that be called good and 
proper business with the department. Is it a kind of business which anyone, viewing it judicially, could 
condone ? The only explanation which has been put before the Commission consists in elaborate evidence 
as to the reasons why Mr. Forest and Mr. Gillan were not members of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
It is alleged, for instance, that they were not members because their names did not appear in the tender— 
because they had fixed up between certain members of the firm a deed with certain incongruous statements, 
but which, at the same time, binds them together as partners in contracts as conclusively as possible—• 
in the particular contract in dispute as well as in other contracts; especially would that be found to be 
the case if there were any dispute in law as to a settlement between the various parties upon one of 
the contracts. I think your Honor will dismiss that subterfuge in regard to this particular contract. I 
will ask you to take Mr. Forrest’s and Mr. Gillan’s own admission, which ought at once to put an end 
to argument as to their true position. It is conclusive, from their own statements, that they were members 
of the firm and that the whole of the money they had was in the firm’s business. Mr. Forrest gave this 
evidence:—

6917. What is the salary you receive from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? £10 a week.
6918. What would it be for ? For management and work.
6919. Do you receive it as a partner ? Tes, as a partner ; we all draw alike.
6920. Do you receive it whether you are managing or not ? Yes; if there is any work to do we 
always draw the same salary.
6921. Suppose there is no work to do? We have to do with half salary then.
6922. I understand that there are a good many of the firm’s contracts in which you have been 
concerned, and a good many in which you have not been- concerned ? I have an interest in 
them all, although my name does not appear in them all.
6923. Tou have actually an interest in them ? Tes.
6924. Then you have been a partner in the firm all along ? Tes ; from the first.
6925. From how long ago would that be? Over eight years.
6926. In cases where your name has not appeared in the contracts, have you been still a partner ? 
Tes ; still a shareholder.
6927. How have you shared in the profits of contracts in connection with which your name has 
not appeared ? Just the same as in the others.
6928. Just the same as in those in connection with which your name has appeared ? Just the 
same.

Mr. Gillan also clearly admitted in his evidence that he had been a partner all through, and that he drew 
.an equal salary with the other partners. I need not read his evidence on this point. His partnership in 
the firm and the fact of his drawing a salary are placed beyond the possibility of doubt when that evidence 
is perused. What is the use of endeavouring to prove that he did not join the firm, then, until this 
contract was completed ? These two gentlemen themselves admitted that they drew money from the firm in 
virtue of their interest in it. Mr. Forrest says he drew money for a period of eight years, and that, 
whatever their profits may have been, he drew his proportionate share; that if there was any loss he had, 
like the rest of the members, to share it. The same conditions appear to have obtained as to Contract 77. 
At all events, they admit that they drew their share of the payments in respect of the contract That

Mr.
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Mr. Hickson knew of their being members of the firm there is, in my mind, not the shadow of a doubt. 
I wish now to show your Honor what looseness and laxity in the discharge of duty has been shown by 
the junior officers of the Public Works Department. Mr. Norrie, for instance, had these sureties sent to 
him, and he drew up a bond which he placed before these contractors for signature. Mr. Porrest signed 
a declaration in these terms :—

Statutory Declaration.

I, George Forrest, of Marrickville, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and 
affirm that I am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and that such property consists of— 
Freehold property, £5,700; cash in bank, £300 sterling. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid, 
according to the law in this behalf made and subject to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement 
in any such declaration.
Taken and declared at Marrickville, this 1st day \ GEO. FORREST,

of June, 1895, before me,— >
Robert Anderson, J.P.

Mr. Gillan signed a similar declaration adding an affirmation to the effect that he had landed property in 
the colony. In addition to his statutory declaration which has been put before this Commission we have 
had Mr. Gillan’s own evidence to the effect that he had no land in the Colony, and that the only real 
substantial item towards the £G,000 of value mentioned in his declaration was the £3,000 odd of interest 
which he had in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. Mr. Porest came before this Commission, first of all, 
and made a statement to the effect that he was the owner of the Lodge property at North Sydney, which 
statement he corrected at a subsequent sitting of the Commission. It is very likely that his first state
ment was the result of pure inadvertence. It appeared from his subsequent examination, however, that 
he had only a share in the Lodge property. Mr. Carter’s and Mr. Porrest’s evidence is to the effect that, 
although he had a share in that property, the deeds are really in the name of Mr. Carter.

Mr. Andrews: The certificate of title is in the names of Messrs. Carter, Porrest, and Snodgrass.
Mis Honor : Tes ; that mistake was corrected afterwards by Mr. Carter himself. It was proved 

that Mr. Porrest had only a share in the property.
Mr. Parkes : We will assume that Mr. Porrest has a third interest in the property ; and, even if 

that be so, we had Mr. Greig, of the firm of Pichardson and Wrench, before the Commission, and he 
clearly set forth the value of the properties held by members of this .firm at the time these bonds were 
signed. It can be seen from the evidence that Mr. Porrest, independently of his interest in the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., was not worth the amount set forth in his bond. We can spare them, however, 
so far as that is concerned, because, after all, the question lies absolutely in the negligence of the office in 
taking this kind of surety, and in taking partners of the firm as substantial securities in the case of an 
accident happening. It might be that from very sudden changes from high to low temperatures, as has 
been suggested before this Commission, this particular work at White’s and Johnstone’s Creek may 
crack in such a way as to render it necessary that the whole of the structure should be taken down, and 
in that case, the piers being 82 feet apart, they would not be available for the departmental design for 
the work in the event of reconstruction being necessary. The entire structure would have to be re-built, 
and in that case how could the department obtain any remedy from Carter, Gummow, & Co., if, between 
the present time and the period of the possible reconstruction of the work, the firm were to become 
bankrupt. Business is business ; sentiment of any sort is not a thing which belongs to business. There 
is no such thing as sentimentality in business matters, especially in business dealings with the State, 
where there must necessarily be a hard and fast line for the regulation of the rights of institutions and 
individuals, and where proper business methods must, for the same reason, be adopted. We must not look 
at this question from the point of view of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. being particularly generous and 
thoughtful persons who would strain every nerve to do what was right as alleged by the Department. 
The question must be looked at from the point of view of any ordinary contract into which the State 
might enter. It is necessary that the State should secure itself beyond all possibility of loss. Having 
that in view, this description of bond ought not to have been drawn up in connection with this 
contract. There can be no answer, I submit, to that. There is not the slightest doubt but that Mr. 
Hickson knew—he must have known—of the position of these sureties, and why could he not have 
said in his minute to Mr. Young, “ Messrs. Porest and Gillan have formerly carried out contracts 
with Carter, Gummow, & Co. They have appeared in connection with former contracts as members 
of the firm.” He did not, however, do so. Had he taken that course, the Minister, being a reasonable 
man, would have said, “Tou must find out whether Mr. Porest and Mr. Gillan are concerned with the 
firm in this particular contract.” But nothing of the sort happened, because Mr. Hickson sent in 
their names in the most definite language, as if wishing the Minister to believe that Mr. Porrest 
and Mr. Gillan were persons who had nothing whatever to do with the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.,

but
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but were absolutely independent persons. The Minister, of course, accepted Mr. Hickson’s recom
mendation. Mr. Darley added his acceptance ; but I suspect that Mr. Darley really looked upon 
Mr. Hickson as being the person who made inquiries, and that he trusted implicitly in him. He 
wrote the minute which is attached to the papers. Mr. Toung naturally approved of the acceptance of 
the sureties, as, of course, any Minister would do with such a definite minute. In his evidence, however, 
he put the full responsibility upon the shoulders of his officers, and how those officers are to explain the 
affair away I cannot say, for it is impossible to say that this is the proper way in which to conduct 
Government business, there being such a plain and simple and well-recognised way of transacting that 
particular business—a way which, one would think, would appeal to every man with a grain of common 
sense. I come now to the evidence as to how this substituted plan came to be submitted to the 
department at all. I will refer your Honor first to the evidence of Mr. Toung and Mr. Barling. The 
latter gentleman, being at that time the Under Secretary of the department, said, in reply to Question 7422, 
that he was assured as to the cost of the alternative design. He subsequently gave this evidence:—

7426. Supposing when the quantities were taken out and the price reduced by 28® per cent, it 
showed a difference as between the two designs of £4,125, what would you have said? I should 
have said that it would be perfectly outrageous to accept the tender. If it were shown that the . 
adoption of this Monier principle would mean a saving to the contractors of £4,128, I should 
say that it would be perfectly outrageous for anyone to recommend it. I do not believe for a 
moment that Mr. Hickson or Mr. Darley in their wildest dreams could have imagined such a thing.

That was Mr. Barling’s opinion ,of the business of allowing the contractors to make this difference 
between the two plans submitted. Mr. Toung also expressed the opinion that he would not have 
accepted Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan as sureties if he had had the slightest knowledge that they were 
connected in any way with the firm’s contracts. At Question 7518 he says :—

I should not think there would be any objection to them if they were not partners as regards this 
particular contract.

That shows the manner in which the heads of the department would view this kind of transaction, and 
that is the way in which every sensible man would view it. I come to the connection of Mr. Baltzer with 
this plan. No doubt every invention which goes to cheapen the construction of public works is beneficial. 
No doubt inventions are sometimes desirable things to introduce. But there is a proper way and an 
improper way of introducing them, and an office such as the Public Works Department ought to be free 
from any suspicion whatever in such a matter. If a patent is known of, the State should not be delivered 
up, with its hands tied, to the holder of that patent. It was known that Mr. Baltzer had this patent, and 
that he was an officer of the department. A description of the patent has been given very clearly by 
Mr. Selfe, and by an officer of the Patents Office ; and I think your Honor will be convinced that it lies 
only in a little wire connection at the intersection of the bars and rods, and that if a connection of any 
other description were used there can be no doubt but that these contractors could not maintain the 
patent. The use of iron and concrete in various forms was illustrated by Mr. John Toung and by other 
witnesses. Iron has been used in concrete construction in this country and in other countries for many 
years, and the State must be allowed to have the free use of common materials such as these without 
being tied hand and foot to pay a certain patent-holder upon an arrangement worked out in that patent- 
holder s interest, the patent-holder being, moreover, an officer of the department who is supposed to be 
looking entirely after the State’s interests.

Sis Honor : I do not profess to have any special knowledge of the law of patents. If you can 
refer me to any good work on the subject, Mr. Parkes, I shall be much obliged to you. I cannot, 
however, at the present time, exercising my common sense, accept Mr. Selfe’s view as to the tying as 
being at all a material part. It strikes me as being a purely accidental part, the real principle of the 
system being involved in the placing of the bars in relation to one another. The questions of size and of 
approximation seem to me to be important elements, but the tying of the bars appear to be almost an 
immaterial element. Mr. Selfe may be perfectly right, but, until I am satisfied that he is, by reference 
to some good work on patents, I cannot accept his opinion.

Mr. Parkes : Of course I am not able to dispute a question of law with your Honor.
Sis Honor : I am looking at the question now from the point of view of common sense, and not 

as a matter of law.

Mr. Parkes: Looking at the matter from the point of view of common sense, I say that the 
country will have to pay 15 per cent, over the entire cost of construction of Contract 112.

His Honor: That is another matter concerning which I will not express an opinion. There is, I 
think, a great departure there from the principle of tbe Monier system. U is a matter of degree. That,

however,



128

however, is another question. What I wished to convey to your mind was that I could not accept, 
without some authority beyond Mr. Selfe’s own opinion, that idea of his that the most important element 
in the system was in the mode of tying the bars.

Mr. Parkes : I presume that some day the question will be tested in a court of law, and it will 
then, in all probability, be settled. I could not produce authorities to your Honor in support of Mr. 
Selfe’s view, but, dropping that aspect of the question altogether, I would take it upon another ground. 
I will admit for the time being that the patent is one which can be maintained. I still contend, however, that 
the State ought to have the right of use above private individuals, and upon the most economical terms, 
because it furnishes all the machinery and protection for patent-holders. Now, there was an officer in the 
department—an officer, according to the evidence, of very high standing—I mean Mr. Baltzer—who took 
out this particular patent from information which he received from abroad. He intended, without the 
slightest doubt—and that can be seen from his subsequent action—to so utilise it as to obtain the greatest 
possible benefit from it at the hands of the State, his employers. In order to do that he looked round to 
find some men whom he could utilise as outside agents or partners in the working of the thing, it being 
impossible for him to do everything himself. With this object in view, he allied himself with Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., who then began to approach the office. Mr. Carter himself has told us that at 
that period a patent, which was called the “ Patent Grip,” was being foisted upon the State at a considerable 
figure, and he thought that he might as well endeavour to get the Monier patent accepted also, since the 
State paid in such a liberal manner for these things. He set to work accordingly, and Mr. Baltzer 
produced a book containing information of every description upon the patent, w'hich was left with Mr. 
Hickson. Mr. Hickson became impressed with the importance of the thing, and the matter generally was 
worked up to a point of great interest. Mr. Hickson seems to have allowed himself to be a very malleable 
material in the hands of these gentlemen. He not only took this book and perused it, but agreed to pay 15 
per cent, for the use of the patent, in a very dubious fashion, as I consider. Quite apart from that, the depart
ment made tests and took all manner of interest in promoting the patent. They also went to elaborate expense 
in constructing and pulling down a culvert in order to promote the interests of this particular officer, Mr. 
Baltzer, and of these particular contractors. Now the proper course to have taken in this matter, I submit, 
was to have said to these patent-holders, and, first of all, to Mr. Baltzer: “ As you are an officer of the depart
ment you will not receive any interest in this matter until it has been approved of by the Government, and 
then you must not remain here working in the interests of the patent. Tou must take your interest in it 
as a proper partner of these contractors.” The department should have said to the contractors : “ We will 
test this patent for you if you will take the responsibility of the test, and if you can prove at your own 
expense, and not at the expense of the State, that it is a good thing, we will accept the patent and pay 
you so much royalty. Tou will derive a future benefit from its having been proved to be a good thing. If 
it does not turn out to be a success we will not pay you anything for the test.” The Government is not 
supposed to supply contractors or others with means of perfecting and proving by test various patents, 
even in the interest of future saving to the department. The cost should be borne by those who are 
seeking to have the monopoly granted to them by the State. This Monier patent was introduced by 
Mr. Baltzer, and was accepted by the office in the manner I have described. Mr. Baltzer has given 
evidence before the Commission that he drew the plan—and a carefully drawn plan it was—not with the 
intention of submitting it, but simply from a love of making designs. It is a strange thing, however, 
that in its details—in the calculations in everything—he made it exactly fit in with the piece of work in 
connection with which it was subsequently used. Is it contended for a moment that, seeing that the 
office went so elaborately into the design for this contract, calculating the carrying capacity, and 
making all the other necessary calculations, Mr. Baltzer did not calculate the small comparative cost of 
this particular design side by side with the office design ? The evidence behind the scenes proves con
clusively that there cannot be a doubt about it—that Mr. Baltzer, Mr. Carter, and Mr. Gummow, put 
their heads together and saw that there was a really good sum of money to be made by getting this 
patent introduced in this particular position. Of course there is the question whether Mr. Hickson 
knew that this officer was preparing this plan for this special purpose or not. Mr. Hickson has said in 
his evidence that he did not know anything about this plan until it appeared in the tender-box. He has 
said that lately, but at an earlier stage of this inquiry he gave this evidence, in reply to my questions:—

1579. Mr. Parkes?\ Why, when the department was calling for tenders for Contract No. 77, did 
you not call for tenders upon two schemes—one upon the office plan and the other on the 
Monier patent ? I considered the question, and I came to the conclusion that it would be better 
not to do so, because calling for tenders upon the Monier principle would be leaving it in the 
hands of only one firm of contractors to tender.

That
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That seems to me to point clearly to the fact—because Mr. Hickson admits that he went into the question 
of submitting these two designs—that he had a knowledge that this plan was being made for Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. But let us take also the evidence of Mr. Littlejohn and of Mr. Hungerford. Mr. 
Littlejohn said:—

6876. Sis Honor.] As to the preparation of the Monier plan which was put in or sent in after 
the tenders for No. 77 were sent in—the plan which explains the lump-sum tender of £15,500— 
what did you hear about that in the office ? I understand that you refer to the plans which were 
sent in with Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender. Mr. Baltzer told me that he was going to prepare 
some plans for them to send in with their tender. He used to take home his instruments every 
day for that purpose, and bring them bacli again in the morning. On one occasion, I remember 
that he forgot his instruments. Some time after that, I remember his bringing the plans in, and 
as he unrolled them I remember his saying, “ I have these plans to-day, so you can look at them.” 
He then showed me the plans.
6877. How many sheets were there ? Three sheets. When I was shown the Monier plan this
morning I did not altogether remember it, because I recollected seeing three sheets. I do not 
know whether they were all to be submitted, probably not, because the details would not be 
required. I know a man who was living with him at the time, and who saw him at night working 
upon these plans. '
6878. Who is that ? Mr. Hungerford.
6879. Is he the gentleman who is now in the office ? Yes ; he is in one of the clerical branches.
6880. Is that Mr. E. Hungerford ? Yes. He was living in the same house, and he used to see 
Mr. Baltzer working upon these plans at night.

Mr. Hungerford’s evidence was as follows :—
7533. You knew Mr. Baltzer well ? Yery well.
7534. Are you intimately acquainted with him ? Yes, very intimately.
7535. You lodged in the same house ? Yes, for some years.
7536. Before he left the department ? Yes.
7537. I want to know what you knew from Mr. Baltzer as to his preparation of plans, or of a 
plan for use by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. in connection with their lump-sum tender for 
Contract 77 ? Mr. Baltzer was engaged for some time on those plans. I used to see him at work 
upon them constantly.
7538. Where was he engaged upon them? At home.
7539. Partly at home and partly in the office, or entirely at home ? Entirely at home, so far as 
I know. I never saw him in the office, so that I cannot speak of what he did there ; but we 
always came over from North Shore in the same boat, and I should certainly have seen him 
carrying plans. I presume he would not have had one plan at home and another in the office.

Then, later on, he says :—

7542. Do you know from Mr. Baltzer how he came to prepare this Monier plan ? Yes; in
. connection with the patenting of the Monier system.

7543. Were the plans to be used with the lump-sum tender for Contract 77 ? He told me he 
was preparing them for that contract.
7544. At whose request ? He never told me that.
7545. He simply said that he was preparing plans ? Yes.
7546. You knew from him that these plans were going to be used in some way in relation to 
Contract 77 ? Certainly.
7547. Did you know what was going to be done in reference to them ? He told me that an 
alternative tender was going to be put in.
7548. Did he tell you that as a secret or openly ? Quite openly.
7549. Did he ask you to keep it to yourself, or what did he say ? He did not ask me to do so.
7550. Was the matter generally known to any other person besides yourself ? I could not say.
7551. He made no secret of it ? Not to me.

Mr. Littlejohn also told the Commission that the matter was not made a secret of, and that it was known 
in the office; and can it be possible that, known as it was in the office, Mr. Hickson would not himself 
have known that such a plan was to be submitted. The suspicious circumstance upon the top of that, 
however, is that Mr. Hickson should not have gone into the estimate of the cost—that he should not 
have gone into the question whether the sureties were proper sureties or not. On the part of a 
man of such keen intelligence as Mr. Hickson such an omission of duty is not natural. I submit that 
the evidence is of such a nature as to show that there was something beyond neglect upon the part of 
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Mr. Hickson, and that he must have had the fullest intention, if only from the point of view of kindness 
to these contractors, of doing the best he could for them in this matter. If he had not had such an 
intention they would certainly not have had the contract under such improper conditions. I submit that 
the State got the worst of the contract to the extent of something like £3,200, or, at all events, 
a sum ranging between that amount and £4,000. Now, I hesitate about touching upon the 
financial stability of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., but in all contracting businesses there are ups and 
downs, so that you never know where a man is, unless he is a man who has a substantial backing as 
security in the case of accident. Now, the whole of the evidence before the Commission upon this point 
goes to show that Carter, Gummow, & Co. held, outside of their business,' £9,000 worth of property, and 
that they had upon that a mortgage of more than one-half its value. Inside of their business one can see, 
from a glance at the bank books, that they were working on an overdraft. Mr. Parfitt, the bank manager, 
has said that the limit of the account of the firm'was £3,000, and that if the amount went over that they 
must make an explanation. All this goes to show that you cannot always tell the position of contractors • 
at a given moment. At the present moment Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. may be low down. Perhaps 
with two or three successful contracts they may in the course of two or three years be worth £20,000 or 
£30,000. There is always a great hazard in contractors’ businesses, and they certainly ought not to be 
taken as their own sureties. It must be conclusive to the mind of any business-man, that, in taking 
sureties in a case like this, men must be taken who have some landed property in the country upon which 
the State, without any bother, can put its hand, if there be any necessity to do so. Sureties are taken 
not so much with the object of obtaining recompense as to make contractors think very deeply before 
they will go insolvent, and throw the risk of loss upon their sureties. If substantial security is given by 
sureties they will at all times keep an eye on the contractors to see that they are not doing wrong, and in 
that way they may be relied upon to safeguard the interests of the country. If, on the other hand, the 
sureties are useless sureties, you might as well at once deliver up the whole business of competition and 
let the country sail along as best it can without it. Leaving Contract 77 for the time being, I will come to 
Contract 79. The history of Contract 79 is this: When tenders were called there was, according to Mr. 
Hickson’s own statement, a sum of money of £170,000 upon the Estimates for the carrying out of 
sewerage at North Sydney. Of this amount a certain portion had been expended. There was available 
only a certain amount of money. A perusal of the Loan Act confirms that fact. If your Honor would 
like to see the Act I can put it in as evidence.

Sis Sonor : A Loan Act is one of those public things which a Commissioner, like any other Courtj 
can take cognisance of. It is a matter of such public knowledge that it is hardly necessary to make 
evidence of it.

Mr. ParTces : This sum of money being available, there was a little delay in the acceptance of the 
tender—a little temporary delay on the part of the Minister, Mr. Bruce Smith, until he saw how matters 
would turn out in the year 1892. That can be shown clearly from his own minute, holding up this 
contract after tenders came in for a short space of time. But there was money available, and there was 
no reason why this contract should not have been proceeded with in a reasonable time. Yet we have the 
evidence of Mr. Hudson, who, in conjunction with Mr. Bond, was the successful contractor, that the 
officers of the department were telling him that the work would not go on for two years. He was 
constantly applying to know when the work would be proceeded with. The Tender Board had the 
tenders for Contract 79 placed before them, and they decided to accept the lowest—that of Messrs. Bond 
and Hudson. But no notification was sent to the firm to that effect, nor was it made to Mr. Hudson when 
he repeatedly called to ask whether it was probable that the contract would shortly be proceeded with. 
He was never told that he might go on with his tender if he waited. There is no evidence to show that any 
inducement was offered to Messrs. Bond and Hudson to get them to abide by their tender, and there is 
full evidence that the withdrawal of their tender was only too readily accepted, without any remonstrance 
at all, or without any approach being made to them to see whether they would not continue, seeing that 
the contract was likely to be proceeded with in a few weeks time. Tenders having been called, it was found, 
as I said, that Bond and Hudson were the lowest tenderers. They were found to be within a shade of £30,00 
below the tender of Carter & Co. Carter & Co , Gummow and Gillan, and Maddison and Ewing, were 
evidently at that time joined together. If they did not absolutely join together in a deed of partnership, 
they were joined together for the purposes of this contract. That has been proved by the books and evidence 
which has been adduced before this Commission, because the moneys of Carter & Co., upon this contract, were 
paid into the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and the distribution of what profits there might be to distribute, 
such as to those to Mr. Maddison and to Mr. Ewing, was from the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
although they might not actually have signed the deed until six months after the job was started. There 
can be no doubt that they were joint beneficiaries in the contract. They joined together in the first place 
to prevent Messrs. Bond and Hudson from obtaining the contract, and they wrote the joint letter of protest

which
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which appears upon page 270 of the'Parliamentary return, the letter being dated the 10th June, 1891. 
They requested that Mr. Hickson would cancel the contract of Messrs. Bond and Hudson, because they 
had been the lowest tenderers upon another contract and had not taken up the job. If Mr. Hickson had 
done that it would have been a very peculiar thing. No one could have acceded to a request such as 
that; and Mr. Hickson did what it was very proper that he should do—that is, he declined to entertain 
the request, and recommended that Bond and Hudson’s tender shonld be accepted. Why he did not 
notify Messrs. Bond and Hudson that in the near future they might expect to get the contract, I cannot 
tell. At all events, the delay seems to be very suspicious and in every way curious, particularly having 
regard to the receipt of the letter from Bond and Hudson of the 28th September, 1891, in which they say:—

In re Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works.
Dear Sir, . .88, Sussex-street, Sydney, 28 September, 1891.

On 10th June of this year we had the pleasure of submitting a tender for the above works, and, we believe, 
were successful in being the lowest tenderers. -

We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but, not hearing from your department, we 
have, in the meantime, entered upon other obligations, and must consequently respectfully ask you to permit us to 
withdraw our tender, and to return us the deposit attached thereto now lying in your hands, viz., £369.

We are, &c.,
. C. B. BOND

1 _ (Bond and Hudson).
Mr. Hudson, in the course of his evidence, said—

8592. You know where the Tender Board Boom is ? Yes.
8593. Did you ever speak to the clerk in the Board-room ? You mean Mr. Mitchell—yes. I 
went often down to him to get back the amount which we had put in with our tender.
8594. Did you speak to him about the contract ? I could not say now.
8595. Therefore, the only intimation you had as to the acceptance or rejection of your tender 
was through the newspapers ? Yes ; I saw from the newspapers that Carter & Co. had the job.
8596. In the meantime you were under the impression that you would get the work, although it 

. might be hung up for two years ? Yes ; they told me two years might elapse before it was
proceeded with.

It will be seen that Mr. Hudson, up till the day he saw that Carter & Co.’s tender was accepted, was 
expecting to get this contract, and he gave evidence to the effect that Mr. Bond had put the sum of 
£2,000 into the bank as bond money for the proper carrying out of the work, showing that he was willing 
to carry it out. Not only that, but Mr. Hudson stated in his evidence that he anticipated making out of 
the contract something like £5,000. Mr. Kenwood also gave evidence upon this point:—-

9024. When Mr. Carter saw you with reference to this tender of Bond and Hudson’s, did he 
not point out to you that you were rather low in your tendering P No; the first I heard of that 
was through Mr. Hudson. He said that he had seen Mr. Snodgrass, and that Mr. Snodgrass 
had asked him what we were going to do.
9025. But you had heard that your tender was low, taking the schedule'basis ? No ; I thought 
we had a fair price.

Mr. Kenwood is himself an engineer and contractor. He knows very well what prices are ; he was not 
pkely to make a mistake in coming to the conclusion that Bond and Hudson had a good price. Mr. 
Hudson, as I have said, thought the firm would make something like £5,000 out of the contract. Now, 
while this delay was taking place, Mr. Carter approached Mr. Bond, through Mr. Kenwood, and per
suaded that gentleman to accept the sum of £1,5C0, and Mr. Kenwood, who was a son-in-law of Mr. 
Bond’s, a sum of £200; the object being that Carter, Gummow, & Co. should, for that consideration, 
obtain a sum of £3,000 from the State. That, no doubt, is a fair way in which to state the position, 
because, looking at the way in which tenders were going, and accepting the evidence of Mr. Hudson 
and Mr. Kenwood, Bond and Hudson had put in a good paying tender, and Mr. Carter, in giving 
the £1,700 to these gentlemen to withdraw their tender, stepped in and deprived the Govern
ment of the opportunity to obtain the services of the firm for a sum of £3,000 below the price 
which he afterwards induced the Government to give his own firm upon their contract. Let 
me here draw attention to the difference between these two tenders, taking the items which were 
really paid for in the vouchers. In the first place I will take the item of excavation in hard rock—the 
item adopted for the tunnel-work done by Carter, Gummow, & Co. Messrs. Carter & Co. received 60s. upon 
that item, and Bond and Hudson asked for 65s. On that item only, therefore, there would have been an 
increase, but when we come to shaft excavation and excavation in road-surfaces it will be seen how cheap 
were the prices of Messrs. Bond and Hudson. In Carter & Co’s, tender the excavations in hard rock where 
charges of powder 4 inches in length are used—I mean item No. 7—were charged at 78s., whereas 
Bond and Hudson’s figure would have been 35s.; for excavation in road-surfaces, Bond and Hudson put in

a
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a price of 80s.; whereas the price put in by Carter, Gummow, & Co. was 78s. The 75 yards of road 
excavation given in the probable quantities was also increased, according to final voucher, to 544 cubic 
yards. Some of the items which Bond and Hudson sent in were highly priced, and if those prices had been 
adopted and the contract had been carried out upon them it would have panned out above the 
corresponding prices which Carter & Co. sent in. The excessive items which Bond and Hudson sent in 
were those which they thought would not be adopted. If they worked upon the same basis as did Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.—and the Department say that all contractors do work in a similar way—which I deny— 
they would have rigged their schedule so as to obtain an enormous sum out of the public funds. Messrs. 
Bond and Hudson put in the item of guttering and gadding at 80s. Of course manual labour is much 
more costly than is blasting out with powder, and they would not have risked putting in less than 80s., 
seeing that they did not know definitely that guttering and gadding would not be done. Supposing that 
Bond and Hudson had chosen to put in 60s. for that item, and correspondingly low prices for other items 
which they had known would not be carried out, their tender would then have been very low indeed. 
Take the other contractors. If they had known that guttering and gadding would not have been done 
upon this contract, they would not have put in the very high sums they did opposite that item. Some of 
them put in £7 for guttering and gadding work, and none of them came down to the price of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., which was 68s. Tour Honor will see what this kind of thing leads to—that is, allowing 
the contractor to obtain benefits, after his tender is accepted, by the manipulation of the schedule. Under 
such circumstances, a contract may start at £40,000, and may pan out. at the close at £40,000, although 
there have been certain items eliminated and a certain number of other items increased. Notwithstanding 
that the initial and the closing sum may be both £40,000, the contractor will have received considerable 
benefit upon the extra items put in and upon the items eliminated. There can be no doubt that if Bond 
and Hudson’s tender had been accepted it would have been greatly to the advantage of the State, and that 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., in interfering with the right of the State to receive the benefit of the services of 
those tenderers, put the Government to a loss of something like £6,000, made up by the difference 
between Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender and Bond and Hudson’s tender—the difference between the 
items which would have been finally adopted, as shown by the final certificate. What is to be thought 
of action of that kind I do not know, if it is not to be strongly condemned. If in private practice 
or employment there had been such laxity, to put it mildly, in the carrying on of business, interfering 
with the interests of the constituents of a firm, and causing such a loss as that which I have indicated in 
this instance—causing an interference, for instance, with the right of the firm to obtain competitive 
valuations—I do not know what would have taken place. I am not acquainted with the law on the 
subject, and I do not know how this matter stands legally. I would not submit to your Honor that this 
interference with the right of the State to obtain the services of Bond and Hudson is actually punishable 
by law; all I want to make clear is that it was a highly improper thing to occur in connection with a 
Government contract—that it is a thing which ought not to be permitted. I intend presently to bring 
further proof to show that there is grave reason for doubting whether these circumstances were not 
thoroughly known to the Engineer-in-Chief; I intend to show that the very acts of the Engineer-in-Chief 
assisted this kind of business. It is naturally very difficult to obtain strong proof of the firm’s having been 
assisted by him; I should be just as pleased if no strong proof could be brought, but at the same time I 
should like to see an end put to any transactions like this—to prevent the recurrence of any such thing. It 
could be easily stopped by having some definite method of tendering. Eor instance, if a contractor who, in 
open competition, is £3,000 over the lowest tenderer, is not allowed to have the next place if the lowest 
tenderer withdraws, that would at once put an end to all collusion in connection with these matters. I 
would like to draw attention to Mr. Barling’s opinion of this transaction. He gave this evidence:—

13908. Mr. ParTces.'] Would it not have been a fair thing to re-tender this contract when there 
was a difference of nearly £3,000 between Bond and Hudson and the next tenderer ? I sub
mitted it for fresh tenders to be called, and approved of that’s being done; and it was only when 
these other considerations, with which I had nothing to do, came in that another course was 
taken.

That referred to Mr. Hickson’s interference with the course of tendering on the very last day before 
tenders were to be re-advertised, and when he induced Mr. Lyne to give this contract to Messrs. Carter & 

Co. Mr. Barling gave this further evidence—
13898. But I presume you would not have agreed to Messrs. Carter & Co.’s having this contract 
without tender had you known that Bond and Hudson were willing to take it up ? Certainly not. 
Most certainly not—it would have been a wrong thing to do.
13899. If you had known at that time that Bond and Hudson had been bought off by Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., would you have accepted Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender ? 
I should say most certainly not. *
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I come now to the manner in which Carter & Co., after this transaction, managed to get this contract 
given to them instead of having it re-tendered. I will point out this suspicious circumstance about it. 
Would it he natural for Messrs. Gummow, Gillan, & Co., if they were not associated in this contract, 
seeing how close their tender was to that of Carter & Co., to join with them in making the first protest. 
What would they have gained by protesting against Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s receiving the contract 
if it were not to be re-tendered? How did Carter & Co. go about the obtaining of this contract? They 
approached Mr. Hickson seven days before he wrote the minute which I will read to Your Honor, and 
which appears on page 271 of the Parliamentary return. After Messrs. Bond and Hudson had, on the 
28th September, withdrawn their tender—as Mr. Hudson has explained, not with his knowledge—Mr. 
Barling instructed Mr. Hickson to have fresh tenders called. Mr. Hickson noted that in a minute, and 
then Carter & Co., about seven days before Mr. Hickson took the second action, came to him with a 
certain claim, a claim for the stoppage of a former contract. Mr. Hickson then wrote this minute on the 
very day the tenders were to be'received,—

Since writing my minute of 6/10J91, complications have arisen with Carter & Co., re their contract No. 72 having 
been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, some of which, no doubt, could not be entertained, but on 
some items they have made a good case. They are prepared, if they obtained this work, to waive all claims on No. 72. 
As their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 below the estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this 
course were adopted, work would be given at once to a large number of men.—E.H., 23|2|92. Under Secretary. Important.
I would draw your Honor’s attention to the last passage which occurs in that minute. We find the same 
thing occurring in connection with 79a, where the Minister let the contract without competition, because, 
as it seemed, it would give employment to a large number of men. There are not a great number of men 
employed upon these sewerage contracts, and it is simply absurd to make tbe number of men who would 
be employed an excuse for giving the contract. The claim submitted by Messrs. Carter & Co. appears in 
Mr. Christie’s evidence upon page 256, and is as follows :—

Carter & Co.’s claim in re Contract No. 72.—Losses by Withdrawal of Contract Work.

Rent of Knight’s paddock ............. 40 weeks ...
Rate.

51-
£ s. d. 
10 0 0

Sandstone for concrete broken and 1,000 c. yds... si-

©©©©t
K

stacked........................................
Portland cement................................ 1,300 casks ... 1419 958 15 0

Do loss on sale .......... 2,000 „ ... 2)6 250 0 0
70)-

150|-
8%

87 10 0
4 .............. 30 0 0

Interest on expenditure, £3,211 -os .. 3 months... 64 4 6
Valuation of plant on ground for 500 0 0

completion of contract.
Loss of profit on work withdrawn ... £7,000 ............. 25% 1,750 0 0

4,050 9 6

Required for storage purposes, Maedonald- 
street. .

Material purchased before withdrawal of 
work.

do do
do do
do do
do do
do do

Cost of cement sold is included in £3,211 5s.

The greatest profit would have accrued from 
this portion of the contract.

It has been very clearly proved in evidence, and also from the papers which have been placed before the 
Commission, that, after the notice by Mr. Hickson that the works would not be continued beyond a certain 
point—I refer to the notice of October, 1891—work upon this contract was still going on and was being 
paid for, according to vouchers which have been placed before your Honor. The Portland cement referred 
to in the claim was being used extensively in the carrying out of the work, and, as a matter of fact, there 
was neither cessation nor was there any hindrance in the onward conduct of the contract. Although Ihe 
notice to which I have referred was given in October, the works were not stopped, and in April when the 
new Loan Bill of that year was passed, containing the required sum of money—it being known by the 
Department and the contractors that it would be so passed—the work was at once continued. What is 
there, in that claim, which any reasonable man knowing the circumstances as Mr. Hickson knew them, 
could consider fairly chargeable against the department. Let me take the items “ Sandstone for 
concrete broken and stacked,”—that was used. The cement was also used ; the manhole covers were 
used. The interest on the expenditure was not as represented. The valuation of plant for the com
pletion of the contract ought not to have been in the claim because the plant was not only used 
there, but was taken to other contracts. As to the loss of profit on work withdrawn, there was no 
work withdrawn; the contract was continued. There was never any intention, I submit, to withdraw the 
work, as both Mr. Hickson and the contractors well knew. I cannot see any item in that claim in regard 
to which any man wishing to conserve the interests of the public can allow that the slightest legal or 
equitable right exists. At all events, that was the claim made. Mr. Christie in his evidence, upon page 
256, in connection with this matter, says :—

(l) Messrs. Carter & Co.’s claim is dated 15 Pebruary, 1892, and was marked by Mr. Hickson to 
Mr. Bagge for report on 18th Pebruary, 1892. Mr. Bagge sent it to Mr. Davis for report on 
22nd February, 1892, Mr. Davis returned the papers on 26th Pebruary, 1892, with the following 
minute:—
“ This matter has now been settled. I understand the contractors have signed the office 

measurements, accepting them.” It
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It would thus appear that on 22nd February, 1892 (when Mr. Hickson advised the Minister that 
he thought Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compen
sation on Contract 72), the documents were not with Mr. Hickson, and the claim had not been 
looked into or reported on, nor has it at any subsequent date so been dealt with.

(m) It has been stated in evidence before the Commission that Mr. Bond, without Mr. Hudson’s 
knowledge, withdrew the tender of Bond and Hudson ; that Mr. Bond received £750 for so 
doing, and that Mr. Kenwood (Mr. Bond’s son-in-law) was paid £200 for negotiating the 
matter.

There is no doubt that Mr. Christie, looking through the dates and other particulars and comparing one 
fact with another, has there pointed out to your Honor conclusive evidence that Mr. Hickson had not 
perused this document setting forth the claim of the contractors, or that he had even waited for it to be 
reported upon, before he interviewed the Minister. It was upon the very last day for re-tendering upon 
which Mr. Hickson approached the Minister, and he then hurriedly wrote minutes granting this concession 
of another contract to the contractors, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., who were notified accordingly. 
Of course, as your Honor will see, within a very short period—almost on the same day, I think—a con
gratulatory letter which appears in the Parliamentary papers was written from the Mayor of North 
Sydney referring to the letting of this contract. The date of accepting this contract, not of signing it, 
must have been conveyed to the Mayor, Mr. Punch, very quickly, seeing that on the 23rd this undertaking 
was accepted, and that on the 24th he wrote the following:— '

Dear Mr. Lyne, 24 February, 1892.
Permit me to thank you for the prompt manner you have settled the North Sydney sewerage .contract. I am 

sure the people in the district will join with me in praise of you for the consideration you have given them on all occasions 
when your assistance has been asked for the carrying out of public works. Long may you continue in your present place, 
for I feel sure the country will progress with such men as you at the head of affairs.

Again thanking you, I am, dear Mr. Lyne,— Yours, &c.,
F. PUNCH.

It was very close upon that date that Mr. Punch received the news. All these things seem to have been 
done in a wonderful hurry, and that of itself gives rise to suspicion.

Mr. Smith : Might I point out that tenders were not called for until the 9th March.
Sis Sonor : Tenders were called for a future time. It is the closing of the tendering I under

stand to which Mr. Parkes alludes. '
Mr. Parkes: Mr. Hickson, on the 23rd February, wrote his minute, and Mr. Punch wrote his 

letter on the following day.
Mr. Smith: Tenders had been called for that date, but the notice was afterwards withdrawn.
Mr. Parkes : Although Mr. Barling said that tenders were to be called for they were not called 

for. The matter was hung up until the date when Mr. Hickson interfered by seeing the Minister and 
putting this claim before him.

Sis Sonor.- The notice appears to have been sent to the Gazette, and to have been withdrawn 
before the advertisement appeared.

Mr. Parkes : Allow me to direct your Honor’s attention to Mr. Barling’s evidence upon this point. 
He said that, knowing that Messrs. Bond and Hudson had withdrawn their tender, he gave instructions 
that fresh tenders should be called, but that fresh tenders -were not called, and the whole thing was hung 
up until Mr. Lyne came into office, the matter being only submitted to and approved by him on the 
22nd February, the matter having been delayed from the time Mr. Barling instructed that fresh tenders 
should be called—that is, after the 28th September, 1891, until the 22nd February, 1892. No action 
was taken in this interval, and then Mr. Lyne suddenly approved of the calling for tenders. No sooner 
had he done so than, on 23rd February, Mr. Hickson interfered and stopped it. At this stage I would ask 
your Honor to direct the production to the Commission of the journal Contract 72. It is a most important 
journal, and it is absolutely essential that -we should have it.

Ss Sonor : Mr. Hungerford, I understood, has instituted an unsuccessful search for that and 
other papers, but I will ask Mr. Davis to instruct Mr. Hungerford to make a particular search for this 
journal. It is as important in one sense as is the original plan of the same contract.

Mr. Parkes: The claim which it has been stated in evidence was put in by and made up by 
Mr. B. C. Simpson is undoubtedly in Mr. Carter’s own handwriting.

Sis Sonor : "What is the date ?
Mr. Parkes : The date is the 15th February.
Sis Sonor: Is it admitted to be in Mr. Carter’s handwriting ?
Mr. Carter: Tes, your Honor. Mr.
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Mr. Davis: I think your Honor will find that the subject matter of Mr. Carter’s letter was before 
the department long before that date.

Sis Sonor : I think it must be so. It appears from the terms of the paper itself that there must 
have been something before that date. I suppose these are the whole of the papers which the department 
have been able to discover dealing with the question.

Mr. Davis : I think Mr. B. C. Simpson’s letters have been put in in evidence. They bear directly 
upon this very question. As a matter of fact Mr. Carter’s letter does not do so.

Mr. Christie : It is the first record of any specific claim.
Sis Sonor : That is, of any claim put in in a tabulated form. •
Mr. Christie: Tes.
Mr. Davis : I think Mr. Simpson mentions the amount in one of his letters, but I am not sure 

about it.

Sis Sonor : There is a letter of Mr. B. C. Simpson’s, dated 10th December, referring to something 
which transpired earlier. Correspondence had apparently been going on sometime before.

Mr. Parkes: I would suggest that, in cases where I produce documentary evidence, I ought to be 
answered by documentary evidence. I have consistently produced throughout the proceedings of the 
Commission documentary evidence of this nature, and I think it ought to be answered by documentary 
evidence. I think the department ought to produce documents showing that the claim was submitted 
before the statement of claim which I have put in.

Sis Sonor : Some of the original papers have been already put in.
. Mr. Parkes : But none containing the details.

Sis Sonor: What Mr. Smith, I understand, is objecting to is the statement that the letter of 
Mr. Carter, to which you were referring, was the first appearance of a claim.

Mr. Parkes: It is the first appearance of the items of the claim.
Sis Sonor: Apparently it is. At all events it is the first that has been found. Mr. Christie’s 

statement is accurate in that respect. What Mr. Christie states is, that it appeared at that time in a 
definite form, not that it then appeared for the first time.

His Honor at To p.m. adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Thursday, 8th October, 1896.
C. E. E. MURKAY,

_________ ___________________ Commissioner.

TSDBSDAY, 8 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Yarney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) ; attended.

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, Bond Clerk, attended.
Edward Hungerford was recalled and further examined.
James Watson Eraser and Michael McMahon were sworn and examined.
Sis Sonor: I will now call upon Mr. Parkes to resume his address.
Mr. Parkes: When the Commission adjourned yesterday I was referring to the claim made by 

Carter & Co. with reference to Contract 72, and upon which Mr. Hickson obtained the consent of 
Mr. Lyne to the granting to the firm of Contract 79, the firm’s tender price for the contract being £3,000 
above the tender price of the lowest tenderers, Messrs. Bond and Hudson. Now, the peculiarity of the 
circumstances is this, that before this Commission jsat the whole of this matter was talked of, not as a 
claim for suspension, but as a claim for the withdrawal of a portion of the contract. I wish to impress 
upon your Honor that the question of suspension has come forward only since this and other matters 
have been referred to this Commission for inquiry. Mr. Carter, in the statement of claim which is 
attached to his letter of the 15th Pebruary, 1892, says, “ Loss by withdrawal of contract work.” You 
will see he does not say “ suspension ” ; he says “ withdrawal.” Now, Mr. Hickson, as will be seen upon 
page 271 of the Parliamentary return, in referring the matter to Mr. Lyne, says:—

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91 complications have arisen with Carter & Co. re their Contract 
72 having been stopped.

As a matter of fact he does not use the word “ suspended ” ; but if you refer to Mr. Hickson’s letters, 
written months before, to Mr. Lyne, to the contractors, and, through Mr. Barling, to certain municipal

authorities,
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authorities, you will find that he refers to the work as being only suspended. I still maintain, therefore, 
that Mr. Christie’s evidence, which I laid, before your Honor yesterday, is absolutely correct—that is, 
that Mr. Hickson, when he recommended to Mr. Lyne the acceptance of Carter & Co.’s tender for Con
tract 79, had never seen this claim. Mr. Simpson, as is evidenced by his letter, which is among the 
appendices, was going on the basis absolutely that there was a withdrawal of a portion of the contract, 
until we come to a period when he seems to have had an interview with Mr. Hickson. He appears to 
have been told that the work was to be gone on with, because in his final letter of 10th December, 1891, 
he asks that the suspension should be quickly settled and the continuation of the contract entered upon. 
In his first letter he says:—■

Messrs. Carter & Co. have again seen me respecting their claims for compensation on account of the 
withdrawal of the most profitable portion of their Sewerage Contract No. 72, concerning which 
claim I wrote to you on the 19th October. Mr. Piper, of your department, called on me on 
the 3rd ultimo, and stated that you agreed with him as to the contractors’ right to complete their 
contract; but, pending their completion, Messrs. Carter & Co. allege that they are being put to 
continued expense, and desire that a settlement of the question should be arrived at. ■

That is the settlement of the question—that they are to go on with their contract.
They appear to want only what is fair, which, I am quite sure, you will be willing to give them ; and 

I shall be pleased if I can assist in a satisfactory settlement. I shall be glad to call upon you 
at any time that will be convenient to you.

Mr. Hickson made a minute upon this paper, asking for an interview, and that interview must have taken 
place. This claim could not by anyone who understands ordinary business be entertained if there was a 
continuation of the contract in contemplation, and it is very clear that there was. It is clear that this 
intention was conveyed to Carter & Co,, and also to Mr. Simpson. We will take the items of the claim 
seriatim-.—“Pent of Knight’s paddock, 40 weeks, £10.” That might be allowed. Then there is “Sand
stone for concrete, broken and stacked, £400.” That certainly would be used, and was actually being 
used, because, as I have pointed out from the evidence-—and it cannot be denied—this work was actually 
going on, and certificates were being paid in respect of it up to Pebruary. Then there was also the 
request for a return of the retention money which set forth the amount of the work then done, the end 
of the section being reached. As regards the next item, “ Portland cement, 1,300 casks at 14s. 9d.— 
£958 15s.,” that must have been used even before this claim was entered upon. Then there is, “ Portland 
cement, loss on sale, 2,000 casks at 2s. 6d.—£250.” That is a loss which certainly did not occur unless 
the cement was resold afterwards, of which we have not had any evidence. Undoubtedly it is not an item 
which can be taken into consideration in connection with the question of suspension, when there was a 
large portion of the contract—something like £8,000 worth—to be continued at a later date. The next 
item is, “ Gratings, 75 at 70s.—£87 10s.” There is a letter among tbe documents which have been put 
before your Honor showing that they were bought by the department. The next item is, “Manhole 
covers, 4 at 150s.—£30.” Those were all used. The next items are, “Interest on expenditure, £3,211 5s.—- 
three months at 8 per cent., £64 4s. 6d.; valuation of plant on ground for completion of contract, £500.” 
The plant was used in the completion of the contract. Then the last item is, “ Loss of profit on the work 
withdrawn, £7,000 at 25 per cent.—£1,750.” "We know that the work was afterwards continued, and 
whatever profit there may have been upon it was obtained by the contractors, not lost by them. I desire 
to point out to your Honor the remarkable nature of this Contract 72, because it is evident that it was 
started, first of all, upon a certain plan. That plan was to continue it from a certain junction at 
Macdonaldtown Park to Shea’s Creek. There was a clause in the contract put in for a very proper and 
obvious reason. That clause is quoted in Mr. Davis’s evidence, upon page 519 :—

It is to be understood that the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until the 
engineer gives a written order to that effect; and the engineer shall have the power to suspend 
the execution of these portions of the work, or any other part of the contract, or to reduce the 
length of the contract by the extent of the said 13 or 27 chains, or any other part of the sewer 
shown on the drawings, that he may consider necessary, and the contract shall not thereby be 
invalidated, nor shall the contractor be entitled to any compensation on account of such tem
porary suspension of any part or parts of the contract or permanent reduction of same.

That clause is a definite clause put into the specification ;—and for what reason ? The reason adduced 
is, that the Government had a certain sum of money from which alone this work could be constructed. 
If the whole of the work were constructed the Loan Vote would be exceeded. It was reduced in this 
way for the purpose of keeping it within the Loan Vote, and also for another purpose—to prevent the 
work from going on to the Public "Works Committee, which, in the first place, was a very wrong thing for 
the department to have done, because it was a deliberate interference with an Act of Parliament enacted

for
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for the control of this very department in its expenditure. If your Honor will turn to the specification 
of Contract 72 you will see the proper description of the work which Carter, Gummow, & Co. had to 
carry out under their schedule. You will see the extent of the contract to be performed at that time.

The works comprised in this contract consist in the necessary excavation, shoring, timbering, piling, 
unwatering, concrete, brickwork, stonework, rendering, re-filling, pipe-laying, carpenter’s work, 
ironwork, pitching, paving, ballasting, metalling, leading surplus materials to spoil, &c., required 
in the construction of the following, viz.:—

Prom Shea’s Creek to 20 chains open channel 11 ft. 6 in. x 7 ft. 6-in.
>> 20 chains to 28 33 oval sewer 10 ft. 6 in. x 6 ft. 6 in.

28 33 to 3912 33 ,, 10 ft. 6 in. x 6 ft.
>> 3912 33 to 39-77 33 junction of two creeks, with flat concrete decking 

wrought-iron rolled girders.
39-70 33 to 48-17 33 oval sewer 7 ft. 2 in. x 6 ft.
48-17 33 to 58 33 circular sewer of 6 ft. internal diameter.

58 33 to 62-50 33 ,, ,, of 5 ft. 10 in. internal diameter.
62-50 33 to 66 33 „ „ of 5 ft. 2 in. internal diameter.

3) 66 33 to 72 33 „ „ of 3 ft. internal diameter.
33 ■ 72 33 to 76-58 33 „ ,, of 2 ft. 6 in. internal diameter.

in open cutting in mud, sand, loam, clay, shale, and ironstone, as showm on longitudinal section, 
and as shall be directed, with' all branches, junctions, curves, manholes, flushing chambers, 
subducts, road-making, and all other works in connection with those herein enumerated, and 
the maintenance of the whole of the works for a period of three months after they have been 
formally taken over by the engineer.

That defines the extent of the contract absolutely. There can be no doubt that to say that any other 
work which was afterwards put in was not extra work is only a quibble. I will proceed to show, from 
Mr. Davis’ evidence, how this contention is borne out. Let me, first of all, quote a minute by Mr. 
Hickson, which appears upon page 514 of the printed evidence, which is dated the 5th Pebruary, 1892. 
Mr. Hickson says :—

This tender was accepted on the understanding that the cost of the work be reduced so as to 
bring the cost within the amount allowed without reference to the Public Works Committee.

That, I submit, was a very wrong action for Mr. Hickson to take. The Public Works Act, establishing 
the Committee, did not contemplate any infringement of that sort.

His Honor : I quite agree with you, Mr. Parkes, but it has been often done in other cases. It 
does not come very much within the question before the Commission, of course.

Mr. ParTces : Still, it shows a reason for the reduction of this work. Mr. Hickson’s minute 
continues:—

At the commencement of the contract the sum of £15,500 was available, and this was proposed to he 
expended on the work between the Mitchell Eoad and Munni-street (C to E on sketch), a clause 
allowing a reduction of the work, A to C, being inserted in the specification.

On starting the work, however, it was found that there was no outlet to the sewer at Mitchell Eoad 
at C, and a channel had to be cut along the proposed course of Shea’s Creek Canal (A to B), at 
a cost of £4,000, to provide an outlet, and the sewer continued from Mitchell Eoad (C) to the 
commencement of the outlet channel (B), at a cost of £8,000.

This unavoidable construction of the sewer in the first instance, from A to D, exhausted the funds, 
and that portion of the work from the Macdonaldtown Park junction at D to the point of 
commencement at Munni-street (E), which formed part of the original contract, has had to he 
omitted for the present.

That, as I say, was written on 5th Pebruary, 1892, yet Mr. Hickson on 23rd February, 1892, writes to the 
Minister as follows:— .

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91 complications have arisen with Carter & Co. re their contract 
Ho. 72 having been stopped.

Going a stage further in the matter, we find Mr. Davis’ own minute of 3rd October, 1891
The amount of tender for Contract No. 72 was £20,650, but it was accepted conditionally upon the contract’s being 

reduced by £3,000. 8
It is advisable that Contract No. 72 should be continued so as/to give an outlet to Contract No. 75.

The cost of doing this will be.....................................................................  £18,764 4 10
Deduct amount paid to date ................. .................................................... 9 680 13 9

Amount required to finish to Contract 75 ............................................... 9,087 11 1
Amount available from vote ..................................................................... 5,754 0 0

Balance to be provided.......................................................... £3,333 11 1

140—S
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I beg to suggest that this amouut be paid from the following votes, viz. :—
(1.) There will probably be a balance of £2,000 from the Macdonaldtown 

Storm-water Channel Vote, after that channel has been paid for, 
which might be used for Contract No. 72, which is part and parcel
of the same work ................................................................................ £2,000 0 0

(2.) The following amounts, being balances left from votes from the 
undermentioned storm-water channels, might also be used for this
purpose :—

University, storm-water channel ............................................... 131 0 0
Phillip-street, Alexandria, storm-water channel......................... 815 0 0
Pyrmont Bridge Eoad, storm-water channel ............................ 265 0 0
Alexandria Park, storm-water channel............................................. 57 0 0

Mr. Bagge.
£3,268 0 0

J. DAVIS.

That shows what an easy conscience Mr. Davis has in shifting about these votes. He would have returned 
this money as having been expended upon the University storm-water channel, the storm-water channel at 
Phillip-street, Alexandria, the storm-water channel at Pyrmont Bridge Eoad, and the storm-water channel 
at Alexandria Park, it having been expended upon Contract No. 72. All this goes to clearly prove that 
this contract had a certain limit and that a certain amount of extra work, an extension of the work, was 
afterwards decided upon—that as a matter of fact the claim which Carter, G-ummow, & Co. put iu was for 
an amount of work which was a contemplated reduction when they signed their contract. That circumstance 
the contractors themselves, as well as the department, must have known. This amount of extra work 
w hich was added to the contract to carry out the canal should, at least, have been taken into consideration. 
Upon page 516 of the evidence you will also see a minute by Mr. Barling, under date of 28th October, 
1891, in which he says:—

On the Loan Estimates for 1890 the following votes were taken :—
Macdonaldtown Park Storm-water Sewer, from Swanson-street to Ashmore-strcet; thence from Ashmore-street to 

Maedonald-street—£8,500.
Storm-water Channel from Munni-street, Newtown, through Macdonaldtown Park to Shea’s Creek £15,500.
The work comprised in the first item is shown on the accompanying plan marked “A” to “B.” It is being carried 

out by Messrs. Parry and Farley, and is nearly completed. The cost will be about £6,500, leaving a balance on the vote 
of about £2,000.

The work comprised in the second item is now being carried out by Carter & Co. Its position is shown on plan 
starting from point “ C,” and it is intended to terminate at “ E,” supposing sufficient funds are at disposal for the purpose, 
the contract being a schedule one. It was found during the progress of this work.that an earthen drain was required from 
point “ C ” to “ F” on plan, running along the course of Shea’s Creek Canal. This work was one which it was first under
stood would be carried out by the Harbours and Rivers Branch in connection with the canal works, but it was subsequently 
decided to include the work in the Roads Branch Contract. This earthen drain will absorb £4,000 of the money, leaving a 
deficiency on the vote of something like £9,000. The contract of Messrs. Parry and Farley has been shown as terminating 
at point “ B ” on plan, and a small gap has been left between “ B ” and “ D,” w’hich it is estimated will cost £1,264 to 
complete. This can be paid for out of the balance available on the £8,500 vote. It will be seen, therefore, that a further 
sum of £9,000 will be required to complete the whole of the work from “ E ” to “ F.” Of this sum, £4,000 is required on 
account of the earthen drain referred to, and which was not contemplated when the work was undertaken, and the balance, 
£5,000, is required to complete the work up to “ E.” In other words, the £9,000 represents “ extras,” not contemplated 
when the contract was let.

It is represented that the matter is so urgent that the Minister is asked whether special arrangements cannot be 
made to permit of this work being proceeded with, in anticipation of further funds being voted. None of the additional 
sum will be required until next year. This further amount will bring the cost of the Munni-street sewer to about £25,000.

. J.B.

Can there be any doubt whatever, in the face of that minute, and the plan indicating so clearly the 
contract, that the work originally contemplated was from “ C ” to “ E,” and that after the work had 
started the piece of canal wdiich runs across the site of the proposed ship-canal, under the Harbours 
and Elvers Department, that is, from “ C ” to “ E,” was an extra given to the contractors. If the 
question is to be looked at from the point of view of equity, let me point out at what cost this work was 
given to the contractors. Tour Honor saw the site, and must have noticed the nature of the material 
which had to be excavated. Although the canal itself, which runs from “ D ” to “ C, was only 12 feet 
across, this further canal,—this extension of the earthwork, as shown upon the tracing which has been 
placed before the Commission,—is about 21 feet at the bottom and about 50 feet at the top. 1

JHr. Davis: Those are not the correct dimensions. The evidence goes to show that the size 
required to discharge the quantity of water which would come down a concrete canal was provided in the 
earth canal.

JZis Honor: As far as I can see, Mr. Parkes is rather overstating than understating the size of 
the channel. I could quite understand your objection, Mr. Davis, had the opposite been the case. I do 
not know whether Mr. Parkes intends to contend that the size of the channel was unnecessarily large.

Mr. Parkes : Yes, your Honor. '
Mr. Davis : As I have already said, the size was that required to discharge the quantity of water 

which came down the concrete channel.
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His Honor : It goes without saying that the earth channel would have to be larger than would a 
concrete channel, but it is a question of engineering whether it was or was not unduly large.

Mr. ParTces : The original storm-water channel, as far as can be judged from the plans, is about 
9 feet deep, but the extra earth canal is only about 5 feet 6 inches deep, but the channel is spread out to 
a very great extent. The quantity which it contained was about 22,000 cubic yards, and that was paid for at 
the rate of 2s. 6d. for excavation, and Is. for the placing of the spoil 25 feet away from the margin of 
the channel, as will be seen by the two letters which I will now read to your Honor. On the 13th March, 
1891, Mr. Tillett, of the Harbours and Rivers branch, wrote the following minute:—

It has just come to my knowledge that in carrying out the works of the Munni-street to Shea’s Creek 
Sewer, a part of which is along the centre line of the proposed Shea’s Creek Canal, and is itself 
an open channel, the material from the open channel is being disposed in such a position as in 

• the event of the Shea’s Creek Canal being extended to Buckland the whole of their material will
have again to be moved : it may be possible that this material can be so disposed as to make one 
moving sufficient. I would suggest that the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads and Bridges’ attention 

, be drawn to the matter.
On the following page your Honor will find a minute by Mr. Davis containing the following:—

The ground is of such soft nature that I do not think it practicable to move our excavated material 
clear of the 750 feet proposed canal resumption, except at great expense, and as it does not 
appear that the cross section of the excavation for the canal is definitely settled, I recommend 
that our contractors be allowed to go on depositing the earth parallel with the canal, leaving 
25 feet from the edge of the canal for the future bank.

It will be seen that afterwards, when the Harbours and Rivers Department came to deal with the matter, 
they had to shift this material. Now the payment of this price of 3s. fid. for the excavation of this 
canal, and the deposit of the spoil 25 feet from the margin—

Mr. Davis: The evidence is not that 3s. fid. was paid.
His Honor : 2s. fid. appears to have been paid for the ex'cavation, and Is. for depositing the spoil ?
Mr. Davis: Tes, your Honor, and the evidence is that the Is. was not paid.
Mr. ParTces: If your Honor will take out the area of the canal you will find that it comes to 

22,000 yards. Those 22,000 yards, if paid for at the rate of 2s. fid. per yard for excavation, will not 
make £4,000, the sum of money which was put down as being the amount of money required for this 
work. It is very easy to be seen that the extra shilling was required to make up the £4,000, the sum of 
money which was paid for the canal. It is simply a quibble to interrupt my address with matters of this 
sort. I think that unless I am stating that which is not a fact I ought not to be interrupted.

His Honor: The question to which Mr. Davis is alluding is, I take it, 15790 and the following 
questions in his own evidence:—

15790. Did the contractors receive Is. a yard for filling—for putting the spoil 25 yards from the 
bank? No.
15791. What became of the spoil of the canal ? It was put as the minute I have just read— 
the minute of the 16th March—indicates.
15792. Where was it put ? As that minute indicates.
15793. What does the minute say ? I think 25 ft. from the edge of the proposed canal.
15794. And did the Harbours and Rivers Branch remove it again ? I do not know what 
happened afterwards. •
15795. The Harbours and Rivers Branch excavated the ground where it was deposited ? I do 
not think so. I believe after we had drained the swamp a period elapsed before the ships’ canal 
was brought up to that point. I suppose a couple of years elapsed. The swamp being drained, 
Chinamen started to cultivate upon the soil we had put there; in fact, they had some nice 
gardens there, and it was not until the ship canal was put into operation that the gardens -were 
abandoned.
15796. Do you call that the losing end of a contract where the contractors were receiving 2s. fid. 
for excavating soft material, and where they deposited it at Is. a yard ? It was a very nasty end 
of the contract.

There is no contradiction to your assumption, Mr. Parkes, that Is. a yard was paid for depositing. The 
final voucher would show that.

Mr. ParTces : If your Honor will look at page 139 of the Parliamentary Return your Honor will 
see the original contract. The probable quantity of excavation is set down at 26,200 yards, at 2s. fid.

His Honor: The final certificate shows the general excavation at 53,410 yards, at 2s. fid., and the 
filling in at 27,961 yards, at Is., corresponding with the amount originally contemplated. Mr.
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Mr. ParTces: Tour Honor will see that the quantity of filling given in the schedule on page 139 
of the Parliamentary Eeturn is only 12,000 yards. In the minute of Mr. Barling, to which I have 
already referred, you will find these words

It will be seen, therefore, that a further sum of £9,000 will be required to complete the whole 
of the work from “ E ” to “ E.” Of this sum £4,000 is required on account of the earthern 
drain referred to.

If you take the 22,000 yards at 3s. 6d., you will find that it will make up the £4,000. I say that if the 
Engineer-in-Chief recommended that in respect of this simple notice of an intention to suspend the work 
at a certain point—the work was really not suspended hut went on continuously—a claim existed upon 
grounds of an equitable nature, surely the interests of the country ought to have been taken into con
sideration, when the contractors were given a piece of canaling at a cost of 3s. 6d. per cubic yard. It is 
not so long ago when the Contractor’s Association waited upon the present Secretary for Public Works, 
Mr. Toung, and undertook to take out as much of this class of excavation as was required, and to deposit 
it wherever the Minister wished, at 7d. per yard. That is an excellent price for such a class of excavation, 
as any professional man will tell your Honor.

His Honor : When did that occur ?
Mr. ParTces : About two months ago.
Mr. Davis : It was a totally different case. The material was different.
Mr. Carter : I think Mr Parkes is referring to sand.
Mr. Davis : There is absolutely no parallel between the two cases.
His Honor: The circumstance to which Mr. Parkes refers is not in evidence; and I do not, in 

fact, know of my own knowledge whether anything of the kind occurred. If anything of the kind 
occurred which could be made material to this inquiry, I should take evidence in reference to it if it were 
produced. That which occurred very lately it would be hardly fair, however, to compare with what 
occurred in 1891.

Mr. ParTces : Will your Honor allow me to put in the evidence ?
His Honor: Tes.
Mr. ParTces: Then I will do so at a later stage.
His Honor: Of course I shall also allow evidence to be tendered in reply.
Mr. ParTces: But putting that question aside for the time being, the cost of this excavation is 

equal, as a matter of fact, to the cost put in many contracts, which have been laid before your Honor, for 
the blasting out of solid rock, viz., 4s. Take, for instance, Carter & Co.’s own schedule for Contract 09. 
They have put in items there which they certainly were not asked to carry out.

His Honor: No one says that those are the proper values. The contractors themselves do not 
contend that they are proper values.

Mr. ParTces: But the department has, in some of these cases, put in blasting at a very small price, 
viz., 6s. a yard. If this extra work were required, it must have been known before the contract was 
started that the contractors would have to do it; and that, without the slightest doubt, was the object of 
the clause in the contract which was referred to in Mr. Hickson’s letter giving power to the Engineer-in
Chief to suspend or to alter or cut off a portion of the contract wherever it might happen to be at the 
time. This clause gave the department absolute power and left the contractors without the slightest 
right to compensation.

His Honor: I see that in the schedule for Contract 118 excavation in hard rock with 4-inch 
charges is put down at 6s. 6d., whereas excavation in surface soil, mud, sand, clay, ballast, and soft rock, 
is put dowrn at 2s.

Mr. ParTces: The schedules in various contracts show very small prices for rock excavation, but 
there can be no doubt that 3s. 6d. per yard was an enormous price for the excavation in the case of 
Contract 72. Mr. Hickson’s communication to the contractors in respect to the suspension of the 
contract was iruthese terms :—

With reference to your contract, No. 72, Sydney Sewerage Works, Munni-street, Shea’s Creek, 
. south-west channel, I have the honor to inform you that, in accordance with clause No. 3 of the 

specification, which gives me power to make such permanent alterations as may be considered 
necessary, I have decided to terminate the contract after the construction of the junction 
chamber and connection with the Macdonaldtown Park storm-water channel at 41'30 chains, 
thereby omitting that portion of the contract from such junction upwards to the point of 
termination of the sewer, as shown on drawings at Hnion-street, and hereby give you notice 
that the Munjii street htorn)-water channel is not to be carried on beyond the before-mentioned 
junction, The
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The explanation of that letter in the evidence is this—that it was sent by Mr. Hickson to the contractors 
merely as a bluff. I do not think your Honor can possibly accept that explanation as seriously given. 
Here we have the business letter of a man who has made provision in his specification guarding against 
his getting into difficulties by running beyond the money available or allotted for the contract. He 
knew that under this clause he could alter the contract as he liked. As a matter of fact the contract was 
started and carried out in such an unbusinesslike fashion, and in such a confused way, that Mr. Hickson, 
no doubt, saw that he would get into difficulties unless he took this step—unless he availed himself of the 
clause which he had specially provided in the specification. No valid claim for compensation therefor 
could have arisen from the exercise of power under that clause. What does Mr. Hickson himself say in 
his own letter of 5th February, 1892:—

At the commencement of the contract the sum of £15,500 was available, and this was proposed 
to be expended on the work between the Mitchell Eoad and Munni-street, C to E on sketch, a 
clause allowing a reduction of the work, A to C, being inserted in the specification.

Mr. Hickson must have known that the stoppage was only of a temporary nature. He could not, as a 
matter of fact, have known the items which were put into the contractors’ claim. Coming to those items, 
is it a reasonable thing to suppose that a shrewd man like Mr. B. C. Simpson, the engineer, could ever 
have conceived the idea of submitting items such as those in a claim in respect of the suspension of 
a contract ? If Mr. Simpson did submit this claim, as Messrs Carter & Co. allege—although it is in Mr. 
Carter’s handwriting—there can be no doubt that it was submitted on the assumption that there would 
be an absolute stoppage of the contract. Each item in the claim shows that. When Mr. Carter saw 
that there was a question of the Minister’s calling for tenders for Contract 79, he at once saw Mr. 
Hickson, and that gentleman, I presume, said to him, “ Well, it will be difficult to overcome the Minister.” 
It was then, we may presume, that Mr. Carter produced his claim in respect of Contract 72—and that 
Mr. Hickson, without seeing what it actually contained, and knowing nothing, except that it was conveyed 
to him by Mr. Carter, went to the Minister and advised him to accept Carter & Co.’s tender for Contract 
79 upon the understanding that their claim in respect of Contract 72 would be withdrawn. Now the 
suspicious business about the whole of this transaction lies in these constant interviews between Mr. 
Carter and Mr. Hickson. Here is another suspicious circumstance. Is it at all likely that a man so 
shrewd in business as is Mr. Carter, shaping his everyday business to a course of gain, would have paid 
Messrs. Bond and Hudson a sum of £750 three months before he got this particular contract, unless 
he really was sure that his firm would obtain it? Let me refer your Honor to Mr. Hudson’s evidence 
upon page 254 :—

9072. Did you go to the clerk in the tender room—to the officer in charge of tenders ? I cannot 
say, speaking from memory.
9073. He never informed you that Mr. Bond had withdrawn his tender altogether ? No.
9074. What did he tell you ? He said we could get back our money by applying for it.
9075. And that you could take your tender up at any time ? He said that we could withdraw 
our money without prejudice.
9076. Without prejudice to your tender ? Tes.
9077. Was there any probability to your mind of the job’s being gone on with? Long before 
that I asked when the department were likely to go on with the job. I was continually coming 
down to know if the department were going on with it, and they said they were not likely to be 
going on with it for two years.
9078. Could you not recognise the officer you saw if he were brought here ? No, I cannot say
that I could. -

It will be clearly seen that Mr. Hudson, in spite of the fact that ample money was voted for Contract 79, 
and that there was not the slighest doubt but that the work would be sanctioned at an early date by the 
Minister, was humbugged in this way by the office. I will direct ymur Honor’s attention to Mr. Carter’s 
evidence upon page 253. He said, in answer to my questions :—■ .

9026. Mr. Parlces.~\ When you made the arrangement with Mr. Bond, which has been referred 
to this morning, did you then give him a promissory-note? No ; I gave him a cheque.
9027. Eor what amount ? £750. *
9028. That was another £750, then ? Tes.
9029. In all, then, you paid Mr. Bond £1,500 ? Tes.
9030. First you gave him a cheque for £750 and then a promissory-note for £750? Tes.
9031. Did the cheque go through the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes. I have some 
faint recollection of the agreement which has been referred to. To the best of my recollection 
it was tom up in Mr. Bond’s presence.
9032-. Was it after the promissory-note had been paid that the document was tom up ? Tes.

9033.
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9033. Sis Sonor.1 I do not understand how it comes about that the promissory note bears this 
date;—was that the date of the transaction? No; the transaction occurred towards the close 
of 1891. Tour question refreshes my memory to some extent with reference to the agreement. 
There wore only a few words in it. It was to the effect that we were to pay Mr. Bond £750 
down, contract or no contract—I risked that £750—and that if the tender were accepted a promis
sory note was to he given to him for the balance of £750. I presume the tender would be 
accepted about that date—that is, the 23rd March—and that I then gave him the promissory 
note.
9034. Mr. ParTces.'] The contract was signed on March 13th, was it not? Tes; you will see that
that would allow me ten days for the transaction of this business with Mr. Bond. The cheque 
to Kenwood and Kerle was a payment for services rendered. ,
9035. Why did you not* pay that in September instead of March ? They were not entitled to it 
until the transaction was completed.
9036. It was not completed until the payment of the promissory note in June, 1892 ? I think 
that when I once gave the promissory note the transaction was settled.
9037. Sis Sonor.] Then it cost you £1,700 to get the contract ? Tes.

Then let me refer your Honor to Mr. Kenwood’s evidence upon page 251. He there gives a very clear 
illustration of the manner in which Mr. Carter went about obtaining this contract by buying out Bond 
and Hudson. Now, the fact of Mr. Carter’s paying so large a sum as £750—an amount which his firm 
were really not in a position to pay at that time, as is evidenced by their giving a P.N. later on, and by 
a perusal of their banking account, Weedon’s money at that time being paid into it-----

Mr. Garter : That is entirely a misstatement.

Sis Sonor: Mr. Weedon’s money was paid into the account long after that.

Mr. ParTces: A perusal of Mr. Christie’s evidence and the bank-books of Carter & Co. will estab
lish the fact that Mr. Carter had at that time an overdraft at the bank; and the fact of his giving £750 in 
this way, at a time when the firm were in need of work and money—because Mr. Carter said in his own 
evidence that there they were at the end of their work—is conclusive evidence that he must have had 
some assurance—that he must have relied implicitly upon what he could do with the Department, founded! 
possibly, upon a knowledge of what he had done with the Department before. There must have been 
something of this kind operating upon his mind to justify him in giving away this large sum of £750. I 
do not think I can be called abnormally suspicious because I look at the transaction in that way. Keen 
business people do not hazard money in that way; for it must be remembered that in this case it had 
been mentioned that tenders were to be called for. That being so, Mr. Carter must have had some assur
ance that his own firm would receive the contract. Mr. Barling, no doubt, gave instructions in perfect 
good faith that tenders were to be called, and he believed, no doubt, that they would be called; but, as 
against that, we have Mr. Hickson, on the last day of tendering, or within eight days of the receipt of * 
this statement of claim from Carter, Grummow, & Co., appearing at the last moment to check Mr. Dyne’s 
hands with regard to the tendering. These are facts which have a very suspicious appearance. I am 
coming now to the nature of this contract, and as to the way in which it was altered after it had been let. 
Ve have in Mr. Davis’ evidence a statement in which he says :—

Since the inauguration of the Sewerage Branch in November, 1879, up to the present date, 117 
contracts have been let and completed, with the following result:—Amount of tenders, worked 
out at schedule rates, £1,440,225; total amount of final vouchers, £1,433,186. Showing that 
the amount of the tenders worked out at schedule rates has exceeded the amounts of final 
vouchers by the sum of £7,039, or a saving of that amount in about one and a half million 
pounds worth of work. It will therefore be seen that, although speculative tendering has been 
in vogue for sixteen years, while in some cases the quantities at schedule rates worked out to 
more than the amount of the tender, the opposite occurred quite as frequently.

This is merely a statement. There is no documentary evidence in proof of it. The agreement between 
the returns might be simply the result of accident, because the rearrangement of the schedules might 
bring that about, and yet give to the contractors working under them a vast advantage in obtaining a 
greater amount of money at the conclusion of the contract than they anticipated when they started. Take 
the schedule of Contract 79. The tender amount was £39,000, and Mr. Davis claims that it worked out 
at £40,000. But notice the items which are eliminated. The items upon which the contractor carried 
out the work were not the items which he put into his tender. Bor instance, there was no timber left in 
the shafts, and other items such as subducts, handpacked filling, brickwork, permanent puddling, surplus 
material, and a lot of other items were decreased, a number of other items being increased; so that 
really the schedule upon which the contract was completed was not at all like the schedule upon which

the
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the firm tendered. As a matter of fact, Carter & Co., as shown by Mr. Thompson’s evidence—and it has 
not been answered by the Department—benefited by the readjustment of the schedule to the extent of 
about £3,000. The matter is referred to in Mr. Thompson’s evidence upon page 306. It will be seen, 
upon reference to the joint report of Mr. McCredie and Mr. Thompson, which appears on that page, that 
they do not proceed on the basis taken by the Department, for it must be admitted that there was only a 
certain proportion of work specified in the Government schedule to be gadded out, and a certain 
proportion, as specified, to be blasted out. Mr. Davis’s memo, deals with this matter, in reply to Mr. 
Thompson, as if the Department had the power to substitute throughout the work gadding for blasting 
out. Mr. Thompson proceeds upon the proper assumption that the Department only substituted the 
blasting for the gadding in the proportion of 800 cubic yards which they put into the specification. 
He takes as a basis and it ought to be a fair basis—not the rigged schedule of Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
but an office valuation originally thought to be Contract 79, but which turned out to be Contract 79a, on 
account of the departments being unable to produce their original schedule of Contract 79. In respect of 
Contract 79a, a continuation of Contract 79, it may be fairly argued that the proportion of the items 
represents the proportion of the items in the neighbouring contract, and in that the department, according 
to the schedule which appears upon page 339 of the Parliamentary return, put down excavation in hard 
rock where gadding only is permitted, 72s., and excavation in hard rock where charges of powder four 
inches in length are permitted, 55s., the difference being 17s. If you look at any departmental schedule 
you will see that they put the guttering and gadding down at an increased price over the blasting. Of 
course, manual labour is a great deal the more costly way of carrying out this work than blowing it out 
with powder. Mr. Thompson has taken a very fair basis, I submit,-in doing that. It was a larger and 
more expensive work, and he would have been inclined to increase it. Yout Honor asked him a very 
pertinent question as to whether, the contract being a larger and more expensive contract, the items 
would not have been increased. That would be so, and the basis, I submit, is a fair one, to show that the 
substitution gave the contractors a great benefit. I will show that Mr. Davis’s memorandum is on an 
entirely wrong basis, because the contractors were paid to within half an inch of the full limit of the 
concrete which would have been paid for if the contract had been carried out according to the letter of 
the specification. I will now read the report of Mr. M'Credie and Mr. Thompson :—

Yarney Parkes, Esq., M.L.A., Public Works Inquiry Commission.
Dear Sir, . 250, Pitt-street, Sydney, 23 July, 1896.

We have carefully gone'through the schedule and final voucher in connection with Contract No. 79, and have 
the honor to report as follows :—

Item No. 1.—In this item the schedule quantities give 800 cubic yards of “excavation in tunnel, guttering, and 
gadding,” and the final voucher has 21 -22 cubic yards, showing a deduction of 778‘78 cubic yards, which latter quantity was 
allowed to be carried out as excavation with 4-inch powder, at a merely nominal reduction in cost of 3s. per cubic yard, as 
per schedule, whereas the proper difference in value would have been 17s. per cubic yard, thus the alteration benefited the 
contractors by 14s. per cubic yard, amounting to £545 2s. lid. .

Had the above-mentioned 778'78 cubic yards been carried out by guttering and gadding, we would point out that 
the contractor would have had a loss of 9s. per cubic yard, which would have amounted to £350 9s., based on the 
Department’s estimate of 72s. per cubic yard.

Item No. 5.—The schedule quantities give 361 cubic yards of guttering and gadding in shafts, while the final return 
shows that excavation with 4-inch powder was substituted, which would give the contractor an increased profit of 5s. per 
cubic yard, amounting to £90 5s.

Item No. 17. In this item there is an increase of S52T7 cubic yards of sandstone concrete in the final return over 
the quantity shown in the schedule, which would result in the contractor gaining a profit of 7s. 6d. per cubic yard, 
amounting to £319 11s. 3d., the Government estimate being 30s. per cubic yard. ’

Items Nos. 10 to 15 {inclusive). For these items the contractor only allows £3 4s. 2d., while a fair cost would amount 
to £238 15s. ; and as they were not carried out, the contractor was saved a loss of £235 10s. lOd.

Item No. 20.—This item, 180 cubic yards of brickwork, the contract rate for which was 20s. per cubic yard, or £180, 
was omitted; whereas the Department’s estimated value is 60s. per cubic yard, and which, if it had been carried out, 
would have resulted in a loss to the contractor of £360.

VS e may point out that in Item No. 4 the schedule quantities give 75 cubic yards excavation in road surfaces, 
whereas the quantity paid for was 541*77 cubic yards ; and as the contractor’s price was 7Ss. per cubic yard, against the 
Department’s estimated value of 6s. per cubic yard, this increase gave the contractor an additional profit of £1,680 7s. 5d.

We are, &c.,
george McCredie,
W. THOMPSON.

It will be clearly seen that the department was conferring benefit by the rearrangement of the schedule, 
although it came out at £40,000 with the addition of £1,200 for a branch sewer, and the addition of 
other small works Carter & Co. received by the readjustment of the items, a great benefit over and above 
the contract which they signed. Let me come now to Mr. Davis’ explanation of this matter in his 
memorandum.

Sis Sonor : I would point out that the only readjustment was the substitution of 4-inch powder 
blasting for guttering and gadding. All the other items adjust themselves, leaving out, of course,. 
subducts.

Mr.



Mr. Davis : I have not wished to interrupt Mr. Parkes, although I might have done so repeatedly 
for the purpose of correcting misstatements. In this case he seems to have forgotten the fact that 
the statement of Mr. McCredie and Mr. Thompson was practically withdrawn, and that we had no 
opportunity to cross-examine them in reference to it. '

His Honor : If the proportions were the same and the quantities greater, then the difference 
would be proportionately greater, and it is upon the difference that the argument has been founded. At 
the same time the only readjustment lies in the substitution of blasting for guttering and gadding.

Mr. Parkes: With reference to the statement which Mr. Davis has just made in regard to Mr. 
McCredie and Mr. Thompson, I should like to point out that they were both brought back for the purposes 
of cross-examination, but that the department declined to cross-examine them. Mr. Davis’ statement that 
the contract would come out at a certain amount is a fallacious statement. With an indefinite schedule 
it is impossible to make a calculation of that kind. I will deal now with Mr. Davis’ statement as to the 
subducts. He has made an estimate showing the amount of saving in this respect. It will be found in 
his memorandum No. G, upon page 508 of the printed evidence :— '

When the shafts were sunk to the level of the tunnels, and the contractors were about to start 
driving, comparative estimates were made for the different modes of excavating the tunnel pro
vided for in the schedule. Although the price for guttering and gadding was somewhat above 
that for blasting—taking into consideration the fact that if the tunnels were driven by the latter 
means they could not be taken out to the precise size required, and therefore more concrete 
would be used in the lining than if the excavation were done by guttering and gadding—it was 
found the department would effect a saving of about £1,250 oh the whole length of the tunnels, 
if they were taken out without the use of explosives. The contractors saw the Engineer-in
Chief in my presence respecting the matter, and offered, if they were allowed to do the excavation 
by the use of 4 inches of compressed powder, to allow an equivalent to the above sum in the 
quantity of concrete paid for. On these conditions the Engineer-in-Chief approved of the 
excavations being done by blasting, and the work was carried out accordingly; and in the final 
voucher the concrete which was included was reduced equal to £1,302 9s. 8d.

Mr. Davis shows in his statement that the total amount of sandstone packing in the tunnels paid for, less 
the Ernest-street branch, was 421 cubic yards; and that in the bluestone sewer 1,219 cubic yards, less the 
Ernest-street branch, were paid for. The summary shows the amount savfed on the sandstone concrete 
as £705, and on the bluestone concrete £596; that is upon the assumption that there were only 2 inches 
of lining paid for. But, as a matter of fact, if your Honor will turn to page 318 of the Parliamentary 
papers, it will, be seen that the amount of lining which was allowed was 3i inches over and above what 
was required to make the periphery of the sewer. Coming to the actual facts of the case, it is provided 
in the specification, as has been stated by Mr. Davis, that when blasting is carried out on these contracts 
there shall be a limit of 4 inches margin in the concrete to be paid for. I will take Mr. Davis’ figures. 
He says there were 421 yards of sandstone concrete, omitting the Ernest-street branch—a very small 
amount, some 90 yards. I will ask you to turn to the voucher upon page 333 of the Parliamentary 
return. How is it possible that such a saving can be made when we see that, according to the final 
voucher, sandstone concrete assumed the dimensions of 1,872 cubic yards, and bluestone concrete the 
dimensions of 1,562 cubic yards ? Those were the quantities that were actually paid for, the quantities 
in the tender schedule being 1,023 and 1,390 yards respectively. As a matter of fact, the so-called 
saving in this matter was no saving at all, but was a great benefit to the contractors. I have pointed 
out in respect of Contract 79 those which I consider to be the main concessions which were granted 
to these contractors. All that I have to say, in concluding my remarks as regards that contract, is 
that where the contractors are dealing with the public those who have charge of the public interests 
should not always think of the position of the contractors, and try invariably to do that which will 
meet their convenience or produce profit for them. It has been shown that, in this case, everything 
was done by the department for the contractors ; every action taken by the department tended to 
give them the best advantage which they could have obtained upon the contract. Erom the very first, 
when an opportunity was given to them to buy off Bond and Hudson, up till the time when the final 
voucher was paid, everything upon the contract was worked to the advantage of the contractors. The 
State has some say in the matter, and it certainly ought to have some definite method of carrying on 
its work. When the Public Works Department calls for competitive undertakings it ought at least to 
have a fair basis upon which the competition can take place, so that it will get the full benefit of it. I 
come now to Contract 72 itself. I have dealt pretty extensively with that contract during the time I 
have been dealing with Contract 79, but I should like to point out clearly to your Honor what was the 
position of that contract, beginning with its earlier stages. In the first place, the department submitted 
an estimate to Parliament that £15,500 was required to build a sewer from Munni-street to Shea’s Creek.

Parliament
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Parliament voted that money upon a very definite scale. The lowest tender, according to the Parlia
mentary papers, which came in for Contract 72, for the amount of work competed for—that is, from 
Shea’s Creek to a certain chainage—was £20,650. Then this question came up—that if that tender were 
accepted the work would have to go before the Public \\ orks Committee ; and, in order to avoid that 
course, the estimate was reduced, as Mr. Davis has admitted in his minute, by £3,000, making the contract 
sum about £17,700. In order that the work might come within £15,500 which was voted—if that 
question should arise—a clause was put in the specification, which appears upon page 141 of the Parlia
mentary return. I refer to clause 3, which has been so often read before the Commission. That clause 
provides that at a certain time, if a further sum of money had not been voted in a succeeding Loan Bill, 
the portion set forth in the clause, or any other portion, might be cut off from the contract. As the work 
proceeded the department seemed suddenly to find out that they had not a proper outlet, and, as regards 
that point, it seems very dubious whether they were right in coming to that conclusion. However, they 
did, for whatever reasons, come to that conclusion. Below the level of this sewer there was running 
Shea’s Creek; and it would have taken, without any channel whatever being cut, the output. It was 
simply a question of cutting some 50 feet between the end of the sewer and Shea’s Creek. That would 
have taken the water without any necessity for cutting the channel at a different level through which to 
run down the water. , .

Sis Honor : I understand that there was a flat without any definite channel at all.

Mr. Parkes : At all times there was a channel of sufficient depth to carry away any water that 
might come from the sewer. If you examine residents in the locality your Honor can soon settle the 
point, if there is any doubt in your mind.

Mr. Davis : That question was fully gone into in M'Namara’s case.
Mr. Parkes : I should like to know how it was possible to connect the channel, which was only 

5 feet 6 inches, with the sewer, which was about 12 feet.
Mr. Davis : The greatest depth would be 7 feet 6 inches.
Mr. Parkes: The channel was much less in depth, as shown by the drawing, than was the 

sewer. The level of the land must have been below 'the top of the sewer, and the channel without 
a doubt was cut without any necessity. Even supposing we allow that there was a necessity, it was 
an extra in every sense of the word, and was no part and parcel of the contract in the first 
instance. However, this channel was cut, and the claim in Carter & Co’s, ease is that they had the 
most expensive portion of the work to do in the first instance. Now I want to know how it is that, if 
the wrong end of the contract was commenced, Carter & Co. did not object to that. The truth 
is that they commenced at the end of the contract in respect of which they received the greatest amount 
of remuneration for the work they were doing. They commenced at the end where they had nothing but 
soft sand cutting at the extravagant price of 2s. 6d. for excavation and Is. for refilling. That is the 
reason why the contractors commenced at that end. This clause would apply to any portion of the work, 
whether it was commenced at one end or the other. The clause allows of a certain amount of money 
being expended, and there is then power to terminate, permanently or temporarily, any portion of the 
contract. It was found ultimately necessary, after notice had been given by Mr. Hickson to the 
contractors in October, 1891, to obtain an extra amount of money, to be hurriedly voted by Parliament, 
for the continuation of the work. The department immediately set about doing this. They set to work 
to make out their reasons for the vote, and they then persuaded the Minister to put an amount on the 
Estimates. The amount was so put on and passed. Now it is well known that Loan Bills are generally 
introduced, not at the early part of a Session, but towards the close of it. If you search the records of 
this particular case you will find that the Bill, at every stage, had this £9,000 in it. Carter & Co. must 
have known that the work would be continued. The department certainly knew, Mr. Hickson’s letter 
being written to meet toe contingency of the works not being continued, or the happening of any accident.
During the whole of this time Carter & Co. were working upon this contract—that is beyond dispute__
and within a few weeks of the time of the notification of the second contract. Now on the very day on 
which the Loan Bill was passed through Parliament, Mr. Hickson notified Carter & Co. that their 
contract would be continued. Where, then, is there any equitable claim in respect of the contract? 
Where is there any justification for the statement to the Minister that Carter & Co. had an equitable 
claim for that very short suspension, when, as a matter of fact, the firm received an extension of the 
contract at very excellent prices ? Instead of an injury being done to the contractors in respect of this 
contract, a vast benefit was conferred upon them by giving them this extra work and' associating them 
with the contract right through. If the Public Works Department manages the whole of its contracts in 
the way in which Contract 72 was managed, then I certainly do not think Mr. Smith’s remark that Mr. 
Hickson has shown to the country throughout this inquiry that he has ever looked to the safeguarding of
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the interests of the public is very well established. I will now take up the question of the rigging of 
schedules, and especially with respect to Contracts G9 and 79. In the first place I should like to point out 
to your Honor that in any work of this description the first care of an engineer should be to get the most 
definite proposal possible put down in the plan and specification. After this definite proposal has been 
so put down, the contractors can compete fairly for the work. In order that they may be enabled to do 
this, proper borings should be made right to the depth of the contemplated sewer. This has not been done 
in the case of departmental work, and the particulars, form, and manner, of the schedules, even up to the 
present day, is not at all satisfactory. The different classes of material are so confusingly put together 
that they must inevitably lead contractors at all times to speculate in their prices. The first reason and 
prime basis of speculation by contractors in tendering is to be found in the indefinite manner in which 
information is given to them by the department. As a matter of fact, that information is given in such a 
manner as to invite speculative tendering, and to result in benefit to the contractors rather than to the public. 
As regards this question, let me refer your Honor to the evidence of Mr. Toung, upon page 358, and to 
the evidence of Mr. Dean, upon page 319. Speaking generally as to that evidence, it shows conclusively 
that these men, who are the two oldest of the contractors in and about the pity of Sydney, if not in 
New South Wales, are not familiar with the methods of schedule rigging which were adopted by Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co. in their tenders for Contracts 69 and 79. It is contended by the department that this 
is an existing evil; but the fact remains that the tenders of Carter & Co. for Contracts 69 and 79 con
tained prices of a most extravagant nature. I will turn, for a moment, to Mr. Bagge s evidence, on page 
404. Mr. Bagge was an officer of the department for a great number of years. He is evidently an honor
able old man who understands his business, and he seems to have been wonderfully struck by the nature 
of the tenders which were sent in at that period. He says, in his evidence, it reminded him of what had 
taken place in Victoria.

I remember that when this rigging occurred in Victoria an officer of the Public Works Department 
reported the matter to Mr. Wardell, Inspector-General of Public Works, and complained about 
the practice. The matter was sent to the Crown Solicitor, and that officer wrote a minute to this 
effect:—He said “ that the engineer was responsible to his employers for the work being carried 
out within the sum tendered, and that if, therefore, a contractor gave speculative prices upon 
certain items, he should not be paid those speculative prices, but must be allowed only so much, 
permitting of the remainder of the w'ork being constructed within the amount of the contract if 
an emergency should arise.” We acted accordingly in Victoria.

Mr. Bagge had not seen the schedules from the time he left the office, perhaps for a much longer period 
than that, and if he could recollect them you will see that, from the very nature of the schedules, his 
memory must be pretty good. At all events he was very exact upon this point. The schedules showed 
that where other contractors were allowed 30s. and 50s. for shaft excavation—the first work done upon 
these contracts—Carter & Co. were allowed the enormous sum of 78s. Now Ow-en, a man who excavated 
for Carter & Co. by sub-contract, stated clearly in his evidence that this work cost 15s. a yard let out to 
sub-contractors. That being so, the contractors must have made an enormous profit. Owen’s evidence 
will be found upon page 179.

6679. Do you know what was paid to the men working in the shafts ? Pifteen shillings when 
they started and more when they got deep. AVhen they got down to a good depth 17s. 6d. was 
paid, and it rose afterwards.
6680. Did they ever get over £1 in the shafts ? I do not know what they got, but I do not
think so. .

It will be seen from this evidence that the profits of the contractors upon shaft excavation were 
remarkably good, and that it agreed with what Mr. Bagge pointed out. It is very likely that it would 
be so, seeing that in his estimate for Contract 79a he has put in figures corresponding to a reasonable 
proportion. He says upon page 404, question 13106 :—

Of course Carter, Gummow, & Co. are an old firm, who have done a quarter of million pounds worth 
of work for us, and I can well understand that they would have no intention of dropping the 
work. Still there may be trouble in the money market in the getting of money, and my opinion is 
that they are simply endeavouring to raise money out of this part of the contract with whicn 
to complete the remainder of the job.

It is a significant fact that at the commencement of this job the second payment to Messrs. Bond and 
Hudson, who were bought off, was made on a promissory note.

I told Mr. Hickson further that I thought the tender ought to be sent back to Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
with a request that they would re-arrange their prices in proper proportion, not exceeding the 
sum total of the contract.

The
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The object of Mr. Bagge in sending back that tender was to so fix the schedule that in paying the 
contractors the department would not put the country to the risk of making over-pavment, in case 
trouble came. It was the action of a dutiful and faithful officer of the Crown. He continues—■

Mr. Hickson, however, said that would not do, and that we must stand by the prices. I told him 
that in Victoria a contract such as that would be returned to the contractor with the request 
that he would remodel his prices.

I have already quoted the evidence which immediately follows, but, further on, Mr. Bagge says:—
I remember saying to Mr. Davis at the time, “ It is all very well for Mr. Hickson to say that, but 

. we do not know what may occur. We cannot tell what trouble there may be in store for us. 
Don t you pay the full quantities, whatever you do ; be sure to keep sufficient money in hand to 
cover the contract. That, I honestly believe, Mr. Davis did. I remember his saying ££ You 
need not feel afraid; I do not return the full quantities. I always keep sufficient money in 
hand to render us perfectly safe.” •

He said later on that, in addition to calling Mr. Hickson’s attention to Contract 79, he had also called his 
attention to the schedule of Contract 69, and especially to the item of £50 for bluestone pitchers. How 
he was cross-examined very severely by Mr. Davis—and Mr. Davis did not spare Mr. Bagge when he 
cross-examined him with regard to Contract 69. I will ask your Honor to turn to Mr. Bagge’s evidence 
at question 13190—

13190. With regard to Contract 69—was it before or after the receipt of tenders that you saw 
Mr. Hickson with regard to the price of £50 per square yard for bluestone pitchers ? If I saw 
Mr. Hickson it would always occur when the tenders were sent up to me. The tenders would 
come up to me from the Board. I then looked through them and recommended the acceptance 
of a certain tender. If I saw any incongruity in connection with a tender, I would direct 
Mr. Hickson’s attention to it.
13191. Are you sure that you went to Mr. Hickson and pointed out to him this price of £50 
for bluestone pitchers ? Yes. .
13192. You are sure of that? Yes.
13193. Why did you not put it in your recommendation? For the simple reason that Mr. 
Hickson told me that it was of no use objecting, and that we should have to pay the price 
given. He insistea upon the price in the schedule being paid. I suggested that the tenders 
should be sent back to Carter, Gummow, & Co., and that they should be asked to revise their 
prices, but he said that that could not be done.

Leaving that evidence for the moment, I wish to comment upon the item in the schedule of Contract 69 
relating to the bluestone pitchers. That, I think, is beyond what may be called fair speculation—fair, 
honest, dealing. If anyone took advantage of a mistake of that kind in any other business—if he 
insisted upon the payment of money at a rate like that—if he endeavoured to obtain money in that way, 
he would be liable to get into trouble. In this case, if it is to be admitted—as Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, 
Mr. Davis, and others have admitted—that an advantage was taken of this £50 being an absolute mistake 
on the part of the department, and of the putting in of 12 yards instead of 37, then I say that, if ever 
there was justification on the part of the head of a department for determining that the contractor should 
not be allowed to take the advantage, that he should not be paid at such an exorbitant rate, it would exist 
in this case. There cannot be the slightest doubt about that, surely. IVhere 500 per cent, was being 
paid upon a particular item, surely the head of a department should have used every effort possible to 
prevent an imposition upon the State. In regard to this particular item, the sum of £1,850 instead of 
about £37 was paid. Mr. Davis, in his examination, admits that Mr. Hickson did not express any 
wonderful indignation in seeing this sum of £50. He says that Mr. Hickson looked at it in a casual way 
as forming part of a rigged schedule, and determined that the price must be paid. The strange part of 
the evidence of Mr. Davis as to this schedule will be found in his memorandum upon page 497, where he 
says:—

From my own knowledge, it has been the habit for a number of years for tenderers to take advantage 
of the uncertainty referred to. Ho doubt, in the case of Contract Ho. 69, the speculation 
assumed serious proportions. When Mr. Hickson saw the pitch it had reached, as indicated by 
that contract, he decided to adopt an entirely, new system, which has since been introduced, 
where applicable, in the other branches of the Department of Public Works, and also by the 
Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, and, I understand, by his advice, by the Melbourne 
Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, where the same difficulty was being experienced. The 
tender for Contract Ho. 69 was received on the 27th December, 1893, and the first tender 
under the new system was received in March, 1894; no time, therefore, was lost after the 
receipt of the tender for Contract Ho. 69 in adopting the new system. I
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I will ask your Honor to turn now to another portion of Mr. Davis’s evidence, where you will find him 
saying:—

I should like to add, with regard to the bluestone pitchers, that it is usual, when a contract is let, to 
forward to the supervising otficer a schedule of prices, which is really a copy of the contractor’s 
tender. At the time Contract 69 was let that was done. I received a schedule, and in that 
schedule a Clerical error was made. As it happened, it proved to be rather a serious one. The 
clerk, instead of putting down £50 opposite the item of bluestone pitchers, had put down 50s. 
per square yard. It was not until the beginning of May that I discovered that there had been 
a mistake. So that from December until May I was carrying out the contract upon the 
assumption that the bluestone pitchers were to cost the department 50s. a square yard, and not, 
as it turned out, £50 per square yard.

Mr. Hickson has also given evidence confirmatory of that given by Mr. Davis on his behalf—that the 
department never observed this price of the pitchers until the date of the May certificate. Then how 
is it possible, I asked, that they could have let the first contract in March, or have called for tenders early in 
the year 1894. They would have had to compile the specification and schedule about the time tenders were 
coming in for Contract 69; so that if they altered the old system, and first adopted the new system in the 
case of Cook and "Webb’s tender, it would have been long before the month of May when they first found 
this price for bluestone pitchers in the schedule. I will not go to the length of saying that it was 
absolutely so, but to my mind the real truth of the matter was this—the first contract under the new 
system was MeSweeney’s contract, No. 112, in 1895. I asked Mr. Hickson very particularly as to the 
change in the schedule, and he said in his evidence upon page 578 :—

17407. Cook and Webb’s contract was for an annual supply of ironwork, was it not;—it has 
been referred to as the first contract let under the new system ? I forget which was the first 
contract. .
17408. Are you not aware that the Treasury has for years past called for all its supplies upon a 
schedule upon which tenderers have been asked to tender at a percentage above or below given 
prices, or at par ? Yes. The same thing applies to the Works Department.
17409. Then the change of system was not an innovation ? Entirely, as far as public works 
themselves are concerned.
17410. But in other departments it has been adopted for perhaps twenty years in connection 
with annual supplies ? It has been done in the Works Department for years so far as annual 
supplies are concerned.
17411. This contract of Cook and Webb’s was a contract for annual supplies, was it not? That 
I could not say, speaking from memory. •
17412. It was for the supply of ironwork for sewerage contracts, was it not ? I should have to 
see the specification before I could say whether it was for an annual supply or not. It does not 
appear to be very clear from the specification whether it was for an annual supply or not. It 
appears to be for a definite quantity of material for sewerage contracts.
17413. But, ordinarily, all these contracts for the supply of material are called for annually ? 
Ordinarily, that would be so, so far as the supply of material is concerned; but this is a different 
contract. It is not one of the ordinary contracts for a supply of material.
17414. It is for the supply of ironwork for all contracts, is it not ? Yes.

As a matter of fact this system of tendering is not a new thing. It has been adopted in connection with 
the Treasury supplies—that is, all annual supplies for the public departments are called for on this 
system of tendering at par, and a percentage above or below schedule rates. Mr. Davis has taken this 
contract of Cook and Webb’s, which was really one of these contracts for ordinary supply, as if it were 
the first contract let under the new system of tendering.

Mr. Davis : There is no evidence to that effect. The evidence is .to the contrary.

His Honor: The system seems to have been adopted in the case of annual supplies, but not upon 
ordinary contracts.

Mr. Davis: The evidence is that Cook and Webb’s contract is just the same kind of contract as 
had been let for ironwork previously. The same system was adopted as was adopted in the case of 
Contract 69.

His Honor: What I understand you to mean is, that in.former similar contracts to that of Cook 
and Webb the schedule system was adopted, although in many ordinary annual contracts the other 
system was adopted.

Mr. Davis: Yes; there is no doubt that in many cases the other system was adopted.
Mr.
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Mr. ParTees: If Cook and Webb’s contract was the first contract upon which the new system was 
adopted, of what value is the evidence that the £50 for bluestone pitchers was first seen when the May 
voucher for Contract 69 was presented for payment. In order to allow for the tenders coming in in 
March, the schedule would have had to be prepared for the contract at about the time the tenders for 
Contract 69 came in. That is December, 1893. If that be so it strongly supports Mr. Bagge’s evidence, 
when he says that he showed this item of £50'in the schedule to Mr. Hickson, and that it was known both 
to that gentleman and to Mr. Davis. If it had not been known to these gentlemen they would not have 
so prepared the schedule for Cook and Webb’s contract, the tenders for which came in but a few months 
afterwards, actuated as they say they were by Contract 69. Mr. Hickson, upon page 578, says :—

17415. Sometimes you called for the supply of leather and other materials for use on contracts? 
Bor use in the department.
17416. Those tenders are called always on a system under which tenderers can tender at a 
percentage above or below prices or at par ? Yes. That has been in force for years. I do 
not claim any originality in respect of the system itself. The originality lay in the application 
of the system to public works. That had never been done before. I got the Water and 
Sewerage Board to take the same course.
17417. They had been doing so before, had they not? Not on sewerage contracts.
17418. But on water contracts ? I do not know about those.

We had Mr. Smail’s evidence that the system had been adopted for years previously in connection with 
water-pipe contracts.

Mi's Honor : The general idea was not new; there is no doubt about that.
Mr. Parkes : Mr. Hickson also replied to some questions by your Honor with reference to the 

same matter. The evidence will be found upon page 50:—
1796. You concluded, therefore, that the fairest plan would be to take off an estimate of each item,

. and to let the contractors tender at, above, or below, it at a fixed ratio ? Yes. I think that is
the proper way to do the work, though, of course, none of the contractors liked the change.
1797. It was a new idea so far as your experience goes ;—it had not been adopted in the other 
Colonies ? I do not know of any place where it bad been adopted before. As a matter of fact, 
I know that it it is not adopted in the Railway Department in this Colony.

I merely point this out to show that unless documentary evidence is produced, showing clearly when the 
change did take place, the assurance ought not to be accepted merely upon evidence of that description. 
We ought not to have merely word-of-mouth evidence in a matter of this kind. Another thing I wish to 
point out is that, as a matter of fact, if Cook and Webb’s tender was not the first tender which was 
accepted under the changed system, then the first tender which was accepted would be a genuine contract 
for sewerage work—work of a definite nature. I refer to Mr. MeSweeney’s Contract 112. The tender 
for that work was not accepted until the commencement of 1895. In point of fact, the reason why the 
change in the system was made was that public comment, as well as comment in the office, was very 
severe in regard to the nature of the tenders sent in for Contracts 69 and 79. No doubt an item like 
that of £50 per square yard for bluestone pitchers is calculated to cause considerable comment among 
the officers of the department. Naturally, it would be shown to Mr. Bagge, and he would show the item 
to his superior officer. We have it in evidence from various witnesses that considerable comment was 
made upon this particular item, and there must also have been considerable comment on the part of the 
public outside, and particularly among the contracting body. I come now to the statement that it is 
impossible to alter these Contracts when they have been signed—for the Engineer-in-Chief to avail himself 
of a clause in the specification giving him power to make alterations. Mr. Darley, in his evidence, admits 
that he intervie-wed Messrs. Carter & Co., in order to induce them to agree to an alteration in a schedule 
which had been put in in connection with the Long Cove contract. In that case there was a mistake 
made in the department by putting down “cwts.” for “tons,” at a cost of £8. Mr. Darley saw the 
error and pointed it out to the contractors, who agreed that a mistake had been made, and that the amount 
ought not to be paid. I should like to know why Mr. Hickson should not have followed a similar course 
in regard to Contract 69. Surely if the practice held good in one case it would hold good in the other. 
Had we not Mr. Gilliver’s evidence as to the manner in which he was treated in connection with the 
Rookwood contract. A bridge was to have been built in conjunction with the sewer there. He had a 
very fair figure for the work, but the bridge was cut out of the contract under clauses 16 and 17 of the 
specification, which had so often been referred to during the evidence. Mr. Hickson said that there was 
no parallel between the two cases. He says:—

17154. You heard the evidence of Mr. Gilliver about the cutting out of a bridge on one of his 
contracts ? I read it.

17155.
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17155. I think the effect of his evidence was that you ought to have dealt with this item of 
bluestone pitchers in connection with Contract 69 in just the same way that you dealt with his 
bridge ? That apparently is what he thought.

■ 17156. "Will you explain in what way the cases are not parallel ? They are totally different
cases. Tirst of all, I should tell you that the bridge ought not to have been put in. It was a 
mistake, and it was left out, not because it was a bad-paying or a good-paying item. I do not 
know whether the contractors would have lost or made anything upon it, hut it was left out 
because, in my opinion, it was a work which ought not to have been charged to the ratepayers 
of Sydney. It was not required for the pipe line. All that we required was what we put in at 
the time—a trestle bridge. As regards a traffic bridge, I maintain that it would have been 
unfair to charge the ratepayers of the whole suburban area with the cost of such a bridge, which 
was required only for local purposes. As to the pitching, it was specified for, and the work had 
to be carried out. I certainly should not have been justified in taking it out because it happened 
to be a big paying item, unless at the same time I had been prepared to increase some of the 
low-paying items, which would have been a most dangerous thing to do.

"When the bridge was taken out of Mr. Grilliver’s contract, there was nothing said about increasing any 
of the lower priced items in order to admit of that being done; but it seemed that, in the opinion 
of Mr. Hickson, the building of the bridge was not justifiable, although it was included in the contract, 
and, entertaining that opinion, he availed himself of the power which he conceived he had under the 
contract, to cut the thing out. The same argument holds good with regard to the bluestone pitchers. It 
was equally patent that the ratepayers of Sydney should not be called upon to pay the enormous cost of 
£50 per square yard for bluestone pitchers. It is an absolutely parallel case. There can be no quibble as to 
that. There might have been, as Mr. Davis has suggested, and quite properly so, a substitution of special 
bluestone concrete. Mr. Gilliver, in his evidence, gave an instance where, on the Parramatta, Eoad, bluestone 
concrete had been used for this purpose. It was used, moreover, in a place where there was pretty heavy 
vehicular traffic. Why, then, could bluestone concrete not be used in the case of a road like the Illawarra 
Hoad. If Mr. Hickson could take the course he did in connection with Mr. Gilliver’s contract, there is 
no reason why he could not have taken a similar course in regard to Contract 69. I cannot see that, in 
his explanation, he has satisfied the Commission that there is any difference between the two cases. If 
the argument holds good that a contract, when it has been once signed, cannot be varied, whatever reason 
there may be for the variation, then Mr. Gilliver was absolutely right in insisting that the bridge in the 
case of this contract should be built. If Mr. Carter was absolutely right in insisting that he should 
receive £50 a« yard for bluestone pitchers, then Mr. Gilliver was absolutely right in insisting on the 
building of the bridge. With regard to this question of variation of contracts, I would like to call your 
Honor’s attention to Mr. Smail’s evidence, which appears upon pages 400 and 415. The evidence at those 
two points reads very strangely. Upon page 400 Mr. Small gave this evidence :—

13000. Have the correspondence or minutes between yourself and the Board been kept ? There 
was just one report, which I forwarded to the Board. '
13001. Did you originate that report? Certainly.
13002. It came from you alone ? Yes. Of course the district officers may have drawn my 
attention to the matter.
13003. But it emanated in your office ? Yes:
13004. Would you have the papers in the matter? Yes ; I daresay they could be produced. 
13005. And your report ? I presume so.
13006. Then as a matter of fact you did not get instructions from the Public Works Depart
ment that you were to carry out this new system ? No.
13007. You are the sole originator of it? I was not the sole originator. I was simply copying 
the practice which we had had in the Water Branch in the laying of mains by contract. The 
items there were comparatively few, but it was considered that we might apply the same system 
to larger contracts.
13008. How long had you been using the system ? It had been in use in the Water Branch for 
three or four years before I introduced it into the Sewerage Branch. It was not a new thing, 
and I do not claim any originality for it.
13009. Who was in charge of the Water Branch? Mr. Trevor Jones. I succeeded him. 
He was at that time engineer for water, while I was engineer for sewerage.
13010. Had he used it for some time as engineer for water ? I think so. The prices were fixed 
for rock and soil, or whatever the item might be, and the contractors had to tender at par or 
above or below those prices.

That
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That was very emphatic evidence ; but Mr. Smail, in giving evidence further on, said:—
There is one matter I should like to mention. Mr. Davis asked me a question as to a certain 

contract, and I was misled as to the date. In that respect I should like to amend my evidence. 
Mr. Davis alluded to Cook and "Webb’s contract. The copy which misled me showed that the 
date of letting was 28th March, 1895, whereas, as a matter of fact, it should have been 1894!; so • 
that the Government Construction Branch certainly got the first contract out under the new 
system. Our first contract under that system was not let until some time afterwards. I should 
like, also, to mention that Mr. Hickson, being a member of the Board and also Engineer-in-Chief 
for Construction, this matter was discussed by him and by me for some time. He had noticed 
in his department, as I had in mine, that this manipulating of schedules was going on, and as I 
mentioned in my evidence the other day, we tried to check it. I claim no originality for the 
new system.
13339. It had been in vogue for some time in your Water Branch, ha.d it not ? As a matter of 
fact, the Water Branch had carried out the system since 1888 in small contracts.

The inference is that Mr. Smail must have been interviewed between the first occasion upon which he gave 
evidence and the second occasion. It appears to me to be very curious evidence, in conjunction with Mr. 
Hickson’s subsequent statement to your Honor, and Mr. Davis’s memorandum as to the time the contract 
was started and the time at which he found the item of £50 included in the schedule. It is almost 
certain, I submit, that that contract of Cook and Webb’s could not have been the contract which was 
first taken up under the new system. I believe, from evidence produced, it will be seen that the first 
contract taken up under the new system was MeSweeney’s Contract No. 112. I have already pointed 
out that Mr. McCredie and Mr. Thompson went into the question of the arrangement of the schedule 
of Contract 79, and their report has been placed before your Honor. Mr. Thompson, who is an able 
quantity surveyor, carefully analysed the quantities in connection with all the tenders which were 
submitted in Contract 69. A very curious thing occurred in connection with the sheet of contracts, which 
appears in the Parliamentary return commencing at page 67, and that is, that Mr. Hickson must have 
perused, at an early date, these tenders. If you take the schedule of Carter & Co., on page 78, you will 
see that, in respect of items 74 to 77, Mr. Hickson—he has admitted in his evidence that it was his 
handwriting—wrote a correction to the effect that the rates quoted were “shillings” per “ cwt.”, not 
“ pounds,” the correction being initialed by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. That shows pretty clearly 
that he must himself have perused the items in the schedule. He must have done so in order to 
make that alteration. I was about to point out that Mr. Thompson has gone into an analysis of 
the cost of this contract, supposing it to have been worked out ultimately upon the schedule given 
to Carter & Co., and taking the prices put in by the various tenderers. Mr. Thompson proves by his 
analysis that Mr. Ahearn’s tender would have been considerably the best one for the department 
to accept. Tour Honor will find Mr. Thompson’s evidence upon page 374. He handed in with his 
evidence a very carefully prepared statement, showing that Ahearn’s tender would have worked out 
at £6,317 less than the amount disclosed by the final payment made to Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
and also that MacKenzie’s would have worked out at a less price than that of Carter, Gummow*
& Co. It was shown that the items selected for Carter & Co., if tendered upon by these various 
contractors, would have greatly reduced their tenders. It was shown that, although Carter & Co.’s tender 
looked to be the cheapest at the commencement, they were allowed to so fix their schedules that they 
received thousands of pounds more upon the work than they were entitled to receive. It is necessary 
to look into the schedule to see of what a curious nature it is. The Government schedule will be found 
upon page 62 of the Parliamentary Returns. Take Item No. 2, “Excavation in Hard Shale, Rock, 
1,165 yards.” Three different items of excavation are given at the same probable quantitv. Items Nos.
6, 7, and 8, also deal with excavation, and contain the same probable quantity, viz., 1,140 cubic yards* 
Then, Items 9, 10, and 11, are inexactly the same position, the probably quantity being in each case 1,850 
yards. It is quite evident from the regular recurrence of these figures that no effort was made to arrive 
at any data for the excavation. The result of framing schedules with quantities like these is that 9,780 
yards is put in for tunnel excavation when, as a matter of fact, the department could have seen from the 
bores, imperfectly taken though they were, that they would have to use timber and to increase the 
excavation, and that it would come out more like the amount at which it ultimately did come out, viz., 
14,500 cubic yards, when the work was completed. It is evident that a schedule prepared in that way is 
an invitation to contractors to rig their schedules with the object of getting the best of the Government. 
Plans were made and bores were taken to a certain depth. Why could not these have been taken to the 
proper depths ? Why could not the department have prepared a complete plan, showing the nature 
of the borings taken, or, at all events, sufficient of them to show the description of the ground, at the 
same time preparing a schedule upon the estimate thus formed ? But there was no proper estimate. 
There was a certain guide given, it is true, but a few hundred yards more or less does not seem to have 
mattered very much so far as the department was concerned. j£{s
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Sis Sonor: I will call your attention to one thing, as it is a point which might be utilised if 
there were a right of reply to your address, Mr. Parkes, and that is, that these schedules were, in point of 
fact, actually prepared by Mr. Bagge.

JKt. Davis : There is another thing I should like to mention. Mr. Parkes said that in regard to 
several of the items the same quantities were used, the materials being different. As a matter of fact, 
the material in the cases to which he referred is the same. That is only a different mode of taking out 
the same material. Mr. Parkes made that observation apply to Items 2, 3, and 4, but the same thing 
applies to what he said in regard to Items 9, 10, and 11.

Sis Donor : That appears to be so on the face of the schedule.
Mr. ParTees : Mr. Bagge, as a matter of fact, did not make out the schedules. He merely perused 

them. They were made out by officers of his department. Various witnesses have described to your 
Honor the manner in which the schedules were made out.

Sis Sonor: Mr. Bagge said, I think, that he went into the matter, and that he consulted 
Mr. Davis as to the prices. Of course, he would not take out the quantities himself.

Mr. Parkes.'] Let me refer your Honor to Mr. Bagge’s evidence :—
13098. Mr. Parkes : Were you in the habit of making up all the schedules for sewerage 
contracts before you left the department ? I made up all the schedules from No. 3 Coniract. 
13099. Did you prepare the schedules yourself, or were they prepared by the officers of your 

' department? I generally prepared the schedules myself j but the quantities were taken out by
a regular staff. I used to inspect the quantities.
13100. Who put in the prices ? They were put in virtually by all of us. Por instance, I looked 
to Mr. Davis to inform me carefully of what changes had taken place in connection with outside 
work, because I had nothing to do with that. Then we had a consultation about the prices in 
vogue at the time, and the schedule was drawn up accordingly.
13101. In connection with which contract was that ? That applies to all contracts. As each 
contract came out we had a consultation, because the prices were constantly altered.

You will see that Mr. Bagge says that he simply revised the quantities ; that he did not absolutely take 
them out himself. I contend that there is no justification for the submitting of quantities in this fashion. 
It is offering an invitation to contractors to fix their schedules, as it will be seen Carter & Co. fixed theirs, 
without apparently going into any quantities—that is to say, they arrived at an average, and met the 
department in that way. Mr. Davis has laid before the Commission a memorandum dealing with this 
matter, which appears upon page 499 of the printed evidence. He has gone to considerable trouble to 
show that subducts, although put into Carter & Co.’s tender at Id. per yard, were really costing 12s. 2d. 
I do not think your Honor will look upon the explanation contained in Mr. Davis’ memorandum as being 
in any way satisfactory. It requires a great stretch of imagination to believe that Carter & Co., if they 
carried out these subducts, would be paid for them at the rate of 12s. 2d. According to the specification 
the subducts are supposed to contain certain work—that is, the piping, the casing, and the packing. 
.There can be no mistake about that part of the specification. The rock excavation would have to be done 
at the cost of the contractors, because there is a clause in the specification which says that if powder is 
used there shall be a margin given upon excavation of any kind in the contract, and that that shall be 
4 inches. They could not possibly have taken the value to be more than one-half included in the item of 
excavation. It is simply absurd. If your Honor will look at the quantities you will see that the depart
ment gives estimates for subducts in hard rock at 6 inches internal diameter, 4s.; 9 inches internal 
diameter, 6s.; 6 inches internal diameter, 7s.; 9 inches internal diameter, 8s. Now, if it w'ere intended 
that there should be included in that item piping only, why should the department itself put in these 
extravagant prices when piping is worth at the very most only, when laid, 2s. a foot. Then you must 
take the excavation. But what would it take to imbed a 6-inch or 9-inch drain-pipe per lineal yard ? 
3 cubic feet would go to every yard, and there would therefore be 27 feet run to make up that measure
ment. The contention of Mr. Davis, therefore, is absolutely absurd. The truth is that this item was intended 
to include the whole of the subducts, and the argument as to the 12s. 2d. is fallacious, the supposition 
being simply put forward in order to make this catch business of Carter & Co. appear less glaring. 
If subducts were not to be used in the contract, why put them in ? It has been proved in the evidence 
that subducts were really used, and if there was any contract in the neighbourhood of the city of Sydney 
requiring subducts it would have been Contract 69, because it traversed a low bed adjoining Botany Bay, 
very little above sea level, and it might be anticipated that water would come in pretty freely. Carter & Co. 
are the only persons out of the whole eleven contractors for these works who could venture to put in 
such a sum of money for subducts. They must have known, absolutely, that they would receive con
sideration from the department before they would dare to risk that item. As I say, the amount is not

included
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included in their excavation, and that argument was simply put forward to make the item ajjpear less 
glaring than it really is. Supposing there was a certain amount of excavation to be added, it would only 
be about 3 feet, which would be a small proportion, and instead of representing anything like 12s. 2d., it 
would represent only about 3s. Id.

His Honor, at l-5 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Friday, October 9th.
C. E. E. MUEEAY,

Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 9 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor, the Commissioner, sat at the Board-room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr.White, solicitor, advising); Mr. Ernest Smith (appearing for 

Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising), 
attended. .

Mr. J. Davis, Engineer for Sewerage, and Mr. Home, bond clerk, also attended.
Sis Sonor : As there has been no cross-examination of any officer of the department upon the 

question of the cost of subducts, and as I have not yet found time to look up the matter myself, I intend 
to ask for some explanation as to how the different items have been arrived at by Mr. Davis. I think it 
would be fairer to you, Mr. Parkes, to ask Mr. Davis to make the explanation now before you resume 
your address, than to ask him to make it at a later stage when your address has been concluded, unless, 
of course, you prefer that the explanation should stand over.

JSfr. Parkes : I do not see that there is much upon which Mr. Davis can be asked any questions.
Sis Sonor: You, yourself, Mr. Parkes, did not cross-examine him as to how he arrived at his 

items for subducts.
Mr. Parkes: It has been very clearly explained, I think.
Sis Sonor: Mr. Davis gave the amount, I think, but he did not explain how the items were 

made up.
Mr. Parkes: Mr. Hickson gave a description of the matter in his evidence.
Sis Sonor: I am aware of that, but Mr. Davis gave certain amounts and you did not cross

examine him upon them.
Mr. Parkes: I thought the matter was so definitely stated that Mr. Davis would be only likely to 

repeat what is already in evidence.
Sis Sonor: Ho particulars were given by Mr. Davis as to how he made up the amounts. I 

intend to ask him to explain that matter, and I thought of doing so now in fairness to you, Mr. Parkes. 
Joseph Davis was recalled and further examined. . .
Sis Sonor : I will now call upon you, Mr. Parkes, to resume your address.
Mr. Parkes : The explanation which Mr. Davis has given this morning in regard to the item of sub

ducts does not very much affect what I said to your Honor yesterday, because, after all, what was contained 
in the specification no doubt was the foundation of the estimate in the departmental schedule, the prices 
given being from 5s. to 8s. Carter & Co. put down Id. and the other contractors did not do anything of 
the sort. If the department add 12s. Id. for excavation it, of course, makes up the amount, but it docs 
seem to be a monstrous sum for the excavation required—that is, half a yard for the running yard of sub
duct. If the amount were to be made up the excavation would have to be very large and would be per
fectly unnecessary for the purpose. When the inquiry was adjourned yesterday I was dealing with the 
schedules of Contracts 69 and 79. Mr. Barling, it will be remembered, gave some evidence with regard to 
the item of £50 a yard for bluestone pitchers in Carter & Co.’s tender in Contract 69. He gave the 
following evidence in reference to that item :— •

13944. You depend for everything of that kind upon the heads of the branches of the depart
ment ? Undoubtedly.
13945. Sis Sonori] The question is whether, if your attention had been called by one of the 
heads of the department to this particular item, you would have agreed to the acceptance of the 
tender ? If my attention had been directed to it as a member of the Board of Eeference, then, 
of course, exception would have been taken to the tender. .
13946. And the Tender Board would then have gone into the question ? Undoubtedly.

How, my contention has been that Mr. Hickson was shown this particular item by Mr. Bagge. It is 
pretty clear, from Mr. Bagge s own evidence, and from the surrounding circumstances, that that must have 
been so that is, if Mr. Davis and Mr. Hickson are correct in saying that Cook and Webb’s contract was 
the first contract under the new system, and after they had seen the stage to which the rigging of 
schedules had arrived in the case of Contract 69. There is another circumstance which somewhat upholds 
Mr. Bagge s testimony as being correct, and that is, that in the Parliamentary papers, on page 305, there 
will be found a minute written by Mr. Bagge in the early stages of Carter & Co.’s contract at Horth 
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Shore, in which he said that Carter &Oo. had undoubtedly fixed their prices speculatively to increase their 
profits on the contract as much as possible to the loss of the department. It has been proved from the 
evidence that what Mr. Bagge alleges really did take place—that, as he points out, Carter & Co.’s 
tender for No. 79 was so arranged that the most extravagant prices were put into the first part of the 
contract. I would point out that even the new specification, or, indeed, any specification, would he of 
very little effect if there be not perfect data, or data as nearly perfect as possible, put down in the 
Government schedule and in the Government plan upon which tenders are invited for these works. The 
old system, supposing definite information were given, would be equally good. It is a system which has 
been used all over the world, and no doubt it has been used with such effect as we have seen exhibited in 
the schedules of Contracts 79 and 69, where proper information has not been afforded to contractors. If 
proper information had been afforded to them in the ease of Contract 69—and it could easily have been 
obtained—no doubt there would have been no opportunity for the rigging of the schedule in the manner 
in which Carter & Co. rigged it. But, after it was discovered that the schedule had been rigged in this 
manner, can it be said that it was not the duty of the Government officers to save the country against the 
ultimate effects of the carrying out of the contracts under such a schedule. I should like to point out that 
unless proper information and proper prices be given by the department, oven under the new schedules, 
the country will probably have to pay through the nose. Look at the varying nature of the schedules 
which were submitted in the cases of Contracts 77,117, and 112—the whole of them being schedules under 
the new system. Mr. Thompson, in his evidence upon page 117, clearly points out the varying nature 
of these schedules. He gave this evidence :—

4339. Before we go any further into these figures, I want you to look at the tender forms of
Contracts 112,101, and 77 what, for instance, is the price set down for bluestone concrete, in 
the ordinary form, in the case of No. 77 ? £2 10s. a yard is set down for bluestone concrete in
any situation.
4340. What is it in the case of 101 ? 34s.
4341. In the case of 112, what is the price ? £2 5s.
4342. So that the price in the case of 77 exceeds the other two, does it not? Tes.
4343. What is the price set down for special bluestone concrete in the case of No. 77 I mean
the schedule to the original plan ? £3.
4344. What is the price of special bluestone concrete per yard in the case of 112 ? £2 15s.,
including the placing in position, the mastic plates and bars, &c.
4345. What is the price in the case of 77 ;—it is £3 without any iron, is it not ? Tes.
4346. The material is of the same nature, as far as you can see ? I think it is rather better in 
the case of 112, because it is 1, li, and 3.

' 4347. You mean better than in the case of 77 ? Tes.
4348. And yet it is set down at £2 15s. ? Tes.
4349. Including all the ironwork ? Tes.

It will be seen that in one case special bluestone concrete—7, 3, and 2—was put down at £3, and in the 
case of Contract 112 an extra special quality of bluestone concrete, including ironwork, 3|, 11, and 1, was 
put down at £2 15s. Item No. 10 in the schedule of Contract 112 is for special bluestone concrete, 
as specified in clauses 2, 7, and 8, the price being £2 15s. In the case of Contract 77 the specification 
provides for special bluestone concrete for the inner lining of the sewer at £3. With reference to 
No. 112, Mr. Thomson gave this evidence:—

4350. Sis Sonor.] What is the composition of the special bluestone concrete in the case of 
No. 112 ? One of cement, one and a half of sand, and three of J-inch blue metal.
4351. Mr. Parkes.] Tet, including the ironwork, it is put down at 55s., as against 60s. in the 
case of Contract 77 ? Tes.

Let me now refer your Honor to the specification of Contract 117. It was referred to in Mr. Gilliver’s 
evidence upon page 136. He was there asked some questions with reference to Contracts 77 and 117:—

5053. Coming to Contract No. 77,1 believe you are carrying out the adjoining contract? Tes.
5054. In Contract No. 117 you are paid at the rate of 28s. per cubic yard for excavations in 
rock where charges of powder not exceeding 4 inches in length are allowed ? Tes,—less 9 per 
cent.
5055. That is your actual payment ? Tes.
5056. Will that price pay you ? I hope so.
5057. Do you think it will ? Tes.
5058. Tou are satisfied with it ? Tes. I expect to make 12 per cent, out of it.
5059. Is there any difference as regards the solid rock to be excavated where 4-inch charges of 
powder are allowed as between Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s job and yours ? No ; it is all about 
one class of ground. If anything, they have a bit the best of it, because they have a bigger 
tunnel than we have, and the bigger the tunnel the lower the price at which it can be taken out.
5060. Have you any excavation in your contract where guttering and gadding only are per
mitted ? Tes. ' 5061.
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5061. What is the rate at which you are being paid ? £115s. per cubic yard, less 9 per cent.
The price in Contract 77 is £3 15s.
5062. His Honor.] Your contract is No. 117 ? Yes.
5063. And it follows on from No. 77 ? Yes ; we junction with Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s job 
midway in the hill.
5064. On the north-west side of White’s Creek? Yes.
5065. Mr. ParTees^] Let us now take bluestone concrete in any situation—what are you being 
paid for that ? I think the Government price is £2 per cubic yard.
5066. What is the price in Contract 77 for bluestone concrete in any situation? £2 10s.
5067. Do you think £2 will pay you? Yes.
5068. Will it pay you well ? I expect to make from 10 to 15 per cent, upon the whole contract.
5069. Taking the whole of the prices, as far as you can recollect them, in the case of Contract 
77, they represent a great increase upon the prices in Contract 117, do they not ? Yes; in 
some cases they are 100 per cent, higher.
5070. And the nature of the work is not different ? No ; it is the same. Their drive, however, 
is a little larger than ours, and they have a slight pull upon us in that respect.

It will be seen that the schedules vary in prices, although the same class of material, and 
practically for the same class of work. Unless some definite data be given it will be impos
sible to prevent contractors from speculating upon one price more than upon another. It will, 
in fact, be impossible to regulate the matter at all under any form of schedule unless proper 
and definite information is given to the contractors. Take the case of Contract 69. If proper 
care had been exercised, and if proper information had been given, the work would have turned out 
all right both to the office and to Messrs. Carter & Co., and not exclusively to the benefit of Carter 
Gummow, & Co. I come now to Contract 79a. That is another contract which is let without tender. 
As your Honor is aware, it was let through Mr. Carter’s approaching Mr. Lyne in company with Mr. E. M. 
Clark, the Member for St. Leonards. Mr. Hickson wrote a minute in which he pointed out to Mr.. Lyne 
that the contract could be carried out at a much less cost than that set down in the Government schedule, 
if the work were put up to tender. The contract, however, was let to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
without tender, and upon departmental schedule prices. We have no papers showing the nature of the 
transaction in connection with this contract. Whether such papers existed or not it is hard to tell, but 
such papers as have been asked for by the Commission it has been often impossible to obtain. There 
must have been some papers in connection with the matter, because Mr. Barling in his evidence distinctly 
told your Honor that he was not consulted in connection with the contract at all, and that the minutes 
came to him as the first indication of what had been done in connection with it. Whether it was another 
case of “ While you remain in charge of the office the affairs of the country will go on well,” or something 
of that description, it is hard to say. But there the matter stands. The fact remains that the contract 
was let to this firm, and there is no documentary evidence to show how it was let. At any rate it was let 
greatly to the advantage of Carter & Co., without any effort at public tendering, to ascertain what was the 
true cost of the work. A parallel case has been drawn by the department in the extension given to 
Mr. Gilliver, and two or three other cases in which contracts have been let without tendering. Let me 
point out the difference in these cases. In the case of Gilliver’s contract the extension was let on his 
own prices, arrived at by an exacting competition upon the original contract. Moreover, it was a similar 
class of work. In the case of Contract 79a the contract was let, not after competition upon a similar 
class of work, but after a competition upon a very much more expensive work. It was also let upon the 
schedule of the department taken out for this reduced class of work upon an entirely different description 
of contract. There is no parallel between the .two cases, and there can be no doubt that whoever may 
have been at fault the contract ought, in the interests of the public, to have been tendered for. No special 
effort seems to have been exerted by the Engineer-in-Chief, Mr. Hickson, to impress upon Mr. Lyne that 
great benefit would have been derived by the public if the contract were put up to open competition. 
According to Mr. Barling, Mr. Hickson had interviews with Mr. Lyne without Mr. Barling’s being in any 
way informed of the nature of them, the matter being finally settled between Mr. Lyne, Mr. Hickson, 
Mr. Carter, and Mr. E. M. Clark. There is no evidence to show in what way the matter was finally 
settled, and I suppose it will have to remain without any further evidence being tendered. As to the 
advances which have been made upon material, I included that matter in my charges because I consider 
that special facilities were given to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., which were not given to other 
contractors. No case of similar treatment has been placed before the Commission by the department. 
In the first place, the State is not supposed to be a lender of money. The State is not supposed to be an 
institution for the financing of contractors. When a public department like the W orks Department calls for 
public tenders'it sets out a specification showing certain responsibilities which will beputupon the contractors’ 
shoulders. Upon that specification and the conditions it contains, the contractors tender and enter into 
an agreement with the Crown. The conditions are inserted for one purpose only, that being to 
safeguard the public interests. They are clearly set forth in the specification. If your Honor will turn

to
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to Mr. Christie’s evidence upon page 295, you will see that it is clearly defined what is required to be held 
in hand by the officers of the Department in order to secure the Grovernment against accident in connection 
with the contract. In the first place, the material is placed upon the site, and there is a clause put into 
the specification to prevent the removal of the material, because that material becomes part and parcel of 
the security for the contract; and, although that clause has been referred to in evidence as a clause 
inserted with the object of allowing advances to be made upon material, I contend, your Honor, that the 
purport of it is absolutely to afford security for the proper carrying out of the contract, in order that, in 
case of accident, there may he no delay or loss of money to the State through the coming in of another 
contractor to carry out the work in the event of the first contractor’s becoming insolvent. I will direct 
your Honor’s attention to clause 14 of the specification, which appears upon page 294 of the printed 
evidence. The first section of the clause is in these terms:—

All approved materials, plant, and prepared work, brought upon the ground for use in or on the works 
shall be considered, and shall be, the property of Her Majesty the Queen until completion of 
contract; and contractor shall not take away, remove, or dispose of, any such material or plant or 
prepared work without the written authority of the Superintending Officer.

I contend that that clause is simply inserted as one of the safeguards of the contract. It is not inserted 
with any intention that material shall be advanced upon. The plant only temporarily becomes the 
property of the Crown, for the simple reason that, during the carrying out of the contract, it might be 
very awkward if the contractors had the right to remove it from the site in the event of any accidents 
occurring. This brings me to the question of the cash bond. What would be the object of taking a cash 
deposit for the due completion of the work, otherwise than with the object of holding it throughout the 
term of maintenance, for the purpose of remedying any defects arising from scamped work which might 
be discovered after the contract had been completed ? The object of taking the bond is to keep the 
contractors to their work—to make them do proper work. If the bond is returned before the date upon 
which the contract is finally taken over, then instantly the security is gone, and there would be no reason 
whatever for providing for it in the specification. The contract might just as well have gone ahead 
without any bond at all for its due and proper performance, unless the bond money be kept, as the 
specification distinctly provides, until the term of maintenance has expired, and the work is proved to be 
thoroughly satisfactory. I intend, later on, to refer to a memorandum of Mr. Davis’s with reference to 
the return of the money in connection with Contract 79. I come now to the retention money. There is no 
doubt that, as the works proceed, it would be fair to allow for the return of a certain amount of the reten
tion money ; but it would not be fair, in the interests of the State, to allow retention money to be returned 
when payments were being made, or when advances on material were being made, which exceeded the real 
value of the work and of the material on the job at that particular time, as will be seen to have been the 
case in that portion of Mr. Christie’s evidence in which he draws certain conclusions as,to the state of 
Carter & Co.’s contracts at certain periods. If, upon a given contract, these three concessions are 
extended to contractors in connection with the cash deposit, retention money, and advances on material, 
what possible security has the State over the contractors for the due and proper fulfilment of that 
contract? Let me point out the difference between Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s Contract 79, and the 
cases quoted by Mr. Davis upon page 502. Mr. Davis there says :—

Fixed deposits were frequently returned to contractors prior to the expiration of the maintenance 
period—so often, in fact, that the clerk in charge of bonds and contracts had a form struck off 
to meet such cases; but every case was considered on its own merits. I attach a list hereto, 
showing some instances in which this practice has been followed.

Mr. Davis has been careful to put the matter in this way : “ Fixed deposits were frequently returned to 
contractors prior to the expiration of the maintenance period.” In the case of Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
however, the facts are these. If your Honor refers to page 333 of the Parliamentary return, you will find 
the following letter from Mr. Boys:—

Subject:—State of Contract 79.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

North Sydney, 29 November, 1894.
I beg to report that this contract is complete, with the exception of two sets of bluestone pitchers—one set for shaft No. 4, 
Ernest-street; one set for shaft No. 4a, Ernest-street. These two sets were ordered, but were delivered on the Marriok- 
ville contract in error.

Two off-let valves were on, but, as the valves are made of timber, they swelled, and I had them taken off to be eased 
and the worm gear cleaned.

The contractors are replacing these to-day, and I will inspect this work when finished.
I think it would have been better for the Department to have put this gear back when the sewer is in use, as I am 

certain that it will get very rusted if left unused for long.
A little rock excavation has to be done at the outlet at Long Bay. The contractors are doing this.
The work in this contract, generally, has been faithfully carried out, and is, I think, a credit to everyone concerned.
Attached is the certificate of the satisfactory condition of the streets, from the Borough Council, North Sydney. 

li-L'j The maintenance time for this work expires 10th October, 1894,
J. W. T. BOYS.

That
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That is under date of 29th November. It is a report notifying the completion of the contract; but the 
date on which the cash deposit was returned to Carter, Gummow, & Co., was the 19th June previous. It 
will be seen from page 328 of the Parliamentary return, that on 19th June Mr. Barling wrote the following 
letter:—

' Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 19 June, 1894.
I am directed to inform you that the Secretary for Public Works has approved of the return to you of the Bank 

fixed deposit receipt for £2,000, held as security for the due performance of your contract for the construction of the main 
outfall sewer, North Sydney, on condition that you lodge security to the extent of £650, in respect of the works in exten
sion of the contract referred to. . I have, ,&c.,

J. BABLING,
(Per D.C.M'L,),

Under Secretary.

Now, £650 had been already lodged upon an entirely different contract. It had been lodged upon Contract 
79a just about that time; so that, practically, by the return of that cash deposit, which was recommended 
by Mr. Hickson on the 13th June, 1894, six days before the date of the Under Secretary’s letter, 
supposing any portion of Contract 79 had collapsed, or anything had gone wrong with it, there would 
have been nothing upon which the Government could come with which to remedy the state of the works. 
What is object of taking a bond at all, if the money is to be returned in that manner ? As to the reten
tion money, it will be seen from Mr. Christie’s evidence that it was returned in such a manner as to leave 
very little upon the contract—I think it was a matter of some £220 over and above the money which was 
paid upon the voucher. At all events there was very little money left with which to complete the 
contract in case anything had occurred to jeopardise the interests of the State. I would point out 
that the specification says most distinctly that advances “ may” be made. I do not pretend to have any 
legal knowledge or experience, but I submit that the bond which appears upon page 71 is really useless. 
It gives the Minister the right to make advances at a certain percentage to these contractors upon their 
material. Now this is not a bill of sale. It is only an undertaking to give a bill of sale upon this material 
supposing the material is not on the premises—that is, away upon some private property, as was shown to 
be the case upon one of these contracts. Then it might at any time be seized by the creditors of the 
contractor and removed. I do not think the State would have any control over that material upon a mere 
agreement of that sort executed with the contractors. The advances were made, not at the rate of 75 per 
cent.—for, if your Honor refers to Mr. Christie’s evidence upon page 296, you will see that advances were 
made upon cement at the rate of 16s. per cask, purchase value. Cement at that time, as the Department 
must have known—being acquainted with the market,—was only at the value of from 11s. to 12s. There 
was therefore, no justification for the making of advances upon it at the rate of 16s. They took the 
schedule, and Carter, Gummow, & Co. were asked to put down a price for some odd casks,—some casual 
casks, which they would have to deliver close to the time when the works were completed, or after they 
were practically completed. They put down these special casks at the rate of 16s., and upon that the 
Government considered that they were bound to advance at the rate of 16s. That is totally absurd. They 
had no right under that agreement to advance more than 75 per cent, upon the actual market value of the 
material. I do not think the Department can show that in any other case they gave such a concession to 
other contractors as they have given to Carter, Gummow, & Co. The concessions practically amount to 
this—that they financed the firm right through their contracts. The Government are not called upon, as I 
pointed out in the first instance, to finance contractors. They are supposed to have contractors of sufficient 
credit and financial standing carrying out their works to obviate the necessity for any measures of that 
kind. Otherwise, the Department might just as well dispense with contractors and carry out their works 
themselves, finding their own labour, and financing matters right through. While dealing with this point, 
I should like to refer to the evidence of Mr. Gummow. He was called to show that a similar course had 
been adopted by the South Australian Government; but your Honor, on looking at his evidence, will see 
that he admitted that the South Australian Government did not return the cash deposit. He said that 
the firm received back a portion of the retention money there, but that the deposit of £5,000 had been 
retained to this day. It will be retained until the expiry of the term of maintenance—that is, until 
the Crown considers that sufficient time has elapsed to permit of their taking over the contract with 
safety. Prior to the advances being made in this Colony there can be no doubt there was no Ministerial 
sanction obtained. Mr. Davis has directed your Honor’s attention to a minute by Mr. Bruce Smith. 
I may point out that in Mr. Christie’s evidence, upon page 382, it is shown that an item of £1,000 
was advanced out of the retention money upon the 23rd October, 1894, upon certificate No. 8— 
that is, in respect of Contract 69. There was at that period £23,159 worth of work to be completed 
upon the contract, showing that the Department were only too ready to return this retention money 
at a period when there was really no justification whatever for that step. There might be some justifica
tion for it towards the close of the contract, but there was certainly no justification when one half of the 
contract had to be completed. It might be pointed out that this was under a new system where the

retention
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retention money was not accumulating, but where it only arrived at the extent of the deposit. It was at 
that time limited, and there would therefore have been £1,000 less. In reference to this same contract, 
No. 69, it may be remembered byyour Honor that two sureties were taken, Mr. Henty, of Parbury, Henty, 
& Co., and Mr. Scrutton, of Scrutton & Co. Mr. Davis wrote a minute, under date of 21st September, 
1894, upon the following letter by Messrs. Carter & Co. to the Engineer-in-chief for Sewerage:—

Contract No. 69, Western Suburbs Sewerage.
Sir, North Sydney, 20 September, 1894.

Having now completed a considerable portion of the above contract, for the performance of which your 
department hold security to the extent of about £6,800, being £4,500 as guaranteed by our sureties and £2,300 retention 
money for work already done, we have the honor to ask you to allow the payment to us of £1,000 from the latter amount, 
leaving £5,800 still remaining as security for the due fulfilment of the remaining portion of the work.

We would remind you that our sureties are two of the most reliable firms in the city, viz., Parbury, Henty, & Co., 
Pitt-street, and R. L. Scrutton & Co., Clarence-street; and also that the amount of security required had the contract 
been accepted in. the ordinary way would not have exceeded £4,500.

We have, &e.,
CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

As a matter of fact, the securities were not the firms, but the individual members of the firms. In any 
case, the money was returned, and,'although it is not admitted by the department, I have always been led 
to consider, in private practice, that if any infringement be made upon a contract, the bondsmen, if they 
have not been notified of the intention to make a payment or give concessions not provided for in the 
contract, are legally free of the bond into which they have entered. The question is not whether Mr. 
Henty and Mr. Scrutton would take a point like that. The point still exists, and I contend that in the case 
of a public contract such risks as are disclosed to have existed in this matter ought not to have existed. 
Unless these contractors were financially strong, they ought not to have had these concessions, and the very 
fact of their asking at such an early period for a return of the retention money ought to have satisfied the 
department that they ought to have looked more carefully into the way in which they were paying away 
money to them, so that the State might be in a perfectly safe position upon the final completion of the 
work. There is one matter with which I should like to deal at this stage, and that is the connection 
of Mr. Hickson, ]un., with the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. Originally, from information which I 
received, I felt convinced that young Mr. Hickson was a member of the firm. Of course the evidence 
which has come before the Committee has shown distinctly that he was not a member of the firm. At the 
same time the evidence tendered reads very curiously, and I intend to place before your Honor, grouped 
together, the testimony of various witnesses upon this point. Let us take, first of all, the evidence of 
Mr. Ewing:—

3280. Sometime in June, 1895, I believe you had a conversation with Mr. Carter near the Bank 
of New Zealand ? Tes.
3281. What did Mr. Carter tell you? Mr. Maddison asked Mr. Carter if it were true that 
Mr. Hickson, jun., had been engaged by the firm, and Mr. Carter said Tes. Mr. Hickson, he 
said, wanted to join the firm, but he had told him that he had better wait two or three years.
3282. Join in what capacity, or how ? Mr. Carter simply said that Mr. Hickson wanted to join 
the firm, but that he could not do so for some years, although he would be taken on as an 
employee.

Mr. Maddison, when he came before your Honor, gave this evidence :—
3406. Will you tell His Honor what it was ? It amounted to this—that Mr. Hickson, jun., had 
been retrenched out of the department, and that Mr. Hickson, sen., wished to find him employ
ment of some sort, and had asked Mr. Carter if he could find anything for him to do, or whether 
they would take him in as a member of the firm. The reply which I understood Mr. Carter 
made to that request was that Mr. Hickson, jun., could not be taken into the firm within five or 
six years.

Then later on he said :—
3415. Later on Mr. Gillan, one of the members of the partnership, came up to Sydney from 
Adelaide, did he not ? Tes ; some considerable time afterwards.
3416. And you, in company with Mr. Ewing, had a conversation with him ? Tes; we were
talking about things in general. _
3417. What did he say ? He said he had seen a, wire which had come from Sydney to this 
effect—that Mr. Hickson, sen., wanted his son taken into the firm.
3418. Did that part of the conversation go any further ? No.

I come now to Mr. Carter’s evidence.
3914. As to the matter of Mr. Hickson, junr., becoming a partner, did you ever suggest that 
he was to become a partner ? No.

3915.
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3915. Did you ever told out any encouragement to him to believe that he might one day become 
a partner ? Not the slightest.
3910. Did you not, on the other hand, damp him, as it were,—instead of encouraging him, did 
you not rather discourage him ? Certainly I did. As far as I can remember the matter only 
cropped up once between us conversationally, and then I sat upon him, as it were.

, 3917. His Honor.'] When and where was that ? During his trip here. When he was on his
holidays I believe. .He was always anxious to better himself, I presume. We had seven partners 
in the business, and I thought that quite enough.

Take now Mr. Gummow’s evidence : —•
4213. Between yourself and Mr. Hickson was there ever any conversation as to his becoming a 
member of the firm ? Yes.
4214. Will you tell His Honor what it was and where it took place ? I can tell you the first 
one we had on the subject. He was often staying at my house in Adelaide, sometimes for a few 
days, sometimes for a night, and sometimes for an hour or two. We often talked about business 
and about all sorts of subjects. 1 can tell you the last conversation we had upon the matter to 
which you refer; that took place at Forest Lodge. With regard to the other conversations, I 
always told him that I did not consider that there was any chance for a young fellow going into 
contracting either with our firm or with any other firm, and that if he could keep his position 
as an employee he would be far better off.

He also gave this evidence :— .
4201. Was there ever any intention on the part of the firm of making him a member? Never; 
not on my part, anyway.

Then look at his reply to Question 4228 :— '
4228. But where did this particular conversation you are about to refer to take place? I 
cannot remember. The conversation upon each occasion was upon the same points,—that is, as 
to how his son was getting on, how he did his work, whether he looked well, and general questions 
of that sort which a father would naturally ask about his son. I remember that on one of these 
occasions I said to his father that I did not see much prospect of his son getting on in the 
outside world as a contractor.

What did Mr. Hickson, junr., himself say?
3576. You never had a conversation of any kind with them as to your becoming a partner in the 
firm ? Not seriously ; but such a lot of things are said which one cannot remember.
3577. You did not converse with any member of the firm about your being a member of it ? 
No, never.
3578. You are positive of that ? I am, on my oath.

Later on he said :—
3713. Did you receive any bonus from the firm ? No.
3714. Did you get your expenses from the firm when you went to Adelaide ? Going down and 
coming back I got my expenses.
3715. What did they amount to ? About £15.
3716. Besides that £15, or thereabouts, did you ever get anything from the firm in addition to 
your salary ? Not a penny that I can think of.
3717. Is it not a fact that when you went in to Adelaide on the firm’s business you paid your 
own expenses, and never charged them to the firm ? Frequently.
3718. How far were the works from Adelaide ? Eighteen miles.
3719. Do you consider that the firm paid you a huge price for your expenses ? I received none 
at all for going in to the city from the works.
3720. Were you a loser or a gainer from the visits you made to the city on behalf of the firm ? 
I was decidedly a loser.
3721. Mr. Smith.] I think you told Mr. Parkes that you stayed with your father for several 
weeks when you came from Adelaide in July, 1895 ? Yes.
3722. Where did you go after that ? To Forest Lodge.
3723. To lodgings ? Yes.
3724. You were staying with your father then only while you were looking for lodgings ? Yes.
3725. I think you said that when you were in the department you did not get anything above

, your pay ? I received an allowance.
3726. What did it amount to ? 2s. a day.

3727.
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3727. His Honor.'] What was that supposed to cover ? It was a travelling allowance to cover 
train and tram fares.
3728. Mr. Smith.] I think you said your salary was £200 when you were in the department ? 
Tes.
3729. His Honor.] When was your salary from the firm raised to £250 ? I cannot quite 
remember ; but I think at Christmas, 1893.
3730. Tou say you never had any conversation with any member of the firm as to a partnership ?
No. _
3731. Was any hint ever dropped, or any suggestion ever made, that you should enter into a 
partnership ? Well, I suppose such a thing may have been mentioned, but there was never any 
agreement or any definite arrangement of any kind made.
3732. What sorts of hints or suggestions were made ? I often expressed a wish, I believe, to 
become a member of the firm.
3733. And what would be said by the persons to whom you expressed such a wish ? They never 
gave me any hope at all.
3734. The question was mooted only in a general way ? Only in a general way.
3735. At what time would that be P I could not give you any idea.
3736. Was it soon after you went to Adelaide, or was it before you entered the service of the 
firm ? I could not say. It was never really discussed at all.
3737. What I understand you to say is that a hint was dropped by you that it would be a good 
thing for you if you were to become a partner ; is that it ? I do not know how to put it. I 
never asked them to take me into the firm, and they never asked me to join it.
3738. Then in what sort of way was the matter mooted ? I cannot exactly say. Nothing was 
mentioned concerning it with any degree of finality. No hope was held out to me that I should 
become a partner.
3739. But did you say to any member of the firm that you would like to become a partner ?
No ; I think I never said that. ■
3740. Did you suggest that, as you were an expert, it might be to the advantage of the partner
ship that you should become a partner ? No.
3741. But some hint of the kind was dropped, I understand? I thought I should be bettering 
myself if I could become a partner, but nothing of a definite character in any shape or form was 
ever said.
3742. What I want to arrive at is, what it was that was indefinitely said ? I cannot remember.
3743. But whatever did occur occurred in South Australia ? Tes. I saw Mr. G-ummow privately 
just as often as I saw him officially, and we talked about various things about other firms and 
matters of interest.
3744. And in the course of these conversations did you drop hints to him that you would like to 
be a partner of the firm ? Tes; but in a purely private v'ay.

I will now take some more passages in the evidence of Mr. Carter.
2919. Mr. Parkes.] Did you ever have any communication in an way, verbally or written, with
Mr. Hickson, senr., concerning the appointment of his son? No. -
3920. Had you not any at the time of his appointment? No. ■

Let me now refer your Honor to the evidence of Mr. Hickson, senr., upon page o62 :
I then went down to Mr. Lyne, the Minister; and he said the report had not come to him, but 
that if I had the least hesitation in my mind in regard to my son he would not allow it to go any 
further. I said I had made up my mind what I would do, and that I would adhere to my 
determination. The next morning my son came to me and said he had accepted an offer to go 
to Adelaide with Carter, G-ummow, & Co. Mr. Carter happened to be in the office that morning, 
and I sent for him. I said “ Is it true that you have a position for my son in Adelaide ? ” He 
said “ Tes.” I said “ There is no mistake about it; you want someone ? ” He said his partner 
in Adelaide wanted an assistant, and that if he did not get this young man he would get someone 
else. He went on to state what he proposed to pay him. I stopped him at once, and I said 
“ He is now your employee. Tou are offering to give him what he is worth, in your opinion, 
and it is nothing to me one way or the other.”

It would appear, therefore, that a conversation really did take place, and the whole thing, as far as this 
matter is concerned, is wrapped in a considerable amount of mystery. Now I received certain information 
concerning young Mr. Hickson and his connection with the firm, and it would have been absolutely 
impossible for me to get at the truth or otherwise of that information without the most exacting inquiry.
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I knew that well, and I asked Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing, the two gentlemen who gave me the first 
information upon which I spoke in the Legislative Assembly, to give me the best method of fixing, with
out any chance of challenge, the statements they made to me. Mr. Maddison said that he was very friendly 
with Mr. Gillan, and that he could get a copy of the telegram from him. He said that, if he could not get 
him to make a copy of the telegram, a copy could be got from the Telegraph Department. That I think I 
pointed out in my evidence. As far as this particular aspect of the case is concerned, it may be that 
future developments will throw more light upon it. But, looking at the matter in the light of the evidence 
which has come before the Commission, or all the evidence that I have been able to produce, I certainly 
have failed to show that young Mr. Hickson was a partner in the firm. But, even supposing he was a 
partner in the firm, perhaps it would not be fair to say that Mr. Hickson granted all the concessions 

• which I contend he has granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., over and above the treatment which 
he has meted out to other contractors, simply from that cause. It has of course been established beyond 
doubt that young Mr. Hickson was’ taken into the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., as an employee at a 
time when they had really very little work except the Adelaide contract, v/here they had two partners who 
were properly qualified to look thoroughly after the firm’s business. We have evidence also that young 
Mr. Hickson left the firm’s employ—and on leaving it he was given three months’ advance of salary—at a 
time xvhen they were expecting to get further Government contracts and just prior to this inquiry. If the 
firm had not a great number of the Government contracts actually in hand, they had been tendering, no 
doubt. Tenders were constantly being called for for sewerage work, and there was plenty of money 
available for carrying it out. The firm, under these circumstances, might naturally have expected to get 
as much business as they had before. I intend, however, to strike out of my charges, if I can do so at this 
time, that portion of the clause in which I charged Mr. Hickson with making concessions to Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co. on account of his son—that is, I will amend the clause by striking out the words “ his 
son, G-eorge Hickson, being an interested party in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.” I contend 
that great concessions have been given to this particular firm, but whether it was for that reason or 
not it would be almost impossible to produce evidence to show. It would not be fair, I think, having 
regard to the evidence which has been brought forward, for me to allow the portion of the clause to which 
I have referred to remain. I admit that the evidence in that connection is not strong enough, although I 
have read to your Honor certain portions which tend to throw a certain amount of mystery over the 
matter. I would ask your Honor to permit me to amend the clause in the way I have indicated.

Sis Sonor : These charges, as you yourself contend, Mr. Parkes, do not bind you in any way to 
the proof of them ; nor do they limit the inquiry which the Commission has a right to make, because if it 
should appear that there was evidence to support anything which is not absolutely contained in these 
charges the Commission would still have to receive it and to inquire into the matter referred to. There
fore, although it is quite right that it should appear in the course of your address that you express the 
opinion you have expressed, it would only complicate matters unnecessarily, I think, to actually strike the 
words out of the charge now, because they would have to appear as part of the history of the case—as 
having at one time been formulated. It is not so much that charges have been made, I take it, as that 
your opinions have been formulated.

Mr. ParTees: I listened, your Honor, very attentively to that portion of Mr. Smith’s address in 
which he charged me with acting with very slight and poor consideration in laying these charges. It is 
almost impossible to lay a charge without putting it in words which will mean that which you think the 
evidence will prove. I thought there was really something in Mr. Smith’s remarks to the effect that there 
was an intention on my part to cause harm to Mr. Hickson by laying charges in the way I did. It is only 
a matter of sentiment, and I wished to eliminate the words to which I have referred purely on that ground.

Sis Sonor: If you wish it, Mr. Parkes, a footnote could be added to the minutes showing that, at 
a certain date, you wished to withdraw the words to which you have referred.

Mr. ParTees: "With reference to this matter I have said that future developments may bring forth 
the truth one way or the other, but it must be apparent to anyone, from the evidence which has been 
given, that there was an effort on the part of young Mr. Hickson to become a partner of the firm, and 
that there was certainly some conversation among the parties concerned as to whether it was proper that 
he should become a member, whether it was to their interest or his interest that he should become a 
member of the firm or not. It would be almost impossible, without adopting a course which I have been 
very careful not to adopt during this inquiry; without going to the extreme of playing the part of a 
detective, with agents here and there, seeking for information—that I scrupulously avoided during this 
inquiry—to set this matter at rest. The reason I asked for the Bank-books was simply in order that a 
complete search might be made through them—a search as complete as it was possible to make with the 
data we had—so that your Honor .might judge whether the rumours which were circulated about 
town, and which were put into a definite form by the two retiring partners, had or had not any foundation
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140—X



162

of truth. I have so far omitted to make reference to a little matter in regard to the introduction of the 
Monier patent. I have left it as a little subject incidental to the inquiry to be dealt with by itself. I 
refer to the construction of the Monier culvert at Strathfield. Now, most remarkable evidence has been 
brought before your Honor in connection with that culvert; and I think you ought to take cognisance of 
it in so far as it relates to the method in which Parliamentary votes are expended in connection with these 
works, and also as to the method in which the accounts of the department are kept and returns are made 
to the Auditor-General.

His Honor: Tou must remember, Mr. Parkes, that they are matters which are outside of my 
cognisance, unless they, in some way, come in as material evidence to prove the charges, or are material to 
the questions with which the Commission has to deal. Of themselves, they are altogether outside the 
scope of the inquiry.

Wr ParTees: I might point out that the Monier culvert which was built at Strathfield must come 
under your Honor’s cognisance in so far as it is connected with one of the charges which I have placed 
before you bearing upon the first introduction of this patent into the department. Other matters have 
also come under your Honor’s cognisance in the same way—in that they had to do with the cost of the 
work and the manner in which it was carried out; that being the basis upon which a certain report was 
made to the Minister.

His Honor: The matter, I can see, is involved in this way—that the more the work cost the more 
justification would there be for putting a high price upon Contract 77, and the less it cost the more justi
fication would there be for introducing the system.

Mr. ParTees : I contend that the culvert afforded no guide at all as to the cost of the work. Mr. 
Barling, for instance, was questioned as to whether the cost of a culvert of this nature was sufficient to 
justify Mr. Hickson in making the report he did to the Minister, and he gave this evidence :

7437. According to Mr. W. A. Smith, only one-half of the culvert was completed when Mr. 
Hickson wrote this letter to the Secretary for Public Works “ The Monier system of concrete 
arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where applicable, it reduces 
the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent. The patentees are willing to allow the 
department to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch. 
I recommend this for the Minister’s approval. I might state, I have just completed, with the 
permission of the patentees, a culvert on the Parramatta Boad built on this principle, with most 
satisfactory results financially and otherwise —do you think that the building of that culvert 
was sufficient justification for the Minister’s entering into an undertaking like this ? I do not 
think it was sufficient standing alone, but Mr. Hickson explained, when recommending the 
patent, that it had been tried in Europe and elsewhere. I remember his showing either to the 
Tender Board or to myself—I think it was to the Board— a number of photographs of bridges 
of considerable size in the construction of which the principle had been used with great success. 
As to one of your preceding questions, I can quite understand how it was Mr. Hickson was not 
prepared to recommend the purchase of the patent for £1,500 then, but subsequent information 
may have convinced him that it was a desirable thing to try.

What I want to point out is this—that, according to Mr. Barling’s statement, there was not sufficient 
justification for Mr. Hickson’s recommendation. The Monier arch at Strathfield was built in connection 
with a culvert, and a lot of work would have to be done to create a culvert in the first instance. Mr. 
Symonds, the officer in charge of the road, sent in to the department, as his evidence clearly shows, a 
report to the effect that the only culvert required at this point to take away the limited quantity of water 
would be a few earthenware pipes, costing, approximately £110. In Mr. Symond’s opinion a brick barrel 
drain of 2 feet diameter would have sufficed, but the department set to work and created a Monier culvert, 
spanning a distance of about 5 feet. It will be easily seen that the culvert was one which would have to 
be built while traffic was going on, and the work would therefore be of a small, finicky nature, and there 
would be an extravagant expenditure for labour, as is proved by the documents which have.been handed 
in—that is, vouchers in connection with the work—and by the payments of Mr. Symonds, who was in 
charge of the work, and who made a record of all the disbursements. These records show that the 
expenditure upon the work was of an extravagant nature, and that it afforded no precedent upon which 
the department could go in suggesting that the system would render works in connection with which it 
could be used 50 per cent, cheaper. That might be the case in a large work where the contractors would 
have the means of carrying it out in a proper fashion. It might be in such a case a cheaper system ; it 
undoubtedly is, as figures which have been submitted to your Honor have conclusively shown. But it has 
been shown, in connection with the construction of this culvert, that there was no intention of trying to

economise
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economise or to find out whether the system was economical or not. The only ob-jeefc seems to have been 
to obtain the introduction of this patent into the Public Service. It is a significant thing that Mr. 
Baltzer—as he admitted in his evidence—was watching the operations, that Carter & Co., according to the 
vouchers, were supplying the cement, and that the greatest interest was being taken in the culvert— 
certainly not, however, from the point of view of making the system appear economical. There was, there
fore, nothing to justify Mr. Hickson in writing his minute, apart from the statements which had been laid 
before him in Mr. Bagge’s report, or by Mr. Bagge or Mr. Baltzer or any other officer of the department 
in conversation, and from his reading of pamphlets and things of that sort. However, he points to this 
expensive culvert in his minute as an illustration. The original papers show, in the first place, that the 
offer of the patent was written on the 2nd July, 1891, by Mr. Carter, in the Public Works Department, 
when the construction was only about half way through. It was impossible to tell upon the 18th July, 
when Mr. Hickson wrote his minute, what the real cost of the work would be. Tet he said in his minute :

The Monier system of concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co 
Where applicable, it reduces the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent.

The patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15. 
per cent, on the cost of the arch. I recommend this for the Minister’s approval.

I might state I have just completed (with the permission of the patentees) a culvert on the Parra
matta Hoad, built on this principle, wuth most satisfactory results, financially and otherwise.

How, how was he to judge whether, taking that culvert as an illustration, the system was satisfactory 
financially and otherwise. Mr. W. H. Smith, in his evidence upon page 169, said:—

6307. Was the portion of the arch which the heavily laden dray went over completed on 2nd 
July ? I could not say.
6308. When did you start the work? Somewhere about the end of June. I do not remember 
the exact date. The only way in which I have been able to arrive at all has been by turning up 
my diary, from which I see that I visited the place every second or third day from the 25th June 
to the 24th July.

The work was not completed on the 24th July, and yet, on the 1.8th July, Mr. Hickson wrote the minute 
which I have quoted. I contend that you cannot make a comparison of the system founded upon works 
in two different positions, and for totally different purposes. The only way in ‘'which you can make it is 
by having regard to the exact materials, taking the true cost of the materials and of the labour expended 
upon them, and letting each work stand upon its own basis. There was not sufficient experience gained in 
the construction of this small culvert to justify the department in forming an opinion that the work would 
be cheaper. Mr. Plickson could well have understood that, and, if he wanted to genuinely recommend 
the use of this patent in the department, he ought to have selected some bridge in the Colony for its trial, 
and have made the contractors, at cost price or with only a little profit, convince him, by the application 
of the system to a work of that importance, that it really was cheaper than the ordinary method of 
construction adopted by the department, also that it was more substantial than the ordinary method of 
construction. There cannot be the slightest doubt but that the system is cheaper, and, although 
Mir. Symonds evidence has gone to show that the culvert was in this case more costly than the ordinary 
method of construction—that is absolutely proved by producing the vouchers signed by Mr. Smith—still 
that would not be the rule. It was also shown that Mr. Smith’s evidence was entirely wrong so far as 
his estimate of the cost of the work went, and there can be no doubt that if the work had been carried 
out with less messing about and less waste of time and material it would have disclosed a much better 
result from an economic standpoint. I admit that it would have been cheaper, but, taking the data which 
Mr Hickson had before him at that time, my contention is that Mr. Hickson was not justified, unless he 
washed to make a concession to these contractors, in waiting that minute to Mr. Young, upon which he 
agreed that Carter & Co. were to obtain a royalty of 15 per cent, for the use of the Monier patent 
wdierever the department desired to use it. -

Mr. Davis: May I be permitted to point out the evidence which Mr. Smith gave upon page 170, 
Mr. Parkes directed your Honor’s attention only to the statements of Mr. Smith upon page 169.

IBs Honor : I shall of course have to go through the whole of the evidence myself, although of 
all the confused pieces of contradiction which I have come across, the Smith, Bryant, and Symonds, 
tangle is one of the worst. It would be very hard to arrive at the cost of the culvert from the evidence 
which has been tendered to the Commission.

Mr. Parkes.- I submit that it would be simply impossible to do so, your Honor. I come now to 
Mr. McSweeney s evidence, upon page 51. When Mr. Hickson was giving his evidence I handed to him 
a letter or minute in regard to Contract 112, and at the tail end of the minute, as your Honor may

recollect,
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recollect, there was a paragraph stating that the whole of the responsibility for the payment of the 15 
per cent, upon the Monier system was thrown upon the shoulders of the contractors. Mr. Hickson, upon 
page 90, gave this evidence :—

3213. When you submitted the tenders to the Tender Board you knew that the patentees would 
make a claim ? Yes.
3214. Before the contract was let ? Yes.
3215. Then why did you not before letting the contract take the Monier plates out—why did 
you wait until Mr. M'Sweeney made his protest before you took them out ? The few plates 
were not worth speaking of. They were a very small portion of the job.
3216. His Honor.'] I understood one of your answers just now to have reference to the iron 
bars in the carriers ? Yes ; that is another matter.
3217. Hr. ParTees.] They do not belong to the Monier system, you say ? Ho.

When Mr. Carter was being examined I asked him if he intended to make a claim upon Mr. M'Sweeney 
for the application of the Monier system to the carrier in Contract 112, and he said he would see about 
it when the work was completed. There can be no doubt about this—that there has been a great effort 
on the part of Mr. Hickson himself—who has shown great friendliness towards Carter & Co. in obtaining 
a good position for their patent—to introduce the patent into public works generally. Mr. Hickson, upon 
page 34, said :—

1272. And you recommended that 15 per cent, should be paid upon the cost of it ? Yes.
1273. Carter & Co., on 2nd February, 1894, wrote a letter upon your own office paper undertaking 
to accept that ? Yes.
1274. And it was accepted ? Yes.
1275. And the contract is now entered into ? There is really nothing at all in what you are 
speaking of which applies to this particular contract. This was a general approval which I 
obtained wherever I thought it advisable to apply the system to the road bridges of the Colony. 
As a matter of fact, it has not yet been so applied, except in the case of one small bridge on the 
Parramatta Boad.
1276. As a matter of fact, have not Carter & Co. a legal right to get this percentage upon all 
work of the kind done by the department ? On any work we did of the kind most unquestionably.

I would ask your Honor to turn also to Mr. Hickson’s evidence upon page 563:
17076. They say, in their letter, “ Beferring to our conversation ” ? I suppose that refers to the 
statement of the fact that they had taken out the patent. I do not know that they mentioned 
what percentage they would ask until the letter was written.
17077. It would appear from the letter that it was sent on to Mr. W. A. Smith, the engineer ? Yes. 
17078. So that the conversation therein referred to would probably be a conversation with Mr. 
Smith, but not with you ? The conversation referred to would no doubt be with Mr. Smith. 
The only conversation they had with me related, as I say, to the statement of the fact that they 
had patented the thing.
17079. And upon that you wrote your minute of 18th July ? Yes.
17080. In that minute you state that the patentees are willing to allow the department to use 
the patent upon payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch ? Yes.
17081. And you recommend that for the Minister’s approval ? Yes.
17082. At that time you had had a report from Mr. Smith as to the Parramatta Boad culvert ? Yes. 
17083. At all events the work was far enough advanced to enable you to form a good opinion as 
to the nature and cost of it? Yes; and there was also my reading as to the Monier arch 
system generally.
17084. But you never induced the Minister to enter into an agreement to adopt this patent; 
you never wrote any minute inducing the Minister to enter into an agreement with the firm ? 
The minute you have quoted is the only minute I wrote, and there is nothing in that, because it 
was never acted upon.
17085. That was only obtaining the authority of the Minister to use the patent, whenever it 
mio-ht be thought advisable to do so, at a certain rate ? Yes; in cases where it might be thought 
expedient.
17086. But there wras no binding agreement between the department and the contractors as to 
the adoption of the patent? No.
17087. The matter was still left entirely at large as to whether you u'ould use the patent on any 
particular work or not ? Yes.

There
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There is no doubt that there was a binding obligation to pay the 15 per cent., and my contention is that 
on a better trial, and with competition with other patents which exist, a much greater advantage could 
have been obtained for the State. Tor instance, in the report which Mr. Bagge made during the time 
Contract 112 was being planned, several other similar patents -were gone into. If the Monier work was 
to be at the cost put down for Contract 77, then it was proved that the system used in Contract 112, an 
equally substantial work, and built in a very careful manner by Mr. M'Sw'eeney, would cost infinitely less. 
As to the stability of this system, time alone can prove that. We have had evidence as to the contraction 
and expansion of cement. No doubt a great part of that evidence is true. There is no stability in cement 
even after it has set; there are movements from expansion and contraction and from other causes. It is 
a risky thing at all times to use artificial constructions which are dependent upon the blending of cement, 
sand, and metal. Only time can tell whether this work will stand. But, supposing it to be the very best 
construction in the world, flaws will probably be found in it which would not be found in stone or in 
brick structures. Some flaw may develop at any time which would prove ruinous to the whole structure. 
Time alone can prove whether the structure is a good one or not, and the risk involved depends altogether 
upon the sureties. The position in which the State will find itself hereafter will depend entirely upon 
them, and virtually they are the contractors alone. What I want to impress upon your Honor is 

■ that in the limited test of the system upon the culvert at Strathfield, and in the photographs 
and notes which were put before Mr. Hickson, there was not sufficient to justify him, unless he 
had had a most friendly feeling towards these contractors, in obtaining for them the great concession 
he obtained by getting into his own hands power to obtain the general adoption of the system 
in public works throughout the Colony. Before I bring my remarks to a close, T wish to refer to 
the charge I made to the effect that papers were not fully and properly produced for Parliament. 
Mr. Davis has attempted to explain that matter away by saying that in producing the papers he took 
cognisance of what the printing would cost. Now, when Parliament passes a resolution ordering the 
production of certain papers, it does not absolutely order them to be printed, and Mr. Davis was not justified 
in exercising this discretion after Parliament had passed a resolution for the production of these papers. 
The papers for which I moved were, “ All papers and correspondence in connection with certain 
contracts,” and the papers most material to the question of the letting of Contract 79 were those -which 
bore upon the claim which existed in connection with Contract 72. Now, so much did Mr. Davis recognise 
that those documents ought to be produced that, in making up the papers for Parliament, he said he put 
in certain documents concerning the claim. Why at that time did he not put in the wdiole of the 
documents concerning Contract 72 ? I contend that the order of Parliament was so clear as to leave Mr. 
Davis without any discretion in the elimination of papers. The order wras to the effect that all papers 
referring to the contract enumerated should be laid upon the Table of the House. The object of laying 
them upon the Table was not that they might be printed, but that they might be perused by Honorable 
Members. If the Minister chooses afterwards to submit a motion that the papers be printed, that is 
another matter. The House need not agree to the motion. The papers are merely put upon the Table 
for the perusal of Honorable Members. That is the only circumstance which Mr. Davis would have 
taken into consideration. There can be no question but that every paper in connection with these con
tracts should have been put upon the Table in compliance with the terms of the Assembly’s order. No, 
matter how remotely papers were connected with these contracts they ought to have been put upon the 
Table. To say that the papers concerning Contract 77, as to the schedule drawn up by Mr. Griffiths, 
setting forth the payments upon the work, and the papers concerning the first introduction of the Monier 
system upon the Strathfield culvert—documents which were registered—were not to be produced, because 
they were in another department, is only begging the question. A most complete record is kept. There is 
a register showing what papers exist and where they are, giving every particular concerning them— 
whether they are out or whether they have been returned. That these papers could be found from the 
register there is not the slightest doubt. The first thing an officer of the department would do, in pro
ducing papers, would be to look through the register and see exactly what papers were connected with 
each case. He would then collect the papers with a view to their being laid upon the Table of the 
House. The papers in connection with Contract 72 were very important. They were absolutely essential, 
and my complaint is that they were not laid upon the Table with the other papers. ,

Sis Sonor : I do not wish to be under a misapprehension, but the practice I understand is that, 
although the order for the printing of papers is generally made after the papers have been laid upon the 
Table, as a matter of fact in some cases the papers are all printed when they are laid upon the Table. 
I understand that in some cases that practice is followed. I do not know if it has been followed in this 
instance. In many cases the documents which are perused by Hon. Members are really the printed papers, 
not the original documents.

Mr. ParTees: The documents are not supposed to be printed except upon a subsequent ordar of 
the House.

7?



166

His Honor : Does it not sometimes happen that the papers are first printed and that the order of 
the House for the printing afterwards follows.

Mr. ParTees : No, the course taken is this : the House calls for certain papers, and when those 
papers are produced by the Minister he submits a motion for the printing of them. That motion may be 
defeated, and in that case the papers would simply remain upon the Table for the perusal of Hon. Members- 
The only object in printing the papers is to secure their perusal by Hon. Members. As a matter of fact the 
mere printing of them often defeats the object of the Member who wishes them produced, and it sometimes 
happens that he himself opposes the motion to print them. Printing, I think, is never done before a motion 
for printing is submitted by the Minister. I doubt whether it can be done until that motion has been made.

His Honor: What I have assumed to have been done in this case was this: that the papers 
were sent from the office to the Government Printing Office, and that a printed copy of them was laid 
upon the Table of the Legislative Assembly.

Mr. ParTees: That is not so, your Honor. It will be seen from the evidence of Mr. Barling himself 
that the original papers were hurriedly sent up to the Legislative Assembly. It is clear from what he said 
that the original papers were laid upon the Table. As a matter of fact, I remember that they formed a 
very bulky parcel and that Mr. Toung moved that they be printed. That order, I believe, was made on 
22nd October, 1895. The papers then went away to the Government Printer, and they were not returned 
in printed form to the House until 2nd February, 1896,—that is to say, the printed document was not in the 
hands of Hon. Members until that date. My motion was for “ copies” of the papers, but the Department 
laid the originals upon the Table. In some cases the order is made for original papers, but in this case I 
asked only for “copies.” All the papers in connection with Contract 77, for instance, were asked for; but 
many papers, which have since appeared in the portfolio of that contract, were not included. Take also 
the papers in connection with Contract 118. That is another contract to which my motion referred; 
but the papers produced were limited, as your Honor will see, to the specification, the schedules, and 
payments. The whole of the correspondence was not put before Parliament. I contend that the 
department had no discretion at all in this matter. Then, again, one half of the papers in connection 
with Contracts 79 and 79a -which have appeared in the portfolios were not submitted to Parliament, many 
of them being necessary to connect the information which was contained in the return. Here, again, I 
submit that all the papers should have been included. In all probability the House would not have voted 
for the printing of the papers had the Minister explained the bulky nature of the contract papers and 
correspondence. The Minister submitted the resolution for the printing of the papers in a hurried 
fashion, however, and the House made the order. The question of printing should not have entered at 
all into the minds of the officers who prepared these papers for Parliament. The simple order given was 
that “ copies” of the papers be produced, and I submit that every paper should have been so produced. 
I wish now to deal with Mr. Davis’s memoranda and the manner in which they were submitted to your 
Honor. In the first place I would draw your Honor’s attention to the memorandum which appears upon 
page 496, dealing with Contract 69, under the heading of “ speculative tenders.” Tour Honor will see 
that in submitting these varying prices placed on certain material by various contractors, Mr. Davis does 
not in any way touch upon the question of Carter & Co.’s schedule. These are varying prices genuinely 
taken out by these contractors. The question which alone is involved in Mr. Carter’s tender is that a 
deliberate attempt was made to obtain concessions which should not have been granted. Mr. Thompson’s 
memorandum to your Honor will show the items eliminated and the total of them in each tender, as well 
as the items which were used in the carrying out of the contract. Tour Honor will see from 
Mr. Thompson’s figures that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were far below the cost of these other 
contractors ; and the fairest way of dealing with the matter is to take these items together, and to properly 
proportion them ; to see what advantage would be got, by the picking out of various items here and there. 
Mr. Davis’s memorandum is no answer to the charge that Messrs. Carter & Co.’s tender for Contract 69 
should not have been accepted. As I have pointed out to your Honor there is an inconsistency in the 
allegations as to the time at which the new schedule came into operation. However, the greatest 
exception which I take to these memoranda is the incomplete manner in which they have been submitted, 
and the want of documentary evidence to sustain them. I have been careful to place at the back of the 
oral evidence which I have placed before your Honor documentary evidence ; and I think that in 
memoranda such as these Mr. Davis should have taken the same course. I will take one memorandum— 
that which deals with the cement. The reply of Mr. Davis to that charge of mine that a deficient 
quantity of cement was allowed to be used is contained upon page 631. Mr. Davis makes up his 
calculations as to the quantity of cement supplied upon Contracts 69, 79, and 79a, by stating that he 
accepts the quantity of 13,432 barrels purchased, and he adds to that the stock delivered from Contract 72. 
Now, Mr. Davis, taking the journal of Contract 72, must have known, because he initialled the information 
in it------

Mr.
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M.r. Davis : I may say that I had not seen that journal until it was found yesterday. I proposed 
to ask Mr. Boys about it. Moreover, that journal, I submit, your Honor, is not in evidence.

His Honor : It is in evidence now ; but it did not, in point of fact, turn up until yesterday morning.
Mr. Parkes : There is the fact in black and white. Mr. Davis initialled these entries as correct— 

for instance, he initialled as correct the entry made on December 5th, 1891, to the effect that the inspector 
found that there were only 1,689 barrels of cement stored in the sheds, viz., 300 Alsen, 958 Camel, and 
431 Germania. That was in December, 1891. I should like Mr. Davis to point out the item to which 
he refers.

Mr. Davis : If you look through the journal you will see that there are 2,000 casks independently 
of that quantity altogether.

Mr. Parkes : I see that Mr. Boys says it was reported that there were 2,200. •
Mr. Davis: My contention is that the journal shows clearly that, in addition to the 1,689 barrels 

to which you have referred, there were a further 2,000 barrels, making a total of 3,689 barrels.
Mr. Parkes : Where is the report as to the 2,000 barrels ?
Mr. Davis: It is in the journal.
Mr. Parkes .- There is an entry under the date of 16th November “ The contractors have stored 

on the works 2,000 barrels of cement, samples of which they desire tested. The cement is not required.” 
Then, on 5th December, Mr. Boys says it was reported that there were 2,200 barrels, but that the 
inspector found that there were only 1,689 barrels in the three sheds.

Mr. Davis : That refers to approved cement. There was a fourth shed, and it is evident that in 
that fourth shed the 2,000 casks were stored. The journal supports in totu the position which I have 
taken up.

Mr. Parkes: The work was running at that time, and up till February cement was being used. 
What I contend is, that Mr. Davis, with these journals before him, and with the journal of Contract 79, 
upon which contract Mr. Boys was also the engineer, before him, must have seen all the particulars of 
cement delivered, including the first delivery of cement upon Contract 79. This being so, he ought never 
to have placed before your Honor the statement that 2,200 barrels were transferred from Contract 72 to 
Contract 79.

His Honor: The evidence is that Mr. Davis had not these journals before him.
Mr. Davis : Statements, which have been purely assumptions, have run through the whole of Mr. 

Parkes’s address.
Mr. Parkes : I will withdraw this particular statement or assumption. The matter will be cleared 

up later on, no doubt. What I meant to say was, that Mr. Davis must have had these journals within 
his knowledge.

■ His Honor : But as to his remembering what he initialled at the time these reports were made, I 
suppose you would hardly contend, Mr. Parkes, that Mr. Davis could do that.

Mr. Parkes: What I contend is, that these memoranda, based upon the evidence—upon evidence 
such as that of Bureombe—-ought not to have been placed before the Commission unless there were good 
documentary evidence to back them up. I should like your Honor to carefully peruse these various 
memoranda, which are based only upon mere statements. I will ask your Honor to look into the
particulars of each of these statements to see that there has not been an error—an unintentional error_
creeping into their compilation. Of course, your Honor will see that with statements such as these, 
without the production of the documents referred to, it would be almost impossible, without another 
inquiry, to challenge them. When Mr. Davis refers, for instance, to certain returns of deposits to 
contractors in the railway and other branches of the Public Works service, the documents relating to 
them certainly ought to be produced for your Honor’s perusal before the statements founded upon them 
are accepted as absolute evidence.

Mr. Davis : They have been produced. They are in the room at the present time. They were 
produced some time ago for Mr. Parkes’s information.

Mr. Parkes : Not only in this instance, but in many other instances, reference has been made by 
the department to documents which are outside of this room. Quite a number of references have been 
made which ought to have been authenticated by the production of the original documents. I come now, 
your Honor, to my charges as tabled. As regards Contract 69, my first charge was—

With allowing Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to manipulate the Department’s schedule for 
Sewerage Contract 69 so as to give the contractors an advantage over the Crown in their contract 
to build a sewer in Marrickville, by which the contractors were paid upon the extravagant items 
of charge, and were conceded those items upon which they had a losing price That
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That has been fully proved, I submit, by evidence which has been produced on the subsequent conduct of 
officers of the Department, after the receipt of'the tender of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. My second charge 
in relation to Contract 69 was—

With allowing the contract to be taken up by Carter, G-ummow, & Co. with an insufBcient bond, 
and with ultimately breaking that bond by remitting the retention money, and writing a minute 
by which the Minister was deceived and induced to consent.

I consider, also, that the evidence has been conclusive in respect of that charge. The taking of personal 
sureties without making inquiry is beyond question. It is admitted, in fact, that no inquiry was made in 
the case of Mr. Scrutton and Mr. Henty, and, without making inquiry, their names ought not to have 
been substituted for the principle of a cash deposit, even although the contractors had undertaken to 
accept payment in Funded Stock. My third charge in relation to this Contract was—

With paying to the contractors large sums of money which they (the Departmental officers) were 
not compelled to pay under Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown.

That is also proved, I contend, in that the department continued to pay to Messrs. Carter & Co. an 
enormous sum of money for bluestone pitchers when they certainly might, with great equity, even to the 
contractors themselves, have so altered the schedule as to save the Treasury. My fourth charge as to this 
contract was—

With advancing to the contractors sums of money improperly and in violation of the terms of the 
contract, and without sufficient security.

Here, again, I contend that, taking the specification, the acts of the department, and the documents which 
were drawn up, there w'as not sufficient security for the advances made to the contractors. I contend, 
further, that it was never contemplated by Parliament, or even by the Minister, that the State should render 
financial assistance to those who are engaged in the carrying out of public contracts. My fifth charge in 
relation to Contract 69 was—

With incompetency in carrying out and administering the contract.
That charge is allied with the other charges. Charge No. 6 was—

With failing to comply with the orders of Parliament, and placing documents on the Table of the 
House in a manner calculated to mislead Honorable Members of the Assembly.

I contend your Honor that, unless the complete documents were forthcoming in connection with these 
contracts—and the complete documents in connection with Contract 69 were not by a long way laid upon 
the table—it would be impossible for any Hon. Member to understand the exact nature of the under
takings. The papers are put before Parliament for the perusal of the Hon. Member asking for them, 
and, of course, for the perusal of other Hon. Members ; and an officer of the department has no discretion 
whatever in picking out those papers which should be included and those papers -which should not 
be included. Charge No. 7 in relation to Contract 69 was—■ ■

With allowing defective work to be put in the works, by which a loss is sustained by the Crown.

That charge, I contend, is covered by my general charge with reference to the shortage of cement in 
these various works. I come now to Contract 72. My first charge under the heading of that contract 
was as follows :—■

With paying away large sums of money to the contractors, Carter, Gummow, & Co., which they (the 
departmental officers) ’were not obliged to do under the contract conditions; and with settling a 
claim without a proper test as to the liability of the Crown for a sum of £4,050 9s. 6d., by 
obtaining the Minister’s consent granting the contractors Contract 79 without re-tendering for 
that contract, when, in the interest of the Crown, it was the clear duty of the department to 
do so.

That, I contend, has been clearly proved. Charge 2 in relation to Contract 72 was—
With proceeding with works not contained in the contract, and paying for same out of contract vote ; 

and with using unauthorised, in connection with contract, money voted for other contracts. 
That, I contend, has also been done. My third charge in relation to this contract was—

With withholding from the papers laid upon the Table of the House such documents as would allow 
Honorable Members of Parliament to understand the nature of the contract, and the manner in 
which it was carried out.

Here again I contend that the evidence shows that this has been done. As to my charge, in connection 
with Contract 77, relating to the calling of public tenders, the minute issued by Mr. Hickson with regard 
to the cost of the work, and tbe minute issued by him with regard to the sureties, I contend that, looking
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at the evidence which has been produced, there cannot be the slightest doubt but that those minutes 
deceived the Minister, and that, had they not been written, the Minister would not have acted as he did 
act. I contend, also, that there was no justification whatever for Mr. Hickson, unless it was to befriend 
the contractors, writing these minutes. That is clearly shown by the evidence which has been placed 
before your Honor. My fourth charge in relation to Contract 77 was—

With withholding the proper information concerning the above transaction from Parliament, by not 
laying plans and other papers upon the Table of the House when ordered to do so by Parliament.

My complaint is that, when the papers were submitted to Parliament, no papers such as have been since 
produced were forthcoming to show the nature of the Monier arch work—the quantity of work involved 
in the system, or anything of the sort. As to Contract 79, my first charge was—

With improperly granting to Messrs. Carter, Gum mow, & Co., without re-tendering, Contract 79, by 
which a loss was sustained by the Crown.

I have proved that, I think. As to the second charge—■

With allowing Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. to manipulate the items in the schedule prepared by 
the department, so as to increase the profits of the contractors to the loss of the Crown.

I contend that the evidence sustains that also. Charge Ho. 3 was—

With returning the cash security and the retention fund to the contractors, in violation of the 
contract agreement and to the advantage of the contractors, and hazarding the interests of the 
Crown.

I contend that there was not the slightest justification, as has been shown by the evidence, for this action. 
Charge Ho. 4 was—

With the discharging of Inspector Eeid from the above contract for simply doing his duty in the 
interest of the Crown by insisting upon good work and material.

The evidence which has been tendered to the Commission shows conclusively that this man should never 
have been removed from the contract. Prom the evidence which has been given, showing the manner in 
which this contract was carried out, it must be clear to your Honor that a man of Eeid’s description was 
necessary to protect the best interests of the country. Charge Ho. 5 was—

With improperly paying an account of £350 6s. 8d. to the contractors for removing material, which 
work they never performed.

That charge I desire to withdraw. Charge Ho. 6 was—

With placing improperly to the account for payments on Contract 79 various items of payments for 
work done at Bondi.

That is a similar charge ; but I will allow it to stand, because I do not think that any moneys, however 
small, used upon a certain work, should be returned as having been used upon a wmrk miles away. 
Charge Ho. 7 was—

With advancing, without sufficient security, the sums of money upon contract materials not in the 
possession of the Crown.

That, I contend, was an improper thing to do—a thing which was never contemplated by any Minister. 
Ho Minister, I am satisfied, would give such authority ; and it is quite evident that authority was not 
obtained in this instance. I am satisfied that no Minister, had he known the nature of the transaction, 
would have given his authority for it. This brings me to Contract 79a. My first charge was—

With inducing the Minister, on the plea of urgency, to let the above Contract 79a to Carter; 
Gummow, & Co. without tender, and upon departmental estimate, by which a loss is liable to 
be sustained by the Crown.

That is a weakly supported charge, I admit. There does not appear to be evidence enough to show that 
Mr. Hickson, in any wrong way, gave the concession to Carter and Co.; but that they obtained a 
concession by getting that contract there can be no doubt. Whether the concession was given by the 
Minister alone, or whether by the Minister assisted by Mr. Hickson, I do not know. It appears to me, 
however, that Mr. Hickson ought to have pressed more than he did his minute to the effect that this 
contract should be tendered for. There can be no doubt that had it been put up to tender there would 
have been a saving upon it. There were smaller contracts in connection with Ho. 79 and 79a, which were 
given to Carter, Gummow and Co.; and if your Honor will look at the prices, seeing that the contracts 
were not very big contracts, but were simply branches of the sewer—if, I say, your Honor will look at 
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the prices paid for these works you will see that had they been put up to public tender, they would have 
been carried out at a greatly decreased cost. My second charge in connection with Contract 79a is—

"With advancing the sums of money of the moneys of the Crown to the contractors upon insufficient 
movable security, and in violation of the contract between the contractors and the Crown.

I contend that the specification should be read literally in the interests of the State, and that the action 
taken by the department was not a proper action in this case. Charge No. 3 was—

With failing to place upon the Table of the House the papers ordered by Parliament, by which 
Honorable Members might be misled as to the nature of the transactions.

I repeat that all the papers having any reference to these contracts should have been laid upon the Table 
of the Legislative Assembly. My fourth charge was—

With permitting defective work to be executed by the contractors, by which a loss is sustained by 
the Crown.

I submit that that has been clearly proved by the evidence of Dawson, and by the examinations made by 
Mr. McCredie and Professor Warren. Coming to my charges in reference to Contract 118, there can be 
no doubt that those charges have not been proved. "Evidence has not been forthcoming to prove them, 
with the exception of the charge relating to the omission of necessary papers from those laid before 
Parliament. There is one charge with reference to the Glebe contract, and it is as follows :—

With allowing defective work to be done, by which a large loss of money was sustained by the 
Crown, and with not making any effort to recover such loss from the contractors, Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Now, with reference to that contract I really think that, although the evidence before the Commission 
has been small, from rumours which have been mentioned here—I admit that the evidence is only hear
say—the contract ought to have been examined by some one independent of the department or 
contractors, in order to see that it has been carried out in a proper manner. Conclusive evidence has 
been laid before your Honor in support of the charge I made, that defective work had been carried out 
upon four or five contracts which have been dealt with. There has been a constant saving of cement, and 
the putting in, in its place, of inexpensive material. In regard to this very Glebe contract we have had 
clear definite evidence of a similar scamping in cement work, and if it be worth while to scamp the 
work in a small degree your Honor may be sure that the same men will scamp it in a greater degree, 
whenever the opportunity presents itself. As to the question whether Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
knew anything about it, I should be very sorry if evidence showed that they did. The only object I 
had in this inquiry was to show that these irregularities did go on, and having done that, then, so 
long as a stop is put to these practices, I am satisfied. I do not wish to see persons get into trouble. 
There can be no doubt the men working for Carter, Gummow, & Co. have constantly done bad work, 
but whether they have done bad work, authorised or unauthorised, I do not know if the evidence is 
conclusive enough to show. With reference to the charge as to Mr. Hickson’s giving concessions 
to the contractors, I consider that the charge has been fully proved, because the advantages which 
they have derived from these contracts are undeniable. Prom whatever reason—whether from motives 
of friendship, or from other motives, there was not evidence to show—but many concessions have 
been made. It is beyond all doubt now that great concessions have been made to Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. by Mr. Hickson. In conclusion, I desire to say just a few words in regard to the 
manner in which I have conducted this iuquiry. As I said in the first place, I did not want to come 
before this Commission otherwise than as a witness, because it seemed to me that, if I departed from 
that course, 1 at once laid myself open to the charge of being a persecutor. I came before the 
Commission because, having made the charges as I did, I wished to take the onus of them, and to 
do all that I could to show that they were as true as I myself believed them to he, and to assist 
ypur Honor in eliciting the truth, even although it might be against me. That I have done. I 
have done everything in my power to bring before this Commission—in an honorable fashion— 
evidence to sustain my charges. I have been very careful, your Honor, not to bring here men 
whom I thought to be of doubtful character. I might have obtained innumerable witnesses had I 
been less particular in that regard. Tour Honor would probably be surprised did you know the 
number of witnesses who have proffered their testimony, but whom I have rejected. If your Honor 
were acquainted with the full particulars, you would see how very careful I have been not to put 
the Commission on the footing of an improper prosecution. When the Commission was first granted, 
therefore, I went immediately to men of known repute—men of good repute as to truthfulness— 
and concerning whose character I myself had such a knowledge as to convince me that they would 
be honorable and trustworthy witnesses. Among the witnesses I have brought before your Honor have 
been Mr. McCredie, of whom your Honor must have formed a very high opinioD, Mr. Thompson, a very
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accurate and careful quantity surveyor, Mr. Young, Mr. Bean, and Mr. Christie. I have brought other 
reliable witnesses, who, I thought, would not he influenced by me in any way to give evidence which was 
not of an absolutely truthful nature. These witnesses have been most careful and accurate in all that 
they have done, and had I made the slightest effort to mislead them, or to draw them to my side with a 
view to my winning the case, as it may be called—if I had endeavoured in any way to make tools of them, 
they would have resisted such advances and endeavours. That I knew from the first. I obtained the 
services of these men, because I thought it the proper and honorable course to endeavour to get at the 
absolute truth in these matters. Mr. Smith has, in his address, stated that the evidence which I myself 
gave, coupled with notices of motion which I have given in Parliament, indicated that I had a commission, 
as it were, from certain old constituents of mine, or, if I were to take his words at their literal 
meaning, I was under a pledge to carry out certain obligations to my constituents at the time of 
my representation of the electoral district of East Sydney. I think that insinuation may be thrown 
to the winds at once. Again, Mr. Smith contended in his address that I had an object in bringing 
these matters before a Commission—that I was actuated by a feeling of animus against Mr. Hickson 
in consequence of my relations with the Public Works Committee. Now I think your Honor will 
free me of any such accusation. You will not, I am sure, be of opinion that I entertained any 
feeling of this sort, because, after all, these charges are not directed specifically against Mr. Hickson, 
but they are directed against the administration of the department. Eor that reason I have used 
the word “ Government ” generally in charges which I could not associate with any individual, 
but which contained matter, the responsibility of vdiich, I thought, should be sheeted home to some 
person or persons ; feeling, as I did, that these persons could be found only by a most searching inquiry 
by a Commission such as your Honor has held. As to my having any ill-feeling against Mr. Hickson or 
against any officer of the department, I can freely urge that Mr. Smith’s contention, even upon the 
evidence he has suggested, cannot be entertained. As a matter of fact, it is very poor satisfaction, your 
Honor, to a public man to prosecute any inquiry concerning a matter where he thinks there is need for 
reform, simply upon the basis of prejudice or a feeling of vindictiveness against any individual who may 
be concerned. It is not worth the while of any public man to take action from such motives ; but there 
is a much higher object which a public man may have, and that is to agitate for reform where he knows 
that there is an absolute necessity for it. It is only when a public man is actuated by such a motive that 
he can derive any satisfaction whatever from the discharge of such a duty as I have taken up in this case. 
I shall not be at the pains of defending myself against the insinuation that I have been actuated by the 
motive of obtaining any benefit for myself or for other persons, or that I have acted from spleen against 
any individual. My motives were simply these. I know—and the evidence which has come before your 
Honor has clearly proved it to be so—that there is a waste going on in the public funds of this country, 
and particularly in the Public AYorks Department, and the object I have in view is that this waste shall 
be remedied by some proper method of control, either by the Treasury or by some other department— 
control exercised in such a way as to make it impossible for such things to take place as have been demon
strated by the evidence submitted to your Honor to have occurred in this department. Tl)at is the sole 
object I have in view. Having certain information, I thought that the best way to discover the truth or 
untruth of it was to have a Commission of Inquiry. I asked for a Select Committee or Commission. If 
your Honor, in your profound wisdom, should consider that the effect of this inquiry has not been to 
support the truth of the charges which I made, then, of course, there will be no need for any change in 
the Public AVorks Department; but if, as I contend, a certain number of the charges which I have made 
are well-founded, then certain action must be taken, and I shall have attained the object I had in view— 
that object being that there should be some control over this great spending department of the State with 
a view to save an annual waste in the public funds of this country. I apologise for having occupied so 
much time by my address, but I could not possibly have reviewed the quantity of evidence which has been 
tendered without going very fully into it. I now, with every confidence, leave the true judgment of the 
matter to your Honor’s profound intelligence and sense of justice.

Sis Honor: The time occupied by your address, Mr. Parkes, has been rather long, but I can clearly 
see that from the enormous amount of material you have had to review you could not have discharged 
your task within a shorter period. As to the manner of the address, I certainly have no complaint to 
make with regard to that.

His Honor, at ITS p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, 13th October.
0. E. E. MURRAY,

* Commissioner.

TUESDAY,
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- TUESDAY, 13 OCTOBER, 1S9G.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Koom, Chief Secretary's Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. B. R. P. Hickson, Under 

Secretary for Public Works (Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of 
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) ; attended.

Mr. J. Davis, engineer for sewerage, and Mr. Horrie, bond clerk, also attended.
Edward Mann Clark and John William Townsend Boys were sworn and examined.
Joseph Davis was recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 12'40 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Friday, 16th October.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

FRIDAY, 16 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor (appearing 

for Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising) ; attended.

Mr. J. Davis, engineer for sewerage, and Mr. Home, bond clerk, also attended.
> George Christie, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, John Carter, and Joseph Davis, were recalled and 

further examined.
His Honor, at 12'35 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 10 a.m. on Monday, 19th October.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

MONDAY, 19 OCTOBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. White, solicitor, advising); Mr. Ernest Smith, solicitor (appearing 

for Mr. Hickson) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow, of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, 
solicitor, advising) ; attended.

Mr. J. Davis, engineer for sewerage, and Mr. Horrie, bond clerk, also attended.
David Graham Snodgrass was sworn and examined.
Joseph Davis was recalled and further examined.

_ Mr. Davis said that the department was being put to very serious inconvenience through the 
retention by the Commission of various papers and plans, and he would be glad if His Honor would make 
an order for their release at the earliest possible moment.

His Honor said that the whole of the papers which were not required to be printed as Appendices 
could be released at once, but in releasing them he would ask that the department would not have them 
conveyed away from the building, and that they might be placed in a room where they would be available 
for inspection by the Commission if necessary.

Mr. Gummow desired to know whether His Honor would at the same time release the bank pass- 
hooks of the firms of Carter & Co., Carter, Gummow, & Co., and Gummow and Gillan; also the bank 
pass-books of the private accounts of the different members of those firms.

His Honor said he did not think there was any necessity to retain the books any longer. The 
results of their examination, he assumed, were crystallised in Mr. Christie’s memoranda. He would 
direct the immediate return of thp books to Mr. Carter.

_ Sis Honor : There being no further evidence to be tendered, there will be no necessity for me to 
adjourn the hearing to a further date. At the same time, if anyone should wish to make application for 
the hearing of evidence I will entertain that application at any time. This room will be considered the 
office of the Commission until my report is finally sent in to His Excellency—in fact, until the 21st of 
November. I, therefore, adjourn the inquiry sine die.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

TUESDAY, 3 NOVEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 10 a.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) ; attended. 
Mr. J. Davis, engineer for sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, also attended.
Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson, Joseph Davis, George Scott Chiene, and Andrew Eaton, were 

recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 1215 p.m., adjourned the inquiry until 2 p.m. on Wednesday, 4th November, 1896.

C. E. R. MURRAY,
Commissioner.

WEDNESDAY, 4 NOVEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 2 p.m.
Mr. Varney Parkes, M.P. (Mr. White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. R. R. P. Hickson (Mr. Ernest 

Smith, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) ; attended. 
Mr. J. Davis, engineer for sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, also attended.
Joseph Barling, Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson, Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge, and John 

Carter, were recalled and further examined.
His
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Honor that several witnesses who had been examined had not made any claim to expenses 
He thought that some of those witnesses were not really at any loss through giving'evidence before the 
Commission, and it was very much to their credit, under those circumstances, that they had abstained 
irom making any claim. He hoped they would continue to abstain .from asking for any compensation 
because, after all what was given to a witness as compensation was not in any sense by way of reward 
tor the evidence he had given, but was to save him from being at a loss from the time occupied in his 
attendance. If the witnesses ivho had given evidence and had not made any claim were abstaining from 
making it as the result of their not knowing that they were entitled to make a claim, they might come in 
and make a claim at some future time. If they intended to do so, he hoped they would make the claim 
as soon as possible, because, if it were not soon made, it was very likely that there would be no possibility 
of answering it when it was made. At the same time he would repeat that it was to be assumed that 
witnesses would not make any claim when they knew that they had not suffered loss of time repre
senting loss of money, and that they had not been put to any expense in coming to the Board Boom to 
give evidence. He did not wish to curtail the right of witnesses to compensation if they asked for that 
compensation supposing they had a fair right to it. He did not wish to suggest to witnesses who did 
not see why they should be compensated on the ground that they had suffered no loss, that they should 
make what would, under those circumstances, be a fictitious claim ; he merely asked those witnesses who 
had a good claim to make it as soon as they could conveniently do so.

His Honor, at 8'45 p.m., adjourned the inquiry sine die.
' C. E. R. MUEEAY,
_____________________ Commissioner.

TUESDAY, 10 NOVEMBER, 1896.
His Honor the Commissioner sat at the Board Room, Chief Secretary’s Office, at 2 p.m.

,, „ ~^r' ;,amey Parkes, M.P. (Mr. H. "White, solicitor, advising) ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Grummow, of
the hrm oi Carter, Gummow, & Co. (Mr. Andrews, solicitor, advising) ; attended.

Mr. J Davis, engineer for sewerage, and Mr. Norrie, bond clerk, also attended.
Joseph Davis and John Carter were recalled and further examined.
His Honor, at 2’50 p.m., adjourned the inquiry sine die.

' C. E. E. MUEEAY,
Commissioner.
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PUBLIC WOBKS INQUIRY COMMISSION.

MINUTES OF EYIDENCE.

Taken before His Honor Judge Murray in the course of his inquiry touching 
all questions raised in the Legislative Assembly, whether specifically or in 
course of debate, as to any improper conduct in connection with the Contracts, 
past and present, of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Company with the Department 
of Public Works.

WEDNESDAY, 27 MAY, 1896.
' George Dawson, sworn and examined:—

1. Mr. Parkes^] What is your occupation ? I am a general labourer. G. Dawson.
2. You were for some time working on the contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
ii. lor what length of time ? I have been with the firm for about eight years. May, 1896.
4. In almost constant employment P I have been a few weeks here and there without work, that is all.
5. What was the nature of your work ? My principal work in the sewers wras that of a bricklayer’s
labourer. " . J
6. In that capacity you would have to pack the. top of the sewer? Yes.
7. Will you describe the manner in which the packing was done ? If there were-any space left between
the brickwork of the tunnel and the rock it would have to he packed with concrete and rammed with a 
rammer to the satisfaction of the Inspector. ■ '
8. When you first paid a visit to me you were still in the employment of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes
9. Lately you have left them ? Yes. . ' '
10. But you were not discharged ? No ; I was not discharged, but I was refused work on the next job.
11. aou left at the time you did simply because the work ceased ? Yes ; where I was then working1.
12. You did not leave on account of any dissatisfaction with you on the part of the contractors ? There
was not any dissatisfaction at all. •
13. What were your reasons for coming to me? I saw that you had taken the matter up, and I thought 
it would be a good thing for working men to have it all ventilated. I felt uneasy in my mind. There 
were several, things which I knew which were not right, and I knew that it was of no use my goin"
personally to make a complaint because no notice would be taken of’me. When I saw that the matter
had been taken up in the House I thought it my duty to come and say what I knew.
14. When you came to me I was reluctant to take any statement from you ? You did not wish to hear 
me at all.
15. When did you first come to me ? I could not say now.
16. How many months ago would it be ? About ten or eleven weeks ago. I was working on the 
Annandale job at the time.
17. Will you tell His Honor what description of work was done upon Contract 79 a, by yourself and 
others ? There was some very defective work on that contract. There were great cavities left, and in 
one case we ran four drums without packing.
18. What would be the size of a drum ? It would be from 2 ft. 9 in. to 3 ft. long. It is what the brick
work is built on. You are supposed to pack every one as you build, but we left these cavities, and we 
thought nothing of it. There are spaces between the brick-work and the rocks with nothing in them. 
to wP5*1068 Aom 2 ft. 6 in. to 2 ft. 9 in. in height. In some cases they are a little higher.
!9 What would be the length in lineal feet in any case ? It might be about 12 feet. I should say I was 
within the bounds in saying that. J
20. What is-the total length of the cavities, do you suppose, which have not been filled up? I was
speaking then of one particular case, but none of the work has been thoroughly packed with the exception 
oi an odd drum or tivo. o ^ r r
21. His HonorJ\ When you say that none of the work has been thoroughly packed what length of sewer
are you speaking of? I was'speaking of particular parts where I was working °
22. How many drums would it be in length ? The big cavity to which I have referred is about five 
drums in length.
22^. Mr. Parkes.~\ Is it near shaft No. 13 ? It is between No. 12 and No. 13.
23. For what distance at that point does the defective work extend ? I could not state the exact distance.
1 do not know the length of the drive.
24. Would it be between 200 and 300 feet ? More than that
25. Would it be 400 feet? Yes. '

140—A 26.
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Q. Dawson. 26. Would it be 500 feet ? Taking one drive with another, I should say 500 feet. There would be that
/—\ quantity of defective work. ^ tt j .n

27May, 1896. 27. In your opinion that defective work imperils the safety of the sewer . Undoubtedly.
28. What is the thickness of the brick-lining ? Tour and a half inches. .
29. How far from No. 13 shaft, going down stream, is the point at which this defective work commences
to your knowledge ? 275 feet I should say from the centre of No. 13 shaft going down stream. Ihere
may be a drum or two with a certain amount of packing m them. There would be about 310 or 320 leet
from the shaft to where the cavity of which I have spoken exists. , r j r j.-
30. His Honor 1 How far would you have to go from that point before you got out of the detective
work? Trom 12 to 14 feet. . 1 j 0 v „
31. That is the greatest extent of defective work down that drive upon which you have worked ? Xes.
32. You have worked lower down in the drive ? Yes. , j 0 tt
33. But you know that below the point you have named it is properly packed . les.
34. Mr. ~Parkes.'] Did you work upon Contract 79 ? Yes. „ , ,
35. Do you know whether the work in that contract was all correct ? I know that there has been some 
scamping, but I could not locate any bad work.
36. But you know it is there ? Yes ; I did it myself.
37. But you say you could not locate the work now? No. ., ,,
38. It could be located by taking out a few bricks here and there ? By an expert, I daresay it could.
39. You have had conversations with various men working on this job ? Yes. . T

■ 40. Was the defective work in this contract similar to that in Contract /9a.? It was not similar. It was
scamping in the cement. The cavities were filled in in the case of Contract /9. It was only the cemen ' 
which was scamped. ■
41. His Honor] Do you mean the cement in the brickwork or in the concrete ? I mean the cement 
supposed to be used in the concrete
^2 Mr Parkes] Will you describe to His Honor how you workmen deceived the inspectors m order to 
get this scamped cement in ? We had to get them out of the way. Some reason was given to get them 

There are several ways of reducing the quantity of cement. You can knock the gauge into the

No.

He would not allow us to do anything

away.
sand, and put the cement in. .
43. His Honor] What is the size of the gauge ? They are of different sizes. _
44. Mr. Parkes] You did not put in this defective work of your own inclination .
45. Why did you do it ? To keep our places. , , . , , ,
46. Who gave you instructions to do it r The manager of the job told us that the inspector was taken
awav, then it was our owrn lookout what wre did. _ . 0 -r- T.p
47. As a matter of fact, your employment depended upon your doing that kind ot thing ? 1 es. It we
did not do it we should not be kept there.
48. You know Inspector Reid ? Yes. ' »
49. I believe he is a very severe .man ? He is very strict.
50. He was particularly severe upon you men ? He did his duty.
51° Were you afraid to do anything wrong when you were under him ? It would not do to let him catch 
us in any shape or form.
52. Inspector Reid was removed from Contract 79 ? Yes.
53. When he was removed you had a freer hand ? Yes. There was no one to watch us as closely as
Inspector Reid had done. , , . , j al
54. You know the reason of his removal ? Yes. I believe it was because ho caught myseli and the 
foreman bricklayer in the act of doing what we ought not to have been doing.
55. You were in the act of doing bad work when he caught you? Yes. . .
56. What was the bad work ? We were shovelling dry metal down without any cement or sand mixed

llis Honor] Shovelling it where ? We were packing the side of the shaft. Inspector Reid came 
upon us, and saw us shovelling down this dry metal. We said, “ We are going to put m the compo. that
"WEIS Isft* . - ’1 D V
58. Mr. Parkes] And Inspector Reid insisted upon your doing correct and proper work . les.
59. Of course an Inspector of Works cannot be very delicate in the use of his words. He sometimes
has to use some very strong language he must be naturally a rough man ? Certainly, because he has
rough men to deal with. . ^ £ .,1 •»
60. If Inspector Eeid did at times use abusive language it was on account of the class ot men with whom 
he had to deal ? I cannot say that he ever used abusive language in my hearing.
61. When he tried to stop you from proceeding with the defective work did he use very strong language.
Not in my hearing. . , , , ^ i • o -it
62. After he had discovered you doing that work, do you know what became of him . He was removed
from the job. I cannot say where he went.
63. Do you know why he was removed from the job ? I cannot say why, unless it was tor the particular
thing I have just named. I do not suppose he would be told why. ,,
64. At what space of time after the incident to which you have referred was he removed . Two or three
days, to the best of my knowledge. ,, , . ’ ,. n
65. Another inspector took his place? There were so many that I could not say whether any particular

66. Then you do not know who succeeded him ? I believe Mr. Eyre came after him, but I would not
swear to it. . ,, -p • j
67. Was he as hard upon you as Inspector Reid was ? He was never so much near us as Mr. Keid
was.
68. I believe you also worked on Contract 69 ? Yes. ■
69. Part of that sower was packed with cement ? Yes. _ . „ ™ .
70 I believe there was a length of it which you packed with something else—with shale. We Paclj®^ 
some with shale. There was metal on the board, but I could not say whether it had to be packed with 
cement or not. I am referring now to the part in Emily-street, adjoining O Neill and Rogers contra^.
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71. Sis Honor!] You mean the end of Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s contract in that direction ? Yes. ^
72. Mr. Parkes!] You say there was metal and concrete on the board ? Yes. We packed the first drum
with concrete, and afterwards we used shale. 27
73. To what length ? I should say from 600 to 700 feet I cannot swear that that is the exact distance.
74. You wTere instructed to do that by your superior ? Yes.
75. Was there an inspector overlooking it? Yes.
76. Who was the inspector ? Mr. Tudgay, I think, was in charge.
77. You were instructed, I suppose, by the contractor in charge ? By our foreman. ,
78. Is it not a very precarious thing for a man like you to give such evidence as this? Yes; it will 
spoil me from getting any work in the future.
79. Mr. Hickson!] Do I understand that you acknowledge before this Commission that you deliberately
did defective work ? Yes. .
80. I hope I make myself quite clear ;—you did certain work knowing is to be defective ? Yes.
81. When did you make up your mind to confess to having done this defective work ? As soon as I saw
from the newspapers that it had been brought up in the House.
82. Did you ever tell any of the officers of the Department, the resident engineer, or the inspector, what 
was being done there ? Never.
83. I understand you to say that you got instructions from time to time to do this defective work? Yes.
84. Take the two North Shore contracts, who gave you instructions in that case ? The manager used to 
tell us that the inspector was taken out of the road, and it was then our chance to do it.
85. In the case of the Marrickville contract also you say you were instructed to do this defective work ? 
Yes ; we got instructions from Foreman Connors.
86. He wras the man who gave you instructions to do this defective work ? It was only packing with 
shale in that case, and I do not know whether that would be supposed to be defective or not. Connors 
gave us instructions to pack the shale.
87. You say that Inspector Reid was sent away from the North Shore contract on account of his being 
too accurate in looking after the work? I did not say that. I said I did not know why he was removed.
He caught us m the act, as I told you, and several days after that he was removed.
88. By whom was he succeeded ? I cannot be positive whether Mr. Eyre was his successor Or not.
89. Inspector Reid was strict, and Inspector Eyre you say was not ? He was never standing over us as 
Inspector Reid was. I do not say that he was lenient, but he was never standing over us in the same way 
as Inspector Reid was.
90. Where was he if he was not overlooking the work ? It was not my place to know where he was.
91. Do you mean us to understand that he was off the work altogether ? He might have been.
92 You mentioned the contractor’s manager, Mr. Reid, and Connors on the North Shore contract? Yes. 
Connors was the foreman of bricklayers.
93. Did he give you instructions about this bad work ? No ; he sometimes worked -with us in doing it.
It was the manager who gave us the instructions in that case.
94. Mr. Carter.] Did you ever inform me, or any member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., that 
this defective work was going on ? No.
95. Did I, or any individual member of the firm, ever give you any instructions as to this defective work ?
No.
96. Were you ever restricted in material—was there not always plenty of it ? There was always plenty.
97. No question was ever asked as to where it was going, and you were not grumbled at for usino’ too
much ? No. °
98. There -was always plenty of material had you chosen to use it ? Yes, there was always plenty of
material. J
99. There was sometimes too much, and it had to be carted away ? Yes. It had to be carted away on
Contract 79 a. j
100. Does not that apply to almost every job ? There has always been plenty of material on any job I 
have been on.
101- You were not dismissed, but you were paid off in the ordinary way with a number more men ? Yes.
102. You were afterwards re-employed on another contract at Johnston’s Creek ? Yes. '
103. You saw Mr. Gummow there ? Yes. •
104. Would you mind telling His Honor what you told Mr. Gummow as to these charges ? I asked Mr. 
Gummow if he would give mo a start on the work over at Annandale. I said I had come to him person
ally because it had been said that I was going to put the company away, and that they would not give 
me work. I said I would not ask any other member of the firm but himself, as he knew me personally 
better than any of the rest of them. He said there had never been anything said about me that he knew 
of, and that if there was he would tell me straight. I asked him whether he would give me a reference, 
as I could not afford to be walking about idle. He said, “ You will not want a reference; we shall have' 
a job for you before the end of the week. If you come to me at the latter end of this week I will let you 
Jmow definitely what 1 intend to do.” I went back on the Friday. As I was passing another section of 
the work I saw Mr. Gummow in conversation with the foreman. I walked down to the Johnston Creek 
^ob and waited for Mr. Gummow. When he came he said, “You had better see Bandeen.” He said he 
had spoken to him for me, and that there was work for me. When I went over to see Bandeen he told 
me I could come up on the following Monday.
105. His Honor.] It was after that that you got on to the Annandale job ? Yes.
106. You interviewed Mr. Parkes after that ? Yes.
107. Mr. Carter.] You have seen Mr. Gummow since ? Yes.

■108. You have endeavoured to get work from us within the last fortnight ? Yes ; I asked a foreman of 
yours.
109. In spite of all that you say had happened ? Yes. "
110. Referring to this matter of packing, what would you be doing when you were supposed to be 
packing, and were in reality not doing it—-were you sitting down? I was gettin" in bricks to do more 
work.
mi T0!1 never had so m uc,‘ to do that you could not have packed had you chosen ? .We mi Git have 
packed, but we could not do tbe quantity. The bricklayers were always complaining that we were not 
doing enough. 2



G. Dawson.' 112. Hr. HicksonP\ You said, in reply to Mr. Carter, that there was always plenty of material on the 
••—ground ? Yes.

27 May, 1896. What became of it if you did not put it into the work ? It was left lying about. I believe there 
' is some lying about there yet.

114. Mr. ParJees.~\ Was it your place to inquire what was done with the material? Not at all.
115. Did you ever see any member of the hrm on your work? They passed along, but they never came 

■ down.
116. Was there any chance of your approaching them? I could have done so at the pay office had I
wished to communicate with them. '
117. As a matter of fact, you could not approach them for instructions ? No ; the instructions were 
given to us by the manager, Mr. Meid.
118. He was the representative of the firm, and you thought that in taking instructions from him you 
were taking them from the firm ? Yes.

. 119. Mr. itickson.] There was no reason why you should not make your complaint at any time to the
G-overnment Inspector, who was always on the ground ? I could have done so, but if I had I should 
have had to leave.
120. His HonorJ] Do I understand that you had had some communication with someone before you had 
the conversation with Mr. Gummow to which you have referred ? Yes ; we often talked among our
selves. The men would talk about the scamping which was being done. 1 often said that it was only 
right that it should be reported.
121. You expressed that opinion ? I did, freely. .
122. Alluding to the scamping? Yes; I said anyone was at liberty to carry what I said to the firm, and
in my opinion it was carried to the firm or to their representative. _
123. That was quite apart from anything which had been said publicly? Nothing had been said publicly 
then. It was simply among the men on the work by themselves, and it was carried to the manager, 
Mr. Eeid.
124. The packing, I understand, in the case of the North Shore job was in a rock tunnel where blasting 
had been carried out ? Yes.
125. Was that tunnel blasted out in many places beyond the required dimensions? Here and there
there are places blasted out considerably above the usual size. It is so in all sewerage works. You can
not do it to a nicety. .
126. So that the packing would be irregular, running from an inch or two to say 2 ft. 9 in. ? Yes ; there 
were places where you could not get in a half inch. It was supposed to be trowel-packed there with 
cement.
127. The other job in which you say shale was packed in was of a similar nature as regards the blasting ? 
Yes.
128. The excavation had not been made by hand. It had been blasted ? Yes.
129. And the shale was put in under similar conditions ? Yes.
130. There were various depths and thicknesses ? Yes.
131. You do not know whether the shale was put in by authority or not? No.
132. Was the cutting through shale ? Yes.
133. And some of the shale which had been taken out was put in again, I suppose ? Yes.
134. Was it hard blue shale or clay ? Ordinary shale. .
135. Supposing it had been a perfectly legitimate thing to use the shale for packing, would you say that 
the work was done in a proper way? Yes ; no one could find fault with it.
136. The shale was packed in between the shale wall and the crown of the sewer ? Yes.
137. Mr. Parkes ] The packing is put in to keep the sewer from weeping ? Yes ; and when the sewer is 
charged with gas it would lift I should think if it were not packed.
138. His Honor.~\ Supposing the cutting is hand-work and not blasting, and supposing it to be absolutely 
true, is there then any packing at all, or have the bricks to be put tight against the wall of the drive ? There

. are certain places where the bricks would fit very closely. Sometimes you would have to scabel to make 
them fit; in other cases there would be half an inch and upwards to spare.
139. The barrel itself is supposed to be watertight ? Yes.
140. The bricks being bedded in cement ? Yes.
141. Mr. Parkes.~\ The barrel will not in itself keep the water out ? If it is properly bedded in cement.
142. If it is a good job? Yes ; if the joints are all filled.
143. Did the tunnel in Contract 69 weep ? I have not been through it since to see. It was a plasterer 
who complained to me of the weeping. I did not see any weeping in the brickwork. The barrel was 
half brickwork and half concrete.
144. The packing applies to the crown ? Yhs.

ia? weepjng WOuld occur from drainage outside the sewer? Yes. Had there been subducts it
d all have been carried away.
The subducts are intended to carry that water off ? Yes.
And they would have carried it off in this particular instance ? Yes. .
It would be a defect in a sewer to have the weeping continue ? Yes ; but the plasterers’ work is to 
it.
Mr. Hickson.'] Did vou ever see subducts in a rock cutting? No.
Mr. Parkes.] Is there no weeping in a rock cutting ? Yes; and if the subducts were there they 

d carry all the water away.

•4s PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—-MINUTES OR EVIDENCE.

George Benson sworn and examined :—
Mr. Parkes.] "What is your occupation ? I am a water and gas-pipe layer.
You were employed by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes. '
Were you long in their employ ? Seven or eight weeks.
His Honor.] Can you fix the date? I think it would be about last duly.
Mr. Parkes.] You were employed upon Contract 69—the Marrickville contract ? Yes.
You were employed to connect what is called a flushing-pipe with the sewer at a point on the Illawarra 

Eoad between Marrickville Eoad and Sydenham Eoad ? Yes. ' 157.
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107. Will you describe to His Honor tbe nature of the work there ? I was connecting a 20-inch water Benson, 
mam. I had to join the two ends, and to caulk them with lead. It was a water-supply pipe intended to
flush out the sewer. The distance apart of the two ends upon which I had to fix the collar was too great. ^ay> 1896.
A sufficient length of pipe had not been allowed to permit of the two pipes coming properly into the 
collar. The collar barely corered them three-quarters of au inch on each side, whereas there should be 
6 inches on each side if the caulking is to be properly done. You have to caulk with spun-yarn first, and 
then run in your lead. There was also a flange-joint at the same place underneath a concrete culvert, in 
which the bolts were not long enough.
108. How far beyond the collar would that be? About 8 or 9 feet. Some of the bolts had only two
threads for the nut, some three threads, some only half a thread, and in some cases the bolts would not go 
through at all. The bolts are supposed to go right through the joint, and the nut is screwed on the out
side. You could hardly get a grip at all with some of the nuts. .
159. How many bolts would there be ? There would be fifteen or sixteen bolts round a 20-inch flange.
160. This pipe would have to stand a great pressure of water ? I believe it would.
161. Therefore it would need to be well caulked and bolted, and well shouldered up ? Yes.
162. And that work was not done ? Hot properly.
163. The work that was done is grossly defective ? Yes.
164. His HonorWhat you meau to say is that you did the work as well as you could, but that as a 
matter of fact there was not sufficient length of pipe? There was not.
16o. Was the work in the case of the flange joint your own work, or was it merely defective work which
you noticed ? It was my own work, and I was paid for doing it. I got Is. 3d. a joint. It was piecework. o J J.

t^vi' f>arkes-'} Y°u knew you were doing wrong ? I knew the job was not being done properly.
167. Hid you say so to those who employed you ? They knew I was doing wrong.
168. Did you protest ? They told me to make the best job I could of it, and I did so.
169 Why did you do the work under such conditions ? Because I was paid for it. I knew that if I did
not do it someone else would, and that is why I did it.
170. Do you know of an3r other defective work on that job ? No ; I was not long enough there. I was 
only there seven or eight weeks. ' _
171- You were in the pay of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes ; Mr. Forrest was then managing. '

Tv'i l 866 t lC work t() 70U l‘ave referred ? I believe so. He was them at the time,
i ^ v 1^a^e a?y comment ? I do not know if he looked at it. I spoke about the bolts being too 

short for the flange joint. I measured the flanges, and found the bolts the same length as the flanges.
Ihey were not sufficiently long for the nuts to screw on outside. Mr. Forrest was there on the ground 
while all this work was being done.
174. Mr. Forrest is a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes. ‘
1/5. Mr. Hicksrn.~\ You say you received so much a joint for this work ? Yes : Is. 3d. for the small
ones, and 3s. for the big ones. '
176. You did them badly—that is what it amounts to? 
the best I could of the job.
1//. You said just now, in answer to Mr. Parkes, that this water-pipe would have to 

i? I understood from the inspector that it did.pressure:

Sewerage Board, was it not? Well, it was connected

I did the best I could. Bandeen told me to make

carry a heavy
178. Was it a Water and Sewerage Board pipe, or was it a pipe in connection with this contract? It was' 
a water-main to keep the sewer flushed.
179. Did it connect further on ? Yes. I did not connect it with the sewer.
180. You do not appear to be quite certain whether it was a Water and Sewerage Board main or not?
It was not a ivater-main to supply the public with water for drinking. It was simply a main to flush the sewer. . 1
181. It was a main belonging to the Water and 
with the sewerage work.
1u2' 1Cl[C?Urm, if itTe1re a water-main Carter, Gummow, & Co. could not touch it ? I do'not know 
about that, -they said the water was intended to flush the sewer.
183. It could not carry a heavy pressure unless it were a main of the Water and Sewerage Board, and if

- i ^ra^er ail(i Sewerage Board, then Carter, Gummow, & Co. had no right to touch it? 
Ail that 1 know is that I got the job to do at so much a joint. I was told to manage the defective joints
as best 1 coiud, and I did so knowing that if I did not do it someone else would. *
184. Supposing the pipe had to do nothing but carry an overflow, and that there was no pressure, would
it not have been sufficiently strong? It was not at all sufficient. It would leak if there were no pressure 
at all. ^ It the pipe were full of dead water it would leak. .
185. Did you report this to anyone as a defective joint? They knew all about it. I told them it was bad 
work.
18b. Whom did you tell? Bandeen was one and Husband was another. '
loo T„ou lold thnem about the defective work ? Certainly ; I told both of them it was a bad job. 
iqo C£rtc1r\ Dl,(i y°u tel1 Mr- Forrest? No ; I did not speak to Mr. Forrest about it.
189 Mr Parkes.] There is no doubt about your being employed by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I wasunder them. ^ * > >
190. You were doing their work ? Yes, so I understood.
191. This defective work, for all you knew, was part of Carter, Gummow, & Go’s, contract? Yes • I had
so many joints to do and I did them, and I had other men working with me. '

-Mr. Hickson.'] What were their names ? James Brennan was one and the name of the other one is 
Boyd. .
19j' ? ''YOuld be.the difference in the cost between making the job you are speaking of a good one 
and a bad one—that is, the bad one that wms made of itwould it be a big item? It’would not cost 
very much if the job were well done. It would only amount to a few pounds of lead more in each joint— 
1 dare say 30 lb. or 40 lb. of lead more in each joint.
194. You thought it worth while to make a bdd job in order to save that ? I could not do the job in 
any other way ; the pipes were cut short before they came down.
195. Who cut the pipes ? I cut them under directions.
196. What made you cut them short ? They were measured and marked. ,197.

* C
\
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G. Benson. 197. Who did that work ? Husband.
> IBS. He marked tbe pipes and marked them short? Tes, he and Bandeen; I asked them if they were

27 May, 189G. j-jgkt and they said yes, and I then cut them.
199. His Honor.] I understand that you cut the particular pipes to which you have referred ? Yes.
200. But the mistake was made by those wrho did the measuring and marking ? Yes.
201. When you came to put the pipes into the collar you found that they were too short ? Yes.
202. And you were then told to go on and finish the job with the pipes as they w'ere ? Yes.
203. Mr. Parkes.] You are quite sure that you drew attention to the pipes being cut short? Yes ; I am
quite sure they knew about it.
204. Mr. Hickson.] I understand that Husband was the man who made the pipes short? Yes ; he was 
the man who measured them with the tape.
205. Did you at any other time point out to him that the pipes would be too short? I told them I did 
not know how the job was going to be done.
206. And still they persisted in having it done ? Yes.
207. You said this to Husband ? Yes, and to the foreman. They told me to make the best I could of the
job- . . .
208. Notwithstanding that you told Husband that the pipes were too short, he told you to do the job ? 
Yes.

Robert George Reid sworn and examined:—
R. Ot. Reid. 209. Mr. JParkes.] What is your occupation ? I am unemployed at the present, time, but I was an 

inspector in the Sewerage Department.
27 May, 1896. 210. When did you leave the Government service ? About three months ago. I do not know that I 

can be said to have left it. I am only waiting until some more work comes out.
211. Were you dismissed ? No. .
212. Why did you leave ? Simply because there was no more work for me at that time.
213. You were told that ? Yes.
214. Were there other inspectors kept on ? Yes.
215. Was there any diminution in the contract work? Yes; that must be so. There are always'a 
number of contracts let, and a certain number of them are always being finished.
216. There are as many sewerage contracts going on now as there were when you were employed ? I 
cannot say.
217. When you left the service you were under Mr. Hickson’s department ? About three months ago I 
was actually under Mr. Darley, I think, but before that I had always been employed under Mr. Hickson.
218. What contract were you inspecting when you left the service ? The contract I was inspecting was 
at Parramatta, and the inspector there applied for a holiday and I relieved him for a fortnight.
219. Before that you w^ere on Contract 79 at North Shore ? Yes.
220. How long were you on that contract ? About four months.
221. Had you any need to complain of the work there ? Yes, I badi
221i. Did you often complain ? I think 1 sent to the inspector in charge two or three reports.
222. They were written reports ? Yes.
223. Were they all reports upon defective work ? Some of the reports were made only verbally to the 
inspector in charge; others were written. I have no note concerning those which were given verbally, 
but as to those which were written I have a note in my pocket-book.
224. Can you tell us from your notes the contents of these reports ? According to the first report,
which was made on the 31st January, 1894, I saw Connors, the foreman bricklayer, and Dawson, a
labourer, putting down dry stone ar No. 6 shaft. They put down about two and a half barrow loads. 
There was a batch of concrete on the board, and there were about two or three loads of broken stone close 
alongside. Of course, when they saw me they stopped and mixed a little bit of dry compo. with it. 
I told them that that would not do, and that I should have to report them. I reported them to Inspector 
Powle, and he made his report on mine and sent it on to Mr. Davis.
225. What was the result ? Mr. Davis came over one morning about 9 o’clock and held an inquiry in 
the company’s office in Alfred-street, North Sydney.
226. But what was the result of the inquiry ? All that I heard Mr. Davis say when the inquiry was over
was “ Well, Snodgrass, what do you say to that? You can only contradict it.” That is all I heard of it 
with this exception—that Mr. Davis when he came out from the inquiry called me aside and said “ Reid, 
do you believe they w-ere both equally guilty? ” I said they were both equally guilty of putting down 
the stone, but that I did not think the labourer ought to be charged with what he was told to do by the 
foreman. That was all that came out of the report as far as I heard of it. .

• 227. What is the date of your next report ? I do not know the date of it. It would be about a week
after the former report.
228. What was the effect of it? I went to No. 6 shaft—the same shaft as before—a little after 1 o’clock 
on a Saturday. I saw' Henderson, a bricklayer, and a labourer whose name I do not remember—I think 
it was Hutchins—who were about finishing the packing in No. 6. They required about half a gauge or

. say about 10 feet to finish the packing of the shaft. They started to gauge it. The stone was very dirty, 
and I asked Henderson to fork the; stone instead of using the shovel.
229. The forking was necessary to fix the gauge ? On account of the stone being dirty. It is provided
for in the specification. Henderson said it did not require forking. I said it did, and that it was very 
dirty. While ive were talking Connors, the foreman bricklayer, came up and said, “ Take no notice of 
him. He is only a damned buck navvy.” Of course I made a note of it, and told Inspector Rowle, and 
he reported it. I may state that before this I reported Keid, the contractors’ representative. He came 
to me at No. 5 shaft and told me to tell the inspector in charge that he did not intend to pack any of the 
shafts until they were finished. I said I did not think it was possible to build a shaft 200 or 300 feet 
without jiacking. He said, “ Never mind. You tell him ; this will show you fellows that you are not1 
going to have it all your owm way.” I asked him to put it in writing, and we should then understand 
each other better. He said he had not a piece of paper, and I produced half a sheet of note. He wrote 
out a report, but he said he would not send it, but that I was to tell Inspector Fowle, and that as for me 
he wmuld see that I was shifted off the jdb within two or three days. 230.



30. What date is that approximately p ‘ It would he about Christinas time, 1893. It was either a little Eeid.
before or a little after Christmas ; I do not remember the date exactly. I made another verbal report of 
Henderson, the same bricklayer, about packing the drive at No. 7 shaft. He was packing with the 27 May'1896, 
chippings that came from the drive. The drive had evidently been too small, and when they came to run the 
brickwork along if they had to scabel to allow the brickwork to be put in. The chipping was lying at the. 
bottom of the invert of the sewer. They started to pack the drive with this, and I told them I could not 
allow them to pack it in that way, because concrete was specified. He said it was as good as concrete.
I told him that if the Department thought it as good as concrete I had no doubt thev would have put it 
in the specification. However, he said he would pack with it. I said, “If you do I shall have to report 
you.” He told the labourer then to run the truck over me. The labourer ran the truck towards me.
Whether he intended to run it over me I could not say, but instead of the truck coming over the top of 
me I got into the truck and was sent along the drive. I ought to have stated that the first night I went 
on duty there, before I made any report, I went down No. 7 shaft with two bricklayers and two labourers.
One bricklayer was packing in very tight ground, and the other was in loose ground. I stayed at the 
end °f the drive where the tight packing was. I was reported to Mr. Boys, the resident Engineer, for 
being too long at one end. Mr. Boys told Inspector Eowle to tell me to come to him. I called on Mr. .
Boys; and he asked me to explain why it was, or if it was true, that I was at one end of the drive most of
the time. I told him it was true, and I explained the reason, with which he was satisfied! I may
state that the night on which I complained of Henderson packing with chippings he and his labourer
and another bricklayer went up the shaft before me. I got in the bucket to go up, and gave the
usual knock. . I do not know whether it was the engine-driver or not who brought me up. I had my
candle in my right hand, and I had hold of tbe rope with the left hand, and the bucket was just off the
ground, when he took me up the shaft full speed ahead. Tbe force with which I went up blew the candle
out before I had hardly started from the bottom, so that I had to go up the shaft a little over or under
200 It. in the dark. I told the driver he had brought me up very quickly. He said, “ I did bring you up ’
quickly.” The bricklayer and the labourer who were inside the engine-house laughed. '
231. Had you any conversation with any member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 'With Mr.
Snodgrass. ' ■ '
232. And he told you really as a threat that he would have you shifted out of the service ? No ; none of 
the contractors told me that.
233. Did you ever receive any intimidation at all from any of the contractors ? I saw Mr. Carter in the 
cable tram at North Shore after one of these reports, and he told me I was making a fool of myself. He 
said, “ As to these reports of yours you know you cannot hurt us. We are too strong.”
231. What did he mean by “ too strong ” ? I do not know. I told him I did not wish to hurt anyone.
235. As a matter of fact a man of your position having your duties to discharge must be a very severe, 
resolute, and courageous man. He must at times be harsh in his conduct and in his way of having his 
orders carried out p If he wishes to do right for the Department he will have to be so.
23G. He cannot very well carry out his duties without at times being harsh in his language ? I do not 
know whether he has to use harsh language. If the men will not do their duty he has his remedy, and 
can report them. 1 . , ”
237. You cannot be very soft or gentle with men who are scamping work P You cannot; but there is a 
difference between a man being severe and using bad language.
238. You consider that you merely did your duty on this job? Yes .
239. And you consider that scamping was going on throughout it ? The only scalping I know of is that 
which I have mentioned to the Commission.
240. You would have stopped it if you had been left on the job ? I was left on the job for about three 
months, but that did not seem to stop it; it was only getting worse.
241. No attention was paid to your reports ;—you received no reply ? I never got any reply. After the 
report about the abusive language of Connors, the foreman bricklayer, I got a letter from the resident 
engineer, Mr. Weedon, who was relieving Mr. Boys, informing me that I was to at once remove from 
Contract 79 and to go into Contract 89, and that another inspector would relieve me.
242. What was the name of the inspector who relieved you ? Inspector Eyre.
243. Fou really experienced intimidation while you were on this work, did you not ? In some cases.
244. Did you experience intimidation upon any of the other contracts ? Never.
245. Where you ordered work to be corrected it was corrected? Yes.
246. How long after your last report was it before you were taken from the job ? I reported it on the 
Saturday, and I got notice on the Tuesday or Wednesday to remove.
247. Do the inspectors get proper support from the chiefs of the Department in doing their duty to the 
public ? I believe they do.
248. Did you in this case ? Perhaps they took a different view of the matter from myself.
249. Do you think your removal from this job by your supei’ior heads was right in the public interest?
I do not think it was ; and I told Mr. Davis so in the interview I had with him.
250. You are naturally unwilling to give evidence against the department ? I have no desire to do so.
I do not wish to say anything against any of the departmental officers. We have always been the best of -
friends,^although I told Mr. Davis at one time that I thought it rather hard if I had done my duty at 
North Shore that I should be removed to a job at Lewisham. It was very inconvenient for me, and very 
expensive too.
251. His Honor.'] Where were you living at that time? North Shore.
252. Mr. Parkes.] You naturally looked to the heads of the Department for support in getting this bad 
work stopped ? Yes.
253.. Have you any further evidence to give to His Honor in connection with the hampering you have 
received in the discharge of your duties ? I have seen from the papers that I reported that the concrete 
was prepared at from 2 to 2'30, whereas it was not required to be used until between 5 and 6. I made 
that report as to the concrete which was being mixed at Nos. 5 and 6 shafts. I informed Inspector Eowle, 
and he reported to the resident engineer. That would refer to Contract No. 79. '
254. His Honor.] What is a proper limit of time for the mixing of concrete before use ? The specifi
cations provide that no concrete shall be mixed until immediate^ before it is required to be used. I 
believe there is a clause in most specifications to that effect, and I believe it was in the specification of 
Contract 79, or I would not have called the attention of Inspector Eowle to the matter. 255.
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255. What was the contractors’ object do you suppose in having the concrete mixed so long beiore it
was put into position ? There were two reasons—first of all it would increase the time of the inspector 
on the job; the other was that it would give the bricklayers’ labourer something to do in the meantime in 
getting ready to pack the shaft. If it was left until 5 o’clock that would be an hour before the supposed 
time of the bricklayers coming up. It would then lake an extra labourer to do the work that they might 
have done during the day. .
256. It was to save the contractors time and expense ? That is the only reason I can give. _
257. Sis Honor.What is the effect of mixing the concrete so long before the time it is required to be
used ? That is a question I should prefer to leave to an expert. _
258. Mr. Davis.~\ Commencing with the concrete you just mentioned, was it wet-up at the time you 
gay—at 2'30 in the day ? It was never wet to go down the shaft; it was dry-mixed.
259. So that water was not added until the concrete was required to be put into position ? The sand was 
damp, and so was the stone, and there was enough moisture in the sand and stone to damp the cement.
260. The concrete was not wet until it was required to be used? No more than I have explained.
261. With regard to your position—you are a third-class inspector, are you not ? You and Mr. Hickson
say in your returns that I am a second-class inspector. _
262. During the time you were employed upon Contract 79 you occupied a subordinate position ? I was 
second to Inspector Towle. He would be there in the daytime, and he would leave me in charge at night.
263. You carried out his directions? As far as I could.
264. You were there to do as you were told ? Yes. _ .
265. How long have you been employed by the Department ? I started in the Sewerage Department in 
March, 1891.
266. How long have you been off the work ? About three months.
267. You have been pretty continuously employed in the Department from February, 1894, until within 
about three months ago ? As nearly as I can remember, it is about two years and three months since I 
was moved from Contract 79 to Contract 89. When I finished Contract 89 there was not a vacancy.
268. With brief intervals you have been employed in the Sewerage Department until quite recently
during the period you have named ? Yes. • • j
269. You say that you experienced trouble on Contract 79 in getting the work carried out in accordance
with the specifications ? Yes. _ -un o
270. I presume that as an inspector you always, speaking generally, experience more or less trouble?
Yes.
271. In fact you are there for the express purpose of insisting on the work being carried out according to
contract—is that so ? Yes. _ . .
272. Coming now to the defective work. The first that you mentioned was a little before or a little after
Christmas, 1893 ? Yes. . .
273. You state you objected to the filling of the shafts being left until the shafts were built? That is
what the contractors’ representative told me. I did not object to it. He merely told me to tell Inspector 
Towle, who was in charge of the job. _ .
274. The conversation to which you refer had reference not to packing, but to filling—that is, filling the
space between the sides of the excavation with earth ? It was with reference to the packing ol concrete 
between the brickwork and the walls of the shaft. . _
275. Do you mean to say that Mr. Keid told you he would leave the whole of the packing from the top to 
the bottom until the whole shaft was built? He asked mo to inform Inspector Towle that that was his 
intention.
276. Did Toreman Reid do as he said he would, or did you get your way ? I did not place any confidence
in what he said, or I should have reported it on paper. _
277. As a matter of fact, the work was carried out according to specification in that instance ? Yes.
278. I will come now to the defective work at the end of January, 1891, when you say you saw 2| barroxv- 
loads of dry metal put down a shaft ? I was about 20 or 30 feet aw'ay from the men. I had Nos. 5 and 
6 shafts to look after. I saw them pack at No. 5, and I walked along to see the remainder of the packing 
at No. 6. The engine-house wras right between No. 5 and No. 6 shafts, so that I had to walk along the 
reserve fence. 'When I got to within 20 or 30 feet of Connors and Dawson, I saw they were shovelling 
down the dry stone from a stack which had been carted there to be mixed into concrete.
279. Will you swrear that 2i barrow-loads were put down the shaft ? About that.
280. Did you stand there and allow it to be done ? I stood there to satisfy myself.
281. You allowed them to put down 2^ barrow-loads before you objected? Trom tbe time I first saw 
them until I was convinced that they were shovelling in dry stone I should say that they put in 2^ loads.
282. After you had seen the 2j barrow-loads of dry stone put down the shaft, did you go down to see 
what had been done with it ? No ; there was no engine-driver there, and if I had gone down I could not 
have been more convinced than I was that dry stone was being put down the shaft.
283. Were you not stationed there for the purpose, and would it not be a part of your duty to go down 
the shaft to’see what was being done with the dry stone you were there to see that concrete was put in ? 
I could not go down a shaft of 20J feet if there was nothing to go down in.
284. How did the men get up and down ? There.was no driver until about 7 o clock.
285. At what time did you see the stone put down ? At about half-past 6. .
286. Did you go down at 7 ? No.
287. Why not? I did not think it necessary to go down the shaft. I had already seen the stone sent 
down, and they had thrown down a certain amount of dry compo.
288. Do you say that after putting down the dry stone they put down in addition a certain amount of dry 
compo. ? They did, and they asked me if that would not satisfy me. I said, l' No ; it must be concrete.”
289. Do you mean to say that after you had spoken to the men you did not go down the shaft at all to 
see what was being done below ? I did not.
290. Then for aught you know the work down there was being done all right ? It could not be right.
291. You say you saw dry stone put down, and you tell us that you also saw them put down dry compo. ;—
what reason had you for supposing that the dry stone and the compo. was not put into the work in the 
form of concrete ; — can you say whether that was or was not done ? 1 do not know how much stone had
gone down before I saw them, but I made a note in my pocketbook of about Sir barrow-loads, so that I 
might make quite sure. There may have been two cart-loads. 292.
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292. But you do not know what was done below;—you say that the driver ivas there half an hour after B'- Gt- Eeid. 
you had seen the men putting down dry stone ;—why did you not avail yourself of the opportunity to go
down then? Well, the shaft being naturally wet, the compo. which had been put down would be mixed ?7 May, 1896. 
among the stone.
293. Practically then you had every reason to think that the work was all right, and that is the reason
you did not go down ? I had every reason to think that the work was all wrong, or I would not have 
reported it. •
29d. Coming to the other occurrence which you reported to Inspector Bowie on or about the 10th Bebruary, 
you told the Commission you objected to dirty metal, and that you asked the contractors’ employees to use 
the fork ;—can you tell me whether that metal had been forked previously? I could not say if it had 
been forked, but if so, it had been very badly forked; it was very dirty.
295. bupposing the metal requiring to be forked had been forked when you came to the last of it, would 
the forking take out the dirt—would it make the metal clean ? It would take aivay all the quarry refuse 
and dirty sand.
296. That was the dirt you objected to ? Tes, and there were bits of root in it, and it had been trampled
over; it was the last of the heap. .
297. What was the result of your action when the dirty stone was put down the shaft;—w'as it used ?
It was put down the shaft. ‘
298. Should you not know whether it w'as used or not;—were you not there for the purpose of seeing?
Certainly it was used ; it was mixed with cement. .
299. To what extent ? About half a gauge ; about 10 cubic feet.
300. Before the reports to which you have referred this morning as reports No. 1 and No. 2 was there any 
friction between yourself and the employees of the contractors ? There was not any friction so far as I 
was concerned. I had never seen some of them before.
301. Would you not regard what you told us this morning about one of the.bricklayers threatening to run 
the trolly over you, and about your being pulled up the shaft much faster than suited your sensibilities;— 
would youqiot regard that as evidence of friction ? That was by a different man altogether.
302. But ± am speaking of the contractors’ employees generally ? I looked at my being pulled up the shaft 
as a joke between the men. I did not consider that the contractors had anything at all to do with that

303. Tbe inference from what you said about your being pulled up the shaft was that obstruction, so to
speak, was being put in your way' by the contractors and their empiovees ? You may look upon it in that 
way if you like. ^ ■
304. As a matter of fact, was there not difficulty from almost the first moment you went to the contract
until you were removed in Bebruary between yourself and the contractors’ employees ? There was no 
difficulty so far as I was concerned. I would not allow the men to pack the brickwork in the way they 
wanted to. j j

30t>. Beyond the dirty metal which you reported in Bebruary, and the dry metal which was put down the 
snaft on the 31st January, concerning which you have some suspicion, do you know of any defective work 
upon Contract 79 r I only know of one other matter—a brick was broken, and I mentioned it to Inspector 
lowle. He took tbe engineer down and he said “ Let it be the worsf.” A brick in the arch was chipped.
306. His Honor,'] Do you mean on the outer or inner side of the arch ? A piece was taken off half-way 
along the brick. The bricklayer did it when he was driving the key-brick up. It was an accident.

^ou kno'X as a matter of fact that at the time you were removed from Contract 79 to Contract 89 
the foreman bricklayer wras removed too ? That I could not say.
308. Do you know Inspector Eyre ? Yes ; I have met him on different works.
309. I suppose you regard him as a fairly good man ? I have not a chance to know. I have never been ' 
with him.

^-r- ^ar^er-\ You said this morning that you received intimidation on one of these contracts? I 
did not say that, but you can draw your own conclusion.
311. Did that come from any member of the firm, or did it come from some of the workmen with whom 
you were quarrelling? I do not know that I ever quarrelled with any man on your jobs.
312. Hr. 1 nrkes.] Your quarrelling with the men, in so far as you did so, was only from your insisting on
the work being done in-a proper manner ? That is all. "
SB3. Did you ever have a conversation with Mr. Davis in connection with your removal to Contract 89?

<^. lie saY J011 ' U® eame out there after my removal, as he usually does, making the 
round of the difl’erent jobs. He came up to me, and said, “ Well, Eeid, how are you getting on here?”
I said ‘ V ery well; 1 have nothing to complain of'on this job ; but there is a little matter I would like' 
to understand. If I have been too severe on Contract 79 it would be just as well for me to be informed 

. 1B_beeause I do not wish to be severe.” He said, “ Nothing of the kind, Eeid; you have done quite 
right. I said, “ If I have done quite right 1 do not think it is fair for me to be removed over here.” I 
exqilanicd that I lived close to Contract 79, on Aorth Shore, and I did not see why I should pay the ' 
boat, tram, and train fares out to Dewisham. Mr. Davis said, ‘kWell, I cannot help it; the Depart-- 
ment w ill not pay your expenses.” I thought it very hard that he, the engineer, should endorse my action . 
upon the confract, and yet that he should shifu me from it to another contract, where I had to pay boat 
tram, and train fare.
315. This morning you stated that you were for a certain time at the end of one of the drives;—what 
Q-fo6 ^iere ? I was superintending the building and packing of the brickwork.
° . 'ytk-regard to the putting down of bad material, you had no means of stopping tbe men who were 
engaged in doing so except by reporting tbe circumstance to your superior officer ? That is all 
317. You did that? Yes.
olfk Did they take the matter up and deal with it? Mr. Davis held an inquiry in the company’s office,
■n o °-vr Inspector Bowie, Mr. Boys, Mr. Carter, and Mr. Snodgrass were present.
ol9. you took due care in every case to report bad work ? Yes, either verbally or in writing.
320. And they did not act on your report? They held inquiry.

'qoo' ■'n-c°mPe*:ence> or any other reason, assigned for your removal from the contract ? Never. *
u ij ** •e~ei’ence the inspectors going down the shaft, is it not imperative that the contractors 

should provide means for their going down ? I am not sure about that. . 323
140—B '
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E. G. Eeid. 323. Sis SoiiotP\ Cannot you be a little more explicit about the occasion on which you noticed dry 
/■ —metal being sent down ;—it was for the filling at the back of the shaft, was it not ? The shaft was in 

27 May, 1896. sandstone rock, and the space between the brickwork and the rock had to be filled with sandstone concrete.
324. What stage of the building up of the shaft had been reached at that time;—how is the shaft built 
up from below after it has been completely excavated ? It is brought up over the crown of the drive, so 
that it goes right down into the sewer. It is brought up with a wall 9 inches thick.
325. At the time to which you refer, how far up had the shaft been built? At that time I should say 
they were from 100 to 150 feet from the top—in other words, they were up about 50 feet. The rock at 
the sides would project at various points, touching the brickwork. If the brickwork is built up above 
one of these points, it stands to reason that the cavity left below cannot be filled. If the inspector 
sees that the bricklayer is coming up to this projecting part of the rock, and that he is blocking the 
chance of filling the cavity below, it is his duty to call attention to it, because when the brickwork is 
carried above the projection the packing below cannot be done.
326. The packing is sent down ready mixed, I suppose? Tes. The concrete is mixed on a large board
alongside of the shaft, with a shoot going down from the end of the board, so that the men have only 
to shovel the concrete along the board and it drops down the shaft. The men then go down, and put the 
concrete in for the packing. . , .
327. The concrete ought to be sent down wet—that is, ready mixed ? Tes. There is so _ mucn weeping 
in some cases from the sides of the shaft that if the concrete only lies on the board a few minutes it is wet.
328. You say you saw two and a half barrow-loads of broken sandstone going down dry ? Tes.
329. The other components would be sand and cement ? Tes.
330. How did you know that these components had not been sent down first, and that the men wTere not 
going down to mix on the board below ;—did you see any other material sent down after the dry stone ? 
I saw a few shovelfuls of compo., left after the bricklayers had finished using it, sent down.
331. Did you see anything else go down ? They had half a batch of concrete ready mixed on the board, 
and they sent that down.
332. After sending that concrete down, did they send a man down ? Tes ; afterwards. _
333. What did you assume was being done down below ;—did you assume that the concrete was being 
made up, and that there was too much metal ? I assumed that the proportion of cement specified was
not in the work. . , T ... . , .
334. And that the sandstone was present in an unduly large proportion ? Yes ; if they wanted packing, 
why did they not use the half batch of concrete which was on the board before sending down the dry stone ?
335. The concrete on the board was in proper proportions? Tes. Trom where I stood I was in a
position to see clearly that the men were not shovelling down concrete. They were shovelling down material 
from a heap of dry stone. . . , •
336. When you went over to them did you at once speak about it ? I said I should have to report it. 
337' Did you not ask for an explanation from the men ? I asked for a explanation, and they said they 
required only half a batch. I said, “ Why not use the half batch which you have on the board?” That
was afterwards used. . . . .
338. After the concrete had been sent down a man would have to be lowered to put it m position ? les.
339. And you say you saw the man go down ? Tes.
340. You did not go down yourself ? No.
341. You could have got one of the men to lower you down? I could ; but I did not think under 
the circumstances that it was safe for me to go down, as.neither of the men were engine-drivers, and if I 
had gone down I could not have been more convinced than I already was that dry stone had been sent
down. , ,. ,,
342. Mr. Davis.'] I should like you to say definitely what you saw which you thought radically wrong;— 
you say you did not follow up "what you saw by going down the shaft and seeing what was being done 
below ? No ; I could not be more convinced than 1 was that dry stone had been sent down. .

' 34,3. Did you think that simply telling the foreman bricklayer that you would report him sufficient action
for you to take ? I could not have done more if I had gone down. _
34'4. You said just now that a labourer went down to put the concrete in position after the matcual had 
been put down the shaft;—why did you not go down with him ? I did not consider that I had any right 
to risk my life with a man whom I had caught in an act of roguery. I did not think I ought to risk my 
life with men like that.
345. Asa matter of fact, was there not a good deal of friction between yourself and the workmen ot the 
contractors ? There was no friction at all in the ordinary sense. Of course, if a man has been proved to 
be in the wrong—if he has been caught red-handed in wrong-doing—there is bound to be a certain amount
of friction. , n i , ir j346. Can you say conscientiously that there was not a good deal of personal feeling between yourself and 
the contractors’ workmen? There was no personal feeling between myself and the workmen, borne of 
them I had never before seen in my life. Some of them I had seen on different other works, and I was
friendly with them. . .,
347. Did it not occur to you that the Department was extending you a considerable amount ot considera
tion in removing you from a contract upon which you bad so much personal animosity to contend with ? 
It certainly never occurred to me to suppose that the Department was taking me into consideration. If 
I was in the right I thought the Department ought to have left me on contract 79, and if I was wrong 1 
thought I ought to be dismissed.

FRIDAY, 29 MAY, 1896. '
* Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson sworn and examined:—

E. E. P. 348. Mr. Parkes.] What is your position in the Department of Public Works? lam Undersecretary 
Hickson, for Public Works and Commissioner for Eoads. . r, .n ,

349. What was your position on the 22nd Pebruary, 1894 ? I was Commissioner for Eoads and
29 May, 1896. JJngineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. o o > 1 0

350. It was you who decided, I believe, that Inspector Eeid should leave Carter, Gummow, & Co s. work . 
To leave that contract—yes. 351.
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3ol. Why did you so decide ? Because I had come to the conclusion that it was in the interests of the 
woik, as well as in the interests of the man himself, that he should be removed.
352. Before ypu decided that, you sent for Mr. Carter ? Tes. • .
353. You and he had an interview ? Tes.
3o4. What took place ? I asked Mr. Carter to come in on account of the complaints which had been 
made to me with regard to the friction which had taken place upon the contract. The complaints were 
made to Mr. Davis, the supervising engineer, and he made an investigation, the result of which was very 
unsatisfactory. We could not put the blame of the friction upon any special person, and, after 
consultation with Mr. Davis, I came to the conclusion that the best thing would be to move the inspector 

ri ^W° ^ie cori^rac^ors' men who I thought were equally responsible for the friction. I sent for 
Mr. Carter and told him what I thought of doing. He did not like the idea of his men being removed. 
However, I told him very clearly that that was what I intended to do. I also moved Inspector Reid from 
the contract, sending in his place an equally good, if not a better man.
355. According to the minutes, you saw Mr. Carter before you arrived at that decision? Not before I 
came to a decision in my own mind.
356. Why should you send for Carter ? I wanted to see him, and to hear what he had to say about the 
matter. I had practically decided to remove two of his men, and I wished to give him a chance to make 
a statement.
3o7. Mr. Carter has said that he never was upon the job; why, therefore, should you send for him ? 
Because he was at the head of the firm; he was the only member I knew of.
358. Did Mir. Carter request the removal of your own officer? I am not sure that he actually put it in
that way. I think he said that as long as Reid was there there would be friction. He expressed a desire
tor the withdrawal of Reid—at least, I so understood him. ■
359. Would it not lead you to think that Inspector Reid was preventing the men from doing bad work ?
Certainly not. °
360. Not when Inspector Reid was constantly reporting to you that bad work was going on ? He never
was reporting anything of the sort. _
361. Did Inspector Bowie not send you the reports of Reid ? Tes ; I saw some of his reports.

x? 6 ^°U n°f ? reguiaii°n in your Department rendering it imperative that men who do foul work
should be removed from all Government jobs, and should not be allowed upon them again ? There is no 
standing rule.
363. It is a regulation, is it not ? It is not. But we do so ; we have removed men.
364. Is it not, in the interests of the State, wise to remove men for doing foul work ? Tes.
365 When you had these reports before you why did you not remove them then ? 'l did send away two 
of the contractors men. But I am not aware of Reid reporting bad work. He said himself the other 
day that he knew of no bad work that was done. What he mentioned was that some broken stone not 
mixed with cement was thrown down one of the shafts. He spoke to the men very strongly about it, I 
believe ; and I think he was very wrong in not following it up. That was one of the reasons which led 
me to think that it would be better for the Department to have a better class of inspector at the work, 
ooo. Did you set upon his former reports ? The reports would all come through the supervising engineer
We consulted from time to time as to the best thing to do.
367. Did you assist your inspectors ? In every way.
368. Did you remove the men who were doing bad work ? What men ?
369. The men who had been reported ? It was on the strength of some of the reports that I removed 
two or the men.
370. After many appeals on the part of your inspectors ? After the matter had been thoroughly investi
gated by Mr. Davis on the spot.
371. You admit that you ignored former reports ? Ido not. I should like to see the reports to which 
you rexer, so that I might know those upon which no action was taken.
372. As a matter of fact, did you not permit the contractors’ men who were removed from the job to go
on to other works of the Government under Carter and Gummow ? My decision was that they were to 
be removed. J
373. But you allowed them to be removed to another work of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? As a matter of 
tact, 1 did not know that they had been shifted to another job.
374. Did you not similarly remove an inspector named Harris from one of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s jobs P
1 do not remember the case. . J
375. Did not you similarly remove an inspector, named Wagg ? Which contract are you alluding to ?
376. 1 cannot say. A question was asked in Parliament about the removal of inspectors—do you not
remember that. 1 cannot call the cases to mind at present.
377. Cannot you recollect the removal under similar circumstances of Insnector Harris ? I cannot. We
are continually removing inspectors backwards and forwards from one" work to another. It is a very 
common thing to do. ^ I cannot tell you what was the reason for the removal of the inspector you 
mention trom some unsnown contract. J
378. You are sure you did not remove Inspector Harris from any one of the works ? I believe Harris has 
been removed backwards and forwards.
379. But, I mean for similar reasons—that is, on a complaint by Carter, Gummow, & Co. of him ? I have
OQA eT^lleCtl0n nCT' y°u could 1116 know the number of the contract I could tell at once.

°l01!rCieCJtfurmsllmga,lanswert0 a Potion which I asked in Parliament on 9th October, 
189o r Not by the date. ’
S81- I suppose Mr. Young would refer all questions to you for answer ? It is very likelv.
382. T e reply you furnished on the occasion to which I refer was that only one inspector had been 
removed from Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works, viz., Inspector Reid ? I do not remember the question, 
bo many questions are asked m Parliament that it is impossible to carry the whole of them in one’s head.
383. x ou represented to Parliament that Inspector Reid was removed because of friction with Carter
b-ummow, & Co. s manager and foreman ;—that is the only reason you offer ? Tes. ’
384. As a matter of fact, what remedy have your inspectors got other than appealing to you to have 
their orders carried out ? The first remedy is to see that the thing is done on the spot. If that is 
absolutely refused, then of course they would go to their superior officers.

.it. R. P.
. Hickson.

,29 May, 1896.

385.
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385. Supposing that they endeavour to see that the thing is done, and that it is absolutely refused, what
are they to do then ? Then they could appeal to me. _
386. Did you never receive a report from Inspector Towle that it was almost impossible £o get Carter,

•29 May, 1 . Q.umm0W) & Co.’s men to do any work on account of their obstinacy ? I have no recollection of any report
to that effect. _
387. Do you not consider that in the interests of the public you should have very firm inspectors on 
these works ? Most decidedly.
388. Do you not think that when it comes to the question of paying away public funds to contractors,
and your inspectors complain that the work is being scamped, that it is your duty to see that the men 
who are scamping are removed, and that the bad work is also removed, and proper work substituted tor 
it;—do you not think you ought to uphold your inspectors ? Most undoubtedly. _ _ ,
389. Is it your duty to remove them simply because they have friction with the men in the discharge of
their duty ? I certainly would remove them if there were friction. _
390. If you remove them because there is friction between them and the men, is that not an act of grace 
to the contractors;—is it not assisting the contractors ? I do not see in what way it is an act of grace to 
the contractors to dismiss some of their men.
391. You asked not for their dismissal hut merely for their removal from one contract to another ? I
was not aware at the time that they left the work to go to another. _ _
392. You have nothing against the character of Inspector Eeid ? No; Eeid is a_very fair inspector ; I 
think he is an honest conscientious man ; he is injudicious ; that is the only thing I can say about him.
393. In what way? Well, in regard to the friction that was going on. There was a good deal of what
one might call skylarking and larrikinism going on there. Tor that reason I thought it well that he 
should be removed, both for the sake of the work and for his own sake. ...
391. What do you mean by skylarking ? Well, I mean such incidents as the men playing tricks with 
him when he was going up the shaft. ,
395. Do you call it skylarking that men in Eeid’s position should have their lives endangered by the action 

' of men in regard to whom he had simply done his duty ? It is remarkable that he is the only man in the
whole place who made such complaints.
396. Did you never receive complaints from any other of your officers as to the way in which they were 
treated by the men ? I do not recollect receiving any.
397. Did you ever go upon Contract 79a? Yery little of it was carried out under me; I may have been
on it once, but I do not think I was. _
398. Do you generally examine your own works ? As well as I can ; of course there is very little 
examination that the head of a Department can make personally ; he depends upon his officers.
399. Would you not consider it a case requiring your own special examination when complaint had been 
made by an inspector that every step he took was met with an attempt to get in defective work ? I do 
not acknowledge the truth of the statement that attempts were made to get in defective work, and in the 
second place I had the principal assistant engineer whose duty it was to supervise the whole of the 
contracts, besides the resident engineer ; these are the men wrho go into all these details ; I could not 
afford the time to go into these matters and examine all the disputes that arise.
400. Of what do your duties consist? Of managing the branch of which I am the head.
401. In what way ? In the office, looking after all the details of the office. ■ _
402. Do you mean clerical work ? I think an engineer in this Colony is almost a clerk ; there is so much
clerical work to be done in the office; 95 per cent, of his time is occupied in that way ; it is for that 
reason that we got the principal assistant engineer to do the outside work. _

. 403. You have plenty of officers, I understand, to do the clerical work necessary ? Not the clerical
work I had to do.
404. Do you wTrite many minutes yourself? A great number.
405. Do you examine your own plans ? Yes.
406. But you have any number of officers ;—you are not limited in that regard ; therefore I should think 
you would have time to go out and look at the works ? I had no time for that. My officers do the out
door work:. I find that I have quite enough to do in supervising all the work in the office, writing reports, 
answering questions, and being at the same time in constant communication with the Minister on various 
points.
407. You do not think it part of your duty to go and see periodically works upon which large sums of 
public money are being expended? It is my duty to do so as often as I can consistently with the 
discharge of my special duty of managing the Department and the office. I have all the accounts to look 
after. I have to sign all the cheques for payment, and that in itself is a very big business
408. Tirst of all, do you satisfy yourself as to what the cheques are for;—do you look through the 
quantities and the voucher before you sign the cheques? No.
409. You rely implicitly upon your officers ? I must do so at times, especially when there are contracts 
passing through my hands at the rate of twelve a day.
410. Therefore you have not any responsible work ? Yes, I have. _ ■
411. But if you never look into your contracts and the payments you make you cannot be doing respon
sible work ? I do look at the plans, and I do look at the contracts whenever I can spare the time.
412. Do you look into the items 3rou have to pay awmy ? I go upon the signature of the responsible
officer, the accountant, as to the correctness of the additions, and upon that of the supervising engineer 
in regard to the correctness of the quantities. ^
413. And you never compare the contracts with the payments you make? Only in the lump sum. No 
head of a Department would have time to do more than that.
414. It would not take so very long to make a cursory comparison—merely looking down your quantities ? 
It would be physically impossible for me to do it, taking that work alone as the work of my office.
415. Sis Honor.'] Having given this evidence, so far as it has gone, is there anything more you can 
think of which you wash to mention in relation to the same subject matter as that upon which you have 
been cross-examined ? I do not think so.
416. Did you in fact voluntarily and knowingly alloiv any defective work to be done ;—or knowing that 
defective work ivas going on, did you permit that work to go on on any occasion? No, certainly not.
417. Knowing defective work to have been done on any occasion, or suspecting that defective work had

” been

B. R. P. 
Hickion.
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been done on any occasion, did you allow that wort to remain in a defective condition without having it It. It. 1’. 
set right ? Certainly not. Perhaps I might be permitted to say that there is no allegation of defective Hickson, 
work in regard to Contract 79.
418. Is the work between shafts Nos. 12 and 13, in Alfred-street, North Shore, part of Contract 79 ^9 May, 1896. 
or 79a? 79 a.
419. T)o you wish to make any explanation with reference to Contract 69 ? It was carried out strictly 
according to specification. It was not concrete packing.
420. Do I understand that in the specifications it was provided that concrete or other material of which 
the Engineer-in-Chief might approve should be put into the cavities, or some words similar to that? I 
should like to see the specification. I am not quite sure whether it was ■written before the old system 
was abolished or not. Having looked at the papers, I see that it is one of the contracts under the altered 
specifications. I should like to refer you to page 85 of the Parliamentary paper ordered to be printed on 
22nd October, 1895. You will see there a schedule to specifications. That schedule of specifications is put 
with every contract that is let on the sewerage works. It does not follow that the whole of it applies to 
each contract, but in the specification written before that the clauses intended to apply are referred to.
421. In regard to Contract 69, the tunnel, I understand, was through shale, and Dawson said that the filling 
over the crown was done with shale instead of with concrete ;—the question is with what material the 
filling was to be done ? I take it that the filling is to be done in conformity with clause 87 of the speci
fication to which I have first referred.
422. Does that clause apply to open cuttings as well as to tunnels ? Yes ; because there is the packing 
in between and the open cutting as well.
423. What is the meaning of these words l: the spaces between the excavation (poling boards where there 
are such) and the brick or concrete work of sewer in tunnels unless otherwise directed to be filled in with 
concrete —do those wmrds not apply to the whole of the inter-spaces over the crown as well as the sides 
between the sewer when constructed and the excavation ? They would apply to the whole thing unless 
otherwise directed.
424. Then the words “ unless otherwise directed” are very material ? Yes.
425. Do you know, in point of fact, of your own knowledge, in regard to the particular sewer spoken of 
by Dawson in Contract 69, what directions were given by the engineer in charge as to the material which 
should be used in the filling over the sewer ? It was to be filled in with shale.
426. Do you know that of your own knowledge ? Only from what the engineer told me.
427. Erom reports formally made to you ? Yes, by the principal Assistant Engineer.
428. Of course, you are an engineer by profession? Yes, I am a member of the Institute of Civil 
Engineers.
429. Speaking as an expert, what would you say as to the propriety of using shale, for instance, under 
these circumstances—would shale of this quality be a proper material for filling as a substitute for 
concrete ? It is a proper material for filling. You can hardly call it a substitute for concrete, because it 
is so totally different.
430. I mean, what do you think of its use instead of concrete ? Certainly it can be so used.
431. Jfr. Parkes.] Where you have rock you do put concrete, do you not ? It used to be the custom; it
is not so now. “ ‘
432. In this contract is it so ? Yes.
433. Where you have shale you have put shale filling ? Yes.
434. Ts not shale considered a material of a more or less soft nature, as compared with rock ? Yes.
435. Would it not naturally follow that if you put concrete where you had rock it would be more necessary 
to put concrete where you had shale? It does not matter what opinion you may form. Wo have'the 
specifications to go by, and, as I have said, we are giving up putting concrete in at all round the top of 
our sewers even when we are going through rock. The last few contracts which have been let, not 
immediately under me, provide, 1 believe, for filling with sand.
436. Why did you provide for the concrete then ? It was the old custom, and by degrees in the course 
of the various works we have come to see where improvements can be made in the way of cheapness.
437. Have you ever seen 10 feet of the city streets blown up with the pressure of storm-water ? I never
saw it here, although I believe the Tank Stream was once blown up. .
438. Have not the sewers of the city often burst up the streets ? I never saw it myself.
439. Is this sewer not supposed to sustain a very heavy pressure from within ? No.
440. Not when it is charged with water ? No, it is calculated to a two-thirds flow.
441. Are not the street drains turned into it? But there is.an overflow to meet that.
442. Supposing there were extraordinary rains and the sewer were tested to the uttermost, would it not bo 
necessary to have it in firm packing ? We do not consider so now.
443. Jlis Honor.] How is the packing put in when it is done with any material other than concrete ? A 
brick sewer is carried on in advance of the work to a certain length, say about a 4-ft. length, and the 
packing is pushed in from the front with a wooden spade. The material is packed in with this spade as 
tightly as it is possible for a man to press it in.
444. Mr. Parkes] What effect would the natural weep in the case of this sewer have upon the shale ?
It could not have very much, because the material cannot get out.
445. If the shale became sodden with water, what effect would it have ? The same effect as on the 
shale all round it. The strength of the sewer is not dependent in any way upon the concrete or shale at 
the top. The sewer is calculated to carry its own pressure, and to be watertight in itself.
446. His Honor.] It is all one piece on account of the quality of the cement—that is to say, the bond is 
supposed to be perfect—to make it one -piece ? Yes.
447. Mr. Parkes.] Your specifications say the contractors shall not deviate from their work except 
upon writing ? Yes.
448. Did you write an order for the alteration of this material ? We are not very strict on any of our
contracts as regards a written order. As a rule, these things are fixed up on the ground when the engineer 
is going over the work with the contractor. . °
449. An inspector, then, could alter the concrete to shale at any time? Not an inspector.
450. But you could do so? Yes, and my supervising engineer.also.
451. Therefore, although it is said in the specifications that it is- imperative that the alteration should be 
in writing, it does not matter ? That clause is honored more in the breach than in the observance.

452.
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452. His Honor.'] Is it or is it not possible to pack with broken sandstone rock ?—is there any distinction 
between the possibility of satisfactory packing with shale and satisfactory packing with sandstone rock ? 
I understand you to say that you never pack with sandstone rock where there is shale—is that so ? Not 
in shale.
453. Do you in the sandstone itself? No ; I have never done so.
454. Is there a reason why shale can be satisfactorily used for packing and why broken stone cannot? 
Broken stone will not lie so close. You could not fill in the interstices with broken stone, but you can 
pack shale very close.
455. Shale when broken up in the ordinary way in an excavation can be used for packing as well as clay 
or sand ? Yes.
456. Mr. ParhesT] If shale were used would you pay for it as concrete ? Certainly not.
457. His Honor.] Will you give us a definition of the word “ lining” as you understand it in the specifi
cation ? I take it to be part and parcel of the sewer proper.
458. The perimeter of the cylinder so to speak would be the lining ? The word sewer would explain w'hat 
is meant.
459. Your definition of “ lining ” then would be the material of which the barrel itself is formed ? Yes. 
If you look at the end of my minute on page 305 you will see the word “ packing” used in its proper 
sense.
460. The material question now is, what was actually done by the department in relation to the contractors 
in respect to the packing over the lining—was the shale which was used as described by Dawson properly 
or improperly put in. Was it done with or without the consent of the department? It was done 
according to specification; and, as far as I know, it was properly put in. I cannot say whether it was 
properly done, because I was not on the spot.
461-2. If the packing was put in with shale would the contractors bo paid for anything along that part of 
the sewer except the shale packing—that is, except at the rate for shale packing—for packing with material 
other than concrete ? It would be paid for at the rates set down opposite that item.
463. I understand this contract was one of those in the old form, which I ivas informed the other day had 
since been modified by another department, under which the contractors tendered for each sejiarate kind 
of work at a separate rate, and estimated their total of the quantities which the department had formerly 
taken out and informed them of ? That was the form, your Honor; but so far as the alteration being 
made by another department is concerned I might be allowed to state that I made it myself.
464. Contracts 79, 79 A, and 69 are all under the old regime ? Yes.
465. Mr. Parkes^] I observe from the papers that in regard to Contract 69 there is an excess paid on
concrete to the extent of about £2,000 ; can you produce the written instructions which of course would 
be recorded to substitute shale for concrete packing ? This .voucher did not come under me at all, so 
that I cannot give you any particulars ; it was out of my hands before the date named there.
466. Mr. Darley’s only work, in- connection with this contract seems to have been to issue the final
certificate—a merely perfunctory work. You yourself had charge of the work ;—when did you actually 
hand it over to Mr. Darley ? I think I gave him charge on 1st April, 1895.
467. The final vouchers were given in July, were they not ? The date of the one you have handed me is 
the 25th October.
468. That voucher would not be issued until many months after the job was completed ? The measure
ment is made up on a certain day and the voucher is made up as soon afterwards as possible.
469. As a matter of fact was not the work complete before Mr. Darley took it over ? No.
470. The date of signing the contract was 22nd January, 1894 ? Yes.
471. It had to be completed in what time ? In eighteen months.
472. As a matter of fact was it not completed in July, 1895 ? I could not say ; I was not then in 
charge. I gave up charge on the 1st April, 1895.
473. How long had Mr. Darley to administer this contract ? Prom 1st April, 1895, until it was com
pleted, apparently in October.
474. But practically the work was done under you ? Most of it.
475. I would like to ask you whether you ever built a sewer in the city of Sydney without a brick-ring 
lining ? Yes ; I think wre have built some with concrete all round.
476. Where? I should not like to say definitely without refreshing my memory, but I think we did 
build some.
477. In the case of this particular job is it specified to be in brick ring throughout ? I think so.
478. Then the excess of concrete that is put over the brick ring is, I suppose, in order to provide against 
bad ground ? There is not any excess of concrete. Other material was substituted, and in this case it 
was shale.
479. Why do you say that where the material is more or less soft the packing shall be increased? We 
have to provide for all sorts of contingencies. I may say that in starting these sewerage works we cannot 
tell the nature of the ground we shall meet. Therefore we have to specify for all sorts of contingencies— 
hard ground, Soft ground, a good deal of packing, little packing, several rings or one ring, as the case 
may be, and as the work goes on it is determined by the officer in charge what class of work shall go in at 
particular places. We have items in our schedule of prices to meet the various circumstances that arise.
480. Is not shale a more or less soft material ? We get all sorts of shale ; some has to be picked, and
some will come out quite easily. .
481. You use the words “ more or less hard material,” I see—what do they mean ? There is hard clay 
and soft clay, hard shale and soft shale ; soft shale would be more or less hard material.
482. You say hard and soft shale ? Some shale would go over soft rock, because you have to blast it ?
483. In the specifications it is provided that there shall be an excess of packing in more or less soft 
material ? Yes, there would have to be a larger packing.
484. His Honor.] Would you extend the tunnel then in soft material beyond the necessary size, so as to 
allow for a greater thickness of packing ? No. If the material is very soft you have to make it larger 
than is absolutely necessary, because of the timber which has to go in it; if it is hard material you can 
cut it out to the exact size.
485. It is not because you want to get a ring of tightly-rammed and solid material round the barrel that 
you put in more packing, but because you cannot help yourselves—that is to'say, you have to tpke out 
more stuff than you would need to take out if the material were harder, and would stand better ;—it is

. not
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not with the object of protecting the barrel that you put in the greater thickness of packing ? No ; you B- R- ?• 
have to make up the space you have taken out. Hickson.
486.. I want to understand this perfectly;—where you use concrete to a point half way up and then put in 
a brick crown,^ how do you do the packing of the lower part, supposing you cannot cut the tunnel a^’ ’
perfectly true r It is all done in one operation. The sewer is cut out roughly, and of course, the space 
must be filled in. ■ ‘
487. What I want to know is, how the contractor is paid for the concrete he puts in in that way;—is he 
only paid for the quantity which would require to go in if the excavation were cut true? You have 
to fix a limit. We know that the tunnel'cannot be cut to the exact size, and we give a limit which was 
settled a great many years ago, I think, at 4i inches. If the contractor goes beyond that, he has to fill it 
up at his own cost.
488. But he must bring the concrete right up to the excavation ? Yes.
489. Where the tunnel is built entirely of brick right round, what is the practice adopted ;—how is the
lower part of the brickwork laid ? It is packed with concrete as we come up with each brick. The 
concrete is brought up with each course of brick. .
490. In all cases there is a wooden drum or frame fixed somehoiv in position where the centre of the core 
would come, round which the bricks are laid ? Yes ; and as each course of bricks comes up, the concrete 
is put in.
491. hrom the spring, the bricks, of course, are laid on the drum, and when they are set the filling is put
in? Yes. ' ■
492. Cement being used, the setting is practically instantaneous ? Yes; almost immediately the brick
layer has done his length, the ramming can go on. •
498. The stability of the whole concern rests upon the quality of the bricks and the quality of the 
cement? Yes.
494. The stability does not depend upon its surroundings—at any rate upon its upper surface ? I would 
not go so far as to say that it does not, because the packing prevents any possibility of the thing rising up.
495. But what you may call the detailed stability is enough to make it unnecessary to put in particularly 
hard material so as to keep each particular brick in position ;—the general firm pressure is sufficient ?
Yes; and the practice now is to fill up the space with sand.
496. There being a general firm pressure all round ? Yes.
497. I understand that this sevrer will take the storm water down the gully shafts ? A certain 
proportion.
498. A limited proportion? Yes.
499. I he limit being calculated on the grade and section of the sewer ? Yes ; along the main line of 
scw-er there are overflows into storm-water channels.
500. Discharging at convenient points so as to run out in comparatively short distances? Yes ; they are’ 
all brought to some river or creek.
501. I suppose they ivould be two-thirds of the way up the sewer? Some are two-thirds, and some are 
three-quarters.
502. That would prevent any chance of the sewer bursting from Iwdrostatic pressure ? Yes.
503. Is there anything further you wish to state ? We started upon the question of defective work
manship. The defective workmanship complained of upon contract 79a. was done at a place that was not 
under my care at all. I had not charge of the sewer at the time.
504. Will you explain that place, and the date at which the work would have been done? My last
voucher upon contract 79a is dated 20th March, 1895. I am not in a position to sav the exact date at 
Avhich the part of the sewer which was examined yesterday was done, but the engineer-in-charge would be 
able to say. I am informed that it was a long time after the date I have just named. .

John Henry Harris sworn and examined :—
505. -Mr. Parlces.~] What is your occupation? I am a bricklayer. I am an inspector at present under J. H. Harris, 
the Sewerage Construction Department.
506. Were you an inspector under Mr. Hickson ? Yes. 29 May, 1896.
507. Were you ever an inspector upon any of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contracts ? Yes ; on one of the 
first sections at North Shore ?
508. Would that be Contract No. 79 ? Yes. ■
o09. Had you any reason to complain of defective work ? Is o ; I do not think so. There were once r
some hollow joints in a manhole, to which I called attention. The bricklayer had done the work on a 
night shift. The joints were afterwards attended to.
510. Did you ever make any complaint of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s work? Not in reference to the work
done. .
511. Was the work generally good ? Yes.
512. Were you removed from the job ? Yes.
513. What was the cause of your removal ? Other work came in at the time.
ol4. It was not because you had any quarrel with any of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s men ? No.

George Wagg sworn and examined:—
515. Mr. Parkes.'] What is your occupation? I am an inspector under the Sewerage Construction G- Wage 
Branch.
516. Were you ever an inspector under Mr. Hickson when he had charge of that Department ? Yes. 29 May, 1896.
517. Were you employed upon Carter, Gummow and Co.’s contracts? Yes.
518. Had you any reason to complain of their work ? In what way do vou mean ?
519. Had you to complain of defective work? No. "

"?a<^ ■^°U ever a <luarrel with Carter, Gummow & Co.’s men? That happens on pretty nearly every 
l°b! there are bound to be differences of opinion. It is impossible to get through the work without them.
521. Were you ever removed from Carter, Gummow and Co.’s contracts ? No.
522. You were never shifted to another job ? No.
523. Mr. Hickson,] As a matter of fact, are you not an inspector upon one of their contracts now ? Yes.

Eobert
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Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined:
E. E. P.
Hickson.

29 May, 1896

524. Mr. Parkes.) Did you not start Contract 79a ? Yes. _
525. Where would the contract start from ? From the junction with Contract 79.
526. Does not Contract 79a commence at Mount-street P Yes. _

• 527. Mis Honor.) Shaft No. 12 would be at the junction of Contract 79 and Contract /9aP Yes
528. Mr. Parkes.) How far was that work carried on when you handed over the job to M.r. Darley. 
could not tell you that.
529. Was it half-way through ? Probably about half-way through. -loioiaor
530. As a matter of fact, you were in charge when the work was done at shafts IN os. 12, 13, 14 . con 
not sav from memory how this work was carried on, but I was told this morning that the work exammed
yesterday was not done under my supervision. rn.' i t i + j
531. His Honor.) Was Contract 79 completed before 79a was begun or not ? Y es ; 1 think 1 completed
79.
532. Mr. Parkes.) Then when you swore this morning that that contract was not under your charge the 
statement was not correct ? I did not swear anything of the sort.
533. His Honor.) I understand you to say that you understood that that particular portion ot the work 
was not done under your supervision? Yes: but Mr. Parkes mentioned the contract.
534. The question is when the work in Contract 79a was begun ? I cannot tell when the lining ot the
tunnel at the point examined yesterday morning, and alleged to be defective, was made. 1 think Dawson 
said it was about July, but I gave up charge of the work on the 1st April. _ .
535. Mr. Parkes.) Did you not, swear that the lining went on with the excavation and packing simul
taneously ? I said the packing went on with the lining. ^
536. Does not the lining come on as you drive the face ? No. . . , p n o at it
537. Is it not the case that as you drive each length the packing and lining have to follow . , JNo. How 
can you carry on blasting in a tunnel and follow on with the packing and lining at the same time .
538. Does not the specification provide for the work to go on in that way ? It provides for the work to
go on as I direct it to bo done. . . .
539. For how many months was this work under your hands ? From the date at winch it commencea
that is, from June, 1894, until the 1st April, 1895. __
540. Therefore it W'as nine months in your charge ? Yes. . ,
541. Then why should you try to put the responsibility on to another officer . I am not trying to do 
that. I was asked whether I knew7 anything about the defective wrork upon Contracts 79 and 79a, and 
I said that in regard to 79a I wras given to understand, subject to correction, that the alleged detective
work wras not done when I w'as in charge. . ' .
542. Having regard to the time you had the contract in hand, and the position of this detective work, are 
you still prepared to sw7ear that it was done when the work w'as out of your hands ? I have not swrorn at 
all yet in regard to the date which the work was done, but I am given to understand that it was done
after 1st April, 1895. j a o
543. As a matter of fact, must not the wmrk have been done while the contract was under your charge .
Certainly not. ' . . . . ,
544. His Honor.) At w!hat stage of the carrying out of the contract is the lining put m ; is the excava
tion generally finished to a largo extent before the lining is begun ? To a largo extent.
545. When w'as the lining begun in the case of this particular contract ? I cannot say7.

George Dawson recalled and further examined :—
<3-. Dawson. 546. Mr. Parkes^ In constructing these sewers, do they not follow up the excavation with the lining ? 
------ After a time ; not close up.

29 May, 1890. 547. How far behind would the lining be ? It depends upon the contract. ,
548. In the case of Contract 79a, how long afterwards would it be ? Some considerable time. _

‘ 549. How far w7as the excavation on before the lining w;as commenced? All the drives wTere through
before we w7ent on.
550. YVas it followed up with the lining at once ? Some time afterwards ; I could not say how long.
551. At what date was the lining commenced, speaking roughly ? I could not state the date at all.
552. Was Mr. Davis the supervising engineer at the time ? No, Mr. Griffiths.
553. Whom would he be under ? I do not know. _ _ 1 i j a
554. Plis Honor.) Don’t you remember when you left that job ? Yes ; some time at the latter end ot
January or the beginning of February in this year. j o tj.
555. How long before that was it that you were working in the place which was examined yesterday ? It
was in December, 1895, that that was done. , ^ ■
556. What was the last work of all you did upon Contract 79a ? It was in No. 14 shaft.
557. Were you working there upstream in the brickwork? We were building the shaft there the
manholes. n • i i i o -rr558. The lining of the section between shaft No. 12 and shaft No. 13 had been finished then . Yes. ^
559. Was the work finished between 13 and 14 ? Yes ; all the brickwork was finished, but the plastering 
was not finished.
560. You w7ere doing work near the surface ? Yes. _
561. How was it that you remembered the distance from the shaft No. 13 to the bad work which was
examined yesterday ? The distance is marked every 35 feet on the concrete. _ .
562. Where is it marked ? On the spring. There is a peg every 35 feet. The inspector marks it with
red carbon on the concrete. , , j a r
563. Which way were you working with the brickwork ? YYe were working up stream towards shait
No. 13. ,
564. Which way were you measuring? The measurement started from shaft No. 13 down stream.
565. Then you were measuring backwards as you went up ? Yes. _ .
566. Did you make any note of the distance from the shaft to the bad work which you spoke of the other
day ;—I want to know how it was that you bore it in mind ? Because it was such a big cavityWhen 
you are running along with a truck in low places you take notice of them on account of knocking your 
“ ' 1 ‘ back,
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backhand when you come to the big places where you are able to straighten yourself you notice those also, 
in this particular you could scarcely forget the big cavity, because you would be watching for it as 
you went along. We had at times to come a long distance underground where the rock was close, and I 
was very glad sometimes to get a chance of standing up.
567. What impressed this particular cavity upon your mind was the circumstance that it was a very high 
place . . 1 es, and at 275 feet there was a piece of timber. The ground was not too good there, and they 
put a piece of timber in. That would be 275 feet from No. 13 shaft.
568. Was the measurement done before the lining was put in ? Yes ; it is marked on the concrete for 
the pegs to go m just where tbe brickwork starts—that is, on the spring of the concrete.
569. And that is how you remembered the position of this very place ? Yes.

^ere^er® °^her high places which were filled? There were none nearly so high as that.
571. Was this the only very high place ? It was the only very high place. They got out of their levelssomehow; they got too high. j j a r j &
572. And you had occasion to notice it from its extreme height ? Yes.
573. And noticing its extreme height, you remembered exactly where it was? Yes : and, as I have said, 
I always stopped there to straighten my back.
574. Was this the only cavity which w’as left quite empty ? There were other places left, but I could not 
OTtwo ™ a ^rlC i °r tw0' Whenever we had the inspectors out of the way we could leave a drum

575. You workmen did that of yourselves ? Yes. '
Where was your “boss ’ then ? I reckoned that the bricklayer was my “ boss.” 

kvo tvjW many 111611 would be there at that time ? The bricklayer and myself.
8. IJicl no one else actually see these hollow spaces? No one except the inspector. He would see 

tnem as ne went through, but not ot course as v7e wrere passing them by.
579 The inspector would not be there when you passed them°? No; because if he had been there w7e 
could not have done it.

583.
584.
585.
586.

kc?' at ^ lnsPector been there th6se places would not have been left ? ■ No.
581. No inspector on behalf of the Government and no inspector on behalf of the contractors was there, 

St£u ■ e® tllat the work was properly done ? No one but the bricklayer and myself.
582. Who is immediately over yourself and the bricklayer? The manager, Mr. Eeid.

-Did he ever go down ? Very rarely.
Txn.Se^<l0mi-'jent un^er§round? I have not seen him underground more than twice.
When he did go down would he be able to see any bad work? He could do so if he wished, 

i ow could he see the bad work if it had been covered up by your getting ahead of it? He would 
know by the pace at which we had got through. Besides he would know that we were not using the stuff. 
He ad taken the sections for the metal, and he often used to laugh about it, and would say that we 
should have to give the stuff away to the Council, and that we were using none at all. He would chaff 
us tor not using it, and give us a drink on the strength of-it
S’ didteJ -^0U f°r the drinks ? Sometimes to the Queen’s and sometimes to Gabel's,
roo w at lellgti d,ld thlS manager look after? He looked after the whole of 79a. 
koo im.ere al1^ conf1’acters ever there ? No, the contractors never came near us.

■Pi' -fbe “afag61, freated it as a joke that y0U should use so little metal for the concrete? Yes; he 
often chaffed us about it, saying how well we were getting along with it. Then the quantity of cement 
was always given to the Government inspector according to the quantity of sand we used. The quantity 
ot cement given to the inspector was always larger than we actually used.

A nrl T7rm noarl J.T_ _ _ _ _1_ _ _ _ _ _ i i i _ i ^ -w~r J591.
592.
593.
594.
595.
596.

w - L---- * ^ tiiittil WO
And you used more sand than should have been used ? Yes.
Did you use sand alone ? No ; we used a little cement. .
And I understand that you left some places quite empty ? Yes.
And other places filled with bad concrete ? 1 should not like to say it was bad. I did not make it
But the concrete contained more sand than anything else you think ? It was supposed to 

, At aDy ra*e Proportion of cement to sand was not used? The only time I used the cement was 
S? wtWere bu’ldm/ th,e shafts- That was the 01lly time I had to do with the gauging of it.
Ill' 'Uh gaUg6dlt f°r the c°?crtte suPPosed to be used in the drives ? The men engaged on the top. oy». J-key sent it down mixed P Yes. r
599. Dry mixed or wet mixed ? It was always damp a little.
600. You had to damp it further below ? No ; it was just ready for us
nno' rivi ^ar7ces^ y°u e^r work under Inspector Wagg ? Occasionally ; never very much.
™i5J.,7S5S;f‘nOtb,dW"kl*“B'i0°e'' H”t “ me' The “'T*™ 1» o™ ■poke to me

un!' l0Dg did y0U, W01’t UnTder InsPect°r Wagg ? I do not suppose more than a week altogether, 
ur^' WA 6Ver W01ik •Un<ler InsPector Har™ ? Hot directly. He was over the plasterers.
lo the rPd„“e I ^ tUt “ ™ »P

^ Co's T“i,"™r ho™™ iemo,ed? t™,

60S ^^tl16 men, or for any reason of that sort ? Not that I know of.
rnn tvj Hic*sow-] Wh9,t is the name of the bricklayer who worked with you ? Crawshaw. •
£ ^ 1)6 kn°W °f y°U leavmg these cavitles unfilled ;—was it with his connivance thatjt was done ?

610. The two of you together connived to do the defective work ? Yes.

„ William Henry sworn and examined :—
611. Mr. Parkes.] What is your occupation ? I am a carter
612. Employed by whom ? W. Burcombe
P hfhr,h„6„td"ndr«eeX‘m ^ C"‘"’ aUm“"' & ^ ? ^ SOme — 1

ajueduct1?11^™^ Sandst°ne f°r Carter’ Gummow> & Co-’s contract;-! mean the Johnstone’s Creek'
’ 140—C

615.
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W. Henry. 615. Will you tell His Honor the quality of the sandstone you drew ? We drew a good deal of the ballast- 
from Ryan’s quarry at Pyrmont, and we also drew some from Meredith’s quarry at Annandale.

29 May, 1896. g^g You drew some from another quarry, did you not ? ISTo ; only from those two quarries. I know or 
another man who drew from two other quarries. . . . .
617. Ryan’s stone is what is called lower block—the best hard sandstone, is it not. A great quantity is.
618. How much of Ryan’s stone did you draw ? I could not say. , , T
619. You commenced by drawing Ryan’s stone ? Yes ; I think we drew it for a couple ot months, but I 
could not swear to the time.
620. Ryan’s stone was approved by the inspector ? As far as I know.
621. It was good stone ? Yes.
622. How much did you draw? I am not prepared to say. ' ... ..
623. Did you draw nearly as much from Ryan’s quarry a,s from Meredith s . I believe we did, speaking
roughly. .
624. About half and half ? Yes. . . ,
625. What was Meredith’s stone like ? Fairly good stone. As far as the testing of stone is concerned,
I do not know whether it was passed stone or not. , .
626. Comparing it with Ryan’s stone, was it not defective ? I am not prepared to say whether it was 
defective or not. Ryan’s stone was the better of the two.
627. Would Meredith’s stone stand a test of 6,500 lb. to the square inch ? I could not say. _
628. His Honor7\ Do you know anything whatever about the testing of stone . No ; that is a thing I
cannot speak pf. . ^ ,
629. Mr. Parkes.~\ Was the stone top block stone ? It was mixed stone some was top block and some
was bottom block. It was a very different face of stone to Ryan’s. i „
630. Is it half as good in quality as Ryan’s stone ? Some of it may be as good, as tar as that goes, and 
some of it would be inferior.
631. How much inferior stone did you draw ? It was mixed.
632. But you did draw a quantity of top surface stone ? Yes. . . . , _
633. Do you know anything about the making of concrete ? Very little, further than seeing it mixed. 1
never worked on a concrete board. „ „,,
634. Do you think some of Meredith’s top surface stone would make good concrete . borne ot it would 
be very bad stuff for concrete, I should say.
635. Did you draw a thousand loads of this soft stuff ? Nothing like a thousand loads. t
636. Where is Meredith’s quarry situated ? On the other side of Johnstone-street,m Annandale—quite 
close to the sewer.

, 637. You drew some sand did you not ? A few loads only.
638. Where did you draw the sand from ? From Balmain.
639. Had it loam mixed with it ? No ; all that I drew from there was good sand.
640. Was this soft sandstone which you drew crushed for sand? Some loads went out trom the same
quarry when the job first started. i n i i , ^
641. His Honor.'] For crushing ? Yes ; at the start of the job I drew three or four double loads out ot
the quarry for crushing.
642. Mr. Parkes.] Where was the stone crushed ? At the crusher at Annandale,
643. Did you think the sand as good as the clean washed sand ? Yes ; it stood the Government test.
644 His Honor!] Are you speaking of the sand which you drew as sand ? No ; of the stone.
645. Mr. Parkes.] Do you know a man named Flood ? Yes.
646. Did he draw for Carter, Gummow, and Co. ? Yes.
647. Where did he draw from ? From Ferris’s quarry in Booth-street.
648. Was that top surface stone ? I cannot say. I never drew any stone from that quarry.
649. Is the stone as good as Ryan’s stone ? No.
650. Is it one-half as good ? It may be.
651. Why did you draw in the first place from Ryan’s quarry ? I do not know anything further about it 
except that the instructions we got were to draw from the quarry.
652. From whom ? Mr. M'Millan employed my employer.
653. Who is he ? He had the contract to draw the stone for Carter and Gummow’s job. It was the 
first place we started to draw from.
654. You know Ryan ? Yes. _ ' i ■ i . .
655. Did you ever have any conversation with him ? Nothing beyond speaking, to him when.we went to
that quarry to get the stone. . o tt- £
656. The stone you drew in the first place from Ryan’s you believed to be proved stone . xes ; as tar
as I know it was proved stone.
657. Who told you so ? It was passed by the inspector upon the job.
658. Was the stone from Meredith’s quarry passed by the inspector ? The stone was used; I cannot say
anything further than that. •, <> .
659. You cannot say whether it was specially tested ? I cannot say; that is outside or our. work.
660. You have considerable knowledge of the nature of stone ? A fair knowledge.
661. How long have you been working among stone ? About five or six years, off and on.
662. If vou were having concrete made, would you sanction the use of such stuff as you brought on to 
this job ? Some of it was not fit for concrete work; it was more fit for making sand than concrete.
663. Still, you know it went into concrete ? The balance that was left after the stone was crushed was
used for concrete. , , . .
664. His Honor.] The crushing makes some ballast and some sand ? Yes ; as it leaves the crusher it is
sifted by a screen. ....
665. Mr. Parkes.] What is the gauge of the screen ? I could not say ; it is a revolving screen.
666. What are the openings ? There are only sufficient openings for the sand to go through.

. 667. Is it a fine mesh ? Yes.
. 668. Would it be a i-inch? Less than that.

669. Cannot you tell us roughly how many loads of inferior stone you drew for the whole job r 1 could 
not tell you that now.
670. It would not be a thousand loads ? No.
671. Did any other carters draw beside yourself ? M’Millan drew quantities of ballast. 672.
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I could not say. We do not go

672. Did he draw inferior stone also ? Tes, as far as I know.
673. To any extent ? I am not prepared to say what quantity.
674. For how many weeks was he drawing ? I could not say.
675. Is he still drawing? Not that I know of.
676. Where is the stone coming from that is now going into the work ?
on to the work at all now. ■
677. How many other men beside yourself were drawing for the iob ? M‘Millan, Flood, and M'Gill were
drawing. J 5 ’
aln ¥r' mc^S07}:] Y°u were simply a carter carting stone on to the work ? Tes.

-v- ™ally , r!ot know what became of stone or how it was used ? It was crushed. 
fa«0. 1 ou know that it was crushed ? Tes.
noo T°j !?ld Park®s*hat some of the stone was good and that some of it was not so good ? Tes. 
t>82. And the softer stuff if crushed would be good sand ? Tes.
683. Mr Parkes.'] All the stone that you drew was not crushed. Tou drew stone to make concrete? 
x es; but it was crushed to make concrete. .

Yo? did not see it made into concrete ? I did not see it mixed.
685. Mr. Parkes ] But I suppose that if drawn to the job it would be for concrete ? Well, it was loaded 

under the crusher and run away to the concrete board; that is all I know.
A°n saw the trucks loaded with it to go to the concrete board ? Tes.

«qq tit ctw6 trUiC^i.t^e stone m tilem ? tt was all mixed as it went through the crusher,
jr®’ Mr- Hickson.] The soft stone was used in the shape of sand, you say, and it would be good sand for

w2£. Yes ’ what went into sand in the crusher was used for sand on the works,
inch JItS W iat came tkrough in the form of ballast was broken to what gauge ? Two and a half

690. And that went round in trucks to the concrete board ? Tes.
691. Tou carried the stone in the form of spalls ? Tes.

How do you know for what purpose the sandstone was used after it was taken away 
in the trucks r X suppose it was used on the work. ^
693. Upon what work ? In the open sewer at Lillybridge.
694. "What is the sewer for ? It is a stormwater sewer.
ftQft 77°U not k^°w the number of the contract ? No ; I am speaking of the Lillybridge job.
696. Sis Honor.] Is that the storm-water channel at the bed of the creek-the substitute for the creek ?

Mr- Parkes.] Did you draw to the contract which has the aqueduct in it ? Tes 
698. Do you know the price of ftyan’s stone ? About 3s. a yard. ’
>700 w know the price of the stone which you brought from Meredith’s quarry ? 2s. 6d.

T1 f°r tle best CifS of ftcT ? , It.was for the stone as a whole ; no distinction was made in 
the price; I have given you the contractors prices.
tas'an'bottom^kck'' ^ Eyail’S quarry y0U did not draw ally toP surface stone ? I do not say that it 

oufthTac?o”for d° y°U C°me t0 kn°W tbe price °f st°ne at :Byan’s ^uarry ? 1 used to make

W. Henry. 

29 May, 1896.

No, I gave up charge on 

, is specified, would it be

Eobert Eowan Purdon Hickson, recalled and further examined:—
703. Mr. Parkes.] If you look at the specification you will see the following clause R R p

J5: All sandstone used in the constoucrion of these ivorks, to be hard, sound, and solid, of the best description free Hickson.'
from all defects, and as per sample to be seen m the Engineer’s office, and to stand a crushing strain of 6,500 lb. per square /---- -------
inch. A tensile test will also be required; for this six stones must be prepared 4 in. by 4 in. by 12 in ; these when laid on 29 May 1896

SEES; zrrczr1”’ «* •>" ~ - ■- - “*» 7'
fteif aPPHed *0 stone from these quarries ? I could not say ; I had nothing to do with this 

contract at all ; none of it was carried out under me. (Vide Appendix No 11
704. Did you not start this contract ? No. '
705. Did you not sign the agreement ? No.
706. Did you not transact the business until the signing of the agreement ?
1st April, and the agreement was signed, I think, on 16th May
707. When sandstone of the very best description, to stand a certain strain 
proper to substitute inferior stone for it ? Certainly not
ZetoW 5^*,>U, ^

S,""e i",‘WOl,ld b“ ^ d*“
710 Honor.] The crushing strain would be all that would be applied to stone used for concrete- 
the tensile strain would be immaterial ? Tes. cunoieie,
7n Mr Parkes.] When sandstone is specified for the making of concrete, would it be proper to use 
brick-spalls instead of sandstone ? I think brick-spalls are as good as sandstone. P 1
gJod in any caeseP°r0S 7 Sreatei’ ^ tbat °f St°ne ? TeS ; but the Porosity of concrete is not

713. But for the packing of sewers would it be proper to use brick-spalls instead of sandstone if sand- 
s»»drtm“ 1d»il« “ I think hard-burnt bricks would stand a

MtkfrcZS trw^dbS„frem “ ^ bUild,D8 “ l“1‘ ^ d°" ? If ‘W — “

MONDAY,
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MONBAT, 1 JUNE, 1890.
Cecil West Darley, sworn and examined :— -

Mr. Par Tees?! You are Engineer-in-CHef for Public Works ? Yes. ... 0
During the past five years you have made many changes in your official position, have you not. 
changes. .
Will you tell us what they were ? I was Engineer-in-Chief for Harbours and Eivers. . .
On what date was that ? Up to the end of June, 1895. I went away for a holiday in April. I 

was away for two months, and when I came back I took the position of President of the Metropolitan 
Water and Sewerage Board and Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. That would 
be at the end of June, 1895. . .
719. When changes are made from one office to another in that manner it is very difficult to. obtain a
proper comprehension of the works which come under you, is it not ? It takes a little time to grasp all 
the works of course. . .
720. If you did not grasp the works you would consult Mr. Hickson ? I always did. I made a practice
of doing so in connection with any work which he had been carrying on so as to avoid change as much as 
possible. .
721. When you took over the Sewerage Department you had often occasion to see Mr. Hickson ? Mr.
Hickson or Mr. Davis, who had been previously the supervising engineer. _
722. Did you ever find, in connection with any of those contracts, plans or schedules coming to you with
any irregularities ? I cannot say I did. What do you mean by irregularities ? _
723. Were there any items, for instance, in the schedule concerning which you had to obtain an explana
tion from Mr. Hickson or Mr. Davis? I cannot call to mind anything that I had to get explained.
724. Did you not find in one of the schedules iron marked at £8 a cwt. instead of £8 a ton ? . Not I 
think in one of Mr. Hickson’s contracts. I found quite lately a misprint of that kind in connection with 
one of our own contracts, but that had nothing to do with Mr. Hickson.
725. Did it not come to you in a schedule which had been prepared by Mr. Hickson’s officer ? It is
possible that the paper to which you now refer was prepared not by Mr. Hickson as Engineer for 
Sewerage, but by Mr. Hickson as Engineer for Public Works. I think the matter was in the printer s 
hands at about the time the change was made. I think it was printed just about the time Mr. Hickson 
gave up charge, and took over the duties of Under Secretary. I am referring to an error which was found 
in a contract quite recently, which came to me as Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works. _
726. But the papers came from Mr. Hickson, did they not ? The mistake was made just about the time
of the transfer. I do not suppose Mr. Hickson ever saw the contract. _
727. What contract was it ? The contract for a little sewer at Annandale, from Park Road, I think, to 
Long Cove Creek. {Vide Appendix No. 2.)
728. Who were the contractors ? The firm whose tender was accepted was Carter, Gummow, & Co.
729. They were the parties who were paid at the rate named? No payments were made at that rate. 
The tender was only just accepted when the mistake was found out.
730. But the Government were liable to pay at that until you made a compromise ? The Government 
would have been liable if the error had not been detected.
731. How did you remedy it? It was brought under my notice when the specification was sent to my 
field officer. He was going through the plans when he detected it, and brought it under my notice. I 
sent for the contractors, and they agreed to alter the word, as being a palpable misprint.
732. You took steps at onco to save the country ? Yes. _
733. You had to make a compromise ? There was no compromise. The contractors came forward like 
men, and acknowledged that there had been a palpable mistake.
734. And now they will be paid at the rate of £8 per ton ? Yes.

. 735. Did they get no concession for the alteration ? None whatever.
736. When did you take over contract 79a ? That was one of the contracts which came over to me when 
I took up the duties at the end of June, 1895 ?
737. How far on was the contract ? I could not say, speaking from memory.
738. Was any of the lining done? I think they were doing some of the lining, but I could not say at 
this moment.
739. Could your supervising engineer say ? Yes ; he would be able to speak as to that.
740. Who would he be? Mr. T. Griffiths.
741. You do not know at what stage the work was so far as the lining of the tunnel was concerned ? I
know that a great deal of the lining was done during my time, but I do not know whether it had then 
been actually started or not. _
742. It is unsatisfactory to you to have to take over a work which is only partially completed ? It is not 
unsatisfaclory exactly, but it is more difficult for anyone to take up a work in that way than to start one.

' 743. It would have been infinitely better if this work once started had been completed under Mr. Hickson, 
would it not? No doubt it would.
744. It disorganises matters to make a change ? Any change must bring about a certain amount of 
disorganisation.
745. If you have works in hand which you have commenced it is much better for purposes of control that 
you should complete them ? Quite so. There are certain things which an engineer may have it in his 
mind to do and when the proper time comes it is sometimes very difficult to convey those things to 
another person. You may quite unintentionally and accidentally forget to convey your intention to your 
successor.
746. How far was Contract 69 completed when you took it over ? It was finished.*
747. Absolutely finished ? I think so.
748. No work was done afterwards, you can swear to that? I think I may safely say so. There may 
have been some little detail, but I think I can safely say that the work was finished when I took over the 
contract. That is certainly my impression.
749. I see that a voucher was made out on the 4th July, 1895 ? If a voucher was made out on that date
all the work contained in it must have been done some time before ; all the measurements must have been 
checked and worked out. 750.

C. W. Darley. 715.

1 June, 1896. rpw0
717.
718.

* Note (on revision):—I understood Question 746 and several succeeding questions to refer to contract 79.—C. W.D.
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750. At all events, after the 4th July you think no excavation or concrete work was done ? I think not. C. W. Darley. 
I am under the impression that no work was done on Contract No. 69 after I took charge. It was looked '
upon as finished. 1 June, 1896.
751. Did you examine the work yourself ? I did not.
752. In all underground work it is necessary to have the weep caused by soakage from rain and the' 
natural weep carried away by weep-drains or sub-ducts ? It depends upon the nature of the ground. If 
it is clay or bad ground they are desirable.
753. It is the usual thing in sewer construction to put weeping-drains? In bad ground.
754. Would you not put them in rock? No.
755. Why ? The object of the drain is to take away water from underneath the sewer.
756. Then why do you specify for them in rock ? Sub-ducts are put in wherever they are required, that
is, where the ground is bad. ’
757. The object is to take off the weeping, is it not ? To take off the soakage to keep the ground dry 
during construction. I always consider it desirable to omit them if it can be safely done.
758. 1 see the excavation was increased from 9,300 cubic yards in the tunnel to 17,000 cubic yards.
That is a great increase ;—was it not on account of the nature of the ground ? I did not see the ground ;
I^cannot say. I was not in possession of the details of this particular contract.
759. Prom your knowledge of engineering you can say whether in ground of that nature sub-ducts should 
be used? I would not put a sub-duct in unless the ground were very wet.
760. But if you specified them as necessary in wet ground should they not be put in ? I would not put
them in if I thought I could do without them. •
761. Would not the absence of sub-ducts be very detrimental to the packing round of the sewer if it 
were not of concrete ? That depends upon the amount of weeping. Of course if the weep were very 
bad a sub-duct should be put in.
762. You yourself have never had reports sent in to you of defective work upon Contract 79 ? I never 
knew of any bad work there.
763. Supposing you had the opportunity of doing the work by blasting or by guttering and gadding, the 
two things being at about the same price, would it not be to the interest of the entire wrork to have it done 
by manual labour ? If the prices were the same.
764. Instead of shattering the surroundings of the tunnel with powder ? Yes ; if the prices were about 
the same I should prefer the manual labour, but it would be more tedious and much slower work.
765. Not slower work in the long run, I suppose, because you could at once follow it up with your sewer 
lining and packing as you went along with your excavation, whereas if you use powder you would have 
to wait for a considerable time before you followed up with the lining ? You cannot have an excavation 
and lining going on at the same place.
766. But could not the lining follow very shortly ? It would depend upon the shafts.
767. You do not work from one shaft only? We work with two headings from one shaft until the 
excavations meet.
768. How far are your shafts apart ? The distances vary.
769. What would they average ? From 300 up to 800 feet.
770. You could follow up at least 300 feet behind, could you not? The two shafts must be connected.
7/l--you were blasting you could not follow up so closely with the lining, I take it, because the con
cussion of the explosion would prevent your doing so ? Whether you are blasting or doing the work by 
hand the two shafts must be connected before you proceed with your lining.
772. Sis Son or.1 You have to take out the spoil through the opening? Yes.
773. And when you meet another shaft the excavation is finished? Yes; we drive from one shaft to 
another, and when the two shafts are connected, of course the other work can be proceeded with.
774. You drive in two faces ? Yes.
775. Until you get one tunnel through between two shafts ? Yes.

\ou can then begin the lining in one, while the driving in the other direction is going on ? Yes.
777. There would be two drives going on in opposite directions ? Yes.
778. Jfr. Par/res.] What you have just described would not be practicable with blasting ? Yes; because 
the blasting would be so far away.
779. You do not know whether in Contract 79a the lining followed immediately ? I could not say. I 
was not down on that contract. The resident engineer would be able to give you the information.
780. How far was Contract 77 advanced when you took it over in June ? Yery little was done when I
first visited it. Some of the foundations to some of the piers only were being put in. The work was 
really taken over by Mr. Small, acting on my behalf. It was taken over at the time of the change in 
April. There was an officer acting for me while I was away on my holiday. I went away at the end of 
April, and Mr. Smail acted as Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction. I should prefer to say that 
the whole of this work was done during my time of office, although for the first two months it was 
supervised by an officer acting for me. The contract was let about the time Mr. Hickson was giving up 
charge. . ° 1

781. You really did not enter upon your duties until September ? Yes ; on the 1st July.
782. And it would, take you a considerable time to gather up a knowledge of the work? Some time.
783. During the time you were away on your holidays the supervision of this work was actually under 
the Engineer-in-Chief, Mr. Hickson ? No ; it was, more properly speaking, under Mr. Smail.
/84. He would be under the Engineer-in-Chief? No; he was really acting for me. He was duly 
gazetted as Acting Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction, and he would have the same powers 
which I have.
78o. Take the case of a sewer 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in., with a fall of 1 in 2,009, and 2 miles long, what 
would be the pressure per inch of the head at the distance of 2 miles from the entrance, supposing the 
sewer to be charged to the utmost with storm-water ? Of course, if you were to actually block the sewer, 
it would not be running.
786. But supposing it were charged by very heavy flood-water, and that it had become compact with water,

. what would be the pressure? It would be under 2-|- lb., but I cannot imagine such a thing happening,
because all these sewers have by-washes.
787. I was speaking of Contract 79 ? There were several by-washes in that contract, so that what you say .
cannot apply to that. . 7§3
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C. W. Darley. 788. But a tremendous surcharge might take place from heavy rain ? Not in that sewer, because there 
would be overflow drains.

une, . ygg Would they be sufficient to save it ? Tes; they would let off all the water that could get into it.
790. Have you not a calculation of the pressure—a certain pressure which the sewer would have to stand ?
Tes ; they are calculated to stand a certain pressure. .
791. What head ? A 3 ft. 3 in. sewer would flow when full 2 ft. 9 in. deep.
792. Taking lb. to an inch, that would be on a brick 27 in. in area 60 lb. ? On one brick, yes. .
793. Therefore they would need stout backing to support that pressure? Not when the bricks are set 
in cement.
791. But you construct your sewers with the bottom portion of concrete, and with a 41- brick ring arch 
over it, and the reason that you pack it firmly I suppose is to keep it from fracture, or being entirely 
lifted from the pressure of water or gas ? No water or gas pressure would lift it if the bricks were set in 
cement. You must take the strength of the whole periphery of brick, and you can calculate that at 
200 lb. to the inch.
795. What is the object of packing over these sewers with concrete? The object is to keep any fall from
coming down. If there are any cavities it is usual to fill them up. In many cases the filling might be 
omitted, but it is desirable to fill them up in order to prevent settlement from taking place, or a creep or 
crush from starting. The water would rarely if ever touch the roof of any tunnel, so that, practically, the 
work might be omitted. “
796. Supposing the packing is not completed—that it is not made perfect, that vacancies are left, and 
that a creep of which you have just spoken occurred, the consequences would be very disastrous in the 
sandstone rock in which many of these sewers are built, would it not ? Many of our large railway tunnels 
are built through sandstone rock without any lining, and there are, I think, 6 miles of tunnelling in the 
case of the Sydney Water Supply W°rks through sandstone rock without any lining. We look upon 
sandstone rock as being quite good enough, especially in the ease of small tunnels such as you are 
speaking of.
797. Are not the tunnels in the case of the Sydney Water Supply Works lined? Not in the sand
stone rock. •
798. Not in the fine compressed sandstone perhaps ? In none of the sandstone tunnels.
799. Are they not lined at Judge’s Hills ? Tes ; they are lined there because they are in shale. The 
shale disintegrates when the air gets to it; therefore you want to avoid the air getting in.
800. Sis Son or.'] You mean by oxidization ? Tes.
801. The shale generally turns into a white clay, and then into a red clay, does it not ? Some of it would 
go into clay—in fact, it is ground up, and bricks are made of it. In some cases where the shale has been 
lying fully exposed to oxidization it obtains the consistency of fine gravel, and it has been used, as in the 
Camden district, for putting on to roads.
802. The main point is that you consider that the packing of the lining of our tunnels more important
for the purpose of saving any settlement than for the purpose of strengthening the lining itself to enable 
it to withstand pressure from within ? Quite so. , _
803. You do not consider the packing pecessary to enable it to resist the pressure from within ? ^ No 
engineer would calculate upon the roof lining of an arch to strengthen his arch against any pressure of 
that kind. So far as the strength of the sewer is concerned, the packing of the lining might be alto
gether omitted.
804. Mr. Parkes.] If you were packing over a sewer in shale, would you not pack with concrete ? No ;
with the shale itself. •
805. Mr. SicJcson.] In order to clear up the question of who took charge of the work from 1st April, 
when I gave up charge, until you came back from your holiday, will you look at the Gazette notice I now 
hand you;—the Gazette is under date 23rd April, and the number is 273 ;—you will see that Mr. Smail 
is there gazetted Acting Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction during the absence 
of yourself ? Tes ; that is so.
800. As a matter of fact, I had nothing to say to the sewerage works in any way after the 2nd April, 
1895 ? That would be so.
807. In regard to these sub-ducts ;—for what purpose are they put into the tunnels ? To take away any 

■ water during construction.
808. And you say that you would, wherever possible, avoid putting in sub-ducts ? Certainly I would, if
the tunnel could be constructed without them. _
809. If anything they are a source of weakness to the foundation of a tunnel ? I look upon any pipes 
laid under the invert of a tunnel as objectionable if they can be avoided. I would rather have solid 
ground there.
810. Would you ever think of putting them in if you were driving a tunnel through rock ? Certainly not.
811. Not under any circumstances whatever ? No.
812. Sis Sonor.] Supposing you were driving through rock in which, from the existence of faults or 
bands, there was really a large quantity of weep, would you leave out the sub-ducts, or use them ? If I 
thought the contractor could carry out the work and lead off the water without them, I would certainly 
omit them.
813. I understand, then, that the principal use of sub-ducts would be during the course of the construction 
of a work, and not after the sewer had been constructed ? They are more wanted during the course of 
construction in bad ground, where you cannot get your lining in properly, unless you have means of 
taking off the water underneath.
814. Supposing there is weeping, and supposing you packed with some other material than concrete— 
supposing, for instance, that in shale you packed with the shale which comes out of the drive, is that 
packing any more likely to be affected by the continuation of the natural weep after the sewer is con
structed than is the surrounding rock itself ? No.
815. You do not want sub-ducts, then, to prevent the drives from being weakened or opened out above 
the crown of the sewer by the tendency of the weep to flow along the course of the excavation ? No ; 
the disintegration would be due not so much to water as to air.
816. Once you can get the packing in, whether it be shale or otherwise, the water oozing from the sides 
of the original unexcavated ground, is not an element you need trouble yourself about ? That is so. •
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817. Mr. Gummow.'] As far as you have had experience, do you consider the works carried out by Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. have been satisfactory ? I have never found their work otherwise. My experience of 
the firm is that they are always most willing to carry out the engineers’ instructions.
&VS>.. His Honor.] With reference to the question of subducts, supposing they are laid under a sewer, 
they fall slightly each way, I understand, from the centre of the interval between the shafts towards each 
shaft ? Y es.
819. They have a pitch of their own, from the centre of the interval between the two shafts, distinct from 
the fall of the sewer itself ? That is usual. It will depend upon circumstances. The distance apart 
between the shafts is, of course, an element in the case.
820. Sometimes you would have to make them fall all through with the grade of the sewer ? Yes ; but 
where it is practicable to give a fall both ways it is well to do so.
821. Supposing that subducts are constructed, and that they are left in, and that the whole work is, com
pleted, what becomes of the water which trickles down the subducts to the shafts ;—is there any excava
tion to catch that water and hold it under the shaft;—is there a continuation downward of the shaft, or 
what provision is made ? In the absence of pumping provision, it would be necessary to carry it out to 
the mouth of the tunnel, otherwise it would be sealed in. "Where the tunnel is in bad ground it would 
have to be taken right through to the outlet. '
822. If you grade the subducts down from the centre of the interval between the two shafts, then, in the 
absence of some such outlet when the work is completed, they must be worse than useless ? Yes.
823. You do not of course put in any cross-excavations to act as an outlet from each shaft P No. My 
idea is that subducts should not be put in -where they can possibly be avoided.
824. The subducts being graded down to each shaft from the centre of the interval there will be a certain 
accumulation of water there ? Yes. The water would be sealed in. There would be no escape for it.
825. Mr. Hickson.] A workman was examined here the other day, who told us that he deliberately left 
out a piece of packing over the lining of the sewer in Contract 79a. I think he said he did it in December. 
That will, I think, be some time after the work was in your charge ;—had you any knowledge of itwas 
it reported to you in any way ? No.
826. You have heard of it now for the first time ? Yes.
827. You had a resident engineer and inspector on the spot, I presume? A supervising engineer, a 
resident engineer, and an inspector.
828. If a workman deliberately lays himself out to do a bad piece of work it will be utterly impossible 
for any resident engineer or inspector to detect it ? Quite impossible. If any number of men make up 
their mind to do bad work they can do it. The inspector cannot be standing over every man. He has to 
watch several places which are working.
829. The only way in which you could meet such a case would be to put an inspector over every man? Yes.
830. "Would you consider yourself personally responsible if a piece of bad work were found under such
circumstances? I should not. '
831. Mr. Parkes.] Are these subducts not permanently connected with the sewer :—do they not discharge 
into the sewer itself ? I do not know what has been the practice of the Department in regard to any 
subducts which had been constructed in the past.
832. Cannot they be permanently connected with the sewer itself ? They can be, but it is a very 
objectionable practice. You want to keep the sewer free from outside drainage.
833. If you were building temporary subducts, would you go to the trouble of putting in good earthenware 
pipes, well packed with spalls of rock ? I would put them iu in the best way possible. If anything 
happens to them it means injury to your sewer. If you put them in at all you must put them in in the 
very best manner.
834. Why would you put subducts in at the side of a sewer if not to take away drainage ? In dealing 
with engineering matters you meet with very many difficulties. It is not wise to put subducts there.
835. Is it not necessary for the preservation of the sewer to keep the outward water connected with the 
inward flow in order to keep the surroundings of the sewer dry? No.
836. Supposing there is a great accumulation of water on the outside of the sewer;—what becomes of it?
It must find its own exit. •
837. What becomes of the lining ? It will not hurt that.
838. Water is constantly accumulating under such circumstances, is it not ? That may be ; but it will 
not hurt cement and bricks.

C:-W. Darley. 

1 June, 1896.

839. But will it not hurt shale packing or any other soft lining ? Not to any serious extent.
840. Mr. Hickson.] Should such a thing as the connection of outside with inside water for one moment 
be permitted ? No.
841. The object of the sewer is to take away all the sewerage from the upper district, and that must be 
prevented from mixing with the outside water ? Certainly you must exclude the outside water as far 
as possible.
842. His Honori] It would be practically impossible unless you adopted a very complicated mechanism 
to let the outside water into the sewer without letting the inside water out ? Exactly ; the sewerage 
would escape. With regard to the water injuring the shale, for instance, outside the sewer, it must be 
remembered that the water is always present there. Water cannot be said to injure the ground in which 
it is found lying. It is lying there at all times, and it will be no worse than before. Water may lie in 
the shale down below without, so far as we know, injuring it at all; but everything possible must be done 
to keep the outside water from the sewer. If you let in the outside water you let out the sewerage.
843. Mr. Parkes.] If, as you say it is necessary for everything possible to be done to keep the outside 
water from getting inside the sewer, does not that make it necessary to put round the sewer a good 
packing of concrete ? Not if you get a good tight lining and rendering.
844. His Honor.] With reference to the action of cement on the bricks, I understand a portion of your 
evidence to mean this—that cement properly used in brickwork of this kind is as strong as the bricks 
themselves ? Yes.
845. And that practically a sewer built in this way is a barrel of material as strong as is the material of 
which the baked bricks are made ? Yes.
846. That is to say, it is as good as if it had all been baked in one piece ? Yes. If a properly-constructed 
.sewer were broken up you would be more likely to break through the bricks than through the joints.

' 847.
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C. W. Darley. 847. Mr. Paries^] There is always more or less porosity in bricks ? Bricks are specially selected, with 
the minimum amount of porosity. Hard burnt bricks which are specially used in sewerage works have a 

X June, 1896. very sma]] amount of porosity.
848. His Honor.~\ In sewerage construction you engineers have given up the use of concrete filling, is 
not that so ? Over the lining, yes.
849. It used to be always adopted ? Tes.
850. In every kind of construction? Tes; although I was always under the impression that it was a 
wasteful use of concrete.
851. I understand that now in the interests of economy the practice has been given up ? Tes.

George M'Credie, sworn and examined :—
G. M'Credie. 852. Mr. Parlces.~\ What is your occupation ? I am an architect and consulting engineer.

r——^\ 853. Tou have had considerable experience in your profession? I have had sixteen years’practice in 
1 June, 1896. Sydney in all classes of work.

854. Have you ever done any sewerage work? Tes ; we have carried out a good deal of work of that 
kind.
855. In what particular places ? Well, we have undertaken a large job in Brisbane.
856. In all your works of that kind you have been very careful in your calculations before constructing ?
Tes. '
857. Can you tell His Honor the nature of the work you have carried out in Brisbane ? It is some time 
ago since we completed the work, but as far as I can recollect some 3 or 4 miles of sewerage in one 
section were completed, and some 7 or 8 miles in another section. The sewer was intended to carry away 
sewerage and storm-water.
858. What class of work was it ? This particular sewer was built of 9-inch brickwork and cement.
859. Why 9-inch? We estimated that that was required to give the necessary strength to the sewer.
860. Would not 4| inches have suited your purpose ? No.
861. How did you come to that conclusion ? Prom calculations we took out as to the strength of the 
sewer we were to put down.
862. After you had put in the lining with what did you pack the top of the sewer ? With hand-packed
ballast. ' '
863. 'What sort of ballast ? Small ballast.
864. What was the reason of your packing with this ballast ? On account of the pressure inside.
865. His Honor.'] Tou mean to resist the thrust outwards ? Tes.
866. Mr. Parlcesi] To prevent the sewer from lifting ? Tes.
867. And to resist the pressure from the storm-water ? Tes.
868. Did you put any weeping drains to that sewer ? I could not say, speaking from memory, whether

■ we did so or not. The sections are in the Brisbane office. '
. 869. Weeping drains are necessary, are they not ? We generally put them in.

870. How do you get away the water from these weeping drains ? We always consider that it is to our 
benefit to have a drain while we are carrying on the work to take away the water.
871. But do you make an outlet for the pipes anywhere? We carry them underneath the bed of the 
sewer, and drain them to any place where we can get the water away.
872. Would the drains do any harm if they were connected with the sewer itself, so long as they were 
built on the sides ? No ; they would make no difference.
873. There is always more or less weep in an excavation of this sort ? Tes.
874. Does that weep injure the sewer if it is not provided for ? It does not do it any good.
875. Does it injure the packing round the seiver if it is unprovided for ? I should say it wmuld.
876. Could you give us the pressure there would be in an ordinary sewer, about 2 miles in length, 
supposing it were charged in time of .heavy flood ;—we will suppose that provision wrere made to take off 
a certain quantity of water to ease the sewer, suppose the sewer were 3 ft. x 2 ft., and that it was 1 in 
2,000 fall ? There would be about a 6-feet head, and that would be about 3 lb. to the square inch.
877. Not more than that ? No ; not more.
878. What is the pressure which will destroy a boiler, per square inch—a riveted boiler ? That depends.
879. It would be a good boiler that would stand a pressure of 40 or 50 lb. to the inch ? Tes ; that would 
be a boiler made to stand a good pressure.
880. Do youthinka4^-inch brick-lining in the sewer would be sufficient to stand a pressure of 3 lb. to the 
inch ? I do not think so.
881. Tou think that would lift it? Tes.
882. In spite of the adhesive nature of the cement ? Tes.
883. It would fracture it perhaps ? Tes.
884. Therefore, you think it necessary that these sewers should be well packed on the top ? Tes.
885. Is it not necessary that they should be packed with concrete or with stone-spalls ? In the case of a 
d-J-inch lining I should certainly pack with concrete. The sewers are built according to the sewerage you 
have to take away. In the case of our 9-inch brickwork in Brisbane we found the hand-packing at the 
top of the lining sufficient. Had we been building 4^-inch work we should certainly have used concrete.
886. Tou went over to North Sydney last Thursday to examine the sewer there in which defective work 
was alleged? Tes.
887. Tou subjected it to a thorough examination ? Tes ; as far as I was able.
888. Tou found defective work? Tes.
889. Will you describe what you saw ? I went down shaft No. 12, 95 feet deep. The” sewer at the 
bottom was 3 ft. Sin. x 2 ft. 2 in. It is an egg-shaped sewer. I had a hole knocked in the side of the 
crown 143 feet—2 chains 11 feet from the mouth. I found there on examination afterwards at the back 
of the brickwork solid concrete. I had another hole knocked in about 15 feet further on. This I 
examined and found at the back a space 7 ft. 6 in. long 3 feet wide and 1 foot deep.
890. Tou had a man accompanying you ? Tes, two men.
891. Did they ask you to go further along the drive ? They did. They wanted us to go further along, 
but I thought I had gone far enough.

892.
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892. You found the sewer a little too small? Well, the air down below was so bad that when I first got Ct.'M'Credie. 
there I did not expect we should he able to get through at all, but we afterwards managed it. —-n
89:3. But for that you would have gone further on ? Yes. I June, 1896.
894. Do you think from what you saw that there is ground for the suspicion that the sewer was badly
built throughout? Brom seeing the space which we found I should think there was need of thorough 
inspection. '
895. Supposing that you as an engineer had discovered that error in packing, would you inspect the work 
throughout? Yes.
896. You think the work in Contract 79 and 79a ought to be thoroughly inspected ? Yes.
897. An inspection could easily be made by a man going along in a trolly and tapping the bricks as he 
went along ? Yes ; the sound would tell him. Directly I heard the first sound the other day I knew 
there was solid work behind the bricks, but when I heard the second sound I knew that there was a 
hollow. You very soon get accustomed to it.
898. His Honor.~\ You could tell you think by the sound? Yes. Anyone who was accustomed to it 
could do so.
899. The reverberation in the tunnel itself would not prevent you from judging from the sound in the 
brickwork whether it was solid or not ? No.
900. Mr. Parkes.'] As you went down the tunnel the other day, did you notice any deposit or muck of any 
description hanging from the top of the sewer ? On the edge of the shelf at the bottom there was a lot 
of stuff hanging. It looked as though it were soapy water.
901. Did you see any ooze in the sewer itself ? The bottom was very wet.
902. Did you see any ooze coming through the brickwork? No.
903. Was there debris of any description oozing through from above? No. There was what appeared 
to me to be soapy water.
904. There was a deposit in it ? Yes. ■
905. Had there been a weeping drain through the sewer, could that deposit have taken place ? No ; 
there would have been no deposit, nor would there have been any water running in the sewer.
906. Do you know if the contract is completed ? I do not know.
907. In packing a sewer with shale, where it is damp, would it not be in advisable to use a packing of 
Waianamatta shale ? Yes ; I should think the packing in that ease ought to be of good solid material.
908. The shale is apt to be destroyed by the water? Well, decomposed.
909. If you, yourself, were running a sewer through shady ground you would pack it with concrete ? I 
should prefer putting in concrete to any other material.
910. lor what reason ? The concrete forms an arch in itself at the back of the crown of the sewer.
911. You say distinctly that you are satisfied that an inspection should be made of the whole of the 
sewer? I certainly think so.
912. Supposing you had means of access, would you undertake to make the inspection? I should
require to have the means of access. A small trolly is generally used in the case of small sewers of 
this kind. ’
913. Supposing you had the option of getting guttering and gadding work done at the same price as 
blasting, which would you adopt ? Guttering and gadding.
914. Why ?. Because you could make the sewer exactly the size required, and you could build your work 
right up to it. It would make a better job altogether.
915. When you blast, you shatter all the surroundings more or less ? You are likely to do it, and in 
many cases you do do it.
916. It is always a more defective job when you have to pack than when you have simply to build in a 
hand-cut opening ? Yes.

^ more expeditious to blast than to gutter and gad ? In my experience there is very little 
difference. I myself prefer guttering and gadding, if it is possible to get it done at anything like a 
reasonable price. It is generally much dearer than the other process. ' '
918. What is the reason you are able to follow up with the brickwork more quickly after the guttering 
and gadding than after the blasting ? You can get on with the work more quickly from the fact that the 
whole has been cut to the exact size you want. You can build right up to it at once, whereas in the other 
case you have to pack. .
919. You consider that in sewerage work, owing to the pressure from storm-water and the pressure from 
gas, guttering and gadding is preferable ? The very best class of work must be done. .
920. A second class of work will not answer the purpose ? No.
921. It is not like work on the surface, where you can always keep a look-out for defects ? No.
922. Once the work is done you have to take the defects with it—you cannot afterwards repair it ? No.
923. Therefore you need to have the utmost supervision and the best class of work put in ? Yes.
921. Mr. Hickson.] Was the Brisbane work you carried out a storm-water drain ? Bor sewerage and 
storm-water combined.
925. You are aware that we do not in our Sydney system combine storm-water with sewerage ? No •
there are separate systems. 0 ’
926. You know that our sewers are not for carrying storm-water, but are simply for carrying sewerage?

927. Therefore, if this North Shore sewer were full to its greatest capacity—that is, if it were flowing
only two-thirds lull—there would be no fear of the pressure lifting the roof off ? Not if it was onlv two- 
thirds full. J
928. Of course, if it were a storm-water sewer as well, you would have to make your roof very strong on 
account of the contingency of heavy floods ? Yes.
929.. Mr Gummow.] Did you supervise the Brisbane job yourself to which you have referred ? Only in 
passung through Brisbane. I have a partner there. All the plans were submitted to us for approval 
430. Do you know personally whether that job was thoroughly well done ? Yes ; I know that to be so
931. You saw it all done ? I did not see it all done.
932. Would you say there were no defects in the work ? I could not sav that.
933. Has'the sewer any overflows ? All the details are in the Brisbane office. Unless I looked them up
1 could not tell vou. ^

' 140—D 934.
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G. M'Credie. 934. Are you in charge of the tunnelling which is being constructed in Pitt-street? Tes.
935. Have you any sub-ducts in that case ? Yes. ,

1 Jane, 1896. 930, Near the railway station? Yes ; some are near the railway station, and some are turther down.
937. Where do you lead them to ? We lead them, when we can, into the sewer. All of them go into
the sewer. . . ,
938. Take a case where they are under the tunnel ? We have only one case where the dram is under 
the line of tunnel. In that case there is a pit, and the water is pumped out.
939. When the job is finished ? Yes. ,
940. When the job is finished you will keep that pit open ? Yes. It will be so kept that the water can
be pumped out of it at any time. , .
941. I understood you to say that if you had the choice between shooting and gadding out a drive you 
would prefer to gad it out ? I said if the cost were the same I would gad it out.
942. What about the time;—how much do you consider you could gad out in a week m a tunnel
for a sewer 3 ft. 3 in. by 2 ft. 2 in., as compared with blasting work—excavating to the extent of 4 teet by 
3 feet? It depends upon the quality of the material, whether it be hard or soft. _
943. Taking the ordinary hard sandstone 150 feet underground what would be the comparison between 
the two classes of work ? The guttering and gadding would take longer.
944. How much, could you say ? I could not. _
945. How much could a man do in a week at gadding ? I should have to think of that. It depends upon

946. Supposing the material to be of equal quality in the two cases, and that it could be shot out or 
gadded out, what would be the comparison between the two classes of wmrk in your estimation. I 
should think that finally the guttering and gadding would be found to take about as long a time as’the
blasting. . .
947. Did I not understand you to say that guttering and gadding would be quicker m the long run because 
you could do your brickwork more quickly in the gadded ground ? Yes ; I said I thought the brickwork
could be done more quickly. _ . urn iu
948. Would you go on with the brickwork while you were doing the gadding ? I would follow on after. 
When a certain section was done I should start with the brickwork.
919. Would you wait until the tunnel had been driven between the two shafts, or would you let the 
gadding go on at the face and follow on at once with the brickwork ? I should connect the two shafts 
and then follow on with the brickwork. ’
950. You would excavate from one shaft to the other first ? Yes.
951. Before you made any start on the brickwork ? Yes. _ _
952. The excavations would have to meet before you did any finishing 'work ? Yes.
953. What would be the difference in the time, say, in doing_ the brickwork in the cut-out ground as 
compared with the brickwork in the blasted ground? Well, if you gutter and gad you do not need to 
fill in at the top with concrete packing.
954. What loss of time is there in the filling ? It takes some time. _
955. While the man is filling, what is the bricklayer doing ? He works along a certain section, and the 
packing can be proceeded with as soon as a certain quantity of brickwork is done.
956. Where is the delay in doing the brickwork then in blasted ground as compared with gadded ground 
where does the quicker wmrk come in in gadded ground? There is no delay at all with gadded ground. 
The bricklayer will get along much quicker. He is not delayed by the labourer putting in packing.
957. Has not the bricklayer something else to do besides laying bricks ? No.
958. Who does the pointing ? That is done after all the brickwork is completed.
959. What is the general class of bricks you have in this telephone wmrk ; are they as good as fo0 
sewerage bricks ? I have not looked at the sewer bricks—that is, I did not carefully examine them. The 
bricks we are using in our tunnel are first class for the work wm have in hand.
960. His Honor.'] What are they ? Wire-cut machine-made bricks. .
961. Some bricks are single-pressed and others double-pressed ? Yes; the double-pressed bricks are 
more expensive.
962. Are you using double or single pressed bricks ? Single-pressed.
963. Mr. ParTces.] Are they using double-pressed bricks in the sewerage works ? I did not examine them.
964. Mr. GummowIf you were buying a boiler for a client, would you consider that if the boiler stood 
a 40 lb. or 50 lb. pressure you would be buying a fairly good article ? It would depend on the work the 
boiler had to do. I should consider it a fairly good article if it stood a 40 lb. or 50 lb. pressure. _
965. If you were told that a boiler had been seen working at an 80 lb. pressure, would you consider it an
extremely good boiler ? It would depend upon the work. 1 , o vr
966. If a boiler were working with over an 80 lb. pressure, would you consider it a good boiler . Yes ; a
good one. ....
967. An extremely good one ? I should have to look at the class of workmanship m it.
968. Do you not know that you can buy an ordinary upright boiler which is guaranteed to stand 150 lb.
pressure to the square inch—an ordinary trade boiler ? Yes. .
969. Do you consider that brickwork bedded in cement will stand 200 lb. to the square inch pressure .
AVhat thickness ? _
970. Tour and a half inch? No; I do not think so.
971. His Honor] What was the size of the storm-water sewer you were building in Brisbane ? I could
not say ; I have not the particulars. .
972. Would it be a much bigger piece of work than the 3 ft. by 2 ft. tunnels wm have been speaking 
of? It would be about the same size as is the tunnel at North Shore.
973. No bigger? Not much, I think.
974. How many years ago is it since you did this work ? Tour or five.
975. The Queensland Q-overnment had more money then than they have now ? Yes. The balance of the 
section wTas to be proceeded with as soon as they could obtain money.
976. Hpon the same principle as regards strength ? Yes.
977. In Brisbane there is an occasional rainfall cf 12 inches to the hour ? Yes. ^
978-9. Mr. Parkes.] You did not tell us to what price per foot your sewer in Brisbane would run? No ; 
I could not tell you now. 980-
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980. Could you get the information for us? Yes.-
981. Sis Honor.'] A subduct as a subduct is always below the invert of the sewer ? Yes.
982. You cannot lead a subduct into a sewer then unless you run it an indefinite distance? No.
983. If the fall of the sewer were 1 in 2,000 you would have to run a long way ? Yes ; we do that in
Pitt-street. -
984. You say that it is not necessary to put in a weeping drain to intercept the water at a higher point 
than the invert of the sewer and to lead it down ? It is done sometimes.
985. That is of no use to the contractor ? No ; but the bottom drain is of great use to him.
986. Only the true sub-duct will be of use to him ; the other will be an extra piece ofworkforthe benefit
of the sewer itself ? Yes. '
987. The tunnel you are making is to be used for the telephone wires? Yes.
988. And it would not have to stand pressure from inside, although, as a matter of fact, it would do 
so ? Exactly.
989. The great object is to keep it as dry as possible ? We try to do so, although, so far as that is con
cerned, the wires are all insulated and the water will not damage them. There is no fear of damage to 
the wires because the same sort of wire is put under water and receives no harm from it.
990. There is a specification that you shall put in the weeping drain you speak of ? Yes.
991. That is never specified with the sewer, is it ? It depends.
992. Except in a swampy or wet piece of ground ? Or where there is soakage through rock, when, of 
course, the drains will carry it away.
993. Mr. Gummow.] Who went down the tunnel with you last Thursday ? The only two I know were
Professor Warren and Mr. Davis. There were two workmen. .
994. Was there anyone there representing the contractors? I do not know.
995. With regard to subducts, would it be possible to put a lining in a tunnel 7 ft. 6 in. in diameter with
30,000 gallons of water an hour running down it;—could that be made a good work ? You might make 
an ordinary gutter and fill it up after the work was done, but I should think the best thing would be to 
have a proper drain. •
996. Supposing a contractor were paid cost price for a subduct, and that he had the option of putting it 
in, would he, under such circumstances, do without the subduct? If I were the contractor I should 
certainly put in a subduct.
997. Do you think he could do the work to the satisfaction of those in charge without a subduct ? I do 
not know that it is necessary for a contractor to put in a subduct as long as he can take the water off in 
some other way.
998. But he could do it ? Yes.

G. M'Credie. 

1 June, 1896.

Ernest Augustus Smith sworn and examined :—
999. Mr. Parkesi] You were, on July 29th, 1895, Crown Solicitor ? I was Crown Solicitor from October, E. A. Smith.
1891, to April, 1894. f — x _
1000. You were Crown Solicitor then on 26th October, 1892 ? Yes. 1 June, 1896.
1001. During the time you were Crown Solicitor, were you asked to advise upon the damage being done to 
properties by. blasting—that is as to the liability of the Crown ? I have a vague notion that I did advise 
upon a question of that kind, but I should not like to speak definitely. (Vide Appendix No. 3.)
1002. Do you think 3'ou were asked to advise in regard to 100 claims ? 1 could not say. I have a vague
impression in my mind that among other things which came before me I had to advise upon this matter.
No doubt if I could refer to any papers the whole thing would come back to me.
1003. Do you remember advising upon the claim of the two Schills against Carter, Gfummow, & Co. ? I 
may have done so.
1004. Will you look at the papers and tell me*what advice you gave? I see that there were two ques- - 
tions submitted ? Ihe first was whether the contractor who carried out the work as specified as regards 
the size of the charges was liable. The question really was, who was liable for blasting operations, which 
caused damage whether the contractors who carried out the work were liable, or whether an action would 
lie against the Department. The opinion was given to the Department of Public Works.
1005. His Honor.] What was the effect of the opinion? The opinion was that the contractors were 
clearly liable for any damage that would be done to any individual who was injured ; but that the Govern
ment would be liable to any third person who was injured if it could be shown that the contractors were 
acting under the direction of a Government officer in doing the particular thing which caused the damage, 
but that, as between the Government and the contractors, there was a clause in the contract which would 
throw the whole of this damage on to the contractors, and that they would have to make good to the 
Government what the Government had to pay to a third person.
1006. Mr. Parkes.] Therefore, you are of opinion that if authority was given by the Department in writing 
for this blasting, the State would have to pay ? Yes ; if the particular act were done under the direction 
of an officer of the Government.
1007. Was that not through negligence in the drawing of the specification? No ; because, as far as the 
contract had gone, as I pointed out, we had done all we could by fixing the contractors, as between the 
contractors and the Government, with a liability to make good all damage done to outsiders. The only 
thing was to take care that the engineer was careful in not giving a written order to do work if there 
were the slightest risk of doing injury to a third person.
1008. If guttering and gadding work had been done, these claims could not have come up ? No ; that is
obvious. .
1009. Do you think there ought not to be in the contract a condition, saving the Crown ? I have no 
doubt there is ; clause 19, I think, does that.
1010. You advised, then, that if authority were given in writing to do the blasting, the Crown was liable 
for the damage and loss ? If the damage ensued on the particular act authorised.
1011. Do you know that hundreds of claims were made in respect of this damage ? I was not aware of it.
1012. Supposing a building were injured to the extent of (say) £10,000, would the Crown still be liable ?
I take it that the extent of the damage would have nothing to do with the legal liability.
1013. There might be no limit to that ? There might not be. It would depend upon whether the engineer 
authorised in writing the particular act which caused the damage. Under clause 14 of the conditions the 
whole thing was, 1 think, under the control of an officer of the Government.

Joseph
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Joseph Davis sworn and examined :—
J. Davis. 1014. Mr. ParTces."] What is your occupation ? I am a member of the Institute of Civil Engineers. 
f—1015. "What is your position in the Glovernment service ? I am Principal Assistant Engineer for Metro- 

1 June, 1896. politan Sewerage Construction.
1016. Tou have heard Mr. Smith’s written opinion concerning the damage from blasting ? I have heard 
Mr. Smith’s evidence.
1017. Of course you read the original opinion ? I did.
1018. In that original opinion you advise that a claim of £196 17s. 4d. should be refunded to the con
tractors for the Schills’ damage ? Looking at the papers, I should not regard that as a recommendation.
1019. Listen to this expression : “ Under these circumstances I am inclined to think that the Department 
would be only acting in accordance with its usual custom in refunding £146 17s. 4d. ; at the same time I 
desire to point out that so far as I am aware this is the only case in which a matter of this description 
has been dealt with through the contractors.” Did not that mean a refund to Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 
It did not. My suggestion was not acted upon. The money was not refunded. (Vide Appendix ~No. 4.')
1020. Why did you advise that it be refunded? I have given my reasons pretty fully in the minute you 
have read. I might be permitted to explain that the late Crown Solicitor advised in a similar matter in 
connection with Contract 62—McSweeney’s contract—and, as it seemed to me that Contract 62 was on all 
fours with M‘Sweeney’s, I acted on Mr. Smith’s advice. I thought it applied to the point at issue, and 
inasmuch as the Department in the past had refunded or had compromised in the few cases—there had 
been very few—where damage had been done by blasting, and as this was the only case where the con
tractors were left to tight the matter out by themselves, it seemed to me only fair that they should be 
dealt with in the way I suggested.
1021. How many cases have you pending as regards Contracts 79 and 79a? None whatever, as far as I 
know.
1022. Are no claims being made ? Not to my knowledge.
1023. As a matter of fact, do not the papers disclose a number of claims in respect of Contracts 79 and 
79a ? Of course persons make claims right and left without rhyme or reason.
1024. But are they settled yet ? There is nothing to settle. As a matter of fact tho Department had no 
liability.
1025. Have you not settled some minor claims of £10 or £12 or thereabouts in respect of Contract 79 or 
79a ? I do not remember any at this moment.
1026. Who prevented the claim of the two Schills being settled upon your recommendation ? I do not 
admit that 1 made a recommendation. I do not know what became of the papers after they left me.
1027. What was the subsequent action ? Deference to the papers will show that.
1028. There are no papers—the papers are apparently missing ;—I suppose you cannot tell me where 
they are ? I cannot.
1029. On 13th August, 1895, did you not recommend the payment of Arnold’s claim for £10? I do not 
think it is at all likely. I was not in charge of the work at that time. (Vide Appendix No. 5.)
1030. Was not Arnold’s claim paid at that time? I cannot call it to mind.
1031. Have none of the claims contained in these papers been settled ? I have explained very fully the 
position of the Department, I think.
1032. How many claims have you settled ? I should like you to be more specific.
1033. His Honor.'] Do you remember any claims which have been settled ? I do not.
1034. Mr. Hickson.] Claims are continually coming from all parts of the city in connection with sewerage 
works ? Tes.
1035. I see from the papers a claim from Mr. Sam Smith, in connection with Contract 79, which was 
reported upon on 22nd June, 1893. I will ask you to tell.His Honor what was done in that case ? An 
inspection was made of the house in question, which was said to have been shaken by the concussion from 
the blasting. The conclusion arrived at w'as that the building had sustained no damage whatever. 
Claimant’s solicitor ivas informed accordingly, and nothing more was heard of the matter.
1036. His Honor.] The Department has paid no claims ? Not to my knowledge. Something may have 
been done after I gave up charge ; but to April 1st or 2nd, 1895, I do not think any money was paid in 
respect of either Contract 79 or 79a.
1037. Mr. Parkes.] Would you swear that no payments were made ? That is my impression.
1038. Mr. Hickson.] To the best of your belief, no payments were made up to the time you took 
charge ? No.
1039. Has not the policy of the Department been to absolutely refuse any responsibility in regard to 
these claims ? Most decidedly.
1040. And in all cases which came before me the reply I gave was that if any claims were made they must 
be made against the contractors ? Tes ; it was understood that we must endeavour to get the parties to 
claim from the contractors, but that if they persisted in claiming against us we must settle the claims, and 
settle the matter with the contractors afterwards.
1041. Has the Government ever had to pay any of these claims so far as you know ;—had it done so up 
to the time you relinquished charge of the work ? I do not remember any instance where the Govern
ment paid any money away for alleged damage by blasting.
1042. Do you know whether any of the contractors have had to pay any money ? Tes ; I know that 
Carter, Gummow', & Co. had to pay.
1013. Were the amounts refunded them ? No.
1044. Mr. Gummow.] Has any action been brought against the Government in connection with our 
works ? I do not think so.
1045. Have any been brought against Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.

Christian Hansen sworn and examined:—
C. Hansen. 1046.
------------ 1047.

1 June, 1896. 1048.
1049.
1050.

Mr. Parkes.] Tou worked under Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
On what contract ? I do not know the number of it.
Was it one of the North Shore contracts ? Tes.
How long did you work there ? Off and on, about twelve months,
While you were working there, did you see any defective work going on ? I did not. 1051.
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1051. All tlie work was good? So far as I know. C. Hansen.
1052. "Were you working along with Dawson ? No—with Thomas Phillips. f~
1053. What work were you doing ? Packing. IJune, 1896.
1054. What lengths were you working in ? In Contract 79a, I think.
1055. IZYs Honor.] Between which shafts ? Between No. 13 and No. 12.
1050. That would be under Alfred-street ? Tes.
1057. Mr. ParTces.] The work there was all well done? Tes; as well as I knew how to do it.
1058. Do you know anything of Dawson’s work ? No.
1059. 'Was Phillips your boss ? Well, not the boss ; he was the bricklayer.
1060. I'or what distance altogether in that tunnel did you work ? I do not know. It might be 300 or 
400 feet.
1061. Did you work in other lengths ? Tes.
1062. How far off would they be ? In other streets.
1063. All these lengths were well packed, were they ? Tes.
1064. Tou took good care of that? Tes ; to the best of my knowledge.
1065. Tou packed them with your own hand, and therefore you can be sure of it ? Tes.
1066. Have you lately had any conversation with any member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ?
No ; I have never been near them.
1067. Tou did not work in any part of Contract No. 79 ? No.
1068. Have you worked upon any other contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
1069. The work there was all well done, was it ? Tes.
1070. They generally did their work well ? Tes.

%is ■H-onor'\ y°u work right along the piece between the two shafts vou have named? Tes.
1072. Tou were not doing the whole of the packing? No ; there were different men on the iob.
1073. Was the work done by day, or night and day, in shifts ? In shifts. ’
l074- You were not in the same shift with Dawson? Dawson would be at one end, and I should be at 
the other end. Two men go in at one end, and two at the other.
1075. Was the brickwork commenced in the middle of the space between the two shafts ? Tes.
1076. Tou worked away towards one shaft, and he worked away towards the other ? Tes.
1077. Were you going towards No. 13 or No. 12 shaft ? Towards 13.

• 4'R8'-nri'ng id the middle of the drive ? Tes. I think, however, that I made a mistake iust now
in the numbers of the shafts. _ I should have said that I worked between shafts 13 and 14.
1079. Mr. Parlces.] Where did Dawson work ? Prom 13 to 14.
1080. And you were working from 14 to 13 ? Tes.

WEDNESDAY, 3 JUNE, 1896.
George Dawson recalled and further examined :—

1081. Mr. Parlces.] I want to impress upon you what an awful thing it is to give evidence which is false, G. Dawson, 
and which may bring trouble to other people, and I want, also, to impress upon you that it is your duty
to tell the truth when the truth is necessary. Never mind with what subtlety questions may be framed 3 June> 189G- 
to draw certain answers from you, your replies must be truthful in so far as you understand the questions.
Never mind what you have said to me in conversation, I want you to be clear and decided upon the truth 
of what you now swear to. In the first place, I want to ask you whether you know a man named 
Christian Hansen ? I knew him by the name of “ Chris.” [Hansen toas called in, and identified hi 
witness ] J
1082. That man worked with you on Contract 79a, did he not ? Tes.
1083. Did he, in a similar way to yourself, do any scamping ? According to his own words he did.
1084. What did he say ? He said he often ran two drums in the morning before the Inspector came.
1085. Meaning that he had not filled them properly, I suppose? Tes.
1086. Did he say that he did so himself ? Tes.
1087. This man Hansen was dismissed from Contract 79a by Inspector Andrew, was he not ? I believe 
Inspector Andrew told Manager Beid to shift him.
1088. Do you know of your own knowledge how Hansen came to be dismissed ? We were all there 
together. Inspector Andrew said at the time that he had cautioned Hansen one or two days previously.
At the time I am speaking of he came back and caught him again, and he told him then that he would 
have to go.
1089. Do you mean for scamping work? Tes.
1090. Did you hear any conversation coming down in the boat at night ? Tes ; as we were coming back 
at night Inspector Andrew said, “I told him before that he would have to go,” and Manager Beid then 
gave him a note to go to Mr. Snodgrass, on the other job.
1091. That you know of your own knowledge ? Tes.
1092. There is no doubt as to that being the truth? No.
1093. Were the other men present? Tes; the bricklayers were there. The labourers generally go 
together by themselves, and the bricklayers by themselves, but I think they would all have heard what 
was said.
1094. There is no doubt but that Hansen was dismissed through the action of Inspector Andrew ? Tes *
Inspector Andrew told Manager Beid he would have to remove him. ' ’
1095. And Manager Beid did remove him ? Tes.
1096. Bor scamping work, as you yourself were doing ? Perhaps it was not quite so glaring as the work
m the piece I was on. ^ a o

George Andrew sworn and examined:—
1097. Mr. Parkes.] Tou are an inspector under the Water and Sewerage Construction Branch, are vou
not ? Tes. J
1098. Were you an inspector upon Contract 79a ? I was.
1099. Are you aware that defective work was done there ? I am not.
1100. Have you heard rumours to that effect ? I have.

G. Andrew. 

3 June, 1896.

1101.



30 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION-----MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

G. Andrew.

3 June, 1896.

1101. Tou took every precaution to prevent defective work from being done, did you not ? I did.
1102. Tou had occasion to caution a man named Dawson, bad you not ? No.
1103. Did you not caution a man named Dawson about doing defective work ? No.
1104. Did you not dismiss a man named Hansen for doing defective work ? Tes.
1105. "What was he doing ? Inferior packing.
1100. And for that you dismissed him ? Tes.
1107. Did you catch him at it twice or three times ? Twice.
1108. And on the second occasion you dismissed him ? Tes.
1109. In what way was the work defective ? It was not rammed enough for my liking.
1110. Did you know- of any drums which had not been filled by Hansen ? No.
1111. Did not Hansen leave two drums unfilled near shaft 17 ? Not to my knowledge.
1112. There is no doubt, however, but that the man was doing defective work? I do not think he was.
1113. Why did you dismiss him ? I caught him doing defective work on one occasion, and shortly 
afterwards I caught him again.
1114. His Honor Hnder whom was the work done? I could hardly tell you; Mr. Cook was the 
resident engineer.
1115. Hnder whom was he working ? Hnder Mr. Griffiths.
1116. And under whom would Mr. Griffiths be working? Hnder Mr. Darley or Mr. Smailes, I presume.
1117. What would be the date of the dismissal of Hansen ? I could hardly give you the date.
1118. Could you say approximately ? It would be in the latter end of October, 1895.
1119. Hr. Hickson^\ If I understood your evidence aright, you said you did not detect Hansen doing any 
bad work? When I go to inspect I always try the work. I do so in all cases. In this instance I found 
that the work was not properly rammed, and that was quite enough for me. The work was packed, but it 
was not sufficiently tight. I told him on the first occasion I caught him that if I caught him again I would 
have him shifted.
1120. No gaps or voids were left ? Not that I know of.
1121. His Honor.-] It was concrete packing, I suppose, over the crown ? Tes.
1122. Mr. Hickson^] Tou were only on Contract 79a;—you were not upon 79 ? Only on 79a.
1123. Did you find any of the voids or holes in the packing which have been spoken of in any of the 
lengths upon 79a ? No.
1124. And the work in Contract 79 you know nothing about ? No.
1125. Tou know of no work which you would call defective on 79a? No.
1126. In this particular instance to which you have referred the packing was not tight enough, that is 
all ? That is all.
1127. Mr. Gummow^] All the work upon the contract, as far as you know, is well done ? Perfectly.
1128. When you caught Hansen doing the loose packing you have spoken of, did you dismiss him at 
once ? I reported him to the manager, who told him he wmuld have to go, and he was then dismissed.
1129. But before that, did you make Hansen do the work properly ? Tes.
1130. Tou did not allow him to leave it in a bad state ? No ; I stopped there until he had done it.
1131. And the manager, you say, removed him ? He did.
1132. Did he raise any objection, or did he at once remove him when you told him what the man had 
done ? He removed him at once without raising any objection at all.
1133. His Honor.] How did you discover that the man was not ramming the concrete sufficiently tight ? 
By going down and trying it.
1134. Before or after it was set ? I asked Hansen if he had finished the drum, and he said “ yes.” I 
then took up the rammer and rammed it, and found I could disturb it.
1135. Tou found you could press it further in ? I could not press it much to speak of, but it was not as 
solid as it ought to have been.
1136. What did you do then ;—did you make him put some more in ? Tes.
1137. And ram it tightly ? Tes.
1138. Did you test any part of the work in any way after it was finished by going through the sewer;— 
did you adopt any plan to test whether the packing over the crown of the sewer was perfect ? No.
1139. Can it be tested after the work is finished—after the whole of it is set;—is it not then practicable 
to test to a certain extent the solidity of the packing over the crown or to discover wdiether there is 
packing left out altogether by tapping? I do not think it could be done without cutting out.
1140. Tou do not think it could be done by tapping ? I do not think so.
1141. Have you ever tried? I have tried all sorts of ways.
1142. And you have found it impossible to discover whether the work on the crown was solid or hollow ?
I believe it would be impossible to distinguish by merely tapping. -
1143. Mr. Hickson.] Tou know Inspector Beid ? Tes.
1144. He was not on Contract 79aat all? Not while I was there.
1145. Were you there from the commencement of 79a ? No ; from about the seventh month of last year.

Christian Hansen recalled and further examined :—
C. Hansen. 1146. Mr. Parkes.] There is no doubt, I suppose, but that you have nothing to gain by telling a lie in 
s——n this matter ? I have not.

3 June, 1896.1147. It is imperative in the interests of justice that all men who come here should swear the truth ; all 
that you have to do is to say what is thoroughly true, and nothing else ; you told me the other day that 
no defective work was done upon Contract 79a;—did you not then make a -mistake? Well, I might 
have made a mistake.
1148. That answer will not do ;—did you or did you not make a mistake? I did.
1149. Then you did do defective work ? Tes ; 1 did a length one day.
1150. Tou did a whole length wrong? Tes ; in High-street.
1151. Did you leave a drum unpacked ? I did not finish a drum. _
1152. Did you not tell Dawson, a fellow labourer, that you left two drums unpacked near shaft 17 ? No ; 
I never did.
1153. Did you not tell him that you left two drums unpacked somewhere ? I never did. 1154.
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1154. Were you not dismissed forbad packing ? I was not. I never got the sack for that.
1155. Did not Inspector Andrew have you removed for doing bad work ? I was going to tell you that 
Inspector Andrew came down to me when I had not quite finished a length and put a rammer into it. 
The ramming was not to his satisfaction, although there was plenty of packing in the length.
1156. Was not that the second time he caught you ? Tes ; he found fault with the ramming before.
1157. What was the nature of the bad work when he caught you the first time ? The ramming was not 
to his satisfaction.
1158. Do you think it is likely that a man would be discharged from a job simply because the ramming 
was not sufficiently tight? I did not get the sack for that.
1159. Tou were removed ;—what do you call that but the sack? I was not sacked. The manager simply 
sent me over to Annandale.
1160. He removed you from this job to another job of the firm’s ? Tes.
1161. Did Inspector Andrew know that you were going to another job of Carter, Grummow, & Co.’s ? I 
could not say. The manager told me to go to the other job.
1162. As a matter of fact can you swear that the work you did upon the job was not scamped ;—mind 
there are means by which it can be thoroughly tested ? It was done to the best of my knowledge and the 
inspector’s satisfaction.
1163. That will not do;—did you scamp any work ;—did you leave any drums hollow ? Not hollow.
1164. Tou are sure of that ? Tes.
1165. Near what shafts did you work ? I could not tell you the number of the shafts.
1166. Could you not tell the number of the shafts from where you got out of them ? I could not.
1167. Tou had a conversation the other day with Inspector Board in one of the ante-rooms of this 
building ? Tes ; I had a talk with him.
1168. What did he say to you ? He said nothing.
1169. Then what was the nature of your conversation ? He said nothing to me.
1170. Sis Sonor.'] If he talked to you he must have said something ;—what did he say ? He asked me 
about Inspector Andrew’s coming down, and whether I was asked any questions about that length ? I 
said that I had been asked questions.
1171. Mr. Parkes.] In other words, he asked whether you had told the Commission about that incident ? 
Tes.

C. Hansen
3 JuneTlSSS’

1172. What other conversation had you? That is all he said.
1173. How long was he speaking to you ? About four or five minutes.
1174. Was he not there a quarter of an hour ? He might have been.
1175. Was he not with you a quarter of an hour in the ante-room ? He might have been. I was not 
speaking to him all the time.
1176. Were you not the only two persons there ? No ; there were more there.
1177. How many more ? A good few persons.
1178. Tou bad told the Commission that you worked between shafts 13 and 12, had you not? Tes; 
and I was told that I had made a mistake in the numbers of the shafts, and that I was working between 
shafts 14 and 13.
1179. Who gave you that information? Well, Inspector Board asked me what I had said.
1180. And it was he 'who gave you the information ? Tes.
1181. After you had given your evidence the other day? Tes; he said I had made a mistake in the 
numbers of the shafts.
1182. And he sent you back in the room to correct the mistake? Tes.
1183. Is Inspector Board an inspector of the Metropolitan Water and Sewerage Construction Branch? 
Tes.
1184. Was he an inspector over you at any time ? Tes.
1185. He knew you very well then? He knew I had been working on the job.
1186. Did he not persuade you to come in and give the evidence you gave on Monday ? He did not.
1187. Did he not speak to you about the evidence you were to give on Monday before you came into the 
room ? He did not.
1188. Tou have already said that he talked to you about the nature of the wrork you did between certain 
shafts ? He asked me if I was asked that question inside.
1189. Mr. Gummow.] What was the nature of the work to which Inspector Andrew applied the rammer? 
It was not what you might call bad work, only the ramming was not to his satisfaction.
1190. And did he make you do the work properly ? Tes.
1191. Tou had to make it good before you came away ? Tes.
1192. Then you were removed off the contract after that day ? Tes ; manager Reid came and told me 1 
had better go over to the Annandale job. I did not get the sack.
1193. Were you put on to a different class of work there ? Tes ; he said I could have a job on top. The 
job at the other place was nearly finished.
1194. What work did you do at Annandale ? Concrete.
1195. On the surface ? Tes.
1196. Mr. Parkes.] If you were made to repair the defective work you did why were you removed ? I 
could not tell you that. The job was nearly done.
1197. Mr. Gummow.] If you were found doing loose work would not the man iu charge of the work lose 
confidence in you ? I should not think so.
1198. Would he expect you to do good work on the following day ? No, I do not think so. ’
1199. Would you not take it as a sign that a man had lost confidence in you when he requested that you 
should be removed ? Well he told me that I should have a job on top.
1200. Would not that show that he was dissatisfied with the work you had done below ? Tes.
1201. Is it not natural that he should lose confidence in you if you did loose work below? Tes, he might 
do so.
1202. Dor the sake of the w^ork, is it not natural that the inspector looking after it should see that good 
work was done, and would he not prefer having a man he could trust to a man he could not trust ? I 
should think so. ' "

Robert
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■R. G. Reid 

3 June, 1896.

Eobert George Eeid recalled and further examined:—
1203. His Honori] I believe you wish to make some explanations and additions to the evidence you gave 
the other day. Tou said in your evidence, “ I called on Mr. Boys, and he asked mo to explain why it 
was, or if it was true that I was at one end of the drive most of the time. I told him it was true, and I 
explained the reason, with which he was satisfied.” You wish to give the explanation you offered to Mr. 
Boys, I understand? Tes. When I went down below I went into both ends of the drive and examined 
the points where the bricklayers were laying the bricks. I could see that at one end the bricklayer would 
have to cut a piece off the top of the drive or split the bricks, as he laid them. The other man had plenty 
of room, and even if he had built his length 1 could examine the work better than I could in the other 
case if the man had built only two courses. That was my reason for remaining at the one end. _
1204. That was your reason for keeping so close to the man whose work was near the top of the drive ? 
Tes. The bricklayer would have to split his bricks or scabel the top of the drive to get room between 
his centre and the crown, and I disallowed it.
1205. Is that the reason you gave to Mr. Boys ? Tes. _
1206. At another point of your evidence you were asked if you had had any conversation with a member 
of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and you said, “With Mr. Snodgrass” ;—have you any explanation 
to offer in regard to that ? A week or a fortnight before Christmas—I am not very sure about the time— 
Mr. Snodgrass came down No. 5 shaft, accompanied by Inspector Vincent. He came into the end where 
I was, and he asked me about a brick which was chipped, and which I had reported to Inspector Powle. 
(Vide Apppendix 6). He asked me why it was I could not get on better with the men. I said I should 
get on very well with the men if they would do what was right, but that I could not allow a brick of that 
kind to go unnoticed. He said, “ Very well, will you come] up on top?” I said, “ No, thank you ; I 
am not paid for being on top.” He said, “ I will promise you that nothing will go wrong while you are 
up on top.” I said, “ I must decline the offer, Mr. Snodgrass. I will stay below, and then I will be sure 
there is nothing wrong.”
1207. Is that all you wish to say regarding the conversation? Tes. He went away then, and I believe 
he gave the two bricklayers some money, because the bricklayers and the labourers went to the mouth of 
the tunnel, where they had some conversation, and then went up on top.
1208. And did what ? When they went up on top I rang for the bucket to come down.. I wanted to go 
up for my lunch. There was no one there but the man who pulled me up with the engine. The others 
had evidently gone away somewhere. They came back in about half an hour to the engine-house. I was 
having my lunch there. They had two or three, or perhaps more, bottles of drink of some description.
I believe it was ale. _ _
1209. Who had ? The bricklayers and their labourers. They came into the engine-house a few moments
afterwards. Mr. Snodgrass also came. He had some drink, and he offered it to me. He said I would 
be a better man if I took it. _
1210. What did you say to that ? I said that was a matter of opinion. _ _
1211. Did you take any ? I did not. Then they had a few songs and recitations. They asked me to 
sing. I said I had no objection to being sociable both with Mr. Snodgrass and the men, but I must 
decline anything else, as it would be very pretty to see a paper coming into the office stating that 
Inspector Eeid had been found drinking and singing with the men in No. 5 engine-house. Mr. Snodgrass 
said, “ I can promise you that it will never go to the office.” I said, “I can promise you that I do not 
intend to do it.”
1212. That was at knock-off time, I suppose ? It was the meal between the shifts. They go on at 7 and 
come off sometimes at 11 and sometimes before. On this particular night they came off before, I believe, 
because they thought the public-house would be shut up at 11. On that account they knocked off a little 
earlier, I think.
1213. Mr. Parkesi] Eeferring to your answer to question 347, and your expression that you thought the
Department ought to see the thing out, evidently what you meant was that they ought to have retained 
you, and to have had the bad work upon which you had reported put right ? I did mean that. _
1214. In addition to that, you also meant that they ought to have kept you upon Contract 79 ? Tes ; if* 
it was their opinion that I had done right.
1215. Do you know an inspector named Board ? I know a gentleman of that name. He was a clerk in 
the Sewerage Department for two or three years, and I believe he is now on some work.
1216. Do you know by sight a labourer named Hansen ? Tes; I saw him here the other day when he
was giving evidence. _
1217. Did you see Board take him into one of the ante-rooms of this building the other day ? No ; but 
I saw them talking in an ante-room. They were talking when I went in.
1218. How long were they talking ? I do not know. I came away when I saw that they were talking.
I did not want to hear what they were talking about, and 1 came round to the other passage.
1219. How long were they in that room together ? I could not say how long they were there. It was
after 11 o’clock when I came here, and I did not go away until after 12 o’clock, and they were here when 
1 went away. .
1220. His Honori] By ante-room you mean a room adjacent to this room ? I mean the room in which
witnesses wait until they are required to be examined. ^
1221. Mr. Hickson.'] Tou were not an inspector upon Contract 79a at all? No.
1222. Tou said the other day, I understand, that actually no bad work was done upon Contract 79.
What you complained of was in one case a broken brick, and in the other case of two and a half barrow
loads of dry stone being thrown down a shaft;—you said you did not know of any actual had work ? 
That is a matter of opinion. The only thing an inspector can do if he sees anything wrong is to report 
it to the officer in charge. If he chooses to take notice of it, and if he thinks the work defective, well 
and good—he can please himself. In this particular case anyone could have examined the work. It would 
have been no trouble while the joints were green to go and pull out a brick to see whether I was right, 
or whether the contractors’ men were right. I reported the second matter to which you refer as soon as 
Inspector Tfowle came on to the job on the Monday morning, and Mr. Davis afterwards held an inquiry. 
It would have been easy for Mr. Davis then, if he thought that more than two harrow-loads of dry stono 
had been sent down, to examine the work. _
1223. You did not follow up the two barrowAoads to which you referred to see whether they went into
the work in a dry state ? 1 did not. I.have already given my reasons. 1221.
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1224. Tou were not the inspector in charge—you were only one of the inspectors ? I was the second R- G. Reid, 
inspector. When Inspector Fowle went away at 5 o’clock he would leave me in charge. I had not only
his instruction, I had the specification. 3 June, 1896,
1225. Mr. Gummow.]' With regard to this matter of Mr. Snodgrass and the men having a bottle or two 
?oo« 61a ^r111^’ Was ^ no^ a^ou^ Christmas time ? I believe it was about a week before Christmas.
12 ij irn<^ • j suPPose ^/was some little Christmas cheer he was giving them ? I do not know whether it 
i o'w V?. Christmas cheer. I do not think Christmas had started then.
1227. Did Mr. Snodgrass himself have a few drinks ? I believe he did.
1228. As a matter of fact, it is his misfortune at times to be a little too liberal with his cash? I am sorry
to say it is. J
1229. Since a good deal has been said about talking to witnesses before they give their evidence I should
like to ask you a question upon the same point;—did you talk to any witnesses either before or after 
you had given your evidence ; did you meet any witnesses and have a talk to them? Knowing all the 
men as 1 do I daresay I have talked to some of them. ‘
1230. Is it the usual thing for the men to yarn away with one another on all sorts of subiects ? I do
not know whether it is or not.
1231. But it is so as a matter of fact, is it not? They do talk, 
i OQd- tv° n0t y°U ^ 80 y°ursell: ? . Tes 1 1 talli sometimes.
1233. Do you know of any defective work upon the contract you have been speaking of except that 
which you yourself reported on as defective ? To ; if I knew of any I should consider that I failed in 
my duty it I did not report it to the Department—not to this Commission, because my reports were 
made, two years ago, not to the Commission, but to the Department.
lOQr" a j ^I10'v any defective work besides that which you reported upon ? No.
123o. And all that you know of in the way of defective work is this—that you saw two and a half
ioqc0 r °a<^S s^one S°™S down one of the shafts ? About that.
said so^ WaS n°^W0 a cart-loads? No; if I had seen that quantity I certainly should have

nooo’ S)iU were shifted off Contract 79 on to another contract ? Tes—Contract 89.
1238. Who had that contract ? Phillips and Rhodes.
1239. Mr. Pfflr/res.] When you were with Phillips and Rhodes you had no difficulty in getting proper
work carried out ? No. “ ° & i i
lot?" i°no were you upon the contract? Por six or seven months.

vr°U *la<^ 110 difficulty there on account of any friction with the men ? No.
W*11 g0t ProPer wor.lc done without any difficulty whatever ? Tes.

243. Mr. (rummow.] With the exception of what you reported did you get proper work done on 
Uontract vy. With the exception of what I reported, but I had a great deal of trouble. "

rL -“0M.0r-J I understood you to say that by knocking some bricks out of the side of the shaft 
wtiere the packing was doubtful it could have been discovered at once whether dry metal had been put iu 
as packing or not. Tes ; it could have been very simply done while the cement and bricks were green.
,, ."T.?; iave ,fn easy for the inspector in charge to say, “ This bricklayer has done so many feet upon 
. ^ 8 j ^ ’ iWe T1 taP work here ; that is about the place where the dry metal would have been put 
m. 1 had a place ready to point out to anyone who might have thought it necessary to examine the 
worJv, out the work was never examined.
1245. Of what thickness was the wall in the shaft? About 9 inches.

Robert RowTan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined :—
1246. Mr. Parkes.'] On 3rd April, 1893, an agent for Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., named Armstrong, 
wrote to you asking that the patent for what is known as the Monier arch might be purchased by the 
btate for £1,500, did he not? Yes. [Vide A.jp'pendix No. 7.]
1247. Was not Mr. Ohlfsen-Bagge an officer in your Department ? Tes.
t*o4o* iV ^me he leave? I think he left in the July retrenchments of last year.
1249. He was an officer of your Department when, this patent was offered to the Government for the 
sum otjjl,o00 . I could not tell you the exact date of his leaving.
i o-?’ mi°U ncd at that date know anything about this Monier patent ? Oh, yes, a good deal.
f. ol‘ r®11,/ dld Tou write to Mr- Bagge on the subject ? We had considered the question for some 
time. \Vide Appendix a
1252. Did you not use words to this effect, “Does Mr. Bagge know anything about this patent” ? I used 
ttiose words because I knew that he had gone into the question. As a matter of fact, I had at that time 
put up a small culvert on the Parramatta Road on the Monier system. .
12r^’ avL^Cn y°u seu* 'vord to Mr. Bagge, had you done that ? Tes.
1254. Then why did you write this minute on the 12th April, 1893 : “I find Messrs. Carter & Co. have 
patented m Australia Momer’s Patent Concrete Arch’; this arch has been under mv consideration for 
some time long before it was patented here, and as soon as funds are available I have arranged for the 
erection of a small culvert on this principle without a patent fee. In any case I could not recommend 
compliance-with this request” why did you write that minute if you had already given the patent a 
!o-k 6 ■Parratnatta Bqad ? I had not then given it a trial, but I had arranged for it to be put up. 
1205. Ihe next stage of this patent coming into the office was when you tested it on the Parramatta Road 
was it not ? The next stage was, I think, when the designs for the aqueduct in one of these contracts 
were sent m.
1256. When was that ? They came in with the tender.

mi11 what date ? tlle same date as all the tenders for Contract No. 77.
1258. That was on 14th March, 1895, was it not? That is not the actual date 
tender. It is the date on which it was dealt with.
1259. They were dealt with on 29th March, 1895 ? Tes.
1260. Did you not, on the 18th July, 1894, write this minute to the Minister : “ The Monier system of 
concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where applicable, it reduces 
the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent. The patentees are willing to allow the Department

140-E ' to

R. R. P. 
Hickson.

3 June, 1896.

of the receipt of the
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R._R. P. to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch. I recommend this for
Hickson, the Minister’s approval. I might state I have ju^t completed (with the permission of the patentees) a 

aculvert on the Parramatta Eoad, built on this principle, with most satisfactory results, financially and 
une’ ‘ otherwise” that is your minute, I suppose? Tes. [Vide Appendix ~No. 10.

1261. Tou admit that this work can be done in the arch at a cost 50 per cent, cheaper F On road bridges 
where there is a good width, but not in the case of a narrow bridge such as that of an aqueduct.
1262. If it be applicable to an arch in one case, must it not be applicable in another ? No. Tou evidently 
have not gone into the question.
1263. For what reason would it not be applicable? There are two strains in an arch. It is subject to a 
lateral strain and a downward strain. A road bridge with a wide roadway is a different construction in 
every way from a narrow aqueduct.
1261. "What do you mean by different? On account of the side strain. .
1265. Sis Sonor.^ What you mean is that in the case of a road bridge there is no allowance to be made 
for a lateral strain? Tou have a great width of road in which you can arrange for the lateral strain. In 
the case of a narrow bridge, as in an aqueduct, it is most difficult to do that, because you have such a 
narrow structure to go upon. I have strong evidence in papers, which I will bring forward presently, 
showing that my estimate is an under-estimate, and that there would be really a saving of 60 per cent, in 
the case of road bridges. In the case of an aqueduct or narrow bridge there would be nothing like that 
saving.
1266. And, as a matter of fact, it would have to carry a dead weight? Tes.
1267. Mr. ParTces.~\ Have you not a framework of quarter-inch iron rods running right through the
structure ? Tes. -
1268. And are they not a tie against all wind pressure ? Tes. _
1269. In the case of a road bridge, where heavy vehicles carrying tons are passing over it, would the 
work not necessarily be more costly than in the case of an aqueduct ? As a matter of fact it is not.
1270. Seeing that these iron rods are put through this aqueduct, in w’hat particular do they require to be 
stouter to resist the wind pressure than they would require to be to resist the vibration caused by heavily- 
loaded carts ? They have not to be stouter with regard to the downward pressure, but they have to be 
much stouter with regard to the side pressure, because you have not tho width of bridge to arrange for 
your cross-ties.
1271. Not specifying the difference between roads or aqueducts, you recommended that the patent should 
be used generally throughout the Grovernment service because the cost of the works would be 50 per 
cent, cheaper ? Tes.
1272. And you recommended that 15 per cent, should be paid upon the cost of it ? Tes. _
1273. Carter & Co., on 2nd February, 1894, wrote a letter upon your own office paper undertaking to 
accept that? Tes. [Vide Appendix No. 11.]
1274. And it was accepted ? Tes. '
1275. And the contract is now entered into ? There is really nothing at all in what you are speaking of 
which applies to this particular contract. This was a general approval which I obtained wherever I 
thought it advisable to apply the system to the road bridges of the Colony. As a matter of fact it has 
not yet been so applied, except in the case of one small bridge on the Parramatta Hoad.
1276. As a matter of fact, have not Carter & Co. a legal right to get this percentage upon all work of the 
kind done by the Department ? On any work we did of the kind most unquestionably.
1277. What would be the next stage of the introduction of this patent into your Department ? The next 
stage would be the receipt of tenders for Contract 77.
1278. Accompanying those was a lump-sum tender from Carter, G-ummow, & Co. on the Monier arch 
principle ? Tes ; that came in at the same time.
1279. This tender was sent in on 14th March, 1895 ? Tes.
1280. Did not Carter, Grummow, & Co. undertake to carry out your original plan and specification at 
28J per cent, below schedule rates? Tes.
1281. Is not the document I hand you the original schedule which you issued for your own work for 
stone, brick, and concrete ? Tes.
1282. That was the schedule issued to the contractors ? Tes. _ _
1283. It is the schedule upon which Carter, Grummow, & Co., McSweeney, Carson, Grilliver and Curtis, 
Holloway Bros., and other contractors submitted their tenders ? Tes.
1284. The next step taken was to send tenders to a Board of Reference ? Tes ; after they had been
examined by the Department. .
1285. Of whom did the Board of Reference consist? At that time it consisted of Mr. Barling, the 
Under Secretary for Public Works, Mr. Darley, then Engineer-in-Chief for Harbours and Rivers, Mr. 
Deane, the Engineer-in-Chief for Railway Construction, Mr. Yernon, the Government Architect, and 
myself, as Commissioner for Roads.
1286. Tou reported to that Board upon this particular contract of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., did
you not ? ' Tes. _ .
1287. Will you please tell His Honor what you reported to the Board in reference to the Monier arch ? 
The report of the Board of Reference, which you will find at the foot of page 206 of the Parliamentary 
paper, ordered to be printed 22nd October, 1895, is the result of the conversation which took place.
1288. What did you say to the Board ? When this tender came in on 14th March it was arranged that the 
sewerage works should be taken out of my hands and handed over to Mr. Darley. I brought the tender and 
the plans down to Mr. Darley, and we talked over the matter for a considerable time. The result of the 
conversation was that we both thought it desirable that an opportunity should be given of testing the 
Monier arch principle, which was acknowledged by all engineers on the Continent to be a very valuable 
engineering structure, and that the matter should be considered by the Board of Reference. The papers 
were then sent down to the Board of Reference .without any direct recommendation from myself or Mr. 
Darley. We talked the matter over at the Board of Reference, and the paper to which I have referred 
you upon page 206 is the result of the conversation.
1289. Did you not report to the Board that the use of this patent would result in considerable economy ? 
No, not in this case. I believe it eventually will; but it will not on this particular plan, because it is an 
expensive plan of the Monier arch.
1290. Will you tell me why the Board of Reference reported to the Minister, “ In view of the fact that

Messrs.
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Messrs. Darley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a sound one, and- that the adoption of the R- R- P. 
plan will result in considerable economy, we are prepared to endorse the recommendation of these Hictson. 
gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s consideration”;—how did the Board of"
Reference come to make that report to the Minister ? I suppose it was in accordance with their firm une’ ' 
belief. ■
1291. But why did they report that Messrs. Darley and Hickson were satisfied that the adoption of the 
plan would result in considerable economy ? I believe that the introduction of the system into our 
public works will result in ultimate economy, but there will not be much economy in the case of this 
particular structure, because it is very much too strong for the Monier arch principle.
1292. Besides informing the Minister on 18th July, 1894, that it would be 50 per cent, cheaper, did you 
not also inform the Board of Reference that it would be so ? I did not.
1293. Are you sure you did not? Quite certain.
1294. Did you tell the Board that it would be reduced by 28-5 per cent, upon the quantities? I do not 
know what you mean.
1295. Carter, Gummow, & Co. tendered on the original plan for 28i per cent, below schedule rates ? Tes ; 
making the amount come to £15,500.
1296. Did you report to the Board that Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender for the Monier arch was on 
reduced schedule quantities ? There was no occasion to report anything. They had their tender of 
£15,500 before them.
1297. But did you report to the Board that that amount was made up on Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s 
tender or on the office amounts ? I did not report anything; the tender was there for the £15,500.
1298. In what manner did you impress the Board with the fact that there would be considerable economy 
from the adoption of the principle ? I brought before the Board evidence in connection with the Monier 
arch principle, which I am prepared to bring forward now.
1299. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender was 28J per cent, upon the plans that accompanied the tender?
X 6S. _

1300. "Were these tenders called upon the Monier arch principle at all ? Ho.
1301. Public tenders were called for an arch ? Tes. »
1302. And Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender was 28-j per cent, below your figures and quantities ? Tes.
1303. Did you inform the Board of Reference that Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price for the Monier arch 
was on the reduced quantities or not ? Certainly not. It had nothing to do with the matter.
Io04. Why not? Because they sent in a design of their own. They did not give any quantities. They 
said they would do the work for £15,500, and it was for the Board to say whether they would accept the 
tender or not.
1305. How did you arrive at the sum of £15,500 ? I did not arrive at it at all; it was the contractor’s 
tender.
1306. If you recommended the acceptance of the tender as being a considerable economy, surely you 
went into the quantities ? I did not.
1307. His HonorTou did not then go through the quantities to see whether the tender was or was not 
a. fair one upon the Monier basis? Not at that time. It was done afterwards, and of course I can give 
the figures.

-R-/*. Parkes.} But you induced the Board of Reference to advise Mr. Toung to adopt the Monier 
arch because it involved considerable economy, did you not ? I did not say that it would lead to economy 
m this case. Asa matter of fact there will be very little economy upon this special design.
1309. Was there no schedule made up to arrive at the exact amount of £15,500 ? I do not think there 
was. I think that sum was given in.
1310. Did the contractors make up a schedule ? I should like to refresh my memory, but I think not.
1311. Did they go through the amount with any of your officers ? Not to my knowledge.
1312. Upon 9th September, 1895, did you get a letter from Mr. Griffiths, Supervising JEngineer, Metro
politan Sewerage Construction, to this effect: “ Will the Engineer-in-Chief kindlv approve the accom
panying schedule of prices for use in preparing progress vouchers in this contract, the price for which is 
. iumP sum. It will be observed that quantities are slightly altered from original. This has been done 
in order to provide for Monier work, which has been substituted for brickwork you received that 
letter, didjou not ? No ; Mr. Griffiths was not an officer of mine.
1313. Did not a Mr. S. Adams tender on a copy of it ? I do not remember. In any case, Mr. Griffiths 
was not an officer of mine, and he could not have reported to me.
ISIA Were you not Engineer-in-Chief on 9th September, 1895 ? No. Mr. Darley was Engineer-in
Chief for Sewerage Construction. I was Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works.
1315. Tou were Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works ? Tes. I had nothing to say to this contract 
me Is not the tetter written to you as Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works ? No; it is written to 
Mr. Darley, and you will see Mr. Darley’s approval upon it.
1317. Did not Mr. Barling note this and have it sent to you on 11th September, 1895 ? I do not think 
1 o’o- ^ iS,a from Mr. Griffiths, who was Mr. Darley’s supervising engineer, written on 9th September,
189o. I had given up charge of these works in the previous April. This is a recommendation to Mr.

approved of it, and it was noted by Mr. Beveridge and Mr. Adams, and a copy was sent to 
the Engmeer-in-Chief. That is the whole matter. I must take exception to your incorrect reading of 
the title of the officer to whom the letter was addressed. It was addressed to the Engineer-in-Chief 
Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. [Vide Appendix No. 12.]
ISiS. Will you look at this schedule ;—are not the printed figures the same as in the document I have 
already shown you in connection with Contract 77 ? I have not gone through them, but I suppose

1319. Is not this schedule with the prices attached the schedule and prices upon which the contractors 
have been paid for this Monier arch ? I do not know. I never passed a voucher for it. It is the first 
time I have seen this document.
1320. Did you not on 27th March, 1895, receive from Mr. Toung, the Minister, after this tender was 
submitted, a minute to this effect: “Before approving of this proposal I should like an estimate of the 
actual value of the work to be carried out by the contractors under the substituted scheme ” ? Yes.
1321. Eor what reason did you not make that schedule ;—you had a number of officers to take out the 
quantities ? The reason is given in the next minute.

1322.
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B. R. P. 1322. What was there to prevent your getting one of your officers to take the quantities out? Nothing 
but the time. I think I said it would take a week.

3 June 1896. ^^23. The minute was signed on the 28th March, 1S95, and the contract was not signed until 16th May, 
’ 1895 ? I do not know when the contract was signed. It was not in my charge.

1324. Do you not see from the papers that the contract was not signed until 16th May ? That is 
apparently the date.
1325. Then there was not time in the two months to hare the quantities taken out ? Tes, if necessary ; 
hut I had the information I wanted.
1326. As a matter of fact, could they not have been taken out in two days ? No, indeed they could not.
1327. Could the quantities be taken out in a week? Tes; I suppose there would be about a week’s 
work. I think I said so.
1328. On 28th March, 1895, you wrote to the Minister as follows : “To comply fully with the Minister’s 
minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by Messrs. Carter and Gfummow. 
This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to 
come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage 
farm estimates were made for the work on the Monier system as well as on the Department’s design. 
The result was that the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that comparison to 
this case, it would mean that the Departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be 
£22,000” ? Tes.
1329. Are you aware that, taken on the Department’s own figures, without the 28| per cent, of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s tender in reduction of the quantities, they run out to make only £15,500 ? I was 
speaking of the Departmental estimate for the work.
1330. That has nothing to do with it ? That is everything to do with it. It is what I am alluding to.
1331. Tou say that if the quantities were taken out the result would he that the price would amount to 
£22,000 ? Upon the same basis.
1332. Are you aware that the contractors are now being paid upon the original office amounts to each 
number of the schedule ? I do not know how they are being paid.
1333. According to you the quantities of both works would be practically the same ? Tes.
1334. Then are you aware that there is an item on the original plans prepared by you of brickwork, 2,020 
yards, at 50s. a yard ? Tes.
1335. That was reduced from 2,020 yards to 150 yards ? Where ?
1336. Upon the Monier arch ? I do not know.
1337. Are you aware that there is an item for sandstone concrete in your original plan, 2,350 square 
yards, which in the case of the Monier arch is reduced to 1,800 yards. I mean item No. 19, at 28s.;—are 
you aware of the reduction in that case ? I am not, indeed. I do not know it to be a fact, because it was 
not done in my office at all.
1338. These quantities were made out by one section of the Works Department ? I do not know where 
they were done.
1339. Are they not the quantities upon which the contractors are being paid ? I do not know.
1340. Do you know that the item contained in your original plan of Pyrmont bottom block sandstone 
ashlar, 13,250 cubic feet, is entirely taken out in the ease of the Monier arch ? I do not know that it is. 
1311. Is that in the schedule upon which the contractors are being paid ? I do not know about that 
schedule.
1342. Are you aware that there is an item also for special cement facing, 1 to 1—not 2 to 1—2,750 yards, 
at 2s. 6d., and that that is entirely omitted in the case of the Monier arch ? I could not say.
1343. Tou heard Mr. Darley’s evidence on Monday? Tes.
1344. Tou heard him say that when he took over Contract 77 the foundations of the piers were in ? I 
believe he did say so, but I think he corrected the statement afterwards. As a matter of fact there was 
not anything done.
1345. Tou will notice upon page 208 of the Parliamentary papers, from which I have been quoting, that 
after the contract was drawn up, or jilst at that time, it was advised by Mr. Norrie that Mr. Darley’s 
name be substituted for yours ? Tes.
1346. So that really the contract was signed upon your recommendation, and. was accepted upon your recom
mendation that is to say, you were the engineer for this wmrk when the contract was accepted ? I was 
one of the officers who recommended its acceptance. The tender was accepted on 11th April, and I was 
not in charge after 2nd April.
1347. Mr. Darley did not take over the work until July ? He personally took it over then, but he had 
been away, and an officer of his had taken it over from 2nd April.
1348. And this contract was let, you say, on 11th April? Tes ; ten days afterwards.
1349- It was practically let by you, then, and handed over to Mr. Darley? No. I gave up complete 
charge of these works on 2nd April. I was gazetted out then, and the acceptance of the tender was dated 
11th April, ten days afterwards.
1350. Upon whose recommendation did the Minister approve of this contract? The recommendation 
made by Mr. Darley and myself and the Board of Directors.
1351. Did you not write the minute to Mr. Toung upon which the contract wras accepted ? I wrote the 
minute you have read.

wh°le °f the letting of the contract was done upon your advice ? Upon my advice and that of 
the Board of Eeference. e J
i wl ^0U n0* Wr^e fiaal minute upon which Mr. Toung undertook the tender ? Tes.
1354; W here can we find in these papers the calculations showing that the quantities and prices of the 
Monier arch would make it equivalent to the Government plans ? In the papers laid upon the Table of 
the House on 9th October, 1895. Tou will see it on page 5.
1355. What is contained in that summary ? It gives an estimate of three separate schemes for carrying 
the sewer overground.
3356. Is this work not being carried out under No. 2 scheme ? Is not that the scheme going on at 
Johnstone s Creek, Annandale ? No; that is being carried out somewhat similar to No. 3 scheme.
13o7. That is at the rate of £6 6s. 8‘3d. per lineal foot ? Tes.
1358. As a matter of fact, was not Mr. Bagge’s estimate for Ahearn’s ■work based upon a single sewer, 
instead ot upon a triplicate sewer ? It is a triplicate scheme.
1359. But the basis is a two-sewer system ? No—triplicate. 1360.
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13G0. Then. Aheam’s proportion per foot will he over £15 per lineal foot, as against £G Gs. 8d. P I do B;. R. P. 
not know how you make that calculation out. Hickson.
1361. Tou say these estimates are carried out upon a triplicate-sewer plan? Tes; all these three
schemes. *
1362. And is Ahearn’s based upon a triplicate system, too ? Tes.
1363. But Mr. Bagge makes Aheam’s cost per lineal foot £10 16s. Id. and To. 3 scheme £6 6s. 8d. ? If 
you look at the summary you will see that No. 2 is estimated to cost £6 16s. lid. per lineal foot. The 
same scheme upon the Monier arch principle would cost £6 6s. 8d., so that the two are practically the same.
1361. Jits Honor.~\ Perhaps you had better make a statement as to the actual facts ? The actual facts 
are these: When we were arranging for the sewer in connection with the sewage farm three schemes 
were got out, in order that we might see which would be the most economical. No. 2 scheme—the 
one which is being carried out—was estimated to cost £6 16s. lid. per lineal foot. The third scheme, 
upon the Monier arch principle, was estimated to cost £6 6s. 8d. per lineal foot, or, as I said to the 
Minister in my minute of 28th March, 1895, practically the same.
1365. Are not these three schemes summarised in the papers all variations of the Monier system ? No.
1366. Are the schemes all concrete? Well, No. 2 has brickwork in it, I think; but it is practically
concrete. ’
1367. Through all these three schemes does not the iron rod run which makes the Monier patent? No.
1368; Then why have they here f-inch wrought-iron bond rods in No. 2? They have, but it is not the 
Monier system.
1369. Are they not different kinds of the Monier system ? Certainly not.
1370. Jl'Ir. Parkes,~\ Mr. Bagge says :—

These designs are herewith submitted for the consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief, each design with an open aque
duct carried upon arches and piers. The aqueduct, or main carrier, is capable of discharging 11,000 cubic feet of sewage per 
minute, which is equal to two 6-foot diameter outfall sewers, running three-quarters full, with a gradient of 1 in 2 000.

The sewerage aqueducts have hitherto been constructed here in such a manner, method, and of such materials, that any 
competent tradesman, in his special line, obtainable in the Colony, could do the work.

Now, however, as it is a matter of the greatest importance to reduce the cost of the works, there seems to be no other 
way of accomplishing this object but to adopt for this Colony a more or less experimental system of construction for these 
aqueducts—of increasing the spans of arches, introducing arches with joints, of constructing the whole in concrete, and of con
structing the ichole of the work of concrete and mortar and iron.

In the old Home countries these novel systems of construction have caused in the commencement failures, owing to the 
works being carried out by more or less inexperienced and untrained engineers and artisans; hence the various State Govern- . 
ments ■would not entertain and construct works on these novel methods until special companies established themselves, who 
made it their special business to carry out such works with artisans who had had time to gain the necessary experience, and who 
had been practically and specially trained in the construction of such work.

_ B 'vas on'v to such companies that works, which are termed purely and simply specialities, were entrusted, after they 
had given adequate security for the faithful, careful, and competent execution of same.
Now let me refer you to what you say in your minute of 28th March, 1895 :—

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plans submitted by 
Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the 
Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewerage farm 
estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, as well as on the Department’s designs. .
Tou will see that there is not the slightest doubt about the three plans being upon the Monier system, 
and about their being made to compare with the office work ;—do you not see now that they are all upon 
the Monier principle? No.
1371. Then why did you report to the Minister that they were ? I did not.
1372. Did you not say when plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewer to the sewage farm 
estimates were made for the work upon the Monier system, as well as upon the Departmental design ?
So they were. Tou will see from the papers that No. 2 scheme, which is being carried out, was estimated 
to cost £6 16s. lT3d. per lineal foot, and that the Monier arch scheme was estimated to cost £6 Gs. 8‘3 
per lineal foot.
1373. Did Ahearn’s plan include twelve 18-inch diameter 30-foot long piles, rubble-stone packing at top 
of piles, 3 feet deep, &c. ? I think so. Tou can find out exactly from the specification.
1374. ’Will you swear that that is so ? * No ; but my impression is that that was his scheme.
1375. Will you swear it definitely ? Not without seeing the plans.
1376. At this point I should like to ask you when your son left this Colony ? About five weeks ago.
1377. On what date? Some little time before the opening of Parliament, I think.
1378. Tou do not recollect the date ? I could not say from memory.
1379. Was it on a Friday or a Wednesday ? It was on a Wednesday he left. I should say it would be 
this day five or six weeks ago.
1380. On the 1st May was he not entertained by the North Shore Cricket Club at a dinner? I should 
not like to give a definite date.
1381. He left four days after that, did he not ? The entertainment to which you refer was on a Saturday 
evening, and my son left on the following Wednesday.
1382. Are. you sure it was not on a Saturday he left ? No ; he was to have gone on the Saturday, but 
the boat did not go.
1383. Parliament met on the following Tuesday ? I think so.
1384. Did you tell Mr. Toung that he left some months before the meeting of Parliament? No. [Vide 
Appendix No. 13.]
1385. Then how came Mr. Toung to tell the House so ? He made a mistake in saying months; he
should have said weeks. .
1386. As a matter of fact it was not even weeks—it was only days? I do not know how Mr. Toung 
came to make the mistake. It was a slip, and I told him of it afterwards.
1387. I understood you to say just now that you had not before seen the documents I handed to you 
containing the schedule of prices and Mr. Griffiths’s letter? No, I had not.
1388. Did you not take them from this room on Wednesday last, in order that a copy might be made of 
them? No.
1389. Tou did not then peruse them ? No.
1390. It is a most singular thing that when I saw them last week they had no marks of checking upon
them. Since their return I notice these marks upon them. They must have been made by you or your 
officers ? Why should they be made by me ? • 1391.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

Hickson' 1^91- Tou had not seen the document before you saw it to-day? No ; as a matter of fact I had not.
Upon inquiry, I may say that I found that my son received notice from the contractors that his services

3 June 1896. wou^ n°t be required upon 1st April, and that he left here on 6th May.
’ 1392. If you look at the contract plans of No. 101 contract, signed by John Ahearn, you will see that

there are no iron tierods ? That is not the second scheme. [ Vide Appendix A.]
1393. The second scheme is not John Ahearn’s contract? No. .
1394. Did you not say just now that it was ? I said it was one of these contracts. As a matter of fact 
the plan to which you refer is not Ahearn’s;—it is McSweeney’s.
1395. And it is not on the Monier principle ? No.
1396. Did not Mr. Bagge take out these No. 1, 2, and 3 Monier arch tests on no particular job ? They 
were taken out in connection with the extension of a contract which was afterwards let to McSweeney. 
The plan before you is the plan from which they were taken. [Vide Appendix No. 8.]
1397. This is not a signed plan at all ? The original is not here yet, but it will be sent down.
1398. There is a foot-note to this effect in Mr. Bagge’s report:—“ Mr. Ahearn’s present outfall sewer, 
Contract No. 101, if calculated for two sewers of 6 foot diameter would cost £10 16s. Id. per lineal foot”? 
That note refers to the last paragraph of the report, I suppose.
1399. Sis Sonor.'] Was that calculation made upon a triplicate sewer? This report refers to the three 
different schemes which actually were not in existence. This foot-note of Mr. Bagge’s applies his calcu
lation to another contract that actually was in existence. [Vide Appendix B.]
1400. But what is the meaning of the words, “ If calculated for two sewers of 6 feet diameter ”? Your 
Honor had better ask Mr. Bagge, I think; I confess that I do not understand it, and I never did.
1401. Mr. Parkes.'} The plan was drawn in your office, under Mr. Bagge ? Yes. You are referring,

■ I suppose, to No. 2 scheme, with a price of £6 16s. lid. per lineal foot. That is not on the Monier
principle. There is not an iron tie-rod in the arch in that case.
1402. In your minute of 28th March, 1895, you say, “ When plans were being prepared for the extension 
of the sewers on to the sewage farm estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, as well as 
on the departmental design. The result was that the estimate for both works was practically the same. 
Applying that comparison to this case it would mean that the departmental estimate for the work under 
consideration would be £22,000.” That is a concrete work, is it not ? Yes.
1403-4. In the original scheme which you prepared for Johnson’s Creek and White’s Creek the aqueducts 
were concrete and brick ? Yes.
1405. There is a vast difference between Contract No. 77 and Contract 112, as submitted ? Not a great 
deal of difference.
1406. You were supposed to be advising Mr. Young upon the difference between cement composite work 
and brick, stone, and concrete, as contained in your original plan ? Yes.
1407. Then naturally the comparison would hare to be made upon similar Government work as applied 
to the Western sewerage contract ? Perhaps I could set this vexed question at rest by giving at once 
the actual estimates in both cases.
1408. You told Mr. Young that the work would come out at £22,000 in both schemes ? Yes.
1409. Presumably the western suburbs sewerage scheme would be a similar work, brick, stone, and 
concrete, would it not? Not necessarily.
1410. Why not ? The difference between brickwork and cement is not very great. There is not so very 
much difference in cost.
1411. Here is a schedule upon which the contractors are being paid, showing thousands of pounds of 
difference? I do not know where you get those figures from, but I see from the document that blue- 
stone concrete was put down at £2 10s., and brickwork also at £2 10s. a yard.
1412. In the schedule for the Monier arch in connection with Contract 77 the items are reduced so much 
that applying the figures of the department in their original scheme for stone, brick, and concrete, there is 
a reduction from £22,000 to £15,000. There can be no doubt that the comparison you pointed out to 
Mr. Young would not have brought the cost of the scheme under the Monier principle up to £22,000 ? 
What I said to Mr. Young is absolutely correct. In making the designs for the extension of this sewer 
to the sewage farm I compared the Monier system with the concrete arches, and they came out as I show 
here to all intents and purposes the same. 1 applied the same test to the Johnstone’s Creek design, and 
I maintain that I was perfectly right in doing so, although in one case there was brickwork and in the 
other concrete because the value of brickwork and concrete under these circumstances is practically the 
same.
1413. Is there any comparison between No. 2 scheme including twelve 18-inch diameter 30 feet long piles, 
rubble stone packing at top of piles 2 feet deep, &c., and your original scheme for the aqueduct in con
nection with No. 77 contract? This only applies to the arches. The foundation is common to both. 
The arch in the one case is to be of concrete, and in the other case of brickwork. As 1 have already told 
you the prices for concrete and brickwork were actually the same, that is, £2 10s. a yard for each. I say 
therefore that the comparison was a perfectly fair and justifiable one.
1414. Are you aware that you had bluestone concrete in the No. 2 scheme for the western sewerage set 
down at £2 2s., whereas an alteration was made to £2 10s. Would not 8s. a yard over the whole work 
come to a great sum of money? No. The arches are a very small part of the concrete.
1415. Does the bluestone concrete go through the foundations too? No; that is another class of concrete.
1416. Will you explain your report to Mr. Young since you base it upon No. 2 scheme ? I cannot do 
more than I have done. I have explained exactly how the comparison was made, and I think it was a 
fair one.
1417. Sis Sonor.} I understand that all these three schemes are schemes of construction involving the 
use of concrete instead of brickwork in the arches—is that so ? Yes.
1418. And that the third of them only is the one which is properly describable as the Monier system ? Yes.
1419. And that the Monier system as well as the others involves the use of iron ties? All three systems 
involve the use of iron ties? Not in the arches of No. 1 and No. 2. There it is only in the superstructure.
1420. It is only in the Monier system that iron is used in the arches themselves ? Yes-.
1421. Is that a peculiarity of the Monier system ? Yes.

- 1422. Mr. Parkes.} Is that the only peculiarity? Yes; it is a combination of iron and concrete.
1423. Sis Sonor.} It is a svstem of concrete construction as applied to arches ? Yes.

" 1424.

38
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1424. M/r. Parlces.'] Ahearn’s contract for the western sewerage was carried out upon these plans, was it R. P.
not ? Yes. ' Hickson.
1425. And per lineal foot, it ran at about £10 16s. Id., did it not ? No. If calculated for two sewers of „ C ^Tsor
6 feet diameter, Mr. Bagge says it would cost £10 16s. Id. 6 June’ • '
1426. If calculated for three, it would amount to more, would it not? I presume so. As I have said I 
never could understand this foot-note of Mr. Bagge’s. Mr. Davis himself cannot understand it.
1427. If you could not understand it, why did you make use of it in your report to Mr. Young ? I never 
did use it. I used the comparison of the three schemes which have nothing whatsoever to do with that 
paragraph having reference to John Ahearn’s No. 101 contract. I prepared three alternative schemes 
for the extension to the sewage farm. Nos. 1 and 2 as given in these papers were for concrete arches, 
not on the Monier system. No. 2 scheme as shown here is estimated to cost £6 16s. ll'3d. per lineal foot. 
Calculations were made for a scheme giving exactly the same carrying capacity of sewer upon the Monier 
system which is scheme No. 3 in these papers. That is estimated to cost £6 6s. 8-3d. per lineal foot.
You have said that I am comparing two concrete structures, whereas in the case of the Johnstone-street 
sewer I am comparing a concrete structure with a brick structure, and I say that there is no difference 
between brick arching and concrete in that case, as they are of the same price. Those are the simple 
facts.
1428. While brick arching and concrete are put at the same price, the sandstone concrete in the substituted 
scheme at 2,350 yards is reduced to 1,800 yards, and the bluestone concrete is reduced from 590 yards to 
300 yards. The entire brickwork to the extent of 2,020 yards is reduced, all except 150 yards being taken 
out. Now where is the comparison ? First; of all I do not know the quantities of which you have spoken 
are taken from there. I do not know anything about it, or by whom it was done. Mr. Darley will, 
perhaps, be able to explain it. -
1429. I want to know upon what estimate you arrive at the value of the quantities specified in connection 
with the Monier scheme ? On these estimates.
1430. On which ? On the No. 2 and No. 3 schemes. *
1431. You have not McSweeney’s signed contract plans, have you ? No.
1432. If Carter, Gummow, & Co., or McSweeney would undertake to reduce the cost of your original 
scheme by 28-j per cent, upon Contract No. 77, would not that reduction have to be made in respect of 
the Monier system if the quantities and material were less? Not all through ; certainly not.
1433. Why not? Because there is no concrete in that specification. That would apply to the Monier 
arch concrete, and that is a special composition. Although it is called concrete it is not concrete proper.
It is 3 to 1 I think.
1434. His Honor.] In the composition is the stone left out ? Yes ; it is much richer and more expensive.
1435. Is it lighter ? The specific gravity would be lighter.
1436. Would it be as tough ? Tougher; the more cement you put in the better the concrete. You can 
have cement 1 to 8. In the Monier arch it is 1 to 3.
1437. The other material being sand ? Yes.
1438. You say that the concrete used in the Monier system is a 3 to 1 composition ? Yes.
1439. Mr. Parlces^ A special bluestone concrete was proposed to be used in your original scheme ;—3 of 
broken metal, 2 of sand, and 1 of cement ? That is so.
1440. In your reports to Parliament on 19th December, 1895, you said that this composition would cost
from 80s. to 90s. ? Yes; £4. ‘
1441. As a matter of fact it is being paid for now at the rate of 70s. ? I do not know ; the estimate was 
actually made out on 80s. I did not know that it was being paid on 70s.; if so, it is close to my estimate.
1442. Except the reduction of the other material I have named, and the taking away of the brickwork, 
the only other change in the Monier arching is in regard to special bluestone concrete, which is altered 

.from 1,000 to 1,050 yards of this composition ? All the arch work.
1443. But I mean the only change in solid material other than the arch work ? I do not know. I do not 
know what the quantities are.
1444. His Honori] Do you wish to make any further statement upon the evidence you have given ? No, 
not unless there is anything your Honor does not understand in regard to the comparative estimates.
1445. Mr. Gummow.] As to the estimates of 80s. or 90s. for mortar, what does that include ? It includes
all the net work of iron which comprises the Monier patent. .
1446. Do you know, whether as a matter of fact, the 70s. referred to by Mr. Parkes includes the arch ?
I do not know. I never saw the figures before.

FRIDAY, 5 JUNE, 1896.
Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson, recalled and further examined:—

1447. His Honor.] I think you must have been in error, on Wednesday, in some of your answers—I
notice that in a minute of the 28th March, 1895, you say, “ When plans were being prepared for the 
extension of the sewers on to the sewerage farm, estimates were made for the work on the Monier system 
as well as on the Department’s design”;—beyond Mr. Bagge’s report of the 21st September, 1894, which is 
a sort of comparative estimate of three systems, one of them being the Monier system was any other 
estimate made showing the relative cost of the Monier or any other system to the original scheme of the 
Department ? Yes. '
1448. What estimate was that ? It is shown here in the first and second schemes.
1449. Here we have Mr. Bagge’s estimate of the comparative cost of the three schemes which I under
stand are radically different from any scheme which has hitherto been adopted by the Department ? Yes.
1450. I mean, of course, any scheme of sewer aqueduct ? Yes.
1151. Beyond that estimate, was any other estimate made by the Department comparing the Monier 
system in cost with the designs of the Department ? Yes ; there was the estimate in connection with the 
Department’s design.
1452. What I want to know is whether the estimate made by Mr. Bagge, on 21st September, 1894, was 
the only one made. I suppose plans accompanied it which compared this system of constructing arches in 
either concrete or compo. with the Department’s former system of constructing arches of brickwork ? Yes.

1453.

K. E. P.
Hickson.

5 June, 1896.
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R. R. P. 1453. But these are the only estimates? Tes. . A1 0
Hickson. 1454. Upon that comparison you will see that the standard used was Ahearn s outtall sewer Contract 1U1.

No. That is where the mistake comes in.
5 June, 1896. js yy,ere ally difficulty in understanding what Mr. Bagge meant when he says at the commencement

of his report, “ Three designs are herewith submitted for the consideration of the Engmeer-m-Chief, each 
design with an open aqueduct, carried upon arches and piers. The aqueduct or main carrier is capable ot 
discharging 11,000 cubic feet of sewage per minute, which is equal to two 6-feet diameter outtall sewers 
running three-quarters full with a gradient of 1 in 2,000.” Then, at the end of the report, he says, 
“ Mr. Aheam’s present outfall sewer Contract No. 101, if calculated for two sewers ot 6 teet diameter, 
would cost £10 16s. Id. per lineal foot.” Ahearn’s outfall sewer was a contract, I understand, m which
there were three pipes of 6 feet diameter each ? Yes. m; i i i j r
1456. Then, when he says here that Mr. Ahearn’s present outfall sewer Contract No. 101> it calculated lor 
two sewers of 6 feet diameter, would cost £10 16s. Id., it means that he made a reduction below the 
estimate of the Department for the cost of Ahearn’s sewer, assuming that Ahearn s sewer was reduced 
from throe to two carriers. On that basis, although Ahearn’s cost would be something more than 
£10 16s. Id. per lineal foot, a two-carrier sewer would come to approximately that ? Tes ; apparently so.
1457. Did you not, when you read Mr. Bagge’s report in the first place, understand what he 
meant. It seems to me to be very clear ;—did you not understand that he meant to take Ahearn s sewer 
as the basis—as the sewer representative of the Department’s work already designed that he meant to 
take that as the basis of comparison to see how much would be saved if a sewer to carry the equivalent 
of two 6-feet diameter carriers were substituted for the sewer designed to carry the same quantity ot 
sewage on the principle already in use by the Department? No ; it has no application whatever to that. 
Ahearn’s contract was a pipe sewer ; the other was an open aqueduct.
1458. But was not the open aqueduct system one which had not hitherto been adopted tor sewerage by 
the Department? No ; it was on the sewage farm long before I took charge of the Department.
1459. Before Ahearn’s contract was let ? Yes ; six or seven years ago, before any of the plans ot the
western suburbs sewerage were in hand. _ , , , , .
1460. Do I understand that the principle of open aqueducts carried on a concrete arch had been m use 
before Mr. Bagge wrote his report ? Yes.
1461. On concrete arches ? Yes.
1462. Then this system which Mr. Bagge was alluding to in his report was not a new system, except in so 
far as the Monier arch was concerned ? That is so.
1463. What then was the comparison which I understand you wished Mr. Bagge to make when you
asked him to write this report? It was as to what would be the cheapest way of extending the sewer 
into the sewage farm as an open aqueduct; and to arrive at a conclusion he made the three plans which 
you have here, and gave three estimates in connection with them. ,
1464. The plans you produce were attached to the estimates, I suppose ? Yes. No. 1 scheme is for a
concrete arch; not on the Monier principle in any way whatever. . _ o -w at o
1465. It is constructed, I believe, upon the system of Boad-Engineer Koch, is it not. res. No. 2 
scheme is very much the same. It is a concrete arch also, but with a little difference in the expansion 
joints, which is a matter of detail. No. 3 scheme is tho Monier system pure and simple, but No. 2 scheme 
is that which we actually carried out in this extension. It is M‘Sweeney’s contract, No. 112.
1466. Did not M’Sweeney’s contract No. 112 involve the use of brick arches? Concrete arches.
1467. Only concrete arches ? Yes. , • j a
1468. Passing away from that for the present, it is not disputed, I suppose, that the comparison made by
Mr. Bagge is correct—that is the comparison with Ahearn’s contract No. 101 ? I hardly understand what 
he meant, because it was not applicable in any sense. I do not really know why it was brought in. 
Perhaps he will be able to tell you himself. . .
1469. When Mr. Bagge made out this report, what particular sewers or extensions had you m contem
plation at the time ? The extension into the sewage farm, No. 112 contract.
1470. Not anything which was afterwards evolved in Contract No 77? No; as I say, they are two
different kinds of work. ,
1471. At any rate, the comparison which Mr. Bagge makes is, on the face of it, with Ahearn s outtall
sewer Contract No. 101 if calculated for two sewers of 6 feet diameter ? His comparison between No. 2 
and No. 3 schemes is the only comparison which applies to the case. _ _ . .
1472. At all events, Ahearn’s scheme was one which did not substantially differ, except in regard to its 
carrying capacity ;—it did not substantially differ I mean from the plans of the Department for Contract 
No. 77, upon which tenders were called for ? That is a different style of thing altogether. Ahearn s 
contract is for a three-pipe sewer.
1473. But it is carried on brick arches with the concrete which is generally used ? Yes.
1474. The pipes I understand are in concrete—they arc formed in concrete ? Yes.
1475. There is no iron cylinder ? No.
1476. It is simply a concrete carrier resting on a brick arch? I ought to explain that what we had under 
consideration was simply an open carrier.
1477. Is there anv substantial difference in cost between Ahearn’s contract plans and the plans drawn by
the Department for Contract No. 77, so far as Contract No. 77 applies to the building of a closed 
aqueduct ? Ahearn’s would be much more costly. ^ ...
1478. In No. 77 the plans involve not an open aqueduct but an oval carrier ? No ; I think it is open.
1479. I mean the original plans ? Yes ; I see it is closed in that case. I thought it was open.
1480. They provide for an oval section instead of a circular section, but that I suppose would make no
appreciable difference in cost ? Not much difference. t
1481. Am I not correct in suggesting this—that the Department’s plans for Contract No. 77 and the
Departments plans upon which Ahearn worked, although for aqueducts carrying different quantities of 
sewage, were practically in cost the same, although differing in detail ? I should have to go into the 
matter in detail if I were to reply to that question. _
1482. You see they both involve brick arches, which is one radical distinction between them and the 
other systems ? Yes ; but the cost of the two would be pretty much the same.
1483. Is there any radical distinction between Contract No. 101 and Contract No. 77, as far as the
Department’s plans are concerned, in the cost of the aqueduct work ? No ; I do not suppose there would 
be very much difference. 1484.
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1484. Do you not observe that Mr. Bagge has made an estimate which shows that comparing the Monier B. E. P. 
system with Ahearn’s for a similar carrying capacity the Monier system is as 1 to Ahearn’s l-7 in cost— Hickson, 
a very substantial difference ? I suppose it would be.
1485. In your letter of 5th April, 1895, you say that the part of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender which ^unp’ 
applies to the aqueduct work comes out at £9,000, that being the proportionate part? Yes.
1486. That applies to the tender of £15,757 ? Yes.
1487. Out of the £15,757, £9,000 would be for the aqueduct work on this estimate ? Yes.
1488. Reduced 28| per cent, below your estimate ? Yes.
1489. Now, the work they were to do for the £9,000, according to their estimate, was work, I understand, 
which would cost approximately the same as would work which was involved in Contract No. 101. Your 
plans for No. 77, on which they tendered, and your plans for No. 101, upon which Ahearn tendered, 
were practically plans involving tho same cost ? Yes ; very much the same.
1490. They tendered for work which wras the same as that which Mr. Bagge has taken into consideration 
here, which he utilised as a sort of standard upon which to compare the Monier system and the other 
somewhat similar systems—that is so, is it not ? Yes.
1491. Then what I want to know is this—as between the country or the Department and Carter, Gummow,
& Co., ought not that sum of £9,000 really to have been divided by T7 in order to arrive at the proper ' 
reduction which ought to accompany the substitution of the Monier aqueduct for the Department’s 
aqueduct as part of Contract No. 77 ? Perhaps the best way to answer all this would be to give you the 
actual estimates of both designs.
1492. What I want to ascertain from you is this : If you reduce the amount of £9,000 in proportion to 
that reduction of cost which Mr. Bagge mentions in his report you will bring it down to £5,294 ;—dividing 
it by 1'7 : you will then have a difference of £3,706 ;—now, is not that a fair calculation in endeavouring to 
arrive at what ought to have been the difference between Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender for the work done 
upon your plans and their tender for the work to be done upon the Monier system ? That is going upon 
the assumption that £9,000 is really the value of it. As a matter of fact the £9,000 was put high for a 
special reason, and the calculations we have since had made would show the exact cost of both schemes as 
applied to No. 77.
1493. At the time you wrote this letter, however, you took the sum of £9,000 as being correct ? Y'es, as 
approximately correct.
1494. At the time you advised the Board of Reference you also took the £9,000 as being correct ? Yes.
1495. You mention, in fact, the sum of £12,000 as the sum which it would cost the Department to renew 
that portion of the sewer which was built upon the Monier system ? That estimate includes all the ’ 
taking down which might be involved.
1496. Did it not strike you,having read Mr. Bagge’s report which had been made only some six months before, 
and which you alluded to when you wrote your minute of 28th March, 1895,—did it not strike you to make 
a calculation to see whether the amount of £15,500 was really a fair tender, being only £257 below the 
tender made upon the basis of your much more expensive plan ? No, it did not, because, as I say, I was 
comparing No. 2 and No. 3 schemes. As a matter of fact, what has taken place since will show that I 
was correct.
1497. How does No. 2 scheme come into the issue at all ? No. 2 scheme has no relation to the plan of 
No. 77 contract, inasmuch as No. 2 scheme is founded upon a totally different principle—the principle of 
an open aqueduct carried upon concrete arches, while No. 77 is a closed sewer carried upon brick arches ?
The cost of closing a single sewer like that is very light, because you can make your walls so much 
thinner, and, besides that, there are all the iron braces which go on to the top of the open sewer. These 
will make it come to nearly the same price as a closed sewer. There is really not very much difference in 
the cost. '
1498. Is there not really a substantial difference between the cost of an elaborate and remarkably strong 
and good brick arch, such as you see in the Department’s design, and the cost either of concrete arches 
or of composite arches containing iron lattice work? Not very much, because the concrete and the 
brickwork are at practically the same price.
1499. Then how did Mr. Bagge arrive at the conclusion that tho Monier system was very much cheaper 
than No. 101—that it would actually cost so very much less than your plans as they appear in Contract 
No. 101 ? I cannot tell you how he made that out. All I know is that the estimates which we prepared 
show very little difference in the cost of the two.
1500. At the time the No. 77 plans were prepared I think you said you had had some of this concrete- 
work done ? Yes.
1501. Were you then in your own mind comparing the concrete-work which you had had done with the 
cost of No. 77, as prepared by you? No ; because the concrete-work to which I referred was not done 
by me at all.
1502. TJnder whom was it done ? Under Mr. Bennett, the late Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Io03. The concrete-work you are speaking of is on an aqueduct leading out to the sewage farm ? Yes ; 
from the Botany side.
1504. Then we come back to this, that what you really had as a basis for your calculations and the basis 
for your report was Mr. Bagge’s report? No; what I had iu my mind was the comparative estimates 
made upon the two schemes submitted to me.
1505. The two schemes submitted to you being No. 77 and the Monier scheme? No. The alternative 
schemes for extending the carriers into the sewage farm according to the plans which I have here.
1506. Those are the plans, I presume, attached to Mr. Bagge’s report ? Yes.
1507. But they were plans upon which your Department had never worked. You had had no experience 
of them ? Not at that time.
1508. They were new ? Well, Contract No. 112 was upon one of these plans.
1509. When was Contract No. 112 carried out? Immediately after this report was made.
1510. Then in working upon Contract No. 112 the quantities were all taken out and estimates were 
made ? Yes.
1511. Then if plan No. 112 did not prove to be very much cheaper than the work you had formerly been 
doing it could not have tallied with Mr. Bagge’s estimate, because, according to his estimate, No. 2 scheme 
ought to have cost very much less than the brick arch or closed sewer work which l\34d formerly been done 
by the Department ? It would cost considerably less.

140—R 1512.
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R; R. F. 1512. How much less ? Well, some of the outfall sewer work was very heavy indeed. I could not say
. how much it came to per foot, but it would come to considerably over this amount.

5 June 1896. 1513. But do I understand that when you said the cost of the two schemes would be about the same you
’ * were then comparing the Monier with No. 2 scheme in Mr. Bagge’s report ? Tes ; No. 77 was not

thought of at that time.
1514. But the No. 77 plans had been prepared ? Not when this report of Mr. Bagge’s was made.
1515. But when you said that the estimate of both works was practically the same you meant that the
estimate for the work done under what we will call scheme No. 2 of Mr. Bagge’s report and the Monier 
scheme were practically the same ? Tes. . .
1516-1517. But the plans of No. 77 as designed by the Department were absolutely different radically 
different—from No. 2 scheme of Mr. Bagge’s report ? They were not radically different. There was 
brickwork in the arches instead of concrete, but you can hardly call that a radical difference, because the 
cost is practically the same. The sewer in the one case was an open one but it was tied strongly across 
with iron bars, and, as a matter of fact, we have found from working that the cost of that is almost equal 
to the cost of filling up with concrete. The difference would be very little indeed.
1518. Then we come back to this—that the cost of scheme No. 2 has been really proved to be the same 

' as the cost of No. 77, as proposed by the Department, and as No. 77 and No. 101 are practically equally
expensive then Mr. Bagge must have been utterly wrong when he said that No. 2 would be so very much 
cheaper than No. 101 ? When I say that they would cost the same, I mean the same cost per cubic 
yard. Ahearn’s No. 101 Contract is a great deal more substantial, and there is a great deal more 
material in it than in Contract No. 77, so that per foot run there would be a great difference in cost.
1519. Ahearn’s is a more expensive contract because it is a bigger one P Ido not mean because it has
three carriers, but the work is much more massive in Ahearn’s case. .
1520. Much more massive than in Contract 77 ? Tes. .
1521. Unnecessarily massive ? Tes; unnecessarily massive. By that time we were reducing the 
massiveness of our sewers. Some of them we found were too heavy. There was a waste of material.
1522. Where would the waste come in in No. 101 in comparison with No. 77 ? There are enormously 
heavy foundations and very heavy piers. The arch is a very heavy one, and the body of concrete is much 
more substantial than in No. 77.
1523. In proportion to the weight to be carried ? Tes. r j o t
1524. When was the experiment made in the case of the road culvert to which you have referred . I 
could not tell you the date now, but I could obtain it.
1525. Was it before or after you wrote the minute I have quoted ? Before that. _
1526. Was it a true Monier arch that was put in in that case with open work ? Tes ; but not with open
work above: that forms no essential part of the Monier system. . . . ' .
1527. It is the introduction of iron lattice wmrk which makes the radical distinction between the Monier
and other descriptions of concrete and compo. work ? Tes. .
1528. Mr. Parkes.'] I should like to ask wdiether you let the contract to McSweeney upon the Monier 
system, or upon the No. 2 scheme reported upon by Mr. Bagge r On the No. 2 scheme. _
1529. After McSweeney had tendered for the No. 2 scheme, did you not write to him stating that he 
must adopt the Monier system and pay 15 per cent, upon the cost ? No.
1530. Will you swear that you did not ? Tes. .
1531. Tou swear that you did not write to him telling him that he must adopt the Monier system . I 
did not.
1532. Did you write to him at all concerning the Monier system? He asked me if he would have to pay 
the patent fees, and I said “ Certainly not.”
1533. Tou did not instruct him that although your plan was drawn in accordance with No. 2 scheme 
reported upon by Mr. Bagge, he must, nevertheless, adopt the Monier system? No.
1534. Tou did not write to him words to that effect ? Certainly not.
1535. Tou have sworn that the dimensions of No. 101 are greater than the dimensions of No. 77.. Will 
you kindly measure off the dimensions in the plan—take first the piers ? In the first place I said that 
the foundations were heavier and wmre more costly than were the foundations in No. 77. That, of course, 
is apparent from the drawing. In the second place you wTill see that there are very heavy footings in the
piers- • • i i £ a ■
1536. What is the width of the piers, as marked upon your plan 101 ? The footing is here of 11 ft. 6 m.
across. _
1537. What is the average ? Tou cannot average in a case of this kind ; some are 8 ft. and some are 
11 ft. 6 in. In the plan of No. 77 there is one footing which is 10 ft. and others are 4 ft.
1538. What are the abutments in No. 77 ? There are some 14 ft.
1539. And your intermediate piers there are 10 ft., are they not ? Tes.
1540. What is the width ? Seven ft. 10 in. Allowing the same width on the inside of the pipe as on the
outside, the pier would be 9 ft. 6 in. in the case of 101. ' .
1541. What is the average depth of the piers from the spring of the arch to the heel of the foundation? 
Bour ft. down to 15 ft.
1542. What is the average depth in the case of plan 77 ? They run from 4 ft. to 25 ft. ; you cannot take
an average. . .
1543. Is it not a fact that the thickness of the piers, as shown by plan 77, is 5 ft. 6 in. ? I do not think
they would go as much as that. o -nt
1544. Are not the piers upon plan 77 greater in carrying capacity than the piers upon plan 101 . Not 
taking the whole of the piers together.
1545. Take the three designs reported upon by Mr. Bagge, of which plans were prepared, was any one of 
them built? Tes.
1546. Built absolutely from the plan ? Almost exactly. The contractors’ plans are taken from the plan 
before you.
1547. Have you had any conversation with Mr. Bagge this morning? No.
1548. Can you produce the plans of the sewer you have’ mentioned which was built under Mr. Bennett ? 
I should think they would be with the Water and Sewerage Board. I have never seen them. _
1549. Mis Honor.] Tou did not take them into consideration ? No ; I never saw the work carried out.
I only know there are arches in it. 1550.
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1550. Mr. Parlces?^ Did you not swear that No. 2 scheme reported upon by Mr. Bagge was based upon B- B. B. 
Mr. Bennett’s scheme ? No, I did not. Hiekson.
1551-2. Pis Ponor.] Do you wish to make any explanation upon the questions which have been asked you?
I do not know that any explanation is requisite. Of course, I put in the three plans upon ■which the 5 Une’ 
three schemes mentioned in Mr. Bagge’s report were prepared, and upon which three estimates were 
made out.
1553. I understand you to say in point of fact that Ahearn’s plans were wasteful plans ;—you mean as to 
cost, I suppose the use of a large quantity of unnecessary material ? I would not go so far as to say 
that. No doubt as we went on with our sewerage works we saw where we could save a good deal of 
material, and we did so.
1554. As between Contract 112,101, and Contract 77, what you say is that you have effected a substantial
saving ? Yes, reducing considerably the cost of the work. "
1555. Was that done by reducing the co-efficient of strength or by keeping up the co-efficient of strength 
and reducing unnecessary material ? Yes ; we found that keeping up a sufficient co-efficient of, strength 
we had a large margin to go upon.
1556. Do you still say that you really did not understand the note appended to Mr. Bagge’s report ?
I did not take it into account at all, because I was comparing two open aqueducts. Why the question of 
a triplicate closed sewer should be brought in was, to my mind, quite unintelligible.
1557. I understand that No. 2 scheme of Mr. Bagge’s report had been worked upon then ? No, it was 
worked upon as the result of the calculations then made.
1558. It had been worked upon before you wrote this minute ? Yes. '
1559. There was only an interval of six months ? Immediately after Mr. Bagge’s report had been
presented the contract for No. 112 was got into hand on the basis of No. 2 scheme. '
1560. And it was in the working out of the quantities that vou came to certain results ? Yes ; the results 
are shown on plans No. 2 and No. 3, which I have put in/
1561. After arriving at these results the office drew the plans of No. 77 ? Yes. ■
1562. In drawing the plans of No. 77 were the plans under scheme No. 2 in Mr. Bagge’s report borne in 
mind in any way ? We bore in mind the result of our researches as to the cost of work upon No. 2 scheme.
1563. You had it in mind then that, as between No. 2 scheme in Mr. Bagge’s report and No. 77 there 
was not much difference;—is that so ? There was not very much. I have had the estimates all run out 
accurately since, and I can show you how they come out.
1564. How was it that in No. 77 the office did not go in for another experiment upon the basis of No. 2 
scheme, but preferred to adopt the old system? We did not exactly adopt the old system, because in No.
77 we reduced the cost of our work.
1565. I mean so far as the brick arches and the closed carriers are concerned ? The brick arches and
concrete represent practically no difference in cost. ,
1566. Was it that you had concluded that brick arches if not connected with unnecessarily expensive 
work were practically no more expensive than concrete ? There was very little difference in cost.
1567. bo it was in your mind that only schemes Nos. 2 and 3 were to be compared;—although in fact
No. 3, a different system from No. 2, was under comparison, what was really in issue as between the 
Department and Carter, -Gummow, & Co. was a comparison between No. 77 plans and the Monier svstem 
in No. 3 ? Yes. "
1568. But you say that in your mind the comparison between the aqueduct work involved in No. 77 and 
the Monier system were the same as a comparison between scheme No. 2 and the Monier system ? Yes.
1569. Because with the increased saving in your designs foj’ aqueducts you had brought down the cost to
something practically equivalent to the cost of No. 2? Yes.
15/0. Whereas in Ahearn s Contract No. 101 the cost had been much greater than the cost of scheme 
No. 2? Yes. 6 .
1571. That is you explanation ? Yes.
1572. Do you understand, then, that Carter, Gummow, & Co. were working on the basis practically of 
Mr. Bagge s No. 3 estimate in carrying out the work they were to do ? On very much the same basis.
1573. That basis brought the cost down to a little less than the cost of No. 2 ? ' Yes.
1574. And you looked in the future to being able to reduce the cost still lower bv reducing the quantity
of material used ? Xes. ~ i j

1575. Yery much below the quantity which appears in scheme No. 3 ? Considerably less. This is not
mere' theory. I can show you what was actually done. You will see in the book I hand you an illustra
tion of a bridge which has actually been built. The span is 121 ft. 4 in., and the thickness of the crown 
is only 6f in., whereas our Monier arch at Johnstone’s Creek has a 75-ft. span and is 12 in. thick.
1576. What weight is the bridge to which you are referring calculated to bear ? The bridge I have shown 
you was tested on 14th November, 1890, in the presence of the President of the Zurich Association of 
Engineers, firstly, by submitting it to an evenly distributed load over one half of the arch, equal to 61 lb. 
to the square foot, and no measurable deflections could be recorded. It was secondly tested by a moving 
load of 5 tons being drawn across the bridge, when no vibrations were recorded by the gauges on the 
loaded or unloaded portions of the bridge, which results were considered satisfactory.
1577—8. This was, as a matter of fact, an experiment;—you thought it would involve no serious risk, and 
that there would be no extra cost, and that although there would be a small saving only at present, it 
would probably lead in the future to a great saving, because you contemplated reducing the quantities of 
the material used ? Yes. But with regard to what you say as to the risk, there was absolutely no risk 
at all, because we put the whole responsibility upon the contractors. Most modern engineers believe in 
this system, and I wanted it introduced without any risk to the Department. Although the saving in this 
particular structure is practically nothing—that is, only about £200—I am quite satisfied from informa
tion which I now have from what has actually been done and from calculations which have been run out, 
that we shall be able to adopt this style ot bridge at a very considerable reduction in the cost of the works.
1579. Mr. JParkesJ\ Why, when the Department was calling for tenders for, Contract No. 77, did vou not 
call for tenders upon two schemes—one upon the office plan and the other on the Monier patent P I con
sidered the question, and I came to the conclusion that it would be better not to do so, because calling 
for tenders upon the Monier principle would be leaving it in the hands of only one firm of contractors to 
tender.

1580.
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R. R. P. 1580. This contract is being paid for on the identical items in your original plan so far as brick archwork 
Hickson, jg concerned ? As I have told you before, I do not know anything about that.

1581. Was not the schedule I now hand you prepared by you ? Certainly not. 
une’ ‘ 1582. Were these corrections ? Certainly not.

1583. But as regards the printed form ? Yes.
1584. In making a comparison between the two schedules—that is, the corrected and the uncorrected 
one, you see that the printed form is the same ? Yes.
1585. Take No. 1;—that is paid for at 2s. per cubic yard ? Yes.
1586. The next item is paid for at 7s. per cubic yard ? Yes.
1587. And the next at 6s. per cubic yard ? Yes.
1588. And the next at 57s. 6d. per cubic yard ? Yes.
1588-g-. Take No. 9 ;—that is paid for at the rate of 20s. per cubic yard ? Yes
1589. Item No. 11 is paid for at the rate of a shilling per cubic yard ? Yes.
1590. And item No. 13 at 4s. ? Yes.
1591. 14 at 12s. ? Yes.
1592. No. 18 at 4s. ? Yes. ••or 4.
1593. You see that the two documents compare as to the amounts to be paid for quantities ? I see that 
one item has been changed from £3 to £3 10s.
1594. But the items I have just quoted are not connected with the Monier arch ? No.
1595. Therefore they are common to both the Monier scheme and the plan prepared by the office ? I do
not know. I did not prepare the two schedules. .
] 596. Are not these the identical items in the original tender form for Contract 77 ? It speaks for itself ; 
the figures are the same.
1597. Seeing that you received a tender reducing each of these items 284 per cent., why should they now 
be paid for at the original office rates ? You had better ask the engineer who arranged that.
1598. Did you not prepare this contract ? I did not fix these prices.
1599. Did you not advise Mr. Young that he might accept the contract because it would be at the same
cost ^ ¥ es
1600. Why did you not report to Mr. Young that 284 per cent, should be taken off those items which 
had not to do with the Monier arch ? Because I did not think it should be taken off.
1601. But is it not a fair thing, in the interests of the country, when you invited tenders at a certain rate 
below the office values that it should receive the benefit of those reduced rates P It was a lump sum 
contract. These figures are used only for progress payments.
1602. The office, in order to pay for this contract, divided it into schedule form ? Yes. I did not do that.
1603. You wish to throw all the blame upon Mr. Darley ? I do not wish to throw blame upon anyone, 
but I will not take any blame which does not belong to me.
1604. Had you no correspondence or communications with Mr. Darley as to the fixing of these schedules 
prior to your advising the Minister ? Certainly not.
1605. Have you since that date had any communication or talk with him as to these schedule rates ? No; 
I had not seen this document before the last day I was here.
1606. You cannot tell how that exact sum of £15,500 which tallies so well with this amended quantity 
list was made up ? Certainly not. It is a lump sum without any schedules or rates attached to it at all.
1607. Did you ever wait upon an architect named John Kirkpatrick in order to advocate the use of this
Monier system in a building in Moore-street ? No. , .
1608. Did you interview him and ask him to substitute the Monier system for his arches in the building 
of the Mutual Life Assurance Company of New York ? No ; I have no recollection of speaking to him 
on that subject. We have spoken about many professional matters, but I have no recollection of asking 
him to introduce this Monier patent.

C. H. 
Ohlfsen- 
Bagge.

5 June, 1896,

Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge sworn and examined :—
1609. Mr. Parlces.-] You were an engineer in the Public Works Department P Yes; but before I give 
anv evidence, I should like to explain that when I was coming to Sydney last night upon His Honors 
subpoena, I was told that I was the instigator of this inquiry. With His Honor’s permission, I should 
like to give that a point blank denial. I am not at all interested in either party, or in either side ot the
case. . _ ,. .
1610. How many years were you in the Department ? Pifteen years. I am an engineer ot standing in 
the Colony. I am well known in the profession, and I have carried out various large works.
1611. When you were in the Department you were directly under Mr. Hickson? I was first under
Mr. Bennett, and latterly under Mr. Hickson. .
1612. Did Mr. Hickson ever request you to make a report on what is called the Monier patent ? Yes.
1613. Did he give you verbal instructions, or did you have an interview with him concerning it? Not 
specially, as far as I can recollect on this subject. Of course we spoke about the matter. _
1614. When you made your report you submitted three plans ? Yes ; three plans were sent in, but they 
were not all drawn under my direction—that is to say, the plan for the Monier scheme was not.
1615. Who did that ? A gentleman in the office named Baltzer. _
1616. Was he not one of the holders of the patent ? Yes ; I recollect now that Mr. Hickson instructed 
me at the time to be modern in my designs, and we then prepared several designs on the latest principles. 
One of these was a concrete arch which had been recently constructed in Ofermany and which was 
considered a novelty.
1617. That was No. 2 scheme, mentioned in your report? Yes. .
1618. Did you base your design in that scheme upon any wsrb in the Colony ? No.
1619. Did you tell Mr. Hickson that you based it upon Boad-Inspector Koch’s design ? Yes, I think so.
He was the man who built the works at home. _
1620. You based your design upon bis work ? Not exactly ; because bis bridge was simply a road bridge, 
while our bridge carries an aqueduct. I ought to explain that on the continent when professional 
men bring forward anything which is apparently new the Government will not entertain any patent. 
They do not exactly put their foot down upon it, but they say, “you must form a strong company
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and give us sufficient security.” I may tell you that the Grovernment in G-ermany forced the cement n^*1H- 
manufacturers to form a union, and it was only from this union that these arclies would be allowed to be Ohlfsen- 
constructed. ■ 3 ^
1621. Did you compare your quantities for these three different schemes with John Ahearn’s work only ? g june jggg,
No—yes, 1 think we did. ’ ’
1622. You did not make any comparison with a sewer running through -Botany? No; I think we 
compared only with Ahearn’s contract.
1623. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Hickson concerning any Botany sewer ? I do not think 
so. I cannot remember it.
1624. What is your opinion of the saving which would be effected as between the original office plans and 
the proposed plans on the Monier system ? I can scarcely recollect what the saving is. I think the 
report states it.
1625. The report embodied your opinion upon that point ? Yes.
1626. And the intention of the report was to convey that opinion distinctly to Mr. Hickson ? Yes.
1627. Did he understand it ? I think so. "
1628. You were in the office when M‘Sweeney’s Contract No. 112 was started ? Yes.
1629. Were any of these schemes adopted for M'Sweeney’s job ? I do not exactly recollect the trans
action, because when the plan leaves me and the tender is accepted the matter does not go through my hands.
1630. His Honor.'] What is your recollection of what took place ? I think one of the designs was 
adopted, but unless I saw the plans I could not say.
1631. Mr. ParJces.] If you saw the plans of M'Sweeney’s contract you could tell ? Yes. There was
such a lot of work going through my hands that, of course, I am liable to get mixed up concerning the 
different plans. *
1632. On 14th March, 1894, the tenders for Contract 77, at Annandale, would be in your hands ? I 
suppose so.
1633. The original document before you is your report is it not ? Yes.
1634. At the end of your report you say, “ I think it would not be advisable to construct at the outset a 
work of such importance on the Monier principle” ? Exactly.
1635. It was your opinion that it would not be safe to construct the work upon a risky patent ? Exactly.
1636. Do you know how the lump sum of £15,500 was made up ;—was any schedule produced ? I never 
saw it to my knowledge. I was only informed unofficially that the design had been accepted.
1637. Was any schedule made up in the office do you know ? We made no schedule up, I am sure of that.
1638. If any contractor tendered 28| per cent, below the original office schedule prices, do you not think 
it would have been proper to take that 28^ per cent, off the schedule in the case of the Monier scheme ?
As far as I can recollect, the Monier scheme was a special offer from the contractors to the Government.
They tendered for our work, and handed in at the same time a design of the Monier principle.
1638-j. Will you look down the altered quantities in the document I hand you ? Yes.
1639. If you had known that the quantities of the Monier would be so much reduced upon the original 
design quantities you would have recommended that it be not adopted, except at the reduced prices ?
I could not honestly have done so. I would have recommended the department not to try the Monier 
system.
1640. Did you ever observe closely the substituted plans for Contract 77 on the Monier system ? I
think I have seen them. ■
1611. Who prepared the plans ? Mr. Baltzer.
1642. Was he in the office then ? Yes.
1643. Did you pay any very close attention to the plans? I did not. I informed Baltzer that Mr.
Hickson wanted a Monier design. I said, “ Now, Baltzer, here is your chance. Mr. Hickson wants a 
Monier design. You, as an expert, can draw it.” He replied : “ Yes, Mr. Hickson has told me so.”
1644. In the light of your engineering knowledge, do you not think that there would be considerable 
saving in the Monier as compared with the office design? That is a very questionable thing. You must 
not forget that the Monier system has to be carried out entirely by experts, and it has to be proved 
whether the experts we have in the Colony will be successful in carrying it out. I sincerely hope they 
may be. I hope for the sake of all concerned it may turn out to be a success. I could not say at present 
whether there would be a saving on the design or not. Perhaps I ought to tell you that the Monier 
system was first started in Erance.
1645. On what date ? I think the office has known the Monier system since 1888. It was started in 
Erance; then, a German engineering firm went to Erance and made arrangements with the Monier 
Company to sell them the patent, and to give them all the necessary information so that they might start 
works upon the principle in Germany. Another firm took out the patent in Austria. There were thus 
the three patents in existence. The German Government, when they were approached with reference to 
the building of works upon the principle, said, “ We cannot introduce any work in the nature of a 
patent. If we did so, it would create a monopoly, and we cannot do that. We will not exactly put our 
foot down upon it, but we must have very substantial sureties concerning it. A strong company must be 
formed, and they must take all the responsibility. We, as a Government, cannot do any more in the 
matter.” The Governments of Erance, Germany, and Austria would not adopt the patent. They 
thought it impracticable to carry it out by the ordinary builders and contractors, and that being so, I did 
not think I was justified in leading the Government of this Colony into what, according to the best 
knowledge I could obtain from home upon the subject, might have been endless trouble. 1 do not think 
we were justified in assuming that we had specialists here who would be prepared to carry out works on 
the principle.
1646. What is your opinion of the arch, supposing the iron grill were not in it? If the iron were not in 
it the Monier arch would tumble down.
1647. You notice that according to the plan in this case it would be exposed to the weather ? Yes.
1648. There is great porosity in concrete ? Yes.
1649. And in rainy weather it would become soaked with water, would it not ? Erom what I have been
able to read of the latest news from home concerning this system, it has been very highly spoken of 
by the institutes of civil engineers in Germany, Austria, and Erance. It has been discovered that the 
cohesion between the concrete and the iron is so great as to create a force enabling the patentees to use 
the system very generally. 1650.



46 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

1650. Is it not much cheaper ? That is another question. It would he lighter, and it might in some 
instances be cheaper ; but if that result is to be obtained all the cement used must be of equal strength, 
and we cannot guarantee that in respect of the cement we have to use here. Speaking of my fifteen 
years experience in the Sewerage Department, I am in a position to say that the home manufacturers try 
to “ do us ” continually in the matter of cement. We had to make constant endeavours to counteract the 
effects of using bad cement. You can understand a great risk under such circumstances attending the 
adoption of the Monier principle.
1651. Of what thickness would the iron be in these arches ? It would be only i inch iron. .
1652. If the iron were wet for any period would not the rust affect the rods ? No ; I think not. It has 
been estimated that the concrete adheres to the iron with a force equivalent to from 400 to 500 lb. to 
the square inch.
1653. Iron inserted in stone or in concrete has been known by rusting to break the stone or concrete to
pieces, has it not ? It may have done so in stone where it has not been surrounded by concrete; but 
when clean iron is put into cement, when all the rust is first taken off, then the cohesion of which I have 
spoken sets in, and that constitutes the immense strength to be found in the Monier system. ■
1654. Sis Sonor.~\ Supposing any damp got through the concrete,—would the presence of the cement in 
immediate contact with the iron stop oxidation ? If you use the best quality of cement it would- set 
instantaneously on to clean iron, and you have then produced an immensely strong structure in which 
you will not have to contend with oxidisation.
1655. Supposing the bond to be perfect, but supposing also that moisture does slowly percolate through 
the cement, has experience shown that in such a case the iron oxidises at any rate, or does the opposite 
result ensue—does the iron remain unoxidised ? If the iron oxidised it would prove, in my opinion, that 
the cement was not good.
1656. You think then that the moisture would not get through good cement ? I think not. I believe 
the Monier people are constructing water-pipes of the same material.
1657. Mr. Parkes.l Will not a 3 to 1 compo. absorb water P I should think so. The plans which I 
have seen from Europe do not carry an aqueduct. In this instance it is intended that an aqueduct should 
be carried. Not only is there that difference between the two cases, but you have here a very severe 
climate. You have immense heat on one side and comparative coolness on the other side of the structure, 
and what effect those conditions will have upon such a structure as the Monier arch it is difficult to fortell.
1658. Will you look at the section and tell me what size are the bolts which tie the side plates of the 
sewer chafinel ? They are three-eighths bolts. '
1659. A very small bolt ? Yes. •
1660. How far is it from the bottom of the invert of the sewer to the bolts you are looking at ? Only
about an inch or two. .
1661. Is the lining of the sewer cement ? It is cemented when the work is finished.
1662. Would not the damp, from the constant running of the sewer, rust away the iron bolts ? Not if the 
cement is good.
1663. It all depends upon the adhesion of the cement to the iron ? Yes.
1664. Have you never seen iron bolts or hooks taken out of cement because they have rusted away ? If 
so, I should say they were put in dirty.
1665. You think everything depends upon the iron rods being put into the cement thoroughly clean ?
Yes ; and on the cement being thoroughly good. ■
1666. Do you not think the Monier system is a most risky structure in comparison with a plain brick arch, 
with stone abutments, and with concrete ? I have said already that I do not conscientiously think we 
have specialists here who could undertake work of this kind. I know how the thing originated in the office. 
Mr. Baltzer claimed to be a specialist. In speaking to him about the matter, I said “You are not a 
specialist. You have merely received an advertising pamphlet from your brother, who is a schoolmaster in 
Europe. Upon this pamphlet you have taken a patent. If you were asked to calculate the strength you 
would not know how to do so. You are a clever young fellow and you have not long left the University. 
You are a clever man in many respects, but you have not had that practical experience in these matters 
which would entitle you to call yourself a specialist.”
1667. What is the width of the arches as shown on the plan from centre to centre? 82 feet 10 inches.
1668. Now, will you look at the original plan and tell us the distance between the centres of the arches ? 
52 ft. 3 in.
1669. Sis Sonor.'] Do you mean from centre to centre, or are you taking the span ? The span.
1670. Mr. Parkes.-\ Will you tell us how many extra piers are needed for the construction of the office 
design as compared with the Monier scheme ? There are twenty piers in the office plan and fifteen in the 
Monier scheme.
1671. Does not that make a considerable saving on the Monier patent? It may; it depends upon the result.
1672. I am referring to the saving in the cost of construction as between the two plans ? It is very 
difficult to say what the saving would be.
1673. There is less material, is there not ? Yes; but there is a great difference in the quality of the 
material.
1674. Does not the patent consist only in the change in the arch ? It consists of many things. Its success 
will certainly depend upon getting special cement. In constructing an arch upon the Monier system it is 
necessary to start at both ends and not to leave off until the arch is finished. The work must be carried 
on night and day until it is completed. No dry joints must be left.
1675. Have you had a look at the work at Annandale since it was started ? Only from below.
1676. Did you notice whether the arches were being built in the manner you have described ? I did not 
go there for the purpose of inspecting them.
1677. Are they building them in the manner you have described ? I could not tell.
1678. Are they not building them arch by arch ? I think they are.
1679-80. Mr. Qummow.~\ I understand you to say that the arches must be built altogether ;—what do you 
mean by that ? What I mean to say is that you have to start a number of arches at the same time. You 
also have to start the cement work from both ends of each arch simultaneously. The work must continue 
until it is closed in the centre. It must go on night and day. It will not do to have any dry joints. 
There must be no joint in anypart of the structure.
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1681. What is the effect of building one arch in ioto to-day and building another arch in to,to to-morrow ? C. H. 
Supposing you build one arch to-day the pier is not built to resist the thrust of the adjoining arch ; it Qhh3®1!'
is simply built in conjunction with all the other piers to hold the top structure. If you are going to Basge' 
construct arch by arch you must run the risk of toppling a pier over, or causing a crack in the structure. 5 
1682-3. His Honor.'] But is there any appreciable thrust before the centerings are taken out? The ’ ‘
moment the centerings are taken away the thrust is there.
1684. But I understand that the centerings are left in the Monier system for some months after the 
entire work is finished ? Yes ; so they should.
1685. And when the centerings are in there is no thrust? You cannot tell; it is difficult to say. The 
secret of the Monier system, speaking from what I have read—and I can only speak from what I have 
read—is this, that you must have a number of arches commenced at the same time from each abutment, 
the whole structure going gradually forward and preventing the leaving of any dry joint.
1686. If you built one arch and completed it, and afterwards started another arch and completed that, a 
dry joint would be left between the two arches, that is to say, one part of the material would be dry 
before the other material was applied to the adjoining arch ? Yes.
1687. There is a joint in this system at the centre of each pier, I understand, and that is filled in with 
another different material ? That is another German system.
1688. The Monier system does not involve these joints ? No. It is one continuous structure. It is upon 
much the same principle as the Americans build their big “ sky-rakers.” They are built of steel lattice
work, and this is enclosed in concrete. There is a great difficulty in getting work of this kind done from one 
end to the other honestly and conscientiously.
1689. Mr. Gummow.] If one arch is built and completed to-day, and another arch is completed say
to-morrow, you say that that would be dangerous to the stability of the structure ? It might be. ’
1690. If the centerings are left in ? I am not prepared to say. It might be.
1691. In calculating the amount of thrust upon the piers, is not the whole calculation taken out with the 
weight of the carriers—with the weight of the sewage in them—and not upon the arch alone ? That is 
quite right; but if you build arch by arch you get dry joints, and one of the difficulties of the Monier 
system is to avoid those joints.
1692. In the case of the arches, which are being built in Contract 77, is no joint provided for in the 
whole length of them ? The work should be continuous.
1693. Hs Honor.] I understand that No. 3 scheme is held by you to be an improvement upon the Monier 
system? Yes.
1694. Mr. Gummow.] “Will you look at the plan of Contract No. 77 is there no expansion and contraction 
joint shown upon it ? None are shown as far as I can see.
1695. Supposing the arch to be built, and the centering to be removed, is it possible to calculate whether 
the pier would be sufficiently strong as an abutment to resist the thrust ? It is difficult to calculate; I ' 
think it was specified that not less than five or six centerings should be used at a time.
1696. Why ? So that when one set of arches was completed the centering might be taken out and put in others.
1697. Do the centerings act in such a way as to take away the danger of thrust in the case of any 
particular arch? Decidedly, if the centerings were put in carefully they would do so.
1698. You have been down to the contract at Annandale ? I have been there once or twice ; I was there 
on other business.
1699. As a matter of fact, did you not go over and have a look at it with young Mr. Hickson ? I was
there with young Mr. Hickson; I looked at the work from down below. ’
1700. Did you notice at the time whether the arches had centerings in them ? I did not take much notice.
1701. His Honor.] Are you certain whether any of the arches which you saw was standing without its 
centering in it ? I could not say ; I did not go there for the purpose of inspecting the work.
1702. Mr. Gummow.] Did you not, in the course of your evidence to-day, say that the arches would tumble 
down if they had not the ironwork in them ? I should think so ; the Monier arches would tumble down.
1703. Then what is the meaning of this paragraph in your report: “ In order to meet this difficulty, the 
radius of the 75-ft. span arch of scheme No. 3 had to be so selected that the centreline of forces should 
always keep within the middle third of the arch ring” would that arch tumble down if that were done ?
Yes, it might. '
1704. If the centre line of forces were kept within the middle third of the arch ring ? The centre line
of resistance in the Monier arch did not, in this ease, keep within the thickness of the arch, so we had to 
draw it thicker. '
1705. Do you know whether the centre line of resistance will keep within the middle third of the arch
ring ? We tried to make a calculation, but the key was not given us, and we could not arrive at any 
conclusion which would warrant us in saying that it was absolutely correct. '
1706. Then what do you mean by the paragraph of your report which I have just read? Well, I was '
just saying that we tried to make a calculation and could not do so. •
1707. Hs Honor.] The paragraph which Mr. Gummow has read has reference to your own scheme, I 
take it, which is said to be an improvement upon the Monier system ? Yes.
1708. Mr. Gummow.] Were you able, in making these improvements, to calculate that the centre line of 
resistance would keep within the middle third of the arch ring ;—you could not calculate that in reference 
to an arch of this kind designed by someone else, could you ? We tried to do so, but we found that the 
key of the calculation was not given. Mr. Baltzer said he could easily calculate it. We got at a result 
in a roundabout way, but we could not guarantee it.
1709. His Honor.] Is the plan of the third scheme before you the drawing which you sent into 
Mr. Hickson with your report? This is apparently a tracing of "the plan drawn by Mr. Baltzer; I could 
not accept any responsibility in connection with it.
1710. The tracing before us would be made from Mr. Baltzer’s design ? I presume so.
1711. The original plan would contain the same writing on the top of it? 1 should think so.
1712. This plan is not the original which you sent to Mr. Hickson with your report concerning the three
different schemes ? I cannot say. ■
1713. Mr. Gummow.] In face of your statement to-day that if the iron were not in the arch it would 
tumble down, you will see from the plan that the arch is made thicker, and you so calculated your radius 
that the centre line of force was to be kept within the middle third of the arch ring. Under those

conditions
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I should think so if it were

conditions is it likely that the arch would break down ? That is the question. Of course the arch has 
been made thicker as vou say, hut we cannot guarantee the calculation.
1714. His Honor.'] In making these calculations did you take into consideration the eftect ot the iron
generally, or did you take that out of the calculation? We had to leave that out of the calculation. 
We had not the formula to connect the two things together. .• j.t. j. ii. u
1715. When you had your co-efficient of stability, you calculated it upon the assumption that the arch
was built of compo only ? Yes. '
1716. The iron came in as an extra ? Yes. u i j -r n -u.
1717. Mr. G-ummow?\ In your third design, then, you calculated that the arch would stan i ui
without iron? We had orders to save moneyas much as possible. The thing was done according o 
instructions. As I have told you we were not sure of our calculations being right. We had to get at the 
result in a roundabout way as nearly as we could. ..
1718. You say you calculated this particular curve and thickness so that the centre line^ot forces vsou 
always keep within the middle third of the arch ring;—what I want to know 's would the arch stand i 
tbe line of forces were kept within the middle third ? Yes, it would stand provided it is true enoug .
1719. You calculated your third scheme in accordance with that ? Yes.
1720. If this particular work were designed in the same vray would it stand ?
carried out as required. _ .
1721. It wmuld stand without the iron ? It would stand, according to our calculations.
1722. I thought you said that without the iron the thing would fall down ? What I have been endeavour
ing to point out is that there is a great risk attaching to this style of structure unless carried out by
1723ialH^’ Honor.] Does it not come to this—that if it were not for Monier accidentally discovering that 
the introduction of iron network or hars into a concrete or cement structure made it enormous y s ronger 
you would not have thought of building a structure of this kind at all. Although your calculations show 
a factor of safety of 5’618, still you would not have trusted to that. Does it not come to this—that you, 
as an engineer, do not yet know enough of the system to he able to calculate how much the structure is 
strengthened by the introduction of the iron grill ? That is just what it comes to.
1724. Mr. Gummow.] Is it not possible for a calculation to be made in such a way as to afford a guarantee 
that the arch will not fall down ? We did make a calculation as far as we could, and you have the result.
1725. Is compo. weaker than concrete ? It depends altogether upon what mixture you take.
1726. His Honor.] From the point of view of toughness, not upon the crushing resistance only, but 
taking the breaking strain ? The concrete is more solid.
1727. You say that concrete is a more solid mass than compo. ? Yes. _ .
1728. Mr. Gummow.] Are your calculations in respect of scheme No._3 taken out m compo. or concrete .
They must have been taken out from these plans. The Monier arch is of compo. . ,.
1729. Then you are satisfied now i hat the arch wmuld not fall down if there were no iron in it. According
to our calculations it would not; but I am not certain that it would stand. • • i u -vr
1730. What is the size and number of the piers in this scheme as compared with the original seneme INo.
77? They are in the proportion of fifteen to twenty, I think.
1731. What is the size of the piers ? In the substituted Monier scheme they are 7 ft. 10 in. by id, as
compared with 4 ft. 3 in. by 6 feet in the original plan.
1732. You say that you require to use good cement ? Yes. _
1733. Did you have tests made of the cement when you were in the Department. Yes.
1734. You tested every shipment or parcel which came in ? Yes. .
1735. Would not that test show you whether the cement was good or not? That is very questionable,
because we have found in one shipment different cements. Then, again, one shipment would not be the 
same as another. There is great difficulty in getting good cement. ,
1736. How do they manage to get an equal cement on the continent if you cannot get it here ; why can
not you test your cement here in such a way as to insure an equal quality ? They do not send the best cement 
here. On the continent the whole of the cement manufactured has to go through the State s testing 
machine. You specify there for State cement. The cement would be sent from Berlin, tor instance, m 
sealed waggons and casks, and one cask is just the same as another.
1737. Do they test every cask ? The whole of the cement is tested. . , ,
1738. Does not the Sewerage Department test the cement, taking a test out of every fatty casks do they
not go into elaborate tests to prove the consistency of the results of the tests for instance, it you take 
out a test here and there out of every fifty casks in a shed, and if the tests go to show that the cement m 
itself is good and that it is consistent, what more do you require ; is not that satislactory . 1 do not
think so. In the case of some works we have tested the cement and in some shipments we have tound 
two different kinds of cement with exactly the same label. I am not now speaking ot your firm. I am 
sneaking generally of the trouble which we have had in connection with cement. By some extraordinary 
manipulation two different kinds of cement have been mixed together under one brand, lhat illustrates 
the great risk that you run in adopting these modern structures which depend upon an equal quality m 
the cement. Upon the continent you have a different condition of affairs because the State guarantees 
the cement, but here you have to deal with cement which you obtain from the market, and the dealers
will do you if they can. . . , , ■
1739. But if the cement is put into bond and the Government tests it as they do here, and we get it out
of bond, is not the cement practically as much guaranteed by the State as it is on the continent. Certainly 
not. I would not trust the tests here for more than the casks actually tested.
1740. But is it not practically a State test which is made here ? I would not guarantee one cask apart

1741. Do you know how an iron and cement structure would expand or contract? The materials 
counteract each other; the combination has been very highly spoken of on the continent.
1742. In this particular instance the iron network has simply been adopted as an additional security.
I told you that we had not the key in making our calculations, and that is why we made the arch so thick, 
that it would hold itself without the iron. Theoretically it is so, but I am not sure ot the result. ,
1743. You calculated the arch without the iron ? Yes. _ . . ., P
1744. You say in vour report the wrought-iron network was mainly to be laid m as additional securny .
Yes. ‘
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be likely to take 
and the cement.

1745. Ton have nothing against our firm P No.
1746. Have you not often said that you would not like to see the Monier system used by any contractors, 
but that if it were to be tried by any firm you would be quite satisfied we should give it a trial P I 
believe honestly that if any firm here would give it a fair trial it would be your firm. I would entrust 
your firm with this experiment before any other.
1747. So satisfied are you with our work ? Yes.
1748. Tou said that Mr. Hickson told you to be more modern in vour ideas ? Yes.
1749. But he gave you no clue whatever as to the formula to be adopted in this case ? No ; all that we 
had to go by was the description in pamphlets.
1750. Are there such things as formulas in connection with the Monier system ? Yes.
1751. Do you know of any persons in the Colony who have them ? No.
1752. When you were asked to be more modern in your ideas, you were not, as a matter of fact, in touch 
with modern formulas ? We used to get the latest information from Home every year.
17o3. Is it likely that the patentees would let you know all their formulas, and give them to you ?
Certainly not. J
1754. Do you think they would give or sell them to anyone ? I doubt it.
1755. Are you satisfied that no oxidation sets in when iron is bedded in cement? The iron may oxidise, 
but, as I have pointed out to you, the secret of the system consists in the cohesion existing between the 
cement and the iron.
17o0. Sis Sonor.As to the question of oxidation, you cannot possibly say whether, in course of time, 
by very slow action, the whole of the bars of iron might not get oxidised right through ? From what I 
have read of the criticisms of the Grerman Institution of Civil Engineers that would not b 
rrH secret of the system lies in the extraordinary cohesion, between the iron
The G-erman G-overnment do not adopt this system. They simply say to the patentees, “ If you are 
going to carry out this patent in such and such a work you must put down 75 per cent, of the value in 
cash securities. After the work.has stood one year 50 per cent, of the contract money will be paid you.
After it has stood for the second year another 25 per cent, will be paid you. After it has stood for the 
third year you will get the balance with your security.” You will see from that that the State thinks 
there is some risk m the system.
i vro’ vi7-Ci 0:s:^se^ through of course its effect upon the structure is lost ? Yes.
• -rh ™Sard exPansi011 a,n(i contraction experience I believe shows that the expansion of the 
iron with an increase of temperature does not crack the cement? It does not. The chief- danger I saw
1^7ror118*8!?0? WaS ™1S ^ Seen system applied only to bridges, not to an aqueduct above it.
17oJ. Is not the presence of running water in relation to the changes of temperature one of the best 
elements there could possibly be is it not likely really to keep the temperature from changing very 
much , would not the changes be likely to be less than if the running water were not there ? True ; but 

must not forget that the sewers do. not always run full. They will be running during the daytime at 
cUiterent heights of flow. At certain times you will see a small rivulet at the bottom. At other times 
you will see a foot or two, and at other times they will be brim full. Between these times the structure 
is exposed to the varying temperature of our climate, and the constant changes in the depth of the water 
are a severe test to the channel.
1760. But that is not so bad as in Central Europe so far as maximum and minimum changes are 
concerned . At all events the Governments of Central Europe will not accept it as a system for general '
structure, and I am afraid that if it is adopted here generally we shall one day have to pay the piper.
1/01. Mr. (xummow.\ What do you mean by its adoption in general structure? I mean that the 
Governments do not generally adopt the system in constructing public works. .

5° no*;.use 'k generally in bridge work? No ; the Continental States will not do so. 
tv n°^ States there allow it to be used? No ; except under the conditions I have named.

1/04. JJo they not allow it to be used for road bridges, railway bridges, and overhead bridges? Only 
under tne conditions I have stated. o j
1765. But it has been allowed to be used ? In certain places, but not generally.
1766. Mr. ParkesJ] When you came into this room this morning you said you had been accused of
putting away the Department ? Ido not not wish to mention any names, but I heard so. I was highly 
aSbOiiisiicci. *

1767. Did you ever speak to me before to-day ? I think some fifteen years ago.

MONDAY, 8 JUNE, 1896.
Eobert Eowan Burden Hickson recalled and further examined :—

1768. Sis Sonor.'] I want you to explain ’exactly under what circumstances, when, and for what reason n r p ' 
the change was made m the system of calling for tenders—you understand the change I mean ? Yes. Hickson. 
Ihe contractors had been in the habit of what is called rigging their tenders—that is to say, they made an /— 
estimate of what they thought there would be an increase upon, and vice versa, and arranged their prices ® Jane, 1896

T-liat H the sys.tem which formerly was adopted, and which is still adopted in this Colony, 
with the exception of works m the Harbours and Eivers Branch and the Sewerage Construction Branch.
1 saw that this would lead to difficulties in ascertaining the actual cost of the work, and I altered the 
system to one under which the Department fixes the prices, and allows the contractors to tender at the 
rates named, or at a percentage above or below them.

?° y0U ren?em^er t^le ^ate °f fh®* change ? I could not say, speaking from memory, the date of 
the first contract let under the altered system. .
1770. Was this change made by the Minister upon your suggestion, or what was done how was the 
new departure evidenced ? I made the change myself.
1771 Was there anything in the form of a new rule which appears in writing anywhere in the Depart- 

/.wereTaS Wrl,tmg' 1 made tte change myself upon the first contract after I had
i 6 * a Cha^ge 1woulld be advisable. I could not tell you the exact date, speaking from memory.
1772. Did you make the change after consultation with the Minister, or was it your own idea entirely ?

':^le change after consultation with the supervising engineer, not the Minister.
1773. It was not necessary you thought to consult the Minister ? No. ' 1774

140—G '
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1774. Had you in your mind at the time you made the change any special instances of obviously absurd 
ic son. prices which had appeared in tenders which had been sent in ? Tes ; I had a good many prices in my 

8 June"-J896 mincl at the time. '
’ ’ 1775. Were there any more absurd on the face of them than a penny per yard in the case of the subducts,

or £50 for a square yard of bluestone pitching—I mean the prices given in respect of Contract 69 ? A 
penny per yard was not an absurd price for the subducts.
1776. Certain subducts were to be built according to the specification of the office, and they were
tendered for at Id. per yard ; would not that be an absurd price ? That is not the whole price of the 
subducts. There is a charge under other items, irrespective of the Id. per yard. _
1777. Will you Explain them ? The subducts would also have to be paid for under the heading of 
excavations at 27s. 6d. per yard.
1778. What other items would come in in connection with the payment of these subducts ? There would 
be hand-packing, but that is a small item. Practically, excavations would be the only other item.
1779. Then what does the price tendered for subducts actually cover ? The pipes.
1780. And the packing round the pipes ? Ho ; the packing round the pipes would be charged for under 
the heading .of hand-packing.
1781. Then the Id. per yard would be for the pipes only ? Tes.
1782. But the pipes would be worth a great deal more than Id. per yard, would they not ? Tes ; but the 
whole price of the subducts would come to about 12s. 2d., instead of Id. per lineal yard for a 0-ineh pipe, 
and that is a fair price.
1783. That would be for the whole thing ? Tes.
1784. Including the excavations ? Tes.
1785. The contractor, if he tenders at Id. per yard, is paid for the excavation, is he ? Tes.
1786. In addition to whatever price he may tender at for the subducts ? Tes. .
1787. What would be a fair price to allow for the value of the pipes ? I suppose 6d. per foot would be 
about the value of them.
1788. I notice that in this case the other contractors tendered at a very great advance—I forget now 
what it amounts to ? Tes ; but their price for excavations is low, so that the ultimate price for the sub
ducts does not vary so very much.
1789. With regard to the other price I mentioned, £50 a square yard for bluestone pitching, that is 
ridiculous ? It is absurd.
1790. Was that one of the items you had in your mind when you altered the system of tendering ? Tes.
1791. It was not so much the subducts then which struck you as being an absurd item as the other item 
I have mentioned ? Tes, so far as this particular contract is concerned. But, of course, there were other 
contracts where the same thing would come in to a greater or less degree. There was the adjoining 
contract of Carson. Timber piles were put down at 5s. The value of them would be about 3s. It 
turned out that a great quantity of them were required, so there was a big profit on that item. Then 
there were other items which were absurdly low. Bor instance, in the contract we are now dealing 
with the timbering was also put down at Id. per cubic foot. I presume the contractor thought that 
probably there would be very little of it.
3792. What would be a fair thing per cubic foot? About 2s. 6d. _
1793. I understand that the system proved to be very unsatisfactory going right through the various 
contracts? Tes.
1794. And for that reason—that it left an opportunity for pointing—you considered it advisable to 
change it ? Tes. I may mention that in the case to which I alluded just now the contractors made a 
very bad hit. In the case of the timbering put down at Id., the estimated quantity was 9 cubic feet, and 
I see by the final voucher that the contractors were paid for 9,918 feet.
1795. So that they made a considerable loss upon that item ? Tes. I suppose they lost-about £900.
1796. Tou concluded, therefore, that the fairest plan would be to take off an estimate of each item, and
to let the contractors tender at, above, or below it at a fixed ratio ? Tes. I think that is the proper way 
to do the work, though of course none of the contractors liked the change. _
1797. It was a new idea so far as your experience goes ;—it had not been adopted in the other Colonies ? 
I do not know of any place where it had been adopted before. As a matter of fact, I know that it is not

1 adopted in the Bailway Department in this Colony.

Justin McSweeney sworn and examined:—
What is your occupation ? I am a contractor.
Tou have carried out various contracts for the Department of Public Works ? Tes. _
Tou carried out a contract at what is called the sewage farm—I mean Contract No. 112—did you 
I am doing it now. "

What is the contract price for that work ? It is at schedule prices. I think it runs somewhere 
between £17,000 and £20,000.
1802. When tenders were called for that work, did Messrs. Carter, Q-ummow, & Co. tender? It is very 
likely they did, but I am not sure. I think Carson was the next tenderer to myself.
1803- Did Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. not put in a tender on the Monier system ? They may have 
done so. I do not know any of the particulars of that system.
1804. After you had signed your contract, was any approach made to you by the officers of the Depart
ment with the idea of your substituting the Monier system for the original plans? No communication 
was made to me by the Department, but previous to the acceptance of the contract I received a letter in 
relation to the Monier system. It was not, however, from the Department.
1805. Prom whom was it ? Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
1806. ITis HonorHave you that letter ;—what have you done with it ? I probably gave it to one of
my clerks. _
1807. Mr. Parkes.'] Will you have it sent to His Honor if you still have it ? Tes; Mr. Strong, who is in
my office, will have it if anyone has it, and he could produce it at once. _ _
1808. On about what date did you receive the letter ? I cannot say ; but I received it before signing 
the contract.

1809.

J.MeSweeney. 1798.
,-----—v 1799.

8 June, 1896. 1800.
not?
1801.
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1809. What was the purport of the letter? They said they would expect me to pay them a royalty of J.MeSweeney, 
15 per cent, for the use of some of the Monier plates which were specified in the contract. There were
some Monier plates specified as part of the contract just at the discharge. There were some small arches ® ^ane> 1896. 
there, and that is where the Monier plates were to be used.
1810. Did you communicate with the office ? The first thing I did was to answer Messrs. Carter,
Gummow, & Co’s, letter. I said I had taken the contract from the Government plans, and that I intended 
to carry out those plans. I also said I did not look upon their claim as tenable, and that if they wanted 
to enforce it they would have to go to the Supreme Court, or something to that effect. I am not quite 
sure of the words I used.
1811. Did you appeal to the officers of the Department ? I saw Mr. Hickson, and told him I had received 
this letter, and that I would not pay the amount. I said I should resist it, and he said, “ If there is going 
to be any trouble about it I will strike the bars out.” There were to be only a few Monier arches. They 
would be of no benefit to the work, and I could not see why I should be called upon to pay a royalty of 
15 per cent.
1812. What would have been the total amount you would have had to pay ? If the 15 per cent, applied 
to the whole contract I should have had to pay that percentage on about £17,000.
1813. Did they make their demand in respect of the whole contract ? The impression upon my mind is 
that their claim applied todhe whole contract, but I am not sure upon that point.
1814. Did Mr. Hickson make any effort to persuade you to use the Monier system ? No.
1815. Then you did not use the Monier plates ? Shortly afterwards the work passed into the hands of 
Mr. Darley, and he revised the whole of the plans. He made general alterations in them which benefited 
the work I also called his attention to the matter of the Monier plates, and I told him that if there was 
going to be any claim against me it would have to end in a lawsuit. He subsequently struck them all out, 
and substituted ordinary brick arches.
1816. You were certainly under the impression that the Monier plates were put in with the object of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., obtaining a 15 per cent, royalty from you ? When I tendered for the contract 
I took very little notice of the plates. It was only when I received their letter that my attention was 
directed specifically to the matter.
1817. Was their letter received by you before you signed the contract? Yes.
1818. Were the Monier plates taken out by Mr. Hickson before you signed it? As I have already 
explained to you when I received Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s letter I said I would carry out the plans of 
the Department, and that I would take all the consequences. I told them that if they claimed anything 
they would have to go to court for it.
1819. But it was not until the work came under Mr. Darley that the Monier plates were struck out?
That is so. 1
1820. You complained to Mr. Darley before they were struck out ? Yes. I said that if Messrs. Carter,
Gummow, & Co. enforced their claim it would end in a law suit.
1821. If you had had an opportunity to carry out the Monier system in connection with the Annandale 
contract, No. 77, would you not have done so ? I never saw plans of the Monier system. I do not know 
what it is. •
1822. Supposing the quantities under the Monier system were reduced considerably below the quantities 1 
in the original plan, would you have wanted any more as your payment for the job than the prices 
under your 25f per cent, reduction—I mean the prices at which you originally undertook to construct 
the work ? Provided the concrete were mixed in the same proportions, the price would be the same.
1823. As a practical man, would you not sooner construct a work of three to 1 composition than of special 
bluestone concrete!" I should have to go into that matter carefully before I gave you an answer.
1824. Supposing crushed sandstone is used, is it not then pulverised so that the grain is lost ? Crushed 
sandstone is a good sand. If you get hard sandstone and crush it it makes very good sand for concrete.
1825. But may not certain kinds of sandstone give too great a quantity of loam in the mixture ? Not if 
you get good hard sandstone.
1826. What about top block sandstone ? Of course, some of it would go to powder.
1827. Cement put in loamy sand will make bulk, will it not? Loamy sand, of course, would not be 
nearly so good as coarse gritty sand.
1828. But in the case of sand which has a good sharp grit the cement loses itself in the interstices 
between the grain, does it not ? They bind better if there is a good coarse grain.
1829. And if there is loam the cement does make bulk ? I would not say that; but if it were loamy 
sand it would, of course, be inferior. It would not be so good as gritty sand.
1830. The only portions of Contract No. 77 which could come under the Monier system would be the
arches of the aqueduct and the aqueduct superstructure," would they not ? I have never seen plans of the 
Monier system. " r
1831; Sis Honor.'] Do you know the principle of the Monier system at all ? I have heard incidentally 
that it is the binding of iron with cement, but I have never seen plans or specifications.
1832. Mir. Parkes.] Supposing the work under the Monier system comprised one-third of the whole job, and 
that you had received a contract at a special price, would you expect to be paid 25£ per. cent, in addition .
to what you had undertaken on your contract? You mean that a reduction in value ought to apply also ’
to the portion containing the Monier system. Roughly speaking, I should sav so, but I should not like .
to express a definite opinion without seeing the plans. " ‘ '
1833. Tou feeljsatisfied in your own mind that you could have carried out the contract from the original
plans on No. 77 at 251 per cent, below the prices estimated by the Department? Yes: I am quite 
satisfied on that point. ' u
1834. Mr. Hioksoni] As to the crushed sandstone, you know, as a practical man, that that is the best 
sand that is used ? Yes ; I consider that it is equal to any sand.
183o. As to the contract you are carrying out now, No. 112, do you remember having a conversation 
with me, in the course of which you told me that Messrs. Carter. Gummow, & Co. had made a claim upon 
vou ? Yes. . r
1836. Do you remember what I told you ? You said that if there were any bother you would strike the
bars out. , J
1837. Did they found their claim upon the whole contract price ? I could not say at this moment, but "
that is certainly the impression in my mind. ‘ 1838
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• ^ 1838. Did I not tell you that they could make no claim whatever in respect of any part of the contract
McSweeney. gjCepf; f^at in which the Monier plates were used? Vou might have said that.
s'T^Trqc 1839- You do not remember my telling, you that in the porch of the new building when we had come 
8 Juno, 1890- down in tte l;£t together ? When I said I would resist the claim I remember your saying that you did 

not think the claim was tenable.
1840. Were you to supply the Monier plates? Wo ; they were to be supplied by the Department.
1841. So that if anyone had had to pay anything upon them it would not have been you, but the Depart
ment? The letter I received distinctly asked me to pay the royalty, and I should not have taken any 
notice of the matter except for that. _ t
1842. So far as the Department is concerned your contract was not to make the Monier plates ? .Wo.
1843. Did I not tell you at the time of the conversation to which you have referred that if there were any 
trouble over the patent I would take the plates out of the contract ? Yes.
1844. You distinctly remember my saying that ? Yes.
1845. I understood you to say that Mr. Darley made the change ? Yes.
1846. Because, I presume, the works had been handed over to him; he would naturally be the officer who 
would make the change ? Yes.,
1847. With regard to the material which is to be used in connection with the Monier patent, you know 
that it is not concrete but compo. ? I have never seen the plans at all. I know nothing about them.
1848. As a matter of fact it consists of 3 to l compo., with iron bars 4 inches apart—a network of bars; 
had vou any price in your schedule which would cover work of that description ? None whatever.
1849. Mr. Gummow.'] If you tendered at a lump sum for contracts, would you afterwards expect that 
the Department would supply you with a schedule with 25i per cent, off—in other words, does it make 
any difference what schedule you get in the meantime for the making of progress payments ? If I 
tendered a lump sum for a contract I should take it that that would cover the whole thing.
1850. But would you not require some schedule on which to make your monthly payments? Yes; a 
schedule would be required as the basis of payment.
1851. With regard to sand, I think you said that sand made from hard sandstone would be very good 
what sort of sand would soft stone make? It would be very likely to make bad sand.
1852. In what way ? It would be very likely to crush too fine. You would not have the same grain to
bind with the cement which you would have in the case of a coarse, gritty sand. . _
1853. Have you never seen soft sandstone which would make splendid sand ? I am merely giving you a 
general opinion. I should certainly say that soft sandstone would not make as good sand as would hard 
stone. I have used a good deal of sand from crushed sandstone myself, but I ha\e never seen any inferior
stone ground up. _

- 1 854. Is it not a fact that sand from soft stone may be just as coarse as is sand from hard stone ? ISo ;
I think not.
1855. Why could it not be ? The sand in the soft stone would be more likely to go to powder. You 
would not get as good a grit in it as you w'ould in the case of sand from hard stone.
1856. Take a hill of soft sandstone not going through the crusher, do you mean to say that you could 
not get good coarse sand out of such stone ? As I said before, I am merely expressing a general opinion.
1857. But supposing that sand passes the Government test ? Then it would be all right.
1858. His Honori] You never have experimented upon soft and hard sandstone for the purpose of
testing the relative sharpness of the sand which comes from them ? No. _
1859. Hard sandstone would require to be put under a heavier crusher than would soft sandstone in 
order to break it up ? Any sandstone will crush very readily in a machine.
1860. Can you adjust the machine to the hardness of the stone you are putting through ? You want to 
go more slowly when crushing soft stone than with hard stone. For instance, 1 have put blue metal into 
the machine, and you can go as hard with it as you can get the engine to go.
1861. What you intend to do is to separate the original grains if you can ? Yes ; we want to leave the 
sand as coarse as we can—gritty, lumpy sand.
1862. As to the compo. and concrete—the relative cost of the two for a given block ;—what do you say as 
to that ? I could not express an opinion without going into the matter very carefully; I could not 
possibly express an off-hand opinion.
1863. You have not gone into it, as you are not in the habit of using compo. ? I have never used compo. 
at all, except for rendering—that is, for finishing concrete work, when we sometimes put a five-eighths 
skin of cement on.
1864. That would be a very hard and fine compo. ? Yes; it would make the inside of the sewer smooth, 
and would permit of the water running freely.
1865. You charge for that by the superficial yard? Yes.
1866. So that you have not gone into the question of how much a cubic yard would be worth ? No.

Cecil West Darley recalled and further examined:—
C. W. Darley. 1867. Mr. Parkes] In connection with Contract 69 I would like to ask you a few questions ? Upon 

reading my evidence I find that I misunderstood you the other day. I assumed that your question /40, 
8 June, 1893. and a few of the succeeding questions, had reference to Contract 79, and I answered them accordingly. I 

see from the evidence that your question referred to Contract 69.
1868. Upon what date was the Sewerage Construction transferred from Mr. Hickson? It was transferred 
from Mr. Hickson in March, I think.
1869. Fou took it over in March? Personally, I did not. Mr. Smail took it over upon my behalf I
was absent for some time ; and on my return to the Colony I commenced my duties in this connection. 
That would be about the end of May. _
1870. Was Mr. Davis not in charge as Supervising Engineer at that time ? He was in charge previous 
to the transference from Mr. Hickson to myself.
1871. Is he not Supervising Engineer under you now ? No ; he is now with Mr. Smail.
1872. And is not Mr. Smail under you? No.
1873. In June, 1895, was not Mr. Davis under you ? No ; Mr. Davis was never under me. _
1874. He was under Mr. Smail was he not?’ No; when the sewerage passed from Mr. Hickson it

passed
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passed from Mr. Davis too. Mr. Smail took up the work, and his own engineer acted as supervising C 
engineer. That would be Mr. Griffiths. '
1875. But Mr. Davis continued to have charge of the sewerage after the transfer, did he not? He helped 8
Mr. Smail with his advice. '
1876. But he was still acting as supervising engineer, was he not? He is now, but he was not at the 
time you are speaking of. I never had Mr. Davis under me in connection with sewerage.
1877. Do you mean to tell me that Mr. Davis is not actually supervising the sewerage works ? He has
gone back to it. Perhaps the better way to put it would be that he is again supervising engineer for 
sewerage. Por nearly a year he was not doing so. -
1878. His Honor.'] There were a number of retrenchment changes made, and then followed the big 
retrenchment, under which everything was altered again ? Tes.
1879. Hr. Parkes.] As a matter of fact, when you took over Contract 69 were not all the excavations 
and the packing and lining of the drives completed ? I do not know. I do not think it was all completed.
I did not examine it for some time after I took it over.
1880. Were not the final vouchers paid on the 23rd October, 1895 ? I cannot recollect. I am not certain
whether the final vouchers have been adjusted even yet. . '
1881. Are not the words “ final voucher ” contained upon the document I now hand you ? I think that 
is a mistake. It should read “ Pinal progress voucher,” not “ final voucher.” (Vide Appendix No. 14.)
1882. Can you tell me what work was being done upon the contract when you took it over? The 
Marrickville road trenches were all open. On my first visit they were working underground.
1883. As a matter of fact, do you not allow three months for' maintenance before you pay the final 
voucher? Tes.
1884. The document gives the sum of £54,320 7s. 7d., which is an increase on the original contract ef 
£10,000 ;—is not that the final voucher? I cannot say without refreshing my memory.
1885. Why should it be marked “ final voucher ” ? I noticed the mistake in the printed return. I knew 
that it was only lately that I made up the contract. It was one of the last things I did before I gave up.
I remember asking one of my officers whether a mistake had not been made, and he said that the voucher 
should have been a final progress voucher, but not the final voucher of the contract. That voucher,
I think, has not been adjusted yet, or if it has been it can ouly have been done very.recently.
1886. Coming to Contract 77, you were a member of the Board of Beierence when Mr. Hickson produced
before the Board the original office plans of the contract and proposed to substitute a plan upon the 
Monier system ? Tes. (Vide Appendix G.) .
1887. When that contract was produced before the Board of Reference, did you go into the question of 
the comparative cost of the substituted and the original office plans ? I did not.
1888. Tou took Mr. Hickson’s recommendation as sufficient to guide you? ' Tes ; I had no time to go 
into the matter then.
1889. Afterwards, when you came to look into the quantities, you found that they were greatly reduced as 
compared with the original contract ? Some of the quantities were reduced.
1890. Is it not a fact that the principal thing comprised in the Monier patent is the iron work—the 
latticework? Iron is introduced.
1891. What proportion of the contract do the items bear, speaking roughly,—I mean the items which are 
properly chargeable to the system. Bor instance, take the item No. 21—special bluestone concrete— 
that belongs to the Monier system? Tes. (Vide Appendix No. 11.)
1892. Then there is No. 24—special cement facing, 1 to 1—that also belongs to the system? Tes.
1893. Then there is No. 22—brickwork in cement in facings, arches, circular-panels, pilasters, corbels, 
piers, spandrels, parapets—that has been reduced from 2,020 to 150 cubic yards ;—that item would come 
within the Monier system, would it not? Tes.
1894. Then there would be item No. 23—cement facing, 1 to 2, in any situation where ordered—that has 
been altered from 2,960 square yards to 12,000, that is also in the Monier system ? Tes.
1895. ■ Then there is the item, “ cast-iron plates, 12 tons, at £11 3s., or atotal of £133 16s., that also comes 
in in the Monier system ? Tes.
1896. Then there are tie-bars, channel-iron, 22 tons, at £15, or a total of £330—that is also part of the
system ? Tes. '
1897. Then there are f and % in. iron rods, bedded in cement mortar, 44 tons, at £10, or a total of £440— 
that also comes into the Monier system ? Tes.
1898. And these items comprise the whole of the contents of the Monier arches ? Tes.
1899. There is a very great reduction upon the original plans so far as quantities are concerned, is there
not? It is a completely new design. .
1900. But is there not a very great reduction comparing the quantities with the original office quantities ? 
There is a reduction.
1901. A very great reduction ? It is a different class of work.
1902. Bor instance, the item of 2,020 cubic yards for brickwork, of a special kind, has been reduced to 
150 cubic yards—that in itself is a big reduction, is it not ? Tes.
1903. Then the item of special cement facings, which has been altogether omitted, constitutes another 
important difference, does it not ? I think there is a mistake there. I am under the impression that my 
supervising engineer when he ran out these quantities thought that all the cement work was to be 2 to 1, 
whereas a portion of it should have been 1 to 1.
1904. As a matter of fact you are paying the contractors upon this schedule, are you not ? Tes, so far as
I am aware, but none of that work is done yet. Moreover, the schedule can be altered at the engineer’s 
discretion. "
190o. The schedule makes up the exact sum of the contract, does it not ? It is a lump sum contract, and 
in order that there might be some guide for the payments, I instructed the supervising engineer to prepare 
a list of prices which would cover the lump sum.
1906. Do not all the items in the schedule from No. 1 to 20 belong to the original plan, having nothing to 
do with the Monier system? Practically, that is so.
1907. And the items from 32 to 42 also have nothing to do with the Monier system ? That is so.
1908. If you will take my addition as correct you will find that by adding these items you get a sum of 
£9,200 of work not affected by the Monier system? I think it might come to about that.

1909.
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Ci W. Darley. 1909. Did not Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Co. undertake to do the work at 281 per cent, below your 
/---- *---- - office valuations P On the original plan, yes.

8 • June, 1896. 1910. Why should the officers of the Department not adhere to that undertaking on the part ot the 
contractors ? Because the tender at 28| per cent was not finally accepted.
1911. You had twelve contractors, all tendering at percentages below the office value is not that so . 
Yes
1912. Carter, Gummow, and Co.’s tender at 28| per cent, was the furthest below ? Yes.
1913. Do you not think it is pretty rough upon the taxpayers of this country that they should be asked 
to pay 28j per cent, over and above the amount which the contractors required to do this work ? That is 
not the case. A contract for a lump sum was accepted in lieu of the contract at 28|- per cent., and the 
difference between the two contracts represented a saving of something like £250 in favor of the 
contract at the lump sum.
1914. When you called for tenders certain sums were put down as the office valuations ot the work.
Y ftS
1915. Are you not paying the contractors upon those office values ? There are certain portions of the 
work on the Monier system concerning which there were no office estimates.
1916. But I mean leaving the Monier system out altogether? It is a lump sum contract; you cannot do

1917. But there is a certain amount of underground work in the contracts which has nothing to do with
the Monier system ? Yes. . -.i. it. nr •
1918. There is a certain amount of open cutting and other work which has nothing to do with the iMomer
system P "Y0g
1919. And the contractors undertook to do that work at 28^- per cent, below office values ? Yes; the 
contract price was £15,757.
1920. Therefore, £9,200 worth of work is being paid for at 285 per cent, above what the contractors 
undertook to do it for ? That is not a fair way of putting it. You must make allowance for the Monier 
arches
1921. Leaving those out of the matter altogether, treating them as a separate thing, and as having
nothing to do with this work, are the contractors not being paid upon the original office values ; here is 
your schedule for payment, and you will find that the figures tally ? I might mention that these figures 
are no part of the contract; they do not appear in the contract. They are merely put into this schedule 
as guide for progress payments—to prevent any over-payments. They are quite arbitrary figures, and I 
can vary them as I like. .
1922. These, however, are the rates at which the contractors are being paid ? Yes.
1922i. Sis Honor.] Paying the contractors these rates while the contract is in progress, will you ever 
end by paying the contractors more than £15,500? No; we stop at £15,500.. So far as the Monier 
arch portion is concerned, the contractors have to take the whole responsibility of putting them up ; and, 
as a matter of fact, I ordered them to put in extra strength, which I thought was required. They will 
have to complete the work in a satisfactory manner. .
1923. Mr. Parkes^] The point I wish to emphasise is this: Is not the country a loser on the prices you
are paying to the extent of 28^ per cent. ? Not by a penny. • „
1924. How is that ? Because the contract is based on a lump sum, arrived at by taking 283 per cent, on:
these prices. .
1925. If that is so, why do you not pay for the whole of this work at a reduction ot 28? per cent, upon 
the original estimate of the Department ? Because the introduction of the Monier system so completely 
altered the design. There would be nothing to pay for the centerings under the arches, which is a very
heavy item. , , , ,. ,.
1926. What would be the total cost of the centerings ? I cannot say at this moment, but the erection
and taking down of the centerings would be a large item. _ _ .
1927. Do not your specifications make it necessary to put centerings in these arches ? But the prices ot 
the material will not pay for them. They have to be distributed over the whole contract.
1928. Are not centerings provided for under the contract ? They have to be paid for, and m order to do
that it is necessary to distribute them through the prices. mu j. •
1929. Have not the contractors to provide centerings in order to carry out the work at all. lhat is so;
but they must get paid for them in the prices of material. .
1930. Would they not be one of their plant risks ? They must be paid for from the prices ot material..
1931. I suppose arches were contained in the original contract ? As I have said, it is necessary to put m 
a price that will'pay for the centerings. You cannot make the contractors pay for them out of their own
pocket. . ' . ,
1932. His Honor.'] Are the centerings used in connection with the Monier arches more numerous ana
more expensive than would be the case in the arches originally proposed by the Department ? That is so. 
In the case of the Monier arches, the centerings can be used only about four times. .
1933. Mr. Parkes^ As a matter of fact, are there not six more arches in your original plan than in the 
case of the Monier plan ? But there are smaller centerings, and these could be moved on and used a 
number of times. The price is contained in a large quantity of brickwork which is omitted.
1934. Has not compo. been substituted for the brickwork ? Yes; but in a much smaller quantity. Of 
course, if we were getting out fresh prices for the whole thing, the price of the centerings could be put m.
1935. If this contract had been completed upon the quantities shown upon your own estimate, and upoii 
which, according to the vouchers, you are paying the contractors, would not the country have been entitled

' to receive a reduction of 28i per cent, from Carter, Gummow, and Co., on these items ? No.
1936. Why not ? Because it is already taken off.

V 1937. Where is it taken off ? In the £15,757.
1938. You have certain quantities which make up the exact sum of £15,500, have you not? Yes.
1939. These quantities are being paid at the original office rates ? In this case they are merely arbitrary
or tentative rates. . • oqj
1940. Although after the tenders were in you had an oportunity of getting this work done at a Price 
per cent, cheaper than the rate at which you are paying for it, you decided that the country should pay 
a sum of something like £5,700 in order that this special patent arch might be given to the country ?

That
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That is not the case at all. The original contract at these prices would have come to a certain amount, C. W. Darley, 
28jt per cent being struck off, it was brought down to £15,757. The contractors offered to carry out the 
whole work at £15,500, so that the country benefits to the extent of £257. , ® June, 1896,
1941. Does this patent affect any other portion than the arches and the aqueduct above it? No ; those 
are the portions affected.
1942. Therefore, in order to test this patent, the country has to pay at the rate of 28-| per cent, on all the 
other work which is not comprised within the patent ? I have already said that that is not a fair way of 
putting it.
1943. _H7s JZbnor.] Take any contract tendered for under the new system, the contractor tenders at 
schedule rates, that is, at a percentage running right through the prices. When you are making progress 
payments do you make them in practice on the original schedule prices, or do you make them on the new 
schedule prices arrived at by reducing the original schedule prices by the percentage of reduction on the 
whole contract? We pay on the original prices, and deduct 28-j per cent.
1944. In making progress payments upon-this lump sum contract for £15,500, on what basis have you
gone when you have been paying on items for which schedule rates have been originally set down;— 
have you paid right through upon all the items at the original estimated rates, or what have you done ? 
We have paid at the original estimated rates. The schedules allow for only nominal rates on the Monier 
portion. If we had made a fresh estimate we might have put these prices in ; but instead of altering the 
whole thing it has been simpler to do as we have done. .
1945. When you get on to the Monier items, how do you pay for the composite and for the iron, for 
instance? We put down a value which would about balance the lump sum. Seeing, for instance, that 
centerings bear such a large proportion to the cost of the arch we ought to put a large price on to the 
composite to pay for the centerings, whereas a comparatively small price has been put on to the compo
site, having regard to the costly nature of the work.
1946. The composite and the accompanying iron grid are not items in the original specification at 
all ? No.
1947. Then, the question is, how in making progress payments you arrive at the cost of them ? My 
officers put down a price which is really a very low one for the work, in order to balance out the lump sum.
1948. JMr. ParTces^] They have put down an item of £3 10s. for cement and composite ? Yes.
1949. Sis Honor.~\ Where the items appear in the original schedule, the practice is to pay at 28^ per 
cent, below the original schedule rates in this particular contract ? We do not pay below the original 
rates. We left the rates as they were, and then fixed prices for the Monier so as to balance.
1950. Then you ignore the 28| per cent. ? Yes ; because it is no part of the contract. It is the lump 
um with which we are concerned.

1951. Paying in that way, will it not follow that the progress payments will finally come up to the total 
payment due before the total work is completed ? No ; the original quantities have been altered very 
closely to meet the work, as it is likely to come out in the end.
1952. That alteration has been made only on the aqueduct ? The prices are all modified upon the
aqueduct. •
1953. But on the underground part of the work they remain the same ? Yes.
1954. .You are now paying on that part of the work as well as on the other at the original'schedule rates, 
not at the rates reduced by 28 J per cent. ? No ; that is no part of the contract.
1955. You count that out altogether ? Yes.
1956. Mr. Parkes.'] Take your original brick, stone, and concrete structure, you had 2,020 cubic yards of 
brickwork. In the substituted Monier system that is reduced to 150 yards. In your original estimate 
you had 2,350 cubic yards of sandstone concrete ; under the Monier system, that is reduced to 1,800 
cubic yards. In your original design you had 590 cubic yards of bluestone concrete ; that is reduced to 
300 cubic yards. In your original design you had special cement facings to the extent of 2,750 square 
yards. That has been taken out ? I have already told you that that will not be taken out; it has to 
go back.
1957. But are you not paying for that work on the vouchers as the work is going on ? None has been 
done yet.
1958. You are paying for cement facing in the proportion of 1 to 2 ? But a portion will have to be 1 to 1.
1959. Then there is an item of Pyrmont bottom block sandstone ashlar, 13,250 cubic feet, which has been 
struck out, and there is also an item of brickwork in cement in facings, arches, &c., 2,020 yards, which 
has been reduced to 150 yards. The only item upon which there is an increase is upon the special blue- 
stone concrete, which has been increased from 1,000 cubic yards to 1,050 cubic yards. You will see, 
therefore, from these Various items which I have read, that the quantities on the Monier arches are 
enormously below the quantities as estimated in your original design ? The quantities are below the 
original quantities, but the entire design has been altered.
1960. But the quantities of material under the Monier plan are greatly below the quantities in the original 
design ? The nature of the material has been altered.
1961. You are paying for that material at office rates, are you not ? We have no office rate at all for the 
compo.
1962. You have fixed rates which must have been satisfactory to the contractors, because, instead of 
special bluestone concrete at £2 10s., you have compo. site at £3 10s. ? That price has been put in for 
progress payments.
1963. Then there are 153 cubic yards of brickwork in cement in facings, &c„ at £2 10s. per yard—that is,
as it stood originally ? Yes. '
1964. Then there are 12,000 cubic yards of cement facing, 1 to 2, in substitution for 2,960 yards, and you 
are paying for that at 2s. 3d. per .yard, the original office value ? Yes.
1965. Do you not think, then, that, w'hen you give these contractors the original office value, the tax
payers of this country are made to suffer by reason of the adoption of the substituted scheme ? The 
taxpayers are not made to suffer at all. -
1966. Not when the substituted, scheme is being paid for at the rate above that tendered by any other 
contractors tendering ? The nature of the contract is so completely altered, that we are getting material 
quite foreign to that specified.
1967. What does it matter how much the contract is altered—there is only one way to arrive at these
values, and that is by the quantities and the prices you pay for them ? If you divided up the contract 
you would find that you would have to pay a large price to get the arches put in. 1968.



56 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

C. \V. Darley. 1968. As a matter of fact, have you not done that;—have you not taken out the quantities and divided 
the contract ? So far as the Monier arch is concerned, we should have to pay the patent rights or 

8 June, 1896. r0ya]iY, and the extra cost which is not covered by these prices ; they would not pay for the compo.
1969. The compo. is not altogether the cost of the substituted planthere is 150 yards of brickwork ; ■
there is no reason why that should be increased in price because you adopt the Monier system ? I can
not remember at this moment where that work would come in. .
1970. Is there any reason why you should increase the cost of the concrete because you adopt the Monier 
system ? It depends upon the circumstances. We are altering entirely the nature of the work.
1971. Some concrete goes into both jobs;—is there, then, any reason why its cost should be increased ? 
I am afraid I cannot explain the matter to you further. These prices wore simply put down in the 
schedule to balance the lump sum arrived at. We have tried to put on a fair price. We have allowed 
for the royalty for the patent and for other matters.
1972. Is no dependence to be placed upon your original quantities ? I do not say that at all. The 
quantities are adjusted to arrive at the figures contained in the lump-sum contract. They do not include 
the royalty and a number of things of that kind.
1973. Must the royalty be paid ? No doubt it is included in the contract sum.
1974. Will the royalty be paid upon the entire aqueduct or only on the arches ? I take it that when we 
pay £15,500 we pay whatever royalty may be chargeable. I presume it would be chargeable upon the 
arches.
1975. That would be 15 per cent. ? The contractors asked 15 per cent, originally, I think. _
1976. His Honor.'] I understand you to say that the contractors in tendering took the royalty into 
consideration—I do not understand that you say that the royalty is to be paid in addition to the con
tract price ? No; if we took the original departmental prices of the tunnel portion of the work and 
reduced them by 28J- per cent., and paid on the prices put down in the schedule, that would leave the 
contractors nothing for the royalty, for instance, and nothing for their centerings. We might have recast 
all these prices, as I have said, but it seemed unnecessary to do so in the case of a lump contract. It 
seems to me to be immaterial how you fix the prices so long as you do not eventually exceed the lump 
sum.
1977. Mr. Parkes!] Who took out these quantities ? The supervising engineer, Mr. Griffiths, who
checked them with the quantity surveyor. _
1978. Who is the quantity surveyor ? I forget his name now, but he would be one of tbe draftsmen in 
the office.
1979. Are they thoroughly reliable men ? Tes.
1980. Tou have no reason to think that the quantities in this schedule are wrong? No ; they are suffi
ciently near, I think.
1981. Tou approved of them ? Tes.
1982. Tou knew that the quantities were correct? I have no reason to doubt the correctness of the 
quantities at all. I looked through them, and I saw that they about balanced with the lump sum. It 
was immaterial to me what the prices were.
1983. Seeing that these quantities are correct, and that the quantities are being paid for at the original 
office rates, and that you have a contractor who would do this work at 28£ per cent, under the office rates, 
would it not be a fair thing to the taxpayers if this sum of £15,500 were reduced by 28-3- per cent. ? 
Certainly not. That has been arrived at by reducing the lump sum by 2Si per cent.
1984. But it has not ? It undoubtedly has. The sum of £15,757 was 2S£ per cent, off the original
contract. '
1985. But this new Monier plan is taken out from the same description of quantities as the original office 
plan ; therefore I want to know whether the sum of £15,500 ought not to be reduced by 283- per cent. ? 
Certainly not. In that case you would be getting the arches done for nothing.
1986. Would it not have been to the interests of the taxpayers to have had the more costly structure
carried out at the 28J-per cent, reduction? I have already pointed out to you that the taxpayers are 
gainers to the extent of £257. '
1987. By paying for the work without the reduction of 285 per cent. ? Certainly not.
1988. His Honor.] Have you formed any estimate, rough or otherwise, of how much the whole scheme

. could be constructed for upon the Monier system, worked out irrespective of any reduction by the tenderer
on the basis of the office prices ;—-have you made any calculation to try to discover whether the change 
from the office proposal to the Monier system on that part of the work would have reduced the whole 
estimate much below £22,000 ? I believe that has been done, but I have not done it personally. If we 
were to take off 28J per cent, we should have largely to increase these prices in order to make allowance 
for the expensive nature of the work.

- 1989. Mr. Parkes.] Is compo. at £3 10s. a yard 28£ per cent, below its value ? It is more than 28J per 
cent, below its value from the way in wdiich it has to be put on. If you put up the prices under the original 
contract schedule, and then re-let the work, we should have to pay more like £6 a yard for the Monier 
patent portion of it.
1990. His Honor.] That is for the compo. and lattice work ? Tes. The centerings are very expensive 
and the arches are very tedious to put in. The compo. has to be put in by hand, and work has to be done 
bit by bit—shovelful by shovelful.
1991. Mr. Parkes.] If you were a private employer, and were employing an engineer to do work for you, 
and you had an opportunity of getting the work done under tender 28-3- per cent, below your engineer’s 
valuation, would you allow a contract to be worked out at 28^ per cent, above what the contractor 
absolutely undertook to do it at ? If it were an ordinary job, and the price given wmuld complete the 
work, I should certainly take advantage of the 281 per cent.
1992. As a matter of fact is not the Monier system, as applied to the arches, the only thing which docs 
not make the contract an ordinary contract ? The arches and the superstructure.
1993. The rest of the work is an ordinary work ? Tes.
1994. "Would you not gravely grumble if your engineer asked you to pay 283- per cent, above what the 
contractor contracted to do the wmrk for—that is, if it were a private work of your own ? As I have 
said, you cannot divide up this work in that way, because you will have to leave a large portion of the 
work unfinished. Tou would be at the mercy of the contractor, who would bo able to ask you any price 
he liked for his own patent.

1995.
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0. W. Darley. 2025. Why did not the Board of Beference recommend that course ? Because the other contractors 
f would have had to come back to this particular firm to ask them what they would do the arches for.

8 June, 1896. 2026. But the royalty is included in the £15,500 ? The firm who own the patent are doing the woi'k.
2027. Could not the others have paid a 15 per cent, royalty ? I do not know whether they could have
done the work on those terms. I do not know what the patentees would have asked. They might have 
asked 30 per cent. ... ,,
2028. Would it not have been a fair thing to call for tenders upon this Monier principle as well as upon 
the Departmental design ? The thing only cropped up when the tenders came in.

. 2029. Would it not have been a wise and proper thing to take that course ? Tou would have had to stop
the work in order to call for tenders. The Monier system had not suggested itself, I presume, to the 
officers of the Department.
2030. Had you not had a consultation with Mr. Hickson about the matter before ? No. I never saw
this aqueduct before the tenders were called for. Before the tenders came before the Board of Beference 
I did not know whether it was to be a pipe or an aqueduct. .
2031. Do you know anything about the Monier arches now ? Tes. My attention has been directed to 
the matter since.
2032. Do not you think that as there is only a difference of something over £200 between the two contracts 
it would have been better to have a good substantial structure instead of taking the risk of the Monier 
system ? I do not think there is any risk, and you are getting a much nicer-looking structure.
2033. If there be no risk, why did you, as one of the Board of Beference, suggest that on account of the
risk good surety bonds should be given ? It was a new thing at the time, but I do not now think that 
there is any risk in adopting it. -or
2034. Sis Honori] Can you give me the discharging capacity per minute of the Monier aqueduct. I 
cannot. I had nothing to do with the getting out of the design.
2035. Mr. Smith.'] Tou were a member of the Board of Beference in March, 1895 ? Tes.
2036. I want you to look at the report of the Board under date March 20th, 1895, which appears upon 
pages 206 and 207 of the Parliamentary Papers ordered to be printed on the 22nd October last; is that 
a correct report of what took place at the meeting of the Board of Beference ? It is.
2037. Prom that it would appear that you and Mr. Hickson had discussed this question of the introduc
tion of the Monier system before it came before the Board? Tes.
2038. Mr. Hickson had come to a certain conclusion, upon which a certain recommendation was made ? 
That is so.
2039. Tou endorsed the view of Mr. Hickson in the matter? I did.
2040. Tou thought the Monier a sound system as far as you could judge, and that it would be a good
thing to apply it to this particular contract ? Tes. . .
2041. A good deal of work has since been carried out under the system, and you are still of opinion that 
your advice was sound ? I am still of the same opinion—in fact, the experiments which have been 
carried out since that date have confirmed me in the view I then took. I did not then know as much about 
the matter as I do now.
2042. In the case of this particular plan the work in the arches is of a heavier and more substantial
nature that would be the case under the ordinary Monier system. The Monier system is adopted, as a 
rule, with a view to making the work much lighter? There have been arches constructed under the 
system much lighter than these. , .
2043. But this being the first time that the system had been imported into any work done in this Colony, 
it was made a good deal heavier than usual ? Tes. Quite strong enough, I think, to do without the iron 
altogether.
2044. This schedule we have heard so much about was prepared by Mr. Griffiths ? Tes.
2045. As I understand the matter, it was a schedule made out simply for departmental purposes ? That 
is so.
2046. It is no part of the contract at all ? No.
2047. The contractors had no say in the matter at all ? N o.
2048. The schedule was made out merely to enable your Department to arrive at a conclusion as to what 
the amount of each progress payment ought to be ? As a means of valuing the work monthly.
2049. I understand that in making out this schedule you have taken those items which do not involve 
the Monier system upon the schedule rates originally prepared by the Department ? Tes.
2050. But with regard to those items which did involve the Monier system you have made no special
estimate, but have averaged them among the remaining items, so as to bring the total within the lump 
sum constituting the contract price ? That is so. _ .
2051. So that you did not go into the question as to the real value of those items which made up the 
Monier system ? I did not.
2052. It is perfectly misleading to state that those items which do not involve the Monier system are
being paid for at the rate of 2Si per cent, more than the contractors were prepared to give for them ? 
Quite misleading. .
2053. I suppose that in making the progress payments you kept back the usual amount of retention 
money ? I do not think any retention money came into the contract. It is a lump-sum contract. There 
would be merely the original contract security.
2054. I suppose that in all these lump-sum contracts you must have some sort of schedule, such as that 
upon which you have been examined, to permit of your making progress payments ? Tes. Take a case 
in which Mort & Company build a dredge for the sum of £38,000 or £40,000. They give us a lump sum ; 
then our officers have to value the work. The Department goes through it and puts in certain prices upon 
which we determine to make progress payments. When the contract is entered into we divide the work 
into certain sections, and fix prices covering those sections upon which progress payments are made; but 
we are very careful towards the end of the work in seeing that there is no risk of over-payments. We 
have sometimes to alter the quantities to prevent over-payments. Prices are fixed simply to arrange the 
progress instalments. Architects who let large contracts for buildings often give a certificate to a builder 
for the value of the work performed up to a certain date ; but the owner, in paying that amount, does not 
know what prices he is paying.

2055.
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2055. Let me draw your attention once more to Mr. Hickson’s 
the Parliamentary papers, to which I have just referred :—

minute, which appears upon page 207 of C. W. Darley.
8 June, 1896.

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by Messrs. 
Carter and G-ummow. This wmuld take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to 
come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were 
made for the work on the Monier system, as well as on the Department’s. The result was that the estimate of both works was 
practically the same. Applying that comparison to this case, it would mean that the Departmental estimate for the work under 
consideration would be £22,000.' /

Did you see the comparative estimate made by Mr. Bagore ? I saw a copy of it the other day. I did not 
see the original.
2056. Tou did not consider it at the time I am speaking of ? Ho. . "
2057. What you say now, after your experience of this particular system in connection with this plan, is ’ 
that the G-overnment are getting, if not a better, at all events as good a work for the sum of £257 below 
the lowest tender for the original design ? That is my opinion.
2058. Mr. Gummow.'] In the case of this particular contract, I think you said there was no retention
money, but that there was a bond and sureties, and, I suppose, also a deposit? A deposit was made. ■
2059. Will you look through these papers and see whether there is any reference to retention money ;—I 1 
think you made an error in speaking of that ? I see that there was retention money—£775.
2060. Could any tender be let for work upon the Monier system without rights being given to the con
tractors by the patentees ? I think not.
2061. With regard to the payments under the schedule rate system, do you pay the contractors upon
what is shown on your printed schedule, or upon what is actually taken out? We pay them upon what 
is actually taken out. ,'
2062. If, in a contract under the usual schedule system, the contractor takes out double the quantity of 
excavation or double the quantity upon any other item, do you not pay him for what he takes out if it is 
ordered ? Hes ; the quantity may be doubled. In that case the amount paid would be doubled.
2063. And under a lump sum contract the contractors have to take the risk ? Tes ; the contractor takes 
the risk in the case of this particular contract.
2064. If a contractor has to take out more excavation than is allowed for in his tunnel, does -he get paid 
extra for it? No.
2065. That is the contractor’s risk ? Tes.
2066. With regard to the brickwork quantities, for which 2,020 cubic yards is shown in the original items 
and 150 yards in the amended items, do you know where it is put in? I cannot call to mind at this 
moment where it would come in.
2067. Would it be likely to be in the tunnels ? Very likely.
2068. Do you consider that brickwork—that is, single-ring work—can he done on the arching of a tunnel
at the same price as that at which similar work could be done in the open air? No. •
2069. Therefore, the price of 50s. as applied to one class of work does not apply to the other—the
difference in the work completely alters the prices ? Tes ; the same price would not apply. •
2070. With regard to the sum of £5,000 mentioned by Mr. Parkes—I do not know whether his figures 
are correct, but assuming that they are—should not that amount have 28-| per cent, deducted upon the 
line of argument which he advanced ? I do not know how the £5,000 is arrived at.
2071. Presuming that it is arrived at from the printed figures shown in the schedule, should it not have 
285- per cent, taken ofit? If it relates to the original tender; but the 281 per cent, does not come in in 
the ease of the contract. Of course, for the purposes of comparison with the original tender, the 28|- per 
cent, would have to come off.
2072. As to the quantities: do quantities necessarily make the better job ; if you put in 10 tons of iron
work where a ton of iron would do, does it make the job any better;—what I mean is, do you necessarily 
get any benefit from the increase of quantities? Not necessarily. Tou can put too much material 
into a job.
2071k The quantity is not necessarily a guide as to the value of the work when finished ? Not necessarily

2074. Mr. Parkes.] I understood you to say that so far as the Monier arch principle was concerned no
other contractors could tender? It is a question of law. I do not know how the matter stands in the 
light of the latest decisions ; but I am under the impression that if you own a patent no other tenderer 
can use your patent without permission. ”
2075. What was the good of your going to the trouble and cost of having designs like those for Contract
No. 77 prepared if you were going to give Carter, Gummow, & Co. the tender upon the Monier principle, 
and if no other firm of contractors could tender upon that principle ? When Mr. Hickson had those 
plans prepared, I presume he did not intend to introduce the Monier system. It was sprung upon him 
as it were. It was a suggestion emanating from certain contractors after the contract designs were 
prepared. They submitted an alternative design with their tender. •
2076. Are you sure that you never discussed the Monier principle with Mr. Hickson before it came before 
the Tender Board ? I think he had called my attention to it, but not in connection with any particular 
contract. I remember his showing me some French work about the Monier system. I think he was the 
the first to call my attention to it. I think he said he would like to introduce it into some of our country 
bridges, but his observations had no connection with any particular contract.
2077. Did you understand the Monier system when it was brought before the Board of Reference on the 
occasion referred to ? Tes.
2078. Tou kneiv all about it ? I knew a good deal, but I know more about it now. As a matter of fact,
Mr. Hickson gave me some later information on the subject which was looked up before the matter came 
before the Board. ’
2079. Mis Hoi,or. } What was Mr. Hickson’s manner at those conferences with you ;—was he anxious to
have the Monier system adopted, or did he leave it quite an open question? His manner was just as 
usual. In bringing the matter under tbe notice of the Board he said there were tenders for a certain 
work, but that one firm had put in a design of their own which was cheaper than the Departmental design, 
and which was upon the Monier system. He said he thought it worth considering, and I think the 
Board then decided that I should look into the matter with Mr. Hickson and explain the system to the ' 
Board at the next meeting. 2080
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C. W. Darley. 2080. Are you sure you did not see Mr. Badge’s estimate making a comparison between the Monier system 
and a somewhat similar system in use in Ahearn’s contract ? Ido not recollect seeing it at that time.

8 June, 1896. 2081. I mean so as to arrive at some idea as to what the cost of the Monier system to the contractors 
would probably be ? No, I do not remember seeing Mr. Bagge’s report at that time.
2082. Do you remember the question of the construction of a certain section of McSweeney’s contract in 
connection with the outfall sewer almost entirely in concrete without the use of brick to any large extent 
—do you remember that being gone into ? I remember that a contract was about being let for a length 
of concrete sewer which was not upon the Monier system.
2083. A triplicate sewer ? Tes.
2084. That was touched upon in conversation between yourself and Mr. Hickson, I mean as regards the 
relative cost? I do not remember any comparison being made with that work at all.

H. Deane.
Henry Deane sworn and examined :—

What is your position in the Public Service ? I am Engineer-in-Chief for railway construction.^2085.........— j— r-------- ----------------- ----------- — o - ,
2086. Tou are one of the Board of Beference to whom tenders are submitted before contracts are signed .

8 June, 1896. Tes. . •
2087. Were vou one of the Board of Beference to whom were submitted by Mr. Hickson the tenders for 
contract 77—I mean the Annandale contract? I do not know the number of the contract, but I remember

. the matter being submitted to the Board.
2088. I believe a substituted design was put in on the Monier system by Messrs Carter, Gummow, & Co..
Tes. .
2089. Did you look into the matter yourself ? I have looked into the matter. I know the Monier system.
2090. Did you look into the matter then? Tes ; the matter was explained at a meeting of the Board.
2091. Who explained it ? Mr. Darley and Mr. Hickson.
2092. Will you tell His Honor the nature of the explanation ? I do not know that I can give you very 
much detail, although the explanation, I think, was this—that the contractors had made an offer to 
construct the work, by adopting this particular principle, at a lower cost than that of the original tender.
2093. The contractors tendered for the original scheme at 285- per cent, below the office values, did they
not? -Tes. .
2094. When this sum of £15,500 was substituted did you understand that that tender also was to be 28-3- 
per cent, under the office values of the work ? I do not remember that there was to be a reduction upon
the previous tender. _ £ 001
2095. But did you understand that that substituted contract was to be paid for at the rate ot 28-2 per
per cent, below office values ? Did you, in short, make any effort to find out at what rate the contract 
was to be paid for—that is, at what rate of percentage as compared with the original office values ? I 
think a calculation was made at the time, but I do not remember what it was. •
2096. Was that made upon the schedule ? I mean as to the proportionate decrease upon the whole amount.
2097. It was made on the schedule as submitted to you, was it not—how could you make a comparison 
unless you had a schedule of quantities? We could tell what the total cost of the work would be. Ihe 
total amount was to be so much less than the total amount tendered for.
2098. Was any explanation made to you to show upon what basis the payments would be made for the
substituted contract ? No ; I do not think that was entered into at the time. _
2099. Did Mr. Hickson make any reference to a test that had been made under Mr. Bagge, comparing 
three plans of sewers with the outfall sewer which was being constructed at the sewerage farm ? Do you 
mean tests as to the Monier principle ?
2100. I mean tests as to the price of the work as compared with the office work ? No ; I do not remember
that being brought forward. .
2101. I suppose there was a little discussion by the Board ? The matter took up a good deal of time,

. seeing that it was quite a new proposal in this Colony. _ _ #
2102. If you had known that there was to be a great reduction in the quantities as compared with those 
of the original design, and that the contract was to be paid for at the original office values instead of at a 
281 per cent, reduction, would you-have sanctioned the proposal? I understood that there was to be a 
reduction on the total cost, and that being so I recommended the scheme.
2103. But supposing that at the time you had known that the contract throughout the work affected by
the Monier principle and the work not affected by it was equally to be paid for at the office values instead 
of at the rate of 28§ per cent, below those values, would you have sanctioned it ? I think I am scarcely 
in a position to say without going into what is involved in your question. _ ■
2104. Let me put the matter plainly;—Messrs. Carter, Gummow & Co. tendered to do the work originally 
at 281 per cent, below office values ; they then substituted a plan; if you had had the quantities of that 
substituted plan before you, and you had known that those quantities were to be paid tor at office values 
instead of at the rate of 281 per cent, below those values, would you have agreed to the proposal under 
those circumstances ? I do not know whether I should have done so or not. It depends upon how the 
prices were to be made out; upon how they would work in. Eor instance, the material of the concrete 
would be different, and that item would be of a different value.
2105. Supposing that the material of the substituted arches was not of a much greater value ? I suppose
they would be, because I understand that a larger proportion of cement is used in connection with the 
Monier system than is the case in ordinary concrete. .
2106. Presuming that there had been placed before you an estimate of quantities and valuations showing 
a great reduction, would you not have thought that there ought to be a corresponding reduction in the

* contractor’s tender. If you had a contract before you upon which a contractor had undertaken to do^
work at 281 Per cent, below your computed values, and if there were a substituted scheme, portion ot 
which contained something else, would you, as regards the substituted portion, pay the contractor the 
values you had put upon the whole of the original work ? In making a substitution I should arrange 
probably that the prices only in that part which was substituted should be affected.
2107. That would be a proper thing for an engineer to do ? That would usually be done.
2108. Tou would not consider that, as regards those parts not affected by the substitution, you would be 
justified in paying 281 per cent, above what the contractor wanted ? Unless there were some very good 
reason for doing so, I certainly should not.

2109.
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2109. If you had known that that tad been the case as regards the prices for the Monier arches you H. Deane,
would not have agreed to the proposal ? I understood that there would be a saving upon the total cost. \
2110. Mr. Hickson did not take you into any quantities ; he did not produce Mr. Bagge’s report ? No. ° ^une’
2111. Do you not think it would have been as well to have the quantities of the Monier arch taken out 
before submitting the proposal to the Board of ^Reference ? I scarcely think it was necessary.
2112. On what basis, then, would you proceed? I should go upon general experience in the matter.
Speaking for myself, my feeling was this—I was glad of an opportunity to see the principle tested. The 
reduction in price did not seem a very large one; still in testing a new principle you cannot expect to 
get in the first instance so large a reduction as you would probably get afterwards. If the principle were 
once tested, and if it proved satisfactory, no doubt a large saving could be effected in the future. I 
understand that this patent was in the hands of these particular contractors. It was therefore a question 
of dealing with them. The work could not have been done by open tendering, so that the conditions were 
quite different from those which you would have in connection with an ordinary contract.
2113. Is it a wise thing for the Grovernment to adopt a patent the value of which is untested in connection 
with so large a work as this ? I do not refer to this contract as being a testing of the value of the 
principle, because there was no doubt in my mind that the principle was a good one. It had been adopted 
with very great success upon the continent, and I believe it is now being received with some favour iu 
America. I meant tbe testing of the principle as to its commercial value—the possibility of carrying it out 
commercially with a certain profit.
2114. If you were testing the principle commercially you would want to ascertain the cheapest article,
combined with the greatest durability ? Tes. .
2115. Then, upon that standard, what test could there be when, upon so large a work, the cost was only 
£250 less ? There would be the test as to whether it could be carried out effectively.
2116. Why should you enter into so great an experiment as that;—why could you not take a smaller case 
in order to test the principle, if that were the reason? That would involve a certain amount of delay.
2117. A contract was being carried out under Mr. M'Sweeney, on a plan somewhat similar, for an equal 
amount of money ;—would it not have been wise to wait a little while, iu order to test whether or not the 
other scheme was equally cheap ? I was perfectly satisfied to accept the proposal.
2118. You had no really strong ground for accepting it ? Well, I saw that there might be a great saving 
in the future. There was a small saving in this particular case. If it had been higher, I should have 
objected to the experiment.
2119. If you wanted to make a test, why not effect a saving ? Tou could not tell exactly what the
system would cost in the Colony, because you could not under the circumstances call for tenders for the 
particular class of work. ,
2120. Mr. Smith.'] I think you were asked whether you had or had not any strong grounds for recom
mending the acceptance of the tender ? Perhaps my answer to the question scarcely conveyed what I 
meant. I did not, perhaps, properly catch the question. I think the saving which there might be in the 
future would be a strong ground for accepting the tender.
2121. Tou also thought that there was a good opportunity for the introduction of a system which you 
had satisfied yourself was a sound one ? Tes.
2122. The report of the. 20th March, 1895, of the Board of Iteferenee, correctly states what took place at
the meeting of the Board, does it not ? Yes ; I have not altered my opinion about the matter at all. In 
fact, it has been rather strengthened than otherwise as regards the advisableness of adopting the 
principle. The report is a correct account of what took place. -
2123. And you say you have not altered your mind since ? No.
2124. Tou are perfectly satisfied with the advice given by the Board of Beference ? Tes.
2125. I suppose the whole matter was very fully and carefully considered at the meeting of the Board ?
It took some little time; we all understood Mr. Hickson’s views upon the question, and we coincided 
with them, as you will see by the minute. '
2126. The Board were unanimous in their recommendation ? Tes.
2127. When you accept a lump sum contract, I suppose you have afterwards to make out a schedule or 
something of the kind in order to ascertain what your progress payments are to be ? Tes.
2128. That would be a matter to arrange after the contract had been signed? Well, in the case of my
work, I have a schedule attached to the contract; it is .chiefly for additions and reductions. I believe 
it is the practice in the sewerage branch to have a schedule attached to the contract. The contractor puts 
in his schedule of rates, and the contract is accepted according to the lump sum, but if the quantities 
worked out at those rates come to a larger amount than the lump sum, the contractor is expected to 
•reduce the rates accordingly. ■
2129. So that he will receive payment at the lower rates ? Tes.
2130. Mr. Gummoiv.] Tou were asked wrhether, if you had a contractor doing a certain work, and you
wished to substitute other work, you would pay him for the whole contract under the substituted rates, or 
whether you would alter only the rates for the substituted part ? Tes. -
2131. Do you consider a tenderer putting in a lump sum price for a certain way of doing a work, and 
putting in a schedule rate price less a certain percentage—do you consider those parallel cases ? It is 
not exactly a parallel case.
2132. Mr. Smith.] In regard to this Monier system, it involves special kind of work? Tes.
2133. Therefore, it does not follow that because the quantities of the portion of the contract upon which 
the Monier system is used might be less that the value of the work might not be' greater than under the 
original plan ;—what I mean is, the quantity is not the true test of value ? No, because the items may 
be higher in price.
2134. When work is done under the Monier system it might involve a higher price than would the same 
quantities under the ordinary system ? That is ihe case, especially with regard to concrete, which in one 
case contains much more cement than in the other. Under the Monier system it is not concrete in the 
proper sense of the word. Concrete contains sand and broken stone or gravel. In the case of the 
Monier system it is more of the nature of mortar.

■ 2135. Mr. Parkes.] If special bluestone concrete is worth £3 per yard, a fair value relative to that for 
compo. would be £3 10s., would it not? It would depend upon the proportion of bluestone in the' 
concrete. .

WEDNESDAY,
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WEDNESDAY, 10 JUNE, 1896..
Prank Moorhouse G-ummow sworn and examined :—

F. ]y;_ 2136. Mr. ParkesI notice that on 3rd April. 1893, you, under the name of Carter, Snodgrass, and
G-ummow. Baltzer, as patentees of the Monier system, offered the patent to the Government ? No. {Vide Appendix 
---------- - No. 7.)

10 June, 1896. 2137. But your agent, Mr. Armstrong, did so ? No.
2138. It was not offered to the G-overnment by you ? No.
2139. Was not Mr. Baltzer an officer of the Department at that time ? He was.
2140. At the time he was a co-patentee with you P I did not enter into this patent until last year. 
Prior to that I had nothing whatever to do with it. I am not sure when Mr. Baltzer left the Department, 
but I became a shareholder in the patent about March or April of last year.
2141. No doubt he is identical with the gentleman who was in the Department? Tes.

William Darcus sworn and examined:—
W. Darcus. 2142. Mr. Pcwlcesi] What is your occupation ? I am a carpenter.
*—2143. Tou were in the year 1894 in the employ of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.

10 June, 1896. 2144. As a sort of foreman upon Contract 69 ? Tes.
2145. While you were foreman upon that contract you had, as well as making the moulds and doing 
other carpentering work, to do some cementing work at various times, had you not ? I never had to do 
any cementing work, but I had to set off nearly all the excavation work upon that job.
2146. Tou noticed the quality of the concrete which was used upon that contract, did you not? Tes,
many times. ' _ _
2147. Will you say how it was mixed ? At times it was mixed very carelessly. The correct quantities 
were not put in. The correct quantities would be 16 of blue metal, 8 of sand, and 4 of cement, but those 
quantities were not mixed. The mixing was done very carelessly.
2148. Did you at one time apply that better material must be put in. Tes; I had some very difficult 
work to do. I had to construct some arches which had to carry a very great weight, and I was afraid they 
might give way.
2149. Was the material bad ? I did not consider that it was good enough, and I applied for better.

, 2150. Did they send it to you ? They laughed at me. _
2151. In a job of such an extent as that, where something like £15,600 is paid for concrete, I suppose 
the mixing of the concrete in the way you describe would make an enormous saving ? If all the concrete 
were mixed in that way. But I could not say that that was the case—in fact, I am certain that it was not.
2152. Did you see any considerable quantity mixed in that way? No; what I saw mixed in that way 
was at the Premier-street shaft.
2153. Did you see any of the other shafts in construction ? I supervised the construction of them all on 
this particular job.
2154. And the concrete you have just described was the worst you saw ? Tes.
2155. Tou had, in the discharge of your duty, to measure and set off the work upon this contract, had 
you not ? Tes.
2156. Tou have before you the contract plans of Contract 69 ; I suppose you understand them thoroughly ? 
Tes.
2157. Will you look at drawings Nos. 3 and 4, including the plan of the chamber in Premier-street? 
Tes. {Vide Appendix D.)
2158. The original contract plans provided for a very elaborate spiral staircase? Tes.
2159. And a very large chamber and shaft ? Tes.
2160. This work was excavated to a great extent ? It was all excavated with the exception of the spiral 
staircase. All the rest was excavated, but it was known that the spiral staircase would not be made.
2161. When the plan was altered the small chamber represented in the drawing No. 4a. was substituted? 
Tes.
2162. When that drawing was substituted the spiral stairways of stone were taken out and iron ladders 
were substituted in a comparatively small shaft ? After the excavation for the larger chamber, not 
including the stairway, had been made it was found that a great deal of space had been shot out which 
had to be filled in with concrete. The ground had been shot out, and when the altered plan came in of 
course it had to be filled in.
2163. What then took place ? The excavation was filled in with concrete, and the contractors I suppose 
were paid for the excavation and for the extra filling.
2164. To any great extent—would it go into hundreds of yards ? I could not say until I went into 
figures. I should have to take measurements from the plans.
2165. Would it go to hundreds of yards? I dare say it would. Quantities could easily be taken from 
the drawings.
2166. At all events, there would be an enormous increase ? Tes.
2167. And all to the advantage of the contractors ? Tes.
2168. Do you know if any reduction was made for this substitution ? I do not think any reduction would 
be made. The contractors I am sure would not permit it.
2169. Had you to do with the making out of the final quantities ? I had not, but I made out quantities 
for members of the firm who have since left it, for their own private information.
2170. Tou cannot give us information upon your own knowledge as to whether the shaft of which you 
speak was paid for at the original prices with the addition of the concrete ? I could not say. I had no 
knowledge of that.
2171. Turning from that to a siphon which was to be built in the sewer—you remember that ? Tes.
2172. His Honori] On what plan would that be shown ? On drawing 14. An alteration was also made 
there.
2173. Por 10 chains from Premier-street to the Illawarra Hoad there had, according to the original con
tract, to be duplicate sewers ? Tes. { Vide Appendix D.)
2174. And it was found that considerable saving could be made by increasing the size of one sewer and 
doing away with the other? By substituting one sewer for two—yes.
2175. The whole of the necessary excavation had been done beforehand ? Tes.
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2176. And when the alteration was made that excavation had to be filled in ? Tes ; the filling is shown 
here on the plan.
2177. That would also entail a great deal of extra cost ? Tes.
2178. And that filling was paid for at the rate of 5s. per yard ? So far as cost is concerned. Of course
I cannot be sure whether the building of the one channel was more expensive than the building of the two. 
I should have to take out the quantities. ■
2179. But the alteration did take place ? Tes.
2180. And you consider that it was to the advantage of the contractors ? Tes.
2181. Tou say the siphon to which you have referred is shown upon drawing No. 14 ? Tes. (Vide
Appendix D.) . ,
2182. There was some defective work there, was there not ? Tes.
2183. Will you explain what it was P It was on the Illawarra Hoad. The pipes w'ere put in much below 
the penstock chamber. My duty was to build this chamber, and when I came to put in the chamber I 
found that the pipes were out of the line of the main sewer. I had then to build the thing up as best I 
could. We had to bend the main sewer round so that it would come in.
2184. Do you consider that a defective job ? Tes; anything, I take it, which would impede the flow of 
the water would be defective.
2185. Would this defect you are speaking of impede the flow of the water ? It is bound to do so.
2186. Was the work reported to the inspectors as defective? Tes; two of them were there with the 
engineer looking'on, and they approved of the way in which I did the job.
2187. What engineer would that be ? I think Mr. Gribbs. The same thing took place at the inlet of the
siphon. ‘
2188. Instead of taking up the pipes, this botched work was done ? Tes.
2189. His Honor.What amount of deflection would there be ? I suppose there would be about a foot.
2190. Do I understand that the iron pipes are put into concrete ? Tes.
2191. Tou said just now that you had to bend the sewer;—how did you get the curve in the iron pipes ? 
We did not get any curve in the iron pipes, but an alteration was made in the concrete barrel.
2192. Then you must have cut away the concrete ? Tes.
2193. The concrete was set at the time ? When I was setting the pipe I discovered that it was out of 
line, and what I did was to make it fit as well as I could, with the approval of the engineer and inspector. 
Tou will see from the plan that there is a sliding-door to the penstock chamber, and you will see from that 
that the work had to be very exact to permit of the mechanism of the sliding-door working properly.
2194. Mr. Parkes.'] What do I understand you to say was done at the siphon ? The concrete approaching 
the iron pipe was cut away.
2195. That would have the effect of pinching the neck, would it not? Well, the water would not flow 
straight, of course.
2196. On one occasion you had a conversation with Mr. Snodgrass ? Tes.
2197. In connection with some centerings ? Tes. ’
2198. Could you fix the date ? No ; I keep no diary.
2199. His Honor.] Can you not fix the spot, and give us the date as nearly as possible? The 'conversa
tion took place in the carpenter’s shop on the Marrickville Boad, near the entrance of the “ Empress of 
India Hotel.”
2200. Do you remember in what month it was ? I could not say.
2201. Mr. Parkes.] What was the conversation ? It was with reference to the centerings cancelled on 
account of the alterations which had been made. Mr. Snodgrass told me to give him a valuation of the 
centerings, and to be sure to put in a good price. I gave him the correct valuation. It was something 
like £5 or £6.
2202. What did Mr. Snodgrass tell you to do? He expected me to put on about twenty times the amount. 
I said, “ That is the correct thing ; you can do the rest.”
2203. He wanted you to put on about £100? He did not mention a sum, but he wanted me to put on 
far more than the correct value.
2204. But you gave him the correct amount ? Tes. '
2205. These centerings are charged for in'the general account ? They must be.
2206. Tou noticed in the construction of these sewers the sinking of sumps under each shaft to take the 
drainage from the subducts ? Tes.
2207. The filling in that case was to be with concrete ? Tes—sandstone concrete.
2208. Did you notice how these sumps were filled in ? Tes.
2209. How were they filled in ? They used everything they could get their hands on to fill them in with.
2210. Did they use cement-casks, for instance ? Well, I saw lumps of wood used.
2211. Bubbish of every sort ? Tes.
2212. And they charged for that as concrete ? I do not know whether that is so or not.
2213. They were supposed to be filled with concrete? Tes. There was always some concrete put in them.
2214. Did it ever occur to you to report these matters ? No, never ; it was not my business.
2215. Where was the inspector while this work was going on ? He would be looking after some other 
part of the work, I suppose. The inspectors have a good deal to do.
2216. The inspectors attended to their duty, you think ? They did.
2217. Did you ever have a conversation with the man who drove the engine at the shafts ? Tes.
2218. What did he tell you ? He told me a lot of things I could not believe. I did not think there 
would be so much villainy connected even with this firm.
2219. What is the name of that man ? Thomas Odgers. *
2220. Where is he now ? In Coolgardie.
2221. Do you know anything about the brick lining of this sewer ? Tes. I made all the centerings for it.
2222. Is the greater portion of it two-ring or a single-ring ? The greater portion is single-ring. Of 
course it depends upon the nature of the ground. Wherever the nature of the ground necessitated it 
double-ring work would be put in.
2223. Tou made centerings for the sewer all through? Tes. "
2224. And you naturally would pay attention to the size of the excavation, would you not ? Tes.
2225. The sewer is large atone end, and is small at the other ? Tes.
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. Darcus. 2226. What would be the average size of the excavated passage ? There are so many different sizes of 
sewer that it would be difficult to strike an average.

* ' 2227. The sewer ran in size from 6 ft. 8 in. x 7 ft. 8 in. down to 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. ? Tes.
2228. What was generally the room which would be left for packing ? The ground was got out as nearly
as they could get it to the size of the sewer. '
2229. In some cases the ground was bad? Tes.
2230. Was it very wet ground ? It was wet. The underlay was of a soppy nature, and there was a good
deal of shale. ’
2231. From the inner line of the periphery would there bo an average of more than 2 feet taken out ? 
Not so much as that, I think. It might average (say) 1 foot. Tou will see from the rough drawing I 
have made the approximate size of the excavation.
2232. Measuring from the inner periphery ? Tes.
2233. That would be right through the sewer ? Tes.
2234. Then the packing would run at that average? I suppose it would.
2235. What was the date of the completion of the drive and shafts ? I cannot give you that date.
2236. When did you leave the job ? I think in about August of last year.
2237. Would the drives and shafts be completed in July of last year? Tes; I think they were com
pleted in July, but there would be a good deal of rendering to be done. The brickwork and concrete 
were all in.
2238. Had you been a clerk of work of the Grovernment what would have been your opinion of this work ? 
I would have condemned two-thirds of it.
2239. Sis Honor.\ What parts of it would you have condemned? I would have condemned,for instance, 
the concrete in the Premier-street penstock chamber.
2240. Mr. Parkes.'] What was the nature of the work? Well, if I had been Government inspector I 
would not have permitted it to go on.
2241. In what respect was the work defective ;—was the material bad ? The material was good, but the 
proportions were all wrong.
2242. AVhat would be the proper proportion? Sixteen of blue metal, 8 of sand, and 4 of cement.
2243. What proportions were put: in ? I could hardly say the exact quantity. It was shovelled in 
anyhow.
2244. Was there any gauging? Well, the gauge-box would be left and the man would continue to shovel 
on until the box took the shape of a pyramid.
2245. Sis Sonor.] Tou mean in the gauging of the metal, of course ? Tes—the metal and the sand.
2246. Putting in an excess of metal and sand over the proper proportion to the cement ? Tes.
2247. To what extent was that done ? As I only saw them doing it now and again I could not say to 
what extent. I did not pay much attention to it. I was an employee of the contractors ; they paid me, 
and it was to their benefit that I should pay no attention to what was being done. At the same time I 
knew what was going on.
2248. Mr. Sickson.] Could you fix the date of the bad work in connection with the siphon ? I can fix 
no date.
2249. Who were the inspectors on the job ? Messrs. Tudgay, Husband, and Eyre.
2250. Who were the engineers in charge ? Mr. Millner and Mr. Gibbs.
2251. Who was the supervising engineer? Mr. Davis, I think, part of the time. I forget the name of
the gentleman who came after him. ■
2252. When this bad work was done who was in charge ? The gentleman who came after Mr. Davis.
2253. Tou appear to have been over the work from one end to the other ;—you appear to have been at 
the mortar-board when the mixing was going on, and you appear to have been down below, and I want to 
know how you came to be in all these places at the same time ? I did not say so. I was at one of these 
places at one time, and at another place at another. I did not live down the shaft; I had to come up 
sometimes.
2254. In regard to the mixing of the concrete, you say that you only estimated that the proper pro
portions were not put in ; you did not know, as a matter of fact, whether the proper proportions were 
put in or not? No ; but I stood by. and I saw the extra stuff thrown on to the board.
2255. When ? I have no dates. I did not expect to be examined in regard to the matter, but I know 
that the thing was done on several occasions.
2256. What were the names of the men who were doing this ? Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. could 
easily give you the names.
2257. But I want the information from you ;—you say you were a sort of foreman on tbe work, and of 
course you would know the names of the men ? Martin Byrnes was one of them.
2258. He was one of the men who were mixing the concrete in the manner you have described ? Tes. 
The other man I only knew by his Christian name—Tim. The contractors know his surname well enough.
2259. Tou mentioned some defective work at the dome where the three sewers branch off at Premier- 
street ? I had occasion to speak to the men who were mixing concrete, and to ask them to send down 
better stuff.
2260. Who was the inspector then ? Mr. Tudgay was the chief inspector. -
2261. Who was the engineer ? Mr. Millner.
2262. Who was the supervising engineer ? Mr. Griffiths.
2263. Tou mentioned, I think, that a good deal of money was put into the contractors’ pockets by the 
substitution of one sewer for two ? I said there was an alteration.
2264. Do you know, as a matter of fact, that there was a considerable saving on the adoption of that plan ? 
I do not know what you would call a considerable saving.
2265. Suppose there were a saving of £10,000 ? I do not think there was.
2266. Are you sure there was not ? 1 am.
2267. Tou are quite sure there was not a saving of £10,000 effected bv the alterations! in the sewer at
Premier-street ? A saving to whom ? - -
2268. To the Government; I understood you to say that money was throvrn into the hands of the con
tractors on account of these alterations ; presumably, therefore, the Government had to pav something 
extra ; in other words, you say there was no saving ito the Government bv the alteration ? There was no 
saving to the Government, in my opinion. " " 2269.
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2269. As a matter of fact, there was a considerable saving to tbe Grovernment wbicb you apparently know ^ Darcus. 
nothing about P I know nothing about any saving. The plans show where the alterations were made,
and the excavation was done before the altered plans were handed in to the contractors. These excavations 1 UDe’ 
had to be filled in again with concrete.
2270. Tou would be surprised to hear that a saving of about £10,000 was effected to the Government 
by the alteration ? I should be surprised.
2271. His Honor.Tou do not know anything about the arrangements made between the Department 
and the contractors when these alterations were made ? No.
2272. There may have been any arrangement for aught you know? Tes.
2273. Mr. Hickson.'] Why do you think the contractors made a considerable profit at the expense of the 
Department. Prom what I could see I thought that that was the case.
2274 It is a mere guess on your part ? There is no guessing about it. The ground was shot away, and 
it had to be filled in with concrete. '
2275. It is something like your guessing at the quantities in the concrete—this is simply another guess ?
I have just said that it is not guessing at all, because the excavation was made, and it had to be filled in.
2276. Did you mention this bad work to the inspectors ? No.
2277. Did you mention it to the contractors ? To one of the firm I mentioned it several times.
2278. Who was that ? Mr. Forrest.
2279. What did he say ? Nothing.
2280. Tou did not mention it to the Departmental inspectors ? It was not my business to do so.
2281. I presume this work was done when the inspector’s back was turned ? Tes.
2282. Mr. Parkes referred you just now to drawing No. 3 among these plans;—do you know,as a matter 
ot tact, whether that is part of the contract? I presume so, or the drawing would not have been handed 
to the contractors.
2283. What is the meaning of the word “ cancelled” across the drawing? I never saw that before.
2284. It would appear that you have been speaking with reference to a drawing that does not form part 
ot the contract. It was understood all along that the spiral stairway was cancelled.
2285. Supposing that was not the contract plan, would it not upset your evidence ? No; the stairwav 
was never made.
2286. Tou say that an alteration was made in the spiral stairway, and this had the eftect of putting a lot 
ot money into the contractors pockets ? I said no such thing. No excavation was made for the spiral 
stairway. The excavation to which I refer was quite independent of that.
2287. Tou see that the plan before you was cancelled ? Only part of it was cancelled.
2288. Are you quite certain ? Tes.
2289. Why ? Because I had to do with the whole of the work. I had to make all the centerings and to 
set out the work so that the men might shoot away the ground and excavate.
2290. Tou are certain that the whole of this plan was not cancelled? Quite certain. Decidedly it -
was not. J
2291. Are you still in the employ of the contractors ? No ; I have not been for some time.
2292. Mr. Gwnmoiv.] I think you said you were a sort of foreman ;—were you a foreman for the con
tractors ? I had charge of the work.
2293. Where were the contractors ? They were there also.
2294. Did they not manage their own work ? Mr. Ewing and Mr. Maddison both handed me drawings 
to see that certain work was done.
2295 They handed you drawings to make centerings from—drawings from which vou could set up the 
ribs ? And to set the ground out for excavation also. ' "
2296. Had you any men under you to do that ? Tes ; I had any men I required.
2297. Who told you to set out the work ? Mr. Ewing.
2293- Did not Mr. Maddison ? Mr. Maddison was gone at the time the Premier-street dome was set out 
2299. Do you know young Mr. Forrest ? Tes.
2300 Did you tell him last week that you had a set against the Government engineers and inspectors 
and that you would make it hot for them ? I did not.
2301. With regard to the fixing up ot some of the work at the dome at Premier-street, you say you gave 
instructions to the men about sending down good material, and that they took no notice of you P I simolv 
asked tor better stuff. J 1 •'
2302. They did not take any notice of what you said ? No notice whatever.
2303. Had you any right to tell these men what they were to do ? I think I had.
2304. But had you, as a matter of fact ? I am sure I had.
2300. ITas there no one there in charge besides yourself ? Mr. Forrester was there now and again, but 
he left the whole matter to me.
2306 Why did you not sack the men when they did not carry out your instructions ? I had no power 
to sack any men or to put any men on. 1
2307. Had you power to order them to do anything ? No.
2308. Doyou not know that the whole of your contractors’ foremen, if they have power to order men to do 
better material^80 ^°Wer t0 Sa,C^ ^em ■ ^id not order the men in this case. I simply asked them for

2309. Did you not say a minute ago that you had the right to order them ? No. What I said was, I 
thought I had the right to ask them for better stuff.
2310. Did you ask the men at any other place to put in better material ? No.
2311. How many of the heaped-up boxes of metal do you think you saw used in the concrete ? I saw the 
neaped-up box used six or ten times.
2312 Can you swear that you saw it used ten times ? I will not swear that I saw it used ten times, but 
I will swear that I saw it used five times. ’
2313. Where was that ? At Premier-street.
££ )f}len ? 1 can g^e you no date. It was during the course of the work,
ooic riau y0U not §lve us the date within a month ? I can give you no date.
2316. Can you give us the date within two or three months ? I can give you no date. It was during the

140—1 2317.
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W. Darcus. 2317. What do you mean by the course of the work—extending, over what period ? During the time the
work was being constructed. , ,,

10 June, 1896. 2318. What time was that? From March, 1894, till August, 1894,1 think, but I will not swear to the
dates. I cannot give you the dates, but it can easily be dis-

you took measurements in
2319. You cannot tell within a month or two ? 
covered when that work was going on.
2320. I understood you to say, at the commencement of your evidence, that 
connection with this contract;—-who asked you to do so Y Mr. Maddison.
2321. At what place ? lSTo. 7 shaft, Illawarra Road. , , , D ■
2322. Did he ask you to do so at Premier-street ? He had nothing to do with the work at Iremier-

2323. As to your conversation with Mr. Snodgrass, what value do you say you gave him for the centering ?

2324!" Did that include the whole of the centering ? It included the cancelled centering we were talking
of at the time. . . . , • 9 -vr.
2325. You do not know, as regards the payment, what we received tor centering . I 0.
2326. Do you know the exact size of the tunnel which was taken out. I know Pretty we. ^
2327. Do you think any part of the tunnel would be taken out larger than you mdica .1 7
your rough pencil sketch on the plan F It might be slightly larger. t, , f -f ^ pround
2328 You are not sure whether it was not taken out square and timbered ? Parts of it, where the ground 
is bad, would be taken out square and timbered. The drawing I made just now on the plan was intended
to illustrate the taking out of the tunnel in rock. . . » , • + .-j p That
2329. I thought you said that was a section of the tunnel approximately from begmni g .
would be in rock. In soft ground, of course, the tunnelling has to be timbered. . , , ,
2330. Do you know what it is packed with ? It ought to have been packed with shale or with sandstone
concrete where the engineer required it.
2331. Then the sketch you have made does not apply to the timbered ground . JNo.
2332 Can vou uive us an estimate of the quantity of excavation. JNo.
2333. ' Do you know how much of it would be timbered ? I could not give you the quantity exactly.
2334. Could vou uive it approximately P No; I took no interest m the length. . , „
2335' Then why did you say that it was on the average about 1 foot from the inside of the penpheiy .
I meant that to apply to cases where the cutting was in rock. ... p r mv Poof fn
2336. Then why do you not say so, instead of endeavouring to mislead persons ? I am doing my best to
^"YofasTuS that the contractors were being paid for measurements which -ere not put in ;-how 
did you arrive at that conclusion ? To answer that question I should have to mcrimuiate mysett 
2338. Sis Honor.] You have already said that you were doing bad work without sa^ng anyttiin& 
it to the inspectors. I do not know that there is anything more m what you now ,
not consider it my duty to say anything to the inspectors, because I was employed by the hrm ot Carter,
S"71 ^understand that your evidence would render you liable to any prosecution ;-do you 
understand that it would P I doU know. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, &
2340 I do not see how as far as your evidence has gone, it would render you liable to prosecution. 1 e mere fLfof your hSg done bad7 work under instructions would not, as lar as I could see, render you 
liable to be prosecuted ? I did as I was directed by the contractors. t„f Which these thines2341. Mr. Gummow.] You said that you did not remember anything about the times at which these things
happened because you did not know that you were going to be examined about them. N ' ,
2342. Did you know that you were to be examined upon any other points ? No , I was summone 
come here when I had everything packed to go to Western Australia.
2343 Did vou speak to anv other men concerning this matter ? To several men, 1 thin . .
2344'. As to Messrs. Carte/& Co. being so vindictive, in what way have they shown their vindictiveness ; 
do you remember the time when Messrs. Maddison and Ewing left the contract *es' . , ? y
2345. Had you not your tools packed up ready to go the next morning when Mr. Eorrest arrived. Xes.
2346. What did he say to you ? That 1 was to go on with my work. .
2347. Do you call that being vindictive ? It was greatly to his interest to tell me to go on.
2348. In what way ? I do not think he could have got another man at that time to carry on the work 1
2349d°DKl the other sewerage contracts stop because you were not engaged upon them ? No ; but I had
a thorough command of this particular work. , . W/sy»i- />-f o2350 Did Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. not have other carpenters who were carrying on work of a
difficult nature ? Not so difficult, I think, as the work upon which I was engaged
2351. Is this the most difficult sewerage work which has been carried out? The outlet at Hondi would
235? Yolf were Mt there, but I suppose the work was carried out ^11 right ? Certainly
2353. If it was carried out all right, I presume men could be found to do the work P A carpenter was
there but there was an engineer to direct him. ■» 3 4.1,2354. ’ On this particular contract were Messrs. Carter and Gummow dependent upon you ; could they
not have found an engineer ? They could if they had liked, I suppose.
2355. Was there no engineer in the firm ? I never saw one upon that job.
2356. You had the whole of the work upon your own shoulders . Yes.
2357. You say you worked under Mr. Snodgrass upon this job . Yes.
2358. Is he an engineer ? I do not think so. , , ,
2359. Would he be capable of setting out this work ? I have my doubts.
2960 Have vou worked under him upon other contracts ? Yes.
2361 Do you not know that he is a capable man, and could he not do all the measurements or anyt ing 
that woul/be necessary on the part of an engineer? Not on the Marrickville job. He is supposed to 
be a capable engineer, but I know that he is not. .
2362. Are you a judge of a capable engineer ? I believe I am. 2363.
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I do not think W. Darcus.2363. How did you come to assume that we were to be paid for work we had not done ?
i0^u“ed ^ . t. It is a well-known fact that you would not do work for nothing. ' ,----•
2364. How did you come to assume that it was a gain to us to have this stairway of which you have 10June’1896-
oockVv °U^ ^ ^ no^ assume that. I do not know how it came to be knocked out.
2365. Did you not say that the knocking of it out would be a benefit to the contractors? Ho. My

j I10* ^noe^iriS °ut of the stairway, but to an alteration in the shaft.
2366. How did you arrive at the fact that that would be of benefit to the contractors ? Because they 
were paid by the cubic yard for excavation and for concrete.
2367. Are they paid for what they do not put in ? I do not know. They may be.
2368. Tou do not know ? I know nothing whatever about their payments.
2369. The measurements you made up were for whom or for what purpose ? For the information of two 
members ot the firm, who could get no satisfaction from the clever members.
2370. Who were they ? Messrs. Maddison and Ewing. They came to me and asked me to make out
quantities so that they might know how many cubic yards of concrete were going in. They appealed to 
007, bTSrass> alla he would not tell them at all. Then they asked me to do the work, and I did it. 
onli' *'0 ass^s* them, because they were so ignorant ? That is putting it rather roughly.
2372. Could they not have done it for themselves ? No.
2373. Then it comes to this : you were to assist them because they were ignorant, whereas the clever 
members ot the firm could have done the work without your assistance ? I suppose so.

^ mi cou, men to whom you refer have got the information from other members of the
firm r they asked for it, and were refused it.
2375 Tou acted as their engineer—as a sort of spy ? I was no spy at all, and I defy vou to prove it.
I acted just as I was instructed by Mr. Maddison. "
2376. Mr. Parkes.] Will you look at Drawing No. 4 ? Tes.
oowl' t> ^ no^a contract drawing; is it not a drawing you have often seen ? It is a copy of the drawing.
2378. But is it not the same drawing ? I do not think it is. 6
2379. Another drawing to which you referred is marked No. 4A ? Tes.
2380. Is not the Drawing 4A the one containing the alterations upon Drawing No. 3? Tes. [Vide
A.'P’pcThd'icBs D and. JN o. 8-J •
2381. Would not the work shown there have been just as complete and sound if it had been filled in with 
any other material such as filling at 6d. per yard instead of with expensive concrete ? Provided a good 
waT ot concrete was made over the arches and up the shaft. The other space might have been filled in 
with xilling at 6d. per yard, and the work would have been just as good.
2382. His Honor.] What did you mean by saying just now that you might have to incriminate yourself 
it you answered a question which w-as asked you by Mr. Q-ummow;—you did not appear to complete vour 
answer to the question . I was going to say that I was one of the men who took the measurements at 
fremier-street. ihe measurements were taken with a rod 7 feet long marked 5 feet and 2 feet. The 
measurements were taken from the ribs to the dome. I would hold up the rod, calling out 9 feet, 8 feet 
7 feet, without measuring the distance between the end of the rod and the dome correctly. The measure
ment was carried on under great difficulties. It was a dark, wet place, and it was very difficult to stand.
1° obtain the measurements accurately, we should have had to build a scaffolding. As it was I got up 
on to the ribs and held up the rod to the rock, and a man in the dry tunnel would write down’ the mea
surements as they were called out. ‘
2383. That would be the G-overnment engineer ? Tes.
2384. Would he not check them ? There was an inspector half-way up the ribs assisting us to take the 
measurement. He had a candle, and sometimes through water falling it would go out, and it would be 
impossible then to see whether the measurements were correct or not.
2385. Tou took the measurements, whether in the light or in the dark ? Tes. I had a 3-foot rule and

tl^eSTPUt ^ t0. thj end of the rod,’ and would cal1 out whatever I thought were the measurements.
2386. JJo 1 understand you to mean that you took the measurements careless as to whether they were
oqqv H tafen’10r that y°u to?k them wr?i>g intentionally ? I took them carelessly. '
2387. On the whole, do you think you arrived at a fair general average, or do you think you exceeded it ?
I tfiink I slightly exceeded it, but not much.
2388. Haying regard to the conditions under which the measurements were taken, are they as good an
approach to correctness as could be arrived at or not ? We should have had to build scaffolding to <mt at 
them correctly ; but we did not wish to take them correctly. S
oonn* f{re “easurements were taken in the way you indicate to avoid trouble and loss of time 5> Tes 
2390. Mr Hickson^ Who were the men engaged with you in taking the measurements ? The labourers 
ok0, W{£e there ; also Mr- Tudga.y>tlle inspector, and Mr. G-ibbs, the engineer, 
oooo W”1 ^re referr,mg t0 tke measurements at the Premier-street dome, I understand ? Tes.

Mr. G-ummowJ] Was tke approximate way of taking the measurements your own way of takine 
beslTof itWere ^Cm t0 d t0 ta^e tdem in tkat way ? Mr. Snodgrass informed me that I was to make the

2393. In measuring holes in roof excavations you can easily measure 6 inches more or less if it is a verv
iarge excavation ? Yes. ’ J
2394. For instance, could you say whether 2 or 3 inches this way or that, as the case might be would be 
the more correct measurement to give ;-speaking generally, is not the whole thing an approximation — 
when all is said and done, could it be otherwise than approximate in very rough ground ? I could have 
taken the measurements more accurately if I had been inclined930* n.mlA _______________ ‘L ,2395. Could you get as absolutely correct measurements 
some cases the holes would be 6 feet.
2396. Did you take the measurements all over the dome ? 
deepest holes.
2397. Were there any deep holes you did not measure into ? 
the rod into.
2398. Did you measure anyhow—that is, all over the place, or did you have a fixed idea ? 
certain points given to us to measure from.
2399. His Honor.] By whom were these points given you ? By Mr. Snodgrass. He mentioned that the

measurements

as you could get between timbers? No. In 

I measured when I got an opportunity in the 

I measured all the deep holes I could get

There were
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measurements were to be taken at certain angles round, and tbe circular ribs were set up as a guide. 
They could easily make the calculation inside the circular ribs, but they wanted it made outside.
2400. Mr. Gummow.'] Mr. Snodgrass was your boss, was he not ? No. .
2401-2. He was one of the contractors, was he not ? I am not sure. He is very seldom there. '
2403. Did he not, as a matter of fact, settle the distances at wdiich you were to measure the excavation to 
which you have referred ;—supposing this room to bo the excavation, was is not divided up into sections 
of 5 or 6 feet, and did you not measure from those sections up to particular points ? It was not done in
that way. _ . jot
2404. Did you not, in going round the circle, take the measurements from certain points right round . I 
took the measurements as nearly as possible in radial lines.
2405. Having measured at one point, you would go a distance of 5 or 0 feet and take another measure
ment? Tes.
2406. There was a certain fixed method laid down upon which you made the measurements ? Tes.
2407. It was not for you to go where you liked all over the dome and pick out the holes ? No.
2408. Tou made the measurement from ribs fixed at certain distances apart, and your measurements
from those ribs had to be taken by the Government and the contractors ? That was the method adopted 
if it had been correctly carried out. _
2409. Tou were not to pick out all the big holes and put your rod into them ? I did, though, all the same. 
While I was employed by the firm I did my very best to further their interests, and I thought I was 
furthering their interests by giving them as much measurement as possible. If I got the opportunity to 
put the measuring rod into a deep place at a given point I did so.
2410. Sis Sonor.] Was that done at their instigation, or was it your idea of your duty to your em
ployers ? The firm never instruct their men to cheat.
2411. What you did was your idea of doing your duty to your employers—the idea, for instance, which 
sometimes leads seamen to swear that lights were burning brightly ? That is the case.
2412. Mr. Gummow.] Should you not think the firm must be losing very heavily now by not employing
you? No ; and I think that is an insolent question.

I had finished the work upon which I was2413. Sis Sonor.] How did you come to leave the firm? 
engaged.
2414. Tou were not dismissed ? No.
2415. There was no dispute between you and your employers ? None whatever.
2416. Is the contract upon which you were doing the work you have described finished or not ? I think
it is finished. .
2417. Mr. Parhes.] Do you mean to say that you made the extra measurements you had described of
your own free will ? I would rather not answer that question. _ _
2418. Sis Sonor.] It is a most important question, and you must answer it—the question is whether you 
made these measurements of your own free will without the knowledge or consent of the contractors ? I 
have already said that Mr. Snodgrass told me to do my best for the contractors.
2419. Then you were under the impression that you were empowered and expected to do this work, were
you ? My impression was that I was to do my best for the contractors, and that was my method of 
doing it. • .
2420. Mr. Parlces.] Did you think you might not be kept upon the woi'k if you did not do these things ? 
I do not know about that.
2421. Mr. Sickson.] ATas Mr. Snodgrass present when the measurements to which you have referred 
were taken ? He was below on the floor of the dome.
2422. Did he direct you to put your rod into the holes ? No.
2423. Tou did it of your own free will ? Tes. _
2424. Sis Sonor.] In making the measurements the rod was supposed to be perpendicular to the 
particular part of the ribs from which the measurement was being taken ? Tes.
2425. And the ribs were marked off at regular intervals to show you where the measurements were to be 
taken from? Tes.
2426. The rod was supposed to be long enough always to reach from the ribs to the roof ? Tes.
2427. But occasionally you would find that the roof had been blown away too much, and in those cases you 
would have to guess the measurement ? Tes.
2428. Tou used a 3-foot rule on the foot of the rod at places ? Tes.
2429. And I understand that sometimes you simply guessed the measurement, and at other times you 
put the rule on ? Tes.
2430. The light, you say, was bad ? Tes, and I had a dangerous place to stand upon.
2431. AVhat were you standing on ? On the lagging.
2432. Tou were in rather a shaky position ? Tes.

T. Wright. 2433.
2434. 

10 June, 1896. 2435.
2436.
2437.
2438. 
Tes-.
2439.
2440. 
Tes.
2441. 
plan ?

Thomas AVright sworn and examined :—
Mr. Parkes.] AVhat is your calling ? I am a carpenter.
AVere you employed at any time by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? _ Tes. _
Bor any length of time? For some months ; I did not take much notice of the time. _
Upon what jobs of theirs were you employed ? At North Shore, AVoolloomooloo, and Alexandria. 
The Alexandria job would be where the sewer runs through Alexandria Park ? Tes. <
Tour duty as a carpenter was to make the moulds on which the concrete sewer was built, is that so ?

His Sonor.] Is that a branch sewer from one of the main contracts ? It is a storm-water sewer. 
Tou are familiar with the section of sewer shown upon drawing No. 1, Contract No. 61, before you ? 
[Vide Appendix E.]
AVhat you might call the invert of that sewer would be 9 inches of concrete as shown upon the 

- ^eS- • •
2442. AVhen you made those moulds what did you discover in connection with the concrete ? I found
that we could not get at places more than 3 inches or 31- inches. _ • _
2443. AVould that be throughout the sewer? It is now five or six years ago, and it is.difficult to speak

exactly
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exactly as to the quantity, but there might be 30 or 40 feet to which that would apply. I know that I X. Wright.
TJ?™ ? enoineef about tbe time the thing occurred, but he never answered my letter.
2444. Did you do all the centering upon this job? Yes. *
2445. Beyond the 30 or 40 feet you have spoken of, was the work good? I daresay it would be near 
enough m places, but the material was bad.
2446. In what way bad ? Condemned cement was used. I have known cement to be put into the work
w ic wou set m fifteen minutes. Mr. Davis and Mr. Snodgrass both tried the cement, and were satisfied 
that it was bad. •
2447. Was it condemned by Mr. Davis ? I think it was. I cannot be quite sure, but I think he
con emne i . -*-“©7 l^d other casks of good cement upon the ground, and some of this cement which

ey new would stand the test was sent in. Word came back that the cement was good, and I know for 
a tact tnat the cement which had been formerly condemned was used.
2448. Did you write to Mr. Davis and point that out? Tes; after a dispute, which subsequently took
place at IN orth Shore, with the contractor. "
known^jf^efective ^k^^^ a'3°Ut ^ ^en ? ^0<' t^1's more t^an any otter upon which I had

2450. Was cement being put into this No. 61 job at the requisite gauge ? Some of the gauges would go
f6] o concre^e5 ^ fhe metal is good, will go about 20 feet. The proportions

. . , iL mf-a i ^ cement. When these proportions are properly mixed up a gauge will go
u ■ cu ic ee , but, m this particular case, I have known it to go over 30 feet, because the material 

was bad.
2451. What you mean by that is they put in too much metal ? The metal was not the right sort of metal, 

was oo ne. It was more like sand. I think I can safely say that sometimes the bankers would
measure over 30 feet, and a cask of cement is supposed to go to every banker.
2452. lhat means that the quantity of cement used was short? Tes
2453. ms Honor.'] In other words, the metal lay too close; and when you were measuring, if you had 
aken the weight of a cubic foot of metal you would have found it greater than it ought to have been,

because there were fewer interstices ? Tes. The metal we had from Kiama would run 20 feet to a cask 
of cement, and the metal which was crushed at Newtown would go about 21 feet, if the work had been 
done honestly, merely because the stone was flatter.
2454. If it had gone 21 feet it would not have been a bad job ? No

do you a0001111* for its going 30 feet ? The metal was bad.
2456. Where was the metal obtained from ? Newtown.
2457. Crushed how ? I do not know.
2458. Had they a crusher, or was it crushed by hand ? It was crushed by machinery, I think.
24o9. CouM you put your hand upon where the defective work is in the invert of the sewer ? No, not 
very well. It has all been covered up. Commencing at the end where we finished in the Chinamen’s
^ide Appendix 1 sll0uld Say you would find t]le bad work ^thin about a foot of tbe end.

YU d° “ot know what street that would be near ? No ; but I believe you would 
2 or 3 inches thick*13 ^ a f°0t fr°m the encL ToU would find tllat the concrete there is only

2461. His Honor.] That is in the invert ? Tes.
2462. Is there rock underneath ? No—sand.
wttn F?rkes^ ]f: the myert of the sewer is 9 inches, and if the sewer is 7 ft. 6-1 in. by 7 feet, there
thatmtle nla1ceSfnSav)f,TVLUld there “ot ps; I thought many times that there was £100 saved in 
that little place to which I have referred. When the work was open I could have shown it to vou easily 
enough, but it would be hard to find it now. . ^ ^
2464. Tou knew of this bad work by testing it yourself ? Tes. .

the STT’+d^ y0^ ot0 drive the P6" down at any Place ? 1 sbould say that 
■hnnnmi^rl fi ^ . or J Pe£s ke shifted . 1 cannot say the exact number, because the thing-happened nve or six years ago. 6

9dfi7 you ™ean 18 that *0 pegs were put up in the first place to show a gauge of 9 inches ? Tes.
2467. And to get m your moulds to construct the sewer you had to drive these pegs down to 3 inches ?
w’ — had ?°- dTVn t0 flthe grade- T}le concrete is supposed to be put in at the bottom in two
setmv mmild! |a.^cheBJ and sfond 4f inches, f inch being allowed for rendering. When I came to 

^ hh c no1:f°.0m for hak the thickness, and I had to pick it awav.
2468. Even for the first 4| inches ? Tes. "
f,4®9' ^ Tou sa7 you had to drive the pegs down to 3 inches in some cases ? Tes ; I do not
2470 A ,eTe11 that much m some places. There was no room for the second layer at all.
047? Ynn fi f e or,gmally 1,1 *he ? I could not say where the mistake was made.

TT r- n 0t get your grade ? m ’ we should have had to go up hill
2472. Tou found a gradual sweep upwards ? Tes.
oil a' mu P1roper thickness m the bottom the pegs swept upwards a little ? Tes.
2474. the bottom layer was there before you went in ? Tes.
olio' Tou also worked on one of the North Shore contracts ? Tee.
24/b. And you tound defective work going on there also ? Tes
fill 5id y^ sr k y°ur8elf ? Yes. One-half of the cement put into that job was condemned cement.

dj!d *hey.manage t° get it m ? In this way—one dray would take six casks and another five.
In the case of the six casks there were three of condemned and three of good cement. In the case of 
5,7<?VW ^ gO0d,and ^ad cement would be in the proportion of three to two in alternate loads.
form'pr^idh ?^k^p«nC!-li^e m,^ls case uuxed. m bad proportions, as you have described in the case of the 
xormer ]ob r Yes ; the metal was good enough though.
ols?' wi! 50BT'] What was tllere wi:o.ng in tlle mixing ? The proportions were wrong.
2481. What contract are you now speaking of ? No 60 6

^P011 whole, was there very much defective work so far as the concrete was 
concerned ? They were using bad cement all the time I was there
Ssl' ST S \ere/°+L t^re ? 1 Ab0Ut tw° months- Ib uught be more, or it might be less, 
dimiss^d fromlh^wSks ^ ^ comPlamiDS o£ tllis de£cctive work ? Not till after I had been

2485.
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T. Wright. 2485. Why were you dismissed P Perhaps I had better explain. I was working there at about 4 or 5
o’clock one Saturday evening when the inspector came round with Mr. Porrest. Both of them were 10 June, 1896. pretty weU drunk *
2486. His Honor.What is the name of the inspector ? Inwood. They had been boozing all day. That 
happened not one day, but almost every day. There was another inspector standing watching us all the
time. Inwood raised his foot and drove it through the metal, and said, “ This b----- stuff will not do ”
and “ That b------stuff will not do and went on for some time in that way. Presently I got angry and
began calling him names. I afterwards put on my coat and went away home. The following Monday 
was a holiday. When I came back on the Tuesday Mr. Forrest came to me and said, referring to what 
had taken place on the Saturday, “ This is going to be a bad job. We are going to put you away. Ton 
will have to go away. Perhaps, however, an apology will do.” I said I would not make any apology. 
On the following morning Mr. Carter and Mr. Forrest came down to me, and Mr. Forrest said, “ I am 
sorry we have to put you away, but we must do so. We are putting you off without a fault.” I at once 
gathered up my tools and got my time and money and went. Before that, however, I saw Mr. Davis 
and he asked me what I was put off for. He said, “You are not put off; they cannot do that.” I 
said, “ But they have done it.” He then wanted to know what I had been put off for. I told him that 
we had had some words. I went round two or three days afterwards to a room in the Works Depart
ment. Mr. Bagge, Mr. Davis, and Mr. Piper and several more were there. I wanted to say something 
more in reference to the matter, but they would not allow me to say a word. I did not open my mouth. 
When it was all over Mr. Davis turned round to me and said, “ You had no business to interfere with 
the contractor when he said what he did.” I was a little bit surprised at the time, and I said something 
about letting the cat out of the hag, and I added, “ I will see you in the morning.” He said, “ I do not 
want to see you.” On the following day I wrote him a letter, and I have received no answer to it from that 
day to this. Afterwards I told the Honorable John Davies all about it, and he said, “ Give me a letter 
similar to that which they have put into the waste-paper basket.” I gave him a copy of the letter I had 
sent to Mr. Davis, and when I saw the Hon. John Davies again he said, “ You make application for a 
place, and you will get it.” Before I could make any application Mr. Bruce Smith, who was Minister at 
the time, went away, and when he came hack I tried time after time to see him, but could not do so. I 
also wrote on different occasions, but I could not get an answer. I do not know whether Mr. Davis is 
responsible for it or not, but ever since I have been deprived of the opportunity to get any work on 
contracts under the Department. ~
2487. Mr. Parkes.~\ You are confident there was bad concrete used upon job No. 60, and that the 
cement was bad ? Yes ; I am sure of that.
2488. You can swear absolutely that that is so ? I can swear that the cement was bad. I remember 
Mr. Davis going over one day and getting it all carted aw ay. He knows that what I am saying is true.
2489. Was this bad concrete being used during the time you wore on the job ? Yes ; for weeks. The 
first day I was on the job I saw what was going on. The cement which was condemned was in a different 
sort of cask to the good cement. It was in a tongued-and-grooved cask, and anyone could tell the 
difference, therefore, between the good and the bad cement which was being used.
2490. You know, of your own knowledge, that this defective work was going on? Yes.
2491. Were you doing it of your own intention, or were you instructed to do it by anyone? Well, we 
had the cement there, and we had to use it. Mr. Forrest would come over, and would help to unload the 
cement himself.
2492. He assisted you, then, to a certain extent in putting in the bad work ? Yes.
2493. You say that in some of the concrete there was not sufficient cement? That is so.
2494. Do you think the contractors knew that the concrete was being mixed without the proper propor
tion of cement ? I do not know whether they knew it or not.
2495. Were you acting without instructions in what you did ? Well, you go there; you see what you
have to do, and you do it. '
2496. Who gauges the material for the concrete ? There is one man there purposely to do that. He
was on the board, and did all the gauging. •
2497. How would he gauge? Sometimes, if there was nobody watching, he would put in as much as ho 
can get in. He would make the gauge of stone as big as he could make it.
2498. Would there be a contractor’s manager at work on the contract? Sometimes there would be a 
foreman.
2499. You were explaining how the bad concrete was mixed ? Well, there is a box which is supposed to 
hold 16 feet. If there is no one watching, the man would put in 2 or 3 feet more. He has to keep 
an account in his own mind of how he is going on with the box. Perhaps when night comes round he 
will know that he has used thirty casks of cement. He will be asked how much he has used during the 
day. He will then say that he has used forty casks, having used only the thirty, knowing that forty casks 
would correspond with the work which had been done. If he did not watch very carefully he would be 
bowled out, because anyone knows that one cask of cement if used in the proper proportion will only do 
so much work.
2500. His Honor.'] Would there be no account kept of the number of casks in the shed (say) one morning, 
and the number there on the following morning ? Well, there might be 200 or 300 casks in the shed.
2501. But no account is kept by the inspectors showing the number of casks which have been taken out ? 
No. They take down whatever number they are told.
2502. Do I understand that the man who manages the mixing of the concrete is a sort of foreman, who 
would return what would appear to be the proper number of casks which had been used in proportion to 
the quantity of work done ? Yes.
2503. How many times did you write to Mr. Davis about these matters ? Two or three times.
2504. And you say he never replied to your letters ? No.
2505. Have you since seen him in reference to the matter ? I have seen him, but I have not spoken to 
him since he told me that I had no business to interfere.
2506. Mr. Davis.] Since 1891 I suppose you had mentioned these matters to someone else ? I daresay 
I have.
2507. Have you spoken to Mr. Parkes about them ? Yes, I saw him yesterday and told him.
2508. When do you say you told Mr. Parkes ? Yesterday or the day before.

2509.
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2509. Referring to contract No. 61, and to what you allege as to the bottom of the sewer at Alexandria— T. Wright, 
was it an accident or was it done purposely P I could not say.
ori ?' J t!le insPeetor ,mow that too little concrete was put in there ? Yes. , 10 June, 1896.

“I resident engineer know P I cannot say.
end °Ath® sewer did y°u begin to construct ? We began about the middle. 

z&Ld. w.itli respect to the condemned cement upon contract No. 61, do you know of your own knowledge 
that condemned cement went into the work—are you positive on the point P I can swear it.

4. What are your reasons for swearing that condemned cement went into the work; how do you 
know that the cement which you saw going into the work was condemned ? When the cement was con- .

emned word was sent out to the man in charge that it had been condemned. Every man upon the iob 
okik <J°n<le°l:nation- Of course I did not actually see the cement coudemned.

&15. Mis Manor.} How do you happen to know what particular lot of cement was condemned ? The 
cement is branded. We might get in on any one day 200 or 300 casks. A cask of it would be taken 
olfe t^be ffsted a“d lf '* 18 condemned we would know that the whole of that brand was condemned.
u t • „ , “'-I Can y°u remember the brand of cement which was condemned in this instance ? The

Eion brand.
SWceaf that tbe Parcel of “Lion” brand which was brought on to the work was condemned, 

and that m spite ox that it was put into the work ? Yes.
oino ri0 Tjlab eX^en^: was u.sed ^ b could not say how much was used.
2&19. Could you give us an idea of how many casks there would be likely to be in the parcel ? I could 
oro/fa?rii. ^ was at North Shore, and sometimes I was on the other iob.
o=o?' ?Fere m,ght have teen only five ? There might have been more.

21. How many more P I could not say how many more, but there would be far more than five. If 
o=oo n C°me ?Ut W1fn 1 It11* y°u the letter, you would have seen all that was being put into the work.

<fn?ng to,?0“tl'act ^ °- G0> J°u and the inspector had rather a serious quarrel there, and the 
upshot oi it was that an inquiry at which you were present was held ? Yes.
2523. Unfortunately for you, you were sent away from the work ? Yes
2524. You were not satisfied with that ? No.
2525. After that you wrote to the Hon. John Davies p No ; I did not.
o?o?' was the in<luiry held ? It was held the week after I was put off the iob.
2527. Did you not write to the Hon. John Davies before that? I wrote to you two or three times
receiving no answer, before I saw the Hon. John Davies. ’
2528. Was it before or after the inquiry that you wrote to the Hon. John Davies? I did not write to

sen^to^ou^ ^ pUrp0rfc of your communication with him ? I gave him a copy of the letter I had

»™S?l4,kel6“"? 1 f°“i With ‘he '“teri‘‘1- “d 1
2531. Was not your letter to the effect that a certain inspector had been imbibing too freely ? I told the
dtd1not0writeto1Mmfatairatter “ ^ Street' 1 Wm a letter wHcl1 he to°k t0 Mr- B™ce Smith- 1

o=qq' After aU thif’ did you for au inspector’s position ? No.

LTandallowingmeWelt 61 ? 1 ^ that ^ W3S COndemned cemGnt- 1 8aw you standing beside

2534. How do you know that it was condemned cement which you used ? Word was sent out that it was 
condemned. Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Carter and everyone knew that the cement had been condemned but 
they were all half drunk right through the place. a, out
o=q« JfU ^erG the ^ righte°us man there ? I took it as well as the rest.
for it. 1)0 y°U “y that Mr' Carter was the worse for liquor ? I never saw him the worse

2537. Did you ever see him take any liquor ? I did not.

2538.
Patrick Harford Kenna sworn and examined.:—

9«Q t?° ^tU knT a mai1 named Christian Hansen ? Yes. p. H. k™.*
evidence^ Ou the o^asfoTTo vt*T61? t0 l°U the ^ before he came here to give his  ----------

Un the occasion to which I refer, I was m King-street, Newtown, with him We were 10June>1896-
talking over matters m connection with this Commission. I happened to remark that it was time s^me
“I kfow tW^e’andu w’-f Y°U are a,ware that ^he work is being slummed,” as we term it. He said "
T d k? L T®’ bu? ^ a mal1 sald anything about it he would be looked upon as an informer”’
I saw him the next day and he told me that he had to give evidence. He said, “I had four or five months’ 
work but I suppose I shall lose it through having to |ve evidence.” When I 4d his evidence in one of 
shJd7oZrZ\\r yery mucb/urpnsod at the way in which he had turned round upon what he Irnff 
th^matter. d 1 h0Ugl1 hat m the Crests of justice I ought to make known what I knew concerning

254?' mT1 ?wy°U S° to M1r' ParkeS and tell him ? I had not seen him until to-day. *
2541. Mr. Hickson.] Were you employed upon any of these works ? Never.

William Henry Warren sworn and examined:—
2543' iftif wft'l T°U rfr°ieSfr °f -Eugiueering at the Sydney University ? Yes.

F 2545.

W. H. 
Warren.

10 June, 1896.
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W. H. 2545. Did you test any other portions of the sewer? No; we did not go beyond that. We found it 
Warren, extremely difficult to get even to that point, 

inr '^Taac 2546. Did the man who accompanied vou ask you to go any further ? Yes.
10 June, 1896. 2547_ y0u think he was prepared to show you further defective work ? Well, he asked us to go further, 

but we could not do so. We had extreme difficulty in getting to the point I have named. Mr. M Credie, 
I think, could not have gone further even had I done so, because he was more exhausted than I .was.
2548. Do you think from the nature of the cavity you saw that it would be at all likely that other parts
of the work would be defective—that is to say, that other cavities would have been left ? It is impossible 
to say that. There is no doubt as to the existence of this one cavitj1’; but one would require to see the 
other cavities, if they exist, before saying anything about them. _ _
2549. But from the cavity which you saw, would you entertain a suspicion that there would be further 
defective work ? I should think it quite possible that having found one defect you might find others.
2550. Did you test the brickwork at all ? I looked at it. ,
2551. What class of brickwork do you think it was ? First-class. _
2552. Did you test the cement in the packing at all ? I saw some cement mortar which appeared to be
pretty good. ,
2553. Do you mean concrete ? It was cement mortar that I saw. I do not quite know what the propor
tions of the composition would be.
2554. Mr. SicksonJ] Were the holes made for you before you went into the sewer to look at them ? We
saw them made. We did not go into the sewer as we had originally intended to find out any defective 
places for ourselves on account of the extreme difficulty attending the inspection, but we sent Mr. Davis 
in with the men, and we could see all that they did. \V e saw them knock out bricks, and afterwards when 
we knew there was a cavity we went in to see it. _
2555. Who decided upon the places at which the bricks should be taken out ? The man with us seemed 
to know precisely where to go. He found the place at once.
2556. I understand you examined two places ? Two places were examined. In the first place the work 
behind the bricks was solid, and there was, therefore, no use in examining it. They went on a little further 
and knocked out other bricks, behind which the cavity I have described was found.
2557. Was the class of workmanship, as far as you saw, generally good? Yes.
2558. Do you think that by tapping the roof of the sewer you could detect hollow places ? I would not
undertake to do that. I do not think you could accurately do it in a sewer, because the noise made 
would be too great. By tapping a wall outside you might ascertain whether there were any hollows behind 
it, but it would be very difficult to make such a discovery by tapping in a sewer, especially in a sewer of 
this size. .
2559-60. Have you gone into the question of the strength of the roof of this sewer ? Of course there is 
no doubt that at the particular place to which you have referred there was no packing. But would there 
be any danger of anything happening to damage the sewer ? In what way ? _ _ _
2561. For instance, the sewer is 3 ft. Sin. x 2 ft. 2 in., and the cavity is on the top ? No, the cavity is
on one side. . .
2562. Is it possible for the roof to be lifted from any pressure that could be brought to bear upon it in 
the sewer ? From any internal pressure, certainly not.
2563. That would be impossible, you think? Yes.
2564. What head of water would be required to lift the roof ? The best way to test it is to take a foot of 
sewer and to imagine that the sewer is bursting. The sewer could only burst in one of two ways. The 
cement itself would either fail by tension, or it would be pulled away from the bricks to which it had adhered. 
We will suppose that the adhesion between the bricks and the cement is overcome: I went into that 
matter some seven years ago. I think I made some 300 tests, which are recorded in most of the books. 
The result amounted to this, that a pressure of 75 lb. to the square inch would be required, and that would 
mean a head of 170 feet.
2565. You mean that you would require 170 feet of head in order to damage that piece of sewer ? Yes. 
That is assuming that there is a cavity all round it, and that the mortar is 3 to 1 ; it would undoubtedly 
take that head to burst it.
2566. Do you know the depth of the shaft ? I was told it was 80 feet.
2567. Therefore you would require to have a column of water 100 feet over the shaft before the sewer 
would burst ? Yes, supposing the mortar were of good quality.
2568. If evidence has been given to the effect that 4^-inch brickwork is not sufficiently strong, that would 
be absolutely incorrect ? Yes ; l-i- inches would give abundant strength.

FRIDAY, 12 JUNE, 1896.
Bobert Bowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined :—

E. R. P. 2569. Mr. Parkes.'} You identify the document I hand you as the schedule tender form for contract 
Hickson. No. 117 ? It appears to be the departmental schedule form. I know nothing about the figures or 

quantities it contains. ,
12 June, 1896. 2570. With reference to Ahearn’s contract, No. 101, will you give me the length of the aqueduct in 

chains ? It appears to be 29 chains. _
2571. Will you have prepared a document showing the contract cost and length of contracts No. 101, 
N<5. 112, and No. 77 ? Some of these contracts are not yet finished. I suppose you mean the cost, as 
we think it will run out at the schedule rates. Of course, in some cases we have to vary the quantities.

. 2572. I am assuming your estimate to be absolutely correct ? I understand.
2573. The sewerage plan in contract No. 112 was altered (from three pipes to an open aqueduct;—I 
presume that the open aqueduct will have to carry the contents^of the three pipes ? No ; I think not.
2574. If the three sewers discharge into it, would not that be so ? I think there was an off-take on each
side between 101 and 112. I am speaking from memory, but I think you will find that there was an 
off-take. [Vide Appendix F.] ^ .
2575. What would be the size of the off-take ? That I could not say ; but I think there were two distri
buting sewers to the sewerage farm. t
2575J. Still, there would be three 6-feet sewers joined onto the aqueduct? Yes ; but of course No. 112 
wrould not have the capacity of No. 101.

- George
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George MeCredie recalled and further examined — G. McCredie.
2576. Will you tell His Honor what you saw and what generally happened yesterday in the course of your 
inspection upon Contracts 79a and 79 ? We started at Ho. 24 shaft beside the ferry. Mr. Davis and 12 June-1896- 
two men accompanied me. I got on to a trolly, having with me a 7-lb. hammer. I tested carefully the 
brickwork forming the arch or crown of the sewer all the way along. The first apparent cavity I came 
to was on the up-stream side of shaft Ho. 23. Trom the sound when I tapped with the hammer I was 
inclined to have it opened. An opening having been made, I found a small cavity 12 inches square by

Tm ioep'r <ri.COnf'Ted te?tlnS as 1 went alonS’ and another hole was made between shafts Ho. 18 
and JNo. 19 1 thought from the sound that there was a cavity behind it. When the opening was made

°nly a half1°ch between the back of the brick and the face of the rock.
■/' J:Lls f-onor-l You mean an opening of half-an-inch which had not been filled in? Yes; about 

midway between 16 and 17 down stream. I had another opening made and found that the packing was 
hard up against the brickwork. & 1 s

l>r*e!Aw7i0Uim-e?n th,e PackinS or tlle rock ? In that case there was packing. Twenty feet 
tWhoL0n 1 f<?-vnd t^at t11.e; bnckwork was hard up against the rock. My opinion is that the tunnel at 
that end goes through solid rock, and that the brickwork is pretty hard up against it all the way. I 
continued testing right on until we came to a point between shafts Ho. 12 and Ho. 13. When 1 came to a •
point about 125 feet up-stream from Ho. 12 shaft—of course the distance is only approximate : but it is 
as nearly as I can give it—I found a space behind the brickwork 9 feet long and 3 feet wide with an 
average depth of 9 inches I tested on to the mouth of the shaft and found no other cavity. I went on 

rough, I think, ]No. 79 Contract. The sewer there is I think a little deeper than in the preceding 
contract, and is cemented all round. I had the sewer tapped all the way along, and as far as I could 
judge there were no defects.
2579. Mr. Parkes.) Did you measure the hole you found upon the occasion of your first inspection? 
xes ; 1 measured it again yesterday to make sure of its dimensions
2580 What were they ? It was 7 ft. 6 in. by 3 feet ;-I found it just the same-exactly the measure- • 
ments 1 gave you before. J
2581. You found yesterday an additional hole then ? Yes.
lilt' w nd7QSta“d 7°? t0 Say tka;t Co^ract 79 is rendered in cement ? Yes ; it is cemented all round.

' if 79iA Sriia+Ly.Cemev (1-? ^0 ; l(: was struck-joint in the arch, and the bottom was cement.
y°U ioob at that voucher m connection with Contract 79a, you will see the quantity of cement 

for “ 2-522 yards at 2s. 6d., giving a total of £315 5s. ? Yes. 
oeoo -vir i lenS.tk of that tunnel, speaking roughly ? I could not say.
2,a°"- Would it be a mile ? I should think so, but I could not say definitely.
oroo' w'naS cemented on the face anywhere ? Ho ; only on the bottom of the channel.
Yes ‘ Wl 1 J0U haVe measurements made upon that contract to see what the total of cement facing is?

vpfw1?0 •y°U fe®1.ab^olute]y confident that the tapping you made in the course of your inspection 
yesterday is a sufficient test of the soundness of the work ? It is the only test yon can get after the 
work is completed. The only other test you could get would be to strip all off, and that would be out of 
"fTfu li ITtaPped yesterday with a hammer from the top of the arch right round the haunch. I 
could tell when I came to the haunches of the arch whether the work behind was solid or not. If I came 
to any spot where I thought the sound was at all hollow I would tap for a foot or two all round it, and '
it I tound that solid I did not think it worth while to have an opening made. Where I was satisfied that 
opentegmiTde8 not of any Sreat slze 1 did not think it was a sufficiently serious matter to have an

ocn?' ?Ut y?l‘,did d(;tect hollow sounds in places besides those which you had opened ? Yes 
2591. Hound these places you think the work was solid ? Yes.
ocoo' £nd Sonerally you think that in the lower end of the sewer the work is correctly done ? Yes 
orori a ‘1thlllk tho brickwork is close to the rock ? I think it is pretty close up to the rock.
2094. And you think you applied a fairly accurate test ? Yes
flfrightf?' IY^S°n'] AS regards Contract 79, you think after an examination of it that the work there is

orov’ ? y°u„were a rosP°nsible officer you would be quite satisfied with that work ? Yes.
linn R fS t0 Colltracd 79a—the work, by the way, was not done under me—you are aware that evidence 
has been given here by a man named Dawson ? Y es.
2598. The cavffy you found yesterday was close to the cavity you found on the occasion of your last 
inspect'on ? Yes; it was on the other side of the tunnel nearer to the next manhole. 1
In Jil fnUFP°Se / aF,UnprlnCI1P,led man debberately made up his mind, when the Inspector’s back is 
eveFFtWh yeacarlty! hfreW0U d be 110 Posslble ";ay of preventing that kind of thing happening 
mnW lI h g T\; n,SPf< 0ir Tr cv77,mari at work ? If a man were determined to leave the cavity®
™nn b were watched closely, he could leave it. Of course there is no doubt about that. 7
very good klmmshlp you saw a11 through was generally good, was it not ? Yes ; the brickwork was

oTitP ^°UTl,nTtCallitbFd WOr^initll,e ordinary sense when a certain part is deliberately left out? 
bLoo mL lh , argert.CaV11t;ies: certainly looked as if they had been deliberately left out.
9ftnq a/ 70rkmannb?£ a11 through, you say, was, in your opinion, good? Yes ; very fair.
2603. Jfr. Gtimmow) You said that Mr. Davis and two workmen went down with you yesterday—did 
a]hy ether person go down ? Yes ; at shaft Ho. 13 Dawson went down. 7 7 7 ’

f? take any Papt m showing you these places ? I went on tapping to find out hollow places 
0,fh0U u°!i lfpbe wanted me to make a hole at any particular point. When we came to 

mfght beyopenaedeoutCribe<1’ °f C°UrSe any°ne C°Uld hear thatthere ^as a hollow, and Dawson asked that it

fway b^hindemePear ^ kn°W Pretty wel1 where theSe placcs were? 1 could n°t tell, because he was

9ro7 ^ ^ a8kend ^T-t0 hfve the openings made at these particular places ? Yes.
2b07. Mis Honor.} Taking the particular section between shafts 13 and 14, in addition to the very bad 
places you have named, did you find any other suspicious places ? Ho other suspicious places 7 

140—K *. ■ v n •,
2608.
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Gr. MeCredie. 2608. In other sections you found suspicious placcs, hut you thought there was not a sufficient mdica ion 
v of a cavity to warrant you in having an opening made r1 That is so. For instance, I might come across 

12 June, 1896. a gman cavity, say about a foot or perhaps not as much. It is not always possible to pack thoroug ly a 
the back of the brickwork, and a little space might be left not intentionally—because no benefat would be 
derived from leaving these small pockets—but because of the difficulty of packing.
2609. The small spaces to which you refer would be little hollows in the rock which, as the brickwork ■wen 
on, would practically be covered up in such a way that it would not be possible to pack them . les. 
When I came to such places I tested down to the haunches, and I felt satisfied that if there were no
concrete behind I should be able to tell at once. . . . , ,, .
2610. Mr. Parkes.] I will now take you back to Contract No. 77—the contract upon which the Monier 
arch was substituted for the original design of the Department;—you have taken out the quantities ot the 
Monier arches and aqueducts ? Tes. [ Vide Appendix No. 15.]
2611. You have thoroughly checked them ? Yes.
2612. Did you re-cheek them ? Yes.
2613. And you are absolutely sure that the quantities are correct ? Yes.
2614 You have no doubt about it at all? Not the slightest doubt.
2615. Upon the whole of Contract No. 77 the only parts affected by the Monier system are the arches 
and the aqueducts ? Yes, that would be at White’s Creek and Johnstone s Creek.
2616. First of all you measured up the compo ? Yes.
2617. What did you make out the quantities to be ? 1,084 cubic yards.
2618. His Honor.] You are speaking of the Monier system as it is being worked out on this particular
contract? Yes. , ^ n j i o -v
2619. Your observations apply to both the White’s Creek and Johnstone s Creek aqueducts . les.
2620. Mr. ParkesO] You did not see the Government estimates during the time you were making your own
computation ? No. [Vide Appendix No. 12.] _ j j. o vr
2621. You were afterwards shown the Departmental estimates for the two aqueducts . xes.
2622. Will you look at item No. 21, special bluestone concrete, and tell me what the quantity is? I,0o0
yards. My own quantity was 1,084. _ • 0
2623. His Honor.] I understand that cement mortar was substituted for the special bluestone concrete.
"ygg
2624. Mr. Parkes.] You consider that that is a fair computation of the quantities ? Yes ; it is as nearly
as you could get at them. , , . . r
2625. Take the ironwork, the next material used in the Monier system; what is your total weight ot
ironwork ? Do you include cast-iron ? ‘
2626. I mean the total weight of iron used in construction? Sixty-two tons.
2627. What is the computation of the Department ? Sixty-six tons. ,. , ,
2628. Those are the principal items in this particular work, and they tally very fairly with the estimated
quantities of the Government as you see by this document ? Yes. [Vide Appendix No. PN]
2629. How would you estimate the value of the quantity of compo., 3 to 1 ? I make it up m this way : 
Take 3 yards of sand at 2s. 6d. ; that would be 7s. 6d.; 1 yard of cement, at six casks to the yard, at 
9s. 6d. a cask, would be £2 17s. If you add those items together you will get £3 4s. «d That would 
make 3 yards of stuff ? If you divide the total by 3 you would get £1 Is. 6d. That is the cost o] the 
material. I allow 8s. 6d. for labour, covering, timbering, mixing, and everything m connection with it. 
That brings the value up to £1 10s. I. therefore put the compo. down as worth £ L 10s. a cubic yard.
2630. There is no doubt, making the measurements in that way, as to the accuracy of your statements . JN o.
2631. It is universally acknowledged, for instance, -that six casks of cement go to a yard Yes.
2632. If you look at the item 51 in the Government schedule you will find that 13s. a casK is allowed lor
cement? Yes. _ n
2633. That is the schedule applying to Contract No. 77 ? Yes. [Vide Appendix No. 12.\ ,
2634. If, then, the compo. was put down at £3 10s. a yard, would not that be an extravagant price . 1

2635. If the price of compo. were stated at £6 a cubic yard, would not that be an absurdly high price ? I
should think so. , 9 v
2636. The two documents before you are departmental schedule forms for contracts, are they not ( xes.
2637. You know Contract No. 77 ? Yes. rTr. 7 . ,. ,r
2638. And you know the adjoining Contract running from it,.No. 117? Yes. [Vide Appendix. No. Ifa.j
2639. There is no doubt that the nature of the two contracts is the same, and that they are going on at
one and the same time? Yes. . . , . . , . ,,
2640. Can you understand why, in the case of Contract 117, excavations m solid rock with 4 lb.
charges of powder are put down at £1 8s. a cubic yard, and whjr, in the case of Contract 77, the excava
tion in solid rock is put down at £2 17s. 6d. per cubic yard—100 per cent, difference can you under
stand upon what principle those values are made out ? I cannot. _ .
2641. If the excavation in the case of Contract 117 was worth £1 8s. per cubic yard, there is
your mind that the excavations in the adjoining Contract No. 77, was worth a similar sum . 
are upon the same line of country. c v
2642. Bluestone concrete, 3, 2, and 1, is bluestone concrete all the world over ? Yes. -m
2643. Can you understand why bluestone concrete should be put down in Contract No. 77 at £2 10s. per
cubic yard, and in Contract 117 at £2 a cubic yard ? I do not understand it.
2644. It would be of the same value in both works ? It should be.
2645 Take the excavations in hard rock where guttering and gadding only is permitted can you under
stand how it is that in Contract No. 77 the item for excavation in hard rock where only guttering and 
gad din o- is permitted is put down at £3 5s. per cubic yard, while in the adjoining contract it is put down 
at £1 16s. per cubic yard—about 100 per cent, difference ? No ; I cannot understand the difference.
2646. Does it not seem to you ridiculous ? It does not seem right. I do not understand the reason for it.
2647. If in the case of Contract No. 77 special bluestone concrete is put down at £3 per yard, and in 
Contract No. 117 at £2 10s. per yard, does not that also seem to you absurd ? It does not seem right.
2648. You will see that brickwork in the case of Contract No. 77 is put down at £2 10s. a cubic yard,
and in the case of No. 117 at £2 5s. a cubic yard—is not that a very extraordinary thing considering that 
the two contracts were going on at one and the same time ? It does seem extraordinary. 2649.

no doubt in 
Well, they
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Not upon the assumption that the two contracts were let at a- MeCredie.2649. Can you understand the difference P 
about the same time.
No. ^ tW° contracts were within six months of each other could you understand the difference ? 13 JunM896.

m rf”*4 ” P»* - M. P« square yard fa the ca» of
facing 1 to i ;• „ fa Co” 13,“*” 7 ‘*1/ i,e“ ». <P««M
117 at 2s. 3d. per square yard —you will f l‘ d;per SqUare yfd> a.nd m the case o£ Contract
No. 77 are greatly increased —do^nu tK^l al“0®£ every case the prices m the case of Contract
letting of the twt/contracts that would that ®vei1 lf there were a period of six months between the 
to 100 per cent. ? I do not think so. J * f7 SUdl an extraordinary increase amounting in some cases

J0? hT.qee? *Ue 7 '“T"

“»»»“»»—-on there could 

faghest w. hare bSETu.*™ fam p"fa”"u ih”, “ettl'”1 ? ^ ^ to 12'- per ^ Tl‘e

pS'ySP””™! “"3^ ^ " “ *•
2659. Tour toTafeltTmate’for the aqueductSdS thTll “ d°ne J113011/11,0 continent of Europe ?. No. 
cases, would be £4 570 for both aqueducts ? Tes. the pierS Shown in both
9RR?' -wi!1 f’? abs0 qtely certam of your quantities ? I am. ' '
workoltr y°UW ^ UP°n? My calculations are made upon what I myself could carry the 

T °i? guarantee that you yourself could do the work for that price ? I could 
-eu3ld«pXXS;LXr„7£tb,i"20o1 connected with ,h, Monier patent

XuldfaXlTTe4,"3*1" pe"“t- ““ 01 «“‘~t -Ofad bring it do™ to about *6,300,

MJ5-6. And that .„„„„t added to £1,570 would give you a totel of £10,870 for ,h. .hole ,f the work f

Me“«i”pes»“? ‘“hixt*0**1 pric,i wMch

y1°Ur 0Pinion> an escess m value of about £4700 p Ves g ^ ,50° f°r that contra^ they are
S ^nyrgt^TetafdLlStii ^ ? V«.
for instance P In the case of the original department^ desfeT’tk the-two Pla“s> as regards the material, 
the piers are much closer together 18 t •g?°d d,ea of b™kwork ; thende^n, „d it ie a ye, big itL fa the

S »PP~<1 - I» worked ate,,. It i, a

2674! Ton Im-e"also madet'asLiateEf ttte a^kuJte^the oriSTd ^ in^^onier Plan- 
to £9,679, does it not ? Tes aqueducts m the original design, and I believe it amounts

Kxtxr„prip»»
2677,E^E^/IEr3^^e°iCelh^, 7‘K^SbS»2S,JSf6reSj!Sef1“ “ reg‘riS ‘WS

f teK°g their

Creek
There seemed to be n!aS^“jSlhS5Jt’ftelSj'i5J,Sjt°rf fciS*1 ThJ1”7 ""ot'1'"!,rir way?'

2683: How^many^eentees wereXiug ^d” TcSd^'S^”1" k™ f N0 ! *>“‘e h“‘i “C't'
ly^rtlr ^ ’»* *" ‘1»"' 1 wdidJgXSfrfrhfZeTrchefifjS

specialfiote'ofIt. *rclles ““M T™ tki»t they had been taken out off I eotdd not say. I made no

S: fa°not thef:iof7iiu!?1'.,r m.'d'i|>tici,i f cKmcTd11”hi"th “d 0o?lraoto' P1™ ? Tes. 
mch ? I would not say that the cost is double, but the centred » e^tSfrfhXoif

2687. Almost any tradesman could make the centering for a segmental arch ? Tes. '

^es j and upon the same basis

2688.
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, centering for an elliptical arcli ? Yes.2688. But it takes a man with special knowledge to make a
2689. It would have to be made from five centres ? Yes.
2690. And if the arch were not quite true it would be a dangerous arch . le • M - r 1(1
2691. Therefore, there is not the slightest doubt but that the centerings nsed for the bonier arch wo
not be as costly’as the centerings which would have had to be used “ to make
forth in the original design? The arch in the original design would be a more costly arch to ma
altogether. It would certainly be more costly as far as the centerings are • p
2692. You saw the ironwork sticking out of the arches on Contract 77 the other y . ■
2693. "Was it rusty ? Yes. It had been exposed to the weather.

vv as it verv rustv ? You could see at once that it was rusty. , . , .. "XT/, of fi,2695! Sd you n'oticfwhether they were building over the iron
particular places they were not building over it. They were working on the bluestone concrete to 
hpd oliannel The iron I saw was the ends sticking out ox the worK.2696. ^And these you say were rusty ? They were bound to be rusty fr°“ J16 Yes the ends
2697. Did you look at the iron which was employed m the conduit—was that also rus y . ,
2698. X Si'fDo you mean just at the very end ? That would be ^^/ou could see
2699. Do you mean that only the ends of the projecting parts were lusty, oi that the whole o
projecting parts were rusty ? There were only about 5 or 6 inches projecing. should all be
9700—2701 Mr ParTces 1 It is necessary to ensure the stability o£ this class ot w

that it is light and economical. ... u ___ ? You mean if2702. Supposing the iron grill were destroyed by rust, what would become of the arc .
the iron became useless ? in fhe arch itself2703. Yes? Prom what I can see of it, I do not think there is a margin of safety in the arch itsen
without the iron. It appears to be too light, but it is a matter ofralcu a mn. j ld not>
2704. Would you yourself enter upon a structure of that sort ? Without the iron , its
2705. Supposing vou had men specially acquainted with that c ass ^X^h f should say Zn
construction then? Not unless I had really good men at it It X i^S be
lightness would require the material to be of the best description.

If 7o„bt tad to take in hand the work in Co.traet No. f 7. and you suggested to your
employers th'at the Monier principle should be subst,tilted for "t£y"8“r^ite°'',t°the rate
think that your employer would have to pay for the work not affected y y
of 28| per cent, in excess of the contract value? ] No, I shou).d "ot Za, "' oqi lier cent, below the
2707. Suppose you had tendered for this particular work, and ® substituted plan do you not
valuation, and suppose that only portion of the work was affec e y reduction upon your
think your employer would be entitled to the benefit of having , “ -y . A t].ere ]]ad been an
prices on the portion of the work not affected by the substituted plan? Yes ; it there had been an

construction of
of 3 to 1 would be as good as a special bluestone concrete of 3, 2, and 1 .
®(i!!dWoMdit”e"id\2LTS’would be more solid nod would uudro . much more compact job.

^flSrcimpo. in the arches with radiating brick arches p-do you

g£ t •SSSSTS.'SS can do; hut we do not

5?loZu ZU'SeTulug strain to he stood by compo aud by brick-for that i. ^c
question—that is, the crushing strain that good brick will stand a,nd the crus mg ® a ^ of
will stand ? I believe in brick, although it is a matter of calculation to get at the crush^
0710 iifr Parkes 1 You also have made an actual test of the cost of the concrete. • 44,0+1*0orbLteM aSi,or £V4s, 3 yds. of crushed ^ne ^t 2, 7s.
12 casks of cement at 9s. 6d. a cask-£5 14s.; making a total of £10 5s 6^a Jhat should cover^om^
IZZmlaSuStoliu^he ffllSTto aZd. ” hat°is about what the Gc.rnme.t are paying

with 28| per cent, discount upon schedule rates. o There is 10s difference2714. What is the difference between the bluestone concrete and the compo.. There is 1 .
when it is mixed and in its place. , p Yes
2715. You mean that the bluestone concrete costs 10s. a yard more than tne co p . • t} materiai8
2716. You have arrived at this result from an actual test of the material? Yes , 1 had the materials

2717. So that there cannot be any doubt as to your calculation ? No. . . f •. p yes
2718. You have taken the money paid for the material and the labour for the mixing ot . ■
2719 And the total tallies with the Government figures with 28! per cent, off? Yes , it comes to

SuvZou “Id Jy ZuriSeXely fu Ihe pZek-e of iron for work, under your control ,-wou
Sw t?e mS Tahiesof t?e dXent olio, of irL per ton ? I hare hmi w gre.t de.l of work m winch
I have had to use iron, and I know pretty well the value ot it. present time I
2721. Is £15 a ton for tie-bars and channel-iron an excessive or a cheap rate ? At the present time
should consider £15 a ton a high rate. , • „4. j?n « i-nn nnd making2722. His Honor 1 What would you consider a fair rate ? You can buy iron at £11 a ton, an D
an allowance of £2 for the iron in this case it would be worth £13 a ton. 2723.
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723. Mr. larhesP\ Do you consider £11 3s. a ton for cast-iron plates a fair price? It is a high price G- MeCredie. 
■1"- *'L0 a ton would be a good price, but you can get it for less than that. '— ------

r ° y0U,.t nnk 1£1° a ton for ^"in- and J-in- iron rods a fair price ? Do you mean to buy them ? 12 June>18S6-
tixmg them and everything complete ? I think £10 is about a fair value.

2726. Ihere is not the slightest doubt but that the three items I have quoted are not 281 per cent, below 
market value ? There is no doubt about that. '

Tte figUreS hfVn giIei1 us to-da3r as to quantities, Ac., are gathered from the most carefully 
selected, sources and tests ? Tes. J
X; T°U haVf n<? th-e slig]lt«st doubt in your own mind as to the figures you have given us being fair

nfCF0kntraC-t0rS ? J■ do not feel the slightest doubt about it. I am quite satisfied as to the
accuracy ot the prices and quantities.
2729. Mr. Hickson ] I suppose that really the value of a work is what the work is tendered for P That 
oIqo w-!igenrerally reckon the value —what we can get it done for.

i reifren,Ce to.tbls 28i per cent.—the tender upon the original design was 281 per cent, below .
the schedule rates, bringing the bulk sum up to £15,757 ? Tes. ‘ 1

Assummg that you could get an equally substantial structure of the same capacity for £257 less
Tf cmi/s^thn? • Fh ^ ? aCCePT+ln/ 14 ti,e C0Untry Was robbed ? Y°u «aJ an equally substantial one- 
ovqo ^ ,tb t 8 ?:' le question. It depends upon what the substituted plan is. ‘
do vou tWnkThe^rn01, argUm“t,S Bfke that the plan was equaily substantia! ami of the same capacity
amount Thn W°ld be r°bbed lf,they could get the work done for £257 less than the '
07QQ r 1 h ,nq! oted ? Not upon the assumption that it was equally substantial.

- ^ re"ard to yoGl; comparison between the values of the bluestone concrete and the compo., in making 
that companson you did not allow for tne iron work in the compo. ? No ; I did not include that in thf 
compo.
have n^°U haVe ^ tbat y°U baVe bad n° exPerience in the construction of the Monier arch ? No, I

PfS 1 th“l J»“ “P™«ed « doubt „ th, stability of the structure '

2v Of s?x°S^nS„Sat a calcula.tion tad been made, and that it had been found that there was a margin of 
the of s rucsufficiently strong? I do not think there is so much inthe margin of safety as m the doubt as to whether the compo. would stand our climatic changes.
Eourrs »r,bf, .3„£1 ,s no‘ “ “““1 h™ »fta *? 1 ^ it,
2738. But you have used it in rendering? Tes.
2740 The^V tv v° tL etUu °n outdo°r Y01’k wkere climatic change would have effect upon it ? Tes.
740. Then I think that disposes of the question of climatic change affecting the compo And if

xb „ ®-fer?.a I1+larS;n of safetT °„r ,S1X. do you not think that the structure would be sufficiently strong P 
Leavmg chmatic changes out of the question, I should imagine so-yes 7 g '
that no wnrknf do^rl composition in the Monier arches at 30s. a yard, and you have also said
2742 lla Lt^J nfnf i1'6 haS beendGne m tb® ColoQy before ? I think I said I did not know of anv.
O7?oi Q tter of fact> some has been carried out ? There may have been. ”
ofk'and^haT’ZfUrat6 acc°u°t bas been k®Pt of the work with a view to ascertain the exact cost
Mv onini^fsthnt tLT1"88 £i j 108lRer yard’ w°llld nofc that afiect tlle opinion you have formed ? 
i±y opinion is that at that price it would cost far too much
fi;.3' ung every ^°nny sPent uPon the had been carefully put down, and that the result
self admit T*110 ft l°S' * ^ ^°Uld n0t that UpSefc •VGU1' calculations, seeing, as you your-2744 Wk’ 7a l ha?/0t bad £Dy esPerience m the construction of the Monier arch ?° No7 7
you the whl .taetaT 1 "PP°” Wh,!re ^ “ “ tlle Pri“ £i 10>- » -™<1.
Set too' toLTnSSj!”8 ",5' ’Vit'‘ r,igard “• ,'"i M0"“r A'":l1 I,or‘io" ? Tl»» 1 “J t'uu it

2747 -R0!1 •Sa{itbat ?-ere H jotting special in the construction ? Not in the composition.
lit* Dn ™ !v P,Ut+Lng Gf lfc t0gether; 1 mean ? 1 d0 not see a>kythmg very special.

748. Do you think that you can shovel in the composition as you could in any ordinary work P Tes 
Of course there must be a certain amount of care. 7 y ' XC3,

kno'vBthaTt care in a very small measurement means money—that is to say it is labour in
wiU muke SS™ or *» “"t-10s' «• “ ‘llo™d« “d * ■»» '
275?' m!?lk,”hOW h0” ‘V ““P0"1”” i» put iu ? Ye, ; I „w tbom puttiug tome in the other day.

^.ha* 18 lhen PE0®688 ? The same as with any ordinary composition. 7
o2. Mis Honor.] Did you see the men putting up the arches the other day ? No As far as thev are 

2753eMr 'mrl ‘h® centfe,;]ngs]i.!] and the boarding on it is an easy matter to put in the composition.

tStoJkP dNot of mTnthe ?m0uftt°f IaT0,Ur therefore "hich would be expended upon that portion of 
' ' Not of my own knowledge. I have not seen a Monier arch constructed

fnd No Tl7 ?°reTiC S°me <1UeSti°11S aS t0 tWe comParativc prices in the schedules to contracts No. 77

WofWlerVcr’IrT’i? 110t +6 P,°ssiblf fGr. any°ne t0 make a ProPer comparison unless he knew the 
the question I dfd d C°UI1 J tbr0Ugl1 wIllch the sewer was carried ? That is the reason why I asked

Sf t,60™ ,“re prep™d- ^ ”«»™teiss
2758. In both cases ? Tes.
are made unlivS “ UP°n thoSG figures ? 1 understand that the quantities ■
as the caselnav be P aDd :lat tbe con^ractors tender so much below or above the prices given,

■' ' 2760.
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G. MeCredie. 2760. If you used that system, and if a contractor did not tender at 28^ per cent, below your pnn e 
schedule prices, would you ask him afterwards to do the work at 28^ per cent, below those prices . o 

12 June, 1896. not gee how I could ask him to do that. , ,
2761. What do you think he would say if you did ask him ? That would depend upon the contractor.
2762. As to these arches. The arches in the original design are not a true ellipse arch, they are only 
approximately elliptical, are they not ? That is what they really are.
2763. Is there any great difficulty as regards those arches, in setting out five different radii; I suppose
any carpenter or ordinary man can set out ribs from five different centres instead oi from one cen re . 
It is not difficult work as regards the setting out if the man understands it; but it is more difficult in 
construction than the ordinary centerings. . „ .
2764. The difference as far as I can see is that the work would have to be set out from hye centres 
instead of from one; it would take a little longer, that is all ? Tes ; and it would take a little more
labour and timber in construction. . . . i r el
2765. I think you said that the country would lose £4,215 by the substitution of the one plan tor the
other; would it pay £4,215 more ? That is a matter for the Department. „ + „
2766. Supposing a better result had been arrived at in the performance of the contract ? That, ot course,
would be a matter for proof. . ..
2767. Take a general transaction with one of your clients. If you found that by making an alteration
you could give your client a certain benefit, and if you pointed out to him that the work would not cos 
any more and would be much better as a job, do you think he would be hkely to ’.n .
getting the same quantity of brickwork or timber as in the original design. Which do you think 
would trouble him most—the fact that the altered job would be as good and would cost less, or the 
alteration in the quantities ? The greatest trouble with a client generally is that he does not want to
pay any extras. , _ _ . e o nt
2768. In your calculations have you allowed anything for a royalty on the Monier system . JNo.
2769. Mr. Parkes.] The question I really put to you was this—did not Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Go., 
by getting paid upon the office schedule on the quantities contained in the Monier system get an advantage 
of £4,700 P According to these quantities, which are correct, they do get an advantage to that extent.
2770. Mr. Hickson.] Do you know that these rates are only set down for progress payments, and that
this is a lump sum contract. Are you not aware that it does not matter what these rates are so Jong as 
finally the sum of £15,500 is not exceeded. Do you not know that these rates are merely fixed tor the 
convenience of progress payments. Supposing a tender amounted to £15,750, at 28-3 per cent, be ow your 
schedule prices, and that a tender came in at a lump sum for £257 less. Assuming the work to be 
equally good and of the same capacity, would not your client get a distinct benefit to the extent ot ijZot. 
You are assuming that the structure is equally good. . .
2771. Mr. Parkes.] In this case is the structure equally good ? In my opinion it is not.
2772. Mr. Hickson.] Have you calculated the strains ? No. . 1 , 1 ,
2773. Then how can you, an engineer, say that the structure is not equally good Supposing we had had 
these calculations made and that we had found that we had a factor of safety of 6, should we not m that 
case have a structure equally good ? Have you worked out the factor of safety m the case ot the
original design ? ^j.^.E.-iLf+L2774. That is beside the question. Supposing we had worked out a factor ot safety, b, in the ca,se ot tne 
Monier arch, would you not consider that a stable structure. Would you as an engineer have any 
hesitation in being responsible for it ? Assuming that I was satisfied that there was the factor ot safety 
you name, I should not see any risk in the structure.
2775. His Honor.] That is without calculating the effect of the iron? Without calculating the effect of 
the iron. Of course, Mr. Hickson has apparently gone into a calculation of the strength of the Monier
arch, whereas I have not yet done so. .
2776. Mr. Gummow.] In addition to the royalty, do you not think the contractors are entitled to receive 
some profit on account of the risk they are taking and the guarantee for a number of years ? It they 
take a risk in connection with the work, and if they enter into a certain bond, something, ot course, must be
allowed for that. , . t e e-l v. j •
2777. Mr. Hickson.] Do you know the risk the contractors are taking ? I do not know what the bond is.
2778. Mr. Parkes.] Ton had run out the quantities of these two designs ;—-you see the difference mthem. 
Now I will ask you this question. If you had bargained for a stone building would you accept a wooden
building in its place ? Certainly not. el l el
2779. Would you feel inclined to take the cheap wooden house or the stone structure, even though the
one might for certain purposes be as good as the other ? No. e u i
2780. His Honor.] You say that it is fair to allow something where there has to be what may be called 
an insurance, in consequence of the plan being to a certain extent an experiment ? Yes.
2781. On that account you would add something to the cost which you have worked out as the probable
actual cost of the work? Yes. „ . ei e e
2782. But how much that would be it is difficult for you to say ? That is a question for the contractors.
I presume they would get their 15 per cent, royalty. ., , . ,
2783. That would be taken by them into the amount of the tender, I presume ? I should think so.

as a quantity surveyor ? Since August, 1885,1 have

William Thompson sworn and examined :—
W. 2784. M. Parkes.] What is your profession ? I am a quantity surveyor to the Builders’ and Contractors 

Thompson. Association.
------—^ 2785. How many years’ experience have you had

12June, 1896. engaged in measuring up works daily. „ , _ eo -n , i
2786. Were you at any time a quantity surveyor in the employment of the Government. 1 have worked 
out schedules of quantities of buildings for the Government Architect. , tet o vr t
2787 Have you made a careful valuation of the Monier arch portion of Contract No. /7 . ^es ; as tar 
as the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct is concerned. Your instructions to me were to take out the quantities 
for the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct upon the two systems. I did not go into the quantities ot the W hite s
Creek aqueduct. [Vide Appendix No. 17.] 97«q
2788. You have a rough copy of your estimate ? Yes. z/oa‘
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W.
Thompson.

2789. poduetmg the piers, you estimated the Monier aqueduct at Johnstone’s Creek to cost what? I 
took the piers trom the ground level. I did not go below ground. Speaking roughly, I make the 
amount £2,342. [Vide Appendix No. 17.] 8 8 J.
ovo?' thls °ne a(lueduct J011 estimated the compo. at how much ? 571 yards. 12 June, 1896.
2791. In tne two aqueducts the quantities would be about the same, would they not ? I should think so. 
o'tooWqU+1, ^ i uv ^0nSer than the other, but there would be about the same cubic contents.
u i Au- ! xi , ln,g,tde fiSures y°u have given, you would have a total of about 1,140 cubic yards ? I 

should think that would be about it.
' mfke lte“ rV’- 21 >in the office quantities, what would it amount to ? About 1,140 yards.

2794. That would be a fair allowance ? Yes.
xu^' ?Pere j8,11 he no doubt that the quantity in the departmental schedule is fairly correct? Taking 
oirna :^S,fre® tor the compo. I should think it was. It would be a little more than that if anything.
f-u xi.la i the lro„n:WOrk ’—what is the total of your iron-work ? The total of the three quantities of 
the three classes of iron-work would be about 33 tons 8 cwt.
S Doubling that for the two aqueducts, you would have what ? 66 tons 16 cwt. ■
2798. Ihe office quantities are what ? 66 tons, roughly.
2799. There is no doubt, then, that the office quantities are correct, as far as you can see ? As far as I
can judge. J
you^noT?U Yes* ^een USe<^ hiking out the values of quantities as well as the quantities themselves, have

2801. What would you estimate for a good class of compo. work—3 of sand to 1 of cement ? One yard 
a.n<i three of sand ought to make 3 yards of compo. when mixed.

2802 That is the way in which you usually compute that work ? That is the usual wav in the case of 
architects . You would have 3 yards of sand at 2s. 6d., and 1 yard of cement at £3, making a total of 
T* . bd- 11°at woul,d give you sufficient material to do 3 cubic yards, or £l 2s. 6d. a yard. Of course,

“l?.1! tde labour to be considered. As far as the mere mixing of the stuff is concerned, Is. 6d. a yard 
would be ample for that. J
•2803. Suppose there were any special labour? I cannot speak as to that, but the mere mixing ought to 
be done for Is. 6d per yard. s t.
2804. Taking the total, what is a fair sum? 1 have put down 30s. a vard. I have allowed 4s. or 5s a 
yard tor centres. "
oonE' T° j xi^6 °fte? llad take out quantities for compo. ? Yes, in building operations. .
^oUb. And this calculation is based upon jour experience ? Yes.
ocno’ ^ke.rates you have given are the ruling rates at the present day ? Yes.
2808. Taking cast-iron plates, or the most elaborate work in cast-iron, what would be a fair price for it ?
±11 or £12 a ton. r
2809. Is that a fair price ? A very good price.
2810. Taking the tie rods and channel-iron—what would be a fair price for them ? I have put down two

o wrought-iron; the channel and tie rods I have put down at £14 a ton, and the wrought-iron in
ooli mLthree'eig, “fp and a quarter-inch, secured by copper wire, I have put down at £11.
2bll. Ihose are the ruling prices to-day ? Yes.
oqIq ^n<V;hat ™akcs JOnT total for the one aqueduct £2,342 ? Yes, without the piers.
-,813. Doubling that amount, you make the value in the two aqueducts £4,684 ? Yes; assuming that the 
other aqueduct is equal to this one. s

t A,nU n0tijTside(r .£5>000 a very fair price for the Monier patent as it is designed ? I should 
^ uuk *'2>p00 would be a fair price for the design I took out, exclusive of the piers.
2815. Did you cneck your figures ? Yes.
2816. Did you have them rechecked ? Yes.
obIq m iid-y0U get any0ne t0 £Tst J0U ? No ; 1 did i4 a11 myself- Still I checked them very carefully, 
piers' J akmg y°Ur ProP0rtions for the two aqueducts, £5,000 would be a fair sum ? Yes, exclusive of the

28d\Have you made out an estimate for the balance of the work—the work not affected by the Monier 
patent ? Yes ; but it is not yet completed.
ooo?' yhexi.COuld you S1!6 l!s k}18* information ? I could not have it ready before Monday at the earliest.

PyP?ses °J, calculation, the work under the departmental scheme might be represented at 
amount what p£7lfo°ff ^ bmlderS 28* per Cent- undertaking, under his tender, that would make the

oqoo’ added to. the sum of £5,000, would give a total of what ? £12,150.
nmTii.li0 ?0UTn0t thixk £12’11^0 a very fair sum to Pay for whole of the work, including the Monier 
oqoiv3 ' 1 cannot say. I have not gone into anything beyond the Monier aqueducts.
28g4. x ou made an estimate upon the original office design ? ‘Yes.
2825. So far as the one aqueduct was concerned ? Yes. .
2826. What was your estimate in respect of the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct ? In that case you told me
OQ^ea^re fr0m thG footing, and I did soT I made the amount £4,746 5s. J

V, fh° P/oportion which the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct as constructed under the original scheme 
^d,b®ar*° th1e aqueduct constructed upon the Monier plan would be about 2 to 1-nearly double the 
amount r it is 1 to 1*63, including the piers. J
oqo« 3°U fre sure your figures affecting the departmental design are correct ? Yes.
2829. You have carefully checked them? Yes.
2830. There can be no doubt that the original design, as compared with the Monier system, would be in 
the proportion of T63 to 1 ? That is the conclusion I have arrived at
9899 V fu thoroughly guarantee the quantities you have given ? To the best of my ability I can. 
absolutely ^ Certam fr°m y°Ur esPenence that these quantities are correct ? Very nearly, if not

wl 5*C*T-LToU taken out the length of the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct ? Yes. 
the channel S ^ °Ut ? 1 t0°k i4 at 980 feet< 1 thmk ^ runs7 shade longer going into

2835. You have put down 30s. for the compo. ? Yes.
NofbL^TO^^Sw^do^61161106 ^ t0 h°W tHS COmP°- iS PUt ini° the StrUCtUre

2837.



■W.Thompson. 2837. Do you think 30s. per yard would be enough to coyer the cost, considering the expensive way m
■------------ which the compo. has to be put into the structure ? I think it would very nearly cover it. ^ g ^

12 June, 1896. 2838. Suppose a similar structure had been put up, and that the actua > t anP8I should
been taken out by the Department, came to 90s. per yard, would that alter your opinion at ail. 1 snouia

for your.elE? There i- .o
2840. If you could see these figures showing the actual cost of the wor fiave had the

, naturally upset your estimate of 30s. a yard? Mine is a mere estimate. Ton say you Have naa tne
work actually done. That is another matter. .. j 4.1 + o -w
2841. Our £4 10s., of course, includes the iron, you understand that. ^ les. s,morf; '1 fc lg 6d.
2842. Did you put down anything for rendering ? Yes ; I Put down 0,0 y , . P, j ^ e ai]owed a 
per yard. I am on sure ground there. It is an item I am thoroughly us .
very fair price. on to
2843. What proportions did you allow for the rendering? One to . would verv nearlv
2844. Supposing the proportions were 1 to 1, that would alter your pn . T P . . j
cover it. Of course, if it were all 1 to 1 it would be worth a little more ; hut that is not the case, I

’ Gummow.'] Did you allow anything for supervision and profit in your estimates ? No ; I
merely allowed for the working prices. . 0 mi „„„ „„„ t knew nothing2846. Did you allow anything for royalty, guarantee, or insurance ? Those are things i knew not g
about. I made no allowance for them. t 01 will opo that Knecial2847. Mr. Parkes.'] Take the schedule of the Department, and look at item 21. at £310s
bluestone concrete has been altered to special cement mortar, at 3 to 1, and that it is put down at £310s.

2848 UIfCyo^i"look Mow you will see items for ironwork charged at special rates in the schedule ? Yes.
2849. They are not included in the compo. prices? No.
2850. They are independent items? Yes. „ . i- s Yes- I2851. You have given the prices separately, therefore, m your own estimate, have you not. Xes, I
have kept the prices of the iron separately.
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Thomas Griflfiths sworn and examined:
T. Griffiths. 2852. Mr. Parkes.] What is your position ? I am Assistant Engineer to the Water and Sewerage Board.

2853. Are you a computer of values and quantities ? Yes. . . Mo+™r,r»i;tnTi Sewerage Con-
12 June, 1896. 2854. On 9th September, 1895, you wrote to the Engineer-in-Chief for ^etr p '? ■

struction Mr. Darley, as followsWill the Engmeer-m-Chief kindly approve the accompanying 
schedule of prices for use in preparing progress vouchers in this contract, the price or w ^ ^ P
sum.’ It will be observed that quantities are slightly altered from original This has been done m 0 

tn nrovide for Difoiiier work wliich liaiS boon substituted for brickwork. es. . • „**.■*,
2855. You substituted a sheet of figures with that letter, and the document I now ban you in 1 py
of it? I think so. . , . _
2856. Are these figures and quantities taken out from the plan . Yes ^practical y.
2857. They are correct, are they not ? Yes ; to the best of my knowle ge. ww original office
2858. Why did you adhere to the original office figures as prices for the quantities . g
2859?SIdmeyanUthe printed office figures? I do not think the tender as accepted has anything to do with

the original schedule. It is a different contract. j 0 t a vmi-i-W has anvthinff2860. Do you not observe that the quantities are greatly reduced ? I do not see that that has anyth g

2861. Lookat items No. 1 to No. 20; they have nothing whatever to do with the Monier arch, have they ?
lek^nwhyiuld you have paid for these items at the rate of 28f per cent, above the contractor’s 
undertaking ? I have not paid for them at 28fc per cent, above the contractor s u™er™S;
2863. Are they not paid for upon these printed figures ? They are paid for accoidm^ g ,
but there is no percentage at all in the case of contract No. 77. It18 ^ lump doeg not
2864. The original contract price upon these printed figures came to £22,000, did it n •

- ’ • • ■ - used this schedule because it was the most convenient thing to do. I dxd not
apply to this contract.
2865. 0Whaen°you made out the quantities for the Monier work apart from the other work
put in a fair value for it I suppose ? I ought to explain that the Monier arch being a part of his contract
I worked out the schedule as well as I could up to the total sum. \ou wi alterations
quantities are altered. The red figures will show you the quantities to which I refer. Ihose alterat 0 

were made simply for the purpose of making the schedule agree with the lump ^m
2866. Are the quantities not correct, then ? The quantities have been altered to ““ko the total corne as
nearly as possible to £15,500. These figures do not affect the matter one way or the other, they 
inserted here simply for the purpose of making progress payments. p Yes
2867. Do I understand, then, that 1,050 cubic yards is not the correct quantity for the compo. Xes,
Sosl^ndTlO yards for the brickwork, and 12,000 for cement facing? They are ^
2869 And the prices you are paying upon these items are also correct ? They are only tentative , these
Sts P£3Xa"yardnt compo, not a fair value ? These are merely tentative prices ; they could
be altered in the next voucher if we liked.
2871. But is £3 10s. a cubic yard a fair value ? To the best of my belief it is.
‘’879 To 4:11 Sr ner ton a fair value for cast-iron plates ? I think so. . . ., ,2873.' Therefore, Pthe estimate for the Monier part of the work is not reduced m the
whereas it is reduced in the quantity column ? 1 do not see that that has anything to do with the matte .
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These quantities and prices are merely tentative. They are subject to alteration from time to time, and T. Griffiths, 
as I have already explained they had nothing at all to do with the contract.
2872. As a fair thing between the taxpayers and the contractor, if the quantities are diminished ought 1896.
not the prices to be diminished also ? Not in the case of a lump sum contract. We cannot estimate
the exact quantity of work done from time to time.
2873. Supposing the lump sum reveals the fact that the contractors are getting a clear 30 per cent, 
advantage ? I cannot look at the matter in that way. The 28^ per cent, you refer to has nothing at all 
to do with this contract. It was a separate tender.
2874. What was the object of the Department in calling for tenders at all upon their original elaborate 
design if they intended to give Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, and Co. the contract upon the Monier plan 
without any competition ? You are now asking me a question I cannot possibly answer.
2875. I am basing the question upon your statement that the Monier arch tender is a lump sum tender .
to be paid for upon these prices ? I said that the whole contract must be taken as a lump sum contract.
You must include the Monier arch with the other portions of the work.
2876. But they are being paid for at the office estimate of cost ? As I have told you this schedule is only *
made out as a progress measurement. Supposing, for instance, that the work could not be completed at
these prices the sum of £15,500 would, nevertheless, be all that would be paid for it.
2877. Supposing an extra takes place—take the contract agreement as drawn up—supposing an extra 
takes place upon the tunnel excavation, could not the contractors upon their agreement obtain it ? I do 
not think so.
2878. Have you looked at the specifications ? Yes ; but this is a lump sum contract.
2879. That makes no difference; the quantities of the lump sum come out so as to make the exact sum 
of £15,500 ? Yes.
2880. That £15,500 is made up by the payment on certain reduced quantities which you admit are right;— 
the payment is being made upon the original office values ? Yes.
2881. It is not likely that the contract can exceed the amount, because you have carefully made up your 
estimated cost; you have made up your quantities and have attached your prices, and they make the 
exact sum of £15,500 ? Exactly.
2882. Then how can the question of whether the amount is exceeded or not come in? I do not quite
understand you. ^
2883. You say that the quantities are right ? Practically ; but they are only approximate. The contract 
must not exceed the £15,500. The prices which are attached to make up that amount for the purpose of 
progress payments could be altered in the next voucher if it were necessary.
2884. The prices for payment ? Yes.
2885. Have you not, as a matter of fact, paid £9,000 at these prices ? Because they have worked in.
2886. When, then, do you propose to alter them ? If at any time we are found to be out one way or the
other they can be altered. They are not fixed prices at all. .
2887. You are paying for a certain quantity of excavation at 57s. 6d. ? Yes. I do not at this moment 
remember the exact price.
2888. That is the original office value ? I think it is.
2889. That is not 281 per cent, off ? No.
2890. Are you not paying upon other items at original office rates ? You will see that I have reduced 
these quantities in some cases. Eor instance, the brickwork has been reduced by a considerable amount.
2891. But you have not reduced the price ? You cannot expect a person to build a ring of brickwork in 
a tunnel at the same price as that at which he would build 14 inch or 18 inch work outside.
2892. Is not the cost of the finished work in your original plan much higher than the cost of the tunnel 
work ? No.
2893. Is it pointed in this case as it is supposed to be pointed in the case of the original plan ? No..
2894. Is there not a considerable item put down for stone is there not a great reduction in the quantity 
there ? I do not consider the schedule of the original design in the matter at all. A schedule has to 
be prepared for progress payments upon the £15,500 contract, and it is not binding on the Department 
or the contractors.
2895. When you wrote your letter under date of 9th September, 1895, you sent in the quantities for this 
work ? Yes.
2896. On what date were the quantities taken out in respect of Contract No. 117 ? I could not say.
Those quantities were prepared by the chief draftsmen in the office. ’
2897. \ou took out the quantities for the Monier arches ? Yes.
2898. Upon what did you base those quantities ? They were only fixed to arrive at the sum of £15,500.
2899. I take it that the excavation through sandstone is about the same in most cases ? ' It varies
constantly. *
2900. There is an average taken for sandstone excavation ? Not necessarily.
2901. What is the difference between the tunnel work of Contract 117 and Contract 77 in the hard rock 
excavation ? I cannot say offhand.
2902. Does not the tunnel in each case go through hard rock ? But there are other things to consider 
besides the hard rock.
2903. I am taking the excavation by 4-in. charges of powder in hard rockwhat justification would 
there be tor paying the contractor, upon Contract 77, 100 per cent, more than you are paying the 
contractor upon Contract 117 ? I do not think the prices in respect of Contract 77 should be considered 
part of the contract. They are tentative prices for the purpose of arriving at some estimate within a 
reasonable distance of the lump sum.
2904. Mis Honor.'] But take the original estimate ;—when the Department originally called for tenders 
the quantities shown upon the document before you were taken out, and the amounts placed opposite to 
the various quantities were supposed to be fair prices for those quantities ? Yes.
2905-6. The question is, whether the two different schedules issued within a short time of one another do 
not show very different estimates ? Yes. At the time this Contract 117 was tendered for—and I think 
it was something below the schedule—a contract at North Shore was accepted 24 per cent, above the 
schedule, so that there was a difference of 30 per cent, within a few weeks. '
2907. That is a difference as between North Shore and Annandale ? Yes.
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T. Griffiths; 2908. Mr. ParTcesIn preparing your schedules you have some method which brings you to the contract 
■t'v value ? We try to do so, but sometimes we cannot get near the contractors. . ,

12 June, 1896. 2909. Take your estimate for concrete; concrete is not a thing which varies with the nature ot tne 
ground; it is concrete at any time and in any situation ;—why do you put concrete in the schedule ot 
No. 77—your own making up—at £2 10s. when concrete is put in for the next job at £2 . 1 do not see

. how you can compare the two things. In the one case there is a lump-sum tender and in the other case 
there is a percentage off schedule rates. In the case of this particular work I distributed the price over 
the quantities as well as I was able. I looked at the original schedule, and I saw that brickwork was cut 
down considerably and that sandstone and bluestone were also reduced, and I thought the price I put m 
was a fair price for the payment of progress vouchers. The whole job is in a lump sum, and these prices 
of mine do not necessarily represent the value of the work. . , ,
2910. Mis HonorT] Is there any difference, with the exception of the compo., between the prices tendered 
for in the case of No. 77 and the prices in this estimate made under the lump-sum contract. There is 
some additional work. .

* 2911. Mr. ParkesBut the only alteration is in the compo. ? Tes ; I think I put the compo. at 10s. a
yard more than the special bluestone concrete. • ■ i
2912. When you found that the work upon contract 77 was so much less than the work on the original 
design, do you not think you were justified in asking for a payment at 281: per cent, below the price put 
in by the contractor ? I had no power to do it. A tender had been accepted at £15,500, and it had 
nothing to do with the old schedule in any shape or form. I merely wanted to give the contractors a 
progress voucher, and I prepared a schedule accordingly. It can be altered at any time. . .1®, 
binding upon the Department or the contractors. As a matter of fact, when the work is finished the 
contractors will have received £15,500. The quantities are not binding in any lump-sum contracts.
2913. When you made up this estimate did you refer back to Mr. Hickson ? I did not make this 
estimate, as you call it. I so arranged the schedule that the aggregate amount would come to £15,500.
2914. Did you have any communication at all with Mr. Hickson about the matter ? No.
2915. Did you come back to the office at all when you were making these prices come out at the lump
sum ? I did not see Mr. Hickson ; I saw Mr. Darley. He was my chief. .
2916. You did not see Mr. Hickson in connection with the fixing of this schedule?. No, we were in 
two distinct Departments. I fixed the schedule, and asked Mr. Darley to approve of it. He did so, and 
I sent a copy of it to the resident engineer so that he might prepare a progress voucher.
2917. When you gave the schedule to Mr. Darley did you tell him that you were paying at the office 
rates ? I did not; he would see that certain items were not required, and he would seethe other prices.
2918. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Darley as to whether you would pay office rates or nn a 
28i' per cent, reduction ? It was not necessary. The prices here are not fixed. They are not binding. 
They have nothing to do with the final voucher in any shape or form.
2919. When the whole contract is paid for, will it not, as a matter of fact, have been paid for at these office 
rates ? No.
2920 At what rates ? At rates within the lump sum. . ..
2921. Mis Honor] I take it that what Mr. Parkes wishes to ascertain from you is how you think these 
prices will work out as between the contractors and the lump sum—that is to say, will the thing work out 
at office rates, or something below office rates? I could not say. The sum of £15,500 is not to be
exceeded. The contractors have already done extra work for which they will not be paid.
2921f. Mr. Parkes] Where is any excess likely to come in?. In the foundations, for instance. . We 
could not estimate the exact cost of the piling, and they have exceeded the quantity.
2922. A clause in your specifications throws the responsibility upon them under any circumstances . 
Exactly. They have exceeded the quantity.
2923. And they have to take the builder’s risk ? Tes. jot
2924. As a matter of fact, you have paid for the excavations ;—the tunnel is completed . It was not com
pleted when I was there last. To the best of my belief, it will not be finished for some time yet.
2925. You have put it in you voucher as completed ? No.
2926. What is the amount there ? 1,024 yards at 57s. 6d., or £2,944. j • j r a w
2927. Take the item of excavation in hard rock, 1,160 yards at 6s.—that is completed and paid for . You 
cannot say that the thing is completed because these quantities are only tentative.
2928. As a matter of fact, was not this schedule made out to arrive at your estimate of the work . No. 
It was made out for progress payments, which is a very different thing.
2929. Was it not made out with a view to the quantities of the work ? No. It was prepared lor the 
purpose of paying progress measurements. It is arbitrary, and can be altered to-morrow.
2930. But for the purpose of paying contractors, would you not make it accurate ? It is accurate as far 
as it goes. If to-morrow the work is finished, and according to measurement, the contractors are entitled 
to £3,000, and that amount comes within the total sum they would receive, because it is a lump, sum

2931. His Honor] And if you find out that your prices run out to the full amount, less the retention
money, you will stop payment altogether ? Tes. We do not pay them more than £15,500 under any 
circumstances. Mr. Parkes says that we are charging the same rates as the contractor tendered at with 
28i per cent, off; but the quantities supplied to the contractor are not the quantities supplied m my 
schedule, which alters the matter altogether. The quantities supplied to the contractors in the first 
instance are not the quantities on which I base my schedule. •
2932. Mr. Parkes] Are not some of them ? Tes.
2933. Are the majority of them ? Well, some of the bigger items are altered.
2934. Are the excavations altered ? I think they are practically the same. You are not representing 
matters as they ought to be represented. You ought to point out that while 28T per cent, was taken off 
the original quantities because they were certain quantities, those quantities have since been reduced. 
You cannot, in fact, make a comparison between the two cases.
2935. You are not forgetting that the value of the aqueduct, as proposed by the Department, was not 
£22,000, and that its real value was £15,750? Exactly ; but I have nothing to do with that.
2936. That would not be the value at the prices you have here ? You are now asking me about a thing 
with which I have nothing whatever to do.
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2937. After tenders have been called for, and the contractors have tendered at 28J per cent, off the office Griffiths,
values, those office values disappear ? I know nothing at all about that. I am supposed to carry out 
Contract No. 77 on the Monier principle. I have nothing whatever to do with 28f per cent. I am not June, 1896. 
supposed to be aware, as a matter of fact, that the 28y per cent, was taken off the £22,000. .
2938. Mis Manor.'] Did you make out the prices for the original tender upon Contract 77 ? No.
2939. You did not, I understand, make out the prices upon Contract 117 ? Not finally; but they were 
submitted to me before they were approved. [Vide Appendix 16.]
2940. Mr. Parkes.] Did you approve of them ? Yes. '
2941. Mis Manor.] How did you arrive at them ? I considered that prices were being continually cut 
down. Take the North Shore contract, for instance. We could not get within 25 per cent, of the 
contractors in those days. I could not cut down many items, hut I cut down excavations really with the 
object of seeing if I could not get within reach of the contractors.
•2942. You had found that the tenders had been a long way below ? Yes ; reaching 30 per cent, below 
office prices. ’ ’
2943. That was shown when the tenders for Contract 77 were called for ? That is not the only case.
2944. And that opened your eyes to the fact that the office had been fixing rates which were too high?
Yes. I considered also that material was cheaper; that the contractors were getting the necessary 
experience, and that they had their working plant in hand. All these things had a tendency to cheapen 
the cost of the work.
2945. Mr. Mickson.] I suppose -it is really impossible to make a comparison between any two sets of 
tenders with regard to the price ? You cannot do it.
2946. As a matter of fact, did you not, within a few weeks, get a tender some 28-j per cent, below the 
office prices and another tender as high as 24 per cent, above them ? I have just pointed that out in 
connection with Contract 117 at Balmain. I made the prices low for the reason I mentioned, and the 
contractors accepted at 9 per cent, below the office schedule. Speaking from memory, a week or two 
afterwards, going over the North Shore work, I considered that owing to the great difficulties attending 
the work, from the depth of shaft and one or two other things, I could not get the work done at the 
•same price. When I came back to the office I altered the prices and made them higher, with the result 
that, although I increased the schedule considerably, there was, in one case, I think, a tender 24 per cent, 
above, so that there was an actual difference in a week or so of pretty well 50 per cent.
2947. Between the 9 per cent, below and the 24 per cent, above ? Yes.
2948. In connection with this Contract 77, is it really material what prices you put down opposite each
item, so long as you do not finally exceed the £15,500 ? No. *
2949. You might have paid for the contract upon a principle which is known to have been adopted before, ■
estimating one-tenth of the work and paying for that one-tenth ? Yes.
2950. You might have paid for the work without any quantities at all? Yes.
2951. In a lump sum contract it is usual, however, to put in schedule prices f As a guide for progress 
measurements.
2952. In this case had not the contractors to do all the work, no matter what it cost them, for £15,500 P
Yes. ’
2953. Have they not already had a considerable increase upon the foundations of one of the piers ?
Speaking from memory, I think the area of the abutment on the Forest Lodge side was considerably 
increased. There was a large area of extra excavation and a large quantity of extra concrete.

-D° you ProPose to pay the contractors for that ? 0. They have never asked for payment, and
they have never suggested that they should receive any payment for it. They have done nothing beyond 
pointing out the increased size of the abutment.
2955. You have had good experience in sewerage work, and you have an idea of the value of that work?
Yes.
2956. Have you made an estimate of the value of the compo. with the iron bars in it, known as the 
Monier arch? I have. I think the schedule works out nearly at £4 10s. a yard, including the ironwork.
2957. Do you think that that is about a fair value for it ? I think it is a very fair value. An arch with 
a 75-foot span would have a specially designed centre sufficiently strong to support the building during 
construction, and "would of course have to be put up very accurately, involving a large quantity of timber 
and iron work. It has to be made in such a way that it can be put up and taken down again.
2958. Will you describe the process of putting up the arch itself ? After getting the material on the 
ground there is, of course, the gauging. The sand has to be passed through a sieve, and then it is put 
m the usual way into the gauge-box. The compo. is gauged at 3 to 1, and then a certain percentage of 
water is put in. It is turned over, I think, four times. I have watched the process, and I know that it 
means handling the stuff six or seven times in all. After it has been properly turned over, the compo. has 
to be taken on to the work, and, as you will see from the drawings, it has to be lifted up in some cases 
30 feet. Then, unlike any other work I have ever seen, it has to be put in in small quantities. It is more 
like weighing out sugar than carrying out a big public work. It is put in with wooden rammers, care 
being taken that the ironwork of the grill is not displaced. There are little pieces of wood attached 
to the back of the lagging, which keep the grill in its proper place a certain distance from the face of the 
work. There are two or three men there ; and occasionally a little water has to be added, according to 
the consistency of the stuff. I do not know of any other public work where that class of work is done, 
and where so much care is required. Then the arch has to he kept damp during the whole time. Sand, 
as a rule, is put right over the arch, and it is kept moist for the purpose of letting the necessary chemical 
gction take place before it gets too dry. The iron is left in within an inch of the soffit of the arch, and when 
it is not long enough a lap is allowed of about 8 inches, and it is tied up with wire. I consider that 
the mixing of the compo. bears a very small proportion to the actual labour involved in making the Monier 
arch. You have these huge centres to lift for a comparatively speaking small bit of work. The 
arches are narrow, and there being such small quantities there is nothing to cover the expense, as in 
ordinary concrete and brickwork. The labour is very tedious, and the levels and the various contours 
■^a j® b® carefully preserved. I ought to have explained that all the ironwork passes through a machine, 
and has to be carefully curved to a certain radius. As far as I have been able to judge, it is a very 
.expensive process as far as actual labour is concerned. I therefore put down 10s. a yard more for the

compo.
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T. Griffiths, compo. than I put down for special bluestone concrete in the same position. Then there is the extra size of 
the centres to be considered. You cannot handle a 75-foot centre as you would handle a 25-foot centre. 

12 June, 1896. 2958. The mesh of the ironwork is 4 inches. Yes.
• 2959. And it is within an inch or an inch and a half of the face of the rendering? Yes.

2960. A great deal of care has to be taken in putting the compo. underneath—it cannot be shovelled in ?
No. _ ...
2961. Of course, the centring is put in first, and then the grid? Yes; and at certain distances pieces 
of wood of the necessary thickness are nailed on to the lagging.
2962. If any person has described this as ordinary compo.-work he would be quite wrong? Yes.
2963. The work is what is commonly known as all labour and no measurement ? Yes; we should
consider it all labour and no cubic measurement after all the work is gone into.
2964. And you think the prices you put down for progress payments are not too much ? No. _
2965. You would not be surprised'to hear that a concrete arch which the Department put up some time
ago upon the Parramatta Road came to £4 10s. a yard? I daresay it would. I do not know what the 
span of the arch would be. _ .
2966. Mr. Gummow.'] As to the payments to the contractors, you said that the method is sometimes 
adopted of paying them, what is considered a fair amount, as they go on with their job ? Yes ; that is 
sometimes done.
2967. Do you consider that as good a method as having a schedule fixed up ? Certainly not.
2969. Do you think that the method of having a schedule made up prevents disputes with contractors ?
Certainly; it is a far better method. You cannot measure public works in the same way that you would 
measure an ordinary building. You cannot make one payment on one joist, and another payment on the 
second joist, and so on. _
2970. Do you not know that in this particular case the contractors have done a lot of work which they 
will not be paid for, and which they have not asked to be paid for ? Yes. I have already explained that 
the size of one abutment would be considerably increased. If the contractors had been paid for the 
increase it would have come to a considerable sum. Then the piling w’as increased in the piers.
2971. Have you been in touch with this contract for the last two months ? No. Speaking with reference 
to extras, there was some galvanised iron substituted for ordinary iron.
2972. Mr. Hickson.] In the piers ? Yes. I know that some iron was placed in the concrete without any 
extra payment.
2973. Mr. Parkes.] Had you anything to do with the construction of the Parramatta Road test of the
Monier arch? No. . *
2974. His Honor.] Do I understand that the grid for a large arch is made in one piece ? On account of
the length of the arch it is necessary to scarf it. That is done by tying it with wire. _
2975. Then it is made into one large piece? Yes; the whole arch is one grid, you may say, extending 
from end to end.
2976. It rests on the centerings with the ends projecting over the piers ? Yes.
2977. Mr. Hickson.] Did you not ask the contractors to make a test arch ? Yes ; we got them to make 
three altogether.
2978. "Were they not very elaborately tested? Yes ; the tests were made in Mr. Darley’s presence and 
my own.
2979. Did you pay the contractors for that ? No ; not one penny.
2980. That had to come out of the £15,500 ? Yes. _
2981. His Honor.] What were the dimensions of these test arches ? There were two 24 ft. 6 in. by
about 22 inches rise, 3 inches thick at the crown, and with 5-inch haunches. _
2982. What would be the breadth ? About 3 feet. These arches were tested to see what was the elasti
city. Seventy tons were put on the two arches—35 tons on each. In the first series of experiments we 
got the arches covered with sand, and we got all the men on the work—I think about sixty—to mark time as 
soldiers would do on it. We then observed the deflection to see whether it was a permanent one. It was 
found that there was no permanent deflection. A 70-ton load was left on all night. When the biggest 
load was on there was a little deflection, but on the following morning, when the load was removed, the 
arch resumed its normal position.
2983. What would have been the result had those arches been without the iron grill ? I have not gone 
into that calculation,
2984. Do you think they could have stood that weight ? Nothing like it without the iron. There was 
no permanent deflection.
2985. Mr. Hickson.] How long had the arches been built when the test was applied ? Nine weeks.
2986. Are you as an engineer satisfied with the stability of the Monier arches in Contract 77 ? Perfectly.
2987. You would not describe them as Cheap Jack structures ? No; certainly not.

I MONBAT, 15 JUNE, 1893.
i

George Stanley Brown sworn and examined:—
G. S. Brown. 2988. Mr. Parkes^] What is your position? I am Librarian at the Patents Office.

v 2989. You have charge of all the documents there ? Yes.
15 June, 1896. 2990. You have a knowledge of the whole of the information upon which patents are granted ? Yes.

2991. You now produce the papers upon which what is known as the Monier arch patent was granted ? The 
patent which we identify as the Monier patent was taken out by Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Baltzer. 
I produce now the patent grant and the whole of the papers connected with it. [Vide Appendix 18.]
2992. Is there among these patents any authority from the original Monier patentee for the use of this 
patent ? No, none whatever. The patentees have applied as introducers of the invention by virtue of a 
communication from abroad.
2993. What was the communication ? The invention itself would be the communication.
2994. They had no distinct authority from M. Monier himself for the introduction of this patent? Not 
so far as the papers show ; but it would not be necessary for them to have any authority to apply for 
letters patent for a foreign invention in this Colony.

2995.
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2995. Have you made any oomparison between the patent granted under the letters patent you produce G. S. Brown,
and the original Monier patent ? No. ‘ /—
2996. Do you think the patent to which you have referred is the full patent? No ; I think not, from 15June, 1896. 
what I have seen of the English patent.
2997. It is only a part of the patent ? That is all, I think.
2998. Supposing the original Monier patent included any particular silicate in the compo. or anything of 
an unknown nature which really formed the patent, it is not unlikely that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
would know of it? They would know by receiving a communication from original patentees.
2999. But do you think a man who patented such a thing as this would be likely to allow a communica
tion of that character to go abroad ? I could not answer such a question as that.
3000. I ask you whether it is likely that he would do so ? I could not say.
3001. In any case there was‘no production of any particular authority from the original patentee in this 
case . There was nothing beyond the communication to which I have already referred.
3002. Sis Honor.What communication would that be ? The invention itself. These persons applied 
to us as introducers of the patent into the Colony.
3003. That is all, I suppose, that you would usually get ? Yes ; we recognise the introducer as the 
author and designer as far as this Colony is concerned.
3004. Mr. Parkes.'] Supposing M. Monier had some secret formula of strains or anything of that sort 
which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. have not, and that M. Monier were to come here and take out 
letters patent, what effect would that have upon the issue of this patent to Messrs. Carter, Gummow,
& Co.. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. would have patented the invention previously.
3005. But supposing they had patented a system which was not the correct Monier system ? Of course 
it would depend upon what was disclosed in the new specifications and drawings. .

^essrs' barter, Gummow, & Co. had obtained a patent upon a system which was not the 
right Monier system, what would happen ? If there were any additional novelty in the invention the 
oihce, ot course, would grant a patent.
3007. And in that case the patent issued by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. would be superseded ? Not 
necessarily. r
onno" ■?ow ^ would be superseded only so far as the improvement was concerned.
3009. As a matter of fact, is not this patent what might be called a pirating of the original patent ? I 
would not say that it was a pirating of the original patent, because the law here admits of an introducer 
patenting a foreign invention within this Colony.
3010. But supposing the patent turned out not to he the Monier patent at all, would not M. Monier 
have redress against the Government for the use of part of his patent ? Not unless he had patented his 
invention here.
3011. But suppose that he had patented the complete patent—suppose there was a secret in the original 
patent, and that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. did not know of it, and supposing that afterwards M.
Monier came here and took out the full patent, would he.not have redress against Messrs. Carter, 
trummow, & Co. tor using part of his patent? I think not, in view of their being the first applicants.
0012. W ere any plans produced in connection with this patent ? Yes.

w6 they here ? Yes- Tliey are attached to the grant of the patent. '
o014. Was any printed journal produced in connection with the application P No
om c' ^ ^ere arl? letter ; There is a lefcter among the Papers from Mr. Waters, the patent agent. 
oatV YW 14 Wa* through 1118 ageu«y, I presume, that the patent was taken out ? Yes.
3017. Mr. Parkes.] \\ as not Mr. Baltzer one of the patentees ? Yes.
3018. Was there a transfer to him from anyone ? It is not upon our records. .
3019. What address did Mr. Baltzer give when he patented this invention ? They all gave the same .
address—“ of North Sydney, iu the C.olony of New South Wales.”
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Thomas Wright recalled and further examined :—
3020. Mr Parkes.] After you had had the interview with Mr. Davis, which you described to us when you T. Wright.
were last here, and when you were endeavouring to get back into your former employ, you went across to
North Sydney and had an interview with Mr. Eorrest? Yes. 15 June,1896.
3021 What did he say ? He said, “ Tom, this is a bad job ; on account of your dispute, and the kicking
up of a row the other day, I am nearly £40 to the bad in measurements.” What he meant by it I do 
not know. J
3022 Did he mean by that that the inspector had forced him to do good work ? I do not know what he 
meant, but that is what he said.
3023. Do you not know perfectly well what he meant? I fancy he meant that there would have been 
£40 more m his pocket if I had been there.
3024- You also had a conversation with Mr. Carter, or some other member of the firm, in connection with ‘ 
the making of a wager? Not with Mr. Carter ; but coming over in the boat, I, myself, made a bet one 
Saturday evening with Mr. Inwood, the inspector. It was as to the time when the Duke of Edinburgh 
was here and was shot. I said that it was so many years ago, and he said that it was not. He said “ I 
will bet you a new hat that it happened at such and such a time, and mind the new hat is to cost half- 
r'S0T\r WY6"" days'“torwu1-*18 he came to me to pay me the half-sov. He had blood all about his 
face. Mr. lorrest afterwards came up and I told him what had happened between Inwood and myself I 
thought he was not very well pleased because I took the money, and I said so. Mr. Eorrest then told me 
that he and Inwood had been m a public-house most of the day playing 6d. and Is. a corner for 
drinks. . He said that he had lost a lot of money to Inwood, and that Inwood afterwards began to 
cheek him when he struck him on the face. Mr. Davis came over, and, seeing In wood’s face, asked him 
what was the matter with him, when he said that he had fallen down a cutting. In another instance a 
man was at work laying pipes, and Mr. Carter made him a wager of half a sovereign that he could not lay 
so many pipes in a day. I think it was something like 180. Afterwards the inspector reported that so 
many pipes had been iaid, and Mr. Carter gave the man a half-sovereign.
3025. Bid you see him do so? No ; but the man who got the half-sovereign told me of it
3026. Could a man properly lay the number of pipes you mention in a day ? Of course he could not -
especially if he were working m rock. 3027 ’
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T. Wright. 3027. Mr. Davis.You said on Wednesday last that you made a complaint as to condemned cement
'---- - being used upon Contract No. 60 at North Shore ? Yes.

15 June, 1896. 3028. Did you ever make such a complaint in connection with Contract No. 61? I do not know about 
the number of the contract, but the complaint I made was that condemned cement was being used.
3029. You made a certain complaint with regard to Contract 60 at North Shore, and you put that
complaint in writing;—did you ever make such a complaint with regard to Contract No. 61 ? 1 did not
mention the Alexandria contract at that time. I meant that bad cement was being used at the other place.
3030. Are you sure that you wrote more than one letter to me ? I think I wrote you twro.
3031. Did you write to me first of all with regard to Contract No. 60 ? I did.
3032. To whom did you address your second letter ? To you.
3033. Did you address a second letter to the Minister ? I did, I think. .
3034. And after that did you address a letter to the Hon. j. Davies ? No; I gave him the letter to 
which I referred the other day at the Temperance Hall. I took it to him myself.
3035. Did you write a letter to the Minister, under date January 19th, 1891, commencing with, these 
words :—“ I have been working on the sewerage close upon ten years for different contractors, signing 
yourself “ Thomas Wright ”? Yes; that is mine.
3036. Can you say that you ■wrote more than two letters to the Department ? I said I wrote two or
three letters. I do not know quite how many letters there were. .
3037. You wrote one letter to me, one to the Secretary for Public Works, and one to the Hon. J. Davies, 
did you not ? I think I wrote you two letters.
3038. In the letter you wrote to me did you not use these words:—“ Sir,—As Mr. Hanlon and Inwood 
done all they could to deprive me of my work. I charge them with allowing Carter & Co. to use con
demned cement all the time at North Shore” ;—that is your letter to me ? Yes. .
3039. Does that letter say anything about the use of condemned cement at Alexandria ? No.
3040. Sis Sonor.~\ Did you at any time write to Mr. Davis a letter in which you mentioned the Alex
andria contract ? No.
3041. Mr. DamsJ\ You told us the other day that it was the “ Lion ” brand of cement that was con
demned at the Alexandria Park Works ? Yes. .
3042. Are you sure it was the “ Lion ” brand? I am not sure about the brand which was used at 
Alexandria and which was condemned, but I am sure that it was the “ Lion” brand which was condemned 
at North Shore.
3043. Mr. Gummow?^ Do you know anything about pipe-laying ? I do not know very much.
3044. What is your occupation ? I am a carpenter.
3045. Do you know how many pipes a man could lay in a day ? I think that if a man laid a hundred, 
he would do very well.
3046. And how many pipes do you say were laid in the case you referred to ? 180.
3047. You are quite sure you know the number? I could not give you the exact number.
3048. On Wednesday last you said that the inspector and Mr. Porrest came to you pretty well drunk; 
was that so ? Yes.
3049. You are quite sure of that? Very sure.
3050. What did Mr. Porrest say—did he say anything to you ? Mr. Porrest and the inspector came 
along to where we were working. There was another inspector there seeing that everything was done 
right. When the two of them came down, In wood drove his foot through the metal, and swore as I told 
you the other day. When the screen was put up, nothing but clean metal came through.
3051. Was Mr. Porrest there at all ? Yes.
3052. You are quite certain of that ? Yes.
3053. Do you know on what day that happened ? Yes ; on the Saturday before Eight-hours Day.
3054. Do you know the year ? I think it was in 1890. . _
3055. You say that Mr. Inwood and Mr. Porrest both came together, and that Mr. Inwood put his foot
through the metal ? Yes. . .
3056. Did you answer Mr. Inwood back;—did you say that you would gouge his eyes out with a chisel,

. and rip his liver out with a sword ? No.
‘ 3057. You are certain of that ? Quite certain.

3058. In your previous evidence you said that when the inquiry was over Mr. Davies turned round to you 
and said you had no business to interfere with the contractor when he said what he did ? That refers to 
what took place at the Public Works Department, when Mr. Davies and Mr. Bagge were making an 
inquiry. When it was finished Mr. Davies turned round and told me I had no business to interfere.
3059. With whom? With Inwood, I suppose.
3060. But you said the contractor ? I did not mean the contractor. What Mr. Davies told me was that
I had no business to interfere. .
3061. But with whom—the contractor, the inspector, or the workmen ? He turned round and said that 

■ I had no business to interfere, and that the contractor had told him of it.
3062. But to interfere with whom ? I do not know what he meant.
3063. Did you see the concrete mixed on this job ? Yes.
3064. Who mixed it ? I know the men by sight, but I do not remember their names.
3065. Did you set up the timber for the putting up of the concrete ? Yes; a cask of condemned 
cement was standing by the inspector when he kicked up the row, but he did not know it.
3066. How did you know it was condemned ? All of us over at North Shore knew that it was condemned.
3067. But how did you know ? I was there.
3068. But how did you know absolutely that it had been condemned? Word always came in as the 
cement was condemned.
3069. But how did you know definitely ? I was on the job and I knew as well as the rest.
3070. But how ? Pive times out of six when cement is being tested the men are walking about idle. As 
soon as the cement is tested they start work again. When they start working it is known whether the 
cement has been passed or not.
3071. Suppose there happens to be some passed cement on the work, are the men kept idle then ? Of 
course they are kept going while there is cement there(to go on with.
3072. You said the other day that three casks of passed cement were put on to a dray with three casks of

. condemned
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condemned cement, and according to what you now say the work would not be stopped while there was 
any passed cement on the spot now you tell us that the work was stopped ? I do not think I said it 
was stopped.
3073. Indeed you did ;—you said just now that the work was stopped for a certain time, and that is how 
you men knew whether the cement had been passed or not? The work is almost always stopped when 
the cement is being tested.
3071. But where was the necessity for stopping the work if there was some passed cement there ; you 
have just said that three casks of passed cement were put on to the dray with three casks of condemned 
cement;—you will see that your answers are not consistent ? Why, Mr. Eorrest himself said the cement 
was condemned, and that I was not to let the men see it going out of the shed. I was given the key of 
the shed. There was some rack-a-rock and some dynamite there, and it was not supposed to be used for 
a long time, until Mr. Davis came over and gave him permission to use it.
3075. Do you, as a matter of fact, know anything at all about the cement that was used;—do you know 
whether it was good, bad, or indifferent ? I am quite sure it was bad. Mr. Eorrest [himself said it was 
condemned, and I was told by him not to let the men see the condemned cement being used.
3076. If Mr. Porrest told you that he was wrong, you also must be wrong in what you say;—supposing 
he said the cement was condemned, when, as a matter of fact, it was not condemned ? Then what did 
they take it away for ?
3077. I thought you said just now that they used it all ? Not all.
3078. Do you know how much cement was used on the job ? I do not.
3079. As to the Alexandria contract, will you still swear that condemned cement was used on that
contract ? Yes. '
3080. You said the other day that some of the cement, when Mr. Davis and Mr. Snodgrass tried it, set in 
fifteen minutes should cement be allowed to be used if it sets in fifteen minutes ? It is no good then.
3081. How do you know that ? Well, I have seen a good deal of cement. '
3082. But how would you get to know that the cement was no good if it sets in fifteen minutes ? One 
gets to know a great many things, but one cannot exactly say how one gets to know them.
3083. What would be the source of your information in this particular case ? I do not know.
3084. If the specifications in this contract said that quick-setting cement could be used you would be in 
the wrong ? But it would not be used. The specifications would not say any such thing.
3085. But suppose the specifications did say so ? Then those who wrote them would not know what they 
were writing about.
3086. That is another matter—suppose the specification said so ? I do not think any specification would 
say such a thing.
3087. But if it did ? Then I should say that it was no good.
3088. I suppose quick-setting cement would be allowed to be used if the specification provided for its 
use ? If the specification said so, you could use it, no doubt. They could not stop you.
3089. Do you know if any cement was removed from the Alexandria job ? Yes.
3090. Was any good cement removed ? If it were good it would not be taken away.
3091. You are sure it was condemned cement that was removed? Yes.
3092. As to the bluestone metal of which you spoke in connection with that contract—do you know what 
good bluestone metal is ? Yes.
3093. Do you know what is specified as good bluestone metal ? Yes ; I have seen a good deal of it. 
I think the specification says “ clean bluestone metal 1^ inches.”
3094. Does not the specifieatio'n say that 1^-inch metal can be used screened through an i-inch screen? 
I do not know about that.
3095. Then you do not know the size of the blue-metal upon this particular contract ? I think 1^-inck
metal was specified, "
3096. Does it not say that it was to be screened through an s -inch screen ? It was not screened.
3097. Do you know, as a matter of fact, what the specification says in regard to this contract—you seem to 
know all about it? I do not know about the contract, but I know about the material which was used.
3098. But you say that the metal was too fine ? Yes ; there was a lot of rubbish.
3099. And you are sure it should have been 1^-inch metal? Yes.
3100. You are certain that that was specified ? Yes, upon the Alexandria job.
3101. Do you know the size of the sewer in that contract? I think it was about 7 feet wide, but it was 
constructed six years ago, and it is hard to remember now.
3102. What height would it be ? About 3 ft. 6 in. in the crown, I should say.
3103. It was not 7 ft. 6 in. by 7 ft. ? No ; I do not think so.
3101. You were asked the other day whether provisions were made for an invert of 9 inches of concrete in 
a sewer 7 ft. 6 in. by 7 ft., and if that quantity were not put in whether there would not be a large 
saving; -you said that you had thought many times that there was £100 saved in one little place ? Yes ; 
I meant in the cement bed. I think more than £100 was saved in the material.
3105. How did you arrive at that £100 ? I know by what the material would be worth.
3106. Explain how you arrived at the £100 ? I could not go into an explanation now. It was worth so
much a yard. Perhaps it might be worth 35s. a yard, and I had a rough idea as to how many yards there would be. . ‘ o . j j
3107. How many yards do you suppose ? I could not say now.
3108. What is the length of the sewer ? I do not know.
3109. Did you not say that this little place to which you refer was about 30 or 40 feet long ? It might
be more or it might be less. 6
3110. Take it at 40 feet;—would it be less than that ? Well, all over the sewer there is bad stuff.
3111. But you said that over £100 was saved in the little place to which you refer? When I said that,
I meant the sewer itself. Prom the point where it commences to the point where it finishes it is no great 
distance. It is only a short sewer.
3112. Do you think, then, that £100 would be saved all over the sewer, or that it would be saved at the 
little place to which you referred ? What I said referred to the sewer. It is only a short bit of work.
3113. You mean the whole work, not a little bit of it ? Yes.
3114. You said the other day that if the sewer were open you could show easily enough where this bad
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T. Wright, work waswhat is the difficulty of your showing us now where it is to be found ? Well, it is all covered

!SJhne^l896. K^ake the 30 or 40 feet to which you referred so strongly ;--could yo\?0^®nA1^d6tPh0ewor?uD 
could find it yourself. I told you that it was at the very end of the work. I, you followed the work up
from the end you would find that all I have told you is true.
3116. Do you think you could find the spot ? I think I could go very near it.

■ 3117. Is there a branch sewer coming in near the spot? Not that I know ot. ^ „ T, ,
3118. Did you not build the moulds in connection with the bringing m of a branch sewe .
itself ran into an old sewer, and finished near the Chinaman s garden. . . ,,
3119. But did you not make moulds for a branch sewer? No ; it was a pipe sewer running into the
side of it. . ,
3120. It was not a concrete sewer ? No ; not at the time I was there. wWp+hp nines came
3121. You are sure vou did not fix up moulds to go into a concrete sewer there ? Where the pipes came

. in there might be a little concrete round about them, but I could not tell you how much
3122. Did you fix up the moulds in that 30 or 40 feet to which you have referred near the outlet? I
think so. But one day I was on the North Shore job, and another day somewhere else. It is possible
that some one else fixed some of them, but I could not say definitely. shifted Tn
3123 With regard to the pegs, you said the other day that thirty or forty pegs had to be shitted, 
answer to His Honor you said that as you went down the sewer you found it necessary to drive m some 
of the pegs? The pegs had to be driven in where there was no room tor the mould.
3124. You said that thirty or forty pegs had to be shifted ? If I said that I said what was wrong. What 
I meant to say was that the pegs were in no depth-that they were striking up through the concrete 
through the bottom of the sewer. The pegs are allowed to stop there until you fill m the top.
3125. What did they drive the pegs into? The ground.
3126. What sort of ground was it ? Soft ground. . Tbo™ Tens, n3127. These pegs were standing up in it ? Yes ; or you would not know where to go. There was a
9-inch bottom of concrete, and it had to go in in two layers about 4| inches each. These were supposed
to come up to the top of the peg. , . . . , 0 T___3128. Are you prepared to swear that this 9-inch bottom was put m in two layers . I am prepared to
swear that in some instances the second layer could not go in simply because there was no room tor i .
3129. But where there was room, you say that the 9 inches had to go m m two layers . Yes , I think 
there was 81 inches of concrete altogether.
3130. And did you see that go in ? I think I saw most of it.
3131. Was there nothing below the 8f inches of concrete? I cannot be sure. Ihe reason I cannot 
answer all your questions is that I was at Alexandria one day and at N orth Shore the following day.
3132. Was the concrete on rock or sand ? I could not say. -u .j. „
3133. But if you were setting the moulds you would know, would you not. All the bottom was m

3134^6You.6said that when you were putting up some of the moulds you found there was room tor only a
half thickness of cement ? Because the bottom was too hffih. . , . 0 t ,i;,l
3135. But did you know the thickness of concrete below—did you test it below . No ; 1 did .
3136. Then how do you know how much concrete was there ? Well, there should have been two layers
of about 4* inches each, one on top of the other. , ,, , f
3137. Did they not go in ? I do not know. If they did, they did not come to the top oi the pegs.
3138. Would they be able to drive a peg through the concrete ? Not a wooden peg.
3139 But you did not test the depth of concrete, so as to be able to say definitely that there was no _ 8 
inches there? I had to chip some of it off, and 1 fancy, from what I saw at some places, that the pick 
was nearly through.
3140. But vou did not get through ? No ; but I was very near it.
3141. There might have been 6 inches underneath those places ? X ou can easily try it.
3142. Could you find the place at which we could try it ? Yes. , , . ., ,£ n
3143. In answer to His Honor, the other day, you said you knew of this bad work by testing it yourselt.
"ygg
3144. You were working on the top of the bluestone concrete ? Yes. - .
3145. Then you must have tested it to ascertain the actual depth ? I did not say 1 tested it.
3146. Then what did you mean by telling His Honor that you had tested ityou said you knew the bad
work bv testing it yourself ? Well, the tests were these : I had to pick the top off to get room tor the 
moulds! and I knew that the bottom could not be of any thickness at all. '
3147. How did you know that ? I did not go right down to the bottom as I have told you, but I knew.
3148. You knew the thickness of the concrete ? I could not tell you to a quarter or half an inch, but I

3149. What we want to know is whether there were 9 inches or 3 inches, or what depth there was ? I do 
not believe there was more than 3 inches in many places.
3150. How do you know that ? I am telling you what I think. . , . , T
3151. But why could there not have been a greater depth ? Brom working on the top with my pick, 1
did not think the concrete was of the required thickness. • ... t i „
3152. You said just now that you knew it was not ? Well I knew, and I did not know. I knew t e
thing was not properly done as it should be. r, -.t- n r i3153. What do you mean by saying that you knew and yon did not know . Aft ell; I knew that things
Slsl^nvoSiear that there was not a depth of 8f inches ? I will swear that there was not 9 inches.
3155. Mr. Parkes.'] Do you remember the name of the cement which was condemned on the Alexandria 
contract ? I should not like to state the brand definitely in the case of that contract.
3156. Was it what is known as Bed Hand cement ? I do not know. ,
3157. You said just now in reply to Mr. Gummow that the sum of only £100 was saved, and that e
sewer was only of very short length—do you know what length it was ? It is a short sewer altogether.
3158. About how long would it be ? Perhaps 3 or 4 chains long. ,,, , ,
3159. Do you mean the portion of the sewer upon which the bad work was done . - I mean that abou ■
£100 worth of stuff was saved upon what they did. '
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T. Wright.?aBy chains would that be> roughly speaking ? I do not know, 
oico’ ^r°u^d.jt.be a chains ? More than that; it might have been 5 or 6 chains. - ^ ^
dibJ. You said m your former evidence that you had, in putting the moulds in, to knock the pegs down 15 JunMS96. 
some inches into the ground P Yes ; the pegs were sticking up through the bottom.
■ilb.i. And they were measured for a depth of concrete of about 9 inches ? Yes ; 1 believe I broke the
farst peg off to get the moulds down on to it.
ow--’ ¥°\\far apart w®r,e the PeSs ? 1 believe they would be 20 or 30 feet apart.

’T 0: . n, ow many did you break off or knock down ? I could not say. .Perhaps four or five of them.
Jt might be more, or it might be less. 1
3106. In picking away at any of these places to get the moulds in, did anv of the concrete give way, or 
how could you tell there was a thickness of only 3 inches at places ? By the way it chipped. I could 
tell from the tapping. I had some idea from the quantity I took off.
3107 As a matter of fact you knew that the pegs should have measured a depth of 9 inches ? Yes. They
give the depth of stuff which is supposed to he put in.
oico y°c came1to Pllt b1 tbe moulds, did you find the pegs of uniform height ? Yes.
3109. And you had to knock them in to get in the moulds p Yes.
She°r Jork?0ldY^r' Gumm°'V just uow thafc sometimes you were at North Shore and sometimes upon the

'3170 A1? oTthemP?°r iThfnkso W°rk °f y°U liaV6 sPoker, Tou fixed tlle moulds yourself ? Yes.

rtlt«i?ild/ny0ne ,thTe “oulds further on ? I am not quite sure ; hut I think one of the inspectors on ’ 
the job had a son, and I think his son came and fixed a mould.
8174. Was that a Grovernment Inspector ? Yes.
heal'dAnd y011 Say tkafc ^ S°n °f thiS G'ovemmerifc Inspector came and fixed a mould ? Yes; I fancy

Balmaim^^ ^ ^ name? CIymer> 1 tbillk- 1 believe he was a builder at one time. He lived at

317/. What street did he live in ? I cannot say. \
mtn y0YTe k?ockinS down the peg® 011 wbich you have spoken in order to fix in the moulds, - 

n°, CG wh®t,her’ further on the pegs needed knocking down ? Further on they did not need 
Knocking down. They came all right. J
3179. Plow far on ? I could not say.
318° If condemned cement was used, and if an insufficient quantity of concrete was being put in under 
T me!W+er’ STA W0U, j ^aVe been,a savmg of more than £100 upon the total length of it ? What 
thp htd* "'aS.1;ha* ^l0° ^0Llld be saved from part of the bottom being left out. Then, of course, there is 
banker * ^ t0 1)6 C0USldered' lhe meUl lts(?1£ was very bad. I believe it would go about 30 feet to a
wort ^ young.C1Tmer an employee of the contractors. I do not know. I never saw him doing the 
•ii urVu rUi?S m my heuad tha! 16 d,d sometbmg there at one time when I was at North Shore. 
tW ^eter®nc® t0 the tofcal s.a'’ing effected by the bad work put into the sewer, do you not think
that if you allow for the had material it would be likely to come to more than £100 P I am confident 
tbat it came to tbat amount anyhow. .
3183. As a matter of fact you could not form an idea as to how much was saved ? No, I could not.

Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson, recalled and further examined :—■
3184. Mr. Parkes.] Contract 112, M'Sweeney’s contract, was for a triplicate sewer? Yes.
wmild y°U t0 S?T the 0tiTer day that the original departmental plan of Contract No. 77
of nSr* th6f aS C°ntracfc,No- J12 P61, foot mn P I am having prepared the length and cost
£1 <?r wi, l th° cof“tracts y°u have referred to. The information will be available presently^
3180. What is the tender cost of M‘Sweeney’s 112 Contract ? It is a schedule-rate contract.
31lS8’ Mr,? n* ?0MW05«SUt ^ £17’:J®0 ? , 1 d° nofc know- wa® accepted at schedule rates.
£17 00^and £2o lo0^ "‘f the °thf day wbeQ he said that it would work out at between
^l/,uuu and ^^U,000 r I could not say without seeing the papers
llkld htm'whethpr^ipweeuey was giving evidence the other day with reference to Contract No. 112 you 
asked him w hether he was not aware that he had nothing to do with the Monier plates and that the office

3191 Wo 9 Se,°ffice haV® had to pay the royalty? If the plates had been used, certainly.
at all Sat thptMnp°tUnfc 9aVe t0 be -P1111 °UtSlde of the C0Eltract ? Yes ; but we did not use them 
at an, so tbat the question does not come in.
^2;adf?th®y,hadheen usfd.the office would have had to pay for them outside of the price of M'Sweenev’s 

Th hey +W?re PUl ftope Tcontract m the first instance, and afterwards taken out. 7
. 3193. They were taken out by Mr. Darley, I believe? No

3194. Hid not Mr. M‘Sweeney say they were taken out by him ? He did at first, I believe but he after
XtXffoWL “t,iaa1.17 that the7 Were taken °Ut by me- AS a matter oi fact it fli

ation, under clause 2o ot the general conditions, throws the whole of the responsibility for the patent 
contraptors ”? Yes ; if there were any patent in the contract. 1 °nS1DUlty t0r ^ Patent 

oiov mu * t^at 'vas wr'1t^;e,1 w‘th reference to a query as to the patent rights ? Yes
“"y*'1" «“ responsible, and that he would have to pa;undSXrinlttt JL " P'‘te“‘- 1’"t *1,”re ” I“‘“l “ *>» “k- »» lhe pold

reassure1 th7 wS™ °,'’hiCh ,‘0,;t pl"e tl'* P““i”S °f ‘h1* M»«™ patent in the arch, in order to
rSSX“he”i™r™rorii::SenTn.S.00nt“‘ng *• ">* 1 ^ <1U“M? rh**

R.R. P. 
Hickson.

15 J unc, 1896.
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K. B. P. 3199. Then why did you take out the patent after the contract was signed? You are confusing two 
Hickson, things. There is no Monier patent in the arches. ' .

3200. Were Monier plates used in the contract anywhere ? There were a few, and the discussion arose 
15 une, . Upon a c]ajm ma(]e by the contractors for patent fees upon the whole of the structure. 1 pointed ou

to Mr. M‘Sweeney verbally that the patentees, in my opinion, had no right to claim any royalty, because 
there was no patent used in the work, but that if they could substantiate their claim, then, under e 
general conditions, the contractor wTould, of course, have to bear the cost. • o tl
3201. Sis Honor ] Are the few plates you have spoken of plates covering the top of the carrier . iney
were a substitute for the ordinary covers to, I think, a sump. I thought we might advantageously use 
these plates. Sumps are generally covered with iron plates, and I thought we would try a tew ot 
Monier plates instead. Kather than raise the question of royalty, however, I struck them out altogether 
and went back to the old system. . . ,
3202. The Monier plates are those shown upon drawing No. 4 ? Yes. The plates are intended to cover 
little recesses at the shore end of the abutment.
3203. Tor what are the recesses intended ? They are merely put there for lightness.
3204. Under the invert of the carrier? Yes. „
3205. The plates which cover the aqueduct were not upon the Monier principle ? No, certainly not
3206. Mr. Parkes.'] Then why could you not have used the same method ot construction m Contract
No. 77? We could have done so, most undoubtedly. o tl r)
3207. Therefore, there was no need for you to pay the royalty upon this patent. T^er® was Dee“-
from my point of view to introduce the new system when I could do so at no extra cost to the Department, 
the whole risk being borne by the contractors. .
3208. You say that the minute from which I have quoted was written upon the dispute occurring
between the contractor and the patentees ? Yes ; I was under that impression. „ _ ,
3209. Was it not, as a matter of fact, written when you were submitting tenders to the Board ot Beler- 
ence ? I could not say till I see the papers. I see that a minute was written when the tenders were

32 It). And not when the dispute with Mr. M‘Sweeney occurred ? No. But I knew that the claim had 
been made by the patentees in connection with their patent. , . ,
3211. Did you know that when you put these Monier plates in? No. I knew that the patentees ciaimed 
that the carriers into which we introduced the iron bars were on the Monier principle. ,
3212. Did you know before the contract was let that the patentees would make a claim ? 1 could not
say that, but I knew of it very early in the transaction.
3213. When you submitted the tenders to the Tender Board you knew7 that the patentees would ma 'e
a claim ? Yes. ,
3214. Before the contract was let ? Yes. _ .
3215. Then why did you not before letting the contract take the Monier plates out—why did you wait
until Mr. M'Sweeney made his protest before you took them out ? The few7 plates were not worth 
speaking of. They were a very small portion of the job. . , .
3216. His Honor.] I understood one of your answers just now to have reference to the iron bars m 
the carriers ? Yes ; that is another matter.
3217. Mr. Parkes.] Thev do not belong to the Monier system, you say ? No.
3218. Nevertheless the Monier patentees were about to make a claim upon the whole of the ]ob ? les.
3219. His Honor.] What was done in relation to the part of the claim affecting the bars m the carrier;
they were allowed to remain, were they not ? Yes. My contention always was that they did not consti
tute the Monier patent, and that the patentees had no right to a royalty upon them. . . ,
3220. The Monier patent, as you understood it, being confined to the building of arches ? No; it is the
way in which the iron is introduced into the concrete. . .
3221. In the form of a grill ? Yes ; it would be absurd to say that you could not put an iron bar into 
a concrete structure without having to pay a royalty on the Monier patent. This is exactly a parallel 
case. We put iron bars in about 3 feet apart, and my contention w7as that that was not the Monier
patent in any form. . ,
3222. As to that matter, is it or is it not a fact that a great many years before the Monier patent was 
heard of the Americans had adopted a plan of laying railway irons in a concrete foundation to stiffen 
it ? Xes j I had done so mvself long before I knew there was such a thing as the Monier patent.
3223. That would explain your contention that the mere putting of bars into concrete work would not 
justify the Monier patentees in making any claims in respect of that w7ork ? Yes. .
3224. It is the grill-work which is the peculiarity of the Monier patent ? Yes; that is a part ot it.
3225. Mr. Parkes.] This aqueduct has to carry a great quantity of water and a great weight as compared
with the aqueduct in Contract 77 ? Yes. . f
3226. Then a greater strain would be upon it ? The greater the volume the greater the strain, ot course.
3227. Then why could you not have applied this principle to Contract 77 instead of applying the Monier 
patent to it ? Because I thoroughly believed in the; Monier system. And I had an opportunity to 
introduce it at no loss to the Department, while throwing the whole risk upon the patentees. Under 
those circumstances I think I was quite justified in doing so.
3228. Is it done entirely at the risk of the patentees ? Entirely. _ c j.l 4- l d r
3229. Then the Department is not supposed to pay the patentees risk fees or anything ot tbat sort. 1
do not know what you mean by paying risk fees. ,
3230. Let me put the question in this way—if the Department were negotiating with the patent-holders
to use a certain patent, you would not expect the Department to pay for the risk of that patent'. It I 
were calling for tenders on the Monier principle, I should make the Department liable ; dukjf the con
tractors offered to do the work upon the Monier principle, they would be liable for the risk. I hat is why 
I would not call for tenders. Had I done .so, I should have had to prepare my own designs, and ie 
Department would have been responsible for the work. _ , ■ n l i. nt, a
3231. Was not the design of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s Monier arch work m Contract 77 made
in your office ? Not to my knowledge. . .
3232. Was it not made by Mr. Baltzer ? Not to my knowledge. I am almost certam it was not done m 
office hours. I am sure my chief draughtsman would not have allowed such a thing as that to take place.
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3233. Was Mr. Baltzer your chief draughtsman ? No ; Mr. Hammer. He was immediately responsible 
to Mr. Bagge, and I am sure neither of them would allow anything of the sort to take place.
3231. I see you now have the paper of which you were speaking, showing the total length and cost of 
Contract 112 and other contracts;—what would be the total cost of 112? There is no contract cost. 
The estimated cost upon which the tenders were compared was £17,362, 1 think.

His Honor.] Do I understand that that is the office estimate reduced by the tender percentage ? 
That is our estimate of the work carried out on the contractor’s schedule rates, but it is not the contract 
sum. It might be exceeded by (say) £1,000 or diminished by £4,000.
3236. Mr. Parkes.] With extras, you mean ? No. It is not a question-of extras, but when the whole 
work is measured up, instead of there being 50 yards of brickwork, there might be only 40, and so forth.
3237. Upon what did you base your replies to His Honor’s questions the other day concerning Contracts 
Nos. 112,101, and 77 ;—practically, what you said to His Honor was that there was no difference between 
Contract No. 77 and Contract No. 112—that they stood at almost the same cost? Tes; very much 
the same.
3238. You did say that? Tes.
3239. That, I suppose, would be taking the departmental plans ? Tes.
3240. On what did you base your estimate per foot ? On the office quantities we took out when we were
making the estimate in the first instance. .
3241. Did you not base your answer on the actual cost ? How could I give the actual cost when the work
was not finished ? «
3242. The estimated cost of No. 112, you say, was £17,362, taking the office estimate reduced by the 
contractors’ tendering percentage? Tes; but that is not the contract amount.
3243. What is the length of the contract ? 2,625 feet.
3244. That aqueduct is to carry the capacity of the three 6-ft. pipes flowing into it ? No.
3245. Does not John Ahearn’s Contract No. 101 join this aqueduct? Tes.
3246. Does not that carry three 6-foot pipes ? Tes.
3247. Does not that discharge into this one aqueduct? A portion of it does. The rest goes out in two
distributing sewers—one to the right and one to the left. They are not constructed vet. There is no 
sewerage coming down so far. '
3248. Now let us take the dimensions;—is not the aqueduct in Contract 112 8 ft. 8 in. by 4 ft. 6 in.
deep? No. '
3249. Do you mean to say that it is not 8 ft. 8 in. in width ? On the top.
3250. Is it not approximately 4 feet in depth ? I suppose it would be about 4 feet.
3251. Then it is 8 ft. 8 in. by 4 ft. ? No, it is not. The aqueduct diminishes in size as it goes down. 
The average would be about 8 feet. You might say that it is 8 ft. by 4 ft.
3252. What are the dimensions of the aqueduct proposed over White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek? 
Smaller, of course.
3253. Is it not 4 ft. 6 in. by 3 ft, 6 in. ? Hour feet 6 in. in the deepest part of it, and 3 ft. 6 in. in the 
widest part.
3254. Therefore, it has but one-half the capacity of the other aqueduct? Tes.
3255. It would be a fair thing to say that it should be made for about one-half the cost ? Certainly not.
3256. Why not ? It is such a silly question that it is hard to answer it.
3257. His Honor.] Have you any formula by which you can approximately give the relation between 
cost and capacity—the capacity of the carriers, and the running cost of the aqueduct, at a given height, 
of course, above the ground ? Not at all accurately. The question that was put to me by Mr. Parkes 
was whether, supposing the sewer in Contract No". 112 to be double the capacity of the sewer in Contract 
77, was it fair to say that the cost of No. 77 sewer should be one-half the cost of the sewer in Contract 
112, and I say that that is absurd.
32o8. Have you any idea of the ratio ? Not in proportion to the decrease in size. Dor instance, suppose 
that a carrier 10 feet wide costs £10 a foot, if you reduce the width to 1 foot you would find that it would 
cost a great deal more than £1 a foot to construct the carrier at the reduced width.
3259. Mr. Parkes.] I believe you desire to make some rather important corrections in some of your
replies to my questions. Question and answer No. 1252 are as follows '

1252. Did you not use words to this effect, “Does Mr. Bagge know anything about this patent ”? I used those words, 
because I knew that he had gone into the question. As a matter of fact, I had at that time put up a small culvert on 
the Parramatta Hoad on the Monier system.

I believe that what you now wish to say is that instead of your having at the time you referred to put 
up a small culvert on the Parramatta Hoad on the Monier system, what you now desire to say is that you 
had arranged to put it up ? Tes. If you read the evidence a little further on you will see that I corrected 
myself, because 1 there say that I had arranged to put it up.
3260. Did you not, on the 18th July, 1894, write in the following terms to the Minister: “ The Monier 
system of concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where applicable, 
it reduces the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent. The patentees are willing to allow 
the Department to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch. I 
recommend this for the Minister’s approval. I might state I have just completed, with the permission 
of the patentees, a culvert on the Parramatta Boad, built on this principle, with most satisfactory results, 
financially aud otherwise ”? Tes ; 1 wrote that on the 18th July, 1894.
3261. And on the 5th April, 1893, you asked Mr. Bagge the following question: “ Does Mr. Bagge know 
anything about this patent?” Tes ; that was on the 5th April, 1893.
3262. The letter which I have quoted having been written on 18th July, 1894, I presume that at that 
time the bridge was being constructed ? I forget the date at w'hich the bridge was constructed at this 
moment, but I daresay I can get it for you. '
3263. I understand that you also desire to make a correction in your evidence at Questions 1361 and 
1362. They are as follow :—

1361. You say these estimates are carried out upon a triplicate-sewer plan ? Yes ; all these three schemes.
1362. And is Ahearn’s based upon a triplicate system, too ? Yes.

I ought to point out to you tbat my Question 1361 should read “ duplicate-sew'er plan” instead of 
“ triplicate-sewer plan,” and tbat the word “triplicate” in Question 1362 should also be “duplicate”? Well,

Mr.

R. R. P.
Hickson.

15 June, 1896.
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B. R. P. Mr. Bagge’s schemes Nos. 1, 2, and 3 are for single carriers. So far as Question 1362 is concerned, of
Hickson. course, if you alter the word “ triplicate” to the word “ duplicate,” my answer would be “No.”

3264. Then what is the meaning of Mr. Bagge’s report when he says: “Three designs are herewith 
15 June,1896. gubmitted for the consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief, each design with an open aqueduct carried upon

arches and piers. The aqueduct or main carrier is capable of discharging 11,000 cubic feet of sewage 
per minute, which is equal to two 6-foot diameter outfall sewers —should you not say from that that 
Mr. Bagge’s report was based upon the discharge of two sewers ; I suppose the office work wras the only 
thing upon which a comparison could be made at that time P Certainly not; three designs w'ere sub
mitted by Mr. Bagge for the consideration of the Engineer-ir.-Chief. These three designs were for 
single carriers, not for triplicate or duplicate carriers.
3265. Then I ask you is Ahearn’s contract a duplicate system ? No ; that is a triplicate system.
3266. Is it not calculated in Mr. Bagge’s report as a duplicate system ? I think Mr. Bagge did in a foot
note refer to it as a duplicate system.
3267. His Honor.'} Although there was a triplicate system up to a certain point, the line of sewer was 
continued W'ith a discharge which reduced the necessary carrying capacity of the extension to that of a 
duplicate sewTer? Ihere was an extension of the three-sewer system; hut it was not proposed to carry 
the same amount of sewerage as would he carried in the three sewers.
3268. The extension wras supposed to carry the contents of two 6-foot sewers ? As a matter of fact, it 
would only be required to carry a little over that, because at the intersection there are branches to the 
right and left to distribute the sewage over the sewerage farm.
3269. You are referring now to M‘Sweeney’s contract, following upon Ahearn’s ? Yes.
3270. Then, if we know the actual capacity of the single carrier in M'Sweeney’s case, we shall know how 
far it was an extension of the preceding line of sewer, or what the reduction was ? Yes.
3271. Mr. ParJccs.} With regard to your answer to Question 1385, I asked you how Mr. Young came to 
tell the House that your son had left some months before the meeting of Parliament, and you said in reply 
to me, “ He made a mistake in saying months ; he should have said weeks ”;—I believe you wish to correct 
that statement by striking out the wrords “ he should have said weeks” ? It is not very material. 
Strictly speaking, weeks is correct, because it was five iveeks before that that my son got notice to leave.
3272. Mr. Gummow.} With regard to the Monier plates in Contract 112, wdiich have been referred to, 
had Mr. M'Swmeney to supply them P No ; they would have been supplied by the Department.
3273. What had Mr. M'Sweeney to do with them ? He had to put them in.
3274-5. Would he have had to pay a royalty simply for putting them in ? No ; I have already said that 
he would not.

WEDNESDAY, 17 JUNE, 1896. ’
Mr. Bobert Bowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined :—

3276. His Honori} You were asked some questions the other day with reference to the area of various 
carriers ? Yes ; the area of the carrier in Contract 112 is as nearly as possible 81i feet when full. The 
area of one 6-foot sewer when full is 28-1 feet, so that the area in Contract 112 is only 3 feet more than the 
area of the one sewer in Contract 101. Plowing as they are supposed to do at the maximum of two-thirds 
full the area is as nearly as possible the same in both cases.

R. R. P.
Hickson.

17 June, 1896.

P. Ewing. 

17 June, 1896.

Mr. Peter Ewing sworn and examined
3277. Mr. Parkes.} What is your occupation ? I am a contractor.
3278. Some eighteen months ago you were a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
3279. There was a partnership deed, was there not? Yes. '
3280. Some time in June, 1895, I believe you had a conversation with Mr. Carter near the Bank of New 
Zealand ? Yes.
3281. What did Mr. Carter tell you ? Mr. Maddison asked Mr. Carter if it were true that Mr. Hickson, 
jun., had been engaged by the firm, and Mr. Carter said “ Yes.” Mr. Hickson, he said, wanted to join the 
firm, hut he had told him that he had better wait two or three years.
3282. Join in what capacity or how ? Mr. Carter simply said that Mr. Hickson wanted to join the firm, 
but that he could not do so for some years, although he would be taken on as an employee.
3283. Had you need of Mr. Hickson as an engineer at that time ? There was not much work going on at 
that time. There was only the Adelaide job.
3284. What salary was he paid ? I could not say. I was told £200 a year.
3285. His Honor.} Who told you that ? Carter.
3286. Mr. Parkes.} Prom what Mr. Carter said to you you were under the impression that Mr. Hickson, 
jun., was ultimately to be a partner in the firm ? We did not inquire very much about those affairs. Mr. 
Maddison and I met Mr. Carter, and asked him if it were true that Mr. Hickson, jun., had been put onto 
the work. He said that it was true that Mr. Hickson, sen., wanted his son to join the firm, hut that he 
had said he had better wait for two or three years.
3287. Did Mr. Hickson, jun., discharge any duties for the firm? I never saw him discharge any on this 
side, but he may have done so in Adelaide.
3288. Was be of any use at all to the firm ? That I could not say.
3289. After becoming an employee of the firm did he go direct to Adelaide ? I think so.
3290. Who were the partners of the firm who were in Adelaide ? Mr. Gummow and Mr. Gillan.
3291. Later on Mr. Gillan returned to Sydney ? Yes.
3292. Did young Mr. Hickson return with him ? I do not think so.
3293. When did Mr. Gillan return ? Ido not know.
3294. Do you know whether young Mr. Hickson came to Sydney at any time at about the same date as 
Mr. Gillan ? I only knew of his coming over from Adelaide once before he came over permanently.
3295. But he had been in Sydney once before that, you say ? Yes.
3296. You had a conversation with Mr. Gillan, had you not, when he came to sign a bond ? Yes.
3297. What did he tell you ? He asked whether we had been asked anything about putting young Mr. 
Hickson on the works. I said we knew nothing about it until he was put on. He said he had seen a 
telegram from Sydney dealing with that particular point. He did not say what the telegram was.

3298.
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We wanted everyone io have a fair opportunity of 

That we thought that everyone should have a fair show in

3293. Did he not say what the wording of the telegram was ? 3STo ; I never asked him.
3299. When you left the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., on what date was the bond signed ? I do not 
know. Mr. Maddison has a copy at home.
3300. Sis Honor.'] Where is the original, do you know? I cannot say. We saw it, and that was all. 
It was signed at the “Australia Hotel.”
3301. Mr. Parkes.] Did you understand that there was to be a lasting partnership ? Tes.
3302. Does not clause 20 of the agreement say, “Upon the completion of all the contracts for the time 
being in hand, or upon the happening of any event rendering it impracticable for the partnership to 
carry out and complete the same, whichever shall first happen the partnership shall be dissolved, and a 
general account taken of the assets and liabilities of the partnership, &e.” ? I never heard it read before, 
and I never read it.
3303. There can be no doubt that that deed of partnership was drawn up in respect of all contracts which 
were going on ? Tes ; we were supposed to put in so much money, which was to go for certain works. 
330-1. Will you tell me whether Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest were contractors upon any w-orks in this 
Colony prior to April, 1895 ? Tes ; w7e tendered for work together, and we signed contracts together. 
3305. "Will you tell me wrhy you desired to leave this firm? Well, we could not get on very well 
together. Things were not going so as to suit me, and so I left them.
330S. Since you left the firm, have you had any Government contracts ? I have tendered several times.
3307. But you have found it very difficult to get contracts ? I could never get near them at all.
3308. Sis Honor.] I suppose that what you mean is that you did.not tender low enough ? To.
3309. Mr. Parkes.] Tou were one of the party of contractors who waited on me some twelve months 
ago ? Tes.
3310. What did you request me to do at that time ? 
tendering.
3311. What did you tell me at that time ? 
tendering.
3312. But what was the object of the deputation of contractors which waited upon me ;—wffiat did they 
say to me ? As nearly as I can remember it was this—that a lump sum contract had been accepted upon 
what was known as the Monier job, and wre thought that it was not right for any firm to put in a lump 
tender when schedule rates had been issued for the work.
3313. Were there no other reasons which you gave for waiting upon me? I do not know of anything else.
3314. Was nothing said about the impossibility of contractors obtaining contracts because of the con
cessions which were given to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I was not there the first time they waited 
upon you. I wa,s there the second time.
3315. His Honor.] Then there w7ere two deputations ? Tes.
3316. And you attended with the second one ? Tes. '
3317. Mr. Parkesi] On the first occasion I declined to do anything until I had made inquiries, and on the 
second occasion I made the contractors lay certain matters before me ;—is not that so ? Tes; the 
contractors did not think that the matter of the Monier tender had been properly dealt with.
3318. Were no other matters laid before me ;—do you not recollect other matters being laid before me 
in connection with other contracts ? I forget now wh^t they were.
3319. His Honor.] ■ Who was the spokesman at the deputation at which you attended ? There were 
several spokesmen.
3320. Did you yourself say anything? I said I did not think the Government had any right to call for
tenders at special rates, and on the top of that to accept a lump sum tender, because that did not give the 
other contractors a fair chance at the tender-box. •
3321. Mr. Parkes.] I suppose there is no doubt about this—that if you had had a chance of tendering
you and the other contractors could have done the Monier work ? I did not go into the matter, but I am 
sure there are plenty of contractors who could have done it. *
-1322. Aou had no chance of tendering upon the Monier plan ? I did not go into the matter at all. I 
did not think it worth while.
3323. But were you given a chance at all to tender from that plan? As far as I could hear, a lump sum 
tender was to receive consideration, and, that being so, it did not look as if it were worth the while of 
.anyone else to try for the work.

Sonor.] Before you sent in your tender at all did you hear anything about the Monier system 
being likely to be tendered for ;—had you any opportunity yourself of sending in a tender upon the 
Monier system founded upon the departmental plans and schedules ? It was of no use to tender.
3325. But you had a chance if the plans were given to you ? The plan given to us was a different thing
altogether. ,
3326. Mr. Parkes.] Tou never saw the substituted plan of To. 77? To.
3327. Did you tender for Contract To. 101 ? I do not recollect.
3328. Were you a member of the firm when Mr. Hickson, junior, came back from Adelaide? To.
3329. Upon all contracts which which were going on under your partnership deed you had an interest in 
common with the others ? Tes.
■3330. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., did not draw up separate deeds for each job? To.
3331. After you had brought this matter of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s before me, at the instigation 
■ot a number of contractors, you had a conversation with Mr. Carter, had you not ? Tes.
3332. Where did that conversation take place ? Down near the Bank of Tew Zealand.

What did he say to you ? He asked me if 1 remembered the conversation that we had had before. 
And what did you say ? I said that I did.
His Honor.] "VV hat conversation was that ? About putting Mr. Hickson, junr., on at the start-off. 
Mr. Parkes.] There was no further conversation? To. ,
When did that happen ? I could not say the exact date. .
Would it be after October, 1895 ? Tes.

3339. Mr. Smith ] Besides the deed which you have just seen, was fhere any other deed of partnership ? 
Ihere was a similar deed between Mr. Gillan, Mr. Maddison, Mr. Gummow, and myself.
3340. When was that signed ? They were both signed on the one day.
3:311. The first of the two conversations with Mr. Carter which you have referred to took place at the 
Bank of Tew Zealand? Tes. * r 334,2

?. Ewing.

17 June, 1896.

3333.
3334.
3335.
3336.
3337.
3338.
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P. Ewing. 3342. And that you say was about June, 1895 ? It was at tbe time that Mr. Hickson, junr., went over 
' —' to Adelaide.

17 June, 1836. 3343. When he was first engaged ? Tes.
3344. Sis Honor.~] Cannot you fix the date approximately ? It must have been in 1893, I think.
3345. Mr. Smith. \ At that time you had a contract in Adelaide ? Tes.
3346. The deed to which you have already referred is dated 25th August, 1892 ;—it refers to tbe fact 
that you had already entered into a contract with the Government of South Australia for the construction 
of certain works in or near Adelaide called Contract No. 60 ? Tes.
3347. Tou knew that Mr. Hickson, junr., was to be employed on that Adelaide job ? After he was- 
engaged—yes.
3348. Tou have said, I think, that you never saw him on the works here ? I have seen him on a visit 
here, but not doing any work.
3349. "When was it that you saw him here on a visit ? I could not exactly say. He was having a- 
holiday at the time, I think.
3350. And that was the only time that you saw him here at all ? Tes.
3351. I think you told us that on the occasion on which Mr. Gillan came up to Sydney Mr. Hickson did 
not come up with him ? He might have done so, but 1 did not see him.
3352. Who were the other contractors who waited with you upon Mr. Parkes;—kindly mention a few of 
the names ? The biggest part of tbe local contractors were there. There were O’Neill, Rhodes, Butcher 
Bros., Gilliver, and Maddison.
3353. By Maddison you mean your partner? Tes.
3354. And all that you can remember is that you objected to this lump sum tender being accepted in 
regard to Contract No. 77 ? Tes.
3355. That is all you can tell us with regard to the objections -which you put before Mr. Parkes ? Tes.
3356. I think you said that you and other contractors could not get near the contracts now ? Tes.
3357. Tou sent in a tender for the particular contract in respect of which a lump sum tender was after
wards accepted ? Tes.
3358. What was your figure ? It was Si per cent, below the Government schedule.
3359. Hid you know the tender price of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes. It was 284- per cent, 
below the schedule rates.
3360. So that there was 20 per cent, difference between you ;—did it not occur to you that that perhaps 
was the reason why you could not get near the contract ? We knew that if a lump sum tender were to 
be accepted we could not get near the contract at all.
3361. I suppose other contractors tendered for No. 77 ? Tes.
3362. And their tenders were all above the tender of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
3363. Tou say Mr. Carter told you that Mr. Hickson, junr., wanted to become a partner, but that he had 
told him that he would have to wait for two or three years ? Tes.
3364. Beyond that you never heard any suggestion as to Mr. Hickson becoming a partner ? That is all 
the conversation I had in reference to it. *
3365. Asa matter of fact, he never was at any time a partner ? Not that I know of.
3366. If there had been a partnership under a deed you would have known of it ? Tes, according to the 
deed.
3367. Tou signed this deed, did you not ? Tes. _
3368. I wish to draw your attention to the first clause, “ The parties hereto will become and remain 
partners under the name, style, or firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., in the trade or business of contractors,, 
for the purpose of carrying out and completing the contract hereinbefore referred to, and any other con
tracts which the said parties shall mutually agree upon and shall obtain”—it is, therefore, clear to your 
mind that this is a partnership agreement relating only to the Adelaide contract, or any other contract 
upon which the parties shall mutually agree? Tes.
3369. As to clause 20, “ From the completion of all the contracts for the time being in hand, or upon the
happening of any event rendering it impracticable for the partnership to carry out and complete the same, 
whichever shall first happen, the partnership shall be dissolved, and a general account taken ”;—that, I 
presume, refers to the contracts in hand when the partnership was agreed upon? Tes. _
3370. It is provided that when those are completed and the partnership is to be dissolved an account is- 
to be taken ? Tes.
3371. So that apart from the Adelaide contract the deed relates only to those contracts upon which the 
parties shall mutually agree ? Tes.
3372. It leaves the parties entitled to go into any other contracts outside if they like ? I do not know
about that. _
3373. As a matter of fact, did any of the parties do so ? If money is to be found I do not think that 
could be done, could it.
3374. As a matter of fact, did any of those persons under this partnership deed go into any contract out
side it ? I do not know that they did.
3375. This is a partnership which was dissolved in April, 1895 ? Tes. _
3376. Mr. Gummow.1 understood you to say that at the time you signed this particular deed you signed
another deed of partnership ? Tes. ■ _
3377. Were Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Forrest in the other deed of partnership which was drawn 
up ? No ; I think not. Tou signed it, and said that it was just the same as the other one.
3378. Ho you know whether Messrs. Snodgrass, Carter, and Forrest were in the other deed? No.
3379. If there was a general partnership, would it be necessary to have another partnership deed between 
us? Tes ; if we found the money. It was necessary to have an agreement between Messrs. Maddison, 
Gillan, myself, and yourself.
3380. Can you tell me the date of the deputation which waited upon Mr. Parkes at which you attended ?
No. ...
3381. Was it after Mr. Parkes’ first speech in the House? I think it was just after one of the speeches. 
I attended upon the second deputation. I was away when the first deputation waited upon him.
3382. Did you ever mention to Mr. Parkes that you had seen a telegram which had been sent by Mr. 
Carter to Adelaide? I was told there was one.
3383. Do you know what was in it ? I do not. 3384.
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3384. Did you ever see a copy of it ? No. P. Ewing.
3385. You and Maddison were often together, I suppose, talking over this and other matters ? Yes. •• '
3386. You were in daily communication with one another at this lime? We were pretty often together. 17 June,18£6.
3387. If Mr. Maddison had had such a telegram as that referred to, do you not think it likely that he 
would have shown it to you? He might have done.
3388. M.v. In reply to Mr. Parkes, I understood you to say there were ten or twelve contractors
who attended upon the deputation to him ; you have mentioned the names of five only;—can you 
■remember the names of the others ? I have given you the names as far as I can remember them.
3389. Mr. Parses.] Are you sure that it was after one of my speeches that you came to me in the House?
I am not sure whether it was before your speeches or not. ■
3390. Do you not think it was befere ? I could not say. I know, that a deputation waited upon you 
while I was away.
3391. You will remember that I asked for a second interview;—cannot you recollect whether that took 
place before or after I made my speeches ? I forget. I think it was before.
3392. If you had had a chance of constructing the Monier arches, seeing that they are upon an absolutely 
•different plan from that of the original design, it is quite possible that you might have beaten Carter,
■G-ummow, & Co. in your tendering ? If we went in for the thing properly, we might have done it as 
cheaply as they could do it.
3393. You say Mr. Carter told you distinctly that Mr. Hickson, sen., had asked that his son might be 
taken into the firm ? Yes.
3394. The agreement which has been quoted to you 'to-day-was the agreement proper of the partner- 
■ship ? Yes.
3395. And there can be no doubt but that it was to control all contracts then in hand? It was supposed 
to do so, as far as I knew.
3396. AVas one of the contracts the Annandale job ? No ; that was let afterwards.
3397. AAras not this agreement drawn up when you left the firm ? No ; when I joined Carter, Gummow,
&, Co.
3398. The agreement to which I have been referring was the one drawn up on 1st April, a notification of 
which appears in the Sydney Morning Herald ? I have been referring to the agreement drawn up at the 
time Messrs. Gummow and Gillan joined Carter & Co.
3399. Do you consider that you yourself and other contractors have a difficulty in getting work in the 
Works Office from the way in which concessions are given to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.;—what is 
jour opinion about that ? I could not say.
3400. Mr. Gummowd\ As to the conversation which you had with Mr. Carter down near the Bank of
New Zealand—the last one, I mean—was it before Mr. Parkes’ speech in the House or afterwards? It 
was after it. *

. George Maddison sworn and examined:—■
3401. Mr. I’arkes,'] What is your occupation ? You might call me an unemployed contractor just now. G. Maddison.
3402. Did you at one time belong to the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes. .
3403. But you no longer belong to it ? No. 17 June,1896.
3404. You know Mr. Ewing ? Yes.
3405. Did you in the company of Mr. Ewing have a conversation at one time with Mr. Carter near the
Bank of New Zealand m Sydney ? Yes. 1
3406. Will you tell His Honor what it -was ? It amounted to this—that Mr. Hickson, jun., had been
retrenched out of the Department, and that Mr. Hickson, sen., wished to find him employment of some
■sort, and had asked Mr. Carter if he could find anything for him to do, or whether they would take him 
in as a member of the firm. The reply which I understood Mr. Carter made to that request was that Mr.
Hickson, jun., could not be taken into the firm within five or six years.
3407. His Honor.That I understand was the account Mr. Carter gave you of what had happened ?
Yes.
3408. Mr. Parkes.'] Upon what date after that did you leave the firm ? It was some considerable time 
after that. I could not give you the precise date at which the conversation took place, but I think I gave 
notice of leaving at the latter end of October, or at the beginning of November, 1894.
3409. How long before that was it that the conversation took place ? I suppose it must have been eight
or ten months. It might have been more, but I could not say to a month or two. .
3410. Did you take any exception to the action of Mr. Carter ? Not the slightest.
3411. You were quite agreeable to what he did ? Yes
3412. Did you think the services of Mr. Hickson, jun.,‘would be of benefit to the firm or otherwise? I
did not know what his abilities were. I supposed that he would be of some use, or he would not have 
been taken on. .
3413. That is what you thought of the matter? Yes. __
3414. And you agreed to what was done? Yes. .
3415. Later on Mr. Gillan, one of the members of the partnership, came up to Sydney from Adelaide, 
did he not? Yes ; some considerable time afterwards.
3416. And you, in company with Mr. Ewing, had a conversation with him ? Yes ; we were talking about 
things in general.
3417. AYhat did he say ? He said he had seen a wire which had come from Sydney to this effect—that 
Mr. Hickson, sen., wanted his son taken into the firm.
3418. Did that part of the conversation go any further ? No. ,
3419. There was not a general discussion about it? No; nothing more was said, to the best of my
•recollection. ■
3420. AYhat brought up that conversation ? I could not say now. I paid very little attention to what 
was said. I do not even know whether he went into the firm afterwards or not.
3421. AYhen you heard the first conversation to which reference has been made, did you think, concerning 
Mr Hickson, jun., that the firm were bound to take him in ? I did not think they were bound to take 
him in.

3422.
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G. Maddison. 3422. If you had remained a member of the firm, would you have looked upon it as certain that the firm 
s would have had to take in Mr. Hickson, jun., as a partner ? I really could not say. It is a thing to 

17 June, 1896. j jjave no4 given any particular thought.
3423. But you consider that it would he an advantage to have him a member of the firm? It was an 
advantage to some extent, of course, or he would not have been employed, I suppose.
3424. .Ton tendered in company with Mr. Ewing for Contract No. 77, did you not ? Tes.
3425. Have you before seen the plan upon the board in front of you—I mean the substituted plan upon
the Monier system for Contract No. 77 ? No ; it was not on the table when tenders were called for that 
particular work. •
3426. You noted particularly the departmental plan upon which tenders were called for? We got a 
man to take the quantities off it for us. We trusted solely to him.
3427. But you saw the plan ? Yes.
3428. Is it not a most elaborately furnished plan have you ever had, in connection with former sewers, 
to tender for dressed stone cornice work ? No ; there has been none of that class of work in anything 
with which I have been connected.
3429. Has there been any pointed double-pressed brick work ? The sewers are all constructed with 
double-pressed brick, I think.
3430. But as regards the facing ? That I could not say.
3431. You know the nature of an elliptic arch ? Yes ; to a certain extent.
3432. Is it not a most difficult arch to build ? I could not say. It is more expensive, no doubt, com
pared with other arches.
3433. Sis Sonor.~\ Where does the difference come in ? In almost everything connected with it. Once 
the centering is set, however, the other work is about the same.
3434. Mr. JParkes.'] Is it not very costly to make elliptical arches ? I am a little hit fogged on that point.
3435. Did not the original design of Contract 77 strike you as being a very expensive one? It looked
fairly expensive, no doubt. _
3436. When tenders were called for it, did it not strike you as being peculiar that the designs should be 
so expensive ? I did not give much thought to it at the time. We tendered upon the plan as it stood. 
We did not know any alteration was to be made in it.
3437. Or you would have saved yourselves the trouble of putting in your tender ? Yes ; we should have 
saved the expense of getting the tender made out. We should have saved, I suppose, £10 or £12.
3438. Were you upon the first deputation of contractors which waited upon me ? I was upon one of 
the deputations, but I do not know whether I was upon the first or the last.
3439. There were two deputations, were there not ? I could not say. _ '
3440. Do you know whether they were before or after my speeches in the House ? I think they were 
before your speeches in the House.
3441. On both occasions ? Yes.
3442. Were you upon the first or upon the second deputation ? I think that when we waited upon you, 
you said you had a good deal of information about the matter.
3443. Did you come with Mr. Ewing ? No.
3444. Was he present when you were there ? No.
3445. Did you come to me voluntarily ? Yes, certainly. _
3446. When you were with me, what did I say to you—did I instantly jump at your proposal ? No ; you
did not seem very hasty in acting upon it. '
3447. I insisted upon you gentlemen making sure of your facts, did I not? Yes.
3448. Upon what was said to me at that deputation, 1 mean—concerning Carter, Gummow, & Co.? Yes.
3449. Can you recollect the conversation ? Yes ; I think so.
3450. What was it ? It was principally about the Monier contract. The grievance of the contractors 
was that they had not had a fair go at the tender-box.
3451. Were any other contracts taken into consideration ? I think the extension of a contract at North
Shore was mentioned. . _ #
3452. Any other ? I believe there was something mentioned about the cutting of a storm-water drain at
Johnstone’s Creek. _
3453. Was I not asked to put an end to the concessions which were being made to this firm of con
tractors ? That is what the deputation was about. We wished to put everyone upon the same footing.
3454. Did you represent other contractors besides yourselves;—what did you tell me with regard to that?
There had been no particular arrangement. Everyone was dissatisfied, and there had been a good deal of 
grumbling. There might have been half a dozen other contractors there. _ _
3455. Can you tell me whether Mr. Gillan and Mr. Eorrest executed contracts in connection with
Messrs. Carter & Co. in this Colony before April, 1895 ? You mean, were they partners in the same 
firm ?—Yes. _ _ _ _
3456. They did work in this Colony with the same firm ? No ; Mr. Gillan did not in this Colony.
3457 Has Mr. Gillan property in this Colony ? Yes. _ _
3458. Can you tell me where it is situated ? Yes ; he has a place at Dulwich Hill.
3459. What would be about the cost of it ? I could not say.
3460. Have you seen the place ? Yes. _
3461. What sort of a house is it ? It is a double-frontage cottage with a large piece of ground.
3462. Is it worth £5,000 ? No. _
3463. Would it be worth £1,500 ? I suppose it would he worth that or thereabouts when he bought it.
3464. Speaking as a business man, what would jmu consider the actual value of the property now ? Pro
perty has gone down so much in value that I could not say. _
3465. Is this the only property Mr. Gillan has in the Colony of which you are aware ? It is all that I
know of. _
3466. Has Mr. Forrest property in the Colony ? I could not say. I have heard him say that he had 
property in New Zealand.
3467. But you do not know if he has property in this Colony ? No
3468. Do you know whether he has freehold property at Marrickville to the extent of £5,700 ? I could 
not say.
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3469. Why did you wish to leave the firm of Carter, G-ummow, & Co.? Because I was gettiug dissatisfied. Q-. Maddison.
3470. On what grounds were you dissatisfied ? That is a very broad question.
3471. Had you any particular grounds for dissatisfaction ? Well, 1 suppose I had, or I should not have 17 June, 1896i-.
left the firm. Of course, if they had ordered me out I should have gone out. .
3472. You did not, when you were leaving, make any statement to Mr. Carter about the position of the 
firm ? Just concerning my own settlement, that is all.
3473. Mr. Smith.'] I think you said you were an unemployed contractor ? Yes ; as far as contracts are
concerned. '
3474. You are not a land valuer ? No.
3475. -You have not done anything in that way ? No.
3476. You have not much knowledge of Mr. Gillah’s private affairs and of his property? No.
3477. He is more likely than you are to be able to give a fair estimate of the value of his own property ?
Yes.
3478. Regarding the first conversation that you had with Mr. Carter near the Bank of New Zealand— 
was Mr. Ewing there at the time ? Yes.
3479. On the second occasion the conversation took place when Mr. Gillan had come up from Adelaide ?
Yes.
3480. I think you said it was Mr. Gillan who mentioned that he had seen a wire to a certain effect ? Yes.
3481. What was the effect of it? It was from Sydney.
3482. From whom was it said to have come ? From Mr. Carter.
3483. To whom was it said to have been sent ? He did not say to whom it was sent.
3484. Did he say that it was sent to any member of the firm ? No ; he did not mention that; he simply 
said that he had seen a wire which had been sent by Mr. Carter.
3485. The effect of the wire being what ? Asking that Mr. Hickson, junr., might be taken into the firm.

' 3486. Did he say when the wire was sent? No ; I could not give the date of it.
3487. Could you give us any idea of the time when that conversation took place ? I think it was some 
time in May, 1895.
3488. Did he then say that the wire had been sent recently ? No ; he did not say when it was sent.
3489. And the wire, you say, was simply to the effect that Mr. Hickson, senr., wanted his son taken into 
the firm ? Yes.
3490. It was not a wire giving directions that Mr. Hickson, junr., was to be taken into the firm ? It was
not quite that. ’
3491. It was not a direction that he was to be taken into the firm at any cost ? I could not say. I 
remember that it was asked that he might be taken into the firm.
3492. As a matter of fact, however, Mr. Hickson, junr., was never taken into the firm ? I could not say.
3493. You were a partner in the firm up to 1895 ? Yes ; the final payment I received was in 1895. I 
gave notice of leaving in October-November, 1894. I took very little active part in the work after that.
3494. Up to 1895 Mr. Hickson, junr., was not a partner in the firm? I could not say whether he was or 
not. He was not a partner to my knowledge.
3495. Did you ever tell anyone that Mr. Hickson, junr., was a partner ? No.
3496. Did you ever make a statement to the effect that Mr. Hickson, junr., wTas a partner in the firm ?
Certainly not. 1
3497. Never to anyone ? Never.
3498. So that if that statement has been made upon your authority it is untrue ? It must be. I never 
said that in any way.
3499. With reference to the telegram of which you have spoken did you ever see a copy of it ? No.
3500. Did you ever undertake to obtain a copy of it ? No. ,
3o01. So that if anyone has said that you undertook to produce a copy of the telegram, it is not true ?
Yes ; I could not produce a copy.
3502. With regard to this second deputation to Mr. Parkes, I think that you said that Mr. Ewing was 
not on the deputation at which you attended ? No.
3503. Who else was there ? Am I bound to answer that question.
3504. His Honor.] Certainly ? Mr. Williams was with me.
3505. Jfr. Smith.] Who were the other members of the deputation which then waited upon Mr. Parkes ?
I could not say. I was away when the rest came.
3406. Then you and Mr. Williams went in to see Mr. Parkes alone ? Yes.
3507. And you were not present when the other contractors waited upon him ? No.
3508. Did they wait upon him before or after you waited upon him ? I could not say. Mr. Parkes said 
that he had received some information about the matter before.
3509. At all events, the others were not there at the time you were there? No.
3510. Who is Mr. Williams ? A contractor.
Soli. Is he a member of a firm, or is he a sole contractor ? He is a sole contractor. At all events, in 
the case of the last work he did he had no partner.
3512. I think you said Mr. Parkes made sure of the facts when he received you, and that he did not seem 
hasty ? Yes : I think he made sure of the facts.
3513. You were there you say in order to put an end to concessions which had been made to Messrs.
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? To do what I could towards it. '
3514. Concerning those concessions, what were the facts you made sure of ;—were they referred to in any
way ? Which facts. J

• The facts which I understand you to say Mr. Parkes made sure of before he listened to vou ?
Well, there was the alteration in this particular plan at Annandale and the cutting of a stormwater drain 
at Johnstone s Creek. The specification said nothing about that at the time tenders were called
3516. Were there any other grievances ? Not that I know of.
3517. Those were all you knew about ? Yes.
3518. You did not know of any other concessions which were alleged to have been made to these 
contractors ? IN o.
3519. You were not working in Adelaide when Mr. Hickson, junr., was there ? No.
3520. It was Mr. Gummow and Mr. Gillan who were down there ? Yes.
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large contract which had been taken up in

3524.
3525.
3526.
3527.
3528.
3529.
3530.
3531.
3532.
3533.

G. Maddison. 3521. When you went into this partnership it related to a 
Adelaide P Tes.

17 June,! . 3522. And Mr. Hickson, junr., was employed there? To the best of my belief.
3523. He remained there at work the whole of the time? Tes.

He did not come to Sydney ? Tes.
When was that ? I could not say. .
How often did he come ? I think he was up for a holiday once, but I could not be sure about it. 
Did he come here upon the work of the firm at all ? Not to my knowledge.
He did not come here on business ? No.
He is an engineer, I believe ? I think so.' .
I believe he served his time here ? I could not say.
At all events he was doing engineering work for your firm in Adelaide ? I think so.
So far as you are aware he did not come here upon any business of the firm ? Not to my knowledge. 
As far as you know it would be incorrect to say that Mr. Hickson had been going backwards and 

forwards between here and Adelaide ? As far as I know it would.
3534. Mr. Gummow.'] Could you tell me whether Mr. Hickson, junr., came up from Adelaide with Mr. 
Gillan at any time ? I do not think he was here at the time Mr. Gillan was here. I never saw him.
3535. When Mr. Hickson, junr., w7as engaged by the firm, had we any contract in hand in Sydney?
No ; they were just about completed. '
3536. How long after our employment of Mr. Hickson, junr., was it that we obtained a contract here ?
I could not say. .
3537. Did we get the contract, when we did get it at all, through the tender-box ? Tes ; No. 69.

Would it be twelve months after Mr. Hickson’s employment by the firm? No.
Would it be six months after ? About eight or ten months. .
Did you make out the tenders for any of our cqntracts ? No.
Who made them out ? Tou always made out the tenders. _
Since you left the firm you have tendered for other contracts ? Once or twice.
Have you obtained any contracts yet ? No.
Did you get second in the case of No. 77 Contract ? No. . _ _
If Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. had not tendered a lump sum, or had not submitted their tender 

28i per cent, below the schedule rates you would have got the contract. What I mean is that it made no 
difference to you personally ? No.
3546. It made no difference to your firm at all ? I do not suppose it did.

Did you ever tender with Mr. Williams ? Tes.
He is the man who called with you to see Mr. Parkes ? Tes.
Tou say you gave notice to the firm at the end of 1894 that you wanted to go out ? Tes.
Tou did very little active work you say after that? Tes. _
Were you being paid by the firm during the whole of the interval between your notice and your 

leaving? Tes ; I was paid up to the latter end of April.
3552. Mr. Parkes.] When you first called upon me, I said I wanted to make sure of your statements, was 
not that what happened ? Tes.
3553. Have you, yourself, heard other contractors complaining about the concessions given to 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
3554. Other contractors, I suppose, would be likely to make statements to me beside yourself ?
3555. Tou have seen the substituted plan in Contract 77 ? Tes.
3556. It is a structure entirely different from the original design ? No doubt. ‘
3557. Tou had no design upon which to tender for the Monier work ? No.
3558. Tou might have beaten Carter, Gummow, & Co. if you had had a design upon which to tender ?
We might have done. At all events, we should not have been labouring under the difficulties we had 
to meet.

3538.
3539.
3540.
3541. 
354£.
3543.
3544.
3545.

3547.
3548.
3549.
3550.
3551.

Messrs.

Tes.

George Porstcr Hickson sworn and examined :—
G-. F. 3559. Mr. Parkes.] Tou are a civil engineer, I believe ? Tes.

Hickson. 3560. Tou are the son of Mr. Hickson, the present Under Secretary for Public Works in this Colony ?

17 June, 1896. 3561. Were you employed in the Department of Public Works in the year 1893 ? Tes.
3562. When did you leave the Department? I think in May, 1893.
3563. Do you not remember when you left the Department ? I can tell you from looking at my diary. 
I see from my diary that I left in April, 1893.
3564. In what month did you join the employ of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? In May.
3565. What salary were you receiving when you were in the Department ? £200.
3566. And in the employ of Messrs. Carter, Gummow7, & Co., what salary did you receive ? £200. _
3567. Were you not latterly receiving £250 ? Tes.
3568. How came you to enter the employ of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I was in want of
employment. ’
3569. But did you do so at the request of your father ? I did so at nobody’s request.
3570. Did you apply for the appointment? Tes.
3571. Did you make any arrangement with Carter, Gummow, & Co. that ultimately you were to become 
a partner in the firm? No.
3572. Was there any conversation between yourself and Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. as to your 
becoming a partner at any time ? No conversation that I can call to mind.
3573. Did you look for a partnership at any time? That is a little indefinite, I think.
3574. Are you absolutely sure that you did not have a conversation with Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
relative to your becoming a member of the firm ? I never had any serious conversation with them 
about it.
3575. Did you have a conversation of any kind with them in reference to the matter ? No.
3576. Tou never had a conversation of any kind with them as to your becoming a partner in the firm ?
Not seriously; but such a lot of things are said which one cannot remember. 3577.
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I do not know.
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Chiefly

They had plenty of work going on, had they not ? What

3577. Tou did not converse with any member of the firm about your being a member of it P No, never.
3578. Tou are positive of that? I am on my oath.
35/9. When did you come up from the firm’s work in Adelaide P At the end of July, 1895. -
3580. Did Mr. Gillan then come up with you ? No.
3581. Did he come up shortly afterwards P No.
3582. Before? I could not say. I do not know his movements.
3583. Tou know Mr. Gillan, I suppose? Tes.
3584. Does Mr. Gillan know your father ? I could not say.
3585. Has your father ever had any conversation with Mr. Gillan ?
3586. What were your principal duties in the employ of Messrs, 
alignment of the tunnels, levels, and occasionally quantities.
3587. On what date did you leave their employ ? I received notice on the 1st April, 1896.
3588. When you left Sydney for Adelaide on the last occasion did you go with anv member of the firm of
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No. ' ‘
3589. Tou went by yourself? Tes.
3590. Who were the members of the firm in Adelaide at that time ? Mr. Gillan and Mr. Gummow.
3591. Did your father know that you were going to those members of the firm ? I think so.
3592. Why did you leave the employment of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. lately ? They had no morework for me. > ^ > j j

3593. They had not finished their contracts, 
do you mean by plenty ?
3594. They have started within the last two months another contract at North Shore ? Tes ; but there
was nothing for me to do upon that. •
3595. Tou actually left their employ later than the 1st of April, did you not ? Tes; I had three months 
notice.
3596. Do you mean that you gave three months, notice ? No ; I took it.
3597. Had you any monetary interest in the firm apart from your salary? No.
3598. Tou had no interest in the Monier arch patent ? No.
3599. Tou were paid every month, were you not ? Tes.
3600. What was your monthly payment? I do not know at what stage of my engagement you refer to. 
I was not in receipt of the same salary during the whole of the time I was with them.
3601. I am talking of the later stages of your employment by them in 1896. What was your monthly 
salary then ? I think it was £20 16s. 8d.
3602. Was April 27th the date you left the firm—do vou remember ? 
the works ?
3603. Tes ? I can give you that from my diary. I see that I was last on the works on 30th April, 1896.
3604. Was not a cheque of £62 10s. paid to you on 27th April, 1896 ? I could not be certain about the 
date, but I think I received a cheque about that time.
3605. Of what payments was that cheque made up ? It included the three months’ notice.
3606. They let you go then and paid you for the three months? Tes.
3607. They paid you the cheque straight off on the 27th April for the three months ? Tes.
3607|-. Were they bound under an agreement to give you three months’ notice? No.
3607!. Then why should they give it ? Is it not usually done ?

What was your engagement—was it by the month ? I got paid by the month.
And nothing else was said ? There was no agreement of any kind.
It was an indefinite employment? Tes.
But was it said that you were paid so much a year or so much a month ? So much a year.
Tou were paid monthly ? Tes.

3613. Mr. Parkes.] There was no written agreement? No.
3614. There was no agreement that the firm were to give you three months’ notice ? No.
3615. There was no agreement for notice at all ? No.
3616. Tou had nothing to do with account books or anything of that sort, had you? No.
3617. Tou had to do only with engineering work? Only with engineering work. Just measurements— 
that is all.
3618. Had Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. an account ? Not when I was with them.
3619. Had they anyone who kept books ? What do you mean by books do you mean the bank book ?
3620. I mean books of any sort ? There were the usual office books for the payment of the men, pay
sheets, and so on. J
3621. Had they an office book in which to record them ? Latterly.

r^’nce when ? I cannot give you the exact date, but it was three or four months before I left.
3623. Ihey had no books before that? Not that I know of.
3624 What did the book in which they recorded these matters latterly consist of? It was simply the 
pay-sheets. w
3625. They had no ledger ? Not that I ever saw.
3626. WBile you were in the employ of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were you living at your father’s
house. I went straight to Adelaide at the commencement, and after I came ' ’ -

3609
3610.
3611.
3612.

for about a fortnight, or perhaps a month.
3627. When you returned to Sydney permanently were you living at home ? 
or a month. .
qcoq ?id y°U eVer haVe any communication concerning contracts of the firm with your father? No. 
3629. Tou were not delegated to see your father with reference to these contracts ? I did not deal with 
him m business matters at all.
qcq?’ v eojl“ection with y°ur engineering duties you had not to come to the office ? No.
3631. You did not come to check measurements and to ascertain if your measurements were correct side 
by side with those of the engineer of the Department ? No. •
B632- Mr. Smith.] Did you not come back from Adelaide before the end of July, 1895 ? No.
^ th I°th' k ^ Until Juty’ 1895j you were in Adelaide working ? Tes ; for two years and three

a. f.
Hickson.

l7JuneA886.

Do you mean the last day I was on

back I was living at home 

Not more than a fortnight

3634.
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G. F. 3631. Between the date when you entered the service of the firm in Adelaide in 1893 and the date of 
Hickson. y0Ur return in July, 1895, did you come to Sydney at all ? Tes, once.

3635. Was it on business? No, it was purely a private visit. i . r i
17June, i&yo. g636 You were on a holiday p Yes. 1 fancy it was at Christmas time. I see from my diary that 1 left

Adelaide on 16th December, 1893. . 1 ,
3637. Tou were here for how long ? I see that I was back on the works again on 19th January, 1894.
3638. During your visit to Sydney on that occasion had you anything to do with business relating to any 
of the contracts of Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? No.
3639. Tou had nothing whatever to do, then ? No.
3640. That, you say, was the only occasion on which you were in Sydney between April, 1893, and July,
1895 ? Tes. .
3641. When you came to Sydney in July, 1895, you were working here for the firm on some of their con
tracts ? Tes. .
3642. Who had charge of the sewerage work—who were the resident engineers upon the particular 
works upon which you were employed ? Mr, Beveridge upon one and Mr. Millner upon another.
3643. Who was the supervising engineer ? i think Mr. Davis was in charge of the storm-water contract, 
but I am not quite sure. I should not like to say for certain. The officers of the Department were all so 
mixed up at the time with the changes that were being made that I do not now remember.
3644. What were your duties upon the contract of the firm in Adelaide ? I was working upon alignment 
and the levels of the tunnel.
3645. I suppose you had to work there pretty hard ? Tes.
3646. Tou would not describe your post as a sinecure ? Decidedly not.
3647. If anyone described your post as such it would be incorrect ? I should say so.
3648. Sometimes you had to work all day on Sundays, did you not ? Tes, frequently.
3649. Would this be a correct description of your duties—that you had nothing to do but to walk about 
and take photographs, and now and then use a theodolite on the works to no purpose; would that be a 
correct description of your duties in Adelaide or in Sydney r It would be absolutely incorrect from the 
very start.
3650. I think you served your apprenticeship here ? Tes.
3651. Tou said you were a civil engineer, I believe ? Tes.
3652. Under whom did you serve? tinder Mr. Moriarty, and after he left under Mr. Darley. My 
articles were made out to Mr. Moriarty.
3653. I believe Mr. G-illan was in Adelaide when you were there ? Tes.
3654. Tou do not remember when he came up to Sydney, in 1895, before you came ? No.
3655. It is absolutely incorrect to say that you came up with him in 1895, when you finally returned to
Sydney ? Tes. . _ T
3656. If anyone has stated that you came up here with Mr. G-illan some time in 1895, is that true ? No.
3657. Mis ManorWere you not in the same boat, or in the same train with him ? Never.
3658. Mr. Smith.Tou did not come with him to Sydney in April or May, 1895 ? No ; I never met Mr. 
Gillan in Sydney.
3659. Tou did not come to Sydney with him on any occasion ? No.
3660. It is equally untrue, if it has been so stated, that while you have been employed by the firm in
Adelaide you were going backwards and forwards between that place and Sydney for the firm ? That 
would be equally untrue. r
3661. Mr. Gummow.'] At the time you were first engaged by the firm had they any contracts in Sydney 
that you know of? Not that I know of.
3662. And you were sent down to Adelaide to assist upon the work there ? Tes.
3663. I want you to endeavour to remember whether there was any other partner in Adelaide at the time 
you arrived there besides Mr. G-illan and myself ? Not to my knowledge.
3664. Tou do not remember any other partner being there ? No.
3665. Do you remember going to the races the day after you arrived ? Tes.
3666. Did you win any money ? I did.
3667. Do you remember the drive we had after that, and a dinner ? Tes.
3668. Who drove with you ? Mr. Snodgrass and yourself.
3669. Was not Mr. Snodgrass a partner in the firm ? I had been led to believe so.
3670. As far as you know he was ? Tes.
3671. He would be in Adelaide, then, as well as Mr. Gillan and myself? Tes.
3672. Then in saying just now that you did not remember any other partner being there you made a 
mistake ? Tes; I did not think of Mr. Snodgrass at the time.
3673. Do you know that he was or had been assisting on the work there ? I believe he had.
3674. And he left soon after you arrived ? Tes.
3675. When you came to Sydney at Christmas, 1893, did you come up on the firm’s business at all ? No.
3676. Did they pay your expenses ? No.
3677. Tou paid your own expenses ? Tes.
3678. Tou were on purely a holiday ? Tes.
3679. liegarding your duties upon the contract in Adelaide, you said that you did the alignment and levels;— 
what alignment do you refer to ? The centre line of the tunnel.
3680. Do you know how much tunnel work had been done? No. 2 had been done, and Nos. 3.and 4 
had not.
3681. Would it have been possible for an engineer of the contractors to do all that work himself—would 
he be able to do the whole of that alignment by himself ? No.
3682. He would require skilled assistance, you think ? I should think so. .
3683. Tou left Adelaide in July, 1895 ? Tes.
3684. Was the difficult alignment completed before you left—what I mean is, had the tunnel between the 
shafts been completed, permitting of their doing the rest of the alignment with ease ? When I left lines 
had been dropped down all the shafts and the long base-line underground was completed.
3685. So that it was not necessary for you to stop when the really difficult work had been done ? No.
3686. Therefore, you came up to Sydney ? Tes.
3687. Had you duties to perform up here in connection with alignment and levels ? Tes. 3688.
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3688. Had you any. cross-sections to take ? Tes.
3689. And measurements ? Tes.
3690. Measurements of the work generally ? Tes.
3691. Did you not assist with the pay-sheets ? Tes.
3692. Tou know young Mr. Forrest ? Tes.
3693. Did you not between you look through the accounts to assist us ? Tes.
3694. Tou were doing your best for the interests of the firm, were you not?
3695. Do you consider that you earned the salary they paid you? Tes.
3696. When you were in Adelaide you were paid at the rate of £200 a year ?
3697. What was the length of the contract upon which your were employed ? 
should say.
3698. Did the contractors find you a conveyance? No.
3699. Did you havelto find one yourself at your, own expense? Tes.
3700. Tou had to hire and keep it yourself ? Tes.
3701. And you had to pay for that out of your salary? Tes.
3702. Tou had to pay for your board ? Tes.
3703. When you were in the Government Service, and when you were on outdoor work, did you get -any 
extra allowance for being on that outdoor work ? Tes.
3704. Did you receive any from the contractors ? No. •
3705. With regard to the cheque of £62 10s. which you say you received at the end of April of this 
year, it was for three months’ pay you say—you having received notice on 1st April ? Tes.
3706. Did you keep in touch with the firm throughout April ? Up to the end of April.
3707. Then you actually worked for one month out of the three? Tes.
3708. Really, then, you received pay for only two months during which you did not work ? That is all.
3709. Tou say you had no agreement at all with the firm ? No.
3710. Do you consider that the firm at any time dismissed their employes without giving them what they 
considered fair play;—did you ever know of our doing such a thing ? I never heard of it.
3711. With regard to being a partner of the firm—were you ever in that position ? No.
3712. Did I, or did any other member of the firm, tell you that you were a partner ? No.
3713. Did you receive any bonus from the firm ? No.
3714. Did you get your expenses from the firm when you went to Adelaide ? Going down and coming 
back I got my expenses.
3715. What did they amount to ? About £15.
3716. Besides that £15, or thereabouts, did you ever get anything from the firm in addition to your 
salary ? Not a penny that I can think of.
3717. Is it not a fact that when you went in to Adelaide on the firm’s business you paid your own expenses,
and never charged them to the firm ? Frequently. .
3718. How far were the works from Adelaide ? Eighteen miles.
3719. Do you consider that the firm paid you a huge price for your expenses ? I received none at all for 
going in to the city from the works.
3720. Were you a loser or a gainer from the visits you made to the city on behalf of the firm? I was
decidedly a loser. '
3721. Jdr. 8mith?\ I think you told Mr. Parkes that you stayed with your father for several weeks when
you came from Adelaide in July, 1895 ? Tes. • #
3722. Where did you go after that ? To Forest Lodge.
3723. To lodgings ? Tes.
3724. Tou were staying with your father, then, only while you were looking for lodgings ? Tes.
3725. I think you said that when you were in the Department you did not get anything above your nav ? 
I received an allowance.
3726. What did it amount to ? 2s. a day.
3727. His Honor.'] What was that supposed to cover ? It was a travelling allowance to cover train and 
tram fares.

Tes.

Tes.
Between 4 and 5 miles, I

G. F. 
Hickson.

17 June, 1896.

3728. Mr. Smith.] I think you said your salary was £200 when you were in the Department ? Tes.
3729. His Honor.] When was your salary from the firm raised to £250 ? I cannot quite remember: but 
I think at Christmas, 1893.
3730. Tou say you never had any conversation with any member of the firm as to a partnership ? No.
3731. Was any hint ever dropped, or any suggestion ever made, that you should enter into a partnership ? 
Well, I suppose such a thing may have been mentioned, but there was never any agreement or any 
definite arrangement of any kind made.
3732. What sorts of hints or suggestions were made ? I often expressed a wish, I believe, to become a 
member of the firm.
3733. And what would be said by the persons to whom you expressed such a wish ? They never gave me
any hope at all. '
3734. The question was mooted only in a general way ? Only in a general way.
3735. At what time would that be? I could not give you any idea.
3736. Was it soon after you went to Adelaide, or was it before you entered the service of the firm ? I 
could not say. It was never really discussed at all.
3737. What I understand you to say is that a hint was dropped by you that it would be a good thing for 
you if you were to become a partner—is that it ? I do not know'how to put it. I never asked them to 
take me into the firm, and they never asked me to join it.
3738. Then in what sort of way was the matter mooted? I cannot exactly say. Nothing was mentioned 
concerning it with any degree of finality. No hope was held out to me that I should become a partner.
3739. But did you say to any member of the firm that you would like to become a partner? No : I think
I never said that. »
3740. Did you suggest that as you were an expert it might be to the advantage of the partnership that 
you should become a partner ? No.

S°me h‘nt of the kind "?s dropped, I understand? I thought I should be bettering myself if 
I could become a partner, but nothing of a definite character in any shape or form was ever said.

3742.
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G- F- 3742. What I want to arrive at is, what it was that was indefinitely said? I cannot remember.
Hickson. 3743 But whatever did occur occurred in South Australia ? Tes. I saw Mr. Gummow privately .just as 

'T" often as I saw Mm officially, and we talked about various things—about other firms and matters of interest.
une. • 3744_ AmJ in the course of these conversations did you drop hints to him that you would like to be a 

partner of the firm ? Tes ; but in a purely private way.
3745. How did Mr. Gummow take these hints ? He never gave me any encouragement at all.

. 3746. Was it a profitable concern—was the partnership making good profits out of the contracts they took
up ? I do not know. . .
3747. Tou assumed that it was ? I had an idea that it was ; but I did not really know anything about it.
3748. When you first went down to South Australia had contracts been cut very much, or were they going 
at fairly good rates ? I do not know anything about that.
3749. It was there, I understand, that you did most of the work for the firm ? . Tes. ^
3750. And you say yon know nothing about the rates of contracts then obtaining ? No.
3751. Tou knew the schedule rates—the rates of payment—I suppose? No ; I did not.
3752. Tou merely attended to the measurements, taking an interest in them and in nothing else ? That
is all. '
3753. Mr. Oummoio.~\ As a matter of fact, you lived upon the works ? Tes.
3754. Where was I living ? In North Adelaide.
3755. Tou often.visited Adelaide, did you not ? Tes.
3756. Tou often visited me at my private house ? Tes. _ .
3757. Tou often stayed there for the night, and we had frequent conversations upon all sorts of subjects?.
Tes. 1
3758. When you say that I held out no encouragement to you that yon might one day become a partner,
you say that which is absolutely correct ? Tes. _
3759. Sis Honor?\ When you did leave the firm what was it that first led up to your leaving was 
there anything more than a failure of work which led up to it ? Not that I know of.
3760. Was any reason other than that given you when you received notice ? No.
3761. Had there been any kind of dispute between yourself and the firm? No.
3762. It was simply that you were given notice that your services would be dispensed with ? That is all.
3763. No explanation was given you ? No.
3764. Did you not ask for any—did you not say, “ This is rather a sudden affair ” ? It was not a sudden 
affair. I could see myself all the time that the work was drawing to a close.
3765. Tou had foreseen that you would have to go ? Tes ; it was very marked. _
3766. Mr. Gummow^] Did we tell you verbally that your services would not be required after three 
months, or did we give you a letter ? Tou told me verbally, I think.
3767. We gave you no letter? No. _
3768. We had a conversation beforehand on the subject, had we not ? Tes.
3769. And you could plainly see that the contract was practically ended ? Tes.
3770. As to the new North Shore contract—do you remember speaking of it, and do you remember 
asking me if you were to go'there ? Tes.
3771. What did I tell you ? I really forget what you told me. _ _ _
3772. Did I say that we needed a contractors’ engineer on that contract ? Tou said you did not, I think.
3773. Are there any members of the firm who are capable of doing their own engineering if they had the
time in which to do it? Tes.
3774. If they were not too busy with other matters they could do it themselves ? Tes.

. 3775. How many members of the firm are there who could use the instruments if they had the necessary
time ? Two, to my knowledge.
3776. Who are they ? Tourself and Mr. Carter.
3777. His Honor.~\ Mr. Gummow, I understand, acquired more knowledge by practice during the time he 
would be carrying on these contracts than when he first went upon them? Tes. Of course, any man 
would gain experience from being upon them for a long time.
3778. Mr. Parkes^] Is not Mr. Carter a practical engineer ? Not to my knowledge.
3779. Is he not capable of carrying out engineering works ? Not to my knowledge.

. 3780. Is Mr. Gummow a practical engineer? Tes. - „
3781. He is capable of carrying out engineering works ? Tes.
3782. Did you not know that Mr. Carter was a surveyor ? Tes.
3783. Therefore, he would be capable of setting out work, would he not? I do not know. I never saw 
him set out work, and I never heard of his setting out work.
3784. Is Mr. Gummow an engineer by profession? Tes.
3785. Mr. Smithy Tou are now employed by the Government of Western Australia? I think I am.
3786. His Honor.] Tou were when you left ? I had applied for an appointment, but I do not know that 
my papers had gone through.
3787. But were you not in the service of the Western Australian Government ? Temporarily until my 
papers went through.
3788. Tou were on the temporary staff ? Tes. ’
3789. Mr. Parkes.] What pay were you getting in Western Australia as a temporary hand? 12s. a day. 
I was classed as foreman.
3790. Have you had any pay ? I have not received any yet. I had to come away so quickly that I had 
not time to get it.
3791. Is there anything promised to you beyond what you are now getting? Tes ; I had an appointment 
in view. I was only taking this 12s. a day while I was waiting for something to do.
3792. Then there is an appointment ahead of you under the Western Australian Government ? Tes..
3793. Is it a certain one ? The head of the office said to me, “ Tour papers will be through by the time 
you get back ”; so I suppose it may be regarded as pretty certaip.
3794. Mr- Smith.] What would be the pay attached to that appointment ? I do not know.

FRIDAY,
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FRIDAY, 19 JUNE, 1896.
John Carter sworn and examined.:—

3795. Mr. Farhesi\ Tou are a contractor ? Tes. •
3795^. And the leading member of the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No, not the leading 
member. We are all equal.
3796. But the firm is under your name ? Tes ; but we are all equally interested.
3797. Beyond the two small bank-books which have been produced, have you no other books upon which 
you conduct your business ? No; we never keep any books. I have some more pass-books in connection 
with the account of Carter & Co. for which you asked the other morning.
3798. Do you not keep any ledger ? No.
3799. Have you the butts of your cheque-books showing your transactions ? Not for years back, but I 
have a few at home.
3800. Bor how long back would they go—would it be twelve months ? I do not think so.
3801. Would you be likely to have the butts for six months ? Probably.
3802. What has become of the others ? They have gone into the fire or into the blacksmith’s forge.
3803. Tou have the bank-books only, showing your transactions ? Tes.
3801. Since 1894 have you had any other bank-books than those of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes; 
Carter & Co.’s books.
3805. Is the account of Carter & Co. in operation at the present moment? Tes, it is. We are not doing 
any works under it, but we are receiving rents and are paying trifling accounts under it.
3806. Can you produce those books ? Tes ; I have them.
3807. I see that the hooks already produced deal with £70,000 received from the Treasury, and that 
Carter & Co.’s books which you say are in existence would deal with about £71,000, so that the transactions 
were divided between the two accounts ? I do not exactly follow that.
3808. Certain contracts were paid to the account of Carter & Co., and others were paid to the account of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? That is correct.
3809. Will you now produce the books of Carter & Co. ? Tes.
3810. Do the pass-books of Carter, Gummow; & Co. contain all the expenses of carrying on their
business? Tes. •
3811. And the books of Carter & Co. contain, I suppose, the distribution of the profits? No; they 
contain the workings of Carter & Co.’s old contracts.
3812. The payments of amounts in respect of those contracts ? Tes.
3813. I see from Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s bank-books that various items have been paid as profit to 
certain partners ;—they were retiring partners, I presume ? Tes.
3814. I do not see any entry of profits paid to existing partners ? No.
3815. Is there any entry of the payment of such profits in Carter & Co.’s books ? No.
3816. I presume, then, that there were no profits upon the contracts ? Tes, they are still in the bank.
3817. They are not yet divided up ? We have not taken any.
3818. But you have taken salaries ? Salaries only.
3819. During the last four years have there been no profits given to any of the existing partners ? No.
3820. Only salaries ? Only salaries. There have been temporary advances sometimes.
3821. His Honor Do you mean temporary advances against salary? Well, if I wanted £100 fora 
special purpose, I should draw it and have it charged against me.
3822. Mr. Parkes.Mr. Baltzer, who was one of the holders of the patent for the’Monier arch, received 
certain payments from Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
3823. I see he drew early in August 10 guineas ; on 17th August, 20 guineas; in September, 15 guineas ; 
in December, 10 guineas ; early in January, 1896, 12 guineas; on25th January, £60; on 22nd February, 
£20; 29th February, £32 ; 13th March, £73 ; and finally on 13th March, £508;—was Mr. Baltzer 
employed by you from August of last year? No ; he was employed by us two or three months after he 
left the Government service. We employed him temporarily.
3824. What was the salary you paid him ? £5 a week while he was working.
3825. Was the item of £60, which he received on 25th January, 1896, for the payment of wages also ? 
It would be a general settlement of affairs between us. These amounts, besides wages, might include 
little temporary loans, and so forth.
3826. I presume there would be some profit arising from his interest in the Monier patent? Not the
slightest; no profit has yet accrued upon that. It has been all loss. . •
3827. Have you received any percentage at all from the Government for the use of the Monier arch ? 
Not up to the present time.
3828. I see that upon 13th March of the present vear there was a payment of £508 to Mr. Baltzer ?
Tes. "
3829. He has gone to Europe ? Tes.
3830. He has gone to procure the Monier patent, has he not? lie has gone to procure additional patents.
3831. But I mean the Monier ? Tes ; and any other system he can get hold of. He has gone to the 
Berlin Engineering Exhibition, and he is also visiting some dessicating works. He is investigating all these 
things with the view of getting up a scheme for the city abattoirs.
3832. Has he not gone to make more complete the Monier patent ? There are new discoveries every day.
3833. As a matter of fact, are you not very uncertain about your rights in regard to the Monier patent ?
Not in the least. •
3834. Tou have patented only the iron according to the drawings you have submitted ? We have patented
the construction of cement and iron, as far as I understand it. •
3835. According to the drawings ? According to the drawings and specification. [ Vide Appendix Wo. 18.]
3836. If anyone chose to alter the shape of the iron as represented in your drawings, you could not pre
vent them from using it in compo. ? I think so, certainly. I should endeavour to do so.
3837. Why did you not press your claim against Mr. M'Sweeney for the use of the iron ? He has not 
used it yet.
3838. He has used iron in connection with concrete ? Not yet.
3839. Not in his carrier ? He has not built the carrier.

J. Carter.

19 June, 1896.

3840.
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J. Carter. 3840. But lie is proposing to use it ? As regards that, we must wait till the thing is built. We cannot
----- - claim in respect of anything which is not in existence, but we took the precaution of writing to him telling

19 June,1896. jjjm we intended to make the claim.
.3841. Did you tell Mr. Baltzer anything in connection with the right to get this patent ? No. 1
3842. Tou paid all the expenses of obtaining it ? Tes.
3843. How long after you obtained the patent was it before you offered it for sale to the Government at 
£1,500? I could not tell you the date. [Vide Appendix No. *7.~]
3844. Would it be about a month ? More than that, I think.
3845. It was offered on 3rd April, 1893, was it not ? I presume so.
3846. Do you not know of your own knowledge as a contractor that iron has at all times been used in 
connection with composition or concrete ? I know it has been used as tie-bars to connect structures, and 
for that sort of thing, but I never saw it being used in the form in which we are now using it.
3847. Tou cannot hold a patent for ordinary construction ;—there must be some special reason ? There 
must be some special reason.
3848. If anyone used a shape of iron different from that definitely prescribed by your patent you would 
have no action against them ? I should certainly try the matter.
3849. As a matter of fact, were you not so dubious about your patent that, to put an end to your doubts, 
you sent Mr. Baltzer to Europe to perfect it? Certainly not.
3850. Then why did you send him only in April of this year instead of at an earlier date ? Simply 
because it was only convenient at that time. There was no special reason for it. I have already explained 
that he had half a dozen errands.
3851. How did you make up the exact sum of £15,500 when you tendered upon the Monier system 
did you go into the quantities of the work ? I could not tell you. That is not my work at all.
3852. Who made up the tender ? Mr. Gummow and Mr. Snodgrass. Mr. Gummow principally. I 
might say, to put au end to that question, that I never made up a tender in my life.
3853. Mr. Hickson.~\ Did you ever make any payments to Mr. Baltzer when he was in the Government 
service ? No.
3854. The first payment to him I understood from Mr. Parkes’ questions was in August, 1895 ? Tes.
3855. Do you happen to know when Mr. Baltzer left the Government service ? No.
3856. He was not in the service at that time, was he ? I could not tell you. I might have lent him £10 
then. I know that I did so on one occasion, and he paid me back either the next day or the next week. 
I cannot remember when he left the Government service. I did not take much interest in the matter.
3857. I think it was you who engaged my son on behalf of the firm ? I did.
3858. Did I ever directly or indirectly ask you to employ him before you had so employed him ? No.
3859. Never directly or indirectly ? No.
3860. Tou engaged him on an application from himself ? Tes, at North Shore.
3861. Without any interference on my part ? Tes. ■
3862. Tou engaged him to go to South Australia, did you not ? Tes, to Adelaide.
3863. He went there almost immediately afterwards ? After a week or two, I believe.
3864. When did he come back to Sydney ? Last year.
3865. It has been said in evidence that he came back in July, 1895 ;—up to that time had he had any 
connection directly or indirectly with any of your firm’s contracts in New South Wales ? No.
3866. Did he ever come up from Adelaide in connection with thqm, either with Mr. Gillan or on his owjn 
account ? No.
3867. With reference to the telegram which has been mentioned, did you send a telegram to either Mr. 
Gummow or Mr. Gillan in Adelaide in which you made a statement to the effect that it was necessary to 
take my son into the firm ? I did not.
3868. Do you know of anything that would give rise to such a report ? I do not.
3869. Mr. Gummow.I would like you to be a little more explicit with regard to the business of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., and Carter & Co. I think you said that the whole of the payments which were made in 
connection with the transactions of Carter, Gummow, & Co. were made from their account ? Tes.
3870. Under whose name was Contract No. 79a carried out? Under the name of Carter & Co.
3871. Were the payments to Carter & Co. made into the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co., or into the 
account of Carter & Co. ? Into Carter & Co.’s account.
3872. Were the expenses connected with the contract paid out of Carter & Co.’s account, or out of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s account ? Out of Carter, Gummow’s account.
3873. In what way did you arrange between Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? The amounts 
were transferred, and the two accounts were balanced. The indebtedness of Carter & Co. to Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. being arrived at from the Bank-books.
3874. Contract 79a was carried out under the name of Carter & Co., and the payments made into that 
account were afterwards transferred to the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? That is correct.
3875. In the meantime Carter, Gummow, & Co. paid the expenses in connection with the contract ? Tes.
3876. Did Carter & Co. pay any of the expenses in connection with it? No.

, 3877. As to Mr. Hickson, junior, did you ever give or make to him any payment in any way other than
his salary or his expenses to Adelaide ? No.
3878. Tou never gave him anything in the shapeof a bonus, commission, or profit out of the concern? No.
3879. Do you know whether any other member of the firm ever did so ? I am not aware of its being done. 
I presume you would not call a two-months’ salary, paid to him in connection with his three-months’ 
notice, a bonus.
3880. Ill regard to his engagement, did he come to you or did you go to him ? He came to me.
3881. Did you go to his father first ? No.
3882. Tou engaged him upon his own application, and without his father’s sanction ? Tes.
3883. Tou engaged him entirely upon his own application ? I did.
3884. And you sent him down to Adelaide ? Tes.
3885. Why did you send him down there ;—did you ask me whether I wanted him or not ? I engaged 
him upon my own responsibility, knowing that you required someone.
3886. When you engaged him, did you send me word ? I engaged him first and told you afterwards that 
I had done so.
3887. In writing to me you told me that you had engaged him for me ? Tes. 3888.
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3888. What did I reply to you P Ido not remember the words, hut I recollect that the meaning of the J • Carter,
reply was, “ Send him along.” ----- *---- -
3889. Did you consider his presence necessary in Adelaide to help to do the work ? Yes. 19 June, 1896.
3890. Had I any assistance before Mr. Hickson, jun., came to Adelaide? Yes; Mr. Snodgrass was 
there. I also was there a little while.
3891. Is it not a fact that Mr. Snodgrass was there assisting me at the time Mr. Hickson, junr., came ?
Yes.
3892. Did Mr. Snodgrass return to Sydney shortly afterwards ? Yes.
3893. Was he needed upon any contract here ? Certainly—upon No. 79.
3894. From your knowledge of what Mr. Hickson, junr., had been doing, you knew that he was an 
engineer, and that he could use the instruments ? Yes ; I knew the contract upon which he had been 
employed.
3895. His Honor Which was that? Carson and M'Sweeney’s outfall w'orks. He was the Government 
Assistant Engineer.
3896. Mr. Gummow.~\ Could Mr. Snodgrass use the instruments? Yes.
3897. Was Mr. Snodgrass my superior officer in Adelaide, or was he my assistant, or what was he? I 
should say, under the circumstances, that he was an assistant.
3898. He was an equal partner with myself, but he was an assistant to me at that time—that is to say, I 
had charge of the work ? Yes.
3899. And actually he assisted me in any alignment or levels I required ;—I presume you understand 
that? Yes ; I was there some part of the time.
3900. You saw the work in which he was assisting me? Yes.
3901. And did you consider that Mr. Hickson, junr., could assist me in a similar way ? Certainly, or I
should not have sent him. “
3902. Do you know Mr. Snodgrass’s salary;—-was it larger than that which Mr. Hickson, junr., received ?
He received his usual salary, £10 a week. ,
3903. Would it have been wiser for the firm to keep Mr. Snodgrass there than to get someone at a 
cheaper salary to assist ? As far as I understood, it was not a matter of keeping Mr. Snodgrass there at 
any salary. He had to come back in connection with other matters.
3904. It was to the benefit of the firm to send someone down there at a smaller salary to assist me ? Yes.
3905. You considered it for the benefit of the contract that I should have someone to assist me ? Yes.
3906. Do you know in what year Mr. Hickson, junr., was sent down to Adelaide ? In 1893, I think.
3907. Do you know whether 1 had any other duties to perform besides the carrying out of engineering 
upon the Adelaide contract ? Yes.
3908. Where were they ? In Melbourne.
3909. I had often to go there in connection with the firm’s business ? Yes.
3910. What was the business ? Tendering for contracts. We were tendering for twelve months.
3911. Were they large contracts? Very large.
3912. Did the doing of that work take up a great deal of my time? Yes.
3913. Did you consider that the contract in Adelaide could have been left without engineering skill in the .
meantime ? It could not.
3914. As to the matter of Mr. Hickson, junr, becoming a partner ;—did you ever suggest that he was to 
become a partner ? No.
3915. Did you ever hold out any encouragement to him to believe that he might one day become a 
partner ? Not the slightest.
3916. Did you not, on the other hand, damp him, as it were,—instead of encouraging him did you not 
rather discourage him ? Certainly I did. As far as I can remember the matter only cropped up once 
between us conversationally, and then I sat upon him, as it were.
3917. His Honor.~\ When and where was that ? During his trip here. When he was on his holidays I 
believe. He was always anxious to better himself, I presume. We had seven partners in the business, 
and I thought that quite enough.
3918. Mr. Gummow.Actually he was never a partner in the firm ? Never.
3919. Mr. Parkes.Did you ever have any communication in any way, verbally or written, with Mr.
Hickson, senr., concerning the appointment of his son ? No.
3929. Had you not any at the time of his appointment ? No.
3921. You say that Mr. Hickson had been employed upon Carson and M‘Sweeney’s contracts? Yes.
3922. He was under tho Government ? Yes. *
3923. Did he come direct from that contract to you ? Yes.
3924. Had he any employment with which he might have gone on at M'Sweeney’s ? Certainly not.
3925. The work was going on was it not ? Yes ; but he was retrenched.
3926. But if there was need for an engineer upon that work why should he be retrenched? That is a 
departmental matter. 1 might guess at it but I could not definitely say the reason.
3927. You wrote to your partner in Adelaide you say, stating that you had engaged Mr. Hickson, junr. ?
Yes, I wrote to Mr. Guintnoxv.
3928. Have you a copy of that letter ? No. •
3929. Could you produce the letter ? No.
3930. Can you tell us exactly ■what you said in the letter ? No ; I could not tell you the exact wording 
of it. I have already told you the meaning of it. I simply informed him that I had engaged Mr. Hickson 
junr., as an assistant engineer, and. I presume, he had no objection, or something to that effect.
3931. Would you make an effort to obtain that letter ? I know it is utterly impossible to obtain it. It
is of no use saying I could do so. .
3932. His Honor.'] Do you not keep copies of letters of that kind ? Mr. Gummow, I should have explained, 
was m sole charge in Adelaide, and looked after the interests of the firm there. I looked after the com
mercial interests of the firm here. I was in the habit of writing to Mr. Gummow what might be termed 
friendly letters, informing him, among other things, how the business was going on in Sydney. They 
were chatty letters, so tc speak. In one of these letters I remember telling Mr. Gummow, among other 
items of news, that I had sent down Mr. Hickson, junr. So far as Mr. Gummow’s letters to me are 
concerned, they were absolutely of no importance, and, as a rule, I tore them up in the street directly I 
had read them.

140—0 3933.
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J. Carter. 3933. Before you put on Mr. Hickson, junr., had you not an engineer named Chiene in your employ? Tes.
' 3934. You removed him to make room for Mr. Hickson, junr. ? No. Mr. Chiene had gone out of our

19 June, 1896. empj0y iong before that. _
3935. Is it not a fact that he left your employ a month only before your engagement of Mr. Hickson, 
junr. ? No.
'3936. You are sure of that? Yes ; certain of it. _
3937. He did not leave just as Mr. Hickson entered your employment ? No. Your question took me 
rather by surprise, because I had an impression that Mr. Chiene left our employ years ago. He was 
engaged for a fixed time, and at the expiration of that time he left.
3938. It was July, 1895, when Mr. Hickson, junr., left Adelaide ? I think so. It was about this time
last year. _
3939. Did be not then go upon one of your works in Sydney as an engineer ? Yes; he was brought back 
for that purpose.
3940. To take charge of a work here ? No. 1
3941. Hut to act as an engineer upon it ? Yes.
3942. "What did you pay Mr. Chiene ? £300 a year. _
3943. His Honori] How was it that the firm first came across the Monier patent, and formed the idea of 
patenting it out here ? It was through Mr. Baltzer. He w'as an engineer himself, and he was always 
looking into engineering subjects. He was a friend of ours—a personal friend, 1 might say.
3944. And he mentioned it to you ? Yes. _
3945. Asa good thing? Yes. I might tell your Honor that up till now we have spent £2,000 in tests, 
patenting, and so forth.
'3946. Would that include the tests that were made at Johnstone-street aqueduct? Yes; the figure I 
have given you is what it has roughly cost us. It has been an expensive experiment.
3947. You said that so far there had been no profit upon it ? Absolutely none.
3948. No profit from the use of the Monier patent? None.
3949. As far as the work has gone on on these two aqueducts, can you see at present whether you are
making a profit or whether you are making a loss, or how matters stand ? We can see that we shall come 
out on.the right side, but not to any great extent. As to separating the Monier from the other work at 
present, I have not gone sufficiently into the matter to be able to do that. We are waiting until the 
contract is finished. _
3950. You cannot say, then, as regards the jMonier part of the work itself, how you will come out ? No ; 
but we shall not lose. We shall probably make a little.
3951. With reference to this telegram which has been referred to, do you remember whether you ever 
sent a telegram to Mr. Gummow in wffiich Mr. Hickson’s name was mentioned at all? I do not 
remember it.
3952. Are you sure you did not? Quite.
3953. At no time ? No.
•3954. You have spoken of the firms of Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
3955. During the year 1895 who were Carter & Co. ? Carter & Co. were Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and 
Borrest. They were actually merged into Carter, Gummow, & Co. ; but Carter & Co.’s contracts were 
not completed. Consequently, an account had to be kept open until final payments were made.
3956. The only reason for the continued existence of Carter & Co. as distinct from Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. was for tho purpose of working out the old contracts which Carter & Co. had taken ? Yes.
3957. Before Carter, Gummow, & Co. came into existence ? Quite so. More especially with regard to 
Contract 79a at North Shore, which was practically an extension of Carter & Co.’s own contract.
3958. So that Contract 79a was actually Carter & Co.’s ? Yes ; but being partners in the other contracts
we put it into Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s business. It had, however, to be carried out under the style of 
Carter & Co., and all payments were made into Carter & Co.’s account. That is the reason for the exis
tence of Carter & Co.’s account at the bank. _ _
3959. Mr. Smith ~\ As to Contract 79a, would the name of Mr. Gummow or Mr. Gillan be recognised in 
that contract by the Government ? No, the only names would be mine and Mr. Snodgrass’s.
3960. And Mr. Borrest’s ? No. _ ,
3961. Mr. Gummow A Tou say you wrote me certain letters ;—did you mean that you wrote them to me 
or to Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? To you personally. I have already explained that.
3962. Tour letters were not business letters to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No._
3963. They were private letters in which business subjects were often included ? That is correct.
3964. Coming back to the employment of Mr. Hickson, jun., how did you happen to know that I would 
require him ;—had you seen me much before that time ? Tes ; I was in Adelaide by your special request 
about a month before.
3965. "Would it not be less than a month before ? I am giving you an extreme date. Probably it would 
be within a fortnight.
3906. When you were there was there any conversation in reference to the general business of the firm, 
or were vou there on a holiday ? I was there on the firm’s special business to look into the working of 
the contract.

. 3967. As to Mr. Gillan, did you write to him as you wrote to me ? No.
3968. Did you send a telegram to him? No.
3969. Did you ever write to him once ? Not to my recollection—in fact, I am sure I did not.
3970. And you never sent him a telegram ? No. _
3971. To whom would a telegram such as that referred to be sent if it were sent at all? It would be
sent to you. _
3972. As to Mr. Chiene, Carter & Co. had him in their employ for a time ? Tes.
3973. What engagement had he ? A two years’ engagement.
3974. Do you remember his meeting with an accident ? Tes. _
3975. Was he laid up for an3r length of time ? Tes ; he was in St. Vincent’s Hospital for a considerable 
time.
3976. Did you pay him a salary while he was laid up ? Tes.
3977. Did you employ anyone in his place while he was laid up ? Tes.

3978.
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3978. Then you were paying him his salary while you were at the same time paying someone
his work P Yes. J
3979. You did not deduct from his pay the salary of the man who was doing his work ? No.
3980. How did Mr. Chiene get hurt—was it on the works ? No ; he was jumping out of the 
to the races.
3981. Did he ever come back to the works ? Yes.
3982. You occupied him to the full extent of your agreement ? I did.
3983. Had you ever assisted him since ? Yes'; repeatedly.
3981. Was there any reason why you felt bound to assist him ? No.
3985. Have you seen him within the last six months ? Yes.
3986. Did he tell you that he was in a poverty-stricken condition ? Yes.

.3987. And what did he ask you to do for him ? Well, I should prefer not to answer questions of this kind.
He did not ask me to do anything, but he came down to the works with a subscription list for himself. I 
saw him in the yard and 1 said, “ Hallo, Chiene, what are you doing here ? ” He said, “ To tell you the 
truth, I am very hard up.”
3988. Did you assist him ? Yes.
3989. Dor any length of time ? Yes. I paid his baker’s bill for three or four months.
3990. Were you bound to do that? No.
3991. It was merely a transaction as between one man and another ? Well, I was sorry to see an old 
servant in that state.
3992. Mr. Parkes.'] What was the date of your entering into your partnership with Mr. Gummow ? In 
August, 1892.
3993. And you engaged Mr. Hickson, junr., when? In April, 1893. •

■ George McCredie recalled and further examined :—
3991. Mr. Parkes.] You have made out comparative estimates in respect of Contracts 101, 112, and 77 ? G. McCredie. 
Yes. . _, a —
3995. His Honor.] Do you mean 77 according to the departmental plan or according to the Monier plan ? 19 June, 189G. 
According to the departmental plan and the Monier plan also.
3996. Mr. Parkes.] In regard to Contract 112—M'Sweeney’s contract—will you tell His Honor what 
you make out to be the area of the carrier, and also the cost per foot of the aqueduct ? The area of the 
carrier of No. 112—that is, the full section—is 4D22 superficial feet, and the cost per foot run is 
£5 6s. 7id. [Vide Appendix D.]
3997. That is for the whole work ? Yes. ’
3998. Taking the Monier design in No. 77 Contract, what do you make the figures ? The per foot run, 
including the foundations, as m the other case, comes out at £3 2s. 3-fd. The area of the carrier at 
White’s Creek is 11'56 superficial feet, and at Johnstone’s Creek 13 5 superficial feet.
3999. It is only about one-third of the capacity of the carrier in Contract 112 ? Yes ; about one-third.
4000. Mr. Bagge, in his report, says that Contract 101 (Mr. Ahearne’s) works out for two sewers at 
about £10 16s. Id.;—will you tell His Honor -what you worked this contract out at, taking one sewer ?
The cost according to my figures is £4 15s. 4J-d. per foot run for the carrier.
4001. What was the capacity of the one 6-foot barrel ? 28’27 is the area.
4002. His Honor.] When you say area do you mean the full section or the carrying area? The area of
the surface right round. ° •
4003. You mean when it is absolutely full ? Yes. •
4004. Mr. Parkes.] The result of your investigation is that you find the departmental design for Contract 
No. /7 more costly than the other two ? Yes. Taking the departmental design and considering the area, 
it is more costly.
4005. There can be no doubt about that ? No doubt. _
4006. You have been very careful with your checking ? Yes. I have gone through these figures very 
carefully.
4007. Taking Contract 101 in the proportion of one carrier, what is the comparison between that and 
Contract No. 77 ? The comparison would be this—the 6-foot barrel drain in No. 101 is £4 15s. 4J-d. per 
foot run with an area of 28'27 superficial feet, as against £5 Is. 3d. per foot run with a capacity, in the 
case of the White’s Creek aqueduct, of 13 feet, and in the case of the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct of 
14 feet, taking the departmental design in Contract No. 77, or (say) about one-half the capacity.
4008. His Honor.] By the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct,.you mean the aqueduct nearer to Sydney ? Yes.
4009. Mr. Parkes.] Why is it that the departmental design for Contract No. 77 is so much more 
expensive than the others ;—what is the difference in the work ? There is a most extravagant class of 
work in that design. Dor instance, there is the tuck-pointed brickwork, the stonework, and a heavy 
concrete. It is more expensive in every way. [Vide Appendices A, D, and C.]
4010. The concrete is very high-class ? It is first-class concrete for the work. You could not put 
in better.
4011. As regards Contract 77, have you taken out a rough measurement of the cost per foot run of the 
tunnelling and the sewer work in the tunnelling? No. I have not taken it out yet.
4012. Will you prepare that for us ? Yes.
4013. Will you tell me the exact cost per foot run of the tunnel work, upon which you are engaged for 
telephone wires ? I have not the exact particulars with me, but I can get them.' We have them all 
worked out.
4014. Cannot you say what the cost is from memory? It will be £2 odd per foot run.
4015. How many shillings? I could not say from memory.
4016. It would not be much over £2 ? I think it would be £2 3s. and something per foot run. [Vide
Appendix No. 15.] .
4017. It would be rather elaborate work, because it has to carry, with the wires, insulators and other 
things of that description, has it not? It is strong work. It is 9-inch brickwork built in cement on a 
solid concrete bottom..
1018. What is the size of the chamber? Dive feet 9 in. high by 4 ft. 6 in. wide. [Vide Appendix G.]
4019. Besides your lining, have you not concreted solid all round it ? We have not concreted solid round 
it outside, but it has been packed solid. . • 4,020.

else to do J- Carter.

19 June, 1896.

tram going
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G. McCredie. 4020. With what ? Ballast. .
r 4021. I want to take you hack to the evidence you gave when you were last here in connection with the

19 .June, 1896. ]V[onier arches ;—have you since looked over your quantities ? Tes.
4022. And you are perfectly sure of them ? I am perfectly satisfied with them.
4023. Have you not allowed ample to pay for builder’s risk, profit, and things of that sort ? I reckon 
from my quantities and from the prices I base them on, that there is 10 per cent, profit on the whole 
concern.
4024. To cover everything ? Tes. .
4025. If you, as an engineer, had brought to you a patent and you were asked to get one of your clients
to use it, on whom would you throw the risk of the patent ? Tou mean if the thing were being 
introduced ? •
4026. Tes ? I certainly would throw the risk upon the parties who introduced the patent. If there 
was any great risk I should be very dubious about having anything to do with it. _
4027. Would you think of asking your client to pay for the risk P I do not think it would be a proper
thing to ask him to pay for such a risk. When a person is introducing a new patent it is to his advan
tage to get an opportunity to introduce it.'j .
4028. From your practical knowledge, what do you think will be the result of this Monier construction,
seeing that it is composed entirely of compo and iron ? That I could not say. I regard these aqueducts 
simply as an experiment. Tou must have experience in such matters ; you must use it in a structure 
before you can judge as to whether it will stand properly. _
4029. Do you think three years is sufficient maintenance in the case of such a risk, supposing the life of 
the sewer to be 60 years? That is a question. Three years does not seem a longtime for which to 
guarantee a job of that sort, especially when the work is supposed to last for such a long time.
4030. Have you ever used iron in concrete and compo. work ? Tes; both in compo. and concrete 
work.
4031. Have other architects and engineers done so ? I suppose so. _
4032. Would they do it now, do you suppose? Well, 1 would do it myself if I wanted to use the
materials. ,
4033. Tou would use iron in cement or compo. at the present time "without any fear in regard to any 
patent? Tes, if I wanted to use it I should use it in the same way as it was used in these Monier arches. 
I do .not regard the so-called Monier pa.tent as a patent at all. We have used ironwork in the construc
tion of cement and concrete structures ten years ago. I have often used it in my own business.
4034. Since you gave your evidence the other day you have paid more attention, have you not, to the "way
in which this Monier aqueduct work is being constructed on Contract 77. Tou have seen the construc
tion ? Tes. # ...
4035. How many centres are the firm using in the construction of this work ? Upon this particular 
work they are apparently using only two centres.
4036. That is all you could see ? Tes.
4037. How have they built the centres ? They are built in two segments. _ _

' 4038. They are not in one piece ? No ; they are made of Oregon timber about 4 inches thick. They
are in three pieces shaped to the contour of the arch. They are built up one on each side where the arch 
is to be erected, and then a piece is fitted in the centre. It is a very simple construction, and I do not 
see anything special about it. It is ordinary soft-wood scantling. _ _
4039. Is there any difference between these centres and ordinary centres? No ; if there is any difference 
at all they are more simple in construction than an ordinary center.
4040. Tou observed closely the way in which the ironwork was being put in ? Tes. _
4041. Is it being put in all in one piece or in many pieces ? It is put in in lengths which are fastened 
one close against the other with wire. They are about 4 inches apart.
4042. Do they put these pieces in as the work goes on ? Apparently.
4043. They do not make in the first place a complete arch of iron-work ? No ; I do not see how they
could possibly do the work in that way. _ _
4044. His HonorDid you see a big arch being built ? They were not putting stuff in when I was 
there, but from what I know of the class of work, and how the compo. was prepared for putting in, I

' could give you a fair explanation of it. The large arch was in readiness for the putting in of the stuff 
when I was there, and they were fitting up the principals of the others. The arch was being put up in 
just the same way as I described just now. There were the principals on each side, and the segment in 
the middle was fixed in, with a straight piece braced up from the sides. The top was boarded over with 
ordinary boarding, the same as would be used in ordinary arches for any work of a similar description. 
The sides are then boxed in. The concrete had apparently been mixed on the bank right at the side, and 
a plank was running right out to where the arch was to be built, so that the stuff could be harrowed right 
up to the place, put on the board, turned over, and placed in position. If I were building the arch, that 
is the way in which I should carry it out. I would have the compo. put in on the top of the boards. I 
should have my distance pieces put in at the distance required for the grill, and I should then work all my 
face over up to the level of the grill, and ram it well in. I should then fill in on the top in the same W’ay as 
in the case of ordinary work. ....
4045. Mr. ParlcesJ] Is not that the way in which they are doing this work ? It is the way in which it is 
being done as far as I can see. I was very particular about this point, on account of Mr. Hickson saying 
that there was such a difference between my price for the compo. and the Department’s price. I wranted 
to find out whether I had made a mistake or not. Had I found that I was mistaken I should have said 
so at once. I could see nothing special at all in the mixing of the stuff or the putting of it in.
4046. His Honori] Do I understand you to say this—that a layer is in the first instance laid upon the
centering and that the grill is then laid upon that in sections ? I do not know if they are doing the 
work in that way, but I think they would be because that is the only way in which it could be done 
properly. The stuff would have to be rammed before the grill was put on, because there are only 4 inches 
of space between the iron rods, and if the compo. were put through the grill there might then be some 
difficulty in connection with the ramming. _
4047. Would it be possible to ram it in thin layers as you describe? Tes; it soon consolidates. In
fact, it is not good unless it consolidates soon. _ _

• 4048. Can you say whether the grill is, as a matter of fact, finally made in one piece or not before it
is



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION----MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. 109

is put on to the compo., or before the compo. is run through the interstices as the case may be ? I McCredie. 
could not say whether they do it in the way I have described or not, but that is the way in which I should ' 
do it to make a good faithful job of it. ‘ 19 June, 1896.
4019. Tou did not actually see them putting the grill in ? No. -
4050. Supposing it had been proved that it is done in this way—that the grill, although it cannot be made
in one single piece, is made up into one piece by shorter lengths being lapped over and fastened with wire— 
suppose that the grill is laid on before there is any compo. put in at all, and that it is separated from the 
boards by little pieces of wood nailed on to keep it a proper distance out, and that then the compo. is put 
in by hand work through the grill, small hand-rammers being used to consolidate it—you cannot say that 
it is not done in that way, can you ? That would not be as satisfactory a job as getting it set before the 
grill is put in, because the grill would then get a permanent level, whereas by ramming it in and out 
between the squares you might get it up here and down there. By putting in a layer of the compo. first 
you get a good surface upon which to lay the grill. .
4051. How long would it take to set? Not long. They generally keep it from setting too quickly by 
wetting it.
4052. 4^ ould it set firmly enough to carry the grill;—how long would it take it to do that ? By the time 
you got the work all over and smoothed up, it would carry the grill. We prefer to keep it wet as long 
as we can.
4053. Mr. Parkes.'] Have you gone into the question as to what would be the stability of the arch if the 
iron were left out ? I have not taken out any calculation of the strains of this kind of arch.
4054. Would you like to risk it? On the appearance of it I would not like to risk it.
4055. It all depends upon the fitting in of the iron ? Tes ; the iron constitutes the safety of the system.'
4056. If it happened that from putting the iron in in pieces, it settled at any place sufficiently to cause a 
crack, what would be the result ? The question is, of course, whether the iron will give or not.
4057. Supposing it does give ? That, of course, would be a source of weakness.
4058. And once the arch were cracked what would become of the structure? It would be a weak arch if 
it were cracked. There is no doubt about that.
4059. There would be a danger to the structure you think ? Tes.
4060. Supposing you were a builder, and you had to put up these Monier arches, would you be thoroughly 
satisfied with the prices you had put down for them ? Perfectly satisfied. I would undertake to carry 
them out for the prices I had put down, and I am sure I should then make a profit of about 10 per cent.
4061. If, as an engineer, two plans were put before you—one the substituted plan in Contract 77 and the
other the original design which would you prefer to take, supposing the prices of the former were £250 
below the other ? £250 would not be a sufficient inducement. If I wanted to carry out work in
connection with an aqueduct to carry water, and I had not sufficient money wherewith to build on the 
Departmental plan, I would certainly adopt the other plan upon the score of economy. There is no doubt 
as to its being cheaper. The Monier system carried out in its entirety is effectual enough for the work,
but only on the score of great economy would I accept it as against the other plan. I do not think the - 
difference between the prices you mention would be sufficient inducement for the adoption of the Monier 
in preference to the original design made out by the Department. .
4062. Ordinary bridge construction is in brickwork with, stone arches and concrete, is it not ? Tes.
4063. And if the Monier work is 50 per cent, cheaper in bridge work, is there any reason why it should 
not be 50 per cent, cheaper in aqueduct work ? I see no reason why it should not be just the same. It 
ought to be cheaper. Of course there is the channel to be considered, hut that would not make such a 
big difference.
4064. As a matter of fact, is not a channel cheaper than a carrier ? There is not much difference between 
them.
4065. Not when one is encased in concrete, and when the other is only 4 inches thick ? Of course, a 
good deal depends upon the construction.
4066. Still, if the Monier work is 50 per cent, cheaper in bridge work, you are satisfied that it would be 
50 per cent, cheaper in aqueduct work ? Tes.
4067. And do not the_ figures you have made out show a difference of 50 per cent, between the two 
designs ? Tes ; there is no doubt about that.
4068. Suppose you as an engineer made out a design and called for tenders upon it, ivould you permit an 
officer of yours to make drawings with your knowledge to compete against the original drawing and then . 
advise that a tender be accepted for a lump sum upon the substituted drawing without going into 
quantities to ascertain its real cost ? It would be a most unusual course to adopt. I should not adopt . 
it mj^self, nor would I allow anyone to adopt it in my office.
4069. If a substituted drawing were put in by a builder before you recommended a plan to vour client,
would you not endeavour to ascertain its exact cost ? Certainly. *
40/0. And would you not take the trouble to take out the quantities in order to ascertain it? Tes.
1071. How long would it take you to take out the quantities in the case of the Mionier arches ? About 
three days altogether, I should say. ‘
4072. Would not the aqueduct design in the case of Contract 112 be equally serviceable if it were 
employed in the case of No. 77 ? I should think so.
4073. It would be just as effectual for the purpose ? Tes.
4074. Would it not be better if the work in the Monier arches were carried out with bluestone concrete 
instead of compo. ? That is my opinion, because it is better than compo.
4075. Concrete is at any time better than compo. ? Tes.
4076. His Honor.] Do I understand you to mean that you could work the concrete in with an iron grill 
m the arch as effectively as you could work in compo. ? Tes; with a small gauge metal with special 
stone. As a matter of fact, in the Monier system they are doing it. They are putting a special concrete 
down outside the grill in the channel, and that works down in between the iron?
40/7. On the side of the channel? Tes ; in the aqueduct I looked at the other day some parts were 
finished and other parts were going on.
4077a. But I should say the difference between the two classes of work would be this—that in the ease 
of the compo. there would be more continuous and complete adhesion to the iron than in the case of the 
concrete; for instance, wherever a piece of stone came into contact with the iron there would be no

adhesion -
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Q-. McCredie. adhesion so far as that small piece went ? There would he very little difference. I noticed the special 
bluestone stuff ; it lies very close in the channel; in fact, you can see it sticking hard up against the iron. 

19 June, 1896. Practically you think it would come to the same thing? Yes; but of course special concrete
would be more expensive than the compo.
4079. Would it set into a stronger mass finally apart from the iron ? Yes, I think so. It is more like a
solid mass than the compo. The compo. is more brittle. '
4080. Mr. Parkes.~\ In the construction of any portion of this aqueduct is fine bluestone concrete used ? 
Yes.
4081. And does it adhere to the iron? Yes ; it goes against the side of the grill in the channel.
4082. His Honori] You mean the vertical grill ? Yes.
4083. Mr. Parkes.'] When you were out at the works the other day I believe that the ends of the iron 
work which you formerly described as being rusty were cemented over? Yes; they were all covered 
with cement.
4084. Did you notice any other alterations as between your first and second visits? Ho great alterations- 
had been made as far as I could see.
4085. Did you not notice some bolts ? The bolts are all in for the plates that go across the joints ; they 
are well protected; they have oiled rags round them.
4080. Did you notice them on the occasion of your first visit ? They were not in on the first occasion.
4087. When you first went to the works you found the work generally being done in a great deal more 
careless fashion than on the occasion of your second visit ? Ho, I could not say that. The work itself 
is well enough done. It is to the interests of the patentees of a new system to do really good work there. 
I should not say that the work was in any way done improperly.
4088. It is fairly good work ? Yes.
4089. Where do the bolts which you have described go in in the drawings; can you point them out; I 
understand that bolts have been put in where holes had been left? The bolts were put in at the joints.
4090. His Honor.] I suppose the openings were to be filled in with mastic? Yes.
4091. Mr. Parkes.] Would not rust be likely to get into bolts put in after the concrete is set ? The-
bolts are passed through the side of the channel. '
4092. After the concrete has set ? Yes.
4093. Therefore the rust could get to them ? Yes, I daresay it could.
4094. The concrete being set would not preserve them ? Ho ; concrete will preserve iron.
4095. His Honor.] Are not their heads covered over by the rendering in some way? I do not know 
about that.
4096. Mr. Parkes.] The point is this, your Honor : if the bolts were put in after the concrete had 
set could they be coated with the concrete ? Hot very well.'
4097. His Honor.] But if the heads are countersunk in the concrete on the inside they would be covered 
by the rendering ? Yes.
4098. Mr. Davis.] You regard three years as being rather a short term for which to ask the contractors 
to guarantee this work ? With a sixty years’ life it does appear a small term.
4099. You think it would be more reasonable perhaps to ask for a ten years’ guarantee ? Ten years is a 
long time for a guarantee ; I think about five years would be a fair thing.
4100. Supposing your firm were asked to take a risk, you would not take it without being paid for it ? 
We don’t generally take any risk under ordinary circumstances. The commission for the work we do 
covers all risk.
4101. Suppose you asked one of your contractors to take a risk of the description which Messrs. Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co. had to take in connection with this Monier structure, would you regard it as a fair thing 
for them to include in their tender the price of that risk ? If I were asking them to take a risk I should 
consider the price they submitted would cover it.
4102. With regard to the estimate which you made of the compo. used in these arches, and which you 
submitted to His Honor when you were here previously, what would you allow for shrinkage of the 
material after it had been made up ? It is a 3 to 1 composition. I allowed 1 of cement to entirely dis
appear in 3 of sand. I think that is a sufficient margin.
4103. Supposing you were told that it had been found from actual experiment that the shrinkage was 
considerably more than that, would you be surprised ? I would not believe it.
4104. You said ju'-t now that the Monier structure was no new thing? I do not say the Monier 
structure, as regards acqueduct work, is not a new1 thing; but the putting of a grid in cement is no new

. thing. . .
4105. Do you say that you used a grid similar to this in work which you did ten years ago? Yes.
4106. Do you remember what you said on the last occasion you were here? I do not know what you 
are referring to.
4107. You think, perhaps, that it might not exactly tally with what you are saying to-day? I do not 
not know. I will tell you when I look at my evidence.
4108. You said, in reply to Mr. Parkes, at Question 2700-270] :—“ We engineers in this country have 
not had experience of the Monier system, because none of it has been carried out here.” That is as- 
regards the Monier system in connection with aqueducts. As I said a little while ago I do not regard 
the Monier system—that is, the putting of iron into cement, and there is really nothing more in it—as a 
patent at all, became 1 did that work myself long enough ago.
4109. The question is whether you regard the putting of this particular kind of grid into compo. work 
as anything special; have you used that kind of structure before, or have you seen it used? Hot in 
connection with aqueducts.
4110. So that what vou did ten years ago scarcely applies to the casein point? I do not know that. The- 
principle involved is the same. It is simply the putting of iron into compo. to strengthen it. That is- 
really what the Monier system consists of.
4111. How did you get the area of the carrier in the case of Contract 112 ? By co-ordinates.
4112. Do you remember the greatest width and the greatest depth of the carrier? I do not.
4113. With regard to the comparative estimates which you have made in the case of Contracts 77, 101;. 
and 112, would you have His Honor conclude that the ratio of carrying capacity necessarily goes with 
the cost of an aqueduct ? Ho. Of course a good deal depends upon the depth of the piers.

4114.
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4114. Sis Honor.'] But suppose you had the same depth in the piers, and that the works are similar in &■ McCredie.
every other respect, you would not say that the cost varied directly as the capacity, would you ? A good —\
deal depends upon the structure. . * 19 June,l8f6.
4115. _Mr. Davis.] Suppose you had a carrier with an area of 20 square feet, and another carrier with an 
area of 4 square feet—suppose the carrier with 20 square feet cost £5 a foot—would it necessarily follow 
that the carrier with 4 square feet would cost £1 per foot ? Ed.
4115^-. So that your comparison between Contracts 77, 101, and 112, as regards area, is not conclusive?
As regards area. u
4116. Is it conclusive necessarily as regards cost;—what would you yourself deduce from your comparison?
Do you mean comparing the prices ?
4117. ^ His Honor.] Have you w’orked out a comparison on the theory that carrying capacity and cost of 
two similar structures vary directly as one another ? No. I have worked out the quantities to compare 
them per foot running as a guide to the work they do, and I have taken the area for comparison’s sake.
4118. Tou worked each out on its own basis ? Tes.
4119. Mr. Gummow.] As to Contract No. 77, you told us that you saw some iron rods sticking out of the 
■concrete? Tes.
4120. Do you know how they were put in and when they were put in ? No.
4121; Do you know w'hether they were putin before or after the concrete was set? The ends I saw 
■sticking out must, have been put in while the concrete was being put into position.
4122. As to the bolts going through the expansion joints, were they galvanised ? No ; they were covered 
with oiled rags.
4123. Coming to the question of the capacity of the sewers,—allowing that the running capacity of the . 
two sewers is equal, do you consider that the cost ought to be equal;—would you think that the cost 
depends upon area and capacity ? It depends entirely upon the construction.
4124. Take the book I have in my hand as an instance ; if I hold the book in one position, that is horizon-
1^1-ly3 you have an area facing you of about 8 inches by l-j inches ;—would you consider that the cost of
the construction of a sewer of that shape would he the same as the cost of the construction of a sewer in 
the shape of the same area., such as you see when the hook is held vertically ? It depends entirely upon 
the construction and the quantity of water carried.
4125. When you alter the shape of the sewer, do you not alter the cost ? That is a matter of calculation.
4126. But does it not do so ? I could not fell you unless 1 calculated it.
4127. Would not the pressure upon the sides in the one case be much greater ? It would he greater.
4128. Then would not the cost be greater ;—wrould you not have to allow for greater strength in the walls 
for the different pressure ? Tes ; it wrould be a fairly upright structure.
4129. In point of fact, then, an equal carrying capacity in twro sewers does not prove that they would be 
■of equal cost ? As I have already said, you must consider with the capacity the mode of construction.
4130. Has the grade anything to do with the cost? That is an altogether different matter.
4131. Has the grade anything to do with the carrying capacity ? Of course it has.
4132. His Honor.] I suppose the grade has a good deal to do with the form in which you build your 
sewer;—the greater the grade the more friction you may put up with ? Tes ; it depends also upon 
whether you render with cement or other materials : that has also to be calculated.
4133. Mr. Gummow.] Take a cask of cement;—what is its value ? I should say as much as a man could 
get for it.
4134. Would you blame a contractor for asking 20s. a cask for cement if he could get it ? I should not 
blame him, but I should blame the man who paid him that price.
4ii'35. His Honori] Tou would blame the contractor if he said the cement was worth that I suppose?
Certainly.
4136. Mr. Gummow.] As to this aqueduct, do you not consider that the experience you would gain from
other persons’risk would be a benefit to you ? Certainly. .
4137. If it proved whether it would be a good article for the future requirements of your clients, would
not that experience he of some value to you ? Tes, undoubtedly. '
4138. It would be of advantage to your clients if it did turn out to be a good and cheap article ? There 
is no doubt about that.
4139. With regard to the original design of Contract No. 77, does the stone-work assist in strengthening 
the work- I mean the sandstone ashlar ? It certainly assists in a measure to strengthen the work, 
although it appears to he more in the nature of an ornament than anything else.
4140. Would you take it into your calculations of strength? Tes, I should have to do so, because it hinds 
the work to some extent. These large stones working in as a string bind the structure.
4141. Does the extra dead weight, resulting from the presence of the stone, compensate for the extra 
strength it gives the work ;—would you not consider that the extra dead weight would be rather a source 
of weakness than otherwise to the whole structure? I do not regard these stones as a necessary appendage 
to the aqueduct; I believe it would he quite strong enough without them.
4142. His Honor.] Tou think that on the whole they would be better left out except for the purposes of 
ornament ? Tes.
4143. Mr. Gummow.] Do you consider that ashlar or bricks increase in strength with age ; for instance, 
in five years are they stronger than wrhen they are put in ? I would not say that. They do not increase 
in strength with age.
4144. Does cement mortar increase in strength with age ? That improves with age.
4145. Does it with age increase in strength, do you consider ? Tes.
4146. When it was three years old, would it not in point of fact be stronger than when it was three 
months old ? That will depend upon circumstances. It would depend upon how it stood in the three years.
4147. His Honor.] Suppose that at the end of three years it shows no sign of cracking ? Well, when I 
was speaking of. the guarantee, before I mentioned five years on account of the life-time of the sewer, I 
should say that if the work lasted w'ell for from three to five years it ought to last well after that. Jive 
years would he a fair test, I think.
4148. Tou say it took you three days to take out the quantities of this work ? Tes.
4149. Do you consider that an ordinary quantity surveyor in the Department is as smart a man as you 
are ? Just as smart as I am.
4150. With regard to the patent, are you in a position to give us a sound legal opinion? I cannot do
that. I have given you only my own opinion. 4151.
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&. McCredie. 4151. Tou are familiar with the aqueduct portion of the Departmental plan of Contract 77? Tes.
'—4152. And you know the plan of Ahearne’s contract 101 ? Tes. _ .

19June,18S6. 4pg3_ They have different carrying capacities—but putting that out of the question, and comparing the 
two as modes of construction of aqueducts, what do you say as to their cost—for instance, is No. 7/ 
in construction a saving upon No. 101 or is it not ? I think the plan of Ahearne’s contract is a saving 
upon the plan of No. 77. The cost in the case of No. 77 is £5 Is. 3d. per foot run, and in the case of 
Ahearne’s contract the cost is £4 15s. 4d. per foot run. _ _ _
4154. No. 77 plan then is more expensive than Ahearne’s ? Tes, according to the quantities I have taken
out. .
4155. Then it is not correct to say that as between the planning of No. 101 Contract and the planning of
No. 77 Contract the Department have found out how to save money in planning, and have applied the 
saving to No. 77 ;—you say that it is rather the other way ? Tes. _
4156. Tou think they have found out how to make the work more ornamental ? Tes. The design for the
aqueduct at Johnstone’s Creek and at White’s Creek is a first-class design; it is an ornamental design. 
The brickwork and the stonework make it particularly ornamental. It is altogether a more extravagant 
design than that employed in the case of Ahearne’s contract. _
4157. There is not more waste of material in the spandrils in Ahearne’s contract than in the other
contract ? No. '

William Thompson recalled and further examined:—
4158. Hfr. Parkes.'] When you were last examined you had only completed your estimate in regard to 

ompson. one 0f aqueducts in the Monier plan of Contract No. 77 ? Tes, at Johnstone’s Creek.
19June"”l896 4159. Since then you have completed an estimate in regard to both aqueducts upon the contract ? Tes.

’ 4160. Tou have also completed an estimate in regard to the original Departmental plan ? Tes.
4161. Tou have been very careful to check your estimates ? Tes ; I have checked them very carefully.
4162. Could you guarantee them ? To within a yard or two. I should not like absolutely to guarantee
them. [Vide Appendix No. 17.] . .
4163. In your undertaking to the Institute of Architects have you not to guarantee your quantities. 
Tes ; all lithographed quantities are guaranteed.
4164. Therefore you cannot afford to make mistakes ? No.
4165. Do you ever make mistakes ? Not that I am aware of.
4166. Take the Departmental design in Contract 77 ;—-what do you make the value of the work ? £10,072 
19s., including the excavation and footings ; that is, for the aqueducts.
4167. Will you tell his Honor what would be the cost of the Monier substitute ? £6,230 11s. _
4168. That is for the two aqueducts ? Tes ; there is a difference between the cost of the two designs of 
£3,842.
4169. Tour estimate of £6,230 for the Monier arch design includes everything, as in the other case ? 
Tes, everything in connection with the aqueduct.
4170. In addition to these estimates you have made out an estimate in regard to Contract 112, have you
not ? Tes, the aqueduct portion. ■
4171. How does it compare with your estimate in regard to the Departmental plan of Contract 77 ? The 
aqueduct in Contract 112 runs "out £5 7s. l|d. per foot as compared with £4 19s. 8|d. per foot in the 
case of the aqueduct in Contract 77.
4172. Have you not run out the quantities and the proportionate cost in regard to the work outside of
the aqueducts ? No ; because in the one case there were two straining chambers. _ _ _
4173. Going back to the estimate I asked you to make in regard to Contract 77, that is for the original
departmental scheme for work outside of the aqueducts, what do you make it r I used the Departmental 
prices, taking 28i per cent. off. My quantities I found were within a yard or two of the Government 
quantities, so I used the Government quantities. _
4174. Taking 28| per cent, off, what do you make the value ? £6,629 ; that is the net value.
4175. Have you made a similar estimate in respect of the Monier plan? Tes ; the two aqueducts come
to £6,230 11s. . ...
4176. There is not much difference between the piers ? Tes; there is more stuff in the Monier piers 
than the others.
4177. To what extent ? I know that there is a fair difference. _
4178. Will you make out those quantities and let us have them on a future occasion? Tes.
4179. Sis Honor.] Although there are fewer piers in the Monier plan, they are so much larger that the
aggregate is greater? Tes. _ .
4180. Mr. Parkes?^ Tou show the concrete in the quantities you have taken outside of the aqueducts .
Tes ; it would include the footings and the sewers and the retaining-walls. _ _
4181. The difference that you make between the aqueducts in the two cases is £3,812, and that includes
all the piers and foundations ? Tes. _ , .
4182. That £3,842 is the difference after you have allowed for a fair percentage for builder’s risk, profit, 
&c. ? I have made them both out on working costs.
4183. The usual working costs ? Tes.
4184. What is the percentage you have allowed on the working cost ? I have not allowed any percentage 
on that; I have put it into the labour in each case.

Prank Moorehouse Gummow recalled and further examined :—
F. M. 4185. Mr. Andrews^] Tou are one of the members of the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co. ? Tes. _

Grummow. 4186. At the time Mr. Hickson, jun., was engaged by the firm, you were carrying out a contract in 
t --'v——' Adelaide? Tes. _

19 June, 1896. 4187. Mr. Carter and Mr. Snodgrass were looking after the firm’s contracts in New South Wales? Tes.
4188. Tou and Mr. Gillan were the only partners in South Australia ? Tes'; we were the resident
partners there. _ . .
4189. Will you tell us what was the first you heard in regard to the connection of Mr. Hickson, jun., 
with the firm ? It was in a letter from Mr. Carter to myself, telling me that he had engaged Mr.Hickson,
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I wrote back to him telling -him that it was all right, and askingHickson, jun., to assist me in Adelaide, 
him to send Mr. Hickson on.
4190. At that time you were carrying out a rather difficult job in Adelaide ? Tes.
4191. Was it necessary for the firm to have anyone there to assist you P Undoubtedly.
4192. You being a civil engineer ? Yes.
4193. Had you received at that time any assistance from any other member of the firm ? Yes Mr.
Snodgrass. , ’ '
4194. Who also is a civil engineer ? Yes.
4195. Had he to leave Adelaide ? Yes ; he had duties in Sydney.
4196. Did you ever receive a telegram from Mr. Carter in connection with Mr. Hickson, jun. ? I believe 
I did.
4197. Will you tell us what was in the telegram? I am speaking from memory, and I cannot be certain 
of the words, but I think he wired to me to this effect—-“that Mr. Hickson, jun., was leaving to come over 
to Adelaide. My recollection is that the wire was sent when Mr. Hickson was leaving, and after I had 
received Mr. Carter’s letter. I could not speak definitely on the uoint, but I feel pretty sure that Mr 
Carter did wire to me that Mr. Hickson was coming to Adelaide."
4198. Excepting that telegram, did you ever receive any other telegram about Mr. Hickson junr ? I
believe I received one other, about Christmas, 1893. ‘'
4199. After Mr. Hickson, junr., had left Adelaide? Yes ; that is the only other telegram I can think of. 
It was to ask me if he could stay for another week in Sydney, where he had been for a holiday.
4200. Was Mr. Hickson, junr., ever a member of your firm ? Never.
4201. Was there ever any intention on the part of the firm of making him a member ? Never • not on
my part, anyway. ’
4202. You heard Mr. Hickson, junr., tell His Honor on Wednesday what remuneration he received from
the firm ? Yes. -
4203. TTnder all the circumstances, do you consider that a fair remuneration 
the duties he had to discharge ? Yes ; I consider it a fair remuneration.
4204. It was not an excessive remuneration? No.
4205. Did you ever tell Mr. Gillan that you had received a telegram stating that Mr. Hickson, junr was 
to be taken into the firm at any cost ? Never.
4206. You yourself never saw such a telegram from anyone ? Never.
4207. In connection with the correspondence between the members of the 
by whom was it carried on ? By Mr. Carter and myself.
4208 As far as you know was any correspondence carried on between Mr. Gillan and any member of the 
nrm but Mr. Carter. Not that I know of, and I only remember Mr. Carter writing to Mr. Gillan on 
one occasion when he was in Sydney a few months ago. I remember saying to him, “ I am too busy 
to write to Gillan my usual weekly budget. Scribble off a few lines to say that we are all well, and 
hoping that he also is going on all right.” That is the only occasion on which he wrote to him to my 
knowledge. I was then sitting beside him at Forest Lodge.
4209. When Mr. Hickson was m Adelaide all the payments made to him were on account of his salary ?

F. M.
Gummow.

19 June, 1896.

for a person carrying out

firm in Sydney and Adelaide

4210. Can you say whether he ever received any sum of money whatever from the firm except his salary—
116 WaS ke.woul<i receive for travelling expenses—and the two months salary in connection 

with ms three months notice ? To other money was ever received by him from the firm.
4211. You have checked all the accounts of the firm from the date of Mr. Hickson’s entering your 
employment up to the time he left ? Yes ; and I am .satisfied they are all correct.
4212. Erom those accounts you are positive that he never received any sum of money except those I have
mentioned. I am positive. He was with me in Adelaide up to last June or the end of May and he 
never received anything there except his salary. I think we paid him some expenses he incurred in 
coming to Adelaide from Sydney, but that is all. I am not sure whether I paid him the money, but I am 
sure he got it. J
42!3 Between yourself and Mr. Hickson was there ever any conversation as to his becoming a member of the 
firm? Tes. * &
4214. Will you tell His Honor what it was and where it took place? I can tell you the lastmne we had 
on Jie subject. lie was often staying at my house in Adelaide, sometimes for a few days, sometimes for 
a night, and sometimes for an hour or two. We often talked about business and about all sorts of subjects, 
i can tell you the last conversation we had upon the matter to which you refer ; that took place at Forest 
Lodge. Witn regard to the other conversations I always told him that I did not consider that there was 
any chance for a young fellow going into contracting either with our firm or with any other firm, and that 
it he could keep his position as an employee he would be far better off.
4215. May I take it that as far as you are concerned there was never any serious intention whatever of 
this young fellow becoming a member of the firm ? Not the slightest.
4216. And he could not become a member without your knowledge ? No.

senr., at any time whatever speak to you with regard to his son? Yes.
_421b. About his becoming a member of the firm ? No. '

I 4219. Did he ever speak to you about his sou being employed by the firm ? Yes.'
4220. When was that ? When I came up from Adelaide t made it my business to call upon Mr. Hickson’s 
father, and to tell him how his son was getting on. I did so as a matter of courtesy. I considered it my 
duty to inform him how his son was getting on, whether he was doing well or otherwise
4221. Mr. Hickson, senr., never asked you to take his son into the firm or to give him employment ?

him how his son, Mr. Hickson, junr., was4222. But as you were in Sydney you saw his father and told 
getting on ? _ Exactly.
4223 Mr Parkes.-] Fou say that you received a telegram from Mr. Carter about Mr. Hickson, junr. — 
could you tell me the date of that telegram ? I could not. ■ > J >
4.2f4:- Coup youteU us the date approximately ? It was about two or three days before he arrived in 
Adelaide the first time. .
4225. It would be close to the date upon which the firm engaged him ? Yes. I believe that Mr. Carter 

14°-P wired
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F. M. wired to me that Mr. Hmkson, junr., was leaving. That is my impression ; I would not swear to it- 
Gummow. absolutely, but 1 am under the impression that Mr. Carter wired to me. , .
' *------, 4226. Have you never had any conversation at all with Mr. Hickson, senr, abouthis son becoming a

19 June, 189G. par(;rler ;n firm at any future time P No ; but I will tell you what I said to Mr. Hickson, as near y as
I can recollect it. I called upon Mr. Hickson after I had been here a few days, and told him how his son
was getting on. ^ T x-l j.-4227 His Honor.~\ Did you see him on each occasion of your coming to Sydney ? I came up three times
in the three years. , a r
4228. But when did this particular conversation you are about to refer to take place. 1 cannot
remember. The conversation upon each occasion was upon the same points, that ls? a® ° ^0:a
was getting on, how he did his work, whether he looked well, and general questions of that sort which a 
father would naturally ask about his son. I remember that on one of these occasions I said to his father 
that I did not see much prospect of his son getting on in the outside world as a contrac .or.
4229. Mr. Parkes.] What brought up that conversation? The conversation was brought up through my 
considering Mr. Hickson might have heard of the matters which I have already mentioned with regard to

4230. When would that conversation be likely to take place? About eighteen months, I think, after 
Mr. Hickson, junr., had been in our employ. It was very similar to what I had already told the son 
that I did not'see much chance of a young fellow getting on as a contractor I had spoken *o the son 
upon the subject before, and I thought it probable that the son would send word to the father, and 1 told 
him all that 1 thought it right to tell him with regard to his son:s connection with the farm.
4231. Did the father make any suggestion at all about his son going into partnership with the farm . 
Not the slightest. I merely said what I did in conversation to give the father information about son-
4232. What did Mr. Hickson, senr., say in reply to your expression of opinion ? 1 do not know that lie
said anything. I was really carrying on the conversation, and, as he was engaged at the time with his 
duties as Engineer-in-Chief, I did not wish to occupy his time. I told him how his son was getting on, 
and I then came away. I think I. asked him if he had any message or parcel to send him, and that is all.
4233. Do you know whether Mr. Hickson, junr., made any application for employment in Western
Australia before he left you ? I do not know. . . .
4234. How long after he gave you notice did he leave? He did not give us notice. We gave him no . 
As I have said before, we had various conversations about his prospects. I remember his once asking me 
whether he was likely to be kept on, and I said, “ Well, Hickson, you know as much about it as 1 do^ it

- we do not get any contracts you will have to go. If we do get them we will keep you We tendered
for the adjoining contract to No 77, late in March, and we tendered late in March also for a railway 
deviation. If we bad obtained either of those jobs Mr. Hickson, junr., would have been kept on, but we 
got neither. I remember him coming to me and saying, “No 118 is nearly finished am I to go to e 
outfall ? ” I said, “ No. The Government have adopted a system under which they,do all the ieveUing 
themselves and there will be no need for you to be there. I can do what is required. ion
4235. Is it not a good arrangement for the contractors to have the Government doing all the work . Un 
the contrary it is a bad arrangement; we prefer to do it ourselves.
4236. Would vou not prefer it to be done at the State’s expense ? It does not save us very much expense.
It saves us £5 a week sometimes, the cost of keeping on an engineer, but as members of the farm themselves 
are able to do the work, provided they have the time, it does not mean very much. . , ,
4237. Why did you not employ Mr. Hickson, junr., during the whole of the 3 months, seeing that you
paid him for that period ? We gave him notice on 1st April that his services would not be required after 
3 months, and be came to me a fortnight later and said, “ I think I am going to Mestern Australia. 1 
said, “ When do you think of going ? ” He replied, “Whenever you can let me. I should like to go as 
soon as I can.” I said, “ We have no objection. Tou can go whenever you like He said } shall 
not be going for a fortnight. I suppose I can make arrangements, however to pack up. 1 told him that 
he could,” and he also said “ I shall keep in touch with you all the time. I shall be still working for the 
firm. I can do anything you like ; but I should like to have a day or two off. I said, Tou can suit 
yourself. We do not want to stand in your light if you want to better yourself. We are pleased to hear 
that vou are endeavouring to better yourself.” About the end of April he came to us and said, 1 am 
leaving my lodgings. Can you settle up with me ” I said “Certainly,” Mr. Carter was there and. rev 
out a cheque for three months’ pay, Mr. Hickson did not ask for any particular sum and we merely gave 
him that amount considering that we had given him three months notice We were quite vvillmg to let 
him go if he could better himself. I do not know that we should have allowed him to walk round fsvdney 
drawing our money; but as he thought of getting to Western Australia as quickly as he could m order to 
get on in life, we did not stand in his light. > , „ , o ttt i4238 Had you not prospects of getting further contracts from the Government ?t We have now.
4239. But with a slight cessation of work you do not send your officers away ? A o, I could not say that; 
but we could see plainly the way work was cut, and, when a contract adjoining us, and which we thought 
we had such a big chance of getting, did not come to us, we thought it was of no use paying salaries to
persons to walk about in the meantime. . vs r
4240. What was your percentage below the G-overnment rates m the case ox Contract 117 .
sure whether it was 28 or 40. . „ . . n . T .-l- t
424i; The contract was taken at 10 per cent, below Government prices ? At 9 per cent, i think our
tender was 28 per cent, or 40 per cent, above. , „ ^ ^ t i +v,oi- UnF
4242. His Honor.'] Tou tendered above the schedule rates then ? Tes ; we were top ; I know that, but
I do not remember the percentage. . . c j
4243. Mr. Andrews.] Do you remember Mr. Gillan leaving Adelaide to come to Sydney about May,
1895 ? Tes. '
4244. Did Mr. Hickson, junr., come to Sydney with him ? No. _ 9
4245. Can you swear positively that on 27th May, 1895, Mr. Hickson, junr., was m Adelaide .
in South Australia. _
4246. He had not been away from South Australia from January of that year up to
saw him every second day, if not every day. a j o tv4247. In no case was he away sufficiently long to enable him to come to Sydney ? No.
4248. With regard to the last contract you have just spoken of you say that you tendered at 28 '
on ? At some percentage on. '

He was

that date ? No. I
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4249. Is it not a fact that the rates allowed in the Government schedule for. that contract are very different
from the rates allowed in the case of Contract 77 ? Tes. '
4250. And that accounts for the difference so far as you are concerned ? Tes. •
4251. Mr. Parlces.'] Is it not a fact that the rates allowed in the second contract are 100 per cent, below.? 
Tes. In regard to some of the items.
4252. For instance the item excavation for tunnels is 120 per cent, below ? I could not say without looking
at the schedule. ,
4253. At all events the excavation, the concrete work, and all. the large items are very much below ? Tes.
4254. His HonorWas the excavation in that case in softer country ? The rock might be softer, but the
tenderer could not tell. There would not be a very great difference. The tunnel in country which is 
apparently the same will be at 40s. a yard forward, while the other would have cost 55s. It depends upon 
the lay of the country ; the strata vary. The ground may be rising and falling. .
4255. I believe the deeper you get into the sandstone the harder it is ? Not necessarily. Sometimes the 
surface is the hardest, and the hardest country is not always the most difficult. The worst country is 
what is known as tough country. In some cases you can bore your holes, but.it will not shoot properly.
4256. As to Mr. Hickson jun.’s ability to do work, what sort of a man was he ? He was quite capable of
doing any work with a theodolite or level which would be necessary on the Adelaide contract. He could 
take out quantities, make drawings, or do anything it was requisite to do for the carrying out of the work. 
I am an engineer myself, and he acted as my assistant. .
4257. When you say that he was quite capable, do you mean that he exercised his capability;—you do not 
mean to draw a distinction between his being capable of doing a thing and his doing, of it ? Perhaps .1 
had better explain the nature of his work. We had shafts 300 feet, 380 feet, and 500 feet down. We 
had to throw lines from the alignment on the surface. That was the most difficult work there was to do. 
They were about 9 feet apart. The wires were put down and were weighted at the bottom, and they were 
allowed to get steady. Tou then had to take the instrument down and put it on the same plane as the 
two wires ; that necessitated very accurate work, and great pains had to be taken, and we had to do it on 
Sundays. We were sometimes working on Sundays from twelve to sixteen hours at it. I would do the 
work one Sunday and he would check it on the next Sunday. He would do the work on the following 
Sunday, and I would check it the following week, and so on. The Government in South Australia threw 
all the responsibility on our shoulders for the.lines and levels, and they were continually writing to us to 
remind us of our responsibilities.
4258. 3Ir. Parkes.That is the proper system is it not ? I wish the Government would adopt it here.
Before the South Australian Government will touch the work we have to do the alignments and levels. 
In some cases we had to expend two or three months at one shaft. They asked us what we made the 
reading then. We would compare notes and strike an average, and if they were not satisfied we would 
have to do it again and so on. It was a matter of trial and average. . .
4259. His Honor.'] And you found Mr. Hickson junr.’s work in that relation good? Tes, thoroughly 
good.
4260. He was a man who did his work,—he did not loaf about? I will explain the nature of his work.
He might have nothing to do for three or four days. We were not upon a.contract where varying con
structions were going on. It was the same old construction from week’s end to week’s end—continuous 
driving for months at a time. At times he might not have anything to do for a week. He could be spared 
for a week at a time, but on Sundays he would probably have to put in from twelve to sixteen hours, 
starting sometimes at 4 o’clock in the morning and knocking off at 8 o’clock at night. If Mr. 
Hickson wanted to get away for a couple of days to play a cricket match, or tennis, or anything of that 
kind, there was never any bother about it. If he were not required I would say “ Tou can go and have 
your game of tennis or cricket.” Of course he always let me know if he wanted to get away. Otherwise 
he was on the works every morning seeing what was required. .
4261. When he went away to take part in a cricket match or anything of that kind was he up to time 
when he was wanted ? Tes.

F. M.

G-ummow.
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4262. So that it would not be correct to say that he loafed about taking photographs and doing nothing 
else ? I think that referred to Forest Lodge and not to Adelaide. He did take some photographs at 
Forest Lodge, but he did all the instrument work there. I did not look through the instruments once 
there. He made measurements for all the workmen and all that kind of thing.
4263. Did he do it regularly ? Tes.
4264. Steadily and properly ? Tes. . .
4265. At intervals he may have been amusing himself by taking photographs ? Tes, and we have a little 
pleasure ourselves when we go to cricket matches—sometimes for six or eight days in succession. At the 
same time we do not neglect our work if there is work to do. If any of our employees want to go away 
occasionally for a game they can go. We have no hard and fast rule in our engagements.
4266. Mr. Smith.] Tou always found, in regard to Mr. Hickson, jun.',.that when there was work to be 
done he was on the spot ready and willing to do it ? Tes.

MONHAT, 22 JUNE, 1896.
. John Carter recalled and further examined :—

4267. Mr. Parkes.] I suppose there is no doubt as to the correctness of your statement that your firm J. Carter,
kept no books ? That is correct. ,—   
4268. Did not some financial agent keep books for you? No. 22June, 1896.
4269. At no time ? No. '
4270. No accounts ? No. *
4271. Tou have never had your accounts audited ? No.
4272. There is an amount repeated frequently in your- pass-books, £52. 10s. for W. Manning;—who 
would that be ? Sir W. Manning.
4273. Was that in connection with any financial work? It had nothing to do with our contracts-or 
anything else of the kind—it was a purely private matter.
4274. Then there is a payment appearing in one of your books to Henry Budolph ? That is a purely
private matter also. " 4275.
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J. Carter. 4275. "Was that a payment to an inspector ? No.
4276. No hooks, you say, were kept other than these pass-books P No.

22June, 1896. 4277. Tou said you drew some of your cheques over the counter of the Bank of New Zealand? Tes.
4278. Had you no office at any time ? No. We had temporary offices—boxes on the works. That is all.
4279. Did you keep no other books of any description to which you transferred amounts from the bank
books ? No. We kept no books at all. I think that is very definite. _
4280. Had you no private accounts to which you transferred moneys ? Of course, I had my own private 
account at the Commercial Bank at North Shore. It was a small account for ordinary purposes for 
household expenses, and so on; for nothing else.
4281. What are the red marks which appear in some of these passbooks ? They are the bank s figures
the ledgerkeeper’s figures. _ .
4282. How were your partnership profits apportioned ;—by your deed you had to divide your partnership 
profits for a certain period ? I must say that that deed, so far as we are concerned, is so much waste 
paper, although it was drawn up by a very good firm of solicitors, Messrs. Minter and Simpson. I 
believe they put everything into it in the usual way. [Vide Appendix No. 19].
4283. Tou all signed the deed; it stands as a legal document ? Tes ; but we never acted up to it.
4284. Suppose one partner took action against another, it would stand as a legal document, would it not. 
Tes, I suppose so.
4285. It is in operation at the present day, is it not? No. _
4286. When was it cancelled ? When we paid Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing out of the firm.
4287. But this deed continued according to your notice to the public, did it not? Not that lam aware of. 
‘\Vide Appendix No. 2Ci\.
4288. Does not your notice to the public say so ;—does it not say that the agreement so far as Maddison
and Ewing are concerned is at an end, and that you would continue the business under the same style of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes. _ i_ j j £
4289. Although the partners remaining at that time continued in the firm, you had no fresh deed of
partnership ? No. •
4290. No fresh document was executed ? No.
4291. The moneys in respect of Contract 77 were all paid into the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. .
4292. To what partners did those payments apply ;—did they apply to the remainder of those enumerated 
in this deed ? No; some had gone out. There are three less now. Mr. Snodgrass retired six months ago.
4293. The firm consists of the whole of the members mentioned in the deed with the exception of three ?
Tes ; Mr. Snodgrass arid Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing are not in the firm now. _ _
4294. According to the payments made into your banking account the whole of the remaining members
of the firm participate in the profits, if there be any profits ? There is not any firm. _
4295. Still this document would hold good supposing any of the partners were to take action? Only so 
far as the Adelaide contract is concerned. It is only in existence for the Adelaide contract.
4296. Only for that ? That is all. That is my interpretation, but of course I may be wrong. _
4297. Does not the deed refer to contracts proceeding in Sydney and Adelaide ? I do not think so. I 
have not seen the document for some years. I have never had occasion to refer to.it.. We have had a 
rule-of-thumb way of doing business which might not have been quite correct, although it suited us.
4298. Is there no other partnership deed in existence besides this one;—is it not a fact that the whole of 
the members of the firm participate in the working of Contract 77 ? I wish it to be clearly understood 
that there is not any firm. Tou and I are arguing upon different lines. Hour persons participate in any 
profits which may arise from Contract 77 ;■ but they are not a firm. There is not any firm in existence 
containing those four names.
4299. Is there any document cancelling this deed of partnership ? No. .
4300. Wr. Gummowi] As to this deed, you can tell by reading it whether it refers to any Sydney 
contracts or not? Tes. My impression is that it refers only to the Adelaide contract.
4301. Do you remember going to Johnson, Minter, and Simpson, after Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing had 
gone out of the partnership, with reference to a fresh deed of partnership? Tes.
4302. Whom did you see ? Mr. Williams. _ raj
4303. Did we go into the question of a fresh deed of partnership between yourself, Mr. Snodgrass, 
Mr. Forrest, Mr. Gillan, and myself? We did.
4304. Was that deed ever carried out ? It was not.
4305. His Honor.'] I understand that there are four interested in Contract 77—that would be yourself, 
Mr. Gummow, Mr. Forrest, and Mr. Gillan? Tes.
4306. There is no deed of partnership binding you—you are in a position of co-contractors ? Tes ; we 
are what might be termed a contracting syndicate. The business is carried on merely upon those lines.
There is no partnership. 0 t 1 j
4307. How used you to manage when profits had to be distributed at the end of a contract. I am glad 
of an opportunity to explain that. Our method of procedure in regard to contracts is this : We pay our 
wages fortnightly on temporary pay-sheets, and there is no signature or anything of that kind obtained 
from the men. Every month our measurements are made up by the Government. We do not even keep 
measurement books of our own. We have access to the Government books, and the measurements are 
made up by the Government engineer in conjunction with the contractor in charge of the work. The 
vouchers are paid on order by the Treasury. W e never see them. Every month Mr. Gummow and myself, 
when he is here, and Mr. Snodgrass, when Mr. Gummow is not here, make out temporary balance-sheets to 
see how matters are going. We obtain our balance from the bank, noting what the Government owe us 
in the way of monthly progress payments. Outstanding accounts would be taken into consideration, and 
if a retiring partner wished to be paid up we should take our balance from the bank, credit or debit, as

1 the case might be. We know from memory; pretty well how much the Government owe us in the shape 
of deposit as security, and when we have paid the outstanding accounts of merchants and others a balance 
would be struck, and the resulting amount divided. That, shortly, is our method. If a contract was not 
completed we estimated the profits resulting from the balance of the work, and that was also taken into
consideration. .1-1,0 v
4308. Mr. Smith.] Tou said just now that there were four persons interested m Contract a . xes.
4309. Tou, Mr. Gummow, Mr. Forrest, and Mr. Gillan ? Tes. 0 xr
4310. The original tender was signed by three persons, yourself, Mr. Gummow, and Mr. Snodgrass . Tes.
4311. That was on 13th March, 1895 ? Tes. 4312.
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4312. The tender is signed Carter, Gummow, & Co., and it is also signed by yourself, by Mr. Gummow, 
and Mr. Snodgrass ? Yes.
4313. Those names do not, owing to a mistake, occur in one of the printed papers? Yes.
4314. When did Mr. Snodgrass go out of the business ? At the beginning of this year.
4315. When did Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan come in? They came in very soon after we had completed 
the contract.

J. Carter.

22 June, 1896.

4316. Mr. Gummow.~\ I understand you to say that our pay-sheets were all loose sheets? Yes.
4317. You do not know where they are at the present time ? Not ail of them.
4318. What is the reason of the change which has now been made as regards those pay-sheets ? Well, a 
more methodical man in the person of yourself has taken charge of the contract. Another reason is that 
we are breaking in a son of Mr. Forrest to the contracting business, and we decided that it would be only 
fair to teach him a little more business method than we have hitherto followed ourselves. The pay-sheets 
are now bound up, but they are in other respects similar to those formerly issued.
4319. As a matter of fact, when I got them bound, what was your opinion ? I looked upon it as a fad, 
and I made some joking comment upon it.
4320. Mr. Parkes.'] Does not clause 1 of the deed of partnership say, “The said parties hereto will 
become and remain partners under the name, style, or firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., of the trade or 
business of contractors, for the purposes of carrying out and completing the contract hereinbefore 
referred to, and any other contracts which the said parties shall mutually agree upon and shall obtain — 
there can be no doubt, I suppose, but that that covers all your contracts ? Yes ; but we must mutually 
agree. I could stand out or Mr. Gummow could stand out.
4321. But you mutually agreed upon Contract 77, did you not? Not under that deed.
4322. You have no other deed? We have no deed at all.
4323. This deed goes on to speak of contracts in the plural number all the way through ? Possibly;
but I cannot help that. .
4324. Mr. Gummow.] You say that the deed refers to the Adelaide contract only ? Yes.
4325. Is the Adelaide contract finished yet ? No ; we actually joined forces for the purpose of carrying
out that particular contract. It was the first time that Carter, Gummow, & Co. came into existence.
4326. Did you ever carry out any other contract in Adelaide? Yes, we carried out the shafts contract.
4327. Had we a deed for that? No. I should explain that I have always regarded the two Adelaide 
jobs as one.
4328. Were they one ? No ; one was taken some considerable time after the other.

William Thompson recalled and further examined :—■
4329. Mr. Parkes.] You have now your estimates of quantities completed? Yes; I hand in the list. w.
{Vide Appendix No. 17]. ‘ Thompson.
4330. You make Contract 77 according to the departmental plan to represent £16,690, taking the whole ••——
of the work? Yes; that includes everything. 22 June, 1896.
4331. You made an estimate of the value of the Monier plan in 77 Contract? Yes; I make it £12,850.
4332. There is a difference in value in favour of the Monier plan then of £3,840 ? Yes.
4333. You have made estimates comparing Contracts 77, 101, and 112,have you not? Yes.
4334. Will you tell His Honor what they are by the lineal foot ? Yes.
4335. Sis Honord] You mean as they go, as they actually run? Yes. My estimate for 101 is £5 9s. Id. 
a foot lineal for one sewer; that is for the carriers and aqueducts portion ; at the contract prices it comes 
out at £5 17s. 7id.‘per foot lineal. In regard to 112 I estimate for one carrier £5 7s. l-Jd. per foot lineal.
4336; Mr. Parkes.] What is your estimate in connection with 77 ? £3 Is. 8id. per foot taking the
Monier system, and taking the departmental plan £4 19s. 8|d. per foot lineal.
4337. Did you take out the area of the carriers in the case of 112, 77, and 101 ? Yes; the carrier in 
the case of 112 had an area of 4T24 feet, that is the total area ; in the case of 101 of 28'27 feet; and in 
the case of 77 of 13’32 feet.
4338. Therefore the carrier in the case of 112 is more than three times in excess of the carrier in the 
case of 77, as regards area? Yes.
4339. Before we go any further into these figures, I want you to look at the tender forms of Contracts
112, 101, and 77 ; what, for instance, is the price set down for bluestone concrete, in the ordinary form, 
in the case of No. 77? £2 10s. a yard is set down for bluestone concrete in any situation. {Vide
Appendices Nos. 21, 22, and 12], •
4340. What is it in the case of 101 ? 34s.
4341. In the case of 112, what is the price ? £2 5s.
4342. So that the price in the case of 77 exceeds the other two, does it not ? Yes.
4343. What is the price set down for special bluestone concrete in the case of No. 77 ;—I mean the
■schedule to the original plan ? £3.
4344. What is the price of special bluestone concrete per yard in the case of 112 ? £2 15s., including •
the placing in position of the mastic plates and bars, damp course, &c.
4345. What is the price in the case of 77 ;—it is £3 without any iron, is it not ? Yes.
4346. The material is of the same nature, as far as you can see ? I think it is rather better in the case 
of 112, because it is 1, F|, and 3.
4347. You mean better than in the case of 77 ? Yes.
4348. And yet it is set down at £2 15s. ? Yes.
4349. Including all the ironwork ? Yes.
4350. His Honor.] What is the composition of the special bluestone concrete in the case of No. 112 ?
One of cement, one and a half of sand, and three of f-inch blue metal.
4351. Mr. Parkes.] Yet, including the ironwork, it is put down at 55s., as against 60s. in the case of 
Contract 77 ? Yes.
4352. What is the brickwork set down at in the case of 77 ? £2 10s. a yard in the Government schedule.
4353. What is the brickwork marked at in the case of 112 ? That is a different class of brickwork ; it is 
set down at 35s.
4354. In the case of No. 101, Aheame’s contract, what is the brickwork marked at ? 44s.
4355. What is cement facing marked at in the case of 112 ? 2s. per square yard. 4356.
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4356. And in the case of No. 77, what is it ? 2s. 3d.
4357. Take freestone ashlar, what is that in the case of 112 ? 3s. per cubic foot.
4358. What is it in the case of 77 ? 3s. 6d. per cubic foot. _ .
4359. Taking your own figures and the departmental figures in regard to the three designs that is, the
departmental design in the case of 77, the design of 101, and the design of 112—which is the most costly 
in proportion to its size ? The departmental design of 77, certainly. • _
4360. For what reason ? Because there is a good deal of ashlar masonry and double-pressed brickwork 
in it.
4361. It is a rich design ? Tes, far more ornamental than the others. #
4362. Taking the nature, quantity, and price of material, it exceeds the cost of 10 L in proportion ? Tes, 
proportionately.
4363. So that there can be no doubt that, seeing that it exceeds 101 in cost, and that the cost of 101 exceeds, 
according to your estimate, the cost of 112 by 2s. a foot lineal, it is impossible for the original departmental

^lan of Contract 77 to have been based upon the estimate taken out for 112 ? I did not go into the 
departmental estimates, I simply worked out my own.
4364. But there can be no doubt, can there, that the departmental plan of Contract 77 was not based, as-
regards work of the same nature, upon Contract 112 ? No ; they apparently reduced their prices a little 
in the case of 112. .
4365. Does not the cost of 77 exceed that of 112? Tes, as regards the schedule prices. _
4366. Would it not be a fair thing, taking the relative estimates as regards. 112 and 77, and seeing that
in 112 the capacitv of the carrier exceeds that in No. 77 by over three times, to divide the cost, viz., 
£5 7s. l|d., by two ? Well, 112 is rather lower; it does not go the same height as 77. .
4367. But taking the relative cost of material ? Tes, perhaps it would be fair; but I would not like to
say off-hand. _
4368. Sis Sonor.~\ Can you form an idea as to how to reduce the cost of the bigger aqueduct to get at
the cost of the smaller aqueduct ? I do not know how you could do it. Tou would have to have the 
whole thing sketched out, and go into details. _ _
4369. Mr. Parkes^] Tou could judge it pretty well, could you not, by "the material in the two cases ? Tes..
4370. The material in 112, as regards cost, is far below the material in 77 ? Tes; there is no doubt
about that.
4371. And the capacity is three times that of 77 ? Tes.
4372. At the same time the cost of each is almost equal? Tes. .
4373. The material is not much greater in proportion, although it is more expensive ? Tes. .
4374. Now that you have looked into the matter, will you tell His Honor how you arrive at your
quantities of compo. ? Tes. I have had prepared a statement, which I will now hand in, as regards the 
various items. As regards the compo. of 1 to 3,1 have allowed 30s. per yard cube. According to Hurst s 
tables, and that is one of the standard authorities, 8T3 cubic feet of cement, 24'39 cubic feet of sand, 
and 37 gallons of water are equal to 1 yard cube of compo. I have taken 2ns casks of cement at 9s. 6d., 
making 19s. 9fd.; 25 cubic feet of sand, making 2s. 6d.; labour in mixing, Is. 3d. ; centres, 2s.; labour 
in placing, 4s. S^d. A small mortar mill will mix 25 yards per diem, and I have allowed a man to deposit 
H yards per diem, or 13 large barrow loads. As regards the centres I have allowed centering for 2 
arches, and 80 feet lineal of channel. It comes out at about £99. I have allowed for the 990 yards of 
compo., at say 2s. per yard, under that heading. [Vide Appendix No. 17]. .
4375. So that as far as bluestone concrete goes you think the Government have put down an excessive
cost for the compo. ? Tes. _ ,
4876. Tou know as a quantity surveyor that bluestone concrete is abetter material;—you have seen both 
materials tested ? Tes ; I have seen them tested. The bluestone concrete—I mean, of course, the small 
stuff—is much better.
4377. Is it less likely to shrink than compo. ? I cannot say.
4378. Mr. Davis.With reference to the shrinkage in the compo. what have you allowed, taking first of 
all the quantity of sand and the cubic feet of cement ? I have taken it according to the table to which 
I have referred, and it comes altogether to 33 or 34 feet for the material.
4379. That means a shrinkage of how much ? 6 or 7 feet.
4380. About 12 per cent. ? Tes. •-ii.-i.t_j
4381. I presume that if you were told that the actual shrinkage had been taken of material which had 
been used, and that it had been found to be three times the amount you named you would be a little bit 
surprised ? It would be going against all the standard authorities.
4382. But you would be a bit surprised to hear that it was so;—I presume that what had been actually 
done on the ground with the materials that are being used would be nearer the mark than anything you 
could get from a book like Hurst’s ? Tes ; the nature of the sand might vary slightly.
4383. 8o that that would upset your calculations a little? Tes, if you are correct.
4384i. With reference to the centering, you say you allowed in. your estimate for two centres, and for the- 
boxing of 80 feet of carrier;—did you not see more centres than two being used? No, I did not.
4385. If the Department insisted on four sets of centres being used, and if the contractors have to provide
those centres, I presume that it would be a fair thing to allow in the prices? Certainly. If they had 
to provide more centres, but there are only two actually there. ... ,
4386. As to the boxing, I believe you have had no actual experience in this kind of work? No. _
4387. Supposing it were found to be a fact that the boxing would last only about four times—that is,, 
that it could be set up only four times and would then have to be renewed, that would rather upset your
calculations would it not ? A little, perhaps. _ _ . i. a tt n
4388. As to the labour you have included in your estimate, how did you arrive at that ? Upon the-
assumption that a man would do so much in so much time. ' _ .
4389. It is just an assumption on your part ? Tes. No one in the Colony has had any experience m
connection with compo. in this class of work. _ .
4390. Supposing we have had practical experience in this class of work, and suppose that it has been
found to cost more than you have allowed as far as labour is concerned, would not that upset your 
calculations again ? Of course these things have to be tested. j r r j
4391. In your estimate of the Monier structure what foundations did you allow ? I. allowed for founda
tions down to the level-shown on the drawing. 4392-
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4392. Are there any foundations shown upon the Monier plan ? No.
4393. Then any foundations which you have included are also a matter of pure assumption ? No; 
have gone down to the rock level as shown on the plan.
4394. Is it not a fact that you have assumed a level for the bottom of your piers? No; it is not ; 
assumption, because the bottom is shown on the other drawing.
4395. The level of the rock is not shown underneath the piers in the Monier design? No.
4396. Then is it not an assumption on your part to give the levels of the bottom of the piers in the way 
you have done ? No; I do not see that, because I have taken them from the other drawing which shows the 
nock level.
4397. In other words, you have transferred levels of rock which you have found in the departmental 
-design on to the Monier design although the points where the rock is given do not correspond with the 
base of the piers at all; you say that it is not an assumption to draw a line of rock yourself ? No, 
not altogether, because the rock is shown so clearly in the Departmental plan.
4398. As to Contract 112, I think you told His Honor that in that case.there were three sewers ? No ; I 
■said that in regard to Contract 101.
4399. Prom the estimate of comparative cost you have made as between 77,101, and 112, do you wish 
His Honor to understand that it is possible to draw any conclusion from the making of an estimate of that 
•description ? No ; I do not want His Honor to draw any conclusion. Mr. Parkes asked me to make these 
estimates, and I have made them.
4400. You know, as a matter of fact, that the shape of the sewer, the thickness and area of the brickwork, 
and the height of the carrier all have something to do with making up the cost per foot run ? Yes.
4401. So that the price at one place for a comparatively large carrier might be less than the price at 
another place for a smaller carrier ? Yes. I do not say that you can gauge the carriers and the relative 
cost at all.
4402. You have obtained certain quantities from Hurst, and I should like to know what quantity of 
water you propose to use in the compo,;—would the quantity putin have anything to do with the shrinkage;— 
would it affect it in any wray ? Yes.
4403. Do you know what quantity of water is being used in the compo. upon Contract 77?. No.
4404. So that really you do not know what shrinkage to allow ? The water does affect the shrinkage, of 
course. If the compo. has to be brought to a certain consistency a certain amount of water would 
have to be used.
4405. You do not know the consistency of the compo. that is being used ? No.
4406. Mr. Gummow.'] As to the number of centerings which are being used in connection with Contract 
77, how many do you say were there when you visited the contract ? I saw two in one aqueduct.
4407. Do you know if there were any more? I do not. I simply^vent by the first aqueduct I came to.
4408. As to the special bluestone concrete, I understood you to say that the ingredients were 7 of metal, 
3 of sand, 2 of cement ? Yes.
4409. Would you consider it a stronger construction than concrete—5 of metal, 3 of sand, and 2 of 
cement ? No, certainly not; but in the case of 112 it was stronger than that.
4410. What were the ingredients in 112 ? 1, l-J, and 3, or 2, 3, and 6.
4411. Is that as strong as 2, 3, and 5 ? No.
4412. Which would be the stronger ? 2, 3, and 5.
4413. Mr. Parkes.] You base your opinion as to office designs in Contract 77 being more costly in pro
portion to the others from the materials used and from the cost of them ? Yes.
4414. His Honor.] Did you specially make a comparison between the cost of 101 and 77 for the purpose 
■of trying to determine which was the more expensive of the two as a mode of construction ? By the foot 
lineal; that is all.

W.
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4415. And you found, working it out in that way, that No. 77 was the more expensive? Yes, taking the
■capacities. -
4416. Did you notice whether there had been any economy applied to construction in the case of 77 as
compared with 101;—for instance, in reducing the size of the foundations, or in reducing the quantity of 
what might be called waste materials in the spandrils of the arches ? No; I think 77 is a much more 
-expensive design than 101. ‘
4417. Can you explain what Mr. Hickson means, then, when he says that by the time the Department 
had arrived at No 77 it had been found that the former plans were too heavy and expensive—that they 
were unnecessarily heavy and expensive—and that it had been found possible to economise in construction, 
partly by reducing the weight of the foundations, and partly by reducing the waste material in the 
haunches of the arches? No, I cannot. The sizes of the carriers are so different that it is hard to 
institute a comparison. One aqueduct is higher than the others.
4418. No. 77 is the higher? Yes.
4419. That would not affect the question of the arches and superstructure, it would onlv affect the piers
and foundation ? That is so. “
4420. Mr. Davis.] Which would have the largest spandril, the arch as shown in the Government plan for 
Contract 77, or the segmental arch as shown in the case of 101 ? The arch in the case of 101 would 
have the largest spandril.
4421. Mr. Parkes.] Is not the building of an elliptical arch a great deal more costly than the building of 
a segmental arch? Yes ; there is more trouble in getting the centres out.
4422. But is there not also more trouble in building after the centres are made? Yes; there is more 
.trouble with the bricks.
4423. Is it not the most costly arch to build ? .Yes.
4424. His Honori] I understand that the arches in the case of Contract 101 are segmental ? Yes. 
\Vide Appendices A., and C.]
4425. And elliptical in the case of 77 ? Yes.

Mr. Parkesi] Is there not more work and more material in the spandrils of the elliptical arches 
than in the spandrils of the segmental arches ? There would be more material in the segmental arches, 
but I have not actually compared them. '
4427. Take the striking of the arches on the piers in the segmental plan : compare the point at which the 
arch strikes there with the strike in the case of the elliptical plan ? Yes ; I confess I have not examined 
that point. 4428. ,



120 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

W. 4128. Is it not an acknowledged rule in construction that there is more work and more material in the
Thompson. gpall(jr;i 0f an elliptical arch than in the spandrel of a segmental arch ? There is more labour. 

02June"”l896 Is there not more material? I do not know that there is more material.
" ’ ‘ 4430. Take a semi-circular arch—is there not more material in the spandrel of the arch in that case? Tes.

4431. That is because the strike is lower ? Yes. •
4432. Would not the same rule therefore apply to an elliptical arch ? The centre would strike lower.
4433. Mr. Davis.~\ In the case of 101, every sixth pier is an abutment pier twice the size of the rest ?
Yes.
4434. G-o to Contract 77—are there any abutment piers ? No.
4435. So that there would be a saving in abutment piers in design 77 as compared with the design of 101? 
Yes ; but I have allowed extra to cover these.
4436. What is the span of the arch in the design of 101 ? 24 feet.
4437. What is the span in the case of No. 77 ? 52 ft. 3 in.
4438. So that there would be less piers in proportion in Contract 77 than in Contract 101 ? Yes.
4439. Taking the structure without regard to the material—taking it as it stands—do you not think that 
No. 77 is the cheaper design ? Certainly ; it is a lighter structure ; but a more expensive one.
4440. Mr. Par7ces.~\ But take it proportionately ;—do not your own calculations show that there is more 
costly material in that design ? Yes, proportionately.
4441. Mr. Gummow.'] Taking the the brickwork in these three contracts, can you compare them at all in 
cost ? No ; the brickwork in No. 77 is more expensive than in the others. In the case of 101 the arches 
are simple brickwork, and in the case of 112 I do not think there is any brickwork at all, except under 
the carrier, and that would be much cheaper.
4442. It would be inferior brickwork ? Yes.
4443. Mr. Davis.~\ Will the thickness of the arch have anything to do with the price ? No.
4444. You mean to say that you could put in I^-inch work in a tunnel for the same price as that at 
which you could build these big arches ? Not for the same price.
4445. There is a lot of tunnel work in Contract 77 ;—there is a lot of 4i-inch brickwork in the tunnel, is 
there not ? It is a small quantity compared with that in the aqueduct.
4446. But there would be a difference, and that would affect the price ? 4-a-inch work would be worth 
slightly more than 18-inch.
4447. His HonorThe estimates you have handed in to-day go beyond the estimates you handed in on a 
former occasion ? Yes ; formerly my estimates went down to the footing line only.

James Mitchell sworn and examined:—
J. Mitchell. 4448. Mr. ParTces.~\ You are a clerk in the Department of Audit ? Yes.
/———\ 4449. You hand in two documents from the Department, showing what ? Payments on account of the 

22 June, 1896. contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co. and Carter & Co.
4450. Por what period ? Prom 1890 to 1895. [Vide Appendix No. 23].
4451. Do these payments include payments in funded stock ? That I could not say.
4452. Will you ascertain and let us Imow on Wednesday? Yes.

Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge recalled and further examined :—
4453. Mr. Parhesi] You said the other day, in answer to one of my questions, that you informed Mr. 
Baltzer that Mr. Hickson wanted a Monier design;—did Mr. Hickson see you about it—did he speak to 
you about it? No, he did not. _

„ T „„ 4454. Who spoke to vou about it ? Am I bound to answer that question ? I do not wish to cause any -Ja June, 1S96. n , r ^unpleasantness. •
4455. I must ask you to tell us ? I think it was Mr. Davis who spoke to me.
4456. What did he say to you ? I think Mr. Hickson spoke to me also. I remember his saying, “ Why
do you not go in for more modern engineering ?” _
4457. I am referring now to the Monier arch design in Contract 77 ? Yes, but I think the conversation 
came in connection with the western outfall sewer in this way : I remember Mr. Hickson saying, “ Why do 
you not go in for more modern engineering ?” I said, “ Well, Mr. Hickson, there are several modern modes 
of construction that have just come to light; but you must not forget that they are all specialities.” He 
answered, “That is all right; you get me some of the latest designs out; we must save all the money we 
can now. You had better get out three or four designs.” I think Mr. Davis afterwards came up and 
brought me a message to the effect that I was to get out a design for a Monier arch; and I then said to 
Mr. Baltzer, “ Baltzer, Mr. Hickson wants a Monier design got out; you know all about it; now is your 
chance.” Baltzer said to me, “ Yes, I know already; Mr. Hickson told me about it.”
4458-9. You said in your former evidence that you made calculations as to the strains on the arches at 
Johnstone’s Creek P Yes ; no doubt, but only in connection with the original office design.
4460. When and where did you make up these strains ? I remember at the time this matter of the western 
outfall sewer occurred saying to Baltzer, “If you make out a design on the Monier system you must make out 
calculations and show me that the system will be strong enough to hold itself up. I will not furnish Mr. 
Hickson with any design unless it is properly calculated.” I remember that we made out designs upon other 
systems also. I think there were four altogether. When Baltzer came to get out his calculations on the 
Monier system he found that he could not do it. I knew he would be unable to do it perfectly well, and he 
came to me and said, “ Mr. Bagge, I find it exceedingly difficult to calculate these Monier arches. Will you 
let me have a good mathematician to help me ?” I said, “ You can have anyone you like.” He named a 
gentleman who is considered a good mathematician, and this gentleman went into the calculations with 

' him. The mathematician afterwards came to me and said, “ Mr. Baltzer can give me no starting-point, and 
unless I can get a proper starting-point I cannot calculate these arches.” He thereupon threw it up. 
Mr. Baltzer said to me afterwards, “ Will you give me another good mathematician to help me ?” I said, 
“ You can have the whole office. Only prove that this thing will stand and I am satisfied. Show me your

calculations.”

C. H. 
Ohlfsen- 
Bagge.
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calculations.” I gave him another gentleman to help him, and that gentleman said to me, “Mr. Bagge, the C-H.Ohlfsen- 
key of the position is not in our possession. Mr. Baltzer has not got it. He is very anxious to get it, but agge- 
he has not got it.^ We can only get at the result in a very roundabout way. We cannot calculate the ooTmi^TsqR 
Monier arch. W e shall have to take the compo. arch by itself and give the iron in. We cannot arrive at ’ '
the connection between the concrete and the iron. We have no data—no constant. We cannot arrive at it.
The only thing you can. do will be to make the compo. arch so thick that it will hold itself.” We then 
altered the original design of the real Monier arch, and made it thicker to answer our calculations. I 
look upon the construction of a compo. arch of this kind, even of the thickness given, as a ticklish piece of 
business, and for certain very good reasons I feel very doubtful as to whether it will stand.
44G1. Were these plans and calculations made in office time P Tes ; all in office time.
4462. And they were afterwards handed over to the contractors ? Ho ; they were handed to Mr.
Hickson with my report.
4463. Was the plan you made of the Monier design, and which you handed to Mr. Hickson, made in
office hours? Tes. & > j ’
4464. If Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. had not the true calculations upon which the Monier patent 
was obtained, the patent would not hold good, I suppose, if it were challenged ;—I presume you know 
something about patents? It strikes me. that that is'altogether a point of law of which I do not 
profess to have any special knowledge. This patent was taken out without my knowledge. I had no idea 
at the time that it had been taken out, but Mr. Hickson knew of it. I know that Mr. Baltzer consulted 
him about it. Had I known of the patent being taken out at that time, I would have opposed it if I could.
4465. Tou have often had to use iron in concrete and compo. in your construction ? We have used in various ■
works iron bond-rods. Tou know the hoop-iron also that is used in building. We have never used ironwork
as it is used in this special system, although, of course, the system was known to us as far back as 1888.
4466. Did you make out plans of M'Sweeney’s Contract No. 112 ? Tes. The arch in that case is not a 
Monier arch.
4467. In that plan you introduce iron into your carriers ? Tes.
4468. Do you think that that design is as effectual as the Monier system ? No, I do not think it would 
be quite as effectual as the Monier system. The metal would have to lie closer. The arch is stouter than 
m the Monier system, and we put the iron in to prevent the concrete from cracking.
4469. In that case you estimated that the material in the concrete, including the ironwork, would run 
£2 15s. a yard ? Tes. [ Vide Appendices Nos. 21 and 12.]
4471). That is a great deal less than the iron and compo., which was valued in the ease of the Monier plan 
at £4 10s. ? Tes, but that price was set down on the supposition that the material and workmanship 
would be of the quality required for Monier work.

it not have been much more economical to adopt a design such as that which you adopted 
m M Sweeney s contract when you were designing the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct ? It is very difficult 
to say. Johnstone’s Creek is surrounded by valuable properties, whereas the western outfall, McSweeney’s 
Contract, is not, and here we wanted to hand in a variety of designs as Mr. Hickson had ordered. Bach 
design we tried to make as cheaply as we possibly could, consistently with the strength required. We did 
not exactly compare the cost of one with the other until we had them finished ; then we drew out our 
results. The Monier design you speak of might have been cheaper ; but you must not forget that we did 
not ffi^l very safe about the Monier system pure and simple. That is why we got out these other designs.
4472. But you feel perfectly safe in regard to the design in 112 ? We felt safer in regard to that design 
than m regard to the Monier system pure and simple.
4473. It is certainly cheaper ? I think my estimates bear that out.
4474. Was the design of Contract 112 built up upon any of the schemes contained in you rreport to Mr.
Hickson? Tes; upon No. 2 scheme.
4475. But according to your estimate the material would be cheaper in the case of the Monier arch 
design ? The material in the Monier arch design we estimated much higher.

^ie just as effectual as the Monier system ? We thought it would be just as effectual.
4477. As a matter of fact, it has more responsible work to do ? Tes. • .
4478. Tou thought you could * construct it more easily than the Monier design ? Tes; we could have 
completed one arch at a time, provided the necessary number of rigid centerings were placed in position.
4479. His Honor.'] Tou were designing a scheme in concrete arches with which you ivere quite satisfied, 
without the use of the iron in the arch at all ? Tes.
4480. Tour plan is very much heavier in construction than is the Monier, is it not? Tes.
4481. And when you did not know how to calculate the strains in the case of using the iron grill, you 
thought it better to trust to concrete only, and work upon the basis of a sufficiently strong concrete 
structure to satisfy all possibilities ? Tes ; the calculations upon which the Monier system was based 
were not obtainable in the Colony.
4482. That construction, in your opinion, would be equally effectual with the Monier design ? We 
thought it would be.
4483. Mr. Parkes.] Do you recollect an experiment which was made with the Monier patent in the case 
ot a bridge on the Parramatta Eoad ? There was a culvert built there.
4484. The saving in that case was supposed to be about 50 per cent., was it not ? All I know about it is 
this :_Mr. Davis came to me one day and said, “ Mr. Hickson is building a culvert on the Parramatta Hoad.”
Mr. Hickson had told me before that there were no special difficulties in the Monier system, and that 
anyone could carry it out. lie afterwards tried it in the case of this culvert on the Parramatta Eoad, 
and that was the culvert which Mr. Davis asked me if I would like to see. He drove me out there and 
we saw the culvert. Some little time ago I heard that it had collapsed. [Vide Appendix No. 10.] ’
4485. Have you seen it since? I did not see the collapsed culvert, but someone told me that it had collapsed.
4486. W ho told you ? Is it necessary to say ?
4487. Certainly ; I want to know who told you ? I think it was Mr. Davis who told me. Mr Davis
apparently denies having done so; but my memory is quite clear on this point. *
4488. Tou are sure Mr. Davis told you ? Tes; I am quite certain he told me that this culvert had collapsed.
4489. Por what reason would it collapse ? When I first saw it I thought it was a safe culvert, but when 
1 saw the masons doing their work in the way in which they were doing it, I felt fairly convinced that the 
thing would tumble down. They did not put in the mortar properly.

140—Q 4490.
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C.H. Ohlfaen- 4490. If there is a saving of 50 per cent, resulting from the using of the Monier system in a bridge, 
would there not be a similar saving from the use of the system in an aqueduct ? Where does the saving 
come in if the system tumbles down ?
4491. The real patent is in the arch, is it not ? Tes. _
4492. Then I say that if there is a saving of 50 per cent, in the arch of a bridge would there not be a 
similar saving in the arch of an aqueduct ? Tes. Perhaps you will allow me to reply to that question 
in my own way. The trouble of building upon this Monier system makes it very hard upon a contractor. 
In the first place there are a lot of centerings to be built and boxed in. Por the Monier design of To. 3 
Scheme, Western Outfall, I reported that ten centerings would be required at a time.
4493. If he does the work properly P Tes. If he does the work properly the boxing has to be made
water-tight, and that, as you can understand, involves a great amount of trouble and labour. There is 
great risk attaching to the work, because when you are using this fine cement if the water runs out it 
would take the cement with it, and that would cause a weak point at once; therefore if the work is to be 
done honestly it must be done with water-tight boxing from one end of the work to the other, and there 
may be a great expense connected with that. .
4494. Upon calculations of that sort vou made up your cost to £4 10s ? Tes. Put whether we were quite 
right in our calculations is another matter. We made them as nearly as we possibly could.
4495. Supposing there was a saving in the arches of the bridge from the use of this system, there would also 
be a saving in the arches of an aqueduct, I suppose ;—is there any reason why this should not be ? I think 
it is very difficult to calculate on the saving upon this Monier system as it is being carried out. It is entirely 
an experiment, and it is very doubtful whether there will be any saving at all. That is my honest opinion.
4496. Sis Honor J] But supposing that the work does stand, and that it does not tumble down ? Then 
of course there might be a saving.
4497. Mr. Parkes^] And that saving would apply to both the cases I have named ? Tes.
4498. I think you said just now that you took out quantities of the original office plans while Mr. Baltzer 
was taking out quantities of the Monier plan;—is that what I understood you to say ? Quantities were 
taken out in the office of all the three plans together.
4499. So far as extravagance of material is concerned ;—which is the most costly, the office plan of To. 77 
or the plan of To. 101 ? I think the plan of To. 101 is the more costly.
4500. Has it not most expensive material P It is a stouter structure.
4501. But there is no dressed stonework in it, is there ? To.
4502. Is there not dressed stonework in the office plan of To. 77 ? Tes.
4503. And the very best class of faced brickwork ? Tes. ' .
4504. Look again at the plan of To. 101 and tell me which you think is the more extravagant in material? 
I do not call the plan of To. 101 an extravagant plan.
4505. What would you call the plan of To. 77 ? I should call neither extravagant. Each plan has been 
calculated on its own merits and has been given the strength and material it ought to have.
4506. When To. 77 was taken out was there an economy in any special sense as compared with To. 2 
scheme in your report—in other words did you base your material and work in To. 77 on the material and 
work in To. 2 scheme ? I think they were all taken out as cheaply as possible, each on its own merits.
4507. But when you were calculating the work and material in the Departmental design of To. 77 did 
you take To. 2 scheme in your report as a basis ? To. That is a totally different design.
4508. Is it more expensive or more economical ? The design of To. 77 would be the more expensive of
the two. _
4509. How long after the plans of To. 112 were the plans of the Departmental design of To. 77 drawn ? 
The plans of To. 77 were drawn some time ago with Ashlar piers ; in fact, more expensive than the present 
plan of To. 77, the latter is a modification of the original design, less expensive, and this modified design 
was prepared prior to, but signed by me in January, 1895, and Contract 112 was nearly finished at that time.
4510. Seeing that you went into calculations with a view to cheapening the aqueducts, why did you depart 
from the method of construction in Contract 112 when you were designing Contract To. 77 ? Because 
Mr. Hickson told us that we must do more modern and cheaper work for Contract 112. Contract 77 is in 
a prominent locality.
4511. But when you were making the plans for the succeeding Contract 77, including the aqueducts at
Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek, why you did not adhere to the cheaper form of construction ? 
Because the locality of Contract 77 required a different design from that of To. 112, for which Mr. 
Hickson wanted three or four different designs taken out. We had to take out three or four different 
designs in order to comply with Mr. Hickson’s instructions. [Vide Appendix 7?.] _
4512. Is the design in To. 77 one of these ? To ; the brick arches were done before. Mr. Hickson wanted 
a cheaper design than the brick arches for To. 112. He wanted larger spans so as to cheapen the design.
4513. Tou drew the plans of To. 77 after the plans for To. 112 were drawn ? I think before Contract 112.
4514. Then what I want to know is why you did not adhere to the cheap form of construction which you 
had adopted in 112 ? The site for To. 77 required a different design. Tou must understand that for 
To. 112 we had to take out three or four designs on the latest principles. We could not ascertain the 
cost of a given work until the design had been completed sufficiently to permit of quantities being taken 
out. After the actual quantities of the different designs were taken out, it was a matter of chance whether 
one of them was cheaper than the other.
4515. Tou mean you were waiting for the results of the plan in To. 112 ? Tes.
4516. Then was the Departmental plan in Contract To. 77 an experimental design ? To; it is not an 
experimental design. It is a design such as would be carried out in Europe at that time.
4517. H.is Honor.'] Do you say that the design of To. 77 involves a saving upon the principle adopted in 
the design of To. 101-was it a cheaper kind of construction ? To. If we had constructed a plan in 
the case of To. 101 npon that principle, it would have been more expensive.
4518. Then was the plan in To. 77 cheaper than in To. 101? To. All the ornamentation was taken
away in the case of To. 101. The work was nearer the town in the case of To. 77, and when we 
started these works we were told not to put ugly sewers across the valleys. I remember that a large 
and very influential deputation waited upon Mr. Bruce Smith in those days, and they especially asked that 
ugly sewers should not be taken across the valleys. I remember pointing out at the time that we had 
no intention of constructing ugly sewers, and that we could make the work look as nice as any other 
public work. 4519.
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4519. Sis Honor.'] It was a deputation of mayors and aldermen, I suppose ? Tes, and of members of C. H. Ohlfaen-
Parliament, and a considerable time afterwards when the work was being carried out Mr. Hickson said . aSSe- 
that we must save as much as we could by the use of more modern and cheaper designs. These designs 22Jnne~1896 
were accordingly taken out. I wish your Honor to understand that even the concrete arches in Contract 112 ’ '
are quite a novelty. They are a ticklish thing to construct. That kind of design is even now being spoken
of in the Home papers as a novelty. They constructed in Austria lately a large concrete bridge on 
a similar design, and they looked upon it as a great novelty. I say it is a ticklish work, because you must 
have watertight boxes, and great care must be taken as regards the material. It is work which should be 
allowed to be done only by specialists, as done in European countries. _
4520. Then we come back to this—that as a mode of construction the design in Contract 77 is not cheaper
than is the design in Contract 101 ? It is a totally different work. _
4521. But whether the works are different or nut, whether the difference comes in in the ornamentation 
or not, at any rate No. 77 is not a cheapening of the principle adopted in the case of No. 101. The 
design in No. 77 is in no way a cheapening of that principle ? No. When we drew the modified present 
plan of No. 77 we took it out as cheaply as we could, but at the same time we wanted to give the work 
a good appearance.
4522. And did you in so carrying out your design modify the form of the arches—did you save anything 
in that plan of No. 77 in the arches as compared with the form of arch in No. 101 ? No, we did not; it 
might have been cheaper had it been a different style of work. At the same time the modified design for 
No. 77 is a very cheap design.
4523. If it were not for the ornamentation ? Tes. [Vide Appendices A and O.]
4524. But with the ornamentation it is about the same you think ? Tes, without the ornamentation it 
would be still cheaper.
4525. Eor its carrying capacity ? Tes.
4526. Mr. Davis.] I should like you to be quite clear which design you signed first. Tou told us that
the design of No. 77 was signed in January, and that the design of 112 was signed, as I understood you 
to say, later, in which case the design in Contract 77 would be in hand before the design in the case of 
Contract 112? Tes. •
4527. Therefore the estimate that you put before Mr. Hickson when the design for No. 112 was about to
be proceeded with had no reference to Contract 77 ? Certainly not, it only referred to No. 112. Every 
estimate was made entirely on its own merits. A special estimate for No. 77 was made and handed to 
Mr. Hickson at the time when that plan was laid before him. _
4528. I should like you also to clear up the point as to the cheapness or otherwise of the design in 
contract No. 77 as compared with the design for Contract 101. Without reference to the material what 
do you think is the cheaper design ? As far as the design is concerned the design for Contract 101 is the 
plainer and cheaper style of design.
4529. Leaving the material out of the question, and taking the big spans and the smaller piers in No. 77 
as compared with the smaller spans and the big abutment piers in the plan of Contract 101, which would 
you say was the cheaper design? The plan of No. 77 might appear cheaper, but you must allow me to 
explain matters. Tou must recollect this, that when we designed the aqueducts for Contract No. 101 we 
were going over very peculiar and low ground, and by having the spans as you see them we distributed the 
weight of the heavy structure upon a greater number of piers and smaller arches in consequence. In the 
case of 77 we did not run as much risk as we did in the case of No. 101, which contract is on very bad 
ground. In the case of No. 101, on that low ground, we were afraid that with the larger arches settlement 
would take place much more readily than if the piers were closer together. As a rule, the greater the 
elevation of an aqueduct above the ground the greater the span of the arches.
4530. Assuming that the foundations were similar, and that the material in the two structures was 
similar, which would be the cheaper to build, the arches of the span which you have in No. 77 or the 
arches of the span which you have in No. 101 ? The two designs are necessarily quite different in style.
I think the arches in No. 77, where practicable, would have been cheaper, but you must bear in mind that 
the two structures were on very different ground. It is of no use to ask me questions, irrespective of the 
ground for which the structures were designed.
4531. Coming now to the material. In the case of the design of Contract No. 77, I think you said that 
the material specified to be used in that case was more expensive than in the case of Contract No. 101 ?
Only on account of the appearance which had to be given to the work.
4532. That was the reason for the difference you made in respect to the material in the design for Contract 
77 as compared with design for Contract 101 ? Tes.
4533. Before we leave that subject, I should like you to explain what you meant by that foot-note to 
your report ? The question arose as to the actual expense of these works. Mr. Hickson wanted us to do 
the work more cheaply. We had to consider that in the case of the one work two sewers would answer 
the purpose for a long time, the third being built some twelve or fifteen years hence. I, therefore, said 
in my footnote with reference to that work—I mean Contract 101—that Ahearne’s plan was not so 
expensive as Mr. Hickson thought, and that if we only did the work actually required it would come to 
the amount I gave, leaving out the one sewer. [ Vide Appendix No. 9.]
4534. Tou wanted to show first of all that the work which had been carried out in the case of No. 101
was not so extravagant after all ? Tes. '
4535. Secondly, that in the work you proposed to carry out in conformity with Mr. Hickson’s wishes 
there was a saving representing the difference between £10 16s. Id. and £6 16s. lid. ? Tes, and that for 
a much larger aqueduct.
4536. When you made these relative estimates what consideration did you give to the foundations. Did 
you assume that there would be the same foundations in each scheme ? In these three schemes— 
certainly. They were all for one and the same thing.
4537. Sis Honor.] But did they involve the same foundations as in the case of Contract 101 ? Contract 
101 was totally different from these three schemes. There were three different schemes for the same 
purpose, and they were on the same ground. Contract No. 101 is on quite different ground.
4538. Mr. Davis.] What you say is that you included in the three schemes you submitted the same 
foundations ? Tes.
4539. How did the foundations which you included in No. 3 scheme compare with the foundations included
in Contract 101 ? There is no relation between the two things. 4540.
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^P, ^1^sen" 4540. So that it would not do to rely too much upon the comparison you made in your footnote ? Not at 
all. I brought in the footnote to show that Contract 101 was not so much more expensive than the three 

22 June 1896 estimates of the three rival schemes. _
’ 4541. What foundations did you include in the £10 16s. Id.—did that amount include all the foundations

which were put in or which were to be put in under Contract No. 101 ? According to contract schedule 
and prices. _ _ _
4542. So that as far as the foundations are concerned the three schemes compare with the price in No. 101, 
£10 16s. Id. ? Yes.
4543. You were saying just now that the Monier design, which you now see on the easel, was made fy 
Mr. Baltzer during office hours ;—did you refer to the plan upon the easel, or did you refer to the design 
which was made at the time you wrote your report ? The design referred to in my report was made by 
Mr. Baltzer in the office.
4544. "Was it made during office hours ? Yes, decidedly.
4545. You are quite sure about that ? Yes ; I am as sure as that I stand here that the plans were made
in the office by Mr. Baltzer. _
4546. Are you sure you have not confused the plan for the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct with the plan that 
was prepared in the case of No. 112 and which you submitted to Mr. Hickson with your report? I am 
referring to the plan mentioned in my report. Johnstone’s Creek plan was also made by Mr. Baltzer, 
and I believe in the office.
4547. Do you mean the Monier design ? Yes.
4548. Is it not a fact that the Monier design is similar in every respect to the design made by Mr. Baltzer 
at the time you submitted your report in connection with Contract 112 ? The plan you have pointed out 
to me is not a design for Contract 112. There does not appear to be any heading to the plan.
4549. I want you to be quite sure upon this point;—are you sure that this particular drawing was made 
by Mr. Baltzer during office hours ? All I know is this, that Mr. Baltzer made a design for the 
Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct, on the Monier system, and I believe in office hours. Whether the drawing 
before me is that identical drawing, or a copy of it, of course I cannot say.
4550. The design to which you refer was sent down to Mr. Hickson with your report? Yes.
4551. And that is the design to which you referred when you said, “ Now, Baltzer, here is your chance”? 
Yes. I said to Baltzer, “ Mr. Hickson wants three or four more designs, and he wants a Monier design. 
Here is your chance. You say you are an expert. Make a proper design, but be sure that it is calculated 
properly.” [Vide Appendix Bj]
4552. Is not the tracing before you, to which you have been referring, the plan which went down with 
your report to Mr. Hickson ? It may, or may not, be; I cannot say. I should very much like to see the 
original.
4553. Sis SonorJ] When you sent down your report on the three schemes to Mr. Hickson you sent plans 
with it ? Yes.
4554. Mr. Davis.'] But at that time the plan for the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct was not signed ? I do 
not know about the date. I know that the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct plan, to which I am referring, 
was drawn by Mr. Baltzer, and I believe it was drawn in the office.
4555. But were these three concrete schemes made out with the idea of utilising them upon Johnstone’s 
Creek and White’s Creek ;—were they not made out for an'other purpose ? I recollect three different 
designs were made out at the one time, and that the Monier design was made out by Mr. Baltzer. The 
other designs were made out by us according to our ideas.
4556. Is not the tracing you have been referring to, and which Mr. Baltzer made, the design which was sent 
down to Mr. Hickson for his decision ? I am under the impression that four designs were made out. 
There are only three here.
4557. Is not this tracing the drawing which you have referred to as having been made by Mr. Baltzer 
during office hours ? Well, it is extremely difficult to distinguish one sheet from another.
4558. Was not the plan which Mr. Baltzer made during office hours the one which you sent down to Mr. 
Hickson with your report ? Certainly.
4559. Did you, as far as you can remember, ever compare the cost of Contract 77 with the cost of Con
tract 112, Contract 77 being for the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct and Contract 112 being M‘Sweeney’s 
contract, seeing that these designs were made before Contract 112 was thought of;—how could you 
possibly compare the one with the other ? The Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct had nothing whatever to do 
with the three schemes contained in my report.
4560. What I want to know is, whether the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct plan had anything whatever to 
do with M'Sweeney’s contract, taking the sewer across the sewage farm at Arncliffe ? No ; except that 
Mr. Hickson referred to it as a more extravagant work, and said that we must do cheaper work.
4561. When Mr. Hickson said that he did not refer to Contract 101 r It is very difficult for me to under
stand what you mean. What I understood him to say was that the work referred to in my report must 
be done more cheaply with larger arches. I remember perfectly well what took place at the time, but 
your memory seems to have gone.
4562. At the time you submitted your report upon the extension of the sewer across the sewage farm at 
Arncliffe,-you also submitted a sheet of strains ? Yes.
4563. Can you identify the sheet I now hand in as being that sheet ? Yes.
4564. Does it bear your signature ? Yes.
4565. After this sheet had been prepared under your own superintendence, were you not satisfied that 
the 75-feet span arch at Arncliffe was not only stable but was absolutely sure? Yes ; you are referring to 
M'Sweeney’s contract. The calculations are quite correct, but the work is a speciality nevertheless.
4566. Did you not say in your report, “ Scheme No. 3 is accompanied by one sheet of drawings showing
the proposed general design, and by a second sheet of drawing showing diagrams of forces on the 75-feet 
span arches loaded and not loaded, and on the 7 ft. 3 in. arches loaded only.” You go onto say that 
there is a factor of safety of 5'7, and that you regarded that as conclusive in your own mind as to the 
stability of the arch ? 1 regarded the calculation as absolutely conclusive. It was the result of the best
calculations we could make on the subject, but the work remains a speciality.
4567. Is it not a fact that the calculations shown on this diagram of forces were made without taking into 
consideration the iron grid in any way whatever ? Exactly.
4568. You treated the arch simply as an ordinary arch composed of compo. ? Yes. 4569.
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4569. And it gave a factor of safety of 5'7 ? I ought to make this explanation : Originally we had made C. H.Ohlfsen- 
the arch lighter, but when we went into calculations we found that we could not make any in regard to Bagge. 
ironwork ; therefore, we made the arch sufficiently strong to hold itself. I warned you in my report jTl
that it was a concrete arch, pure and simple, and that both it and the Monier were specialities at home, une’ ’
and that the danger which rested with the one rested with the other. I warned you distinctly that it was 
a novelty, and I feel almost sure that if the iron were omitted from the compo., although the strain shows 
that the structure will stand, it would not be well to take the risk. I myself would not like to take the 
risk of the arch unless it were built by specialists.
4570. Then you regard this diagram of forces as unreliable? It is correct.
4571. Therefore, the arch should be stable if properly built ? Tes; but I would not take the risk.
4572. With the iron grid it would be even more secure ? Tes.
4573. Supposing you increased the thickness of the arch from 10 inches to 12 inches, would it not be 
even stronger ? I would not build it of compo.
4574. But would it not be, stronger ? Tes.
4575. So that if the arch at Johnstone’s Creek, which has not to carry the same weight as the arch which you 
propose at Arncliffe, is made 2 inches thicker, it will be 20 per cent, stronger; and you would say, therefore, 
that the design was safer than the one you proposed? I would simply say this-—that according to calculation 
this plan is correct, but in practice I believe that if you carry out the work without the iron it will tumble 
down. There is no engineer here who can supervise it properly. It is a speciality, pure and simple.
4576. Do you remember when I told you, as you state, that the culvert had fallen down at Strathfield;— 
when was it ? Some time afterwards. It might be a few weeks afterwards. Tou took me out to show 
me the place, and you afterwards said, “Tou know that culvert? It has tumbled down.”
4577. Tou cannot remember where it was that I told you that ? In the office.
4578. Tou are quite sure about that ? I am as sure of it as that I stand here. '
4579. Did I ever tell you, or did you ever hear from anyone, that a week after the arch of the culvert 
had been constructed, by some mistake on the part of the watchman, one of those waggons which come 
down from the country laden with produce and weighing about 10 tons was allowed to cross it, and that 
the arch did not move a peg ? No ; no one ever told me of that. It is the first time I have heard it.
4580. Mr. Gummow.^ What is the date of your report to Mr. Hickson ? 22nd September, 1894.
4581. What is the date of the acceptance of the tender for Contract 77 ? 13th March, 1895.
4582. With regard to this Parramatta Road culvert, you say it was badly constructed? I did not say 
anything of the kind.
4583. Did you not say something about bad construction ? Mr. Davis, to the best of my recollection, 
came to me and said, “ Mr. Hickson is building a culvert on the Parramatta Road. Would you like to 
see it? ” I said, “ Tes.” We went out, and I saw it being constructed, and I saw the men who were 
at it using their tools in a very peculiar way, putting the compo. in in a way that I did not like—very 
different from the way in which I have seen you putting in the compo. in your model arch when it was 
built at North Shore. I saw then at once that it would never do to hand this kind of structure to 
anyone who came along, and offered to do it. '
4584. Did Carter, G-ummow, & Co. build the culvert? I do not think so. I think it was built under 
Mr. Hickson by one of the road engineers.
4585. If these Monier arches are built with watertight boxes, I understand you to say that you consider 
they would be all right—is that not so ? That is one factor in their construction.
4586. With regard to the bad foundation in Contract 101, as compared with the bad foundation in Contract 
77, which has the worse foundation ? I think Contract 101.
4587. When you get a bad foundation, what means do you generally take to strengthen the structure?
Pirst of all, we make the arches narrower, and then we pile. Every pier is piled.
4588. Has any pier in the case of Contract 101 been piled—have piles been put in to support the piers ?
I think I made provision for piling in bad ground.
4589. If it were necessary ? Tes.
4590. Have any piles been put into the foundations of Contract 77 ; and, if so, was any provision made
for them ? I could not say. The plan will show. '
4591. Did you allow for piles in that contract? Tes.
4592. With regard to the three schemes upon which you reported—you say that Mr. Hickson told you 
that you must be more modern in the designs you got out;—you got out these schemes in order to be in 
touch with what was being done on the Continent? Tes.
4593. Tou said you considered these concrete arches a novelty? Tes.
4594. Do you consider the Monier arches a novelty ? Tes ; quite a novelty. A speciality.
4595. In connection with this contract for concrete arches, did you make any extra provision for security 
other than the usual deposit and retention money was there any guarantee bond ? I could not say.
4596. Tou do not know whether the G-overnment have made the contractors find security bonds as well 
as give retention money ? I do not. I stated in my reports that for concrete arches as well as arches 
built upon the Monier system the European Governments asked for securities.
4597. Tou do not know whether the Government in this particular case asked for any special securities? No.
4598. I am referring to the design in Contract 112;—it is as much a novelty as the Monier system as far 
as you know? Tes.
4599. Do you know Mr. Snodgrass ? Tes.
4600. Have you had much to do with him in general practical engineering ? I have known Mr. Snodgrass 
for fifteen years, and I consider him a clever man; in fact, I think he is one of the cleverest men in 
your firm. I know you are a good man too, but I looked upon Mr. Snodgrass as a clever man, a good 
mathematician, and a man having at the same time a lot of practical experience.
4601. Do you know the main outfall chamber at Bondi ? Tes.
4602. Would Mr. Snodgrass be quite capable of carrying out that work ? I think so.
4603. Could I do it ? I am sure you could. Tou did it.
4604. Mr. Parkes.~\ I should like to settle this question with regard to the plans. The first report you 
sent to Mr. Hickson was six or seven months before plans were made for the Johnstone’s Creek and 
White s Creek aqueducts; what I want to know is whether, when you were makiug plans for Contract

. 77, Mr. Baltzer was making a plan for the Monier arches ? No; Mr. Baltzer made the plan for the 
Monier arches when we made the plans of the three rival schemes. 4605;
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C. H.Ohlfsen- 4605. You wrote a letter following your report, when tender* had come in for the Johnstone s Creek and
Bagge. -White’s Creek aqueducts, and then said: “ The plans for the White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek aque

ducts, as designed m this office, for which tenders were invited, were prepared with a view of securing the 
une’ ' most substantial and enduring structure at the most reasonable cost. At the time that this design was

made I had as full particulars regarding the Monier principle as it was possible to obtain m the Colony. 
Accompanying this letter or second report of yours, was the contractors’ Monier design ; what I want to 
know is, was that contractors’Monier design made by Mr. Baltzer F Yes. . ,.
4606. In the office ? Yes, to the best of my belief. At least, I am under the impression that I saw him 
making a design there for this very thing.
4607. At that time? Yes. . ,
4608. And were the original designs made at that time ? Yes, the original design, as modified, -was made
in the office. . . . -own
4609. The plan which Mr. Baltzer prepared would I suppose be a plan in addition to this tracing r Well,
it was made on white paper like the plan before me. .
4610. JUr. Davis.] Do you know whether Mr. Baltzer prepared two designs on the Monier system. It
is very difficult for me to say, but I know that two designs were made. He made sketches first, and 
afterwards made the designs. .
4610-2-. And that design was you saythe designwhichyou submitted to Mr.Hicksonwithyourreport. Exactly.
4611. When you submitted the tenders to Mr. Hickson in connection with Contract 77 you wrote what
Mr. Parkes has read to you ? Yes. .
4612. You say in that report or letter, “ At the time that this design was made I had as^ full particulars 
regarding the Monier principle as it was possible to obtain in the Colony”—did you refer to.the design which 
you had submitted to Mr. Hickson before that date ? The portion of the report which you have read referred 
to the design which Baltzer made in connection with the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct. I am sure of that.
4613. And you say he made only one design ? That I cannot say, but two Monier designs were made in 
the office. I know that he made the design I asked him to make for the three rival schemes.
4614. It is quite clear that Mr. Baltzer drew the Monier arch plan which you submitted with your report
on the 21st September, 1894 ? Yes. ... ,
4615. How I want you to be very careful in what you say, because it is a serious matter. I want you to 
tell His Honor whether you know of Mr. Baltzer drawing any other design during office hours ? He 
made several designs in the office. I am quite sure of that.
4616. Can you swear that Mr. Baltzer drew this design of the J ohnstone’s Creek and White s Creek 
aqueduct in the office ? I would much rather that you did not ask me these questions. I have not seen 
the plans for a long time now, and they confuse me. I can only say to the best of my belief, Baltzer 
did draw the plan. I may be in error. The plan you have put before me looks to me uncommonly like 
the plan which I saw at that time. How I come to think of it, I should not like to say whether that was 

-done in the office or not. But I know two Monier designs were made in the office.
4617. Sis Sonar.] You remember having a number of tenders laid before you in connection with the 
carrying out of Contract 77 ? Yes.
4618. You then made a report, or you may say you wrote a letter ? Yes.
4619. A copy of that letter appears in the Parliamentary papers under date of 14th March, 1895 . Yes.
4620. At the end of the list of tenders which you submitted with that letter you put the tender of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., for a lump sum of £15,500 ? Yes.
4621. That was for carrying out the work upon the Monier principle ? Yes.
4622. At that time did you see apian or plans accompanying the tender for that particular work. I
certainly did, and I know that a second design was made in the office. .
4623. But the design to which you are now referring was for an aqueduct which really was to be built m
a totally different place,—not at Johnstone’s Creek or White’s Creek? Yes, possibly._ )
4624. It might have been utilised for M‘Sweeney’s contract; but instead of utilising it for M‘Sweeney s 
contract your Ho. 2 scheme was utilised ? Yes, possibly.
4625. And it was as to the tracing to which you have referred that you calculated out the strains on the 
Monier system, leaving out the iron ? Yes ; the strain calculations refer to the three rival schemes.
4626. When this lump sum tender was before you for £15,500 as a substitute for the office scheme in the 
case of Contract 77, did you see any plan at all ? Yes, I did. It came to me with the tenders for 
Contract Ho. 77, and at that time I was under the impression that it had been made in the office. It is 
Mr. Baltzer’s drawing, but I may be in error as to his having prepared it in the office.
4627. That being so do you really know anything about the drawing of the plan ;—-do you know who 
drew it and where it was drawn ? Yes, it is Mr. Baltzer’s drawing ; but, now I come to think of it, I 
should like to withdraw that part of my evidence as to where this plan was drawn, because I would not 
like to injure anyone. At the same time, I have a feeling that it was drawn in the office; but I do not 
want to injure anyone, so perhaps I had better not say anything definite about it.
4628. You are not sure about it ? Ho ; you must recollect that this took place some sixteen months ago.
4629. JSr. Danish] At the time you received tenders for Contract 77 you had charge of the drawing 
office ? Yes.
4630. You were personally acquainted with all that went on there ? Yes. _
4631. And you were responsible to the Government for seeing that every man there did his duty ? Yes.
4632. Do you think it would be like yourself to allow a draftsman in the office to occupy his time on his 
private business or work ? I do not look upon it in that light at all. When Mr. Hickson wanted a 
certain design we had to make it.
4633. You are referring to the design which you sent in with your report ? Yes. ...
4634. I want you to fix your mind upon this—when you received tenders for Contract 77 is it likely that
you would allow Mr. Baltzer or anyone else in the office to occupy his time in drawing another design ? 
Hot unless I told him to do so. .
4635. You would not be likely to tell him? If I were instructed by Mr. Hickson that a design was 
wanted I should certainly tell him.
4636. Would he be likely to so instruct you ;—is it at all likely that he would instruct you to do work
for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I could not take that into consideration at all. If Mr. Hickson wanted a 
certain design I should not ask anything of Carter, Gummow, & Co. I should not ask them to permit 
me to make the design. That has nothing to do with it. 4637.
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4637. You say that Mr. Hickson asked you to make a design on the Monier system ? Yes. C.H. Ohlfsen-
4638. Is not the tracing before you the design you made ? Yes. Bagge.
4639. Mr. Parkes.'l When you submitted the tenders for Contract 77 did you write as follows to Mr. toq«
Hickson:—“With respect to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, second tender for a lump sum of2 une’ °°°' 
£15,500, I find that it is accompanied by a special design on the Monier system”? Then Carter,
Gummow, & Co. must have given in the design with their tender.
4640. You admit that you wrote that ? Yes.
4641. Do you not think that at that time you had the design before you ? I have had it.
4642. But is it not probable that you would have had it ? Yes.
4643. Mr. Gummow!\ Did Mr. Hickson ever instruct you to allow any officer in your department to make
a drawing for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No. ~
4644. Mr. Parkes.^ You recollect when you made your plans for Contract 77 ? Yes.
4645. Did Mr. Hickson then ask you to make a plan on the Monier system ? No, I do not think he did.
4646. Have you ever seen the plan on white paper now before you ;—I am not referring to the tracing ?
I have.
4647. Did you ever see it in the Government office ? Yes ; I think I may say I am sure I saw it there.
4648. Did you see it done there ? That is another matter. You will see from my report, that I say as 
clearly as possible, that Carter, Gummow, & Co. sent in a special tender with a design accompanying it.
They having done that as an unexpected thing to me I could not very well have given instructions for a 
drawing to be made in the office.
4649. But you say that Mr. Hickson came to you at that time and told you to get a design made out on 
the Monier system ? Yes. But I think that referred to M‘Sweeney’s matter.
46o0. But it must have been long before M‘Sweeney’s matter came up ? The question is whether this Monier 
plan was made in the office at the time these plans for Contract 77 were being made there? I do not think so.
4651. When did you first have that plan before you ? It is very difficult to say. Of course, if I had not 
seen it before I wrote the letter which has been referred to, it must have been sent to me with the tender.
But that is the question. I cannot remember now.
4652. When are the office stamps generally put upon the drawings ? When they go downstairs for record,
4653. Is not the stamp a record that the plan is made in the office ? Yes.
4654. Is it put on after the plan is made ? Yes.
4655. The stamp is evidence that the plan is an office plan ? It does not exactly indicate that it is an office 
plan. If a contractor for instance sent in a plan with a tender it would be stamped in that way and recorded.
4656. Who was the draftsman who worked next to Mr. Baltzer in the office ? Mr. Littlejohn.
4657. Are you quite sure now in your own mind about this plan having been made in the office? Well,
I cannot be certain, but I am under the impression that it was. I may be mistaken.

WEDNESDAY, 24 JUNE, 1896.
James Mitchell recalled and further examined:—

4658. Mr. Parkes.'] Since you were here on Monday you have looked carefully through the returns which J. Mitchell,
you then handed in, showing the payments by the Treasury to the firms of Carter & Co. and Carter, -s
Gummow, & Co. ? Yes. 24 June, 1896.
4659. Did you find that it included the whole of the payments—Bunded Stock payments and all ? Yes. *
4660. Sis Sonar.] The return is absolutely complete ? Yes; I hand in also an additional statement 
showing the payments in Bunded Stock as distinguished from the other payments. [Vide Appendix No. 23.]

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
4661. Mr. Parkes.] What is the position of the culvert upon the Monier arch principle which the J. Davis. 
Department constructed upon the Parramatta Eoad ? I cannot say from memory, but I think I might /—
be able to identify it from the map. 24 June, 1896.
4662. Was the experiment made by the office ;—do you know who carried it out ? I believe it was made 
from the Eoad Vote. I do not know of the matter officially, but having taken some interest in it I 
happen to know how it arose. The local officer recommended that an ordinary culvert should be built 
there at a certain cost—a culvert to be covered with buckle-plates. Comparative estimates were made of 
the culvert as proposed by him, and of a culvert on the Monier system, and it was found that the Monier 
system was considerably cheaper than the ordinary construction. It was not regarded as an experiment 
in a certain way, and yet in another sense it was an experiment. [Vide Appendix No. 10.]
4663. Did you make any other experiment of the kind ? There was no other experiment by the Depart
ment, if you regard that as an experiment.
4664. Did the Department make any particular tests of the strength of the Monier system ? Yes ; we have 
prepared Monier plates which have boon*tested both at the University and in our own testing room.
4665. Sis Sonor.] Did Professor Warren test them ? He has, I believe, tested two or three plates for us.
4666. Mr. Parkesk] At what time would that be ? Probably fifteen months ago. .
4667. Did you test them in any work in particular? Nowhere except in the culvert to which you have
referred. J
4668. Can the Monier work be seen in that culvert now ? Yes. Perhaps I might say in order to set the 
matter at rest—because there was an element of doubt raised by Mr. Bagge’s evidence on Monday—that 
since then an officer of the Department has been to this place, and having made a special examination of it 
has found that the work has not moved in any sense whatever—that it is precisely the same as when erected.
4669. Did anything ever happen to it? I think Mr. Bagge got his impression—and I can only call it an
impression that the culvert had collapsed in this way. During the time the culvert was being constructed 
a small quantity of compo. was one afternoon put in position, and during the succeeding night there was, 
for Strathfield, a heavy frost. This perished the compo. It would not set, and it had to be removed. My 
recollection is that Mr. Bagge saw the compo. being put into position, and did not like the way in which it 
was being put in. He did not think the work was being put together as it should be. My impression is that 
I told him of that particular bit of compo. having been removed again. 4670.
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J. Davis. 4670. How far was the arch built when this accident took place ? It was in the first portion of the arch, 
'■ —"> if I remember rightly. It was on the northern side of the road. Just a few feet were affected 3 or 4

24 June, 1896. £eej. pgpjjapg t m. ju
4671. Tou mean in the completed arch ? Tes ; the culvert arch was built in two lengths. The trafiic
was turned on to the northern side of the road, and the arch was built on the southern side for one-halt 
the width of the street, and then when that had had time to set the traffic was turned over on to that length 
of the arch and the second length was constructed. -i -i • j
4672. Then it was the first length which did not stand ? It did stand as I have already explained. 
The trafiic was entirely turned off this particular piece of bad compo. which was perished by the frost, and 
as a matter of fact, it was of so little consequence as to be scarcely worth mentioning. The compo. 
damaged was very small in extent.
4673. Sis Honor.'] Was it a whole layer all over the arch that went? Tes. _ _
4674. Then what you mean is it was of very small thickness ? .Tes ; the arch is only 4 inches thick,
I think. .
4675. Was it the first layer of all that perished ? The arch was constructed as a whole that is, they
commenced to put the compo. into position from each skewback, and worked up to the crown. A length ot 
the arch was finished in one operation. .
4676. The work was done in sections? Tes; but one half the arch was absolutely finished, and the 
trafiic was turned across it before the second half was proceeded with. .
4677. The arch was built in longitudinal sections ofless than half the width of the road ? Tes.
4678. And it was one of these longitudinal sections that was perished ?_ Tes ; Mr. Bagge must have got
that into his mind, I think. I am not at present positive as to the position of the culvert, but I can let 
you know when I see the papers. , . .
4679. Who was the officer who went out lately to see the work ? Mr. W. A. Smith. His office is at 
Torth Sydney.
4680. Mr. Parhes.] What was the total cost of the culvert? I suppose you mean the total cost of the
arch, because the abutments of the arch were common to both designs. The filling in over the buckle- 
plates or arch made very little difference—in fact, no difference whatever. The total cost of the arch was 
£22 odd. The cost of the compo. itself including the iron work was slightly over £4 per cubic yard, for 
the arch alone. _ . .
4681. What would the cost of the original buckle-plate design be? My impression is that £100 was 
saved in the culvert by the adoption of the Monier plan.
4682. Sis Sonor.] As compared with buckle-plates on iron girders ? The buckle-plates rested on the
walls, but they had to be joined with bulb iron, so that the bulb iron acted as a girder. _

• 4683. Mr. Parkes.] What was the thickness of the plates ? The usual thickness. They are in parts,
3-16ths, l-4th, and so on. _
4684. And what was the length ? They vary in size. Some are 4 ft. 6 in. square ; some are 4 feet by 5 feet.
4685. And on the top of these would be put the concrete ? Not the concrete. I think it was usual to 
put tarred metal on them.
4686. Were the abutments of stone or brick ? The abutments were proposed to be of stone, but the
abutments of the Monier structure were concrete. _
4687. The abutments in the buckle-plate design were of stone ? Tes ; in the original proposal.
4688. And they were altered to brick in the Monier design ? They were put in as concrete for the
Monier structure. _ _ .
4689. Did you carry out any other experiment in connection with this arch in any other locality ? Not 
as far as the Department is concerned. Carter, Gummow, & Co. carried out an experiment at North 
Shore some two years ago.
4690. Where was that ? In Alfred-street, near the tramway.
4691. Was that a culvert ? No ; it was an arch with a 30-foot span.
4692. Is it in existence now ? No; it was broken up.
4693. Do you mean afterwards ? I mean by the test. A uniform load was first put on, and it stood all 
right. We then put a load on one side, and that broke it up. It stood a good test.
4694. Tou sav that when an unequal load was put on the arch broke up ? Tes ; when the ultimate load
was put on. • o
4695. Sis Sonor.] Tou mean that you went on testing the arch till you tested it to death as it were ? 
Until we broke it. That is the usual way in which tests are made.
4696. Tou altered the nature of the test, and applied it to one particular part of the arch ? Tes ; we put 
it on one side of the arch, so that it would correspond more to a rolling load.
4697. Mr. Parkes.] Were not compo. arches tried by the Hailway Department at North Shore when
constructing the railway there ? Not to my knowledge. I know that some of the railway officials were 
present at the test to which I have referred, and I know also that the railway was being constructed at 
the time. _
4698. Do you not know that compo. arches, which were supposed to be put on the railway, were after
wards changed into brick ? I am not aware of that. •
4699. Tou never heard of that ? No. ...
4700. Do you remember the thickness of the arch ? In the case of the culvert I think it was 4 inches at
the crown. I did not come here to-day prepared to be examined on these points, but I can obtain the 
fullest information later on, so that there may not be the least element of doubt. _
4701. Mr. Gummow.] With regard to the buckle-plates, you say that the Monier arch was substituted
for the buckle-plates ? I did not say that precisely. I said that the local officer had proposed an ordinary 
structure, which is usually composed of stone walls and buckle-plates, and that the Monier system was 
substituted for it. _
4702. Can you tell me the life of a buckle-plate ? I estimate that it would probably be twenty-five 
years ; but it would depend very much upon the treatment it received and the position in which it was 
put. If, for instance, it were exposed to salt air, it would cut away sooner than it otherwise would.
4703. I suppose sewage gas would affect it ? Most decidedly.
4704. Did you put buckle-plates in some work at Wentworth Park some years ago ? Tes.
4705. Are they now as good as ever ? I have not examined them since they were put in, but they must
have deteriorated to some extent. 4706.
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t£ouJSsM^ North Sydney, do you know the reason of its breaking?

fbutmS'JmoJed^ th6 CaUS6 °f tbe breakaSe lay iQ ths arcl1 beillS to° weak? No; the 24Jane, 1896.

Tes^-' they ''0r^S’ ^ WaS arcb wb‘cb was being tested, but the abutments proved to be too weak?

th*‘ l)ro',e? N°; the mi’ ii“if i»™ •t“d »»"> ^

4711 mn^\ WE ^ the abut?lie“t8 and not tbe arch gave ? The abutments gave first.
4712 m!? p Ybat y°u mean is that the abutments gave, and therefore the arch gave ? Yes.
Lch befnconswti ^ ^ W\akneB8 °f the -ch'which caused the collapsed No. Had
4719 Yon +W d betw,een Pr°Per abutments no doubt it would have stood considerably more.
on a sidedoad ? Yel P a ^ We,ght aU °ver it; and tbat 14 stood the t^’ alld that you then put 
d2itnSaforrutLrm£the^tteLTLh7aLdesigned f°r a side-load or n°t? It was not. It was
Jdlii^daS^“ln^.W*M“,"grii,,"‘l“ “““ “ i4 ^ » “*« ‘“Vailos it

4716 £57htniat;to +ilC load1ed UP because the arch would not break with a uniform load ? Yes. ' 
fw«b 4 kS-7 ^ g1?^eme? Present a good idea of what might happen? Yes. It was thought
4717 Is it fL to te^rriidl 6 •ieCt S°rt °.f ^ ifc was d^irableto test the arch in that way.

4 1 to test a bridge designed for a certain load with another load if you are desienhY a
p?«p' de/g™ “““ ,0 be pu‘ “ ? Te'- r«" d» ” M», “yof ct Sl ,
SiLTwiit SrS?” no h ™e b"iU merely for * "”ifor“ I“<1' ”»ld il be f" to *i» d«ign

YiLmatWaYoe-SPnn°f ^ arcb?. TWrty feet, I believe. It was 4 inches in thickness I think 
that I Imvl forgotte^detail^ * 6 SPrmgmg- 1’bat 18 impression, but the test was made so long ago
SmSY^teTi What WaS tlle Weigllt °f thG l0ad ? 1 cannot tel1 y°u now> but 1 can get you the

Shore. * ^~onmH°w arld where was this arch built? It was built in the contractors’ yard at North

SfsWbact6 SaPndndtte £2“ “ P + No' There ^ two abutments built up to the level of
ments slid. ’ d ^ h WaS bmlt ln botween- Wbat happened afterwards was that the abut-

0se was put gi,re> or dld the abutment on the
4/24. 'And then the arch buckled ? Yes '

iLwr,d h”S 1,e,,d h to "totoh ftoy
abutmenf is-mif infn+o-nc,* ^ It. ^ hen the load approaches ilie bridge the iron near the opposite

o“ *» b'ro' “d“ ”»
4727.' And therefore you'do'not^want^fchrupperrgride?CONoreSS*011 is°a^mos*;£d'vays 'n a vortical lino ? Yes.

Gleorge Scott Chiene sworn and examined:—
4728. Mr. Parkes.] You are an engineer ? Yes.
4729. What are your qualifications ? I am a licensed surveyor, 

im 1891 where were you employed ? At the Town Hall.4730.
4732 w-J I™ penT^ °CCUPation tbf? ? . Yes 5 at least Mr. Eichards told me so.

Mr- c*rter *sk'd me to ^tocrti™

i to™ Hys, s r.i,ti s h¥Lwil\ ‘r? me h0'1 *to«d “

^y^tterto the effect that I was-to see them at St. .John’sEoad a Y ^ meSSage “ anSWer t0
4734. What arrangement did you make with them? Mr Carter told ™e iw r m v master, and that if they kept on with the contracts it would iffd + * M th 4 1 w2^Id be my own
they had any luck the/would givl me a bonus t<J a P™611^ Tbey said that if
473o. W hat was the date upon which Mr? Carter paid you off? I think it was in the first week of April

"tI"'’7 bT the »£ “? todk of quolifiootio., but si„plT
know ot°“ ,aOW 0t ” 0t,,er f»r mering your oonnoction with the f m ? There wus none thot I

G. S. Chiene. 

24June, 1896.

140—E
4741.
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G-. S. Chiene. 4741. You have had a varied experience upon contracting work as it is carried out by expert firms ? Tes.
4742. Will you tell His Honor what you saw occurring in connection with the contracts of this particular 

24 June, 1896. £rm 9 j never saw a gauge fairly measured anywhere.
4743. Of what contract are you speaking ? Hot of any contract in particular.
4744. Tou are referring to the concrete guage ? Tes. .
4745. In what way was it unfair ? The blue metal and sand were always heaped up, and in plastering 
the cement was short in quantity.
4746. Do you remember being on one particular occasion at the office of St. John’s Hoad at the Glebe ?
Tes ; I saw Mr. Carter there several times. _
4747. Do you remember his being there on one particular occasion when he left something ? Tes ; I 
remember a spirit-stand being left there. It was brought up in a parcel, and a message was left that if a 
man came from Mr. O’Hanlan the parcel was to be delivered to him.
4748. Who was Mr. O’Hanlan? One of the Government engineers.
4749. What occurred after that ? I told Jack Eeid, the contractor’s manager, of the message. _
4750. What occurred after that ? Reid tore the parcel open and looked at it. When he saw what it
contained he said “I do not begrudge him it because he has done the firm some service at North Shore.”
4751. Upon what contract would that be ? I do not know.
4752. Did you see and hear this ? I did.

. 4753. Tou saw what the parcel contained ? Tes.
4754. What was it? A spirit-stand vdth three cut bottles in an oak frame. ^ _
4755. On one occasion you had a conversation with Jack Reid, the manager for Messrs, carter & Co. in
the office ? Tes ; in the Glebe office.
4756. What occurred there ? Reid told me that many of the inspectors were being paid by the firm. I 
refused to believe it, and he took me down one of the paysheets and showed me the names.
4757. What names did you notice ? The name he particularly showed me was Inspector Corpe. It
appeared from the paysheets that he had received £1. _ _
4758. Did Reid also tell you anything about a man named Goddard ? Tes. I may say that if Reid had
not called my attention to these things I should not have known about them. •
4759. Sis Honor.~\ All that you know is from what Reid told you ? Tes.
4760. Mr. Parkes.'] What did Reid tell you about Goddard ? He told me that Goddard had gone down 
and had marked all the places where they had put in shale between Nos. 12 and 13 shafts.
4761. What was the sewer cased with ? It was supposed to be cased with concrete, and the shale and 
muck was going in to fill up the holes before the concrete went in.
4762. What occurred after that ? Air. Carter came to the office. _
4763. Tou were there at the time ? Tes; Reid nodded to me when we got outside, and he said, “We 
had better clear, as Carter wants to square with Goddard.”
4764. Did Goddard come to the office? Tes ; he was in the yard when wre went out.
4765. Did he go into the office with Mr. Carter ? He went to the door.
4766. But did he go in ? I did not see him go in.
4767. What became of Goddard after that ? He went to Melbourne or to Broken Hill.
4768. Where is he now, do you know ? I heard that he was keeping a public-house at Broken Hill. .
4769. When did he leave the job ? Almost immediately afterwards. He did no more work on the job 
that I know of.
4770. Where were shafts Nos. 12 and 13 located ? No. 12 is in St. John’s Road, just above the Congre
gational Church, and No. 13 is in a lane at the back of the Congregational Church.
4771. Is that sewer connected yet ? I believe so, but cannot say for certain.
4772. His Honor.] What is the number of the contract? No. 65.
4773. Mr. Parkesi] What was meant by Reid when he referred to Goddard marking certain places ? I 
took him to mean the places where they were putting in shale to fill up the holes.
4774. Tou know a man named Martin Byrnes ? Tes.
4775. Tou were present at the head of shaft No. 12 when a conversation took place between the con
tractor’s manager, Reid, and Martin Byrnes ? Tes,
4776. What was it ? Reid told Byrnes to get the mullock put in as soon as possible.
4777. What was Byrne’s reply ? He said that if he were caught he would be hanged for it, and he added,
“ All right, I will be hanged for it. Tou clear out and keep the Inspector away.” _
4778. Manager Reid frequently boasted to you about his trying to do the Inspectors, did he not ? 
Frequently.
4779. Did he not give you an illustration on one occasion ? Tes ; he told me that Gledhill had told him 
not to fill up No. 9 shaft at the head of Mitchell Road till he was present, and Reid said he had got the 
men to do it at 5'30 in the morning, before Gledhill came.
4779J. What shaft was that ? No. 9 shaft.
4780. On the same job ? Tes.
4781. Did Mr. Snodgrass ever have any conversation with you ? Sometimes. _
4782. What did he ask you to do on one occasion with Corpe ? He asked me to make out a calculation 
as to the number of batches of concrete that ought to go in.
4783. Was there anything further ? He told me what to do, and I did it. _
4784. What was the calculation on ? It was a simple return of what ought to go in according to the 
cross-sections.
4785. His Honor.] In some particular length of sewer do you mean ? Tes.
4786. In what length ? I could not tell you now.
4787. Mr Parkes.] Do you know a man named Harry Labrees? Tes.
4788. He had a conversation with you, I believe ? Tes.
4789. He complained that the Inspector was too strict with him ? Tes. _
4790. What happened ? He was told to be careful for a few days, as there was a suspicion on the part 
of the Department.
4791. Who told him? Mr. Snodgrass told him.
4792. What else did he say ? He said he would rather lose £50 than be caught.
4793. Did not Reid on one occasion show you a cask of cement in one of the offices ? Tes ; he drew my
attention to a cask of cement which was kept in stock. 4794.
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4794. What for ? From which to send in tests for any consignment of cement which might come in. Gh S. Chiene.
4795. That is to say, when any tests had to be made this one cast was made to stand for the lot ? Tes. ^ ^
4796. Do you know of your own knowledge that that was so ? Well, he showed me the cask, and he told 24 June,1896.
me that he was going to plant it for further use. -
4797. Of course, as engineer, you had to watch the concrete going in? As engineer I was never asked to 
do that.
4798. But you say that you saw it ? As I was passing difEerent shafts I saw it.
4799. What class of concrete was it ? Pretty fair, as a general rule.
4800. Tou said first of all that gauge was overloaded? Well, the blue metal or the white metal and the 
sand were always heaped up, and then a cask of cement would be put in. In other instances the proper 
quantity of sand would be put in, and there would be less cement.
4801. Did you see the gauging? Not always.
4802. His Honor.'] What was the practice as to the cement; was it gauged as a regular thing;—or would 
a certain number of casks of cement be used as representing a certain bulk ? The cask is generally put in 
holus-bolus.
4803. But is it the practice to gauge the cement in the gauge-box, or to treat so many casks of cement 
as representing (say) a cubic yard ? In concrete a cask of cement is used as representing 4 cubic feet.
4804. So that the practice would not be to put the cement out of the cask into the gauge-box ? Not in 
the case of concrete, but that is done for rendering.
4805. Is there not a method of gauging the sand, metal, and cement, in the mass for sewer packing ? A
gauge-box is made for the blue or white metal and a gauge-box for the sand, and the cask of cement would 
represent 4 cubic feet. '
4806. I understood you to say just now that the blue or white metal would be heaped up, and that the .
sand also would be heaped up in the gauge-box, and that then the cask of cement would be put in? Tes.
4807. I want to know what you mean by that? The box is supposed to contain 16 feet of blue metal.
The metal is measured in it in the way I describe, and is put on to the board. The sand is then measured 
and put on, and finally the cask of cement is added.
4808. Tou mean that one cask of cement would be the proper amount if the other materials were not 
heaped up in the gauge-box ? Tes.
4809. What you complain of is the heaping up of the metal in the gauge-box ? Tes.
48t0. Mr. Parkes.] In all cases, I suppose, the master contractor cannot be responsible for his men ? I 
do not say that he is.
4811. Men on these jobs often endeavour to help the master contractor out of kindness? Tes.
4812. That has been the practice always ? Tes; a number of these acts are done without the masters 
knowing anything at all about them. '
4813. But that couid be stopped, could it not, if the work were properly supervised bv inspectors ? A
great deal of it could. " '
4814. That would be a very simple matter if the inspectors did their duty properly ? Tes.
4815. Even on the part of the inspectors, I suppose you would describe what is done as being more in 
the nature of carelessness than wrong-doing? Tes.
4816. But if the woik were properly supervised there can be no doubt about this—that the bad work 
would not go in? Not one-half as much as it does.
4817. Are you confident, in your own mind, that bad work was going on on the contracts on which you 
were engaged ? Tes.
4818. Tou are perfectly certain of that? Tes; absolutely certain.
4819. Mr. Smith.] Tou say that you are confident that on these contracts there was some bad work ? Tes.
4820. Of what contracts are you now speaking ? T am speaking of the works at the Glebe and at Waverley.
4821. Tou cannot identify the number of the contracts ? No.
4822. How long were you on the Glebe contract? Twelve months, with the exception of six weeks.
4823. Did you go there direct when you left the Town Hall in 1891 ? Tes.
4824. When did you leave the Glebe ? On 27th February. Mr. Carter asked me to go and see Parrv
and Farley on the 29th. I called on Mr. Farley at Mr. Carter’s request. "
4825. Tou then went to engineer Parry and Farley’s job at Darling Point ? Tes. '
4826. Tou were on the Glebe contract from early in 1891 until February, 1892, is that it? Tes.
4827. When, then, did you go on to the Waverley job ? At different times during the same period—that
is from 1891 to 1892. ^
4828. Who was the engineer on the Glebe contract ? Mr. Budolph.
4829. Who is Mr. O’Hanlan? He is a Government engineer.
4830. Was he over Mr. Rudolph ? No ; he had nothing whatever to do with the job.
'4831. Do you know Mr. O’Hanlan ? When he came there I w’as introduced to him, but I had never seen 
him before.
4832. He had nothing whatever to do with this contract ? Not that I know of.
4833. Did you hear that at that time Mr. O’Hanlan was about to be married? Yes.
4834. Just about the time that this little present arrived for him ? Tes.
4835. Tou are sure you heard that? Tes.
4836. As to the inspectors you have referred to—I 
the work ? Tes.
4837. Who were they ?
I know of.
4838. Who had charge of the concrete work who was the inspector who was overlooking- that?
Gledhill and Eyre, I believe. ° '
4839. 1 suppose you know the men who were working on the contract? Most of them.
4840. AVho were the men who were doing the bad work—what are their names?

suppose you mean the Government Inspectors on 

Jack Brown, Gledhill, Dick Eyre, Corpe, and Norby. These are the only ones'

4841. Who were the men you saw doing the work ? 
at all.

Martin Byrnes was 

I never saw any. I never interfered with the work

4842. Tou never actually saw any of the men doing bad work ? I do not think I did.
4843. Martin Byrnes was the.man who was told to do it ? Tes.

4844.
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Q-. S. Chiene. 1844. Is there any other reason you have for saying that bad work was done there beyond your hearing 
Byrnes being told to do it; you say you never saw anyone doing it ? 1 never even tried to look.

24iTiuie, 1896. 4845. "Wliat makes you think then that bad work was being done ? Because Jack Keid was everlastingly 
talking to me about it. .
4846. Did he say that the men were doing bad work ? Over and over again.
4847. He told you so ? Most distinctly. _
4848. Did he specify the nature of the bad work ? Sometimes. _
4849. His Honor.~\ Jack Beid was discovered to have a.conscience—is that what you mean us to under
stand ? I am only telling you the truth as he told it to me. _ . .
4850. But in what tone, in what manner did he tell you ;—with what object ? Generally in a boasting
one. ‘ •
4851. Mr. Smith.'] Did he seem to be proud of it? Tes. _
4852. Did he say anything about the inspectors? Tes; he told me that Mr. Carter paid some of the 
Inspectors.
4853. Did he mention the names of the inspectors who had been paid ? Tes. .
4854. Who were the inspectors who were said by him to have been paid ? Dick Eyre was one of the 
persons mentioned. I refused to believe it, but he took down the pay-sheets and showed me.
4855. Jack Beid told you that Mr. Carter had told him that he had squared Eyre, is. that it ? Ho ; but
every now and again jack Beid said that Eyre wanted to see Mr. Carter. I asked him what for, and he 
said, “ Carter is as good as 30s. a week to him.” .
4856. But did he ever tell you that Mr. Carter paid Eyre anything ? Not beyond what I tell you. 
When I refused to believe him he took down the pay-sheets and showed me the name.
4857. Eyre was one of the sub-inspectors, I believe ? Tes. .
4858. Had he anything to do with the concrete? He was watching the gauging on the top.
4859. Did you ever see Eyre at all ? Erequently.
4860. Tou did not see any of this bad work being done when he was there ? I never saw any of the bad 
work being actually done.
4861. Was this Mr. Jack Eeid, the contractors’ manager, in charge of the whole of the job ? Tes ; so 
far as I know he was.
4862. His Honor.] Was he in charge of more than that contract? No; he was in charge of the Glebe
job. _
4863. Mr. Smith.] Who is the man Goddard you mentioned ? He is one of the miners.
4864. Employed by the contractors ? Tes.
4865. Was he also on the Glebe job? Tes.
4866. What had he to do with the concrete packing ? Jack Beid told mo that he suspected that they 
were doing bad work, and he went into the tunnel and marked the places where the bad work was 
going on.

’ 4867. Who.went in? Goddard. . . - .
4868. Have you seen him since he left the job ? I have not. I am told that he is keeping a public-house 
at Broken Hill.
4869. So that this bad work which you say existed upon Contract 65 you can only speak of from what 
you have heard from the persons you have mentioned ? That is all.
4870. Tou left the employ of Messrs. Carter, Gummow. & Co. in April, 1893 ? Tes. _
4871. When did you first mention this bad work to any one ? I have spoken of it to miners and others 
at different times.
4872. But when did you first mention it ? I dare say on the Glehe job.
4473. But since you left, I mean ? I think at the commencement of this month. .
4874. That was the first time vou mentioned it since you left the firm ? No ; that was the first time I 
mentioned it to Mr. Parkes. I have spoken of it at different times in the interval to contractors, to 
miners, and others.
4875. Since you left the employment of the firm ? Tes. . .
4876. Tou mentioned it to Mr. Parkes you say ? • Tes ; I had a letter from Mr. Parkes, in which he 
asked me to call upon him. Otherwise I should not have gone near him.
4877. Tou called on him and made a statement ? Tes. _
4878. What have you been doing since you were last employed upon these contracts ? Several times I 
have been idle from month to month.
4879. What are you doing just now? Nothing just now. _ _
4880. With regard to the testing of the cement, do you know how that is done on a job of this kind? 
I have not been present in the Government offices when the cement has been tested.
4881. So that you do not know how it is done ? No. _
4882. Tou do not know in fact whether one cask is not taken out of every fifty by way of testing ? At 
any time they had to send in a test the cask w'ould be produced, the inspector would take what he wanted, 
and he would then mark the cask.
4883. Tou do not how many he would test out of every hundred ? I do not know. _
4884. As to this particular cask, which was planted for the purpose of testing, did the inspector go
to it, do you know ? It was taken- to the inspector. _
4885. The inspector, then, would test only the cask brought to him ? He would take out a sample in a 
tin and send it to the office. He has to send in a certain quantity of cement to be tested.
4886. Erom which cask would he select the cement ? Erom the cask given to him.
4887. He would not select the cask himself ? If he liked he could do so.
4888. But you say that he did not? I suppose not. If my attention had not been drawn to these
matters by Beid 1 should not have known anything about them. _
4889. In this instance you say the inspector took only the cask which was brought to him for testing 
purposes ? Tes.
4890. How often do you know of that being done ? It was done only once that I know of.
4891. "Who is the inspector who took the cement for testing ? Gledhill, I think, but I would not be
certain.
4892. Just think again? Gledhill’s name strikes me as being the right-one. It was Eeid who drew my
attention to the matter. 4893.
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4893. But do you know for certain who the inspector was ? To.the best of my belief it was G-iedhill. G. S. Chiene:
4891. AVho were the other inspectors who had to do with the concrete P-v.The test I have referred to was
the onlv test I ever saw sent in. ; 24 June, 1896.
4895. Who was over the inspector who had to do with the test ?.. No one that I know of. '
4896. So that it must have been the man you have mentioned ? I.thinkdt is very likely.
4897. Mr. Gummow.'] Tou say that you were engaged at the Town Hall?' • Tes.
4898. Had you permanent or only temporary occupation there ? - At the time it was only temporary, but
when Mr. Carter came to me I spoke to Mr. Richards, and he said that as far as he was concerned my 
employment there might last seven or eight years. .*
4899. Did he know how long it would last ? No. .
4900. Then it was only temporary occupation at that time ? " Just so. •
4901. How long were you with our firm ? Two years. ■
4902. Had you an engagement with the firm ? ’Tes. ... ... •
4903. Did you stay with the firm for the two years ? I. would have done so if Mr. Carter had not asked 
me to go to Darling Point. He paid me the balance of about sis weeks after I left Parry and Parley.
4904. Parry and Parley did not pay you ? Well, Mr. Carter said, “ If Parry and Parley do not pay you
I shall.” • •
4905. What I want to know is who paid you for the two years ? 1 I was with Messrs. Carter, Gummow,
& Co. for the one year, and with Messrs. Parry and Parley for the other. '
4906. Did not Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. find you employment with Messrs. Parry and Parley ?
Tes. ' •
4907. With reference to the delivery of the spirit-stand of which you have spoken, do you know if it 
was delivered to Mr. O’Hanlon ? To Mr. O’Hanlon’s man.
4908. Tou are certain of that ? Tes. , ,
4909. Do you know the object of the gift ? It was given as a wedding gift, I believe.
4910. Is not such a gift usual between friends when one of them is about to get married? Tes. So far
as I am concerned I would not care if the gift had been £1,000 ; I am only alluding to it because Jack 
Eeid said he thought O’Hanlon deserved it. . ■
4911. What impression do you wish to leave from our reference to the subject ? Simply that a person 
was being bribed.
4912. Do you not know that it is a rule among friends to give one another wedding presents ? Most 
decidedly.
4913. Was Mr. O’Hanlon connected with this work at all? Not at all.
4911. Has he been connected with any of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works, do you know? Not that I 
know of. '
4915. Did not Mr. Carter visit Mr. O’Hanlon’s house as a private friend? As far as I know he may 
have done so.
4916. Do you know if any other member of the firm did so ? Tes. Mr. Snodgrass did.
4917. As far as you know, Mr. Carter and Mr. O’Hanlon were personal friends outside of their work?
As far as I know. ■
4918. That being so, does it seem strange to you now that Mr. Carter should have left a spirit-stand for 
-M-V- O Hanlon purely as a matter of friendship ? Not at all. I should not have thought anything of 
the matter but for Eeid making the remark he did.
4919. Did you look upon the gift as a bribe? I did.
4920. With regard to Corpe, where is he now ? I was told the other day that he is dead.
4921. Tou say that you saw on one of the pay-sheets the amount of £1 for Corpe ? Tes.
4922. Do you know what happened to him ? No.
4923. Tou do not know for certain that he is dead ? Joe Husband and Eyre told me the other day that 
he was dead. I knew that he had consumption.
4924. Do you know that Mr. Carter gave him other money ? I do not.
4925. Do you know that Mr. Carter paid his funeral expenses ? No. . .
4926. But if you heard of such a thing, would you believe it ? Tes.
4927. Tou think that Mr. Carter is pretty liberal'to people as a rule ? Undoubtedly.
4928'. Do you now say that you consider the amount of £1 to be a bribe to Corpe ? I looked upon it in 
tbat light. e 1
4929. Would you consider the payment of his funeral expenses in the nature of a bribe ? I knew nothino'
about that till you mentioned it. , °
4930. But you would not regard it as a bribe ? No.
4931. But if he would do the one thing he would be likely to do the other. If he gave the man £1 he 
might be afterwards induced to pay his funeral expenses from some improper motive ;—do you really see 
any difference between the two cases ? I do not know anything about it. If Eeid had not mentioned 
the matter to me if he had not suggested^that the money had been given as a bribe—if he had not said 
that the man deserved it—I should not‘have known anything about it.
4932. It was that which made you think it was a bribe ? My opinion is that it was a bribe because he 
told me so.
4933. At all events you do not regard the payment of his funeral expenses as a bribe ? Certainly not.
4934. As to Goddard, you say that Reid told you that he was going to be squared by Mr. Carter? He did. '
4935. What was the subject upon which he was to be squared ? Did you know that Goddard had sum
moned Carter, Gummow, & Co ? I do not know.
4936. Tou do not know that Goddard came there for wages which were due. Tou do not know anything
about the matter of your own knowledge ? No. J &
4937. If you were told that Goddard had summoned Carter, Gummow, & Co. for wa^es would you believe 
it ? Certainly I would.
4938. Do you know whether, as a matter of fact, Goddard went down to be squared for a sum of money
due as wages ? I do not. J
4939. As to this conversation between Martin Byrnes and Eeid, when Byrnes said “that he would be
hanged if the inspector were not kept out of the way,” do you know whether he did bad work ? I believe 
he did, bur-1 did not see it. . ,
4940. Did he do it ? I could not tell you. 4941
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You say that Harry Labrees said that inspector was too severe ? Yes. _
Is that an unusual thing for contractors’ men to say ? It is the first time I heard it.
Did you ever hear of contractors’ men leaving because inspectors were too severe ? Connors, the 

bricklayer, told me that he had to leave an account of the inspector.
4944. Is it not a well-known fact tbat the inspectors are often particularly severe on certain men—I 
suppose they have their little grievances as well as other persons P _ Yes, they may have.
4945. Do you not know that it is so ? I never saw anything of it. '
4946. But, as a matter of fact, do not you know that it is the case among the men ? Yes, I do.
4947. You say that Reid showed you a cask of cement, from which the cement to be tested was taken ?
Yes. .
4948. When you saw the inspector—I think you said it was Grledhill—take the cement to be tested out 
of a cask, did you recognise it as the same cask that Reid had pointed out to you as the one which he was 
planting ? All I know is that the cask was there, and that Reid said’he would plant it.
4949. But did Gledhill take the test cement from the same cask ? Yes.
4950. You are quite sure of that? Yes, quite.
4951. How many casks were there there from which tests would be taken ? I only saw one.
4952. Did you ever tell the contractors what was going on ? I never did.
4953. Since you left the employ of Carter, Gummow, & Co. have you ever had any conversation with Mr. 
Carter? Once.
4954. While you were in the pay of the firm did you ever meet with an accident? I did.
4955. How did it happen ? I was endeavouring to get out of a tram while it was iu motion, and I was
thrown down.
4956. Were you sober at the time ? Perfectly.
4957. Where were you taken to ? To St. Yincent’s Hospital.
4958. Was your salary paid during the time you wore there ? It was.
4959. Was anyone employed in your place while you were away ? Yes, after a time there was.
4960. Did you pay for his employment in your place ? I did not. .
4961. You say you spoke to Mr. Carter once since you left the firm’s employ ? Yes.
4962. Did you ever ask him for any assistance ? Hot after I left the firm.
4963. Did he ever give you any assistance after you left the firm ? He sent for me to see him at North
Sydney on, I think, the 9th November, and he asked me if it were true that my family were starving. I 
said “ Yes.” He said “ I cannot see your wife and children starve.” He gave half a sovereign, and I
afterwards learnt that he had paid my baker’s bill for three months.
4964. Did he give you anything else after you left the firm ? Yes, he gave me a cheque for £20.
4965. What was that for ? I had asked him for £100 on a previous occasion and he gave me a cheque 
for £20.
4966. What for ? To assist me.
4967. That was in 1893 you say ? Yes.
4968. After you had left the employ of the firm ? Yes.
4969. After your engagement was at an end ? Yes.
4970. Did you consider the £20 a bribe? I had not asked for it. I had asked for the loan of some 
money and I offered to give him a receipt for it.
4971. But do you consider that he gave you the money as a bribe or out of pure good nature ? Prom 
good nature if you like.
4972. That is a little way of Mr. Carter’s,—he is good-natured to those who are deserving of it when they 
are in a less fortunate position than himself ? Iu this case I asked him if he would give mo £20, and ho 
said he would. I said, “ Shall I give you a receipt ?” and he said, “ No, you need not do that.”
4973. Mis Honor.] Did you consider it a gift ? I asked for the money as a loan, but when Mr. Carter
refused to take a receipt I did not know whether to regard it as a gift or not. 1 never attempted to pay 
it back. ■ ,
4974. Mr. Gummow.'] As a matter of fact you treated it as a gift ? I did.
4975. Do you not know that Mr. Carter is very liberal ? I think he is.
4976. At all events you did not consider the £20 a bribe ? No, certainly not. Had it been offered to
me as a bribe I would not have taken it. _
4977. Do you think that if, under ordinary circumstances, Mr. Carter saw a man in bad health, especially 
a man he had known well, be would be likely to help him ? I believe he would.
4978. Mr. Smith.] When did you see Jack Reid last ? About fortnight ago. _
4979. Did you see him before you saw Mr. Parkes ? I saw him in the street, but I did not speak to him.
4980. When did you last see him to speak to ? About a month or six weeks ago.
4981. Did you talk about this thing then ? A little.
4982. Yrou did talk about it? We just mentioned it.
4983. What sort of a man is Jack Reid—is he a sober man; have you ever seen him the worse for
liquor? Very rarely. *
4984. When he is in that state his tongue runs pretty freely ? I dare say it would.
4985. Did he ever tell you that he had been turned away from a job at North Shore ? No.
4986. That he had been moved from it I mean ? Not that I know of.
4987. He never told you that ? Never. ' ^
4988. He never told you that Mr. Hickson had insisted upon his removal from a job at North Shore? 
Never.
4989. Mr. Parkes.] Where does Jack Reid live ? As far as I know he is living at Waverley.
4990. When was your last payment for services made to you by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I think it 
was in the first week in April, 1893. Mr. Carter told me that they would pay up to the end of March, and 
the fortnight fell, I think, in the first week in April.
4991. Was the £20 in addition to that payment ? Yes ; I looked upon it as a gift when Mr. Carter 
refused to take my receipt.
4992. Mr. Carter has always been a generous man with his employees, has he not? Yes.
4993. If Mr. Carter gave an inspector a spirit stand as a wedding gift it could not be looked upon as a 
bribe ? No ; I should not have thought anything of it if Jack Reid had not made the remark he did.

4994.

G. S. Chiene. 4941.
^ 4942. 

24 June, 1896. 4943
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4994. Mr. Smith..~\ What was the remark he made ? He said he did not begrudge it him, as he had done G* Chiene.
the firm some service at North Shore. fZ
4995. Mr. Parkes.What other men were working on the Glehe job beside Reid, Byrnes, and Goddard ;— .une>. •
do you know any of them ? I should know a great many of them if I saw them. I do not remember
their names now. I believe Jimmy Hoskins was working there, but I would not be quite sure.
4996. Did you take measurements for the job P Only when we were driving.
4997. Only for the driving ? Yes. I took cross-sections with the Government engineer
4998. Have you any idea of the size of the excavation ? I have no records.
4999. Sis Honor.'] Do you happen to know in what part of Waverley Reid is now living P Near 
Denison-street, I think.
5000. Has he been living there some little time ? Since he left Carter, Gummow, & Co., I think.
5001. Mr. Gummow.] With regard to the spirit-stand, did you not say that you regarded it as a bribe P 
Yes, when Reid made the remark he did, otherwise I should not have done so.
5002. As to Reid’s remark that he did not begrudge the spirit-stand, was Reid a member of the firm, or
had he any interest in it ? No. I took it that he was jealous, and that he thought he was not getting 
enough pay himself. "
5003. Sis Honor.] Erom Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
5004. What was his pay, do you know ? £3 a week.
5005. Did you hear Reid grumble about his pay on more than one occasion? Yes; he grumbled more than 
once about it to me.

William Gilliver sworn and examined :—
5006. Mr. Parkes.] You are a contractor of some standing ? Yes ; I have been a good while at the W. Gilliver.
game now. r—
5007. Have you carried out many sewerage contracts for the Government ? I have carried out several. 21 June,1896.
5008. In carrying out these contracts you have tendered upon a form in which the Government put down 
not only their own quantities but also approximate prices ? Yes.
5009. .And at times you have had good prices as well as bad prices ? Yes, the prices being a percentage 
on or off, as the case may be.
5010. Have you always done that? No. The Government do not supply quantities just now. The 
system has been changed about a good deal. At one time the Department supplied quantities but not prices.
5011. How long ago is that ? Two and a half years.
5012. After that what did they do ? They fixed quantities and also prices. We tendered per schedule.
50L3. His HonorZ] You tendered, then, at a percentage ? Yes, at a fate above or below the schedule or 
at par.
5014. Mr. Parkes.] How long have you been tendering in this Colony ? About seven years.
5015. Going back from two and a half years ago, quantities only were issued to the contractors, were 
they not ? Yes, without prices.
5016. His Honor.] The latest form of tendering, I understand, is without quantities ? Yes.
5017. Mr. Parkesi] Two and a half years ago schedules were issued with prices attached? Yes, I am 
now speaking of a job we did at Rookwood—I mean the drainage of the Necropolis. There were 
quantities in that case without prices. Since then, in the case of other jobs we have carried out, there 
have been prices attached and also quantities. Now you have to confine yourself to the prices. You have 
to tender on or off, or at par, for the whole of the items.
5018. Have you tendered in other cases apart from the Government where quantities were given ? Yes.
We have done some water-works for municipalities.
5019. In those cases the quantities have been given ? Yes ; there would be an approximate quantity.
It would be at per yard run.
5020. But there would be no prices given ? No ; you fixed your own prices. .
5021. To return to your explanation, a change in the case of the Government tendering was made about 
two and a half years ago under which prices also were put in ? Yes.
5022. And there has been another change lately ? Yes, that is the change affecting the sewerage contracts 
now advertised.
5023. What change is that? No quantities are given, only prices.
5024. The contractors have to fill in their own quantities ? Yes. They tender at a percentage.
5025. But putting in their own quantities ? Yes. I presume they would take out their own quantities 
in order to arrive at values—to see what percentage they could take off.
5026. In the middle ot last year a change in the quantity sheets was again made, under which you were 
asked to tender at a certain percentage below prices ? Yes, or above.
5027. His Honor.] The quantities and prices being also given ? Yes.
5028. Mr. Parkes.] You tendered for No. 77 Contract? Yes.
5029. When the tenders for that contract came in, you saw that another firm of contractors had received 
the work at a lump sum ? Sometime afterwards. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were the lowest with the per
centage off. They also put in a lump sum tender of, I think, £15,500.
5030. Would it ever occur to you, as a contractor, that you would be permitted to send in a plan of your . 
own with a lumpsum tender which might be accepted? According to the conditions of tendering I 
should think that a lump sum tender would be ruled informal. If I am not mistaken it says so in the 
forms and conditions of tendering. I think you will find that stated on the front page of the tender 
form. If you turn up the tender form for that particular contract you will find it is so.
5031. It says on the front page, “In pursuance of advertisement in the Government Gazette I (or We), 
the undersigned, do hereby tender to provide the material and perform the various works required in and 
about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion, of the northern main sewer, Leichhardt 
and Annandale section, Contract No. 77, agreeably to the plans, specification, schedule to specification, 
special condition, and general conditions, which have been inspected by*me (or us), &c.” There is then a 
marginal note which says, “Here insert ‘under or ‘above,’ as the case maybe, or erase the words 
‘ per cent.’ if the party is desirous to abide by the prices as fixed”you think that that would not 
permit of your sending in a lump sum tender ? It would not. [Vide Appendix No. 12.]
5032. It does not contemplate it ? No. 5033.
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■ W. Gilliver. 5033. Mr. T?arkes^\ There was another instance in which Carter, G-ummow, & Co. sent in a lump sum price on 
similar lines for a job for wThich you tendered ? On a job in which we were second, and which is now being 

24 June, 1896. carr;e(j ou(: -[jy M'Sweeney. I think it was Contract No. 107. I know that the work runs across Stanmore.
5034. Did they in that lump sum beat you and the other contractors ? They did at the lump sum, but I
should like to explain matters in connection w7ith that contract. The office estimate was £32,000 and 
some odd pounds; and, running it out at these quantities and prices, Carter, Gummow, & Co. tendered at 
£29,111. They also sent in a lump sum tender at £23,000, which was the lowest. M‘Sweeney’s tender 
worked out at £24,000. I had them worked out at the time, and I wrote about it to the Under becretary 
for Public Works. .
5035. Where did you get the copy of the tenders p My engineer worked it out from the tenders in the 
Public Works Office.
5036. There is no doubt that his figures are correct ? I do not think there is any doubt about it.
5037. Although Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s prices worked out at £29,000, they put in a lump sum tender 
for £23,000 ? Exactly.
5038. What did you contractors do in that case? We discussed the matter, and it was arranged that I 
should write to the Minister taking exception to the acceptance of any tender at a lump sum.
5039. And you did so ? Tes. If lump sum tendering was to be allowed in that case we were prepared 
to take up the job at less than £20,000. The quantities were in excess of what they actually came out 
at on the plans. Our engineer went into it, and we found that we could take the job for less than 
£20,000. I remember writing to the Under Secretary to that effect. I suggested that iresh alternative 
tenders should be invited with a lump sum, so that all contractors should have an equal chance of tender
ing, but we had no reply, and, as a matter of fact, M‘Sweeney’s tender wras accepted.
5040. Did you ever have any conversation with any of the officers about this form of lump sum tendering ?
The matter was discussed by the contractors and engineers, and we thought it very unfair that any notice 
should be taken of a lump sum. We thought that if a lump sum tender was to be received all contractors 
should be put upon an equal footing. _
5041. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Hickson about the matter at that time? No; I only
wrote to the Under Secretary for Public Works. ' _ .
5042. Under these circumstances, did the contractors get alarmed about the system of public tendering ? 
Well, we wanted to be put on. an equal footing.
5043. And as a result of your discussion a deputation waited upon me ? That is so.
5044. His Honor.'] That would be later on ? Tes.
5045. What you have been referring to happened some -time previously ? Tes.
5046. Mr. Parkes.] When did it happen ? I suppose you are referring to the deputation. I do not know 
the exact date, but it was after tenders were accepted upon the Monier plan that wo waited upon you.
5047. That is when the lump sum system came into operation ? Tes.
5048. The body of contractors who waited upon me laid certain matters before me ? Tes.
5049. Will you tell His Honor what they were? It principally turned upon the question of one firm of 
contractors being allowed to tender at a lump sum, and their tender being accepted; and, as contractors, 
we wanted all to be placed upon an equal footing. Of course many other things cropped up. One had 
one thing to say and another had another thing, and so on. My object in waiting upon you was to have 
the thing ventilated. I had written to the Under Secretary on behalf of the contractors, and since a lump 
sum tender had come up a second time in connection with this particular job, we thought it right to take 
action to protect our interests, and to put us all upon an equal footing.
5050. Did you not represent to me that if the Monier system were adopted one firm of contractors would 
have a monopoly of the work ? Tes. Of course, they had a monopoly if they had the patent. At that 
time I did not know whether it was clear that they had.
5051. As a matter of fact, as a contractor, would you hesitate at the present time about entering upon a 
construction of ironwork and compo. ? The thing is entirely new to me.
5052. Tou have never done such work before? No.
5053. Coming to Contract No. 77, I believe you are carrying out the adjoining contract ? Tes.
5054. In Contract No. 117 you are paid at the rate of 28s. per cubic yard for excavations in rock where 
charges of powder not exceeding 4 inches in length are allowed ? Tes, less 9'01 per cent.; upon Contract 
No. 77 the price is £2 17s. \Vide Appendices Mbs. 12 and 16.]
5055. That is your actual payment ? Tes.
5056. Will that price pay you ? I hope so.
5057. Do you think it will ? Tes.
5058. Tou are satisfied with it? Tes. I expect to make 12 per cent, out of it.
5059. Is there any difference as regards the solid rock to be excavated where 4-inch charges of powder 
are allowed as between Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s job and yours ? No ; it is all about one class of ground. 
If anything, they have a bit the best of it, because they have a bigger tunnel than we have, and the bigger 
the tunnel the lower the price at which it can be taken out.
5060. Have you any excavation in your contract where guttering and gadding only are permitted ? Tes.
5061. What is the rate at which you are being paid ? £1 15s. per cubic yard, less 9 01 per cent.; the
price on Contract No. 77 is £3 5s.
5062. His Honor!] Tour contract is No. 117 ? Tes.
5063. And it follows on from No. 77 ? Tes ; we junction with Carter, G-ummow, and Co.’s job midway 
in the hill.
5064. On the north-west side of White’s Creek ? Tes.
5065. Mr. Parkes.] Let us now take bluestone concrete in any situation—what are you being paid for 

■ that ? I think the Government price is £2 per cubic yard.
5066. What is the price in Contract 77 for bluestone concrete in any situation ? £2 10s.
5067. Do you think £2 will pay you ? Tes.
5068. Will it pay you well ? I expect to make from 10 to 15 per cent, upon the whole contract.
5069. Taking the whole of the prices, as far as you can recollect them, in the case of Contract 77, they
represent a great increase upon the prices in Contract 117, do they not? Tes ; in some cases they are 
100 per cent, higher. -
5070. And the nature of the work is not different ? No ; it is the same. Their drive, however, is a little
larger than ours, and they have a slight pull upon us in that respect. 5071.
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0071. Tou have had some experience of the system of tendering under which the G-overnment have issued W. Gilliver.
prices, as well as quantities P Tes. ----- ----- N
0072. The contractors, of course, find it to their own interest to take advantage of that system? We June, 1896. could not nnd any advantage in it.

TT0a°r'\'^ un^ers^an(l clearly the three systems of tendering to which you have
re erred. Under the first system I understand quantities only were given, and the contractors had to
,UPP,/ 6 Prices • „ es- That was in vogue up to about two and a half years ago. In no case, then, 
did the Department fix prices. ^ .

s/.s*'em Department fixed the prices as well as the quantities ? Tes. 
kovc’ q11 the third system the Department fixes the prices only without fixing the quantities ? Tes. 
oU7t>. Mr. Parkes.] Under the second system the Department fixed the prices and quantities, and the 
con ractors had to take all the responsibility—the prices given by the Department being only leading 
ngurep. 1 he items in the schedule which had the prices fixed against them might be increased or 

all<* y°u were Pa^ at that rate. Tou could not work the thing out at those quantities. 
oU/7. 1 he second system, I understand, was the system under which Contract GO was taken—that is, 
the quantities and prices were set down, and the contractors were asked to tender, sending in their own 
prices? Yes. °
Tesf' ^nder ^le ^hird system the contractors were asked to tender at a uniform percentage below prices ?

5079. JTis Honor.] It was a percentage system still ? Tes.
ftr6 S-5C0°^ and third systems, I understand, both involve a percentage tendering ? Tes.

081. Mr. Parkes.] Under the old system there was always a check put upon contractors to prevent their 
dodging about with their schedules to their own advantage. For instance, the Government said “The 
quantities are not guaranteed as correct, and are merely for the guidance of .tenderers, who may satisfy 
themselves as to their accuracy, which is not in any way guaranteed by the G-overnment, and they are 
subject to omissions, deductions, or alterations.” They also have a check in the general conditions, in 
winch they say— * ° ’
„ If a* any.tlme whilst the works are in hand it shall be deemed expedient bv the Engineer to order material or work of 
a dmerent description to that speciBed, or to increase or diminish the dimensions 'or extent of any works to be done under 

‘"if0" °r<-t0 altef tllei!r ?'tu5tlon °f ™'y the f°™ or dimensions of any of the said works, or of any part thereof, or to
make any.deviation or to substitute one class of work for another, he shall have full power to do so, and to order and direct 
any such increase diminution alteration, deviation, or substitution, and the works involved in anv such increase, alteration, 
deviation, or substitution, shall be executed by the contractor if of the class of works provided for"in the schedule of prices, 
at such schedule prices; and no sucn increase, diminution, alteration, deviation, or substitution, of works shall in any way 
annul or set aside this contract, or extend the time for the completion thereof, unless the Minister shall see fit to grant sueli 
extension; but such additions or alterations shall be measured and piid for, or deducted from the contractor’s account, as the 
case may require, according to the schedule of prices.
So that if the contractor has extravagantly high prices the Dspartment can avail themselves of that and 
the other clause to prevent him from getting the best of the Government ? They have done so in some 
cases ; they did so at Rookwood.
5082. What contract was that?^ The Necropolis drainage. They knocked out a bridge in that case. It
was m the contract. By knocking it out they put us to a great deal of cost in the cartage of the material. 
VVe relied upon the construction of the bridge as being a means of getting material from the railway 
station. We objected to that alteration, and we wrote a number of letters about it. .
5083. Why did they take it out P On the score of economy.
5084. Because you had a good price for it? We had a fair price for it. I think that it was knocked
out on the score ot economy. Since then the Minister has given £100 to the Municipality of Rookwood 
to build this bridge We put m a claim for extra cost of cartage, but we did not get it. Mr. Hickson 
decided that he could knock out one class of work and substitute another. We put three small brick 
abutments to carry some iron pipes across the creek, which were shown to be suspended under the bridge. 
We also put m a claim for loss of profit on the bridge, and that was disallowed. ~
5085. Have you any case where you have had £50 a yard for bluestone pitching of the value of 25s. a 
yard, and been allowed to receive payment for a larger quantity at the high rate? We never had 
anything like that. In our case, we had an even schedule as nearly as it could be made so
o08S>. You made no effort to catch the Government ? No.
5087 Would you expect to get such a high price as that I have named for such work ? I should expect 
them to substitute something else as they have done in other cases.
5088. They had the power under the conditions of the contract to substitute somethino- else? Tes • Mr 
Hickson distinctly told me so. That was his decision. ’ '
5089. Tou would not expect to receive, in such a case, an increase from £600 to— —------m suuu ii ease, au increase irom itouu to £1,875 so far as that
wrtl?’> ltem 18 concerned 5 you would not expect to receive that amount of extra work at £50 a yard P Would you ever dream of receiving such an amount as an extra? Do you know of any case in which 
such an item has been increased threefold. I should consider that we were very lucky, hut I should not object to take it. [Vide Appendix No. 14.]
5090. But, as a business man, you would not dream of getting it ? No ; I certainly should not 

Do you think any contractor would expect to get it ? I could not speak for others.
IdoYremember a,1y CaSe i'1 Wh’Ch any firm °f-' contractors have received kindly handling like

c ^ Coming to excavations, in the price for excavations is it not the custom of contractors to tender 
tor the timbering necessary to uphold them? The Department put down 2s. a cube foot for timbering 
but the contractor would have regard to the nature of the ground. He would take the value of the work 
at so much, a cube yard, and would put into tbat value so much for the timbering.
5091. It is only the roughest class of wood that is used P It is round timber. .
5095. It is left in the ground, is it not ? In some cases.
509G. It is looked upon as valueless? When it is taken out of the ground we do not look upon it as being of any value. 1
5097 His Honor.] As to its being left in the ground, I suppose that if it is to be left in the ground it 
rooQt0 a ? ?°od ° °f tlm^cr ? 0f course if it is left m the ground the contractor would be paid for it. oU98. And it would have to be a sound class of timber ? It is ordinary round props.
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W. Gilliver. 5099. What I mean is this: when the contractor is allowed to leave the timber in the ground, the timber, 
^‘^'*'"■'7^,, as it were, forming part of the filling,—is there not a special provision that that timber shall be of a particular 

24 June, 189 . cjagS) g0 that it may not count for nothing in the filling? In all cases the timber is subject to the 
approval of the departmental ofiBcers. If the timber were not good it would be rejected if the Depart
ment were paying for it. r o v
5100. When you are timbering to support a drive, the timber is in some cases taken out altogether . Tes.
5101. And sometimes by the permission of the inspector or engineer it is left in? Tes. In some places
it would be absolutely dangerous to take it out. _
5102. And when it is left in what is done ? The Department pay 2s. a foot for it. _ _
5103. But will the Department ever allow timber to be left in if it be inferior timber intended originally 
to be removed ? Bad timber would never be allowed to be put in in the first instance. The inspectors 
would look after that part of it—at least, that is my experience. I do not think any contractor would 
put in bad timber, because the risk of having the men hurt would be too great.
5104. Mr. Parkes.The timber is part and parcel of the contractors’ plant ? It would be where you fix

■ your own prices. .
5105. It is only left in the drives for the convenience of the contractors? Not necessarily. In some

’ places it is absolutely dangerous to take it out.
5106. But it will in time perish, will it not? I suppose it will. .
5107. But cheap round hardwood scaffolding is better than pine, is it not;—it is more costly timber, and
the harder it is the better the material for the purpose ? They usually get sawn timber for the tunnelling, 
and round timber for the cap-pieces and props. _
5108. It is generally included in the sum for excavation ? It would be if the contractor were fixing his 
own prices.
5109. Have you ever had to build sewers where subducts were specified? Tes ; but we have never put
them in. We have never, under this Department, had to work in bad ground, necessitating the subducts. 
It has been hard ground. .
5110. These subducts would not be included in the excavation items ? No; I do not think so ; Is. Gd. 
or 2s. a yard run is allowed for them.
5111. Will you look at this clause: —

Subducts to be constructed, when decided on, along lines of tunnels and open trenches commencing on each length 
midway, or thereabouts, between two working shafts or faces, 33 inches below invert of main sewer, branches, &c., or as shall 
be directed at the time, and having a fall towards each working shaft or face, of such gradients as may be determined at the 
time, after the thickness of sewer-lining required for each length between shafts or faces has been ascertained and ordered. 
Subducts of 9 inches, or of a greater or less internal diameter, if directed, to be laid immediately underneath the timber n°m' 
of tunnel or open trench, or at sides of sewer, in hardwood boxes varying in size and dimensions as shown on drawing. Said 
boxes to be laid straight and true to levels decided upon, and the pipes to be laid therein, upon, and surrounded by, sandstone 
chippings and quarry refuse. Dry stone packing to be put over pipes, as specified in clause 21.

No doubt that clause comprises the whole of the subducts ? Tes.
5112. It is supposed to be an individual item outside of ordinary excavation ? Tes ; but what would the
schedule say in that case ? .
5113. Supposing we allow the excavation to go out, would Id. a yard for subducts be sufiBcient to pay for 
them ? Certainly not.
5114. Coming back to Contract 77, I want you to tell me what you know about that contract; do you 
think there is any extra special method adopted of putting the compo in ? I would not like to hazard an 
opinion. I have only seen the work casually in walking to and fro ; I have never stopped to look at it, 
but as far as I have been able to see there is nothing special about it. It is a thing which we 
tender for to-day or to-morrow if we could get the right to use the patent. If tenders were invited by 
the Department for that class of work, and we could obtain the right to use the patent, we would certainly 
tender.
5115. What do you consider the price of the compo, ? The value of the particular class of work they are
doing in Contract 77 works out at £1 11s. 2d. per cubic yard. I have given the thing some little considera
tion. I make out my estimate in this way:—1 take 1,050 cubic yards of compo., with a gauge of 3 to 1, 
and I take the cement at 10s. a cask ; and there would be 66 tons of iron fixed in position at £13 a ton. 
The cube yard works out in this way:—I take two casks of cement at 10s., that is £1; 1 cubic yard of 
sand at 4s.; water, 2d.; the centering, distributing the cost over the whole 1,050 cubic yards, I make 
2s. 6d.; and I allow 4s. Gd. for labour; that brings out a total of £1 11s. 2d. for the compo. I then add 
li cwt. of iron, at 16s. 3d. per cubic yard; also 10 per cent, profit, and 15 per cent, for patent rights, 
making a grand total of £2 19s. lid. That is the price at which I should be prepared to take similar 
work. .
5116. Tour estimate includes the centering and all the contractor's plant ? Tes. _
5117. As a matter of fact, is not good bluestone concrete more costly than compo., taking the Depart
ment’s own prices ? £3 a yard is the usual price for special concrete which is used to put round man-hole
covers. That is what we get. We have put special concrete round man-hole covers at that price, where 
in another case £50 a yard has been paid.
5118. Did you tender for contract 101 ? No. I was in Queensland when that was let.
5119. Did you ever do any work under the Queensland Government ? Tes, for about twenty years.
5120. What system do they use there in their tendering? They give you the quantities, and you fix your 
own prices. Thev do not even guarantee the quantities. They make the contractors take the risk, i ou 
would be paid on the actual measurements at the prices they fix. They fix a price to arrive at the lump 
sum and to ascertain the lowest tender, but the quantities may be increased or diminished.
5121. Did you ever hear of that form of tendering being used to the disadvantage of the Government. 
Not to my knowledge.
5122. Is it not the universal system of tendering on the continent of Europe ? I could not say.
5123. At all events, you never heard of engineers allowing the system to be used to the detriment of the 
Government in Queensland ? I could not say that I did. I was principally managing works,for others 
in Queensland. I was manager for five years for J. and A. Overend, and for six years for O’Horke and 
M‘Sharry. I do not know anything about contract work outside of the colonies. My experience is 
confined to Queensland and New South Wales.

5124



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 139

5124. I suppose you have taken some notice of the construction of the Monier arch. In your opinion, as W- Gilliver. 
a contractor, is it a safe structure or not? I could not say. I should not like to say, because 1 do not
know. I am not an engineer. I am a practical man, and 1 could not calculate the breaking strain and ^'lune>1896. 
all that sort of thing.
5125. What is your experience of the effect of our climate upon constructions of that sort in compo. ? I 
could not say.
5126. Have you had no experience of that sort of work ? Very little. There is general talk among con
tractors, and perhaps they speak as they wish. They seem to think that the whole thing will collapse. I 
really do not know anything about it. I do not feel competent to express an opinion, and I should not 
like to hazard one. I should be prepared, as I s.aid, to take the same class of work at £3 per yard, and 
pay the royalty of 15 per cent.
5127. That would include ironwork and everything ? Everything.
5128. Have you looked into the cost of the Monier work in other respects ? No. I have only passed by
the job now and again. It is a little bit off for one contractor to go dodging about the work of another •
man. I would not do so on principle.
5129. About the North Shore contract—is that not one of the works in regard to which you complain 
that it was let without tender ? Tes. We anticipated that the other two contracts which have since been 
let would be given to Carter, Gummow, & Co. in the same way.
5130. You wanted to put a stop to that? Yes. And that was why we made it one of our complaints to
you when we waited upon you as a deputation. .
5131. Was there any justification for giving that contract without tender ? No. There could not be.
5132. Was the outfall made ? It was not commenced.
5133. If there was time to call for tenders for a third contract there was plenty of time to call for tenders
for 79a, the second contract ? Yes. As one of the public of New South Wales, I think the Department 
made a big mistake in^starting at the end of the sewer at which they did start. I think they started at the 
wrong end. If they had started at the outfall the sewerage works would have been bringing in a good 
revenue now. Hundreds of thousands of pounds have been expended upon sewerage, and until the outfall .
is built the sewers cannot be used. As soonas the sewers can be used I presume the people would be asked
to lay a line of pipes for the connections, and in that case I presume persons would have to pay for the
sewerage in just the same way as they would have to pay for water supply. Our sewers have.been in
course of construction for seven or eight years, and they are not in use yet, although some have been •
completed for about five years. Meantime the public has to pay interest on the money. Some of the
sewers might have been working a long time ago if the Government had started at the lower end.
5134. Did you look into Contract 79a at all? No.
5135. I mean as to the prices ? No. We tendered the other day for the job that Butcher Brothers got—a
continuation of that contract. ‘
5136. It was a similar work? Yes.
5137. An addition to that line of piping ? Yes.
5138'. What was your percentage below Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, contract for 79a ? I did not know 
what their price was for 79a.
5139. What was the price below the Government estimate at which the tender was let? It was twenty-
four per cent, above. J
5140. That was the tender which was let for this third length ? Yes. We were second.
5141. Mr. Smith.'] Contract 79a was an extension of Contract 79 ? I understand that it was.
5142. It is not altogether an unusual thing for a contractor who has an original contract to take any
extension of that contract? No ; we have done it in one case.
5143. At Eookwood ? Yes. '
5144. You had an original contract there, and an extension of that contract was given to you without ' 
tenders being called ? That is so.
5145. What was the amount of that extension ? I remember that it came to about £6,000.
5146. What was the amount of the original contract? About £6,000, I think. I know that the two
things panned out at between £12,000 and £13,000.
5147. As to Contract No. 107, I believe you wrote a letter to the Under Secretary for Public Works on
15th Eebruary, 1895 ? Yes. ’
5148. The document I hand you is a list of tenders opened on 13th Eebruary, two days before your letter 
was written ? Yes ; assuming the figures to be correct.
5149. You will see there a minute by Mr. Bagge, in which he recommends the acceptance of McSweeney’s 
tender at 29 per cent, below the rates quoted in the schedule of quantities;—you will see that that minute 
is dated 15th February? Yes.
5150. I think if you refer further to the document you will see that the acceptance was recommended for 
confirmation by Mr. Hickson on 28th same month ? Yes.
5151. You said, I think, that you did not receive an answer to your letter? Well, I received the usual
acknowledgment of its receipt; that is all. But when we saw that McSweeney’s tender had been accepted 
we were perfectly satisfied. We did not want any reply. *
5152. As a matter of fact the acceptance of McSweeney’s tender was recommended on the verv day upon
which you wrote your letter ? It seems so. " i
5153. With regard to Contract 77, you sent in a tender 18|ths • below schedule rates, and Carter '
G-ummow, & Co.’s tender was 28^ below? I believe it was. 5 '
5154. There was 10 per cent, between you ? Approximately, yes. '
5155. You also sent in a tender for 117, did you not ? Yes.
5156. I think your tender was 9'01 below schedule rates ? Yes.
5157. So that comparing Cpntracts 77 and 117 there was 9 per cent, difference between your rates, taking
things all round ? That is not a fair way in which to put it. The aqueducts to be built under the ’
Government plan in the case of 77 were very costly.
51r>8. But there was 9 per cent, difference between your two tenders? Yes; but you must take the 
surroundings into consideration. The mere figures are no guide.
5159. You said you had not seen much of the Monier arch work upon Contract 77, and that you did not 
intend to hazard an opinion about it? Quite so. ■
5199. You said you did not think there was any special work about it ? I did. 5161



W. Gilliver. 5161. Would you be astonished to hear that we had been told by a witness who has examined the work m 
' connection with these Monier arches that there is very special work required, and that the compo, could
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a public work? I should take that statement to be absurd. When a gauge of stuff is mixed and run up 
by the barrowload there is no weighing out of sugar about it; all that sort of thing is bunkum.
5162. You do not believe that story ? No. _ . .
5163. You do not believe that the stuff has to be handled in a way different form the ordinary practice ?

- There is a little more timbering required perhaps in the construction. ... .
5164. But with regard to the mixing and handling of the compo. ? There is nothing special at all in that.
5165. I suppose your estimate of £3 per yard for the compo. is based upon the assumption that there is 
nothing different in the mode of handling it? I have allowed 4s. 6d. for labour, and I think that is
quite enough. ... i i n
5166. But you base your estimate of £3 on the assumption that there is nothing special about the work . 
Yes. I have allowed 100 per cent, more for labour than would be allowed in the case of ordinary
concrete. . . . , j t o
5167. I believe vou went to Mr. Parkes on the occasion of the deputation which has been referred to .
Yes.
5168. That was after the acceptance of tenders for Contract 77 ? Yes. _
5160. Which seems to have disturbed all you contractors ? Yes ; self-interest comes in, you see.
5170. Who went with you on that occasion—who were in the room ? Altogether there were fourteen.
I do not know that they were all there at that particular time now I come to think of it, but there were 
fourteen who mutually agreed that we should take that step in our endeavour to put a stop to that state 
of things by having it brought before the House. .... .
5171. Who were in the room while you were there ? Maddison, Ewing, Williams, and 0 Neill. I am
not quite sure whether one or two of the Butchers were there. _
5172. Is there anyone else you can mention as far as your memory serves you? I think I have told you

. all who were there at that particular time.
5173. There were seven or eight, then ? Yes, besides myself. There were about fourteen altogether who
agreed that we should wait upon Mr. Parkes. _
5174. But were they all there together? No, not at one time; but we have often met and discussed
matters since then. _
5175. I am referring now to this particular occasion? There were about ten there, I think, as far as my 
memory serves me. There may have been more.
5176. I think you said that the chief question brought forward was the acceptance of this lump-sum tender. 
That appears to have been the chief grievance ? The grievance was this —that we as contractors wanted 
to be put on an equal footing at the tender-box.
5177. What do you mean by that? I mean that one contractor should not get any preference over 
another.
5178. But in what way—in what respect? As regards the sending in of a lump-sum tender.
5179. But by that time Contract 107 had been dealt with and McSweeney had got it? Yes.
5180. You knew that? Yes.
5181. Was there any other cause for making you think that you were not on an equal footing apart from
the lump-sum tendering in the cases of Nos. 77 and 107. 1 want to know what it w'as which made you
think that you were not on an equal footing ? I have already told you of this particular firm tendering 
twice at a lump sum, and of one of their lump-sum tenders being accepted upon plans quite difterent 
from those upon which we tendered. .
5182. But Contract 107 had been disposed of—Carter, Gummow, & Co. had not obtained the contract; 
McSweeney had obtained it ? So you have told me.
5183. But you knew at the time the deputatiou waited, upon Mr. Parkes that No. 107 had been let to 
McSweeney at schedule rates ? Yes ; I saw that in the papers.
5184. Therefore the lump-sum tender sent in by Carter, Gummow, & Co. had not been accepted by the
Department ? Not at that time. _
5185. So that at the time you waited upon Mr. Parkes the only other cause for disturbance was the 
acceptance of the lump-sum tender in the case of Contract 77 ? Yes, and what might follow.
5186. Was there any existing fact beside that which was moving you at the time ? One grievance of the 
other contractors was that Carter, Gummow, & Co. had received an undue preference in receiving three 
or four contracts without tendering at all for them, and they anticipated that the same firm might obtain 
contracts for which they have since had to tender—for instance, the one that Butcher Brothers got. 
That was not my grievance. I knew nothing about the North Sydney matter. You know of my letter, 
and I wrote in that letter what I meant.
5187. But the only fact which, weighed with you at the time of the deputation was the acceptance of
the lump-sum tender in Contract 77 ? With me individually, yes. _
5188. What were the other concessions to this firm of contractors which you heard mentioned on the 
occasion of this deputation ? There was the matter of £50 a yard for bluestone pitching. .
5189. That was mentioned ? Yes. They had a price in their contract for freestone pitching at 25s. a
yard, but there was also £50 a yard for bluestone pitching, and the quantity in the case of the bluestone 
pitching was considerably increased. In other words, the firm had been spoonfed. There was no free
stone pitching put in. .
5190. What contract was that upon ? The Marrickville contract. That was one of the things which 
was brought before Mr. Parkes, although not by me, because I knew nothing about it.
5191. Do you know who it was who brought that matter before Mr. Parkes ? I think it was one of the 
late partners of the firm.
5192. Of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes. The late partners had a good deal to say—a good deal more 
than they had to say when they were giving evidence here I noticed.
5193. Are you referring now to one of the late partners who was examined here the other day ? Yes.
5194. You mean Mr. Maddison or Mr. Ewing ? I could not say which it was. But the matter has been 
common gossip among contractors and their friends, and among the engineers and merchants who had 
transactions with them.
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5195. Was there anything else mentioned on this occasion in the way of concessions to Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. ? Not that I can think of at this moment. They were talking away there for some time. I think 
I have told you all I know about it.
5196. You cannot remember any other specific thing being mentioned on that occasion by way of a 
concession to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? A lot of things were mentioned.
5197. But can you remember any one of them besides the two you have named ? I have told you several
of the principal things. * •
5198. The principal thing was the acceptance of the lump-sum tender in the case of Contract 77 P Yes.
5199. The other concession was the matter of the bluestone pitching in the Marrickville contract—that 
matter you say was mentioned by one of the late partners? Yes.
5200. What I want to know is whether any other specific thing was mentioned? Well, there were two 
branches to be constructed at North Shore, one of which Butcher Bros, got the other day.
5201. But tenders had not been sent in for that work at that time ? If you look up the matter you will 
find that we tendered for it long before we saw Mr. Parkes.
5202. Had a tender not been accepted ? I could not say. I know that we had tendered. Our tender 
was not the lowest, and the matter did not concern me very much.
5203. What were you afraid of in regard to that contract ? That that section of the sewer might be given 
to this particular firm without their tendering for it.
5204. That is what you were afraid of ? I was not, but the others were.
5205. Was there anything else mentioned in the-way of concessions to Garter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes ; 
there was the Johnstone’s Creek matter.
5206. What was that ? We were one of the tenderers for that job. Sixty or seventy of the unemployed 
went there and drained off the water. I think that matter was mentioned by Mr. Williams at the 
particular meeting I have been referring to.
5207. Can you remember whether any other grievance was mentioned ? I cannot think of any other. 
We were discussing various matters there for some time. First one man and then the other was talking.
5208. But you can think of no more concessions ? No.
5209. Mr. Parkes.-] What about the substitution of the blasting for manual labour? That was also 
discussed.

W. Gilliver. 
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5210. Mr. Smith.] You spoke on this occasion, I suppose ? I did not monopolise all the time. I chipped
in with the rest. . *
5211. I suppose you spoke more particularly with reference to Contract 77 ? Yes. .
5212. Did you suggest any reason at all lor this alleged concession on the part of the Government to 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Certainly not. I give Carter, Gummow, & Co. credit for doing the 
best they can when they get a job. I. was not concerned about what they did. I was concerned about 
putting them on an equal footing with us at the tender-box. I do not care if they made £50,000 out of 
their contract, once they had obtained it fairly.
5213. Did you suggest that there was any reason for the Department having accepted their lump-sum 
tender ? No. As a matter of fact, I do not know of any reason. I know that it was done ; that is all.
5214. You knew only that it had been done, and you wanted to have it stopped in the future ? That is so.
5215. I suppose you did not suggest at all that this firm of contractors were identified with the Govern
ment in a most suspicious manner ;—did you suggest anything of that kind ? No.
5216. You did not suggest that they were identified with the Government ? No.
5217. Did you hear anyone else there suggest it? No, I did not. I think every contractor would give 
the firm credit for doing the best they could for themselves. The only question with us was whether the 
Department would stand it.
5218. No suggestion of the kind I have stated was made at this meeting? No ; I do not think so.
5219. If there had been any suggestion of that kind, you would have heard it ? It might have been made, 
but I did not notice anything of the kind. ■ There might have been a million and one things said, but I 
do not remember.
5220. Mr. Oummow.] As to Contract No. 77, had you not an equal chance of tendering with other 
persons ? Yes, on the original plan—the plan supplied by the Department.
5221. Had you not a chance of putting in a plan for yourself? No, decidedly not.
5222. Why not ? Because it had never been done.
5223. Had you not an opportunity to do it ? Certainly not. I should have considered that it would be
presumption on my part to do it. -
5224. You may have thought that it would be informal, but had you not a chance of doing it ? It never
suggested itself to me. •
5225. If it had suggested itself to you would you not have put in a tender ? How could I put it in the
tender-box where was I to put the plan ? Could I put it into the box ? I suppose you would not 
expect me to put it into Mr. Darley’s or Mr. Hickson’s hands. . ‘
5226. You could have put it into the hands of the proper authorities, could you not ? Who are the 
proper authorities ?
5227. The Tender Board I suppose ;—could you not have taken your plan to the Tender Board ? Has it 
ever been done ?
5228. The question is whether it was a thing which came within your idea of tendering ? It had never 
been done, and I say so having been tendering continuously for seven years in all the Departments.
5229. You say you had no equal chance of tenderina;? 1 had under the original plan. If we had known 
that the Monier system was to be adopted we should have been prepared to tender for it also, putting up 
a cash deposit and not sureties.
5230. Mr. Smith.] And do the work as you have described ? AVo have never failed in a job yet, and we 
have done a rot of second-hand ones that other persons have failed in, Wh have done some of the most 
difficult work in the Colony.
5231. Mr. Gummow.] In regard to your contract at Eookwood, you say there was an extension there of 
equal value to your original contract ? It was better.
5232. Did you have any of your schedule rates altered for that extension ? Yes.
5233. Were they improved or made less ? There were some items in the extension for which we had no 
prices in the first contract. Those prices were agreed upon between the Department and myself. They

would
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W. Gilliver. would, I believe, at that time have been better prices than we should have got had public tenders been 
/-"-'—‘'"■n invited. _

24 June, 1896. 5234. As a matter of fact, then, you did not disagree with the taking of the extension ? No.
5235. I mean as a contractor ? I will tell you how it happened. There was nothing in the thing to 
speak of, but we ourselves were there. We had our plant there, and it was a question of waiting while a 
tunnel was driven across the Parramatta Eoad. That would have taken us some months, and by taking 
on the extension we could finish Contracts No. 1 and No. 2 at about the same time.
5236. Tou took the extension ? Tes ; as a matter of fact, we asked for it.
5237. As to this second and third system of tendering under which the Government supplied quantities
and prices in the one case, and in the other case prices only, does the altered system with no quantities 
make any difference to you in putting in your tenders ? I do not mind our not being supplied with 
quantities. •
5238. It does tnot affect your tendering ? Not a great deal. Pive years ago you could make £10,000 a 
year where you could not make £100 to-day through the altered system of tendering.
5239. I am referring now to the second and third systems under which the Government first put in
quantities and prices and afterwards prices ? I do not care a hang about the prices ; I would just as soon 
tender lump sum as in any other way, without either prices or quantities. _
5240. I am referring now to the difference between the second and third system;—does the alteration 
make any difference to you ? Tes; I entirely disagree with it. It has knocked the contractors out 
altogether. We have been working three years, and have made absolutely nothing out of it. Before that 
we made £40,000 in three years. There is no more use for contractors now ; the Department fixes the 
schedules, and fixes the rates at which we are to pay our men. The contractor now simply takes his bag 
over to the Treasury, takes his money out and hands it to the men ; none of it sticks to our hands. There 
is nothing in it.
5241. I do not refer to the old system of tendering where the contractor put in prices—I am referring 
to the changes within the last two years or so, under which the Government first put in quantities and 
prices, and, lately, prices only ? The fixing of prices in that way has killed contracting.
5242. Sis Sonor.'] But what is the difference between the two last systems—the percentage system 
giving quantities and prices, and the percentage system giving only prices and no quantities ? It means 
that a contractor who is not able to take out quantities himself has to pay two guineas or so to a man who 
can do it.
5243. Mr. Gummow.] Will not a contractor, tendering under the first of these systems, take out his own
quantities ? Not necessarily. _
5244. Would you rely upon the Government quantities ? I have often tendered without taking the 
quantities out. We know where the sewer is, and the two chief items are excavation and concrete. If 
you get fair prices for them you do not care how the other things are.
5245. But do you not care whether the quantities of the Government are correct ? Tes; we worked 
out quantities in the case where we objected to your lump-sum tender, and we found that we couid tender 
at £20,000, although you tendered at £23,000.
5246. When you are trying to get a job, don’t you go into the plans and specifications ? No. I could 
make up a tender in ha’lf-an-hour. The quantities would not concern me if I saw the plans. We should 
look to the excavation and concrete as the leading features, and if the prices in the schedule for those 
things were fair the rest would be all right.
5247. But do you take out your own quantities ? The quantities are put there, I presume, merely to 
arrive at a lump sum. •
5248. But do the Government quantities affect you at all in making your tender, or do you take out
your own quantities ? In making out my tender I rarely take out quantities. _
5249. But would you not wish to know what quantity of concrete, of brickwork, and of excavation there 
were in any given case ? No; I should not go into that, and few contractors do. It really does not 
affect you. If you know that £3 a yard will pay for special bluestone concrete it does not matter whether

. they put in 300 yards or 3,000 yards.
5250. But if vou had 300 yards of that concrete down at 60s., and 3,000 yards of it at 60s., do you mean

‘ to say it does not affect you whether there is 300 or 3,000 yards ? So long as there is a fair profit it
does not matter. The Department have decided that they can increase or diminish the quanties. I do not 
care myself if the sewer is 1 mile or 3 miles long so long as I know that the prices are good enough.
5251. I will assume that there are 10,000 yards of excavation at £10 a cubic yard in one contract, and 
that there are 1,000 yards of bluestone concrete at 20 shillings in another, would you tender on the same 
percentage for that contract as if there were only 1,000 yards of bluestone concrete at 20s. ? At times 
you do ; you have to do it.
5252. I am referring now to the making-up of your estimate of what percentage you will tender at above 
or below the schedule rates ? Tou are entirely in the hands of the Department. They increase or 
diminish the quantities as the case may be. Contracting is really a game of chance when it is all over.
5253. Tou know that in a mile of tunnelling there will be a certain amount of excavation ? They give 
the quantities at per foot run for tunnel excavation, so that there is no need to take it out.
5254. But you must multiply the section they give you by the length ? Not necessarily.
5255. It is not necessary, you think, to take out quantities ? In nine cases out of ten I do not do it.
5256. As to the subducts in the case of Contract 69, do you say that you would not expect to be paid for 
the excavation for the subducts under the scheduler1 I said I never put in any subducts.
5257. I am talking of this particular contract. The schedule at 2s. per lineal yard is not intended, I 
suppose, to cover the price of 6-in. pipe. Supposing the piping to cost Is. 3d., would the extra 9d. cover 
the cost of the excavation ? It might in soft ground, but it would not in solid rock.
5258. If subducts had been ordered in that case would you expect to be paid for the excavation in con
nection with those subducts ? I never went into that matter. I have never done any of that work, and 
I do not know the value of it.
5259. Sis Sonor.] As a matter of fact subduct work is not done round about Sydney ? Not that I 
know of.
5260. Mr. Gummow^] As to the timber for the excavation, it is put down at Id. per foot;—you said in
your evidence, I think, that you considered the cost of the timber in taking out the cost of the excavation? 
Tes, if I can fix my own prices. 5261.
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5261. Would Id. a foot be a foolish price to put down for timber if you had the price of the excavation W. Gilliver. 
as well P You would have to be guided entirely by knowing, in the first instance, whether you would
have to use much of it or not. If the ground were fairly good standing ground there would be nothing June> 1896, 
m the timber one way or the other. .
5262. You mean that no timber would be put in ? No. We had Id. a foot for timber at Eookwood.
5263. If the ground were soft would you require timber ? Yes. • .
5264. Well then, supposing you had a price for the excavation ? .1 should take the value of the timbering,
and put it into the excavation. .
5265. As to the Eookwood contract, had you not other claims in connection with it—in connection with 
the pipe joints, for instance? Yes.
5266. Did you get what you claimed in that case ? Yes.
5267. Do you know if any other contractors got such a thing? I do not know.
5268. Do you consider when you settled up your claim with Mr. Hickson that it had been fairly balanced 
for and against the. contractor ? It was fairly balanced by Mr. Davis, but not by Mr. Hickson. He 
simply wiped the thing out. Mr. Davis dealt with the claim as far as he could, and then he brought us 
into Mr. Hickson.. We were not there two minutes. He said, “Disallowed! Are there any more 
questions, Mr. Davis ? ’ And then we were shown out. I should have liked to give him my version of 
the matter, but he had. gone into it, and decided what he would do. As regards the omission of the 
bridge m that contract, it has been decided in Queensland that the Department cannot alter the character 
of the work.
5269. You think you were unfairly treated because the bridge was shown upon the plans and Mr. Hickson
did not give it to you ? Most undoubtedly. The omission of the bridge cut off our right-of-way for the 
getting of material. & j
5270. Can you give us any further names of the fourteen contractors who you say agreed that certain 
action should be taken who agreed that they had been badly used ? I did not say that they had been 
badly used, but we wanted to stop you people from getting too far ahead of us. It was a question of self
interest. I do not blame you for getting ahead of us, but we wanted to bring you back to the mark if we 
could.
5271. You wrote a letter to the Under Secretary for Public Works ? Yes.
5272. It was mutually agreed that you should do so ? Yes. '
0273. Can you name the contractors who agreed that you should do so ? The contractors that I have
already mentioned. The thing was generally discussed at the Public Works Office. .
0274. You have named eight or nine of them ? Yes. In addition to those I have named, there were 
Crosby and others—in fact, pretty well all the small contractors. There are three contractors who are 
not on a footing with us—M‘Sweeney, Carter, G-ummow, & Co., and Ahearne.
5275. What about Carson ? He is engaged upon a railway. The balance present would be the small fry
contractors. •
5276. The rest did not bother ? No ; they were not with the deputation. .
o277. Mr. Parkes.'] In answer to Mr. Smith, you said that there were no suspicious circumstances brought 
up at the meeting of contractors which deserved inquiry;—do you mean to say that suspicious circum
stances were not put before me ? Pretty well every man had a grievance.

aD^ cominent made upon Mr. Hickson, jun.’s, connection with the firm ? Yes ; it was spoken of.
0279. Have you read my first speech in Parliament, delivered in October last;—have you read the Mansard
report of the speech ? No, I cannot say that I have. •
0280. I011 remember a written statement being given to me containing certain matters ? I think I do.
0281. will you read the passage marked in the HLansavd I now hand you? Yes.
5281-2. Does not that fairly represent what was said to me at that meeting? Yes ; it does.
0282. Was not one of the complaints which was endorsed by all the contractors this : That if they had 
rigged a schedule, as it is called, they had to get justice, that is, if they had too much upon one item that 
item was pulled down ; whereas if Carter, G-ummow, & Co. rigged their schedules they were paid by the 
Department upon their rigging, although it might be very glaring ? Yes, that was spoken of, but I do not 
know by whom.
0283. Was it not reported to me that the prices for guttering and gadding work were infinitely cheaper than 
“gon certain figures given, but that in Carter, G-ummow, & Co’s, case there was a substitution made 
ot blasting for manual labour, which was not allowed to any of the other contractors? Yes; but 
'vie a®surl^ to say that you can do manual labour as cheaply as blasting. The Department itself makes a 
difference of from 15s. to £1 a yard between the two things.
0284. It was represented to me that other contractors could not get that concession ? Yes ; a thousand 
and one things were spoken of.
52842-. Innumerable things of this nature were spoken of; some schedules were taken, and the matter was 
gone into fully, and innumerable proofs were brought to bear that concessions were given to Messrs.
Carter, Gummow, & Co. in fixing up amounts in their final payments which ought not to have been- in 
those final payments ? Just so.
5285. Mr. Smita.] I think you said just now, in answer to Mr. Parkes, that a written statement was 
handed m to hnn by the deputation ? I remember a paper being passed from some one to Mr. Parkes, ' 
but what was m it I do not know. I know, as a matter of fact, that Maddison told Mr. Parkes that 
Giilan had told him that a telegram had been sent by Mr. Carter to Mr. Gummow to the effect that young 
Mr. Hickson was to be taken into the firm at any price. That I will swear.
5286. Maddison said that at this meeting ? Yes, before all hands. '
5287. Was there any other reference made at this meeting to Mr. Hickson, jun., by anyone else? His name 
^oQovrr “lsCuss.e<^- ft was looked upon as a great advantage to have him working for the firm, I suppose. 
o288. Y\ as anything said at the meeting of contractors to which you referred as to his being a partner—• 
was anything of that kind said ? No, I do not think so. '
5289. When reference was made to the telegram was anything said about Mr. Hickson, jun., being taken 
ron/V^ mafter was. rl0f discussed. I do not think anyone knew anything about it.
tit -i? .1 exception of Mr. Maddison’s statement? Yes ; that was what he had been told by Giilan. 
roai 'tm-11®’ f6?.?1 know whether Mr. Hickson, jun., was working for the firm or not.
o29I. Mr. Parkes?^ Was not a statement made to me very definitely about a conversation between 
Dwing, Maddison, and Carter ? Yes, a conversation outside of the Bank of New Zealand. 5292.
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W. Gilliver. 5292. His Honor.~] Tou saw a piece of paper handed to Mr. Parkes, but what it was you do not know . 
' No. I think Mr. Williams handed a piece of paper to him. Now I come to think of it I am quite clear

24 June, 1896. that.
5293. Did you see the contents of the paper? No ; I do not know the contents.
5294. Tou did not hear it read? No. _
5295. Mr. Gummow.'] If Mr. Maddison said he was not at the meeting to which you have referred, would
that be true ? He would be telling a deliberate lie if he said so. _
5296. His Honor.] There were, I believe, a first and second deputation to Mr. Parkes —did the things to
which you have referred occur the first time Mr. Parkes was interviewed on the subject, or the second 
time ? I think it was the first time, but I could not be positive. I know that Maddison had been there 
more than once. I have met him there more than once. .
5297. Mr. Gummow.] Was Mr. Ewing there ? He has been there. _
5298. Was he there when you were there with Mr. Maddison ? I could not say, but on one occasion I
know they were both there. .
5299. With eight or nine others ? Not at that time, I think.
5300. Were you present when Mr. Ewing and Mr. Maddison were there together? How could I say
anything about it if I were not present? •
5301. Upon this particular occasion to which you have referred, was Mr. Ewing there? I do not know 
whether he was there at that time or not. Mr. Williams was there, I know, and I think Bob and Sam 
Butcher were also there.
5302. But you could not say definitely whether at the deputation you have spoken of Mr. Ewing and 
Mr. Maddison were present together with yourself and others ? No, I could not say definitely. I know 
that about fourteen were to have met there, and about ten turned up.
.5303. As to the North Shore contract, you were one of those who tendered for that work ? Tes.
5304. What was your tender ? They beat us by 1 per cent.
5305. Was that above or below schedule rates? Above.
5306. Did you not say before in mistake that you were below the schedule rates ? I could not say.
5307. As to the special bluestone concrete, do you know what it consists of? 5, 3, and 2, as far as my
memory serves me. I have not done much of it except round manhole-covers. _ _
5308. Suppose it is 7, 3, 2, would that be as good as material as 5, 3, and 2 ? No ; I should not think it 
would be.

FRIDAY, 26 JUNE, 1896.
John Carter, recalled, sworn, and further examined :—

5309. His Honor.] With reference to Mr. Reid’s employment—between what dates was he employed by 
you, and on what contract ? Probably from 1890 to 1891 up to the beginning of 1896—during the last

26 June, 1896. five or six years.
5310. Was he upon all the contracts you were carrying out during ‘that time, or was he only on some of
them ? Only on some. _
5311. Can you say which he was employed on ? 79, 79a, 65, and 53. I think that is all. . .
5312. There may be some more ? Sometimes he was sent from one to another temporarily, but I think I
have given you almost the entire number of the contracts he was on. .
5313. During that time what was the position he held under the contractors ? He was a sort of working 
manager. He would be always there in case we were not there. He had to see that the work was set 
out and that the men were kept employed. He had to look after the plasterers and concreters and to see 
that they had material, and so on. He was a sort of foreman manager.
5314. During the whole of the time did you work as a contractor directly, or did you employ sub
contractors ? Sub-contractors for the shafts and tunnels. That is the usual, practice.
5315. In what position did Beid stand as to the sub-contractors ? He measured their work up and saw 
after their lines and levels. If anything went wrong he would report it to us and to the Government 
engineer.
5316. Had he to see that the sub-contractors carried out their work properly? Tes, so far as the proper 
levels and lines were concerned.
5317 As to the brickwork and concrete, was that sublet? No, that was all day-work.
5318. It was only the driving and sinking that was sublet ? Tes. _
5319. Then as to the work done by the principal contractors—what was his duty as to the brickwork and 
the concrete ? He exercised a general supervision over it. He was what you would call an overlooking 
foreman. I do not know whether I can make it plainer than that to your Honor.
5320. What salary did he receive ? His salary varied. I think he started at £2 10s. and went up to £4.
I know that I raised his salary once or twice. I know that he received nothing lower than £2 ICs. and 
nothing higher than £4. ' .
5321. When did he leave your employ ? Three or four months ago.
5322. How came he to leave—under what circumstances was it ? The cessation of work. We had no 
more need for his services. He practically received six or eight months’ notice. I often discussed the 
matter with him, he being an old servant. I told him that after the completion of the North Shore 
work there seemed no possibility of further employment by us, and that he had better turn round and 
look out for himself. I asked him more than once if he had done so. He knew for six or eight months 
before he left that he would have to go as soon as the North Shore work was completed.
5323. Did you give him a certificate or any reference on his leaving ? I did not. I supposed he would 
be seeking employment among the same class of employer, and that being so, he could get a personal 
reference at any time. He did not ask for a written reference, and it did not occur to me to give him one.
5324. There was no cause for his leaving your employment on account of misconduct or failure to do his 
work properly ? No ; it was simply from a cessation of work.
5325. You were going on with other contracts shortly afterwards? The work for us had been reduced 
to a great extent by the Government assuming the responsibility for the lines and levels. Besides that, 
Mr. Gummow and myself could not afford to be quite as extravagant in the management as we were a 
year or two ago, when work was more constant.

J. Carter.

5326.
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ro9«i Itrwas jK®,116 jd :?0r retrenchment, then, that induced you to dismiss Eeid ? Yes.
7 i,3' i . ^ h6 d^1S WOrk whlle he was in y°ar employment ? All right so far as I know, or I should 

roL nfke,P h]m-n 0f course, he had his faults, like everyone else.
lo what faults do you refer P He occasionally took a little more liquor than was good for him, hut

?i? + Tl1*8* can honestly say that it was only on very rare occasions that I saw him in
that state, lhat was the only failing he had as far as I know.
5328. Did that cause him to come on to the works in the morning unfit for the proper discharge of his 
duties I never saw him unfit for, or neglecting, his work in any way. I think that on the whole he did 
his duty very well indeed. Otherwise we should not have kept him.
5329. As to the mode of carrving on the work, what instructions did you give Reid? No instructions, 

was rc 611 originally five or six years ago, and then he received some instructions, but what they
f°U t° Sa^’ 'jas round the works and practically taught by the supervising nartner, 

wu al1 f111 concerned, I do not know anything as to his actual instructions. *
5330. AV ho broke him in r* JVfr. Snodgrass.
materi3ad ^ instructions to economise material as much as possible ? No ; there was always plenty of

fhf w,T°U hv\hT>ar-u the evidence Siven by Dawson and Chiene having reference, to a certain extent, to 
evncntp nf „ jh Eeid was cau®mg work ^ be done—apparently, in your interests, saving material at the 
not believe ft d WOrk';~what do you to that? Personally, I know nothing of it. Moreover I do

SoL^idrbfSpidfx.0' ”'p“l tl,“Eeil “u™s ,'ort to be «■
M to mrt-the °ther (|ay wbea Chiene was examined, and you heard what he said
insnecTfrs ’f? i heard him say’ “ He told me that barter paid some of theinspectors? I heard of that for the first time the other morning.
i^neWnBJpe^ the statement’ if ^ were made, that you had paid any of the
men were 7 trutl1111 the expression “ paid ” ; there is no truth in the statement that the
men were paid m the ordinary sense.
fn3’?6' Sre,J believe’ WrS+vne of Si® insPectors for the Government upon the particular contract ref erred 
%L jyJ he Was one f them- fifiere were half a dozen or, perhaps, seven or eight more. 
o337. Did you ever make any payment to him ? Never.
5338. Never in your life ? Never. •
S to a^an^amercor^e1? t0 y°Ur Payillg money t0 insPectors> hare y°u ever given anything at

5340. In what way ? As a matter of charity.
noflikTto^wW T6^011.*11- WOrks’°raft®rl1® had lfift the works? 'Both. 1 think. I should 
very bad state of health had ^ mmeJ t0 him While he WaS °n th® W°rks ; he was on and off in a

rofo' rvjat WaS the matter with him ? Ho was dying of consumption.
home T bf/JT ®XpeilSes to,some convalescent hospital beyond Liverpool ? Yes, to a convalescent 

TvjPaid “ expenses up or down—I do not know which
°ri,r 77^ y0U not afterwards pay something towards his funeral expenses ? Yes

■!> 'V lh« f” ■>» VeSi I
What inBP“*°r was it. dp you remember ? No ; I do not remember. It may have been Tud-ay 

Husband, or any of them on the Marrickville contract. 0 y’
ro^o' ^0U gav,e fchis .1?oney t0 the inspectors on Corpe’s account ? Yes.
o348. Do you know it he ever got it ? I could not say. ■ •
rorn pld y°U ®Ver cc^fi11*6 t0 any other subscription-list got up for the inspectors ? Yes.

5351. Wlmt happened to him ? He died.
cq^q' lnsPectors got: np a subscription list for him, to which the firm contributed ? Yes
nf w 7b. y°U ref cmkerTa?y other subscription list to which you contributed-any other list, I mean got 
up by the inspectors ? I do not remember any other. J ’ S
TW fi° n0t kt+°7 °f any ?the.rl. Tk?re were always subscription lists knocking about the works 
ma/dTed or^waJilf6 DS UP subscriptl0n llsts when an inspector died or was ill, or sometimes when a

tSistfec^ eVery day liStS W6re SOt UP f°r either mel1 or inspectors connected with the work ? Yes ; 

5356. You heard Chiene’s evidence ? Yes. '
hhThnGTff0bably beaId biT fyithafc you sent for him to go to North Shore, and that you there gave 
N^I did not n’ Undert°0k t0 pay Hs baker’s bil1 for three months ;-did you send for him ? 

5358. That is untrue ? Quite untrue.
^fitha^lblprln/011!^atppeil+f0 ^n0W ^^ be was in a bad state if y°u did not send for him ? I saw him 
™8ubso iPtlon kst on tbe ^nnandale contract on pay-day.
5360. For whom was the list ? For himself.
5361 What did you say to him ? I saw him in the yard. I had not seen him for a year or more to
domghCTe^ Telid^wVll^6 l0°ked a;®ry td and 1 Said’ “Halloa! Chiene, what are you. 
myself.” ‘ H d’ W U’ 1 VCry bard up’ Mr- Carter- 1 am here with a subscription list for

IdfnSfe todsIeUflnaJl3t0 thait ? 1 fid 1 WaS S°fy t0 see him hard UP- I said, “ I am in a hurry now. 
to sef me ” employee of ours m such straits. Yon had better come over to North Shore

5364' -nT^ d‘d .y°n undertake to do at that time ? I guaranteed his baker’s bill for three months.
SiVe ^ someifiingj but I cannot think at this moment w netner it was a sovereign or a half-sovereign. .
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J. Carter. 

26 June, 1896.

5365.
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J. Carter. 5365. Then it is not a fact that you sent for him to go to you P No. _ , . „ v
5366. It was merely by chance that you met him at Annandale and made this ofrer to ^im- .

26 June, 1896. 5357. Your seeing him was not arranged or premeditated on your part P No ; to tell you the truth I had 
forgotten his existence until I saw him at Annandale. .
5368. With reference to He id’s first employment by you ;—how did he first come to get into your employ
ment? He was brought in by Mr. Snodgrass.
5369. Was he a personal friend of Mr. Snodgrass ? Yes.
5370. It was Mr. Snodgrass who gave him a start ? Yes ; I had nothing to do with it.
5371. Did you ever hear about Eeid grumbling about his pay not being large enough ? No.

. 5372. Did he ever ask you for increased pay ? Never.
5373. Did you give him a bonus or Christmas-box or anything like that ? Yes ; repeatedly.
5374. In addition to his pay ? Yes ; every Christmas. _ 1 „
5375. With regard to his leaving the firm ;—did he leave before 79a was finished, or was that completed .
It was completed. . . , .
5376. Do you know whether he had anything to do with No. 69 ? Not with the actual working ot it.
5377. Did he make out any of the pay-sheets of No. 69 ? Yes. .
5378. Was 69 completed when he left ? Yes.
5379. Had he anything to do with Contracts 77 and 118 ? Nothing. _
5380. During Mr. Eeid’s employment by the firm within the last two years, was I in Sydney to assist the
firm in any way or was I absent ? You were here about half the time. You returned to Sydney early 
last year, and you have been assisting the firm ever since. i „
5381. Had I any other duties to perform when I returned;—had I any other contracts to look after .
Yes ; there was the Adelaide work. r. j -c ■ 1. frn a a
5382. Was it necessary to keep on Mr. Eeid to assist us with other contracts after we had finished 79 A.

5383. Our work was sufficiently reduced in quantity to admit of one of the partners looking after it ?
Yes. That was the reason Eeid was retrenched. _ r-n a 9
5384. Coming back to the pay-sheets ;—did Eeid make up any sheets in respect of Contracts 79 or /9 A. 
Yes.
5385. And he made them up for 65 and 69 ? Yes.
5386. Did he make them up for 77 and 118? No.
5387. You are given to gambling are you not ? No ; I am not.
5388. To making wagers I mean ? In a small way, yes. _ _ .
5389. Do you remember making a wager of half-a-sov. at North Shore five or six years ago in connection 
with some pipes which were being laid ? Yes ; I remember it, not from the making of it, but from the 
occasion.
5390. You paid the man ;—he beat you did he not ? Yes ; I paid him.
5391. Were the'pipes decently laid ? I believe so. , ,
5392. But don’t you know it to be the fact that they were ? Yes. I think Mr. Davis saw them, and
complimented the man upon the way in which they had been laid. .
5393. He was a specially good man at pipe-laying? Yes ; he was what we term a champion pipe-layer.
5394. Before I was connected with you do you remember telling me about a splendid pipe-layer you had .
Yes. It was a matter of common talk that we had the best pipe-layer in the Colony.
5395. You prided yourself upon having a tip-top man in that line ? Yes.
5396. Mr. ParJces.^ How many Government Inspectors had you on your Glebe job ? There were hall-a-
dozen, perhaps more. '
5397. How many were there on Contract 69 ? Probably the same number.
5398. Half-a-dozen on each? A'es. They changed about very much. They would be there perhaps two, 
three, or fourth, months, and then they would be sent away and someone else would take their place. I 
should say that the average would be four at Marrickville and perhaps five or six at the Glebe.
5399. His Honor.'] Do you mean that a number of inspectors were inspecting the work at the same
time ? Yes. ,
5400. Mr. Parhes.] You said in answer to Mr. Smith that you did not pay Inspector Eyre,—that you 
objected to the use of the expression “paid”;—what did you mean? I meant that “ paid was the 
wrong expression to use. I think I was referring at the time to Inspector Corpe. Mr. Smith had 
referrred to Mr. Chiene’s evidence to the effect that I had paid inspectors, and I objected to the expression 
“paid.” I did not deny that I had given the inspectors money, because, as I have already stated, I did 
so ; but I never paid them.
5401. Did you give Inspector Eyre money for any purpose ? No. ... 1 i, u
5402. For no purpose at all? As far as I am aware he never brought a subscription list to me, although 
there were half-a-dozen lists out at various times.
5403. His Honor.] These lists would often be for men as well as for inspectors ? Yes. The men get 
consumption and all sorts of things, and naturally enough they would come to us for assistance.
5404. You do not mean to imply that the inspectors were, as a rule, dilapidated men, who were sent on to
the work to die? No; but some of them must die. A great number of men are employed, and it is a 
common thing on all contracts when a death or anything like that occurs for a subscription list to be got 
up. At least that has been my experience. _ _ .
5405. Mr. Qummow.] As to guttering and gadding, are these subscriptions not in many cases for men 
who have been employed upon guttering and gadding work under your contracts, or on sewerage 
contracts ^ "STcs
5406. As a rule, are they not the men who have gone into consumption through the dust arising from 
their guttering and gadding work in the tunnels ? Yes.
5407. The lists in some cases have been for men who have become diseased from that cause. Aes. . _
5408. Have you not known a number of cases in which men have died as the result of sickness arising
from that cause? Yes. That is one of my grievances against the Department. I have always said that 
I wished to put a stop to that work. .
5409. His Honor.] What is your grievance ? My grievance is that the Department have tried on more 
than one occasion to compel contractors—to put it strongly—to murder men who have to do this tunnel

work
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work by ordering guttering and gadding. I have felt very strongly on the subject; in fact, I have '*• Carter, 
always done so. ,^
5410. Did you expostulate with the Department ? Tes. 26 June, 1896.
5411. Will you describe the operation of guttering and gadding ? I am not a practical man, but I think 
I understand the work in this case. Take a tunnel 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. A. man would have te crouch 
down on his hands and knees with a short pick in one hand and with a short hammer in the other, and he is 
constantly battering away at the rock, cutting it away. Every blow he strikes brings out a certain 
quantity of dust.
5412. Mr. ParlcesJ] Is not that the case with the avocation of the ordinary stonemason ? He is in the 
open air. In less than three months any ordinary miner would be incapacitated by working at guttering 
and gadding in these tunnels. The illness they contract is from the inhalation of the dust. Only this 
morning, on the wharf, a man asked me if I could find him light employment as he was going the way of 
a number of other men who had been doing the work. He told me that he had not done more than a 
month s guttering and gadding in his life. Nevertheless, he had contracted the disease.
5413. His Honor.'] Do they not wear respirators ? They have tried all that sort of thing, and it has been 
found of no use. They either can’t or won’t wear the things. Sometimes they are in 300 or 400 feet, 
guttering and gadding. Air is blown in, and the particles of dust are constantly blowing round about 
the face of the work. Sometimes the men are working in steamy damp atmosphere. I know at least of 
thirty men who have been practically killed through guttering and gadding in the Castlereagh-street 
job—the only contract where it was carried out.
5414. The wages you pay for that work are higher than the wages paid for ordinary blasting? Tes ; the 
men are paid 9s. or 10s. a day. I remember that in the case of the North Shore contract, where we were 
asked to gutter and gad, I expostulated, and I have brought up the subject repeatedly since. I think it 
is a most preposterous thing that we should be asked to do that work.
5415. In deep-bedded sandstone, upon (say) Contract 79, by adopting guttering and gadding, how many 
feet a day could you do ? It would not be feet; it would be inches.
5416. A day ? Tes ; that is my opinion. Tou must take it for what is worth. It would not be more 
than a foot in any case
5417. At what rate is blasting work done? In ordinary cases, I suppose about 16 or 18 feet a week.
5418. Mr. Gummow.] In the cases of the men who have been injured by the guttering and gadding work, 
were they healthy men before they started ? They have been some of the finest men in the Colony.
54 L9. A good stamp of men ? Tes ; you cannot get them now.
5420. Mr. Parkes/] Was not this letter sent to the Government offices by the Secretary of the Miners’ 
Association:—

Having been requested by my Association to write to the Works Department to obtain particulars whether there 
is any provision made for miners being provided' with air, I have done so through the Secretary of the Trades Hall, thinking 
it would have more effect, but up to the present it is nil.

Although we are a registered association, up to the present we are not recognised by the Board of Conciliation and 
of Arbitration, though we are looking forward to it, as in all probability we may be the first to use that Board, us being 
engaged on Government contracts, and our case is a calamity. I urge upon you to act on our behalf at once. Re this 
information, our general meeting is next Saturday, 30th instant.

My reason for being so urgent is this—our men are dying off so fast. I have to report another death no later than last 
Tuesday. We sent turn to Victoria to benefit their health. I am expecting to hear of their death every day, as their case is 
hopeless. One of our members came to me to-day. He says, “ This is terrible ; I am dying—lingering in misery” ; has not 
been able to work this six months ; a walking skeleton. We have always a large percentage to support out of our pittance, 
which, God knows, is only an average of os. per day. Out of this our fellows subscribe manfully. We are sure our turn 
is not far off. There is no man following this work who can live long ; we all feel the effects—a husky cough, and galloping 
consumption follows, and our end is not far off. When we apply to the hospital we are sent to Little Bay as incurable. 
We have to rush smoke and foul air and dust, and work in unnatural positions to obtain even that average wage. I have 
pay-sheets to prove my statements, and a glance at my books may prove a death-rate that would not be believed—that is 
10 per cent.—the result of us rushing this foul air and not being able to eat during working-hours. Our wives has to 
nurse us and bathe our aching heads at night, as we are at times alipost lunatics when we ought to be resting. Our limbs 
weaken, and we can no longer work. We are forced to accept this death or starve our wives and children, and we do accept 
death to obtain them bread. There is terrible suffering amongst our members. They are willing to work, but the work is 
shut down from them. Although the Works Department let the contracts, they are powerless to compel them to employ 
labour. The North Shore underground sewerage job, Messrs. Carter & Co., has kept their shafts idle for weeks past. Men 
who sunk the shafts—some as deep as 250 feet odd—has been forced to fill the ranks of the unemployed. They are actually 
starving us into a death price. Up to the present we have never been provided with air; what air we have had we had to 
provide ourselves ; so hoping you will take steps on our behalf.
— ? That is an utterly untrue statement.
5421. Were these men not doing blasting work ? Certainly.
5422. Is it not the fact that blasting work is dangerous, and that guttering and gadding work is not so 
dangerous ? That is not true in the least.
5423. Mr. Gummow.] Did you know of this letter before you saw it in the printed papers ;—did you 
make any reply to it? Not to my knowledge.
5424. Was any action taken by the Department in connection with it ? I see by the reports that the 
Department made an investigation, and it was found that air was being supplied.
5425. Did they discover that you were paying 5s. per day to your men ? They did not.
5426. Did they discover, on the other hand, that you were paying nearly 15s. ? • Tes.
5427. These statements, then, are utterly untrue ? Tes. .
5428. Mr. Parkes.] In the case of sub-let contracts, have the miners to find all their own materials, tools,
and everything ? No ; they are provided with a air-blowing plant, with tools, and with everything they 
require except explosives. • J

James Mitchell recalled and further examined:—
5129. Mr. Parkes.] In the return you handed in to His Honor a few days ago, there is an absence of J- Mitchell, 
sundry payments—I think about six of them in all; one is on 22nd January, 1892, £1,668 13s. lid.; -s
that was paid to Carter & Co., and is not in your list ; then there is a payment on 19th February of 26 June, 1896. 
£1,208 6s. Id.; on 20th June, £1,681 15s. 5d.; on 21st February, 1893, of £4 19s. lOd. ; on 24th March,
1896, of £100 ; and on 31st March, £159 17s. 5d.;—can you account for these amounts not appearing on 
your return ? If they were advances upon the firm’s contracts they should appear in the list. °

5430.
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J. Mitchell. 5430. Could you find out upon what the advances were made ? Tes ; the whole of the payments in this 
- return are payments in advance. _ ,.

26 June, 1896. 5434. ]3at payments 1 Suppose for any purpose whatever would appear in your accounts at the Auditor-
General’s Otfice? Tes. '
5432. Even to a penny ? Tes. . ,
5433. Could an officer of the Department issue cheques upon the Government Banting account without
its appearing in the Auditor-General’s accounts ? No. _
5434. There is no account upon which an officer of the Department could issue cheques without the
amounts appearing in your books ? I do not think I am in a position to answer that. _ .
5435. Supposing an officer of the Department issued a cheque upon any account call it a contingency 
account—could not that item appear in the Auditor-General’s accounts ? It should.
5436. Everything in connection with the public expenditure should appear there ? Tes.
5437. Will you take this return which you have handed in and supply us later on with an explanation 
concerning the amounts which are wanting ? Tes.

I was a
John Eeid sworn and examined:—

J. Reid. 5438. Sis Honor.'] What is your occupation ? I hardly know what it is at the present time.
-v manager for Carter & Co.

26 June, 1816. 5439. Before that what work were you doing ? I was a labourer before that.
5440. When did you enter into their service? As manager, about seven years ago.
5441. Tou do not remember the date upon which you went into their service ? No, I can only remember
that it is about seven years ago. » „ tt
5442. Did you remain continuously in their service until you finally left? Until about three months ago.
5443. Beceiving various rates of pay ? Tes. *
5444. Between what amounts ? £2 10s. and £4 a week. j. -iw 1. 4.1,
5445. During that time what were your duties? My duties were to carry out one contract which they 
had, and to make out pay-sheets for several other contracts which they had in hand at the time.
5446. When you say that you carried a contract out, what do you desire to convey ? I had to see that
the work was carried out. I was in charge of the job. j? o j
5447. Do you mean that vou were in charge while the contractors were away perhaps away from feyclncy
3,1/fco P Yes
5448. And when the contractors were about Sydney, did you always have charge of this one contract?
Tes, pretty well always. . , „ T
5449. Upon how many contracts altogether were you employed ; do you remember the number i 1

think on about four or five. .
5450. What were the numbers of those contracts ? I cannot remember the numbers, but 1 can give you 
the situations. One was at Woolloomooloo, one was at the Glebe, and another was at Waverley. Then 
there were the two contracts at North Shore, 79 and 79 a.
5451. Any others ? No others. . .
5452. On no contract at Marrickville or Annandale ? No. .... ,,
5453. During this time what instructions were given to you as to the way in which you were to see the 
work done ? I was given the specifications and plans, and told to carry the work out.
5454. In what way ? According to the specification and plans.
5455. What were you told as to the material;—were you told to save the material as much as possible .
Certainly not. . . „ . , „ T
5456. I mean as to the gauging of the material for the concrete and the mixing ot the concrete . 1

had no orders to that effect at all.
5457. To what effect do you mean ? I mean with a view to save the stuff. . . .
5458. I suppose you have seen the newspapers lately ? I have read the reports of this Commission m
the daily newspapers. ...... .
5459. Did you see the evidence of Dawson ? I saw a report of it in the morning newspapers.
5460. Did you see some statements in which your name was mentioned ? Tes.
5461. Did you see his evidence to the effect that in putting in the lining of the tunnel upon Contract 79
and 79a he left a number of defective places, some especially defective ? I saw that some places were 
left, but I do not know about special places. _ _
5462. I mean some winch were more seriously defective than the others ? Tes; I saw that there were 
bad places.
5463. That there were some between shafts 12 and 13 ? Tes. ^
5464. Were you in charge of the contract at the time that Dawson was saia to have done this bad work.
"STes. .
5465. Asa matter of fact the work was in some cases done in the way in which he described it ? Un-

5466. What do you know as to the way in which Dawson did his work ; take this particular section to 
begin with ? I always took him to be a good labourer ; I always put him down as a man who would do
his work properly. . , , ..'...
5467. Tou are aware of the fact that Dawson swears that it was through your instructions to save
material that he did the work in the way he did ? T have heard so.
5468. What have you to say to that ? It is a deliberate falsehood.
5469. Will you positively swear that you never allowed Dawson to leave these vacant spaces between the 
top of the drive and the brickwork; will you swear that you do not know of their having been left? I 
will swear that positively; I will swear that I did not know anything about it-
5470. Do you swear that you did not know that the material was going in in the way in which it did go 
in? I did not know of it.
5471. Tou did not know of it at all ? I swear that I did not.
5472. Did you not suspect it ? No.
5473. Tou know the size of the drive, because you went through it?
particular part of it although I have been through it. j j i r
5474. Tou know that the drive has been 'blasted out and that consequently there will be a good dead ot
filling which will have to be put in between the lining and the top of the drive? Tes, 5475.

I do not know the size of that
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also a quantity of metal ? I did not notice 
saw the men using the metal and cement. I could

No ; it would

5475. You saw a quantity of cement being used and 
particularly that part of the work, but in passing by I
not say in what quantities. ' •
5476. Did it not strike you that there was not the proper quantity of cement going in ? 
take a good deal more than one man to watch that.
5477. You say you have known Dawson for some time ? Yes.
54/8. For howjong ? He has worked for the firm for several years—for the last four years.
5479. Have you ever had occasion to question the way in which he did his work ? Never on any occasion.
5480. There was a man named Hansen working there at the same time ? Yes.
5481. You know that his work was questioned by the inspector on one occasion ? Yes.
5482. Had you had occasion to find fault with-Hansen’s work before then? Not before then.
5483. Do you not know that his work was found fault with on one or two occasions before the occasion 
on which he was dismissed ? No, it was never reported to me.
5484. Did you know nothing at all about it ? Not a word.
5485. Do you swear positively that you had no idea whatever that bad work was being done? None 
whatever.
5486. Where were you living at the time ? I was living in Sutherland-street, North Sydney, at the time.
5487. What would you be doing during the time work was going on;—how would you be employed ? 
ihere was a good deal of work going on on the job. There was the concrete work and the plastering 
work. I had to see that all the work was being properly carried out.
5488. What length of work had you under your charge ? About 60 chains, I think.
5489. What yoii specially had under your charge was the lining ? No; the whole job was under my charge.
5490. What object would Dawson have in leaving these vacant places ? I can only think that he did it
for laziness sake. '
5491. Dawson swears that you, being the contractors’ manager, actually gave him instructions to do the 
work in the way in which he says he did it ? That is not true. '
5492. You swear that it is not true ? I swear that it is not true.
5493. Do you remember giving him any particular instructions ? No ; I cannot say that I do. He came 
to me as an expert labourer in that particular class of work.
5494. As a bricklayer’s labourer ? Yes.
5495. And you employed him ? Yes.
5496. How much a day did he get ? He was getting 9s. a day at first, and 8s. a day latterly.
5497. When was he reduced to 8s. a day ? He -went to a job at Marrickville and he got 8s. a day there.
o498. Was he getting 9s. upon Contract 79 ? Yes. ’ ~ ’
5499. Right through ? Right through until he came back from Marrickville, and then I paid him at the 
rate at which he had been paid at Mhrricltville.
5500. What did he say to the reduction of a shilling in his pay ? He made no comment to me.
5501. He did not grumble about it ? I never heard of it.
5502. Connors, the bricklayer, was employed there at the same time? Yes ; on Contract 79.
o503. I suppose that whatever work the bricklayer’s labourer did in the way of bad filling the bricklayer 
)vould be aware of it ? Not necessarily. While the labourer would be packing the bricklayer would be 
below pointing up his work.
5504. He would be inside the tunnel ? Yes.
5o05. feo that it is quite possible that the labourer might leave an open space without the bricklayer 
knowing of it Yes ; he might scamp his work, and then put a face on it and make the drive look as 
though it had been properly packed.

y°u eYer fiud Dawson a lazy man ? No, or he would not have been there. 
o507. He was off for some time, was he not ? For about a fortnight.
5508. What was the cause of it? We were short of bricks at that time.
5509. Was that the only reason ? The only reason.
5510. You are aware that Dawson, with another man, was once reported by Inspector Reid for putting 
l?’ °r sse'piug to put in, dry metal into the packing of a shaft ? No, I am not aware of that.
ooll. Dm you not hear something about it ? Never. •
5512. You heard of it lately ? No. But I think I saw something of it in Reid’s evidence. I saw 
something about dry metal going down one of the shafts, but I could not understand it. 
oo!3. Have you not heard that Inspector Reid founded one of his complaints on the fact that he had 
discovered Dawson and another man putting down drv metal, or that he thought he had ? I have never 
heard of it.
5ol4. You heard that Reid reported the men on some occasions for improper work ? I think it was the 
maimer of doing it that he found fault with, not the quality of the material.
551,J- y,^ do you mean by the manner of doing it ? I mean the mode of carrying the work out, the 
™ri<Trri0m®’ 1 j ^ fancy . was cause °f his complaint more than the quality of the work, 
oolb. What mode of doing it would that be ? I mean the mode in which the work was done. It might 
be the mixing of the concrete or it might be something else. 6
5517. One of his complaints was that the concrete was mixed too soon, was it not ? Possibly he may Imve 
made that complaint. j j -
55!8 Do you know anything about it ? I believe at one time he did complain about the concrete being 
mixed before it was to be used. ' b

Caine f t0 136 done ? I could not say. The men had to perform certain work and I suppose 
they did it as best they could.
5520. What instructions did you give as to the mixing of the concrete ? Possibly I said that they were to 
mix it as best they coyld, but I forget now. J
552^0Vare a^a1re> are you not, that concrete ought to be mixed not more than a certain time before it 
is^used . les ; it has to be wet only a certain time before it is used.
5522. It may be mixed dry sometime beforehand ? Yes.
5523. But if the sand were wet, of course that would damp it ? Yes ; and in that case the cement might

Hon rIntllafc Case lt; ouSllt not to be mIxed immediately before it is required? That is so your
n°r' 5525.

J. Reid.

26 June, 1896."
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J. Reid.

26 June, 1896.

5525. He complained, did he not, that wet sand was used ? I do not remember his complaint now. He

5526. What sort of m^n was he with regard to the way in which he carried out his duties of inspection ?
I would rather not say anything about Eeid. . _ _ , • . , • , ■ ,■ ,,
5527. But I want you to do so what was your experience of him ? I think he is a very objectionable
man.
5528. Did you find him an honest man ? I believe he was. . . ,, • i • i i ,
5529. Then in what sense was he objectionable ? I mean the objectionable manner m which he made the
men do the work. „ . . . , , . j j • -j.5530. Do you mean his tone of voice, or what ? I mean his tone of voice and his manner of doing it
generally. He was always at variance with the labourers. I saw very little of the man myself ; he was 
mostly down below. He and the labourers were always quarrelling. . . i . , ,
5531. Dawson on several occasions gave the same evidence—that is, that the instructions upon w ic e 
acted were given by you, and that that is the reason why he scamped his work he sw-ore that he did so 
for the sake of saving material, and that he acted upon your instructions P That is entirely false.
5532. Entirely false, you say ? Tes. . , . .. .
5533. Did you hear at any time talk among the men as to Dawson s having said something about the way
in which the work was done ? I did hear it, but I did not believe it. -
5534. When was that? Possibly six or seven months ago.
5535. Not before that ? No. , .. , rut n- i,5536. That would be early this year ? Early this year, or the end of last year—I could not say which.
5537. What was it you heard? I heard that he had made a threat that if ho was not paid for the time
he was idle he would put the Company away. . »
5538. What time was that during which he was idle ? The fortnight I have spoken ot.
5539. Had he, then, been making any demand upon you ? No. . , ,
5540-1. He made no demand upon the Company to be paid during that time . He never made any demand 
that I know of. I heard the statement made about him, but I did not put any reliance on it. 1 did not

5542-3. From whom did you hear this threat ? I could not say now. I heard it from two or three people
on the job—from a labourer amongst others, I think. , „ T , -i- ..u
5544. Do you remember the names of any of the men from whom you heard it. I do not think 1 could
now ; the matter left so little impression on my mind that I really torget who told me. , ,,
5545. It would be quite an unreasonable demand that he should be paid for that fortnight. I should

5546. But from the style of the man—from the way in which he spoke to you—do you think it likely that
he would make such a demand? I do not. - . j
5547. I wish you could remember the Christian name or surname of any man who said that he had 
heard Dawson making this threat ? I could give you the name of one man—James Connors, the brick
layer.
5548. Where is he now ? I do not know. , , . , ,.
5549. Is he employed by the Company ? He has not been employed by them for some time
5550. When were you told—was it before or after he had left the work that you were told this. He
was not working for the firm at the time that that took place. t5551. Tou mean at the time he said something to you about Dawsons threat. les.
5552. Have you no idea where Connors is to be found ? I daresay you could find him in Marrickville

5553. WTou' yourself had a difference with Inspector Eeid—one particular difference, had you not ? I

5554^ Do you not remember his reporting you ? He may have reported me, but I had no difference with 
him. I do not think I spoke to him more than twice on the contract. , ., , . , , ,, ,,
5555. He said he reported vou because you had come to him at No. o shaft and bad told him to tell the 
inspector-in-charge that you did not intend to pack any of the shafts till they were finished ; do you 
remember some threat, or, indeed, saying anything which he may have construed into a thieat ot that 
kind ? I do not remember now, but it is possible that I may have said it. _
5556. If you said such a thing, how would it come about ? Probably I meant it
5557. But how could you pack the shaft after it had been finished ? Easily. There is always a cer am
amount of space left between the brickwork and the ground. , , m •!-5 ti-
5558. But supposing the shaft were from 80 to 100 feet in depth, it could not be done then, could it. it
could be done,'but, of course, it could not be done so well. ,
5559. Then did you say what you did by way of a joke ? I could not have said it m earnest.
5560. Then you must have been chaffing Eeid ? That is possibly the case. I do not remember chaffing 
him. If he says I said it I will not say that I did not. As a matter of tact, the shafts were packed as

5561. That was the only practicable way of doing the- work ? It was the only way m which they could
5562. bH you said this"thing either in a joke or in earnest there might have been some grumbling on the 
part of Eeid ? There may have been. There is not an inspector who does not gamble sometimes.
5563. And you say that Eeid was a very difficult man to get on with ? A very difficult man.
5564. Tou took Hansen off Contract 79a ? Tes ; I dismissed him._ j T j- • a
5565. Because Inspector Andrew complained that ho was not packing properly. Tes ; and 1 dismisse
him in consequence.
5566. Was he not taken straight on to Contract 69 ?^ I do not Imow. ^
5567. Had you anything to do with Contract 69 ? Nothing at all. *
5568. All that you know is that you dismissed this man from Contract /9a . les. , .. , . v
5569. Did you send him away with a letter ? Tes ; I gave him a note for his money, and told him 1

557olS To whom was the note given ? To one of the contractors who was always on that contract.
5571. And you know nothing as to what afterwards happened to Hansen ? IS o.
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5572. Do you remember an occurrence in Mr. Cbiene’s presence when you opened a parcel containing- a 
spirit-stand, a present for Mr. O’Hanlon ? No.
5573. Do you remember something about a present from Mr. Carter to Mr, O’Hanlon when Mr. 
O’Hanlon w.as about to be married? I do not remember that. I remember when Mr. O’Hanlon was 
married, but I do not remember the present.
5574. Do you not remember a brown paper parcel being left at the office, and your being told by Chiene 
that this parcel was to be delivered to Mr. O’Hanlon ? Do you remember opening the parcel, and looking 
inside to see what it contained, and afterwards making some remark about it ? Certainly not.
5575. Are you sure of it ? I have no recollection whatever of the occurrence. I certainly did not open 
any parcel. *
5576. This is alleged to have taken place I understand at the office at St. John’s Hoad at the Glebe? 
That would be many years ago.
5577. Do you remember Mr. O’Hanlon getting married? Tes. ■
5578. Do you not remember a wedding present being given to him by Mr. Carter, who is a liberal sort of 
man,—do you not remember something being given by Mr. Carter to Mr. O’Hanlon merely as a wedding 
present ? I know nothing about it. It may have taken place, but it is six years ago since the thing 
happened.
5579. Tou have had a good many conversations at different times with Chiene ? Tes.
5580. He swore positively that you had told him that many of the inspectors were being paid by the firm. 
What do you say to that ? It is an untruth.
5581. Have you said anything similar to that to him ? No, never.
5582. Nothing at all ? No.
5583. Tou have heard of inspectors getting presents from members of the firm, have you not ? No, never.
5584. No presents of any kind ? No ; I know nothing of them.
5585. Don’t you remember taking down one of the pay-sheets and showing the name of an inspector, or 
the names of inspectors, as having received payments from the firm ? No ; I do not. That never occurred.
5586. Do you not remember showing more particularly the name of Inspector Corpe ? No, not Inspector
Corpe. There may have been Corpe’s name. . *
5587. Who was Corpe then who was not an inspector ? They are one and the same man, but he was 
dismissed the service through inability to attend to his duties.
5588. After he was dismissed what occurred ? Several times Mr. Carter helped him financially.
5589. Did you, in point of fact, mention to Chiene that Corpe, after he had been dismissed, had been
helped by Mr. Carter ? Possibly ; but I do not remember. .
5590. Do you swear that during the time he was an inspector he was not to your knowledge helped by 
Mr. Carter ? Not to my knowledge at any time.
5591. Do you know a man named Martin Byrnes ? Tes.
5592. He was employed on wffiat contracts ? On many contracts I have been on.
5593. Do you remember a certain conversation taking place between Chiene, Martin Byrnes, and your
self, when something was said as to putting mullock in to help to pack before the concrete was put in ? 
No ; I do not. .
5594. Are you aware of bad packing having been done where concrete ought to have been used. Are you 
aware of various kinds of rubbish being put in in place of concrete ? No, I am not.
5595. Will you swear that that never occured ? It never did to my knowledge.
5596. Tou remember a man named Goddard who was emploved by the firm? There are two men of the 
name of Goddard—one was employed at the Glebe and the other was employed at’North Shore I think.
5597. Tou know the man Goddard who was employed at the Glebe ? Tes.
5598. Do you remember mentioning to Chiene that Goddard had marked certain places in which shale 
had been put in, or in which something which ought not to have been put in had been put in in order to 
fill up places which should have been properly packed ? I do not.
5599. Ton do not remember anything of the kind? Nothing of the kind ever occurred to my know
ledge.
5600. One of the inspectors was named Gledhill, I believe ? Tes.
5601. Was he an inspector at the Glebe contract ? Tes. ■
5602. Can you identify in your mind No. 9 shaft at the head of Mitchell’s Hoad ? Tes.
5603. Do you remember Inspector Gledhill giving instructions that No. 9 shaft should not be filled until 
he was present ? No.
5604. Are you sure that did not occur? It was not about that shaft at all. '
5605. Did he give instructions as to some other shaft ? No, not instructions.
5606. Then what did you mean just now by saying that it was not about that shaft ? The shaft referred 
to is another shaft altogether I think—shaft No. 7.
5607. As to shaft No. 7 what occurred? It is the only shaft I can remember anything about. It 
was arranged between us that the centering should remain a certain time in the shaft before being drawn, 
and that as soon as that time arrived it should be drawn and the shaft filled in. Gledhill came up and 
said that the centering was out before the proper time, and we had a bit of a barney.
5608. Did he say that the centering ought not to have been drawn before he came ? No. What he said 
was that it ought not to have been drawn until a certain time had elapsed.
5609. He said that the proper time had not elapsed ? He did at the time, but he afterwards apologised.
5610. Was the filling done before the centering wras drawn or afterwards ? Afterwards.
5611. What state was the filling in when Gledhill came there? I do not suppose it had been filled at 
all when he came.
5612. Did not Gledhill complain on some occasion that the filling ought not to have been done until he 
turned up ? Never.
5613. Was not a certain shaft filled in early in the morning before Gledhill came—whether it ought to 
have been done then or not ? No work was carried out before 7'30 in the morning at any time.
5614. Do you swear that the only occasion when Gledhill made any complaint as to the shaft was when 
he said that the centering had not been allowed to stand long enough ? Tes ; he made a mistake as to 
the time.
5615. With regard to Martin Byrnes, perhaps you will remember what took place if I remind you of a

certain
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• ^eid; certain expression which he used when he was told to get the mullock put in as soon as possible in a 
26 June 1836 certa’n place.;—do you remember his saying that if he were caught he would be hanged for it, and ho 

’ ' added, “ all right, I will be hanged for it; you clear out and keep the inspector away ” ? Not one word
of it.
5616. Will you swear that nothing of that kind occurred ? I swear it.
5617. Then I suppose Chiene must have been mistaken? I cannot help that.
5618. At any rate, you say there is no truth in the statement ? I never allowed a man to do bad work in 
my life.
5619. As to truthfulness, what sort of man did you find Chiene ? I have always found him truthful.
5620. Had he any quarrel with the contractors, or with the men at the works ? Not to my knowledge.
5620J. As far as you know he had none ? Not that I know of. *
5621. Tou know that he was very kindly treated by the firm after he left ? I do indeed.
5622. Do you remember a cask of cement being kept at the office at the Glebe for some purpose ? No.
5623. "Was there no cask of cement in the office at all ? The office was too small for it ?
5624. What would be the size of it ? It was only a contractor’s office—about 8 ft. x 10 ft.
5625. A cask of cement would take up only a small space under the desk ? Yes, but there would be a 
table there, and also a drawing-table. If the cask was there, I never saw it. There was no cask of 
cement in the office, anyhow.
5626. Did you not show Chiene on one occasion a cask of cement in one of the offices ? Certainly, I did
not. _ •
5627. Will you swear that you did not draw his attention to a cask of cement which was being kept there ? 
No, I never in my life saw a cask of cement in the office.
5628. You are quite sure of that ? I am certain of it.
5629. Then if Chiene swears that what might be called a sample cask of cement was kept there for the
special purpose of taking samples out it would not be true ? You mean for test purposes—that is entirely 
untrue. ‘
5630. How was the testing carried out when the cement had to be tested? When the officials wanted a 
test taken they came and took the cement themselves out of the cask. There was generally a number of 
casks out in the shed.
5631. How are the heads of cement casks fixed on ? With nails driven through a hooped ring on the top 
of the cask.
5632. If you once open a cask can you nail it up in such a way as to make it look as if it had never 
been opened ? No, once you open it, it will show,
5633. Is the hoop put there for the purpose of keeping the head down? Yes. It is a wooden hoop.
5634. Nailed with wire nails on to the staves of the cask? Yes.

■ 5635. Chiene has sworn that you showed him a cask of cement and told him that that cask was used for
taking tests—that all the tests were taken out of it ? That could not possibly be. The Government 
officials take their own tests from any cask they like to select out of those that are in the shed. There 
might possibly be a thousand casks there. What Chiene said, therefore, could not be true.
5636. Mr. Smith.'] With regard to that little matter about the wedding present;—do you remember 
Chiene telling you that a parcel had come for O’Hanlon ? I cannot remember it at all. It may have 
been so.
5637. Cannot you remember tearing open the parcel and looking at it ? No, I do not remember that.
5638. When you saw what was inside it do you remember saying, “ I do not begrudge him it because he 
has done the firm some service at North Shore ?” Certainly not.
5639. You do not remember that at all ? No.
5640. Did you ever boast to Chiene that bad work was done at all upon Contract 65 ? No.
5641. And that you dodged the inspectors ? Never in my life.
5642. Did you ever say such a thing in chaff ? Certainly not.
5643. Did you ever tell Chiene that Inspector Eyre wanted to see Mr. Carter, and did Chiene ask you
what for, and did you say, “ Carter is as good as 30s. a week to him ?” No, certainly not.
5644. Mr. Gummow.] Before your employment with Carter & Co. what were you ? I was labouring for
some other firm. '
5645. Were you always a labourer ? No.
5646. You are an educated man? I am slightly educated.
5647. Do you consider that you are educated above the level of an ordinary labourer ? Yes.
5648. Were you capable of making out pay-sheets before you started with Carter & Co. ? I think so—
yes. "
5649. You were employed by Carter & Co. through whom ? Through Mr. Snodgrass.
5650. Were you a personal friend of Mr. Snodgrass? Yes.
5651. Did you get your employment with the firm through personal friendship or through your ability as
a manager ? Through friendship in this case. -
5652. As well as getting your pay with Carter & Co., did you learn your business as a manager ? I 
think so.
5653. And in consequence you are more capable of doing your work than you were when you started with
them seven years ago ? Yes. *
5654. Did you consider £2 10s. a week sufficient remuneration for you when you first started ? I think 
so. I was quite satisfied.
5655. Did you ever ask for an increase in salary ? Never in my life.
5656. Did you ever get any increases without asking for them ? Yes.
5657. Did you ever get bonuses ? Frequently.
5658. When you left the employ of the firm was it a sudden dismissal? I knew of it six months before 
I left.
5659. Who told you of your having to go ? Mr. Carter himself, several times.
5660. Did Mr. Carter dismiss you finally ? No, I left myself.
5661. Why did you leave yourself ? The work had gone down to such a narrow point that I could not stay
any longer. .
5662. You were ashamed of drawing your pay and not doing any work ? I was.

5663.



5G64' And'vpt S1T6 at that time ? He gave me a bonus of £10 when 1 left.' vis U fault 7 had been emPlo-ved hy the firm for about sis months with very little to do ?

PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

go at 
Any

That was not my fault.
that*time1? haCert°aineiy ^0^° C°mplam °f the contractorS’ action in dismissing you-in letting you 

quantity^611 y°U Wer6 emPloyed UP011 Contract 79 and 79a, had you plenty of material to hand ?

carter ^ a 8taft’ what action was takeQ to secure the supply of it? A
rpp« ld.°f t0 866 tIlat material was supplied constantly. PI J 01 lr ■ a
obb». Did you take any sections at all on 79a ? No. J
concrete°wauld°beriquired^aU^N(f; ^Itoo^noirctions. tUnDel between the sliafts tow much sandstone
couW not1tell.Ul<i n0t by the lengtl1 o£ the wort how muel1 sandstone concrete it would take ? No, I

rclo wd20UieIerxSh0U^ for tlle men uPon Contract 79a ? Frequentlv 
567S HdtinVhat °^C,t • ,1 do no^ow that I had any object in view. 
ill*- ^d y°u want “dm* now and then ? Sometimes.
rSlt' S-f 7,0u generally go m by yourself to have a drink ? I did not.
5675. Did the men ever shout for you ? Tes.
5676. Did Dawson ever shout for you ? Tes.
5678.' Do you Remember Th"6 ? • J68 ; t}'e day he left the contract-
5679 He did 0 0^1 L °ec,urred ? drank my health with musical honors,
rcon n v/i b . any bad work at that t™e, did he ? No.
the time! aPPear qUlte Satlsfied when he left ? He ^ Perfectly satisfied as far as I knew at

carrying ou^of you^dutues^ /9a’ dld the contractors interfere with you in any way in the

5682. Tou had an absolutely free hand? Tes.
5684. What was^the reasonfornTr1!!98'!-'1* TVitl6’ tbat he was ^erwards paid 8s. ? Tes. 
contractors and seems that thev nneW 6 W6nt t0 Marrickvillc he went under some of the

w„rk, „d “rkdo;* vlhat te “ie£i som,, ^
the Company away. Those are the words I heard S PanJ ? TeS ; he Said he W°uld PUt
rco^' S-ld he evsr f0™6 to you for blackmail ? Never.
rpqo' uaS °f rhe i°n f°r nnear1-7 a fortnight you say ? Tes.
rcoo' wu he ask ,f°r ±ul pay for that fortnight ? No.

r/»qn i •£ d ^ , P ' -tiis manner of making a complaint was very offensive

rsasss-;.■=

rco^' 4S t° Goddard, what was he on the job ? A miner.
5698! Do you ^^beXhlnhe g^t pZTsl’ th6 PUttiDg “ °f the C°nCrete ? Notlling at alL

5700 Whirdo0^?1361' tel!msChiene that Mr- Carter wanted to square Goddard ? No I never did 
^y; ^ COnneCtl°n biS b6i^ paid ^ We had a disputes ToTiffinal

|o]: p^menttf? ^ ^ ^ ^ ^

5704! If ^e^ad'taken outsit summons, ^wha^would11^ be1]: or1?011 For^he^am r' Ctartfeh? 1 ^ ^ reC°lleCt 

5705. Do VOU think Mr Carter + j4,.11 °e t°11 ■ ^or the amount of his wages, I presume.summons?" I LS ^ ^ he Ckimed “ tb^strengPth of the

going Can y°U 837 Whe"ther he Would Prefer t0 Pay or be bothered about

X w° y°U remomhe.r Chiene meeting with an accident ? Yery well 
Sod 4°U remembcjr his coming back to work after the accident ? I do
S.aVXT; rio?g”S““800d * oJ ”:"d ”d ”t‘«' a» silent » he wa,

57??’ Kf StatC was he in afterwards ? He got very childish.
%}}■ £ld he recover ? He did after a while—slightly
5712. Have you seen him latelv? I have.
®Jl?- 14° y°U con*id?^ that he'is all right now ? I do not.
5711 WW y°U afrald r° ^ gT° down the shafts ? At the Glebe—yes.
Sir S h t Were yT afraid °f ? 1 was afraid that he might fall. “

_ 571b. He was. very shaky ? Very shaky. 6 * .
s™1 f'““* iil'i'iiSv, kiu h”B 7011 ,l“rd iow !t
were dSS/d ? C b ““m’S’S.'* Ca'k “ “ P»‘ » » He tot place, it tie ca.k
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J. Eeid. 5719. If a cask had been opened and partially used, could you fill it up again to the same state as before.
I could not.

6 June, 1896. 5720. Could you tell me whether an inspector takes cement for testing purposes from the top of the cask, 
from the centre, or from the bottom? Prom the three places as a rule—first from the top, then about 
the middle of the cask, and then from the bottom.
5721. So that he would get a fair sample ? Tes. .
5722. Would he be likely to take a sample out of one cask only when there were about 500 casks in the 
shed ? No, he would take a number of samples in proportion to the number of casks in the shed.
5723. Am I to understand then that he would take samples out of a number of casks ? Tes.
5724. Had you anything to do with that business ? No.
5725. Had the contractors anything to do with it? Not to my knowledge.
5726. Have you ever seen them interfere in such matters ? No. .
5727. Did you interfere at all ? Never in my life. The Department sent their own men, who took their 
own tests.
5728. Mr. Parkes.'] Dawson was employed for how many years do you say ? Possibly, four.
5729. Por only four ? I could not say for how many more, but for four years to my knowledge.
5730. During the time he was employed had he not many breaks in his labour? Very likely he would
have. ■ • e
5731. Did he ever make a complaint about these breaks and demand some money in consideration of 
them? No.
5732. Did he not demand money on those occasions ? Not to me.
5733. What contract was Mr. O’Hanlon on ? 1 could not say.
5734. Do you know him ? Tes, well.
5735. Did you ever work under him ? No ; with the exception of a day or so at North Shore. He 
relieved the resident engineer and laid off a couple of shafts.
5736. On what contract was that ? No. 79.
5737. How long was he there do you say ? Two days, I think.
5738. How long were you working on that job ? Pour years.
5739. Was two days the whole of the time he was there ? Tes, in my knowledge.
5740. When you three men were at the shaft—Byrnes, yourself, and Chiene—do you recollect a conversa
tion taking place? I do not recollect the conversation you refer to. and I do not believe it took place 
either.
5741. Tou were at the shaft together ? We were on the contract together. I do not know what shaxt 
you refer to.
5742. Do you remember standing at shaft No. 7 with those men ? It is very likely we were there, but I 
do not remember it.
5743. Tou are sure you had no conversation there with these men—you are sure you were never there . 
That I could not say.
5744. Tax your memory please ? I could not remember where I was on a particular day six years ago.
5745. Tour memory is not good as to what occurred six years ago ? No. _
5746. Tou could not rely on your memory to that extent? Not in regard to little things like that.
5747. On what date did Inspector Corpe leave your job at the Glebe ? I could not say.
5748. Can you not remember the date he left ? No.
5749. Was the job nearly completed ? I could not say. One inspector would not be there from start to 
finish. The inspectors are shifted about as the Department thinks fit.
5750. When did Corpe die ? I could not say. Possibly three or four years ago.
5751. At what time was the contract at the Glebe completed ? About five or six years ago.
5752. He died after that ? I think so. _ ,
5753. With regard to the building of shafts, sometimes the brickwork touches the sides as it comes up 
owing to the irregularity of the excavations ? Tes ; sometimes.
5754. There is no regular face ? No. _ ,
5755. In some cases if the concrete is tipped in at the side there will be a considerable saving ? Tes.
5756. Tou know Goddard well ? I do not know him well. _ .
5757. Tou have often had conversations with him ? I do not believe I have had more with him than 
with other men on the works.
5758. Will you swear that Goddard did not do bad work near to shafts Nos. 12 and 13 ? He was a 
miner. He could not do bad work.
5759. Did he never mix any concrete ? Not to my knowledge—never under me. _
5760. Will you swear that he did not mark the bad work ? I remember -marking some of his work as 
bad ? I would not pass it.
5761. What was the nature of it? The drive, when finished, was found to be too tight in places.
5762. Will you swear that he did not mark the face of the sewer to show where there was bad work ?
Not that I know of. _
5763. Will you swear that he did not tell you so ? I will swear that. He was a miner, not a concreter.
5764. But he could mark the places where he knew the bad work existed, I suppose ? Certainly he could,
if he liked. .
5765. Will you tell me the name of the man who told you that Dawson had said that he was going to
put the contractors away ? Tes; Connors. . . or
5766. Will you tell me the name of any other man who told you that Dawson had said this thing ? I
cannot remember any other names just nowr. ... _
5767. Tou-said that Dawson could do bad work without Connors the bricklayer knowing it, did you not.
Certainly he could. _
5768. How long would it take a bricklayer to build a succession of drums 14 feet in length? I could 
not say. I never timid them.
5769. Would it take half a day? No.
5770. How long would it take them ? A good man could do eight drums a day.
5771. It would take some hours ? Tes. _
5772. What would Connors be doing during the time Dawgon would he leaving the space open? He
would be pointing his work up and cleaning it down. 5773.
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5773. Will you describe how the packing is done ? It is putin with a shovel over the brickwork and' J. Reid,
then rammed with a rammer until tight. —s
5774. Does hot one man supply the material while the other does the work? No : a man supplies that 26June, 1896.
from the top. .
5775. But is not one man down below fetching the material to the other? No.
5776. If a bricklayer is going along with the work, the man who is doing the packing would be inclose 
association with him, would he not ? Tes ; but you can’t be laying bricks while another man is packing.
5777. But the bricklayer must observe the man who is packing, must he not;—he must do so from the 
narrow space in the tunnel ? Tes.
5778. He could not possibly make a mistake, could he, without being observed—the man who was 
packing? No ; if any spaces were left open, of course the other man could see them.
5779. Then Connors could not make a mistake in saying that Dawson had done bad wmrk ? There can 
be no doubt about it at all. There are cases, of course, where a bricklayer would build more than two 
drums at a time in the case of big work. .
5780. Sis Honor.'] How many drums back could a man pack ? Three drums, comfortably.
5781. What length is a drum ? Two feet 6 inches. '
5782. Mr. Parkes.] What would be the length of the rammer ? It would be as long as required.
5783. Could he properly pack back three drums ? Tes, comfortably in big ground. Of course, I do not 
mean in small ground.
5784. Were the pay-sheets of Carter & Co. signed when the payments were made? No, never.
5785. Tou made up these pay-sheets ? Tes.
5786. What was the date of the pay-sheet upon which Corpe’s £1 appeared ? I could not tell you, within 
a year.
5787. How long was it that he left before the contract at the Glebe ceased ? I could not say.
5788. Would it be a month before ? I could not say.
5789. Would it be two months before ? I could not say for certain if his name ever appeared on the
pay-sheets. '
5790. Tou said, I thought, that his name did appear ? We gave him moneyT know.
5791. While he was an inspector ? No ; while he was ill.
5792. Was he an inspector then ? No ; he was discharged through illness at the time I refer to.
5793. Tou know Inspector Fowle ? Tes.
5794. Did he make an inquiry concerning your dispute with Inspector Reid? I do not know that he did.
5795. Did he report in regard to it ? I do not know that he did.
5796. What was it that you said to Eeid exactly ? I could not say.
5/97. I mean about the filling of the shaft? I cannot tell you what I said to him, because I do not 
remember any conversation at all with him. I do not think I spoke to Eeid twice upon the contract.
5798. Is it not the custom of tradesmen who supply various materials to contractors to send a cask of 
cement to the contractor—-either to the contractors or their manager? I do not quite understand you.
5799. Is it not the practice of merchants to send a cask of cement to contractors as a sample? It is not. .
I never saw it done, anyhow. -
5800. Will you give me the names of some of the men who worked on the G-lebe job, who did the concrete 
periphery or any portion of it? Well, there were Martin Byrnes and Labrees.
5801. Can you tell me of any more ? I cannot think of their names just now.
5802. Do you recollect whether Inspector Norby was on that job ? I cannot remember. I do not
remember the name. '
5803. Was there not such an inspector there? I do not remember that there was. He was not there for 
long at any rate.
5804. Did you not on one occasion say to Inspector Eowle that you had mixed concrete just as it suited 
yourself ? Yery likely.
5805. How did that occur ? I cannot say now. It is very likely that I did say it.
5806. Was it not Inspector Eowle who found fault with your work ? I cannot say that he ever found 
fault with my work.
5807. How did this conversation come up ? I could not tell you these things now for my life.
5808. How long ago is it since you were on Contract 79 ? Three and a half years ago.
5809. Tou cannot recollect three and a half years ago ? Not a conversation which took place then.
5810. Then, how is it that you are able to give such definite replies in regard to other matters which 
happened then ? They impressed themselves on my memory, I suppose.
5811. ^What I am referring to happened about two years ago; you seem to have a very clear memory 
for things which it is convenient to remember, but a very cloudy memory for things which it is incon
venient to remember; surely you remember a quarrel which took place two years ago? It was not a 
quarrel, I think.
5812. Tou had some words with Inspector Eowle, finding fault with your work ;—do you not remember 
Inspector Fowle reporting as to the difficulty he had in getting Carter & Co.’s men to do their work 
properly ? I do not.
5813. Mr. Gummow.] With regard to Mr. O’Hanlon, you say that you saw him two days on Contract 79?
Tes.
5814. Did you ever see him in any of Carter & Co.’s offices ? I saw him once in Carter & Co.’s office at 
the Glebe.
5815. What was he doing there ? He was there with an engineer from a neighbouring contract.
5816. What was he. doing ? I think he was giving them some lines.
5817. Tou had conversations daily with workmen, I suppose ? Tes.
5818. Can you remember all these conversations ? I cannot.
5819. Did you have “ barneys” with them, as you term it ? Frequently.
5820. Did you have frequent “ barneys” with the inspectors ? Tes.
5821. Can you tell me how many .inspectors there were altogether upon Contract 79 ? At one time 
there were seven there, I think.
5822. Can you remember whether it was not the case that at one time you had there nearly as many 
inspectors as you had inen ? Me had seven there, I think, at one time.

. 5823.
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J. Eeid. 5823. What were their duties do you remember? I suppose they were there to watch the work which
was being carried on on the contract. . i i • at

26Jan., 1896. 5824. What work were the contractors doing at that time? Bricklaying, packing, and rendering the 
usual work. . .
5825. Were any inspectors looking after the blasting ? The blasting was all finished at that time.
5826. AVhere were you when the blasting was going on ? On the contract.
5827. Was there no inspector there while the blasting was going on ? Tes.
5828. Do you remember whether you were blasting or cutting out ? Blasting.
6829. Do you remember what the inspector’s duties were when you were blasting? Tes ; to see that we 
kept in a proper centre, and that we did not use an excessive amount of powder.
6830. Did not the inspectors look after their duties very carefully in the matter of blasting ? Tes ; I 
think they did all through on that job.
5831. As to these shafts at North Shore and a conversation which you are supposed to have had with one 
of the inspectors as to the filling up of the shafts when they were finished. . Will you describe to His 
Honor how the shafts are built. I think there must be some misunderstanding on this point. Are not 
the shafts built up close to the rock ? In some cases.
5832. In other cases are they not built up with a good space left between the rock and the brickwork . 
Tes ; 2 feet round sometimes.
5833. With what do you fill in that 2 feet? Bock filling.
5831. Not concrete? No. . . .
6835. Is it likely, in reference to this conversation you are supposed to have had, that it was m regard to 
a shaft of this description when there would be 2 feet round the chimney stack, as we term it ? I could 
not say, I am sure.
5836. But you are sure there are two ways of building shafts ? Tes.
5837. One close against the rock ? Tes; w7e put concrete in in that case. _ _
5838. And in the other case when you build a chimney-stack you fill in the space round it with rock ? Tes.
5839. Tou said that the bricklayer could see whether Dawson was doing his work properly ? Tes ; if 
there were a space of 14 feet he ought to have seen it.
5840. The bricklayer, you say, would be pointing during the progress of the packing by the labourer ? Tes.
5841. The labourer, therefore, would be working above him ? Naturally.
5842. If the labourer put up a face of concrete, and the bricklayer had no suspicion of bad work being 
done, could he tell whether the space behind the face was packed? Certainly not.
5843. Tou are sure of that? Tes. _ . ,
5844. Mr. Smith.'] Tou have seen the men, I suppose, doing tunnel-work with a gad, as it is called ? Tes.
5845. What is the effect upon them, as regards their health ? I could not say how it affects them, but
men who follow the occupation closely do not live many years. _ ...
5846. What is their illness attributed to ? The men themselves attribute it to the dust getting into their 
lungs.
5847. Does the sam'e thing happen when they do their work by blasting ? Not nearly to so great an
extent as when guttering and gadding is done. ,
5848. Do not the fumes of the powder affect them ? No; I never heard of any sickness being contracted 
through the fumes of the powder.
5849. Mr. Gummow.] As to the question of pay-sheets, you say that you have made out most of them ?
Tes, for years. _
5850. Upon what contracts have you made out pay-sheets ? There is only one I have never touched and 
that is the Balmain contract at present in operation.
5851. Are there not two contracts at Balmain ? Tes ; but there is only one office.
5852. Do you do most of the clerical work of the firm ? Tes.
5853. Have you ever kept any books for the firm ? No.
5854. Do you know of any having been kept? No, I'do not.
5855. Have you ever seen any ? I never saw a book in the offices.
5856. Eeferring to Chiene, do you remember his asking Mr. Carter for £100? Tes.
5857. Bor what purpose did he want it ? A tote I think ; I believe he wanted to run a tote.
5858. Did Mr. Carter give him the money ? He gave him £20.
5859. To run a tote ? I do not know. I left the office when the question arose.
5860. Mr. Parkes.] How long ago is that ? Three or four years ago. _ _
5861. Tou seem to have a wonderful memory for that? It was the idea of running the tote which 
impressed the thing on my memory.
5862. Mr. Gummow.] Mr. Parkes says you have an extraordinary memory for some things;—can you 
tell us how long ago it is since you saw me ? I saw you this morning, and I saw you yesterday.
5863. Did you see me accidentally yesterday ? Tes.
5864. Did I speak to you? Tes. . .
5865. Did I ask you any questions about this Commission? We spoke generally about the Commission.
5866. Did I say anything to you about Chiene’s evidence ? Not a word.
5867. Did you have lunch with me ? Tes.
5868. We spoke generally about contracts? Tes.
5869. Did I ask you for any information as to the Glebe contract ? No, not at all.
5870. Mr. Parkes.] Tou are sure that Mr. Gummow did not yesterday refer to any matters concerning 
which you have been asked questions to-day ? We talked of matters generally, but of nooning specifically.
5871. Did not Mr. Gummow refer to any matter connected with conversations between Chiene and 
yourself ? No ; he did not.
5872. How long prior to yesterday was it since you saw Mr. Carter or Mr. G-ummow ? I saw Mr. Carter, 
I think, one day last week.
5873. Did you speak about this matter? No, we did not. I do not know when I last saw Mr. Gummow: 
I see him frequently.
5874. Where did you meet him yesterday ? Somewhere in the Pyrmont Bridge Boad.
5875. Where do you live ? At Waverley.
5876. Where does Mr. Gummow Jive? At Ashfield, I think.

5877.
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5877. In what part of the Pyrmont Bridge Boad did you meet him ? I could not say in what part. • J- Reid.
5878. Near what street ? Near the Glebe-road.
5879. But surely you cannot forget the street near which you met him ? It was somewhere near the tramr une> ^ 
line or near the Glebe-road. That is all I recollect.
5880. At what time did you meet him ? At about 11 o’clock.
5881. What were you doing out there ? I was going out to the contract.
5882. To Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract ? Tes.
5883. Do you expect to get on to one of their contracts again soon ? No; but I have been there 
frequently.
5881. Why did you go to the contract,—were you sent for? No; I was not. I went there to test an 
explosive. *
5885. Are you managing an explosive ? Tes ; but not any explosive in which they are concerned.
5886. Tou were not attending to the explosive on this job ? I frequently went there to test an explosive.
I went there yesterday for that purpose. ■
5887. To test your own? Tes.
5888. Therefore, you still have some connection of a sympathetic nature with the firm? No; they 
happen to be the only contractors that I know, and I wanted to test the explosive.
5889. If the firm got further work would you be taken on ? I do not know ; I should like to be.

George Porrest sworn and examined:—
5890. Mr. Parkes.'] What is your occupation ? I am a contractor. G. Forrest.
5891. Tou are a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No, I am a shareholder with them at ^
the present time. 26 June, 1896.
5892. Am equal shareholder ? Tes.
5893. In June, 1895, you entered into a bond with the Government of New South Wales as a surety for 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. in relation to the carrying out of Contract No. 77, did you not ? Tes.
(Vide Appendix No. 24.)
5894. And you then made a declaration that you had property in New South Wales to the value of 
£6,000 ;—will you say where that property is ? Tes. It is not altogether in New South Wales ;—some is 
in New Zealand and some is in this Colony.
5895. What property are you possessed of in New South AT ales ? A third share of a property known as 

The Lodge ” property at North Shore and other property.
5896. Is it freehold ;—have you a Torrens title ? Tes.
5897. AThat is the area of the allotment ? Two acres.
5898. What is the frontage ? I could not say definitely, but it is about 500 feet.
5899. Is that where Mr. Carter lives now- ? No.
5900. What is the value of the property ? I could not say exactly, but it would be worth about £10,000,
I suppose. ,

‘ 5901. What did you pay for it ? £6,000 or more, I think. We have built upon it to the value of several
thousands, I think.
5902. When did you buy this property ? Pour or five years ago.
5903. Where do you bank? 1 bank with the Bank of New Zealand.
5904. Have you a separate account ? Tes.
5905. A private account ? Tes.
5906. Do you know James Gillan ? Tes. ■ . -
5907. Where is he now ? At Happy Talley, near Adelaide.
5908. What property has he in New South ATales ? I only know of his having one property, and that 
is in Pairfowl-street, Dulwich Hill.

■ 5909. ATliat is the size of the property at Dulwich Hill ? I do not know exactly. It has a frontage of 
140 feet, I think.
5910. What would be the value of it ? I could not say. About £1,200, I suppose.
5911. Where does Mr. Gillan bank? I have no idea.
5912. Does he bank with the Bank of New Zealand also ? I have no idea.
5913. Do you know the name by vdiich Mr. Gillan’s property goes ? “ Blink Bonnie.”
5914. Mr. Gillan is in Adelaide at the present time you say ? Tes.
5915. Sis Honori] What do you say is the whole value of your property, including your property in 
New Zealand—what is your estimate of the value? Over £6,000.
5916. Mr. Parlces.~\ ATill you please tell the Commission what vour other properties are ? They are in
New Zealand. ”
5917. What do they consist of? Pive dwelling-houses, and, I think, about five vacant sections.
5918. Where situated ? Some of it is in the MAndrew Boad, Dunedin.
5919. AThat are the numbers of the houses ? There are no numbers on them.
5920. Where are the vacant sections of land ? In George-street, Dunedin.
5921. What are the numbers ? There are no numbers. I ought to explain that there are three houses 
in MAndrew Boad and two houses in George-street. The land is at the corner of George-street and the 
main street in which the tramline runs.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—■
5922. Mr. Parlcesi] Do you know Mr. Gillan’s affairs ? I do not. J. Carter.
5923. Do you know whether he has any further property in this Colony apart from that at Dulwich Hill ? '—v
I do not. 26 June, 1896.
5924. Mr. Gillan is now in Adelaide, I believe? Tes ; 18 miles out of Adelaide.
5925. ATould there be any great objection to his coming to New South Wales? There is from our point 
of^ricw—from a business point of view. He is in charge of a work which is just approaching completion.
ATe are pushing on with it night and day to satisfy the Adelaide Government,^ who want the wmrk 
available for a supply of water next summer. * 5926.
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J. Carter. 5924. That is the only objection to his coming over? Tes ; it is purely a business objection.
5925. Sis Sonor.'] Is there anyone else who could take his place satisfactorily ? No. Mr. Q-ummow26 June, 1896. and myself are herJe " 1
5926. I suppose that unless Mr. Grummbw were to go down he could not very well leave ? No.
5927. Is Mr. Gillan an engineer? No.
5928. What is he by profession ? He is a self-made man. He started low down in life and worked 
himself up. He saved his money and got into his present business.
5929. Is he specially competent to look after a work of this kind ? He is specially competent to look 
after it now. He was not while the work was in course of being driven. He could not then have done 
without other assistance; but he is thoroughly conversant with the practical part of the work.
5930. Then I understand that it would be necessary for Mr. Gummow to go down if Mr. Gillan came up ? 
I should say so. Some member of the firm must be here to represent our interests.
5931. How soon will the work be over in which Mr. Gillan is now engaged ? I believe Mr. Gummow has 
received a letter in which Mr. Gillan states that it will be completed in about six weeks.

Harold Francis Norrie sworn and examined :—
H. F. Nome. 5932. Mr. ParTceg.~\ Tou are an officer in the Department of Public Works ? Tes. I am clerk in charge 

'A~—^ of bonds and contracts.
26June,1896. 5933, You drew up in June, 1895, a bond which was signed by Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan? No ; I 

think it was drawn up on 16th May, 1895, and signed on the same date. {Vide Appendix No. 24.)
5934. Did you, before accepting their security, make any inquiry as to who Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan 
were ? No.
5935. But it would be your duty to do so, would it not ? No.
5936. Why not ? That is a responsibility which the head of the branch has always undertaken.
5937. Would it be Mr. Hickson’s responsibility ? Either Mr. Hickson’s or Mr. Darley’s.
5938. Who was at the head of the branch at the time this bond was drawu up ? Mr. Darley.
5939. Was it not drawn up prior to Mr. Darley taking charge ? No; Mr. Darley took charge, I think, 
on the 1st or 2nd of April, 1895.
5940. Is not this your suggestion ?

“I suggested to Mr. Hickson yesterday the desirability of blotting out his signature and printed title on the 
^conditions, substituting those of Mr. Darley, which was at once assented to. A reference will, too, be made in the 
’agreement and bond to the plans being in Mr. Darley’s office.—Hakold F. Norrie, 4/4/95.”
Tes. That was in the early part of April. ’
5941. Therefore, who would be at the head of the branch at that time—who would have to look into this
matter ? At that time, Mr. Darley, I think, but I believe you will see from the papers that both Mr. 
Mr. Hickson and Mr. Darley approved of the sureties. .
5942. How is it that Mr. Hickson as Engincer-in-Chief recommended the acceptance of these gentlemen. 
He says:—

I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of two men, Mr. George 
Forrest and Mr. James Gillen. From inquiries made I believe these men to be financially sound ; and, I think, if their 
names were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum of £6,000, each Department would be secured as far as it is reasonably 
possible to be.
? I think that was written in March.
5943. Tou will see that it is written on 5th April, when according to your statement, Mr. Darley was in 
charge ? That was about the time of Mr. Darley’s taking charge.
5944. He was in charge, was he ? Practically.
5945. Then why should Mr. Hickson write this recommendation ? I could not say.
5946. His Honor.'] Mr. Darley was nominally in charge but Mr. Hickson remained practically in charge
I suppose ? For a few days, I think. .
5947. Mr. Parkes.] Mr. Hickson also says :—■

They go on to say that they are “a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to the Department 
as contractors” This is quite true ; they are a firm in which I have every confidence. They have done a great deal of 
work under me, and I can testify that their aim always has been to turn out the very best class of work possible. At 
the same time, misfortunes happen the very soundest firms of contractors, and the Department must look a little way into 
the future. Their own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in the meantime to 
become bankrupt.
Does not that fairly set forth the nature of your bond ? I do not quite follow you.
5948. Is it not a fair interpretation of the objects of your bond ? As a matter of course we wanted to 
secure ourselves in the event of anything happening.
5949. If you had known that Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan were interested in contract 77 would you have 
accepted their names as sureties ? I certainly would not. I did not look upon them then as two members 
of the firm.
5950. Did you know them to be contractors ? I knew them to have been contractors.
5951. Did you know them to have been connected with this firm in any way ? Tes, previously.
5952. Tou will see that on 5th April Mr. Hickson wrote the letter from which I have quoted, and on the 
same day it was transmitted to Mr. Darley for report. Three days afterwards Mr. Darley wrote—

I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think in accepting a new patent of this kind, and adopting it on a large and costly 
contract, that the Department cannot be too careful in securing its position by leaving all the risk on the hands of the 
contractors and patentees. I therefore recommend that the personal names be required for further surety. The names 
mentioned may, 1 think, be accepted.
Therefore it seems that Mr. Darley approved of the sureties in conjunction with Mr. Hickson. He 
evidently had not taken up the duties of Mr. Hickson ? Nominally he had. I think the new appointment 
had been gazetted on about 2nd April.
5953. Would it not have been your duty as solicitor, practically, to the Public Works Department, to 
satisfy yourself as to these sureties? The Crown Solicitor is really the solicitor to all the departments.
5954. Tou are consulted upon legal points by the Department of Public Works are you not ? Tes.
5955. And practically you fill the position of solicitor to the Department ? Tes.
5956. Would it not be your duty to look into these sureties to see if they were substantial and good?
Tes, and I did so to the extent of taking a declaration from each of the sureties that they were worth the 
amount of the bond. 5957.
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5957. Did you make any inquiries into the value of the property held in this Colony hy the sureties ? No. H- F- Nome.
5958. But you knew that they were connected with the contracting firm of Carter, Gillan, & Co. ? I
knew that they had been, not that they were then. 26 June, 1890.
5959. You did not inquire further to see whether they were still connected with the firm ? No. I might 
explain that Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. had signed many contracts with me. Sometimes 
as Carter and Snodgrass, at other times as Carter, Snodgrass, and Forrest; again as Carter, Snodgrass,
Gillan, and Forrest; again as Carter, Gummow, and Snodgrass; again as Carter, Gummow, Snodgrass,
Maddison, Gillan, and Ewing. I do not think that at any times there were two contracts with the same 
parties to them. I remember upon one occasion asking Mr. Carter why it was so, and he said, “ We are 
on our own in this.” I think three or four members had signed the previous contract, and there were only 
two in that one. (Vide Appendix No. 25.)
5960. Mr. Smith.'] In this particular case the tender was signed hy three only—Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, 
and Mr. Snodgrass ? The tender at the foot is signed by Carter, Gummow, & Co., and there is a marginal 
note asking for the names of the parties, in the event of a firm tendering, and therefore the names of 
Carter, Gummow, and Snodgrass are added.
5961. Those are the only men you knew in the matter at that time ? Yes.
5962. In making these bonds, do you do more than take a declaration as to the sureties ? No.
5963. That is the ordinary practice. You get a declaration from them stating in general terms the value
of their property ? Yes. '
5964. And the usual course was followed in this instance ? Yes.
5965. Had you not anything to do with the inquiries which were made before the papers were sent down 
to you with the minutes ? Asa matter of practice I never have.
5966. You would have seen from Mr. Hickson’s minute that inquiries had been made ? Yes.
5967. But you did not. know anything about them? No ; I was satisfied that Mr. Hickson and Mr.
Darley had made inquiries. I could see that they were satisfied on the point.
5968. Mr. Gummow.] You have said that the names of different partners appeared in connection with 
different contracts ? Yes.
5969. In one of your statements you said that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, Maddison, Ewing, and Gillan, 
appeared? To the best of my recollection there were about five in the case of one contract.
5970. Do you know what contract that refers to ? No 1 do not recollect the particular number.
5971. .Would it he No. 69 ? There was only one contract I think in which there were five names. I do
not think five partners signed more than one contract, and it was probably 69.
5972. Do you know whether Mr. Gillan’s name was ever in a contract with Messrs. Carter, Gummow,
& Co. as one of the contractors ? I do not know that I do.
5973. Can you show his Honor one ease in which Mr. Gillan’s name has been put down as a member of 
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I could not say without looking into the contracts the firm has • 
entered into.
5974. You do not know it as a matter of fact ? I do not.
5975. Could you give the contracts which Carter, Gummow, & Co. have had as Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
giving the names in each instance ? Yes. •
5976. Will you make out a list of all the contracts giving the signing parties ? Yes.
5977-8. As to Mr. Forrest—do you know whether his name has ever been put down as a partner in
Carter, Gunmow, & Co. in a contract with the Government? I cannot say.
5979. You can gNe us information as to that on a later date ? Yes.
5980. Do you remember whether Mr. Forrest is one of the contractors in Contract 79? No; my 
recollection of 79 is that Mr. Forrest was made a party to release any interest he may have had in con
nection with Contract 72.
5981. AYill you look at the heading of the agreement on page 272. It reads :—
Agreement made this 10th day of March, in the year of our Lord 1892, between John Carter and David Graham 
Snodgrass, of Glebe and North Shore respectively, in the Colony of New South Wales, contractors, carrying on business 
together at the Glebe aforesaid, as contractors, under the name, style, or firm, of “Carter and Co.,” and hereinafter 
styled or referred to as “the contractors,” of the first part, George Forrest, of Glebe aforesaid, contractor, of the second 
part, and Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen Victoria of the third part.
Does that show that Mr. Forrest was a member of the firm of Carter & Co. ? Not as to that particular 
contract.
5982. As to any contract later than that date can you show whether his name appears as one of the 
contractors ? I should have to look into all the contracts which were signed subsequent to that date 
before I could say definitely.
5983. As to Contract 77, there were two bonds taken, as well as some other securities ? In the first place 
there was a covenant from the contractors, and a cash deposit of between £700 and £800; I think there 
was a bond also taken from three members of the firm, and separate bonds from Mr. Gillan and Mr.
Forrest.
5984. Can you tell me in connection with any sewer contract which has been let whether any bond 
similar to that which Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan made was taken? No ; because we have always taken 
a cash deposit.
5985. Have you taken sureties in any other case ? I think so; I think we took sureties in the case 
of No. 69.
5986. Did you take a cash deposit as well ? No.
5987. Do you know why sureties were taken in that case ? Yes.
5988. For what reason r The contractors were being paid with funded stock at par, and they, I think, 
made an application to the Minister that they might be allowed to substitute securities in lieu of a cash 
deposit.
5989. Did other contractors get that concession ? Yes. Several others who were being paid in the same 
way I think.
5990. Can you tell me about Contract 112 ;—what took place in that case ? Ido not recollect. I cannot 
say now whether we took a cash deposit or a bond.
5991. Did you take both? I am sure that we did not take both. We took one or the other ; but I will 
get you that information.

MONDAY,
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Harold Francis Norrie recalled and further examined :—•

H. F. Norrie. 5992. Sis Honor.You were requested at the last sitting of the Commission to produce a list of contracts 
eri*'ere^ ’n*° between members of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and the Public "Works Department? 

une, . yes ; I now hand it in. It shows the contracts entered into by Messrs. Snodgrass and Gillan ; .Rochester 
and Gummow ; Gummow, Bennett, and Canty ; Gummow & Co.; Forrest and Snodgrass ; Gummow and 
Gillan ; Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co. {Vide Appendix No. 25.)
5993. That is a correct list ? Yes. I was asked a question the other day with reference to Contract 112. 
I find that we took a deposit of £870, and that there was the usual agreement under seal.
5994. Mr. Oummow{\ Could you give us the particulars on the bonds in the case of Contract 101 ? I think 
that in the case of 101 there was a bond without cash deposit. I think that is one of those cases in which 
the contractors were paid from Funded Stock; but I speak with some diffidence upon that point.
5995. Mr. ParTces.'] Did not the names of Mr. Forrest or Mr. Gillan appear in connection with the 
contracts of these two firms once separated but now associated ? Yes ; they did. Contract 22 is between 
Snodgrass and Gillan and the Government. In the case of Contract 78 the names are Gummow, Gillan, 
Maddison, and Ewing; in the case of 38, Forrest and Snodgrass ; in 32, Gummow, Gillan, Maddison, 
Bennett; in 45, Forrest and Snodgrass; in 60, Carter and Forrest; in 61, Carter and Forrest; in 63, 
Gummow, Gillan, Maddison, and Ewing ; in 66, Gummow, Gillan, Maddison, and Ewing ; in 65, Carter, 
Snodgrass, and Forrest; in 72, Carter, Snodgrass, and Forrest; in 74, Gummow, Gillan, and Ewing ; in 
78, Gummow, Gillan, Maddison, Ewing; in 108, Carter, Gummow, and Forrest.
5996. Mr. Gummow.'] What do you say was done in the case of No. 112 ? I find that we took an ordinary 
agreement under seal, with a cash deposit of £870 from Mr. M‘Sweeney as security.
5997. No other bond ? No.
5998. As to 101, I believe you took a bond only without a deposit ? I think so.
5999. Who were the bondsmen in the case of id ? I could not recollect; I have dealt with so many
contracts recently. ^
6000. I suppose you could furnish us the information as to who were the sureties in the case of 101 ? 
Yes.
6001. You took sureties for Gilliver’s contract ? Yes.
6002. In that case will you produce the particulars also—that is, the names and nature of the sureties ? 
Yes .
6003. His Honor.] Do I understand that sureties had been taken in the case of a good many contracts 
or only in the case of a few ? At about the time of the banking crisis we had to help the contractors 
very much.
6004. Mr. Gummow!] Could you furnish a list showing all the contracts upon which sureties were taken 
instead of a cash deposit within the last five years ? It would take some time, as I deal with so many 
contracts. I am now dealing with about 7,000 a year.
6005. Suppose the question were confined to sewerage contracts ? Then it would not take me very long—■ 
that is, going back to 1891.

J. Mann.
John Mann sworn and examined :—

6006. Mr. Parkes.] What is your position ? I am a clerk in the Begistrar-General’s Office, 
on r ionc ®007. Between the months of April and June, 1895, was there any propertv registered in your office in29June,lS96. the nameo£ George Forrest? No. i 1 . s J

6008. Was there any property registered in the name of Carter, Gummow, and Co. ? I did not search 
for that. We were instructed to search for property registered in the names of George Forrest or James 
Gillan.
6009. During the time I have named was any property registered in the name of James Gillan ? No.
6010. Mr. Smith.] When you speak of the registration of property, in this instance vou mean under the
old Act ? Yes. ‘ *
6011. That would be registration of deeds ? Yes.
6012. You mean the registration of vendors and mortgagors under the old Act ? Yes.
®-*b3. You do not find the names of Mr. Gillan or Mr. Forrest in connection with any registration in
old branch ? No ; I have looked through the list of vendors and mortgagors.
6014. You could not say whether their names appear as purchasers ? I could not say.
6015. His Honor.] You cannot say that no property stands at present in the name of George Forrest or 
James Gillan as purchasers, they being therefore the present holders ? I cannot say that. Our index 
relates only to mortgagors and vendors.
6016. Mr. White.] You come from the old branch ? Yes.
6017. Your index, would not show any dealings with Mr. Gillan or Mr. Forrest unless as vendors or 
mortgagors, the index of your branch would not show anything else ? I could not tell you unytliiDff t)ut 
that, unless we were to go through all the deeds.
6018. That would take some time P Yes.
0019. You do not know about the Heal Property Office P I am not in that office.
6020. You have not searched there ? No. A clerk, who is also in attendance to-day, will be able to
give you information on that point.

His Honor.] Do I understand that you cannot by any means, except searching through the deeds 
one after the other and examining the names of the parties, discover under the old Act who the present 
holders of land are ? No ; we index only vendors or mortgagors.

Henry Armstrong sworn and examined :—
H. Armstrong. 6022. Mr. Parkes.] You are in the Land Titles Branch at the Registrar-General’s Office ? Yes. 
oqT^^iqqc ®'aJe J011 ^een. able to find in your Branch any registration of property, between the period from

une> • April to June, 1895, in the name of either George Forrest or James Gillan ? There is no such registra
tion.
6024. You could not tell us if, at the period to which I refer, a deed was registered in the name of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I did not look that up.

John
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, John Carter recalled and further examined :—
6025. Mr. Parkes.~\ Will you explain how it is that on Friday last Mr. Forrest stated in his evidence that J- Carter.
he was the possessor during the months of April, May, and J uue, 1895, of a property at North Shore, called r"—
the Lodge property ;—was he the full possessor of that property? No ; only part possessor. 29 June, 189C.
G026._ Will you describe the circumstances under which he was a part possessor ? Some time ago the old
combination of Carter, Snodgrass, and Forrest, bought the Lodge Estate at North Sydney at a mortgage
sale. It would be more correct to say that I bought the property ; but the transaction happened four
years ago, and I cannot remember all the particulars now. I know that Mr. Snodgrass and Mr. Forrest
afterwards agreed that it should become part of a joint speculation or estate. The deeds were made
in my ,name, and remained in my name. A deed of trust was executed by me protecting the other
parties interests: and that, I think, is shortly the history of the transaction.
6027. Bis Honor.'] What shares did they hold ? Equal shares.
6028. And there were only three of you ? That is all. Myself, Mr. Snodgrass, and Mr. Forrest.
6029. Mr. Parkes.] Who were the mortgagees from whom you bought the property ? I cannot tell you
after this lapse of time. I know that it was sold by Clarke & Co. I do not know who the mortgagees 
were. If I am not mistaken there was a second mortgage on the property. ° °
6030. What did you pay for it ? £5,400.
6031. What mortgage remained upon it ? £3,000 remained upon it.
6032. What was the date of the purchase ? I could not tell you.
6033. In what year was it ? I could not tell you now.
6034. Where were the deeds lodged ? They were in the possession of Sir William Manning.
6035. Did he advance a certain sum of money on them ? Tes.
6036. Was it about £4,500 ? It is now, but it was not then.
6037. What was it then? £3,500, or £3,000, I do not know which. The property has been vastly
improved since we bought it. ' j j

6038. I suppose the item of £52 16s., which appears in your Bank-book so often, represents the payment 
of interest upon the advance ? Yes.
6039. As to Mr. Gillan—does the firm own his property too ? They do not.
6040. Do you know anything about Mr. Gillan’s property ? Nothing. I might say, to settle your mind
on that subject, that Mr. Gillan might be called a perfect stranger to me. lie is almost as much so as
you are. I suppose if the whole of the time I have spent in Mr. Grillan’s company were added together 
it would not amount to more than three days. °
6041. That may often occur between partners ? But from your questions I might be supposed to be in 
intimate touch with him, whereas I really know nothing about him.
6042. Have Carter, Gummow, & Co., at the present time, any further property in New South Wales 
besides the Lodge property ? Tes.
6043. What properties are they ? We have two or three allotments at North Sydney, and a cottage and
land at Marrickville. ^ ^ &
6044. Tou have not a cottage at Dulwich Hill ? No.

‘ co,tt3.ge *° which you refer would not be the cottage referred to by Mr. Maddison as Mr.
Gillan s, would it ? No.
6046. His Honor.] Will you hand me a rough sketch showing me the boundaries of the North Shore 
property ? Tes.

John Young sworn and examined :—
6047. Mr. Parkes.] Tou are a contractor ? Tes.
6048. You have been following that business in Sydney for some considerable time ? For about forty vears.
6019. Tou are also Mayor of Annandale? Tes. ” 1 '
6050. Tou have occupied that position during the time Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. have be’cn 
carrying out contracts in that district? Tes.
6051. Have you not had occasion to write to the Government complaining of the way in which they were
digging up your streets ? Tes. J
6052. On several occasions ? Tes.
6053. Wd! you describe to His Honor what they were doing? I thought, as Mayor of Annandale, that 
their breaking into our streets without giving us notice of any kind was a rather peculiar proceeding. 
We wrote from the Council Chambers both to the Government and to the contractors stating that we 
could not allow such a thing to be done unless we received proper notice, as we considered that we had 
the custody of the streets.
6054. Did Carter, Gummow, & Co. carry out their works there to a large extent? Tes- to a vervlaree
extent m Annandale. ’ J 6
6055. Will you describe to His Honor how their digging operations affected your streets ? They dug
shafts down for the purpose of tunnelling. Where there was high land they would tunnel, and where the 
elevation ot the land suited they would cut open trenches. We objected to their taking our metal and 
also the material, because we thought that it belonged to the corporation. 3
6056. Did they not go further, and take material from your streets other than where they were aetuallv
working ? I do not know that they did that. .
6057. Ris Honor.] Do I understand that instead of the metal which they got out of the open trenches or 
trom the heads ot shafts being put upon the streets again they utilised it themselves for their own 
purposes ? I do not know what they did with it. I know that they took a great deal of the material, and 
we objected, to their taking it because we thought it belonged to the municipality.
6058. They did use some of it then ? There is no doubt about it.

Parlces^ ^ USe ifc for their concrete ? I cannot say. Of course I did not watch them. 
wL-f - ^Ve T0.U ™tlced tho two aqueducts which are being constructed over Johnstone’s Creek and 
W bite s Creek ? Tes.
6061. Have you ever paid much attention to the method on which they are being built ? Tes.
6062. Are they being built in any but the ordinary way as far as the putting of the compo. into position 
is concerned . They are a compo. or concrete construction. I should call it concrete

140—X '

J. Young.

9 June, 1896.

6063.
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J. Young. 6063. But if the specifications say 3 of sand to 1 of cement ? That would be compo., of course.
/ ' 6064. What should you say would be the difference in cost between 3 to 1 compo. and bluestone concrete

29 June, 1896. 0£ g, g, anc[ £ ? j should like to read the specifications before giving you an answer.
6065. What I want to know is, whether, in your experience, compo. is cheaper than concrete . If you 
compare a 3 to 1 compo. with a bluestone concrete of 5, 3, and 1, of course a good deal would depend upon 
the size to which the bluestone was broken.
6066. Suppose it were half-inch or inch gauge ? Then I think the bluestone concrete would be a little
bit the cheaper. .
6067. Have you not at different times had to make up compo ? More than anyone else in the country, 
perhaps.
6068. Both concrete and compo. ? Yes.
6069. Have you ever used in your constructions a mixture of the 5, 2, and 1 P Yes ; I have used 
it for Government work.
6070. Have you ever used it on the method in which it is being used at Annandale ? Well, I have used
concrete in conjunction with iron-work. .
6071. Some years ago you introduced a system of building arches in this Colony of concrete and iron . 
Yes.
6072. Would you describe the method in which you did it ? Well, it is over twenty years ago. At that 
time concrete was not much used in this country. I advocated its use in a peculiar form. I used 
concrete for the roofing of houses, about twenty years ago, in much the same way as it is being used in 
connection with these arches. I called the attention of the architects of Sydney to what I was doing in 
this respect. They all met and examined the houses, which are standing at the top of William-street, to 
which I applied the method. They are entirely roofed-in with the construction to which I refer, and, 
curiously enough, they are very similar in construction to the method which is now being adopted. The 
way in which I carried out the work was this :—I put in the centres, and I then put about 5 inches of 
concrete upon them. Upon that I put an interlaced hooping secured to angle-iron abutments. As the 
so-called arches had not proper abutments, I secured the abutments so that they could not spread. The 
iron-hooping was interlaced in the centre of the concrete, the pieces of iron being about 4 inches apart. 
When the hooping had been put in I put in about 5 inches of concrete upon the top of that. That formed 
a concrete roof, which is, I think, very similar in construction to the work to which you are referring, 
except that the contractors in that case use fth rods instead of hooping. I myself think the hooping is 
a great deal better, because it presents a broader surface to which the cement can adhere. Bound iron is 
more likely to draw.
6073. Has it not been a common thing in your experience to use iron in a lattice form ? It has been
very extensively used. _
6074. In connection with buildings in this country ? Yes, very extensively. _
6075. Is there not, as a matter of fact, a patent already registered ? I do not know anything about
patents. I myself did not consider it worth patenting. ^ _
6076. Would you hesitate to use a grill or grid in compo. or concrete work if you wished to do so . Ao.

, 6077. You would not fear any patent? No, certainly not, seeing that I used the same construction about 
twenty years ago.
6078. You have noticed pretty closely the work which is going on at Johnstone’s Creek ? Yes.
6079. Will you observe the materials used according to the departmental plan of Contract 77, and tell me
whether, from your knowledge of material, that construction would, generally, be more costly than the 
construction in the case of the Monier arches ? Yes, I think it would. _ ...
6080. Brom the look of it you think there would be considerably more material ? I think it is more 
costly, and it is better. The proportions specified would make good concrete if the sand were good.
6081. Is it not a fact that Carter, Gummow, & Co. are crushing sandstone out in that district? Yes.
6082. What class of sandstone is it ? It is sandstone which I should not use for concrete. I should be
afraid to use it, judging from my experience. I have used the same kind of sand, and I find that, as 
a rule, after a dry season has passed over, on account of the clay which is in the sand, there is a shrinkage. 
In one case I found that the arch itself had absolutely shrunk inwards away from the abutments. You 
could put your hand down between the concrete and the angle-iron, showing that the shrinkage of the 
concrete overcame the weight of it and pulled it together. In other cases I have found a similar result. 
The concrete should not have shrunk inwards, but the abutments were rigid, and therefore it shrank, and 
I anticipate a similar result from this construction. _ _
6083. In spite of the iron ? Yes; I have had iron in the same form ; I have had a latticed hooping with the 
iron 4 inches apart. I do not care whether you have iron or not. Of course, if you use Penrith sand, a 
perfectly free washed sand, without the slightest particle of clay in it, you can get over the difficulty, but 
in the case of any of the sand round about Sydney there is so much clay in it that the concrete shrinks. 
The result in this case, I am afraid, will be that you will have cracked arches.
6084. If in a work of this kind you do use crushed sandstone, ought it not to be the best bottom block 
Pyrmont stone ? I do not think any of it is any good.
6085. But supposing that kind of stone were used ? I would use the best I could get—the freest from 
clay; but I do not think any of it is entirely free from clay.
6086. Do you think the top surface stone from the quarries round about Annapdale would be likely to be 
free from clay ? No. .
6087. Would it make good sand? No ; I do not like it. I have the strongest objection to it, speaking
from my own experience. , . .
6088. As well as being a contractor, you have taken a great' interest in architecture ? Yes, especially m

’ concrete construction.
6089. And in architectural designing ? Yes.
6090. Therefore, you know a good deal about geometrical design ? Yes.
6091. Look at the elliptical arch as shown on the departmental plan for Contract 77, and tell me your
idea of the cost of such an arch as compared with the ordinary segmental arch ? Of course it is more 
trouble, because it has to be built from various centres. I would rather have an arch from one centre. 
[Fi’ife Appendix C.] .
6092. But which would be the more costly? An elliptical arch would be the more costly for centering,
but not otherwise. 6093
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6093. "Will you look at the arch in the plan of Contract 101, and tell me the depth of the arch ? It is
14 inches in the crown. .
6094. And the spandril P The detail says 13j inches.
6095. What is the depth of the crown in the case of the ellipse arch in Contract 77 ? 24f inches.
6096. Look at the spandril ? It is a brick and a half or two bricks.
6097. Which do you consider would contain the greater quantity of material, the arch in the plan of 
Contract 77 or the arch in the plan of Contract 101, leaving the piers entirely out of the question, and 
taking the arch itself;—would not an ellipse arch with a big span necessarily have to contain a very 
great amount of material for its strength ? More than a narrow arch, of course.
6098. You have said, I think, that a segmental arch was the safer P I think so.
6099. Is it not a recognised rule that an elliptical arch must be made stronger as compared with the other
kind of arch ? It should be, but it never can be. .
6100. Speaking generally, if you were called upon to decide which was the better plan, that in the Monier
plan in the case of Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek, or the plan for those aqueducts as prepared by 
the Department originally, which would you prefer to use, supposing there were a difference of £250 in 
favour of the Monier arches ? I think I would take the brick construction. •
6101. Por what reason? I think from what I have observed that the sides of the culvert or sewer,'or
whatever you call it, are too thin in the case of the Monier plan. I think it will leak. And when you 
come to consider the liability to shrinkage and cracking, that again is not in favour of the construction. I 
do not think a saving of £250 justifies the use of the Monier plan. .
6102. Your general opinion of that structure is that it will not be secure ? I am afraid not.
6103. What period would be necessary to show the defects ? I do not think you can say until after next 
summer what is likely to happen. I am speaking now from my own experience in work of a similar kind. 
It has been very unsatisfactory, and I think in this case it will let the water through.
6104. As a matter of fact the very highest class of cement will let water weep ? Yes; I have always found
it so. .
6105. What is your opinion of iron put in concrete should it become wet ? I have a very good opinion 
of iron put in concrete. I believe that the putting of it into concrete arrests rust.
6106. But what effect is produced upon the mass if the iron rusts ? It depends upon the condition it is 
in when the adhesion of the cement takes place.
6107. You think then that the cement preserves the iron from rusting ? I think it arrests rust, at any 
rate.
6108. But should the rust get to the iron, what would be the effect upon the mass? If there were a crack, 
and the water got to the iron, it would probably rust it through if the iron were not very thick.
6109. But would not the rust accumulating on the iron split the material surrounding it to pieces ? Yes.
6110. It will even split stone of great strength ? Yes ; but you are now speaking of a different matter. 
If you put iron in stone and run it with lead it will burst the stone, because you can never get the lead 
sufficiently tight to prevent the dampness from getting between the lead and the iron ; in that case the 
iron corrodes and bursts the stone ; but that is not the case where cement is used.
6111. You think cement would preserve the iron from rusting providing the iron is put in clean? Yes ;
as clean as it is ordinarily put in. There is generally a little rust upon it; the peculiar property of cement 
seems to be to hang on to the iron very closely. '
6112. His Honor.You do not think then that if there happens to be a little rust on the bar before the 
cement is put on that it will make any appreciable difference ? No.
6113. You think it stops oxidation beyond the point to which it has -gone? Yes; that is what I have
observed when I have taken this work to pieces in the various forms in which I have used it. •
6114. Have you had the upper sandstone round about Sydney analysed to find how much alumina it 
contains ? No.
6115. Does the hard crystalline sandstone contain any ? Just as much as the other.
6116. As much as the brown or red sandstone ? Yes ; it is only the iron which colours them.
6117. It results from the decomposing of the carbonate of iron ? Yes ; but all the Sydney sandstone is 
unsatisfactory for concrete.
6118. Because, as you say, it all contains clay ? Yes. There is too much clay, and it shrinks. Of course 
you can make a perfect concrete with the thoroughly washed sand from Emu Plains. There is no clay in 
that.

J. Young. 
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6119. Mr. 'Parkes] It is only in later years that crushed ’ sandstone has been used ? Yes; the sand is 
very similar to the sandstone formation itself.
6120. In former years none but river-washed sand was used ? No.
6121. Crushed sandstone is never used in private practice ? I never knew it to be used. I should fancy 
that washed sand wmuld be clearer of clay than any sand made from crushed rock.
6122. His Honor] Drift sand, I suppose, would have a small quantity of organic matter in it ? Yes ; but 
even then there would be some clay. I have sometimes used sand out of the gutters myself, and I have 
found that when it has been washed again it makes a very good sand, because you get the detritus from 
the bluestone off the streets, and the freer you get it from the clay, of course, the better sand it is for 
concrete. I have used it w'hen economy has been in question, but I would not use it if it were not.
6123. Mr. Parkes] You would not use it in an important structure ? No, not in such a work as is shown
upon the plan of Contract 77, for instance. .
6124. His Honor] You did not tell me what answer you received to the letters which you wrote to 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., and to the Department ? I thought with the aldermen that if the firm w'ere 
going to break up our streets we ought to have had notice. They should have asked .permission. They 
simply said that they had an order from the Public Works Department, and that they were going to carry 
out the work. They simply put us at defiance.
6125. Mr. Parkes] Did you get a polite answer when you did write ? Well, that is the kind of answer 
wo got. It was scarcely polite. I think that if they had wanted to break up our streets we should have 
had notice.
6126. His Honor] Has any of this ground been filled in again yet ? No ; but we are responsible for it,
I suppose, if they fill it in badly. ’
6127. At any rate, you do not know what they are going to do when they come to fill it in ? No ; they
are not yet so far advanced as that in any case. 61281



164 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

J. Young. 6128. Did I understand you to say that, in point of fact, an elliptical arch could never be as strong and 
oq"t "^isqr as sounc^ as a segmental arch ? It can under pertain circumstances—if the bricks of the arch are made to 
29 June, 1896. ra(jjate to the centres on which the arch is struck. You get a strong arch then. But you must have 

your bricks made for that purpose.
6129. You must have several sets of bricks ? Yes.
6130. But, supposing the bricks are laid in good cement, does it really matter, so far as the strength of 
the structure is concerned, whether they radiate or not in a large arch? No, not if they are bedded in 
good cement mortar. The radiation is not of very great consequence in that case. A large number of 
bridges have been built on our railways in that way.
6131. It is like a concrete arch in one piece, as it were ? A concrete arch, if it is perfect, is in one 
piece. I have put up this concrete work fully 50 feet in length as flat as the top of this table, and that 
is standing now, showing that it does not'depend upon the arch.
6132. Mr. Smith.'] As to this objection, when was it that you made it, as Mayor, on behalf of the Borough 
of Annandale ? About the time of the commencement or these works.
6133. When was that ? I suppose it would be about two years ago now.
6134. Did you not go to Court about it—was not some application made to the Court? We felt so sore 
about it that we were inclined to go to Court, although we thought we had no chance.
6135. You were told, I believe, that the City of Sydney applied for an injunction in a similar matter some 
eight or ten years ago, and that it was refused ? We were told.thafc, but we found upon consultation 
with our solicitors that we had no case. That did not alter our opinion. We thought that what had 
been done was very discourteous.
6136. I suppose that you know that this system, called the Monier system, has attracted a great deal of 
attention on the Continent and in America ? Yes.
6137. Have you studied any of the works and the discussions on the system ? No, I have not.
6138. Have you read of any tests of the system which have been made abroad ? No.
6139. Bis Honor.] Did you notice the way in which they put the grill into the arches ? Yes. No 
doubt it is very good as far as it goes, but I do not think there is anything new in it.
6140. Mr. Smith.] Have you had any contract under the Government for any of these sewers ? Yes ; I 
had a sewerage contract at Cook’s River.
6141. How many years ago is that ? Nine or ten.
6142. What sand did you use in co'nnection with those works ? Drift sand.
6143. Mr. Gummow.] As to the cutting up of the streets at Annandale, do you remember myself and 
Mr. Carter calling upon you at your office in Park-street ? Yes.
6144. And explaining to you under whose instructions we came to cut up the streets ? Yes.
6145. Do you remember that we apologised to you, and explained to you that no discourtesy on our part 
was intended to the Borough of Annandale—that we had instructions to do what we were told, and not to 
ask any other people for further instructions ? I do not think you made any apology, but I think you 
said your were doing it under instructions from the Department. I think I told you that you might 
have been courteous in the matter.
6146. Do you not think that the mere fact of our calling upon you was an act of courtesy, even supposing 
we had made a mistake before ? That was after the mischief was done.
6147. So far as we were concerned there was no mischief at all ? If you think that what you did was 
sufficient, well and good; but I think that before breaking into our streets you might have consulted the 
municipality.
6148. Allowing that a mistake was made, and that there was a discourteous act on our part in the first 
instance, do you not think that we did our best to atone for it by calling upon you and explaining our 
position ? You did that, certainly.
6149. As to the stuff that was removed, do you know whether the Annandale borough carts take any of 
it away ? They take some.
6150. They get all that we have not put back, do they not ? All that you do not want, I believe.
6151. We have to deal with your street superintendent ? Yes ; I do not interfere in the matter.
6152. As to the matter of bluestone concrete, Mr. Parkes asked you which you considered cheapest, a 
3 to 1 compo. or a 5, 3, and 1 bluestone concrete, and you said that bluestone concrete would be a little 
bit cheaper? Yes, I think it would be.
6153. Do you consider that a 5, 3, and 1 bluestone concrete would be cheaper than a 5, 3, and 2 ? The 
latter would be dearer by 1 of cement to the same quantity.
6154. Which would be cheaper, a 5, 3, and 2 bluestone concrete or a 3 to 1 compo. ? That wants a little
calculation. If you had 5 of metal, 3 of sand, and 2 of cement, you would use two and a half casks of 
cement to the cubic yard. If, on the other band, you used only 1 of cement, it would be about half the 
quantity, of course. •
6155. Which would be the cheaper ? The use of the 2 would be the dearer, of course.
6156. Which would make the better article ? The 5, 3, and 2.
6157. You say you paid particular attention to these arches when they were being built? Yes.
6158. Do you know whether the arches are built of compo. or concrete ? I have not been on the work
when the mixing has taken place, but on going to the work I found there fine bluestone—I should say
about f-gauge—and I presumed from that it had been used. Mixed with better sand, it would make a
good concrete.
6159. What sand was being used ? Crushed sandstone.
6160. Do you know whether it had been put through a crusher ? Yes; I could see by the texture of it 
that it had. Of course, I had not seen it crushed ; but I could tell from the feel of it also.
6161. Do you know where it came from ? I presume it came from somewhere near the city
6162. You know where the crusher is in that neighbourhood? Yes.
6163. Is it on your property ? I do not think so.
6164. Is there a crusher on any of your property? No, I do not think so.
6165. You do not know of your own knowledge whether any of the sand came from the crusher ? I
could only take the sand as it was. As I tell you, I felt some of it.
6166. Do you know whether it was local sand from Annandale or Balmajn, or from where it came ? No ;
I simply took the sand as I saw it in the heap. /
6167. Have you .ever tested different sands ? Yes. 6168.
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Yes ; I have tested all the J- Young. ,
29 June, 1896.'

616S. Have you tested sand of a nature similar to that which we are using? 
sandstone near Sydney.
6169. I mean for the strength of the sand ? Yes.
6170. Do you consider that that sand will stand as great a tensional strain as Hepean sand ? I cannot
say that I do. ■
6171- If it did stand as big a strain, would you consider it good ? I should not, because it contains clay, 
which is fatal, in my opinion, to the making of good concrete.
6172. You consider that a small quantity of clay is fatal to the making of good concrete? Yes, any 
quantity at all. There is quite enough clay in the cement as it stands. By adding more you spoil it. 
617.1. Do you know what is the use of the iron in the concrete? Yes, of course.
6174. With what object is it put in ? To overcome a bond, as it were—whatever strain is thrown on to
the iron instead of on to the concrete.
6175. What strain would that be ? There are various strains, of course. The weight of the material, in 
iiself for instance, has to be considered. It must be held up. The material put in does that, and binds it 
together, doing in a less degree what a bond of a brick or piece of stone would do by adhesion.
6176. If this iron holds up the work, and if there were no iron run into it, do you think the arch would
tumble down ? I do not think it would absolutely tumble down; but you could not make it so slight as 
you are making it in this case, you would require a greater thickness. I think the iron is beneficial.
6177. Do you know what tensional and compressive strains come upon the arch ? No.
6178. As to leakage, you said that no cement would hold water ? A very neat cement perhaps might do 
so ; but there would be a great danger of its cracking.
6179. What head of, water are you speaking of? I mean the water as it would flow through the sewer.
6180. About 3 feet of head ? I presume it would vary. Dor instance, you would get some storm-water 
in sometimes. You could not help it.
®I®I- What would be the height of the sewer ? It looks to be about 5 feet; but I have not measured it.
6182.
6183.
6184. 
leak.
6185.

It contracts ; it never

One to 1 is very extreme. 
Anything containing sand

Do you know whether it would run full during a storm ? I do not know; there may be escapes. 
You do not know whether there are any or not ? I presume there would be some.
You do not consider that the cement would stand—you think it would leak ? I fancy it would 
I fancy you will find a dampness along the whole length of it.

That is your opinion. Yes. I should be rather afraid of it if it were mine. I have had so much 
experience in these concrete structures, and I know the danger attending them.
6186. As to the expansion and contraction of cement, have you considered that ?
expands. '
6187. Do you consider that neat cement contracts more or less than 1 to 1 ?
6188. Which would contract the more, neat cement or 1 to 1 compo.? 
would contract because you cannot fill up the whole of the interstices.
6189. Have you noticed a 1 to 1 compo. when it has been used ? Tes.
6190. Also, 1 to 2 and 1 to 3 ? Tes.
6191. Have you noticed any difference in the hair-cracks in these different kinds of compo. ? There are 
more hair-cracks in cement nearing neatness than with a proper amount of sand.
6192. Do you know whether iron expands or contracts ? Yes.
6193. Do you know whether iron and a 3 to 1 compo.expand and contract equally, or practically so? 
No. I do not know whether the expansion and contraction would be equal. I should rather think not.
6194. In your opinion, would it be equal or not ? I do not see how it could be equal, because the concrete 
would not expand. The iron would expand and contract.

Sonor.Do you say that if you get concrete into a state of absolute dryness and then heat it 
that it will not expand ? If you put it in dry it would not be concrete.

SmP-P0S-e y°U wa^e<^ until it was thoroughly set, so that there would be absoultely no water 
lettm it. Then it would have contracted all that it intends to contract for the time being ; but after the 
heat ot the summer it will contract in spite of you, just as ground will crack.
6197. You mean that it is always (jpntracting ? It may eventually reach a stage at which it will contract no 
more. It will, however, contract sufficiently to cause cracks. That is mv objection to it.
6198. Mr.Gummow.~\ As to this concrete and ironwork, you have said that you built some houses at the 
top ot YVnham-street, and that you there used this construction in very much the same way that it is being 
used upon these Monier arches what did you mean by that?—Did you put in compo with iron bars? I 
had hoop-iron interlaced, 4 inches apart.
6199. Did you use compo. or concrete ? We used concrete, not compo.
6200 What was the object of putting in the iron ? To strengthen it. I considered that as the concrete 
was deprived of bond of every description—as every mixture of that class is unless it is thoroughly set— 
the introduction ot the iron would make it into one mass, and would answer the purpose. The work is 
there, and can be seen at any time.
6201. Does it leak ? It cannot leak. The concrete would leak if water came on to it, but there is 
over tho top oi the concrete to prevent the water from getting through.

' w°Lyf “ k?i°W ^ USe °,.f the iron in these arches at Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek? Yes.
6203. What is the object ot it ? I presume it was put in with the same object as I put in my lattice
hooping. It cannot hold the abutments, and I do not think it is required to hold them, because they are 
f00 j m ^e?1Se^V??' It can only have one effect, and that is to give the lateral and transverse
bond, that you require. If you filled the structure with iron you could not do more
6204. Is this grill-work put into the centre of the thickness of the arch ? It seems to me to be a little 
more on the outside.
6205. Is there any object in doing that ? I presume so. I do not know it myself.

06. Tou do not know whether there are any tensional or compressive strains to be considered in that 
eoA^eCT>10IL • ,.1 would take “J own practical experience in these matters before any theorv.
6207. .Regarding patents, have you any knowledge as to whether a patent is valid or invalid P None 
whatever; but 1 may state with reference to that matter that I used Tyerman’s patent hooping at a time 
when somebody had a patent here. I was sued for using it, although the iron came from Tyerman’s, in

ngiand. It was found m the course of the proceedings that the iron had been used in the country 
before the patent was taken out for it, and that therefore no action lay. ‘ J
6208. Ris Honor.Was that used in a brick wall? Tes.

! is tiling

6209.
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6209. M.r. Parhes^] What case was that;—who took proceedings against you ? It happened in Victoria. 
Proceedings were taken by a person named Cope, who had the patent in that Colony.
6210. Mr. Q-ummow.~\ Do you know whether the patent laws of Victoria are the same as in New South 
Wales? I do not.
6211. As to the concrete arches—do you consider that concrete arches will stand in the same way as
compo. arches ? Taking the compo. and concrete as described in the specification, I should prefer the 
concrete. #
6212. Por what reason would you prefer the concrete ? Because of the adhesive properties of the 
cement; I should think it would adhere better to the rough small bluestone than to the other material.
6213. You prefer it for strength ? Yes.
6213|. But having regard to climatic changes, which would stand better? I do not think there would be 
much difference so far as that is concerned. My strong objection consists in the use of the sand. If you 
put good sand into it, I think it would be an excellent job. _
6214. Then the question of our making a good job depends upon our having good sand or not ? Yes.
6215. Providing the sand were good, you would be satisfied that it was a good job ? The sand I mean is 
the Emu Plains sand—the sand from which concrete is made for the wooden blocks. 1 was the first to 
draw a specification for making concrete for the wooden blocks. I have used it ever since, and it has 
answered admirably. In my opinion, in cases where it does not answer well the sand used has con
tained clay.
6216. Still in this case you say that if the sand were good it would be a good job ? Yes.
6217. Mr. ParTces.'] You must recollect that the arches upon the Monier plan are 82 feet from centre to
centre ? Yes. ' ,
6218. Is that not a very long arch in which to trust to any cement construction ? It is longer than I 
should have cared to construct it myself.
6219. Even supposing good sand were used in such a construction, if the arch were of the depth shown upon
the plan, would there not be a risk of contraction ? I think it is an extreme length for concrete or compo.
6220. Is there not an element of danger, so far as contraction is concerned ? Yes.
6221. Where you crush sandstone for sand, what effect has the crushing upon the sand? The crushing 
makes the crystal finer than it otherwise would be. In the case of the Sydney sandstone, it is too fine
as it i®- . • • o -w t

6222. The crushing, then, would also be a dangerous element in the sand used in this compo. ? Yes. I
would rather have coarser, cleaner sand.
6223. Mr. Gummow.~] I think you expressed an opinion that cracks might be expected to show themselves
in this work next summer if they were going to show at all ? . If it were my job I should be afraid,
judging from my past experience, that cracks would result. I do not say that it will necessarily take place 
in this structure.
6224. If the work were guaranteed for three years, would you consider that term long enough ? The 
cracks ought to come out in that time.
6225. If they do not come out in that time they will never come out ? I should consider the structure

6226. His Honor.Even if we had another temperature of 108'5 ? Yes ; but it would try the structure.
6227. Mr. Gummow.'] You think the sand which is being used is from crushed sandstone ? Yes.
6228. What do you mean by crushed sandstone? I mean the sand from stone which had been put under 
rollers. It is not washed so that you get the clay out of it, and that is my great objection. _
6229. But is it sand which has been put through a crusher ? I take the sand as it is, and I consider that 
it is sand from crushed sandstone. I do not object so much to your crushing the stone as I object to the 
stone itself. I say that there is too much clay in the sandstone round about bydney to permit of good 
concrete being made from the sand.
6230. In answer to a question just now, you said that in the process of crushing the crystals were made 
finer ? The sand is the detritus from granite originally, and that is a crystalline rock.
6231. Suppose the sand is not crushed in such a way as to make the crystals finer, w^ould it not be better 
than sand which is ordinarily taken from a crusher? The sand from the Sydney stone, whether it be 
drift or solid rock, has been sand over and over again before it is found in its present form. The crystals 
have been wurked down too fine in this process. They are not the crystals which come direct from the rock 
in the first instance. They have been wnshed by the sea again and again, rendering them as fine as you 
see them to-day. They are too fine for the purpose for which they are sometimes used.
6232. In the sand you"saw at the works had the crystals been crushed into dust? Yes, compared with 
what they originally were.
6233. But I mean artificially? Yes ; undoubtedly the crushing will make the crystals smaller.
6234. You consider that in the sand you saw the particles of sand had been crushed? It is crushed too
fine; that is what I think.
6235. What I mean is—had the particles been crushed at all, or were they in their natural state from 
the sandstone ? Even in their natural state in the sandstone they would be too fine for the purpose.
6236. His Honor.] What you say is that they are too much water or weather worn ? Yes ; that is tho 
worst of the Sydney sandstone. It is too fine in the rock, and it is fine in the drift, whichever way you 
take it.
6237. Mr. Gummow.] Do you know from what place the standard sand used in the Government depart
ments is obtained ? I do not know anything about what the Government do. They do some very curious
things sometimes. . j- j o t
6238. Do you know whether they take the sand from crushed sandstone as the highest class of sand ? I
believe they would use the washed sand I speak of if it -were not for the cost of it. . _
6239. I am referring to the standard sand—the sand to which we are referred for information as to what
good sand is ? Sand should be free from clay, or else it is not saud, properly speaking. It is a mixture. 
If you get sand free from clay, you get a perfect sand. _
6240. As to the sand used by the public departments—do you know what their standard sand is ;—are you
sure that there would not be any clay in it ? That I do not know ; but I presume they know what good 
sand is. _ .
6241. Do you know whether the sand we are using would stand a higher test than Nepean sand . 1

should
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should not believe it. It would be totally against my experience. I should say from my forty years’ J- Young, 
experience that an error had been made somehow. '' —
6242. If you had heard that the sand we were using would stand a higher test than the Nepean sand 29 June> 1896. 
you would think there was a mistake somewhere ? Tes.
6243. Mr. Smiths] Have you tested the sand which has been used at Annandale? I have only my 
experience to go upon.
6244. Tou say you have handled it ? Tes.
6245. And that is the only test to which you have subjected it? Tes.
6246. Mr. Parkes.'] Supposing bad sandstone is crushed? Then, of course, you could not get good
sand. No man has done more work in concrete in the Colony than I have done. I am of an inquiring 
turn of mind, and in connection with this particular kind of structure I have endeavoured to ascertain 
the why and wherefore of things. Tou must have a good deal of experience before you can find out 
many of these things for yourself. -
6247. His Honor.] I understand you to say that it is not a question of tensional or compressive 
strength ;—you say that in the case of concrete made from sand containing clay there is the risk of a 
slow, gradual, shrinkage ? Tes, that is the danger ; and I found that belief upon my experience. Of 
course, if the thing does not occur so much the better.
6248. Then you would not use crushed sandstone ? No ; because it contains clay in just the same way 
as does the ordinary drift.
6249. Mr. Gummow.]. If an arch had been built twelve months ago, and were still standing showing no 
signs of cracking, having been made out of a compo. including sand from crushed sandstone, what would 
you consider the reason of its standing to-day ? I should want to know when the work was done and how 
it was done. I should like to give it a little more time, say, to the end of next summer. Twelve months 
ought to show all the weak points if there are any. Of course, it depends upon the following summer.
If you get a dry hot summer the work will have a good trial.
6250. What do you consider last summer ? Quite hot and dry enough.
6251. And if an arch stood through that, you would consider that it had been subjected to a good test?
The arch standing by itself is no test at all, if you are referring to your test arch. Tou put it against your 
abutments singly, hy itself. I have not seen the arch ; but the probability is that whatever the effect the 
climate might have upon it you would not, from its position, see the effects. ’
6252. But if it contracts you ought to be able to see the effects of the contraction? It maybe that your
abutments contracted also. ' .
6253. His Honor.] Tou mean that they possibly closed in with the arch ? Tes. If they were fixed with 
the arch they would come in with it. If you want a perfect test you must have an absolutely rigid 
abutment. Unless you have that there is no proper test.
6254. Mr. Gummow.] Would not the cement mortar, or concrete, shrink away from the iron in such a 
way as to show the shrinkage ? It might contract, but it would drag the abutments with it. Tou have 
only temporary abutments. ■
6255. But suppose the abutment is strong enough and heavy enough not to be dragged ? Still, you could
not test a single arch by itself. ^ > J
6256. Tou would not consider it any test if the arch stood through last summer ? I do not think it is a 
good test. Tou must have your abutments perfectly rigid, and then your arch must also be perfectly rigid.
6257. Can you get that perfect rigidity ? That is the only way to test the structure.
6258. Tou do not know whether, in the case of this test arch, the abutments are rigid? I do not know.
62o9. If they are, ought not the cracks, if there are to be any cracks, to show by this time ? No ; I do 
not think it is a test at all. ’
6260. Why not ? I will give you my reason, and it is this : Tou must keep the springing of your bow, as 
it were, as rigid as possible. If it comes off a certain line, even to the extent of a r inch, there is shrinkage, 
and that would draw the abutments.
6261. His Honor.] Supposing that there is a grid of iron in the structure? It will do just the same 

. thing.
6262. If it were in the intrados of the arch, close to the lower curve, would it be possible for the compo. 
to shrink without cracking the extrados of the arch ? ■ If it were distributed over the length it might do 
so. A peculiarity of concrete is that it goes sometimes where you do not expect it to go.
6263. Mr. Smith.] I suppose that by an ordinary test you can find out the strength of the sand ? I should 
be dubious about ordinary tests.
6264. Supposing there were a certain amount of clay, which you say is a dangerous element, in the sand,
could you not discover it by an ordinary test? Tou could tell whether there was any clay in it by 
analysing it, certainly. •

Walter Alexander Smith sworn and examined :—
6265. Mr. Parkes.] Tou are an officer of the Works Department ? Tes. I am a district engineer. W. A. Smith.
6266. Not long ago you made1 a report to Mr. Hickson about the construction of a culvert over a creek at

• Strathneld r Tes. • 29 June, 1896.
6267. What creek was that ? I do not know of any name for the creek, but there was an old culvert there
6268. It was a small drain ? Tes.
6269. Will you tell me the material you intended to use in the culvert as originally designed ? The
Momer plan was the one I originally proposed, but the Hoad Superintendent had suggested an ordinary 
buckle-plate culvert. ■ J
6270. What was the width of the road at that point ? I have a description of the culvert. It is 55 feet 
long, with a 5 ft. 6 in. span.
6271. What I want to know is, what was the nature of the original plan? There was no orminal plan
apart from the suggestion of the local officer. °
6272. What was the nature of. it ? He wrote reporting the dangerous state of the old culvert, and 
recommended that a sum of money be provided for a new one.
6273. How much ? Upwards of £300.
6274. Where is his report ? There was no report; there was merely a short minute. It is with the
papers, 1 suppose. 6275 ■
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W. A. Smith. 6275. His HonorDid he make any estimate ? There was no estimate in detail. The minute referred 
201 *^180^1to ^ state th® culvert, and recommended that £300 be provided for the erection of a new buckle- 

une> 1 plate culvert. I was divisional engineer at that time, and this Monier system having come forward I 
recommended that the culvert should be built upon it. •
6276. Of course you went into calculations to discover whether it would be cheaper ? I went into a rough 
calculation iu connection with the Monier culvert, and I saw that it would be cheaper than the culverts 
we had been building with buckle-plates.
6277. Mr. Parte.] Will you let us know how these buckle-plate culverts are built—they have stone and 
and concrete abutments ? Tes.
6278. Of what thickness are they? About 12 inches.
6279. Between these, the buckle-plates are suspended ? If it was a single opening the buckle-plates 
would span right across.
6280. Would the 5 feet 6 inches be covered by one buckle-plate ? They are of different sizes ; as far as I 
can remember, the largest is 3 feet 6 inches.
6281. The buckle-plate forms the top of the arch ? Yes.
6282. Over that you fill in with tarred metal, and that makes the roadway ? Tes.
6283. Could you adopt a dj-inch brick arch instead of buckle-plates ? I have never seen it.
6281. Why could you not adopt a df-inch brick arch ? I do not think it would give a sufficient factor of 
safety.
6285. We are told that the concave surface of the di inches will stand 2,020 lb. of pressure to a single 
brick;—what would it be on the convex face? This would be the tensile strength of the mortar; 
the compressive strength would be about ten times that amount.
6286. Then a d^-inch brick would do ? I have not gone into the matter, but I should not like to build 
such a structure. Tou are assuming that all the material is of the very best and the strongest that could 
be obtained. I have not gone into the question of a single-brick arch.
6287. The only difference between an ordinary culvert and a culvert on the Monier system is that there 
are Monier plates instead of buckle-plates ? That is so ; but in addition to that the walls would not 
require to be quite so high, because the arch would stand lower down on the walls ; there would be a 
saving of concrete in the walls.
6288. That would not be much in a 5-foot span, would it ? In a small case like that it -would be slight, 
but there would be a difference.
6289. What would be the cost of buckle-plates ? I have had nothing to do with them for over two years, 
and I do not know the present price, but I suppose it would be. about £6 a ton ; the price varies every 
year.
6290. What was the price which you paid for the Monier plates ? The arch was built in sections on four 
separate days, and it cost £22 16s.—that is simply for the arch.
6291. According to the original idea you would have had stone abutments ? Stone or concrete.
6292. When you adopted the Monier system, what abutments did you have ? Concrete.
6293. Did you report afterwards to Mr. Hickson as to the difference in cost between the original plan 
and the Monier? No ; it was arranged in conversation with Mr. Hickson ; the whole thing was done by 
day labour; Mr. Hickson and I had a conversation; I made rough calculations, and found that the 
Monier system was- cheaper; I showed him from my figures that it would be cheaper, and he in
structed me to proceed with the work.
6291. Did it come out 50 per cent, cheaper ? I think it was about 30 per cent cheaper; the actual cost 
of constructing the culvert, exclusive of the removal of the old brick structure, was only £114, while the 
construction of culverts of equal length and capacity, in which brick or concrete and wrought-iron buckle- 
plates were used, had cost about £165.
6295. Did you take out a special estimate for the work at this particular place? No. We had been 
building culverts which would have applied to this place at Centennial Park, Stanmore, and in other places.
6296. Can you give us the cost and quantities of the culverts in those cases ? They could be obtained. 
I should like to explain that when I built this Monier culvert I was divisional engineer of the metropolitan 
division. That office is now abolished, and all the papers relating to any work in the metropolitan 
district have gone, I suppose. I do not know where you would find the papers now. Of course the old 
contract-books can be turned up, and I should think you could find any information you would be likely to 
require about the culverts in them. So far as this particular Monier is concerned, I have worked out 
the cost, and I can give it to you, I think, within a few shillings. The actual cost of constructing the arch 
only I make as follows :—Sand, 4| cubic yards at 6s., £1 5s. 6d.; cement, 9i casks at 13s., £6 3s. 6d. ; 
iron, 3^ cwt. at 10s., £1 15s.; centering, say £6; labour, one man at 8s. and two at 7s. a day for six 
days, £6 12s.; tools and contingencies, say £1. The total would be £22 16s., or 79s. per cubic yard.
6297. Was it upon your report that Mr. Hickson wrote this letter, “ I recommend this for the Minister’s 
approval. I might state I have just completed, with the permission of the patentees, a culvert on the 
Parramatta Eoad built on this principle, with most satisfactory results, financially and otherwise”? I 
cannot say. I know that Mr. Hickson did write a letter to that effect.
6298. On what date did you complete this culvert ? About 24th July.
6299. Then if the letter from which I quoted were written on 18th July, 1894, it would be written before 
you had completed the work ? Tes; hut of course Mr. Hickson would be justified in saying that the results 
were satisfactory, because he had an experience in this case which tended to show the enormous strength of 
the arch, as when the first length of the arch was finished,-through a misunderstanding, the heavy traffic 
of the Main Western Boad was allowed over it when the mortar was six days old. The result, however, has 
been in every sense satisfactory. Not the smallest movement or crack has taken place, although the 
whole of the traffic over this culvert for five weeks had been confined to a 9-foot width. Of course, I had 
reported that to him.
6300. His Honori] One-half of the arch would be in use at the date of the report, then ? Tes; I 
imagine that it would have occurred perhaps in the first week in July.
6301. Mr. Parkes.'] But, as a matter of fact, did not the second arch give way under the test? No.
6302. What occurred ? There was an accident, was there not ? No.
6303. His Honor.] Did something go wrong in the construction ? A very trifling thing occurred, but it is
scarcely worth mentioning. Mr. Davis spoke to me about it a few days ago. A small part of the compo., 
put np over night, got frozen and perished. 6304.
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6301. It got frozen before it was set ? Yes ; it was only a very small patch.
6305. Mr. Par/ces.] What was the thickness of the Monier arch ? Four inches on the top.
6306. What was the material ? Three to one compo. with bars J inch and f inch.
6307. Was the portion of the arch which the heavily laden dray went over completed on 2nd July? I
could not. say. j j t j
6308. When did you start the work ? Somewhere about the end of June. I do not remember the 
exact date. The only way in which I have been able to arrive at it at all has been by turning up my diarj’, 
which I see that I visited the place every second or third day from the 25th June to the 24th July.
6309. Therefore, if Mr. Carter, after a conversation with Mr. Hickson, offered to allow this patent to be 
used for a royalty of 15 per cent, on 2nd July, it would be during the time you were constructing the 
culvert ? I imagine that that would .be so.
6310. His HonorHave you compared the cost of the arch alone with the cost of the buckle-plate work 
alone to see what saving there would be, quite apart from the cost of the abutments or any other part of 
the structure ? Ho.
6311. I understand that the 30 per cent, you mentioned just now as the apparent saving would be taking 
into calculation the abutments in both cases ? The figures I then gave included the whole structure.
6312. So that comparing the spanning of the opening alone, that proportion of saving would be much 
larger m favour of the more economical plan? Yes.
6313. It might come to 50 per cent, and more at that rate? Yes ; the arch in this case was built as 
cheaply as possible. I had a gang of men there who did the work as quickly as it was possible to get it 
done. Ihey were all experienced men.
6314. When you got in your centering how did you proceed with the work? The centering having been 
put into place, the lattice work was constructed for a quarter of its length and put over the centering. 
Between the centering and the iron we had wooden chocks at the intersection of the bars'. Then the 
mortar was thrown in and rammed, and as they worked up to the wooden chocks they were all withdrawn. 
G31o. How was it put in between the interstices of the grid? It was put in on the top and rammed in 
with a heavy rammer.
6316. Jammed through do you mean ? Yes.
6317. It was not put through by handwork? Ho. We used the most heavy rammers—as heavy 
as a man could lift.
6318. You were not afraid of that bending the iron work ? Ho ; the compo. would squeeze under it at 
once. I inspected the arch the other day and I could not detect the sign of a flaw in it.
6319. I understand you put in the whole span across, a quarter of the width ? Yes.

-P^r/res.] Would it require more costly abutments to carry the Monier or the ordinary buckle- 
piates ? They would be more expensive in the case of the buckle-plates, because you have to build the 
wall higher, the plates being flat. • ‘
6321. There is a saving in the abutments in this case then? Yes. The greater the rise in the arch the 
greater the saving in the wall.
6322. His Honor.'] Did you fill in the spandrels with any particular material, or only with earth and 
metal ? With clay, and metal on the top.
6323. You did not use concrete to strengthen the spandrels ? Ho.
6324. It is simply the arch itself that is doing all the work ? Yes
6325. ■ - - - - '
whet!
it: _ _
ooo^' w d®®iStling a culvert of that description, had you not to take that into consideration ? Yes. 
63-.7. Would not the concussion caused by the traffic probably damage the brick arch if it were put as 
near to the surface of the roadway as is the Monier arch ? It probably would, especially if the bricks 
were at all defective. r j

6328. So that it would not be so much tension and compression that you would have to take into con
sideration as the concussion caused by the traffic ? Yes. '
6329. As to the buckle-plates, you say that the cost would be about £6 per ton ;—have you not made 
some mistake there ? I said I have had nothing to do with them for two years, and that I did not know 
what the present price was, but that I presume it would be about £6 per ton.
6330. You are not sure about it ? Ho.
C33i. Would the lifetime of a buckle-plate compare favourably or otherwise with the lifetime of a Monier 
plate r It would compare unfavourably.
i>332. That is to say, the Monier arch would probably increase in strength, being stroncrer fifty years 
lence than it is to-day, whereas a buckle-plate deck would deteriorate through corrosion, and would have 
to be renewed ? Fifty years hence the Monier arch would be in a better state than it is to-day, and the 
buckle-plates would probably have collapsed by that time.
6333. What did you say was the cost of the culvert per cubic yard ? Seventy-nine shillings
6334. Without taking into consideration the patent fees ? Yes.

• 6335. Does that include the Cost of material and labour ? Yes.
6336. The centering in the case of such a culvert would be comparatively simple compared with the 
centering which would have to be used in an arch of a 75 feet span ? Yes.
d.337- A 75 feet sPan arch would cost considerably more as to centering than a small arch of this descrip
tion? Yes. v
culvertThe £l14 y°U gaVe, tlierefore’ would delude the side walls ? Everything connected with the

W. A. Smith. 

29 June, 1896.

6339. What would be your own estimate for a culvert built with buckle-plates and similar side walls to 
those which would be put m when the Monier arch is used ? I have not got an estimate out. I pointed 
out to Mr Hickson at the time, however, that, taking the cost of work just completed as a guide, a 
buckle-plate culyert wouM come to about £165. That estimate was taken out at the time from works 
which had been lately carried out.
6340. You say you pointed that out to Mr. Hickson ? Yes.
2oto- w°U Were,in <Tstailfc communication with him during the time these works were in progress ? Yes 
6342. 1 ou saw him three or four times a week or more ? Yes.

140—Y 6343.
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W. Smith. 6343. YAou frequently had conversations with him as to the progress of the work ? Yes.
6344. You said, I think, that the work was actually finished on or about 25th July ? I believe that to be 

29 June, 1896* jjhout the date
6345. What was the last part of the work you did at that culvert;—was it not in connection with the 
gully shafts and the building of the gullies ? They were built after the arch was finished. I presume 
the last work would be the making of the road.
6346. Would it not be likely that on 18th July the whole of the arch would be finished if the whole work 
was finished on 25th July, because you had then to repair the road and make it good, and to construct 
the gullies and connect them with the culvert;—would it not be likely, il the work was completed on

. 25th July, that the arch was finished on 18th? Yes. . _
6347. So that if Mr. Hickson wrote in the manner quoted by Mr. Parkes just now that would be quite 
correct ? Yes ; in any case Mr. Hickson had the first part of the arch to go upon before he wrote that 
letter.
6348. You are not in a position to say that he had not the whole of the arch to go upon. Ho.
6349. Supposing that on 18th July he wrote these words—“ I might state I have just completed, with the 
permission of the patentees, a culvert on the Parramatta Eoad built on this principle with most satis
factory results financially and otherwise ” ? I may have informed him that the arch was completed.
6350. Do you not think it possible that you did? Probably I did.
6351. You have tested the arch within the last few days ? Yes.
6352. You have made a careful examination of it ? Yes. . _
6353. Did you find the arch as it was when you constructed it ? Yes ; it is absolutely intact; I could not 
see a flaw in it.
6354. You regard the arch as a success then ? Yes.
6355. Mr. Gummow.'] How long has the arch been built ? Two years nearly. _
6356. Do you consider that there is any likelihood of its giving way now after standing two years .
None whatever. _
6357. What is the quantity of the cement mortar in the arch ? 5i cubic yards.
6358. What have you put down as the cost of the centering ? £6. That,would be for a 14-ft. length.
6359. In constructing this work in short sections, you did not continue the whole 55 feet ? INo; the 
work was done in four sections.
6360. Would it have made any difference if the work had been done in one length ? It was better to do
it as we did it. We had to consider the traffic. •

• 6361. But having regard to the question of the continuity of the whole work ? It would not make any
difference. •
6362. Doing the work as you did in broken strips, it was absolutely sound ? Yes.
6363. Mr. Parkes.'] Would it have been much more costly, or otherwise, to put in a 14 or 9 inch brick 
arch instead of the Monier arch ? I have not made an estimate in connection with brick arches, but I 
should imagine that they would cost more than the Monier arch. _
6364. Yery much more ? I cannot say ; I have not run out an estimate. .
6365. Mr. Davis.] Since you constructed this Monier arch in Strathfield you have looked further into 
the question ? Yes.
6366. I believe you wrote a paper for the Eoyal Society, which so far, however, has not been read at their
meetings ? No. _ _ _ . .
6367. That paper contains a good deal of valuable information in connection with the Monier arch, does
it not ? Yes. _ , o • -u i. r
6368. Would you hand it to His Honor? Yes. I have not read it before the Royal Society, but I 
thought it would be of interest to describe this arch, because it was the first one built here.
6369. His Honor.] The contents of the paper are, as far as you know, an absolutely correct statement or
what you have learned from experience, and also worked out in theory ? Yes. _ .
6370. Mr.Parkes.] Is there a direct reference to this particular culvert in the paper ? Yes ; it contains a 
description of it.
6371. Does the paper deal also with its comparative cost ? Yes. .
6372. His Honor7] Will you kindly read the paper ? Yes.

The Monier SysiEM in Bridge Construction.
It will probably be of interest to have a short description given of a small culvert built in July, 1894, on the “ Monier 
system, on the Main Western Road, at Strathfield ; for, with the exception of an experimental arch of 30 ft. span, built and 
broken by Messrs. Carter & Co., at North Sydney, in May, 1894, this is the first structure erected on this system within 
the Colony. But, before describing this culvert, it would, perhaps, be as well to explain the advantages of the new method 
over older systems, by quoting from a paper on the subject by Professor Bauschinger, translated from the German by ilr. 
Baltzer, of the Sewerage Branch :—“ The principle of this method of construction is to increase the extremely small tensile 
strength of cement and its mixtures, which is to its compressive strength in the ratio of 1 to 10, by imbedding wrought-iron 
bars in the mortar, in such places where the construction is subject to tension. The compressive strength of a mixture ot* 
1 cement and 3 sand is from 2,000 to 2,450 lb ; the tensile only 200 to 245 lb. per square inch.

“ The iron bars used are round, from in. to 1 in. diameter, as found necessary, and are so placed that the stronger are 
in the direction of the tension, the thinner resting on the former, usually at right angles to them, thus forming a lattice-work. 
The bars are only held together at their intersections by thin binding wire, just sufficient to hold them in position during the 
process of packing the cement mortar round them, which will keep them in place when cnee set. If not sufficiently long the 
bars are jointed by a very simple method. They are so placed as to overlap each other by twenty times the diameter of the bai s, 
and then tied together. The cohesion between iron and cement, which is, according to Professor Bauschinger, of Munich, 
500 to 6001b. per square inch, and which is not diminished by heat, is quite sufficient to form a bond. Ihe lattice work is 
calculated to withstand all the tension the structure is likely to be subjected to. To achieve this it is only necessary to take 
the bin's in the direction of the tension into consideration, as the others are only to distribute the pressure equally o\ er the 
former. When the iron structure is finished, the cement mortar, usually of one cement to three sand, is pressed through the 
meshes in convenient thicknesses, of not over 9 inches, on to the centering, which is generally if-inch clear of the iron, am 
well rammed. In setting, the cement mortar shrinks and gets a firm grip round the iron ; and as the cohesion between the 
two materials is very great, the whole forms one homogeneous mass. The physical properties of this combination are veiy 
favourable. The co-efficient of expansion of cement mortar is from 0.0000137 to 0.0000148, that of iron 0'000014o or nearly 
the same ; and, even if a small difference should exist, the elasticity of the mortar is sufficient to equalise the difference. 
Further, in this combination the iron loses its unfortunate liability to oxidation, as cement has proved Rselt 0:“e ot tlie 
preservatives of iron. The very thin layer of cement surrounding the iron forms a silicate with it, very difficult to separate, 
which explain why iron in cement mortar does not oxidize. Not only does cement preserve iron, but it actually liees it

* Cohesion between cement and iron = BOO to 000 lb. per square inch; cohesion between compo. (3 to 1) and iron - 336 lb. per square inch.
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from rust; as experiments have proved that iron bars covered with rust, if placed in cement mortar, become after a W. Smith, 
time perfectly clean. A structure of the foregoing description consequently combines all the good qualities of stone, its 
strength and immunity from injury by the weather, with the elasticity of the iron, and daily increases in strength rather 29 June IfiQfi 
than deteriorates. The advantages of this system, compared with other methods are.” *

“ 1. Quickness of erection, without prejudice to durability and security of the work.”
„ “2. Immunity from injury by water.” .

‘f 3. Extraordinary power of resisting very high and variable temperatures. ”
“ 4. Great strength.”
“ 5. Lightness, as compared with other structures in iron or concrete alone.” ,
“6. Saving in space.”
“7. Cheapness and neatness.”

Following on the above statement in Professor Bauschinger’s paper are numerous photographs and descriptions of 
railway and road bridges already constructed in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. Before any work was undertaken in 
New South Wales under this system, Messrs. Carter & Co. built the before-mentioned experimental arch, which was of 
30 feet span and 5 feet wide, with a versed sine of 3 feet; and the thickness of the arch at the crown was 4 inches. The 
mortar of which the arch was constructed consisted of one part cement to three parts sand ; the bars in the line of tension 
were £ inch diameter, while the cross-bars were of f inches in diameter, forming a lattice-work of 2£ inch mesh. An 
evenly distributed load of 11^ tons was placed on the arch, which caused a deflexion of J inch, or equal to a load of 210 
lbs. per square foot. The arch remained intact, but unfortunately one of the abutments showed a slight movement.

JThe loading was then removed from that half of the arch adjoining the sound abutment, and the other half was loaded 
up to /£ tons, when it broke. This would be equal to a loading of 274 lb. per square foot.
. Taking into consideration that one of the abutments was too weak, and that this very sensitive arch was, for half of 
its length, without loading or stiffening of any description, the test can be looked upon as fairly satisfactory. '

. ^ie invert and walls of the culvert at Strathfield are built of concrete, to the proportion of 5, 2, and 1, with a 
Monier arch 4 inches thick in the centre of cement mortar, composed of I part of cement to 3 parts of Nepean sand.
Embedded in this mortar was a lattice work of 6-inch mesh, the rods in the line of tension being § inch in diameter, while 
the cross-bars were £ inch diameter. The rods were tied at each intersection with binding-wire, and the under side of the 
lattice-bars were placed f inch from the intrados of the arch, and were maintained in this position during the ramming into 
place of the mortar by wooden chocks f inch deep, resting on the centering and supporting each intersection of the bars ; 
these were withdrawn as the mortar of the arch was worked up to them. The lattice was also suspended by wires secured 
to temporary beams made to span the whole of the work. On the mortar being rammed into place round each of these ' 
suspending wires, they were cut off flush with the top of the mortar and left there. (It is now seen that a simpler and 
more effective means of maintaining the lattice-bars in their proper position during the ramming of the mortar could be 
arranged for, by making a large plate of neat cement of the required thickness, and breaking it up into small pieces about 
the size of a penny or, perhaps, a little larger, and placing one of these pieces under each intersection of the lattice-bars, 
a? i ^em ^ : rough edgesof these broken parts would bond well with the fresh mortar.) When the first length
of this arch was finished, and through a misunderstanding, the heavy traffic of the main Western Road was allowed over it 
when the mortar was only six days old : the result, however, has been in every sense satisfactory. Not the slightest 
movement or crack has. taken place, although the whole of the traffic over this culvert for five weeks had been confined 
to a 9-foot width: and it is worth mentioning that, when the mortar was only ten days old, a heavy team from the Western 
districts, drawn by nineteen horses, and weighing tons, was taken over this culvert, with the result that the arch has 
retained exactly its original versed sine, while the mortar was not cracked or injured in the slightest degree. *

The actual cost of constructing this culvert (exclusive of the removal of the old brick structure), which is 54| 
feet long, of 5 ft. Gin. span, giving a waterway of 14*75 square feet, and including four gully shafts and three pipe con
nections, was only £114, while the construction of culverts of equal length and capacity, in which brick or concrete and WI 
buckled plates were used, has hitherto cost about £165.

Since writing the foregoing in August, 1894, several papers have been written on this subject, all of which go to 
prove the great value and economy of this system ; which, although somewhat new to Australian engineers, has, under the 
name of “Bordenave or Sidero-cement System,” been in use in France for upwards of forty years. A description of the 
system under this latter designation is given in vols. cxi, p. 413, and cxvxi, p. 407, of the Minutes of Proceedings of the 
Inst. C.E., which almost entirely corresponds with Professor Bauschinger’s account of the Monier system.

In vol. exx Min. Pro. Inst. C.E., Mr. R. P. T. Tutein-Nolthenius makes the following observation in reference to a 
culvert built on the Monier system in Belgium in 1893 :—

. The author investigated by mathematical analysis the stresses and strains set up in the material, and became convinced 
of its trustworthy character, and also quotes several instances of its successful application.

In vol. cxi, p. 414, Minutes of Pro. of Inst. C.E., M. Mamy states that, among the advantages claimed for this 
system for water works, are that the metal is protected from deterioration, being everywhere embedded in cement, and that 
no vegetation or deposit of any kind occurs on cement in any climate.

6373. Jfi\ Parte.] Did your office know anything about this Monier system before Mr. Baltzer intro
duced it ? He was the first person who mentioned it to me.
6374. Tou did not know anything about it before that ? No ; but I had heard that a paper had been 
read at the Engineering Association some time previously. I had not seen it.
6375. How long before P I do not know.
6376. By whom was it read ? I forget now. I may have heard at the time.
6377. Sis Sonor.l Have you gone into the question of the proper sand to use for mixing with cement in 
compo. or concrete ? Tes ; I had charge, of the testing of the cement in the Department some years ago.
6378. What conclusion did you come to as to the proper sand to be used in making compo. or concrete ?
Either clean river washed sand, similar to the Nepean Biver sand, or the best crushed sandstone.
6379. As toJ:he best crushed sandstone, have you tested compo. or concrete made with it for any length 
of time ? No ; I used to use the Nepean River sand only when I tested the cement in the Department.
6380. What tests have been made in which crushed sandstone has been used, do you know ? 1 have seen
the results of many tests in which it has been used, but I do not remember them.
6381. They would be tests, I suppose, for tensile power and the power of standing compression, but they 
would not be tests in which shrinkage would come in as an element ? I do not remember now. 1 do 
not remember the difference in the shrinkages of the different sands.
6382. Have you gone into the question whether the Sydney sandstone does not contain so much clay as 
to render it a bad sand for the making of concrete ? No.
6383. Mr. Davis.'] Supposing the sand contained clay, would it not be detected in both the compression 
and tension tests ? Tes.
6384. Would not a quantity of clay materially affect the strength of the compo. ? Tes.
6385. And it would be seen in both the compression and tension tests ? Tes.
6386. If you tested any sand, and found that it stood a higher test than the Nepean sand, would you be 
content to use it? Tes, if I knew it was good sand.
6387. Tou would be satisfied to use it if it stood a higher test than the Nepean sand ? Tes.
6388. Tou would feel assured from the test that you were using a good sand ? Tes.

N orman
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Norman Selfe sworn and examined :—
NormanSelfe. 0389. Mr. ParJces.l Ton are a civil engineer? I am. .

' 6390-1. Of considerable experience ? Of many years’ experience. ,
29 June, 1896. 0392. Have you, in your experience, bad to do with patents and reports on patents . I have had a very 

extensive connection with patents. I report, on the average, upon over a hundred a year.
6393. For whom do you report ? Principally for the Department of Justice.
0394. Have you examined the Letters Patent in the case of the Monier arch ? It has never come before 
me officially, but I have just glanced at it.
6395. Tou have seen the specification ? Yes, casually. . .
6396. Will you tell His Honor what is your opinion of that patent ? I could not give you an opinion 
from a mere perusal of the documents. I may not have read it correctly. I have formed a certain 
general opinion of it, but I would not presume to quote that opinion in a case like the present without 
going into the matter thoroughly.

J. Carter. 

29 June, 1896.

6397.
6398.
6399. 
had.
6400.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—
Have you a private account at the Bank at North Sydney ? Tes.
It has nothing whatever to do with your business ? Nothing whatever.
Did you produce all the receipts you had to the order of the Commission ? All the receipts we

I suppose there cannot be more than one fourth of what you should have ? I could not any 
estimate. 1 found more than I thought I had. I found some of them in an old shed. I hunted up all
I could lay my hands on. . .
6401. Did you ever at any time keep these receipts filed up ? At one time, certainly.
6402. Did you not keep them in periods—in periods of six months or for periods of a year, tor instance.
I have kept some perhaps for twelve months. _ . , ,
6403. Can you produce the statement for which you were asked by the Commission as to the merchants 
from whom you purchased cement? No. The only merchants from whom we have purchased to my
recollection are Parburv and Henty. , . „
6404. Have you purchased any from the firms of Gibbs, Bright, & Co., and from Austin . Yes ; years

6405. Were all the accounts for cement purchased paid for by cheque ? Tes.
6406. The cement was not paid for in cash at any time ? I do not remember any cash transaction. I
cannot think of any reason why it should be so. T ,
6407. Ris Honor.'] Do you draw your cheques in the name of the payee or by numbers ? In the name
of the payee. . T
6408. Mr. Parkes.] Do you not keep a record of the material sent to each job ? JNo.
6109. How do you know then in the end whether you have more or less material used than you antici
pated? We keep no record of that sort. _ , , ,
6410. If you take up a job do you not estimate how much material you will want and how much labour 
will be required ;—do you not go into your material in detail ? No. .
0411. You would trust to chance? No; but 1 should prefer that you asked these questions ox Mr.

6412. You do not know whether Mr. Gillan has an account in the Bank of New South Wales? I have
641?Has he not one at the Bank of New Zealand? He very probably has ; I think we have all been 
dealing with that bank, but I could not say definitely. I have no knowledge of Mr. Gillan s having an 
account there. If I ever knew it I have forgotten it. I know absolutely nothing about Mr. Gillan s 
private business.

Frank Moorhouse Gummow recalled and further examined:
F M 6414. Mr. Parkes.] Do you separate your material from your labour in going on with a job—I mean in 

Gummow. estimating what it is going to cost you ? No. . .
6415. Tou trust to chance as to how it will come out ? There is no chance at all.

29 June, 1896. 6416. Why? Because the contract is a schedule rate contract. We take out our quantities, and then 
we make an estimate of what the quantities are likely to be. They may be increased or decreased 20, 50,
or 100, per cent. „ wr i. • 4- ,1 •6417. There is no real finality in the case of Government contracts then ? Not in tendering
6418. Tou cannot tell what it is actually going to run out at;—if it started at £20,000 it might run out at 
£40,000 ? That could be done.
6419. There is no finality to it ? No.
6420. Mr. Gillan was originally your partner before you joined Carter & Co. ? Xes , . , .
6421. Could you tell me whether the property at Dulwich Hill belonging to Mr. Gillan belonged to him
absolutely or to the firm ? What property do you refer to ? ‘ , , , tt-i, 9 ti,q
6422. I mean the property which Mr. Maddison, I think, said Mr. Gillan owned at Dulwich Hill. Ibe
firm have never had anything to do with it.
6423. It is entirely his own property ? I think so. _ o -w
6424. Do you know anything about Mr. Gillan’s affairs or business movements. No. .i, . i. ^
6425. Do you know whether Mr. Hickson, junr., while here kept a banking account. I know that he did
in Adelaide.
6426. At what bank did he keep it there ? The Bank of Australasia. n , ,
6427. Tou do not know if he had an account here? I believe he had an account at the Bank ot
Australasia here, but I am not certain. I know that he had such an account at the Bank of Australasia 
in Adelaide because I often paid in cheques to his credit there, he being at the time out of Adelaide.
6428. Have you at any time in the working of your business had an overdraft at the Bank or New
Zealand ? Tes. i i a
6429. Did you lodge any property securities against it ? Not to my knowledge. 6430.
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6430. I suppose the North Sydney property was not lodged against it? No.
6431. Mr. Smith.'] You heard what Mr. Hickson, junr., said about the moneys received by him from
firm ;—I suppose that statement was correct ? Yes. "
6432. Your firm has not paid him anything beyond the amounts to which he was entitled—beyond 
amounts which they should have paid him ? No.

F. M.
the Gummow. 

the ^ June, 1896.

WEDNESDAY, 1 JULY, 1896.
Norman Selfe recalled and further examined:— 

are a M.I.C.E. and have had considerable experience in patent matters? Yes,6433. Mr. Earlces.~\ You 
very considerable experience.
6434. You have examined the nature of the pateut in the case of the Monier arch have you not? I do 
not know anything about the Monier arch, but I have examined Carter, Snodgrass, and Baltzer’s patent. 
The^name of “Monier” never came before me. {Vide Appendix No. 18.)
6435. Mis Eonor.] The word “ Monier ” does not occur in the patent itself? No.
6436. You have prepared a report ? Yes. The patent was handed to me and I reported on its value as
a patent. .
6437. His Honor.] The report you have prepared expresses your opinion as a patent expert? Yes.
6438. It would be in effect your evidence as an expert r Yes.
6439. Mr. Parkes.] "Will you oblige His Honor by reading it ? Yes.

accordance with your instructions, I have examined a patent No. 4,084 of 3rd November, 1892, issued to Messrs. 
J. Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, and W. Baltzer, and find,—

1. The patent title is, Improvements in concrete and cement mortar building and other constructions and manu
factures.”

2. The patentees are not the original inventors, but claim under a communication from abroad.
. The essence of the alleged invention consists of the use of a lattice or skeleton work of iron bars or rods imbedded
m the concrete or cement of a structure, such bars being secured in their required relative position to one another by being 
tied at their intersections.

4. The general use of iron imbedded in concrete or cement for the purpose of adding strength and stability was know*' 
and practised by the introduction of beams, rods, bars, or hoop-iron, before the application for this patent; but the patent
is confined to the use of such bars as in (3) crossing one another and tied at such crossing.
. , 5. The word ‘‘binding” is used in the body of the specification to indicate the method of fastening at these
intersections, but no such term is used in the claims.

. 6* consequence of a report by the Examiner of Patents that the specification as originally submitted was 
anticipated by Letters Patent 3,147, the patentees, by their agent, voluntarily altered the wording of the claims. No. 3,147 
is a case which shows in a more elaborate way than 4,084 a number of methods of embedding metal rods and bars in 
concrete, which the applicants admit knowledge of. They must, therefore, have fully considered the matter before they 
altered their specification and restricted their claims to the special arrangement of lattice bars tied at their intersections.

7. If it be assumed that there is no objection to the specification of 4,084 on the grounds of anticipation or prior 
user ui'its amended form as granted, and that it is a valid patent, still, as it secures to the holders nothing more than they 
claim, it is a patent of an extremely and exceptionally limited scope, because it is confined to the connection of the bars by 
bemg tied at their intersections. The word “ bind” is not used in either the agent’s letter or the claims, while the word

‘ tied occurs several times in the letter, and is the only one used in the claims.
8. The word “bind ” is used in the body of the specification to describe the fastening of two bars together where

they overlap when a continuous length is required from end to end of the structure ; nothing is said of this in the claim, 
however. Again, the binding is described as being “ of sufficient strength to hold the bars in position during the process 
of packing the concrete around them,” but nothing is said in any part of the specification as to the nature of this binding ; 
whether it is to be a metallic one made with wire, or a binding with a fibrous cord, string, or marlin, made of hemp, flax, 
cotton, &c. , 1

4 • /a w?rc^s l£ kind,” “ binder,” or “ binding,” are applied in the arts to fastenings made with both wire (metal) or 
string (nax), as in the ordinary harvesting machines, but the word “ tie ” is used in a more restricted sense, and it is hardly 
possible to “ tie ” in the ordinary meaning of the word with wire.

■ reference 4° the figures attached to the specification shows in Nos. 1, 2, and 3, the intersections of the crossing
wires or bars secured by binding wires, with their ends twisted together ; therefore, although nothing is said on the 
matter, it was possibly the intention of the patentees that the word “ tie ” should apply to a fastening or binding in which 
a wire is made to encircle the intersection of crossed bars and then have its two ends twisted together in the way indicated 
by the figures, as well as to an ordinary tie by means of string secured by hitches or knots.

11. If the patentees are given the full benefit of this double system of fastening the bars at their intersections— 
possibly implied though certainly not expressed—they are still limited to a separate tie or bind at each intersection, 
because the tie or bind in the figures clearfy shows the ends of the binding wire ; and the tie alone in the claim clearly 
implies a fastening which is complete in itself.

12. It therefore does not seem that any stretching of the meanings of terms can be made, which would imply that 
the claims of this patent cover any system of securing the intersections of the lattice bars by binding or lacing with a 
continuous wire, in such a way for instance as the crossed wdres of sieves and riddles are secured to one another ; neither 
does it cover any arrangement of bars either interlaced or interwoven, or any system of fastening the intersections of such 
bars by one of the many arrangements of clips or bolts which could be used for such purpose.
_ . the foregoing reasons, and particularly on account of the claims having been deliberately limited to a very
definite method of fastening the crossed bars at their intersections, 1 am clearly of opinion that there are a great many 
other and equivalent mothods of securing stich intersections available w’hich are outside the patent; and that a lattice or 
skeleton work of crossed bars can be built up to be bedded in concrete, and can be lashed, bolted, or clipped, at their inter
sections, without infringing the patent; and that such lashing or binding can be made of either wire or string, if it is not 
tied at the intersections.

N. Selfe. 
l/JulyTl896.

14. Whether such alternative or equivalent fastening would be of equal value for the purposes of a lattice core for a 
concrete structure is more a question of engineering than one for a patent expert, and as such I did not understand was 
referred to me.

6440. Mr. Parkes.] Your opinion is then that the Government would have a right to use this lattice work 
m any form slightly altered as far as the connections are concerned ; subject to that alteration, you think 
it could be used without infringing this patent in any construction of compo. or concrete? The question 
is one of opinion as to what would be under the patent or not under the patent. The question of fact is 
that ox course any fastening not covered by a patent could be used by the Grovemment or any one else.
6441. Such as bolts or rivets ? Yes ; anything of that sort.
6442. Sis Honor.] As to your previous experience of the use of anything like this system of iron and 
concrete; have you any knowledge of it? No. I could not give any opinion upon engineering matters

is concerned. My experience in engineering has not lain with this particularso far as that kind of thin 
branch of work.
6443. Your experience has lain principally in what ? More in metal structures. 6444.
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N. Selfe. 6444. Tou have not gone into arcliitectural matters? I have been connected more with wharf-building, 
marine engineering, and so on. I have not had much to do with the building of bridges and aqueducts.

1 July, 1896. 6445. Tou have had a good deal of experience of the effect of compo., cement, mortar, or fine concrete, or 
whatever it may be called, in relation to iron ? A great deal.
6440. I mean in the inner skins of iron ships, for instance ? Tes. I have had a good deal of experience 
in that way.
6447. What has been your experience of the laying of cement, mortar, or fine concrete upon clean plates— 
has it preserved them from oxidation ? The whole point turns upon what you mean by clean plates. 
If the plates are blue, with fire on .them, as it is called—that is, with a skin—the concrete will make 
a union which will stand violent shocks. I have known vessels come into dock after being on the rocks, 
and so on, in which cases, except in the immediate site of the collision or bumping, the cement had 
adhered very firmly. I have known concrete to be knocked off the iron after being there for fifteen 
years, and where the iron has been found to be as clean as on the day it has left the rolling mills, or on 
the day on which it was put into the ship ; but if there happened to be any rust or incipient oxidation 
you cannot insure that close union. At the same time it must be observed that the union of cement to a 
plate is more difficult than the union of it to a bar which it surrounds. In that case it cannot get away. 
In the case of a plate there is nothing but the actual adhesion. In the case of the enclosure of pieces of 
iron, such as hoop-iron, which are used in various buildings, the iron is enclosed, and in that ease close

' contact is not of such great importance as in the case of plates.
6448. In that case the grip would give adhesion ? W ell, the metal is enclosed. It cannot get away. 
Take the case of a plate on the inside of a ship, if the cement did not adhere closely the shocks to which 
ships are subject would knock it off. It is put into the bottom of ships to keep bilge-water from many 
intersections and crossings which could not be cleaned.
6449. And it is found that it does preserve the plates ? Tes.
6450. As far as the plates are concerned, it is an important element that the plates should be absolutely 
free from even incipient oxidation ? Tes.
6451. But as to bars enclosed in concrete, you cannot say whether that is so ? The bars cannot get away. 
When the bars are enclosed in concrete it is not a question of adhesion at all, although a very close 
union will be formed.

James Connor sworn and examined:—
J. Connor 6452. Mr. Parkes.'] What are you by trade ? I am a bricklayer.

6453-4. Tou were employed for a certain number of years by Carter, Glummow, & Co. ? Tes, for a good 
1 July, 1896. number of years.

6455. Do you remember for how many ? No ; I do not know the exact number of years.
6456. On what particular contracts were you employed? I do not know the numbers of the contracts, 
but I can identify them by the names of the principal streets ; I know that I was employed in Yictoria- 
street, and also at North Shore. The contract at North Shore is, I think, No. 79.
6457. Were you employed upon 79a ? No ; but I was employed at Marrickville.
6458. Were you not upon 79a ? No, presuming that 79a is the one which extends to Milson’s Point. I 
was on the first contract on that line, but I was not on the second contract, which I know nothing what
ever about.
6459. Sis HonorDid you not do any work at all on the south side of thO intersection of Mount-street 
and Alfred-street ? No ; I was working on the other side, from the outfall to Mount-street—upon the 
large job.
6460. Mr. Parkes.] Were you on the Glebe contract ? No ; when that was going on I was working for 
Gummow, Gillan, & Co. at Camperdown.
6461. Tou do not mean the Annandale contract? No; I mean the Camperdown contract. Ido not 
know the number of the contract, but it runs along to the Newtown railway bridge, and is intersected by 
the Prince Alfred Hospital sewer at Camperdown.
6462. Did you work at shafts Nos. 12, 13, and 14, at North Shore? There was a No. 12 on the contract • 
I was on, but no 13 and 14.
6463. No. 12 would be the last shaft at this end ? Tes.
6464. Do you know a man named Dawson ? Tes.
6465. Did you work with him ? Tes.
6466. Have you heard through the newspapers or from any other source the nature of the evidence he 
gave ? I have read every word of it as printed in the newspapers.
6467. Were you working with him when he left unpacked the drums to which he referred ? No ; the 
only time Dawson worked with me in the packing of drums was on the Camperdown job. In that case ho 
did the labouring to my bricklaying.
6468. Who was doing the bricklaying work with Dawson-upon Contract 79a? I was never there ; I 
know nothing about it. I believe I worked there about half a day to finish a shaft. I think I remember 
being sent there from Marrickville to do that work, but that was my only connection with it.
6469. I believe that on several occasions Inspector Beid complained of your work upon Contract 79 ? 
Tes.
6470. What was the nature of the work of which he complained ? I really do not know. I know that 
reports went into the Department the nature of which I never knew. I never knew anything about their 
contents until I read of the evidence given at this Commission.
6471. Did Beid not speak to you about bad work ? No, not about bad work. •
6472. Did he speak to you about the way in which you were doing your work ? No. '
6473. Beid never did that, you say ? He never spoke to me about the brickwork at all. Any charges he 
made were made to the Chief Inspector.
6474. Were you not acting as a sort of foreman ? Tes, I was foreman.
6475. Foreman of bricklayers ? Of the bricklayers only.
6476. Not including the packing ? All the packing in connection with the brickwork. Of the concrete
work I know nothing. •
6477. Did you ever observe any bad work going on upon Contract 79 ? No, nor on anv other contract.

6478.
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ilivq' v°U never saw W0r^ going on? No, and I am positive there is no had work on that contract. Coimow 
-nt neve1r saw concrete going into the worli defective, as regards the proper quantity of cement ? ,
A ever ; although as a rule I should not see the concrete mixed. ' Uuly, 1896.

Eeid has sworn that he saw you, the foreman bricklayer, and Dawson putting dry stones down a 
shaft and that he complained ? That is true. r & j
that' ^"e Sa^S y°u an<^ y°u m'x Proper materials? Tes. There is something in

imqq' Tvj\.WaS ^rue ^ "^hat I mean is that he made a complaint.
it t ij120^ sP.ea^: y°u about bad work ? Well, he made a charge that we were doing it.

. Qr' TTe t°j A°U ^ y°u were doing bad work then ? He said that we were shovelling down dry stone.
048o. He did therefore question you about bad work ? Yes. When you spoke of bad work I thought 
you meant m connection with the brickwork.
Gn8l' ?Ut 7°U 7ere as general foreman upon Contract 79, were you not ? Tes. I looked after
ail the brickwork and the packing in connection with it. •
Never ^'°U ever2say with reference to Eeid, ■“ Take no notice of him; he is only a damned buck navvy ”?

6-188. Tou never used those words ? No.
c^on w? y™ make any remark t0 that effect ? No, nothing to that effect.
wur 77 i I • y°u say? ^ was working down No. 9 shaft. There was a labourer with me named 
William Hutchinson 1 set out for the shaft, and at 1 o’clock we.came up to No. 6 shaft both together.
Hutchinson came with me, so that if assistance were required he could give a hand. When we came to 
INo. b shaft Dawson said he required another half-gauge. I said, “ Hutchinson, you had better give him 
a hand and put down the material.” Henderson, a bricklaver, was also giving them a hand, so that they 
might get away home earlier They then-started to mix up rhe gauge of concrete. Hutchinson took up a .
+ilr ^arl jS4-ar 7 S ovelling the stones where they were broken. Henderson took a shovel which was on 
the board to shovel on the stones from where they had been thrown after they had been broken. Eeid, 
speaang ° said. You will Lave to take a fork.” Henderson said that the metal had "been forked, 
jd sai<*» , J-he specifications say it must be forked.” Henderson repeated that that had already been 
done, and he said, What more do you want.” Then they barneyed away, and finally Eeid appealed to 
me I was standing at the side of the shaft, and he asked me if 1 would stop him. I said that I would 
not. 1 said i did not see any harm m what the man was doing. He was simply shovelling on stones, 
cioi w° ^ar aS 1 k j?''7’ 110 man 1 kad ever worked under would object to. ‘
being mixed^ y°U ^ n0t 866 the concrete being mixed. No. Asa rule I did not see the concrete

cIqq wT ne°t 866 a11 the c°ncrete mixed on Contract 79 ? I should have to be at every shaft.
at S j t Were y°u at ^ d went to wherever men were working.

+ • y°u dld not see the concrete mixed throughout the job ? Not all the concrete. If I happened
to come forward when they were mixing the concrete I would see them. As a rule I work with the 
trowel m the drive continually, and as the man who mixed the concrete would be on the top, I never saw 
fia.Q?nenat alJ’Tthat J?’ on ?<mtracts generally ; but I did see the mixing sometimes upon Contract 79.
PAoa xr° y°U kno7 tlie tncklayer who worked upon Contract 79a ? No.

•* i jU swear ^ you never saw any defective work on 79 at all? I never saw defective work on 
a wa.s on- d can safely say that it was never done on any job I worked on.
of No mL 711 ald.not “P^m the first question as to the dry stones going down for the packing
11 fi, 1 • 1 ^ ev®nmS there were, I think, either four or five batches of concrete put down to
enalop5 T ,I)awS011 ca“e, to tl)e sbaft and asked me to pull him up, which I did with the
sufe von L w 'vant?„„ .H? sald> “ I ’"'ant another quarter-gauge.” I said, “ Are you
will do and if tIirf^Ulre & ^ if " He said, “No.” “Then,” I said, “ a couple of barrow-loads
nni fivo L d f th * \s S0’ y0U had be ;ter,starfc shovelling it forward, and I will give you a hand.” I could 
Ti1pn t>?orf oa fluarter-gauge, as we had no gauge for a quarter. A 16-foot box would make a full gauge, 
fo ^£0 , n f 8‘f°0t b°X f,°r Sand’ fnd aT 2-foot box for ^ment. Knowing that I had not a gauge-box
We must ~ aD SeeiDg f COUld n°] make 5’ 2’ and 111 said’ “There is 110 Kip lor it.
smninfnpW ,Tl3er® was some ^ a gauging of compo. lying alongside the shaft. There was one
l o 1 lea^’ 80 Dawson told -me at the time. I said, “ Tou had better use it. I do not like to
see it lett; use it. It can be put down with the metal, and it will surely make it as good as it ought to

K-tEd,wid tuu\up vhih^a waf ¥ng done? Tes; The distance fr°m where tke stone was
stiTe ^nd ' T! be ab°ut th? of room. We had to start shovelling the compo. on to the
to tk g UP it0 thr°W ? d°Wr‘ , When we were shovelling the stone down towards the shaft
stones down hfv»0mP°' 16 aCCUfePd US ^ tb50w.!?S drJ stones down. I said, “ We are not throwing dry
there/w 11 yfe ArVI11Sm?' ! 70U hke 1 wlU let you down tbe shaft’ and if there are any drv stones
nefftfir fi d ” t0Tany k7sPltal you name.” He said, “ I do not want to go down the shaft: I am
?aid “ 1 In n f d' l 8a!dA satlsfied that a man should make charges which are false.” He
“ Will von ™rHab0Ud h r ibere wer® ^o men landing on the other side of the road, and I said,
satisfied ” T ff^d tbe cvideTnce, °f ^ese men ,f I bring them forward ? ” He answered, “ I am perfectly
that h'mnennd " i ^i d bave, he satisfied. Tou must make your accusation.” That is ail
let it sS on Vf 1 in 1 6 work wou].d not take the half-gauge we did not put in any at all, butenuneT ZY dH fi011?!1”8 “v 1 remember going down No. 7 shaft‘with m/ Boys, the
nut in a^mfW ^ aw°Urer ^ sbift bad not Packed UP ful1- He could have
?hat thrbrtwf l ? • BoyS Tdf ‘Id0 not like tbis- WiU you look into this matter, and see
SnU bi f8 if'' dP ln eaCh Bha£tZ r1 8aid 1 w°uld- Tbit was the cause of the quarter- '
up, and I had Edon^1' 1 Lad 81V6n m7 W°rd °f h0n°r t0 Mr' B°yS to See that tbe work waslevelled '

nfnn rfm 1,0 y°u .kpoT a man named Crawshaw ? Tes ; he is a bricklayer.
w y,°U eTef W°rk Tn11 blm l Tes !. be was working on Contract 79 too.

Persomllv T^nnn tDg 0\ A a St" d helieye so; I have heard from outside sources that he was there.
R502 A1 ton ^d beCaUSe \WaS f0t tbere myself 5 but 1 believe he was bricklaying there. '

02. As to Dawson, did you ever hear him threaten the contractors in any way ? Tes.
6503.
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J. Connor. 6503. What did he say? I was working on the telephone tunnel in Pitt-street, and he was working on
—79 a. I believe he was working with a man named Crawshaw, from what he told me. He said to me,

1 July, 189G « j)0 y0U know what we did yesterday ?” I said, “ No.” He said, “ We did fourteen drums yesterday.”
I said, “ You could neither have built them nor packed them.” He said, “ We did five, and we never put
a shovelful of concrete into the packing.” He also said, “ It is all marked, and if Gummow does not
give me a job at Annandale I will go to Varney Parkes, whoever he may be.”
6504. When was this ? This was about three weeks or a month before Christmas.
6505. Where is Crawshaw now ;—have you seen him ? 1 believe he met with an accident at North Shore. 
I never saw him. I have never seen Dawson since about a fortnight, or perhaps three iveeks, after the 
New Year. When I saw him then he was borrowing ten shillings.
6506. Mr. Gummoiv.] While you were working upon 79, or upon any other of our contracts, did you 
always have plenty of material to hand with which to do the work? There was abundance of material, 
and we had a roving commission to use it in any way in the interests of the work.
6507. Was any restriction put upon you in the doing of your work? No restriction at all; the very
opposite. ’
6508. You have worked under a good many inspectors? Yes ; nearly every inspector in the Sewerage 
Construction Branch.
6509. Did you find them all the same class of men to deal with ? Personally, I never had any trouble 
with any of them but Reid. I never was laying bricks in any work which Reid had anything to do with. 
There, a lot of men were employed, and I never laid a brick at all for a long time. I had to go from shaft 
to shaft where they were putting in pipes, landings, and ladders, and where there was a lot of work which 
had to be constantly looked after. In other contracts, I worked with a trowel just the same as any other 
bricklayer. My foremanship was confined to keeping the time and seeing that the levels were properly 
given before the men started, but on Contract 79 there was a lot of extra work to do.
6510. As to Reid, what sort of man did you find him to deal with as an inspector ? In my opinion, he is
a vicious, unprincipled, scoundrel. •
6511. How came you to form that opinion ? I formed it from the amount of annoyance and disturbance 
which he caused upon the job with every man on it.
6512. Was there more of that kind of thing than you had seen on any other job ? I never had any 
trouble upon any other job under the Sewerage Construction Branch, and I have been 13 or 14 years on 
them. During the whole of that time I never had a word with an engineer or inspector.
6513. You gave satisfaction to the engineers and inspectors ? I presume so. They never said anything 
to me.
0514. You have worked under other contractors besides those of our firm ? Yes ; under Rowe and Smith, 
Dalgetty, Rochester, Parry and Parley, and Pritchard.
6515. You never had any trouble upon those contracts such as you had upon Contract 79 under Reid ? 
I never had anything at all in the way of trouble upon the other contracts, but on No. 79 it was simply 
horrible.
6516. Dpon the other contracts did the inspectors see that the work was done properly, or did they let 
you do as you liked ? They looked after their business in a proper manner.
6517. Do you know whether Reid came directly to the boards or whether he used other means to try to 
detect bad work ? I heard that he used to slink along, but I never took the trouble to observe whether 
he did so or not. I heard that he used to post himself behind the trees on the side of the road, but I do 
not know whether that is so or not.
6518. But you heard that he did so ? Yes ; I may state one of the reasons why I came to form the 
opinion I have of Reid’s character. I think it was the first night when he came on when he went down 
a shaft where a bricklayer named Phillips and a labourer named,Gannon were working at one end. He 
remained there the whole night without leaving for a moment to see what was being done at the other 
end at all. He actually sat on the board, which would be about 4x3, and there he remained, the labourer 
having to put all the stuff, compo. and bricks, past him. If he had acted as any other inspector would act 
he would have gone to the other end occasionally to see what was being done, because while the brick
layer was laying his bricks there was no need for him to be there. There is no need to watch a man 
doing 44-in. brickwork, because when the work is done you can easily see how it has been done. He 
seemed to want to catch the men like a policeman. That was continually going on during his inspector
ship. He ivas a sort of detective, looking for promotion according to the number of cases he got. '
6519. His HonorI suppose that -when that little row took place about the forking you did say something 
to Reid which was not complimentary ? Yes ; when he got on to me to stop the man from doing what he 
was doing. I can assure you, from my knowledge of engineers and inspectors, that no man could have 
said that the metal the man was shovelling was not of the very best material. It was not only forked 
metal, but it was the tailings of forked metal.
6520. What did you say to Reid ? He appealed to me, as I say, to stop the man from using a shovel, 
and when he put my monkey up I said, “ The real fact is this, Reid, you have never been anything else 
but a buck navvy all your life, and now that you have been pitchforked into a position of trust you imagine 
you have a perfect right to browbeat every man you come into contact with.” Those are the simple facts 
of the case.

Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined :—
R. R. P. 6521. Hr. Parkesi] What inquiries did you make as to the positions of Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan before
Hickson, you accepted them as sureties in the case of Contract 77? The conclusion I arrived at was formed after

a conversation I had some months before with one of the officials of the Bank of New Zealand.
1 July, 1896. 6522. Who was that? Mr. Kane, the manager of the Bank of New Zealand in Adelaide.

6523. Is he an officer of the Bank now ? I think so.
6524. Was he an officer of the Bank in March, 1895 ? He was an officer in 1894, and, as far as I know,
he is an officer now. .
6525. On what date did you see him ? I have seen him several times.
6526. On what date did you make inquiry of him as to the position of Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan ? The 
conversation I had with him was as to the firm generally, and it took place, as far as 1 can remember, at 
the end of 1893.
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6527. What position do you say Mr. Kane occupied then? He was the manager of the Bank of New R. R. P.
Zealand in Adelaide. Hickson.
6528. When you accepted Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest as sureties did you know they had an interest in
the firm ? I knew that they had not an interest in that particular contract. [Vide Appendix No. 28.] u
6529. Did you know that they had had an interest in the contracts of the firm generally ? I knew that 
their names had appeared in connection with other contracts.
6530. Where is Mr. Kane now ? He is in Adelaide, as far as I know.
6531. Is he manager of the Bank there at the present time ? I cannot say. I have not been to Adelaide 
for over two years. I remember that he spoke in the very highest terms of all the members of this firm.
6532. Before Mr. Forrest or Mr. Gillan signed the bond did you see them ? I do not think I ever spoke 
to Mr. Forrest or Mr. Gillan in the office in my life. I think I have spoken to Mr. Forrest once and to 
Mr. Gillan once.
6533. Tou knew that they had been connected with this firm of contractors, did you not ? Tes.
6534. Did you ever have any business communication with either Mr. Forrest or Mr. Gillan before March,
1895 ? I never had any communication with them at all.
6535. I mean any conversation or communication directly in connection with public business ? No; never.
6536. Have they never had any interview with you of any description? I do not think they have ever 
done so in my office. I do not think they were ever in my office. Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow were 
the only two members of the firm who interviewed me.
6537. Did you instruct Mr. Norrie to draw up the bond in this contract? I do not know whether the 
instructions came from me or from the Under Secretary, but Mr. Norrie must have received instructions 
from someone.
6538. Did you ever speak to Mr. Carter with reference to the position of his bondsmen? I do not think 
I did. I could not be certain.
65-i9. Did you ever speak to Mr. Gummow as to his bondsmen ? No ; Mr. Gummow was in Adelaide at
the time. ■
6540. Did you ever speak to any other member of the firm about them ? No.
6541. How did Mr. Carter submit the bondsmen to you ;—was it done in writing ? I could not tell you ■
that from memory.
6542.. What I want to know is, how you came to get the bondsmen submitted to you ? It was done either 
in writing or verbally. The papers will probably show it. I presume it was done in writing. It is 
nearly always done in writing.
6543. Could you produce the letter ? If such a thing exists.
6544. It ought to be in existence, ought it not ? If there was a letter ; but I am not sure whether there 
was a letter or an interview. There is nearly always a letter in these cases, so I suppose there would be 
one in existence somewhere.
6545. Do you remember where your conversation took place with Mr. Kane ? I know Mr. Kane pretty 
well, and I have had various conversations with him. The conversation I specially refer to took place, I 
think, on the Adelaide railway station.
6546. Do you know how it came about ? We were talking about the firm generally, and as an official of
the bank, he spoke in the highest terms of the firm ; in fact the expression he used, as far as I can 
remember, was that he would trust any one of the firm to any extent, and that they were all well-to-do 
persons. '
6547. He was then speaking of the firm in Adelaide, was he not ? He was speaking of the firm generally.
Mr. Gillan was in Adelaide at the time. ,
6548. Who were the members of the firm whom you knew to be there ? Mr. Gillan and Mr. Gummow 
were the two who were in Adelaide then.
6549. Mr. Forrest, 1 understand you to say, was spoken of too ? Teshe was not in Adelaide.
6550. But he was a member of the firm then ? Tes, upon some of the contracts.
6551. His Honor.What gave rise to the conversation you had with Mr. Kane as to the firmwhat 
led to their names being mentioned ? I think it arose in this way: He knew my son was then in 
Adelaide, and he said it was a very good firm for a young fellow to be with. In the course of our 
conversation he spoke about the members of the firm generally.
6552. Tou had known Mr. Kane before then ? Tes, a long time.
6553. Did you meet him by accident on the railway station at Adelaide ? I think he knew I was coming
and came down to meet me. ‘
6554. That was on your arrival ? Tes ; I saw him three or four times in Adelaide, I think.
6555. Mr. Smithd] Has the opinion you have expressed in your minute as to these two men being 
financially sound been confirmed lately ? Tes, abundantly confirmed.
6556. Could you specially refer to any way ? First of all the bond was taken, and that confirmed my 
minute. But quite lately I had a communication from the Manager of the Bank here, and he said that if 
there were any question at all in connection with the matter if I would refer to him he would furnish 
particulars.
6557. Tou are referring to the Manager of the Bank of New Zealand ? Tes, or to the sub-manager, I 
forget which. He said he would give any information necessary as to the stability of the firm. I think 
Mr. Gillan’s name was specially mentioned.

John Carter recalled and further examined:—
6558. Mr. ParkesDid you ever for any of your iobs—say the Annandale -job—buy Cullen Bullen lime ? J. Carter 
Not for the Annandale job.
6559. But you did buy it for one job? Tes, I believe in connection with the Woolloomooloo job six 1 July, 1896. 
years ago.
6560. Was it condemned ? I believe some of it was.
6561. Was any of that same Cullen Bullen lime which was condemned used on the Annandale job ? No.
I have had no dealings in Cullen Bullen lime for five or six years, speaking from memorv—certainly not 
for a long period. ^
6562. Tou say some of it was condemned on the Woolloomooloo job—you do not remember the date ?
No, I do not.

140—Z •Cecil
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Cecil West Darley re-called and further examined :—
C. W. Darley. 6563. Mr. Parkes^] Before you reported to Mr. Young that Mr. Forrest and Mr. Glillan were good 

n securities for carrying out Contract 77, did you make any inquiries ? I made the usual inquiries. [Vide 
1 July, 1896. Appen(].ix N0. 26.] . . .

6564. From whom ? I think I got my accountant, as I usually do in such cases, to make some inquiry of 
the Bank. We have always found inquiries in these matters a most difficult and objectionable thing so 
far as the Department is concerned. Ail that we can do is to go to our Bank manager and privately get 
some information from him as to whether the bondsmen are men of good substance or not. My accountant 
generally makes that inquiry.
6565. Who would that he ? Mr. Conley. * . .
6566. Is he in your Department now ? Yes. He either went himself or, I presume, sent his right-hand 
man to make some inquiries for me.
6567. Did you know that Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan were contractors under the firm of Carter, Gummow,
& Co. ? No, I did not. Their names never occurred to me. I never knew until lately that Mr. Forrest 
had been in the firm. I had never heard of it. ...
6568. You did not make inquiry in this matter yourself ? I have no time to make inquiry into such
matters. I never do so. .
6569. Did your accountant make inquiry as to whether Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest were connected with
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? It never occurred to me to question him at all. The names were 
mentioned of course, but that practice has now ceased. We do.not at present take sureties. It was always 
an objectionable practice. I always objected to it. We generally made inquiry of the Bank managers. If 
they reported to us that the men were perfectly useless, of course we did not accept them. I very often 
refused sureties on such information. As long as I received intimation from the Bank manager that the 
sureties offered were fairly good men I raised no objection to them. _
6570. In getting this information did you in this case rely at all upon Mr. Hickson? No.
6571. You never communicated with him at all on the subject? No.
6572. You got your information quite independently of him? What was done has quite escaped my 
memory now, but, as far as I can recollect, I acted as I always did in such cases. I presume I sent for 
my accountant and asked him to make inquiries as to whether the sureties offered were responsible men.

'6573. Do you know whether the Bank of New Zealand reported them as being in possession of securities 
to the value of £12,000 ? I do not know what the manager of the Bank said as to that.
6574. Could Mr. Conley give us that information ? It is very likely that he could.
6575. Is he in the building now ? Yes. _

' 6576. Mr. Smith.'] I understand that when names were submitted as securities it was not the practice to 
enter upon a detailed inquiry as to the property of the individuals ? Never.
6577. You made a general inquiry as to how they stood financially ? Yes, my object was to discover 
whether they were responsible men.
6578. That was the usual practice followed in every case ? Yes. It is quite possible that Mr. Conley 
might have given the Chief Clerk instructions to make the inquiry; but my general practice was to go to 
Mr. Conley. I could not say what I did in this particular case.
6579. Mr. Gummow.] When you are dealing with contractors, and sureties are called upon, does not the 
question of whether particular contractors you are dealing with have done work in a satisfactory manner 
beforehand weigh with you ? It weighs in my mind more than do the sureties. I look to the contractors 
more than I do to the sureties.
6580. You say that the contractors you are dealing with have greater weight with you than have the names 
of the bondsmen ? If I have had previous experience of the contractors I care very little as to who the 
sureties are. That has always been my practice.
6581. Had you any previous experience of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I cannot say that I had 
ever met them before last year—that is before I took over the sewerage contracts ; but I had had a very 
satisfactory experience of yourself. I remember Gummow & Co. carrying out a contract at Potts] Hill; 
and I never had a contract carried out—I have said it repeatedly before—with more satisfaction by 
contractors who were working under most difficult circumstances. It was a contract that could not be 
paying from the cheap rate at which it was taken up. The ground turned out to be extremely hard rock 
where no rock was anticipated. The contract was carried out in a most satisfactory manner, and the

' Department was given absolutely no trouble whatever. Having had that previous experience of yourself, 
I had no hesitation whatever in allowing another contract to fall into your hands.
6582. Mis Honor.] That would be excavation work in connection with the Potts’ Hill reservoir ? Yes ; 

' I may also mention another circumstance. The South Australian Government wrote to me saying that
Mr. Gummow had tendered, and in replying to it I told them my experience of him as a contractor. They 
wrote back to say that they had no hesitation in taking him as a contractor upon my report of him. I 
speak of men as I find them. 1
6583. This was a peculiar case—this security given for the permanence of the Monier work. I suppose 
that, under the circumstances, you would look into the question of sureties more particularly than in any 
other case ? I was dealing with cases of sureties almost daily, and I cannot exactly remember the report. 
I remember that the substance of the report was that I thought the sureties might be accepted. I must 
have received a favourable answer as to the substantiality of the men before making the report.
6584. That is the first time you ever had to take sureties for the work in that way ? I cannot call to mind 
a previous case of the kind, or rather a case exactly parallel. I do not think we had a parallel case. We 
take security for permanence of the work in the case of a reservoir. In that case the contractor has to be 
responsible when the water is turned on. When we have not been ready to turn the water on, we have 
taken securities from the contractors in order that they might be paid off, to secure any defective work

• being afterwards made good, but I do not remember a parallel case to that of Contract 77.
6585. Therefore, I suppose you would be very far from looking on these sureties as a mere matter of 
form ? I certainly made inquiry in the usual way, and I must have received a favourable reply.

William
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William Owen sworn and examined:—
6586. Mr. Parkes.'] What is your calling ? I am a miner.
6587. Tou have worked for Carter, Gummow, & Co.r Tes.
6588. Did you work for them on Contract 79, at North Sydney? Tes, on the big job. ■
6589. In connection with that contract, did not the miners communicate with the Department in conse
quence of the bad air in which they had to work ? They sent word to the Department about the air being 
bad, and got no answer.
6590. Will you tell His Honor how long you worked under those bad conditions ? We worked there for 
months. The air was so bad that we were sick pretty well every night when we got out of it. ■
6591. Was any air pumped to you ? No. . .
6592. Dor how long were you working under 1 hose conditions ? I suppose I worked at that shaft for
about three months. That would be No. 10. .
6593. His Honor.] That is in the hollow of Neutral Bay, is it not ? Tes. •
6594. Mr. Parkes.] Dor how long were you working in that district ? About five or six months altogether.
6595. Do you remember the miners upon Contract 79 getting the secretary of the Miners’ Association to 
write to the Department on the subject of the bad air ? Tes ; I was the one who asked him to do so.
6596. Is Lynch dead ? Tes ; he died on the Tillage Settlement.
6597. How many men out of those who worked upon the contract survived ? I don’t know. I know that 
most of them died.
6598. Did three-fourths of them die? I could not tell you that exactly, but I know that a great number 
died.

W. Owen.

1 July, 1896.

6599. How many were working there ? There were four working at each shaft.
6600. The high death-rate did not result from disease following upon the dust from guttering and gadding
in that case ? No ; it was from the want of air. ■
6601. Supposing proper air had been pumped to the head of the shaft, would it have mattered whether 
the work was blasting or guttering and gadding ? It does not make much difference so long as you get 
proper air. In this case we did not get enough air to drive the fumes of the powder out.
6602. Did not Lynch complain of the fumes of the powder ? Tes. There was not enough air coming 
in to drive the fumes out.
6603. How did you do your work ? We had to go down into the smoke, and stop there until the smoke 
cleared a bit. There was not sufficient air in the drive, as I have said, to drive it out. Sometimes the 
candles would hardly burn, and if you put them down 20 feet away you would not be able to see the light.
6604. Tou say that you appealed to the Department ? Tes, through Lynch. He sent a letter to the
Department, from which he received no answer. '
6605. Did you ever make any further appeal ? I asked Eeid many times to put a fan on with a boy to
turn it, and he said, “ There are plenty of more b----- men to be got.”
6606. Is it not one of tbe conditions of the contract that good air should be supplied to the men ? I 
suppose it is. We did not get it, and that is all I know.
6607. Tou swear positively that you did not get it ? I did not. I had to leave the job on account of
the want of air. ' •
6608. Did you appeal to the Inspectors ? No. We never spoke to them.
6609. But you appealed to the head of the Department ? Tes, through the letter that Lynch wrote.
6610. How were you paid on that work ? It was piece work ; before we struck, the average wage came 
out at 5s. 2d. a day.

'6611. What was your contract? I got £2 12s. 6d. for No. 12 and £2 12s. 6d. for No. 10. That would 
be the running yard.
6612. Not a yard cube ? No. The running yard ivas what we got paid for. •
6613. His Honor.] Were you guttering and gadding or blasting ? Blasting.

'6614. Tou had no guttering and gadding work ? No.
6615. Mr Parkes.] What would be the dimensions of the place you would blast out upon Contract 79 ? 
We were supposed to drive 3x4.
6616. What would be driven on the average ? Sometimes 6 inches bigger and sometimes a foot bigger. 
It would depend upon the holes.
6617. Would it average above a foot bigger? No.
6618. Would it average 6 inches bigger ? I could not tell. There would be a big hole here and there.
6619. Tou say that you were paid £2 12s. 6d. a running yard and for that work the contractors got 78s. 
per cubic yard ? I do not know what they got.
6620. Had you to supply your own powder ? Tes.
6621. Had you to pay for your own horse ? We had to find a horse.
6622. Did your contract require that you should send the material to the top r Tes. We had to do that.
6623. In the schedule the item “ excavation in hard rock, where a 4-inch charge of powder is used,” is 
put down at 78s. per cubic yard ? Tes.
6624. And the running yard would be about 4x3? Tes.
6625. I suppose the excavation would be 5 x 4 ? I could not tell what the average would be ; in some 
places it would be 6 inches bigger ; in other places a foot bigger.
6626. Would it be fair to take the average at 5x4? No; I suppose it would be about 3 x 4ft. 6 in. 
We were supposed to drive 3x4; but there were big holes here and there.
6627. His Honor.] Were you paid for the quantity you were supposed to take out or for the quantity
you actually took out ? We were paid £2 12s. 6d. per running yard; it would not matter how much 
bigger it was. .
6628. Mr. Parkes.] The contractors being paid by the cubic yard would receive payment for about 2 yards, 
whereas you received payment for only one ? I do not know what they got.
6629. In no case were you paid more than £2 12s. 6d. per running yard in the case of No. 10 ? No.
6630. The miners have no special objection to guttering and gadding work ? Not as long as they get 
plenty of air; it is the want of good air that kills them.
6631. In carrying out guttering and gadding work you can work to a greater extent—that is to say, you 
can work three shifts ? We can work three shifts when we are gadding it out, but not when we are 
blasting it out, because they will not let us fire after 10 o’clock at night.

6632.
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W. Owen. 6632. The work can be done almost as expeditiously by guttering and gadding as by blasting? Yes, just 
about the same.

1 July, 1896. (5633. Did not Carter, Gummow, and Co. once send a petition to the Government. They started a 
petition when I was on the job about the chopping out. They were going to stop the blasting as some 
people were complaining, and they started a petition.
6634. Did you sign it ? No, I did not.
6635. Do you know whether any of the men signed it ? It came round to the shaft, so one of the men
told me, but I never saw it. ..
6636. It was to get the Government to continue the blasting ? Yes; to make them continue the
blasting. ... . . .
6637. What do you think of the conduct of the contractors in not giving you sufficient air; was it an act 
of goodness on their part or otherwise ? According to the men who have already died, I think they 
ought to be taken up for manslaughter.
6638. You think the contractors were guilty of negligence of human life ? I do.
6639. In not providing sufficient air for you to work in? Yes.
6640. You have no ill-feeling to Messrs. Carter, Gummow', and Co. ? No ; they are as good men as you can
work for. They are as good as any of the other contractors. _
6641. Did you do this blasting work by piece-work? Pretty nearly all of it. All the daywork at blast
ing was done on the Marrickville job. .
6642. Did they call for tenders ? We generally took the job from the contractors at a price.
6643. You say that before you struck you earned on the average 5s. 2d. a day ? Yes. In the shaft I was
on we made about 10s. a day. Lynch took all the paysheets and reckoned it up, and it came to 5s. 2d. a 
shift on the whole job for all hands. ,
6644. Did you ever earn or hear of anyone earning as much as 15s. ? Yes ; I was earning good money
under them then. _
6645. Would you make 15s. a day when you were getting £2 12s. 6d. per running yard ? At No. 10 we 
used to make from 10s. to 12s. a day.
6646. And you were paid £2 12s. 6d. per running yard? Yes. ...
6647. Mr. Gummoiv.~\ When you were doing this driving were any air-pipes supplied by the contractors . 
There used to be fans at some of the shafts, but boys were never put on to turn them.
6648. If you were earning 12s. a day, would it not have paid you for the sake of your health, and even 
your life, to put on a boy at 2s. 6d. a day to turn the fan for the shift ? No ; because the man working 
at one end of the drive, perhaps, would not pay, and I could not afford to pay the whole amount myself.
6649. You say you got £2 12s. 6d. per running yard? Yes, after the strike.
6650. What were you supposed to do for that money ? We were supposed to drive the running yard.
6651. Were you supposed to find tools? Not drills; but we were supposed to bring the muck to the 
surface and pay for the horse.
6652. As to the paying for the use of the horse, did you pay for the whole of the use of the horse at the 
shaft? No ; I paid my share the same as the other men.
6653. Did the man at the.other shaft pay his share ? Yes. _ _
6654. If he were willing to pay his share of the horse hire, do you not think he would be likely to pay as 
much for getting good air ? No ; and there were no pipes at No. 10.
6655. Were there no pipes? No. I asked Jack Reid for them scores of times and could not get them.
6656. How much driving did you do on that contract ? I drove in No. 10 shaft for three months.
6657. How much did you drive ? Twenty feet a fortnight; sometimes more, and sometimes a little less.
6658. Used you to pay for the blacksmith sharpening your tools ? No.
6659. Did you pay for your rails and trucks? No ; we were supplied with those.
6660. Do you consider that you could have driven more if you had had good air ? Yes.
6661. Do you think it was to the contractors’ interests to give you good air ? I do not know about that. 
They did not give it.
6662. When you went to the contractors you were in want of a job, were you not ? Yes.
6663. Did they make you put in a price against the other men ? Well, we took the job off the contractors.
6664. But how did you get it ? We went to the office and asked for a shaft, and they would say, “ You 
can have the shaft for so much a yard.”
6665. But the contractors did not call for tenders and make you compete against your fellow-workmen ? 
No. They gave us a price, and if we did not like it we could lump it.
6666. And at the price given you, you could earn from 10s. to 12s. a day ? We did that at No. 10.
6667. Were you specially good men ? We were just about the same as any other men, I suppose.
6668. Did you ever know of any men loafing on the contractors down below ? If they loafed at all they 
loafed on themselves.
6669. You have known them to loaf ? I do not know of it. _
6670. Concerning the other shaft on the contract—do you know whether the men there got air at all ? 
The engine shafts were ail right. Those were the only shafts on the job that I know of which did get air.
6671. Do you know how many engines were at work ? There were six or seven, I think. The shafts
which had engines were Nos. 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, and 2. _ _
6672. Mr. Parkes.^ Were the pipes properly connected in any of these cases ? No ; they would not do it.
6673. Were the shafts from No. 2 to No. 8 all engine shafts ? Yes.
6674. Did they get sufficient air in those shafts ? Yes ; it was pretty good there, so I have heard the 
men say.
6675. The men in those shafts were satisfied ? Yes. ■
6676. But not in yours ? Not in the rest of them.
6677. Did you work in both shafts and drives ? I did not sink the shaft.
6678. You were working only in the drives? Yes.
6679. Do you know what was paid to the men working in the shafts ? Pifteen shillings when they
started and more when they got deep. When they got down to a good depth 17s. 6d. was paid, and it 
rose afterwards. _
6680. Did they ever get over £1 in the shafts ? I do not know what they got, but I do not think so. 
3681. Mr. Gummow.'] As to the pipes, who was supposed to put the pipes in ? The contractors.

6682.
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6682. Are you sure of that ? I am sure you are supposed to supply us with air as would have to he done W. Owen,
in the case of any other mining. i^TT'^tbqr
6683. Tou say you got £2 12s. 6d. per yard;—do you know what that was supposed to be for ? It was u ’ 
only for the driving, pulling up the muck, and landing it on the top.
6684. Did the contractors put in the rails for you ? No.
6685. Tou did that ? Tes.
6686. Don’t you know that as a matter of fact the miners always put in the pipes ? They do not—the 
contractors do it chiefly. Some of the men do it for their own sakes. As a rule a shift is generally allowed 
for putting in the pipes. In some cases they will do it, in other cases they will not. If they can break 
through from one end to the other they will not do it.
6687. Did you ever do guttering and gadding work ? Tes ; on Lemon and Spencer’s contract, Woolloo
mooloo.
6688. How long were you working at guttering and gadding ? About two months.
6689. Tou consider that there are no greater ill effects from guttering and gadding than from blasting if 
there be no air in either case ? They are both about the same. If you get no air you cannot live. It is 
bound to affect your lungs.
6690. But if the air is good is there no difference ? It makes no difference. If there is air it is just the
same as mason’s work on the surface. .
6691. Do you know of any men who have died from the effects of guttering and gadding work ? I do not
know what they have died from, but I know that plenty of men who have worked on sewerage contracts 
have died. .
6692. Have you ever heard what they have died from ? Mostly from bad air, I think.
6693. Tou do not know whether they have died from dust in their lungs ? I think not. The doctor told
me that my working in bad air was the cause of my own sickness. He told me that I was not to work 
any more in bad air. ' .
6694. Then as a matter of fact you do not know what the men died from ? No, not absolutely.
6695. As to the cost of sinking the shafts, do you know whether any bonus was given in connection with 
the sinking of them P £50 is given for “ blood money,” as they call it in the shafts.
6696. What do you mean by blood money ? It is given so that they may run one another to get the 
shafts down quickly.
6697. If they run one another who gets the benefit of it ? Those who get down first.
6698. Do not the others ? They get nothing at all. It is like horse-racing.
6699. If you did 10 feet in a shaft in a week would you get no more than if you did 5 feet ? Of course 
you would receive money for 5 feet more. If you sunk 20 feet you would get money for 20 feet.
6700. Is that like horse-racing ? There is something very much like horse-racing to get the £50. There
is £50 for the men who get down the first 100 feet. .
6701. What do the others get ? Nothing but the price of the shaft.
6702. If they run a good race with the others do they not get anything ? Well, they get the chance of 
getting in first just the same as a horse would have. If they do not get in first they simply get paid for 
what they sink.
6703. Sis Sonor.~\ Tou mean that there is no second prize ? I never heard of its being paid, and if it had 
been paid on the job I think it is likely I should have heard of it.
6704. Mr. Parkes.] Do you know a man named Tom Jones ? Tes.
6705. What did he once tell you about one of these contracts ? He told me that he had filled a sump- 
hole with a piano case.
6706. Is that on the Glebe job ? Tes.
6707. Would that be paid for as concrete? I do not know, but I should think so.
6708. Did he tell you what shaft that was in ? I do not remember now, but I know that it was on the 
Glebe job.
6709. Sis Sonar.] Were there any pipes supplied for the shafts—that, is to say, if anyone had chosen to 
lay them, were there pipes supplied for the purpose ? In some cases, if you chose to carry them from the 
yard on your back.
6710. How far away would the yard be ? It would be a good half-mile away from my shaft, No. 10.
6711. But there were pipes to be obtained at the yard ? They were mostly at the yard; some were at the 
blacksmith’s shop. That would be nearer to the shafts than the yard.
6712. What size are the pipes which are used to supply the air ? They would be about 3 inches in diameter.
6713. They would be galvanised-iron, rolled and soldered, I suppose ? 5fes.
6714. Would they stand the pressure? Of course, if a hole were knocked in them the air would escape.
They are ordinary galvanised-iron pipes.
6715. Were any fans supplied at the heads of the shaft? There were none at No. 10 while I was there.
I had to leave on account of the bad air.
6716. Did the men ask the contractors for fans ? I asked Jack Eeid for them, and I know that other 
merf, working at the other end, asked him. In the case of one man he was nearly dead from the bad air, 
and he had to go home to his friends at Adelong. He simply could not work any longer.
6717. Mr. Gummow.] What is that man’s name ? Big Bob I used to call him; I do not know his surname.

George Dawson recalled and further examined:—
6718. Mr. Parkes.] Tou were present when Mr. McCredie made an inspection of the work upon Contract G. Dawson. 
79A ? Tes.
6719. Did he find all the holes which you say are there ? The big hole has not been found yet. Mr. 1 July, 1896. 
McCredie never went down the sewer in High-street. They never touched that, unless they went down
there before I came, and I do not think that is very likely.
6720. Did you do work in High-street ? A little. That is where Hansen did the bad work, and got 
discharged for doing it.
6721. Was not that inspected? Not by the experts.
6722. Did you ever do defective work on other contracts on which you worked some years ago for Carter
and Co. ? Tes. There are some other places that I know of. There is a sump at Camperdown which 
was filled with muck, shale, and cement casks up to about a foot from the top. 6723.
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G. Dawson. 6723. Where does the Camperdown job run ? Through the University Park and the hospital grounds 
f ' down to Camperdown.

1 July, 1896. 6724. Did y0u work on the G-lebe job? No.
6725. Did you work on the Annandale job ? Tes.
6726. Was there any defective work done there ? Casks which had been opened there were sent over to'
the shed to be filled with cement which I was told had been condemned. We were supposed to break 
them up, but when the heads were taken out we were ordered by the ganger, Vandeen, to take them to the 
shed, where they were filled up with cement from bags. _
6727. Do you say the cement was in bags ? Tes. It was taken from them and put into the casks.
6728. Where did it come from ? It was Cullen Bullen cement, I think ; I never noticed the brand.
6729. How did you know that it was condemned ? I only know it from hearsay. The filling was done 
very quietly.
6730. Were there any labels on the casks that were filled? No. They got torn off when the heads 
were taken out. I helped to carry some of them to the shed to be filled. If they had any labels they 
would be just the same as those upon the casks we were opening.
6731. The cask generally had the label on the top ? Tes. We put the heads of some of the casks back
again. _
6732. Were the labels intact in any case ? No; scarcely ever. With so much handling they got torn off.
6733. How many casks did you fill in that way ? Sometimes fourteen, and sometimes eight or nine a 
day. If the inspector came near us he would make us take up the axe and break the cask. It would 
depend upon the number of casks which were saved.
6734. Are you aware that Manager Bead has sworn that all you said concerning his giving you instruc
tions to do bad work was not true ? I saw according to the papers that he had said so, and that he
attributed the bad work to laziness. He often chaffed us and said, “ Tou b----- s, you do not know how
to save cement; I worked four days on three-quarters of a cask at Duke-street, Woolloomooloo, when I 
was labouring.” He would often make a brag of that kind.
6735. What have you to say concerning his denial ? I still say positively that he did tell us on several 
occasions to do bad work. I remember his saying more than once that if we kept using as much cement 
as we were using we should run out of it and we should then be idle. He would often throw in our teeth 
that clever feat of his when he worked four days on three-quarters of a cask.
6736. Connors also has stated that he on no occasion saw defective work where you say defective work 
was done ? If I remember rightly, I said that Connors always looked after us, and saw that we did the 
work fairly well. He has done defective work himself ; that he cannot deny.
6737. Can you tell us the place ? There is a place in Camperdown, when we were working on night- 
shift, and where, instead of putting in two rings he put in the toothings and left the rest out.
6738. Por what distance ? It was only a matter of one or two drums; it happened so long ago that I 
can’t say what the distance was. I know where it is—that is, I know it is between two shafts. I might 
not be able to go within feet of it, but I know it is there. It was done while we were working on a 
night shift. I heard Connors say himself that if he had taken the interest in the Marrickville job that 
he had done formerly he would never have allowed the scamping to go on which his labourer was doing.
6739. Could you point out any of these places, such as the one you referred to at Camperdown. Take 
the two places,—the place where you say bad work was done, and the place where you say rubbish was 
put down a sump ? I can go to the sump, and I can go between the two shafts where the ring was left 
out. It happened a good while ago, and I might not be able to go within a few feet of it at first; I 
know the drive, and I know pretty nearly where it is. The whole of the drive is supposed to be double
ring work.

■ 6740. Did you ever hear anyone talk of defective work upon the Glebe job ? Tes; it has been reported
that a piano case was put down one sump there ; but the man who told me so is dead, so that I could not 
pick out the shaft.
6741. Did you ever tell Connors that you intended to put the company away because of their bad treat
ment of you ? No. I told Connors as I told others that it was time they were put away,—that they 
were asking us to do too much of that kind of work. I remember his saying himself that no man could 
do the length of brickwork which was reported to be done and pack it. He said, “No man could do the 
quantity of work you are doing at North Shore. We all know that it is not to be done. He also said, 
“ It is’nt a case of O’Neill’s job. I always told the inspectors on O’Neill’s job that they were not packing 
the work if they were doing that quantity. No man can lay more than 800 bricks a day at the outside, 
and they were laying 1,000 on O’Neill’s job. If they were doing that quantity they were not packing it, 
they were not doing it properly.” He told one of the inspectors that in front of Maddison and Henderson, 
two labourers, and myself in Emily-street.
6742. Were you working long on the Annandale job? Only on one part of it. I was on the concrete 
board.
6743. Were they putting in a sufficient quantity of cement there ? The work was all pretty fairly done 
there.
6744. What was the nature of the stone ? It was all sandstone from the crusher.
6745. Used they to use in the work the sandstone that came from the tunnel excavation ? If the in
spector allowed it to be used they used it. Some of it was used.
6746. Did they use it to any extent ? I could not say. I was not at the crusher.
6747. Mr. Smith.'] Was Connors working with you on 79a? Never on 79a.
6748. Mr. Ghimmow.] Tou say that on the Annandale contract some of the cement was recasked ? Tes.
6749. Do you know what the cement, which was put into the casks, was taken out of ? Bags.
6750. Are you sure of that ? Tes ; I was there when Cady started to fill one on a Saturday.
6751. Do you know whether the bags contained condemned cement ? That is only hearsay. I was told
it was condemned cement.
6752. Do you know whether any of the cement in the bags was used on the contract ?' I believe there 
was some of it used before I came there.
6753. Tou do not know of it yourself ? I only heard that it was condemned cement.
6754. As to Beid’s telling you that he had worked four days on three-quarters of a cask of cement, where 
was that? At Duke-street, Woolloomooloo, where he was working as labourer with Connors.

6755.
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6755. Was he labourer there ? I do not know myself, but it was common talk that both he and Connors G. Dawson,
did it. f '
6756. When you were here on the first occasion, you said you went to see Mr. Parkes;—did you ever * 
write to Mr. Parkes before that ? No, never.
6757. Did Mr. Parkes ever write to you before then ? Never.
6758. Did you write to him afterwards ? I have written to him since.
6759. Did he reply to you ? Tes. .
6760. Have you shown anyone that reply ? I have shown one letter to the effect that 1 was wanted down 
here in connection with the Commission.
6761. But I mean Mr. Parkes’ reply—did you ever show anyone that reply ? No, certainly not.
6762. Do you know what the nature of the reply was ? I cannot say now.
6763. You are sure you do not know ? I am certain I do not; if I knew I would tell you.
6764. Did not Mr. Parkes in his reply write that you were the very man he wanted, or words to that 
effect ? Never.
6765. Did you not show such a reply to someone on the Newtown Bridge? Never.
6766. Did you ever tell anyone at North Sydney that if the firm did not pay you for a full fortnight you 
would retaliate on them, or something to that effect ? I never said a word about it. I did not want pay 
for work I had not done; I only wanted pay for work which I did.
6767. Did you ever say anything to anyone about a payment which you thought you ought to have 
received ? No ; I never said a word about it. I was always paid for my work.
6768. Did you ever say so to Booth, the carter? No, never. "
6769. Where did you board at this time? At Marrickville.
6770. At whose house ? At Hart’s, the plumber’s.
6771. Did you ever say to Hart that if the company did not keep you in employment you would make it
d----- hot for them? Never. *
6772. Did you ever say that to Mrs. Hart? Not that I would make it d----- hot for them.
6773. That you would make it hot for them, any way ? I dare say I said I would do my best to do so.
6774. To do what? To put the job away when I.knew that it required to be done.
6775. Did you ever say anything to a man named King? He may have been in the house at the time, 
but he was not in the company.
6776. Have you any of the letters Mr. Parkes wrote to you ? No.
6777. Tou are sure you never showed any letter of Mr. Parkes’ to any one? Never; I showed the
summons, that is all. '
6778. Tou did not show to any one a letter in which Mr. Parkes wrote to the effect that you were the 
very man he wanted ? I am quite certain I never did.
6779. Mr. Parlces.~\ Were not all my letters to you written by my secretary ? Tes.
6780. They were simply letters asking you to come in at a certaim time as I wanted you? Tes.
6781. Tou never got a letter in my handwriting ? No.
6782. Tou have had interviews with my secretary ? Tes.
6783. Did I not tell you when you first came to me that this would be your ruin ? Tou advised me not
to have anything to do with it. ’
6784. I told you to go away and make up your mind thoroughly as to whether what you had told me was
absolutely truthful, and as to whether you could stand the ill-feeling which your evidence would bring 
upon you ? Tes. •
6785. Is it not the case that you have been unable to get any work since ? Tes.
6786. Tou have found that what I told you was quite true ? Tes. .
6787. Mr. Gwmmow.~\ Did you ever try to get upon the telephone tunnel work ? Tes.
6788. Did you have a letter in your pocket from any one when you applied ? Tes ; I took a letter from 
Mr. Molesworth.
6789. Did Mr. Parkes give you a letter ? Tes.
6790. Did Mr. Parkes ever give you an I.O.IJ. to pay for your rent? No ; I do not know what it is.
6791. Did he ever give you an order ? No, never. Mr. Parkes would not give a tram ticket.
6792. Did he give you an order to get employment ? He gave me a letter so that I might try to get
on to the'telephone tunnel, but the manager said he would not take any political letter, and that if I had
the whole Ministry at my back he would not take me on unless he wanted a man.
6793. His Honor.] "What is this defective place in the work at North Sydney which you say was never 
found ? It is one of the cavities I mentioned to your Honor.
6794. Did not Mr. M‘Credie and Professor Warren open out the exact places you indicated ? They 
found one place, but I was not quite right in my measurements for the other one.
6795. Tou say there is another cavity still to be found ? Tes.
6796. Between shafts 12 and 13 ? Tes.
6797. Is that the one which you said was about 9 feet long ? Tes, fully that.
6798. What do you say about the work in High-street ? They never went into High-street. It runs off 
the main line from shaft 14 down towards the water.
6799. To the east ? Tes.
6800. Do you say there is specially bad work in that length? Tes; that is the place from which 
Hansen was dismissed. There is also some scamping that I did. I remember the inspector saying that if 
the job was not so near being finished he would not allow them to use some of the stuff which was put in.
6801. What was tne scamping that you did ? There were some cavities which were not properly filled in 
as they ought to haye been, and if there is anything over the brickwork it is very hard to find cavities.
6802. Is this work in an overflow tunnel which goes into the harbour ? No, it is a branch for the houses.
It runs into the main sewer.
6803. Can you point out exactly where the sump is which you say was filled with rubbish ? Tes; I 
could go to the place.
6804. Can you fix it by the intersection of any street ? No ; it is in a paddock. It is at the bottom of 
one of the shafts.
6805. Do you know the number of it ? No ; but I can go to it. FRIDAY,
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FRIDAY, 3 JULY,, 1896.
Eobert Stewart Littlejobn sworn and examined:—

Mis HonorWhat was the nature of your work at the time Mr. Baltzer was in the Department ? 
employed there as a draftsman.
In what branch ? In the Sewerage Branch.
Mr. Baltzer was also employed there up to the time he left the Service, I believe ? Tes. .
Used you to sit next to him ? Tes. I sat next to him the whole time that we were in this new 

building. . .
6810. Had you an opportunity to see upon what plans he was engaged at different times ? I knew
exactly what work he was doing always. _
6811. I suppose you know the plans of the Monier aqueduct work which were sent in by Messrs. Carter,
Gummow, & Co., with their tender for Contract No. 77 ? I saw the plans once. That was on the 
occasion of Mr. Baltzer bringing them to the office, when they were finished. He had told me that he 
was engaged upon some plans ; and he used to take instruments home from the office every evening in 
order that he might work upon them. He said that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were to submit 
them with their tender when they were finished. I only saw the plans once when they were finished, 
when he brought them and showed them to me. [Tide Appendix C.] _
6812. Did he do any part of the work connected with the preparation of those plans during office hours 
or in the office ? I never once saw him doing any work in connection with those plans in the office. ^
6813. Were there not some plans which he formerly prepared connected with the Monier work ? kes.
A scheme was got out for Contract No. 112, going across Muddy Creek. They were for an open drain. 
Those plans were submitted in the proper way when they were finished, with the permission of Mr. 
Bagge, who knew all about it at the time. Those were the only Monier plans I ever saw done in the 
office. ■
6814. Were those done by Bagge’s orders ? I cannot tell you whether they were made by his orders, but 
he knew all about the matter. He knew that they were being done.
6815. They were the plans explanatory of No. 3 of the alternate scheme ? Tes. Mr. Cutler got out 
one scheme, Mr. Baltzer got out another, and I also did some of the drawings in connection with that 
work. [Vide Appendix B.]
6816. I suppose you would recognise the plans again if you saw them ? Tes. •
6817. Do you recognise drawing No. 11, contract 77, the Monier plan, as a drawing done in your office .
It is like the plan I saw there, but there ought to be some others. .
6818. The heading would indicate that it is not one of the plans you were speaking of ? Tes. It is
not the plan I saw done in the office. .
6819. Was it one of the plans which you at any time saw brought to the office ? It might be one of 
those, but there should be two more drawings. I might have seen this particular drawing, but there 
seemed to be more detail work in the drawings I saw? I only saw them once.
6820. The question is, whether you think this plan was prepared in the office ? I never saw that plan
being done in the office. . .
6821. Can you say for certain that it was not drawn in the office ? To the best of my belief it was not 
drawn in the office. I never saw it in the office to the best of my belief.
6822. Do you recognise the tracing accompanying the alternative schemes? Tes; I did that myself.
6823. From what was the tracing made ? It was made from my original plan. I did not do the tracing
itself. ... . . .
6824. Are you sure you did the original plan of which this is the tracing ? I believe I did.
6825. This is Monier work, is it not ? Tes. _
6826. And did you do the Monier for No. 2 alternative scheme ? I made the original plan of this tracing.
6827. Which of the plans similar to this was it that Mr. Baltzer did in office hours ? The original of the 
tracing to which I refer was done in office hours.
6828. By whom ? By myself, under Mr. Baltzer’s orders. He was my senior at that time ; I generally 
got my work through him.
6829. So that he would be responsible for the plans ? Naturally.
6830. He did not actually do it himself? He designed it, as it were ; he worked it out.
6831. Do you know the second scheme dealt with in Mr. Bagge’s report ? Tes.
6832. As far as you know it was done at the same time ? Tes ; it was done at the same time as the 
tracing. I believe No. 2 was adopted in the case of No. 112, in preference to the No. 3'Monier scheme.
6833. How is it that one of these plans appears here in the form of a tracing ? I cannot tell. I know 
that proper drawings were made—that this tracing was done from my drawings.
6834. Do you know who did the tracing ? It would probably have been done by a man named Hollings.
6835. Was he one of the draftsmen in the office ? Tes. The figures and the printing look like his.
6836. Have you any idea of what has become of the original ? No.
6837. Did you not know why the tracing was made ? Most of the drawings were traced in order that 
prints might be taken from them. We invariably traced all the drawings, and the originals were kept. 
The plans were used about the office for reference, and to hand to contractors.
6838. Why should there be the originals of the plans in two of the cases and the tracing only in the third 
case ;—you cannot explain ? No.
6839. Mr. DarisesP\ Did Mr. Baltzer make any plans himself ? Not latterly.
6840. I mean at the period at which these other plans were made ? No ; I never saw him making any of 
those drawings. He had'draftsmen under him, and he gave them orders.
6841. Did you see any other draftsman making drawings similar to these at the same time that the
other plans were made under Mr. Baltzer’s orders? No. All the Monier work ever done in the office 
was done by myself—by his orders, of course. _
6842. Did you make any other plans besides the one before us ? No. That was the Monier drawing
that was made for contract No. 112. '
6843. Were there any others ? No.
6844. Tou are sure there was only that one ? Tes.
6845. There were not four drawings made—you are sure of that ? No ; I cannot remember four. There

may

E. S.
Littlejohn. 

3 July, 1896.

6806. 
I was
6807.
6808. 
6809.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. 185

may have been another drawing of some details, but the one to which I refer was the only one made in • 
connection with this particular work.
6846. Tou spoke of seeing drawings with more details ;—what drawings wrere they ? They were the ones „ T .
that were submitted. I was under the impression that the drawings which Mr. Baltzer did in connection u
with. Contract No. 77—I mean the drawings which he did at home—had more details than were on the 
drawing shown me just now by His Honor. ,
6847. Can you tell me when the original drawing in the case of Contract No. 77 was made? It was done 
a good time ago. I have been in the Department five years. It was done under Mr. Hammer.
6848. In Mr. Bruce Smith’s time? I do not know. I was not in Mr. Hammer’s room at that time.
6849. Would it be three years ago ? I could not say, but I should think more than that. '
6850. "Was it made before May, 1895 ? I cannot associate it with any particular date, but I should say it
was made three years ago. ' •
6851. When were the plans of Contract No. 112 made? They were made shortly after we came in to
this building from Lincoln’s Inn Chambers. '
6852. At what time would that be ? Somewhere about three years ago.
6853. Were the plans of No. 112 drawn after you had made out the Monier plans ? There was some 
Monier work in 112.
6854. When were the plans of No. 112 made ? On the 22nd February, 1895 ; at least, that is when they 
were finished or signed.
6855. The plans for contract No. 77 would have been made before that ? The originals* would,
decidedly, I should think. .
6856. Listen to this evidence by Mr. Hickson
1557. I understand that No. 2 scheme of Mr. Bagge’s report had been worked upon then ? No, it was worked upon as the 
result of the calculations then made.
1558. It had been worked upon before you wrote this minute ? Yes.
1559. There was only an interval of six months ? Immediately after Mr. Bagge’s report had been presented the contract 
lor No. 112 was got into hand on the basis of No. 2 scheme.
1560. And it was in the working out of the quantities that you came to certain results ? Yes : the results are shown on 
plans No. 2 and No. 3, which I have put in.
1561. After arriving at these results the office drew the plans of No. 77 ? Yes.

(^"ing the plans of No. 77 were the plans under scheme No. 2 in Mr. Bagge’s report borne in mind in any way ?
We bore m mind the result of our researches as to the cost of work upon No. 2 scheme.

^7°u ’l’ ’n mind then that, as between No. 2 scheme in Mr. Bagge’s report and No. 77, there was not much
clitterence is that so ? There was not very much. I have had the estimates all run out accurately since, and I can show 
you how they come out. (Vide Appendices B and C.) •> >
6857. If the plans of No. 77—that is, the departmental plans—.were drawn before the plans of No. 112i 
it would have been impossible to make that comparison, would it not ? These are not the original plans 
of Contract No. 77. They were done a long time before that.
68,5.^ Were not only altered by the taking out of the stone piers and of some concrete ? They are 
a different design altogether. I remember doing one of the series.
6859. Sis Sonor.~\ As to tbe original plans of No. 77, were they simplerwas the design a simple one?
They were much more elaborate than these. The alteration was made to cheapen the design. I remember 
that a lot of ironwork was done away with.
6860. MrSarhes^ Whatis the date given on thedrawingof No.ll2,do yousay ? The22nd February, 1895.
6861. Therefore, those drawings were made after the drawings of No. 77 ? They were signed afterwards
but they may not have been made afterwards. ’
6862. They were made at all events about the same time? Apparently.
6863 Sis Sonor^ Tou were going through the history of Contract No. 77 how long before the plans 
tor the present No. 77 were drawn were the first plans in connection with No. 77 drawn? I cannot say 
how long exactly. I had nothing to do with the first scheme beyond seeing it after it was all finished.
6n 64V '?0W bef°re y°u had anything to do with it would that, be ? I could not attempt to say. All 
that I know is that I saw the plans when they were finished. They were brought out to be referred to 
when we were getting out the new designs. * *
6865. "What had you to do with No. 77 ? I made No. 6 of those drawings, and also one of the detail 
drawings.
6866. What was the relation which your drawings bore to the original No. 77 scheme ? It was intended 
that the new drawing should supplant it as being a cheaper job.
6867. In what way was the original scheme in No. 77 simplified? I remember that a lot of expensive 
cast-iron hand-rails along the top were done away with. We got Mr. Bagge to consent to that. There 
is also a difference in the span of the arches.
6868. Do you mean that the spans were increased in the more recent plans ? I think they were increased 
It was in the small arches that you see at one end of the White-street aqueduct that the change was made!
6869. Is that the whole of the difference? It was a different construction altogether as far as I 
remember.
6870. It was cheaper ? The change was made with a view to cheapen it, and I believe it did come out cheaper.
6871. Mr. Parkes.'] Had you not stone and double-pressed bricks in the original design? I believe 
there was a good deal of stonework.
6872. There were stone cornices ? I think the piers were stone.
6873. Were there not cornices ? Tes. .
6874. Was there any difference in the upper structure as between the original design for No. 77 and the 
later design ? The later design is much simpler.
6875. Could the original plans for No. 77.be produced ? Tes. .
6876. Sis Sonor.] As to the preparation of the Monier plan which was put in or sent in after the
tenders for No. 77 were sent in—the plan which explains the lump sum tender of £15,500—what did you 
hear about that in the office ? I understand that you refer to the plans which were sent in with Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co.’s tender. Mr. Baltzer told me that he was going to prepare some plans for them to send 
m with their tender. He used to take home his instruments every day for that purpose and bring them 
--------------- ------------------------------------------ ----------------------------------- ----------- ----------------- back

* Note (°re revision)By originals I mean the plans executed under Mr. Hammer.
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B. S. back again in tbe morning. On one occasion, I remember that he forgot his instruments. Some time 
Littlejohn, after that, I remember his bringing the plans in, and as he unrolled them I remember his saying “ I have 

^ese plans to-day, so you can look at them.” He then showed me the plans. 
y< • 6877. How many sheets were there ? Three sheets. When I was shown the Monier plan this morning 

I did not altogether remember it, because I recollected seeing three sheets. I do not know whether they 
were all to be submitted, probably not, because the details would not be required. I know a man who 
was living with him at the time, and who saw him at night working upon these plans.
6878. Who is that ? Mr. Hungerford.
6879. Is he the gentleman who is now in the office ? Tes, he is in one of the clerical branches.
6880. Is that Mr. E. Hungerford ? Tes. He was living in the same house, and he used to see Mr.
Baltzer working upon these plans at night. _ .
6881. Do you know how it was that Mr. Baltzer came to introduce the idea of working out a Monier
plan to be submitted with the tender for Contract No. 77 P I have no idea at all. _
6882. At any rate, it was understood some time beforehand, that such a scheme was going to be submitted 
by one of the contractors ? He mentioned to me that he was going to make a drawing for that particular 
contract.
6883. Was that known to any of the heads of departments at that time ? I do not think it was. As far 
as I know it was not.
6884. Was it mentioned to you confidentially, or how? Tes. We used to converse a good deal about 
the Monier work, because I liked it, and I had done more of that work than had anyone else; in fact, I 
was the only one who ever did any of the drawings. I suppose, therefore, that Mr. Baltzer, thinking I 
would be interested, mentioned it to me. My seat in the room was next to his, and he casually men
tioned the circumstance.
6885. Tou are referring to the occasion when Mr. Bagge got out the three schemes mentioned when you
say that you had had some experience of the system ? Tes. •
6886. That is the experience you allude to r Tes ; but of course I knew about the thing before then.
6887. Before that? Tes. I knew about it privately.
6888. Erom reading, I suppose ? Tes.
6889. Are you an engineer ? Tes. I am an engineer, trained in Scotland.
6890. M/r. Davis.~\ Since you prepared the design for Mr. Bagge to submit in connection with Contract 
No. 112, the plans of the office have been moved about a great deal ? A very great deal.
6891. So that it would not surprise you to find that the original of No. 3 scheme which was submitted by
him has been mislaid ? There have been a number of drawings mislaid. _ _ t
6892. What are the drawings of Nos. 1 and 2 which have been laid upon the table—-are they originals ? 
No ; they are heliographs.
6893. Would not those heliographs bo made from a tracing similar to that accompanying scheme No. 3 ? 
Tes, there would require to be a tracing before the heliograph could be made.
6894. Then, as compared with the heliographs, the tracing would, as a matter of fact, be the more
original ? Tes, it would certainly be done before the heliographs. .

George Eorrest recalled and further examined :—
G. Forrest. 6895. Mr. Parlces.~\ Will you tell His Honor what land you have in New South Wales which is absolutely 

in your own name ? There is none in New South Wales in my own name. I have only an interest in it. 
3 July, 1896. 6896. Tou say you have only an interest in any land in this Colony ? Tes. That applies to all the other 

property .we have in New South Wales. We have some vacant sections.
6897. Is the property in your joint names, in a deed ? I could not say.
6898. Is it not in Mr. Carter’s name ? It might be in his name. ,
6899. As to your New Zealand property, of what value is it ? It would be hard to say. I have never
had it valued for sale or for mortgage. For one place I was offered £1,000 cash some years ago, and I 
was offered £500 for another place within the last eight or ten months.
6900. What other places are there ? I have some houses.
6901. What would they be worth ? It is hard to say. I have also some vacant sections.
6902. What are they worth ? I should not like to sell under £2,500, unless I were pressed for money.
6903. Is there any mortgage upon the property ? Not a shilling.
6904. Have you the title deeds here ? No ; they are in New Zealand.
6905. Have you not drawn regularly a salary out of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s account from September, 
1894, to the present date ? Tes. ”
6906. Have you any cash in the Bank of New Zealand at the present time? No ; my account would be
very low now. There might be an overdraft, but if there is it would be there for the first time.
6907. Sis Sonor.'] Tou have had your New Zealand property valued, I suppose, in a round-about way— 
What I mean is that you have had to pay rates ? Tes, the municipal rates.
6908. At what do you value the property for rating purposes ? I could scarcely say without looking at 
the particulars. I know that I pay about £12 a year for rates. I think the rating is 9d. or Is. in the £.
6909. Hpon the annual value ? Tes.
6910. How do they get at the annual value of unimproved land? I pay only 2s. 6d. a section.
6911. What value would that indicate according to their basis of rating ? It would not matter whether 
the section were worth £15 or £1,000, all vacant sections are charged alike. In one of the suburbs, I 
think only 2s. is charged.
6912. Supposing you had one vacant section in the heart of Dunedin, and another vacant section in one 
of the extreme suburbs, would you pay the same rate on account of both? I could not say what is the 
charge in the heart of Dunedin, but I know that in different suburbs it is 2s. 6d. per section. In one of 
the suburbs, as I have said, it is only 2s.
6913. At any rate, the charge does not give any indication of value ? No.
6914. Is there not a land tax in the Colony ? Tes, but there is an exemption of £3,000.
6915. And your property comes within that exemption ? Tes. There was a property tax for six years 
before we had the land tax. When we paid the property tax the exemption was £500.
6916. That would be some time ago ? Tes.

6917.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE, 187

6917. What is the salary you receive from Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? £10 a week. &• Forrest.
6918. What would it be for ? For management and work. '—
6919. Do you receive it as a partner ? Tes, as a partner ; we all draw alike. 3 July'1896,
6920. Do you receive it whether you are managing or not ? If there is any work to do we always draw 
the same salary.
6921. Suppose there is no work to do ? We have to do with half salary then.
6922. I understand that there are a good many of the firm’s contracts in which you have been concerned, 
and a good many in which you have not been concerned ? I have an interest in them all, although my 
name does not appear in them all.
6923. Tou have actually an interest in them ? Tes.
6924. Then you have been a partner in the firm all along ? Tes ; from the first.
6925. From how long ago would that be ? Over eight years.
6926. In cases where your name has not appeared in the contracts, have you been still a partner ? Tes ; 
still a shareholder. [Vide Appendix 20.]
6927. How have you shared in the profits of contracts in connection with which your name has not 
appeared ? Just the same as in the others.
6928. Just the same as in those in connection with which your name has appeared? Just the same. •
6929. Mr. Gvmmow.'] As to your salary,—you receive £10 a week ? Tes.
6930. Have you received that £10 a week from Messrs Carter, G-ummow, & Co. since September, 1893 ?
No.
6931. How long have you received it, going back from the present date ? I could not say from memory.
6932. Have you received £10 a week during the whole time you have been employed by Carter, G-ummow,
& Co.? Tes.
6933. What have you received from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. when we have not been at work 
upon contracts ? I do not know. I know that the salary was a few pounds less than the regular salary 
some time ago.
6934. Do you remember Mr. Gillan and myself going to Adelaide ? Tes.
6935. Do you remember what we were to get? £10 each, I think.
6936. Ten pounds a week ? I could not toll you. I know that at one time we had £7, at another time 
£8, and at another time, £6 a week ; then we came back to £10 a week again.
6937. Do you know what the remainiug partners were to get from Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? They were ' 
to get half.
6938. £5 per week ? Tes.
6939. In other words, the working partners got £5 per week, because they were drawing out of their
capital ? Tes. .
6940. With regard to your being a shareholder for the past eight years in different contracts, in some of the 
contracts in which members of the firm have been interested, your name does not appear ? No ; in the 
case of the largest contract—the Marrickville contract—it does not appear.
6941. Do you consider yourself liable to the Government in connection with those contracts in which 
your name does not appear ? No ; I do not think they could come upon me.
6942. Tou did not sign any document rendering yourself liable ? No".
6943. As to this property in New South Wales, do you know whether your name appears as an interested 
party in that property ? I think it was in Mr. Carter’s name, but we had a deed.
6944. Do you actually know what deed there is;—do you know, as a matter of fact, whether your name 
appears or not;—can you be sure ? I know there is a deed.
6945. Who draws up your deeds ;—who does that kind of business for you ? Mr. Andrews.
6946. Would he know? I should think so, certainly.
6947. Do you ever remember signing a mortgage upon any property in New South Wales ? Tes.
6948. Would that bring to your mind the fact as to whether you were an original shareholder in it,—that 
is, the deed, or whether it is in Mr. Carter’s name only ? I could not say.
6949. Tou leave those matters to your solicitor always ? Tes ; and to Mr. Carter.
6950. Tou feel that you can always trust them ? Tes.
6951. Mr. Parkes.'] Is not the Bank pass-book produced yours ? Tes. [Vide Appendix No. 29.]
6952. Tou appear from this book to have drawn regularly the salary of £43 6s. 8d. from September,
1894, up to the present date ? Tes.
6953. Mr. Gummow.] On 16th October, 1894, there is an entry of £43 6s. 8d. from Carter, G-ummow, &
Co.;—were you receiving that amount from them at that time ? I could not say, I am sure.
6954. Were you receiving £5 or £10 a week at that time from Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? I do not think 
I was receiving it from Carter, G-ummow, & Co., then.
6955. Was it from Carter & Co. ? I am so mixed up about the matter that I cannot tell you. I have 
really taken very little interest in it.
6956. Tou were not particular where you got the sum from, so long as you got the £10 a week ? 1 was
not. '
6957. As to keeping the books,—can you explain what books, if any, were kept by the firm, and how their 
business was managed ? The tram table book was the only book I kept. There was no use for books of 
any other kind so far as I was concerned. We kept the pay-sheets, and I think that is about all we did 
keep.
6958. Did you keep any ledgers ? No.
6959. Did you keep any invoice books ? No.
6960. No books at all ? No. .

James Conley sworn and examined :—
0961. Mr. Parkes.] What is your position in the Department ? I am assistant accountant in the j ConW 
Department of Public Works.

-h1,1*6 or Ma.y> in 1895, did you make any inquiries as to the position, financially, S^Julv, 1896.
ox Mr. x orcst and Mr. Grillan ? I have no recollection of having done so.
6963. If you had done so, would you not have some recollection of it? I think so.

6964.
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■ J. Conley. 6964. As a matter of fact, you did not make any inquiry, did you ? I could not say positively that I did 
Q/T^r'-TQoi; 110^’ I<^0 n°t think I did.

u y* 6965. Nor at any time previously P No.
6966. Did Mr. Darley ever instruct you to do so ? I have no recollection of his having done so.
6967. Do you know of any officer in your Department who received such instructions ? No ; they would
only do so through me. _
6968. Tou cannot recollect whether you went down to the Bank of New Zealand to make inquiries? I 
do not remember making any inquiries concerning Mr. I'orrest or Mr. Grillan, but I certainly did not go 
to the Bank of New Zealand.
6969. You never went there for that purpose? No. May I explain that the custom of Mr. Darley, 
when sureties were submitted, was to send the papers on to me to make inquiry as to the position of the 
proposed sureties. He was most careful in that respect—that is, that I should carry out his instructions, 
which I always did.
6970. But in this case what happened ? I do not remember receiving any instructions.
6971. SVs ITonor.] Tou remember what was going on at the time in the way of shifting the office? Tes.
There was great confusion at the time. Mr. Darley might possibly have given me instructions, but I 
cannot remember them. . _
6972. Where were your offices at that time? In the Public Works building. Mr. Darley’s time was 
very much taken up between his offices at the Water and Sewerage Board and this office.
6973. Jtfr. S'ar/cffs.] Was not Mr. Darley absent at that time ? At what time do you refer to ?
6974. I mean in the months previous to May, that is, in March and April ? No. I know that he was in 
the office up to the 31st March, and I think also up to the middle of April. I remember his going 
away some little time after that, but I could not tax my memory as to what month it was.
6975. His Honor.] Was he away at Easter ? I think so, but I could not be sure. _
6976. Jtfr. J-'arAes.] He might be confusing this with some other occasion, might he not, in speaking about 
the sureties ; he couldn’t have given instructions, for instance, if he were not present ? Certainly not, if 
he were not present.
6977. It is possible that in giving evidence the other day he was thinking of some other occasion? Tes ; 
he has given verbal instructions on other occasions.
6978. Mr. Smith.] Is it not clear from the papers I hand you that Mr. Darley was in the office on the 8th 
April ? There is no doubt, according to these papers, that he was there then.

Thomas William Bryant sworn and examined :—•
T. W. Bryant. 6979. Mr. Parkes.] You were lately in the Public Works Department? Tes. _

6980. What were you doing during the time you were in the Public Works Department ? I was in the 
3 July, 1896. Accountant’s office, and afterwards I was appointed general clerk to Mr. W. A. Smith, Divisional 

Engineer.
6981-2. Did you do his financial work ? Tes. _
6983-4. Do you recollect the payments made in connection with the culvert which was made at Strath
field, on the Parramatta Eoad ? Tes. _
6985. Did you see reported in the daily newspapers the evidence which Mr. Smith gave here concerning 
that culvert ? Tes.
6986. What was the original estimate for that culvert? I could not say, but I believe it was £114 or
£120.
6987. All the accounts passed through your hands ? Tes.
6988. And what was the ultimate cost of the culvert ? Speaking roughly—and I oan only speak roughly
because I have been twelve months out of the Service—it was from £250 to £300. _
6989. Would you undertake to pick out the vouchers upon which the payments were made if you had the 
books ? Tes, I think I could arrive at them.
6990. Did the sum of money obtained for that culvert run out ? The head of the Department may 
recommend an expenditure of, say, £115 or £120 for a job, and we should be supposed to keep within 
that amount. But if when we got on to the work we found that we should require extra expenditure, 
and if Mr. Smith thought that it would not be prudent to ask the Minister for more money, he used to 
take money from some other grant.
6991. In this case was the sum of £114 approved of ? By the Minister—yes.
6992. And that was not enough ? No. _
6993. Where did you get the plans from? We knew that a similar work was being carried out for Dr.
Manning at Callan Park. _
6994. Was that work being carried out on the Monier principle ? Tes. Dr. Manning got £1,000 from
the Chief Secretary, Sir George Dibbs, for certain improvements at Callan Park. Mr. Smith found that 
the money for fhe culvert on the Parramatta Eoad had run out before we had completed the structure, 
and he told me to finance it from Dr. Manning’s vote, which I did. _
6995. How much did you take from Dr. Manning’s vote ? I forget now, but I know that we used it 
freely. Dr. Manning, I know, asked for some extra work to be done, and we found that it would take up 
the whole of the £1,000, we therefore had to stop using it, and we took the balance from the grant for 
some work at Blackwattle Bay.
6996. Howr much was taken from that grant, do you know? I could not say. I know that the whole
cost of the culvert ran out from £250 to £300. .
6997. Tou are sure it did not exceed that ? Tes.
6998. After you left the Department were you sent for by the Under Secretary to come back and put 
Mr. Smith’s accounts in order? By one of the officers of the Department, and I went and adjusted the

, accounts.
. 6999. Why had they to send for you ? I do not know ; but they did send for me.

■ 7000. Were you the only one who understood the accounts ? 1 could not say that; but I was sent for,
and I adjusted them. .
7001. So that you and no one else had perfect control over the accounts ? IJndoubtedly. I was paid for 
what I did in adjusting them afterwards.

7002.
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7002. On leaving the service you received a letter of testimonial from the Department, did you not? I T.W.Bryant,
did not ask for any. —n
7003. Did you not receive a letter containing these words -.—“ I am to say that, in appreciation of the 3 
satisfactory manner in which you have performed your duties, he has approved of your being allowed 
two months’ leave of absence on full pay, to take effect from the date abovenamed ; ”—the word “ he ” 
refers, I suppose, to the Secretary for Public Works for the time being? Tes ; I received that.
7004. And afterwards you were awarded pay for coming back to adjust Mr. Smith’s accounts ? Tes.
7005. How many months was this after you had left? I think it was about four months, but I havre 
since been engaged in other business, and I have really forgotten about many things which have occurred 
in the service.
7006. Was it not a laughing matter in the Department—this matter of the Monier work culverts on the 
Parramatta Eoad and Callan Park collapsing ? It was looked upon as a very costly experiment. I know 
that, speaking of the Parramatta Eoad culvert, the inspector said it was a botch of a job.
7007. As a matter of fact, had not that culvert to be sustained by iron plates after all? That is what I 
heard from one of the inspectors. I heard they had to get some iron plates to shield the work on the 
Parramatta Eoad.
7008. Who made those iron plates ? That is outside of my knowledge ; I did not inquire, but I under
stood that our own blacksmith had made them. At least that was the effect of the conversation which 
took place in the office.
7009. Can you tell his Honor what took place on the work at Callan Park, where the Monier principle 
was also used ? No ; not from my own observation, because my duties were in the office, but, of course,
I heard conversation taking place between the men who came there for their pay. I have nothing to do 
with the work outside, and 1 do not understand it at all.
7010. In connection with the general works account is there not a sum of £15,000 put at the disposal of 
the Under Secretary for Public Works every year ? I always understood the Commissioner for Eoads 
could draw upon an advance of £10,000.
7011. He had an account of that nature ? Tes.
7012. Is it not a fact that so far as the drawing upon that account is concerned, it can be replenished as 
they go along—that it can be kept at a standard of £15,000 ? That I could not say.
7013. Is it not a fact that there is often £30,000 or £40,000 drawn out of that account in the course of 
the year ? I do not think so ; I always understood that it was limited to £10,000.
7014. The Treasury has no control over that money at all, has it ? That I do not know.
7015. How would the expenditure be accounted for to the Auditor-General;—would it be in detail or in 
a lump sum ? The accountant would probably have to give a general statement to the Auditor-General.
7016. Tou do not know yourself what is done ? No ; Mr. Carroll always financed everything for us.
7017. He was the accountant for the Eoads and Bridges Branch ? Tes. I had nothing to do with him 
at all, except that he used to advance money for Mr. Smith’s account.
7018. Mr. Smith.Tou are not an engineer? No.
7019. So that you would not be able to express an opinion as to the character of any of the work ? No.
7020. Did you ever see the work in question ? No, all that I know about it is what I have heard from 
the conversation of men who have come into the office.
7021. Who was the inspector who said that the work had been botched ? There were two inspectors who 
said so—an inspector on each job.
7022. Did they both say that it had collapsed ? They both said that it had collapsed.
7023. What were the names of these inspectors ? Bramston and Larkin.
7024. What did one of them mean when he said that the work had been botched ? Two of them said so.
7025. One of them also said I believe that the work on the Parramatta Eoad had had to be supported by 
iron plates ? Tes ; that is what I understood him to say.
7026. As to the accounts, you say you are perfectly sure that the cost of that job was from £250 to 
£300 ? I said about that. That would include salary, wages, and everything, taking the thing purely as 
a business transaction.
7027. Tou mean taking the cost of the whole work, tools, and everything ? Tes.
7028. Do you know what the nature of the work was ? I understood that it was cement and concrete.
7029. But do you know the nature of the job generally? Nothing beyond that.
7030. Tou only know' that it was the building of this particular culvert ? Tes.
7031. But was there not something beside—the removal of the old structure, for instance ? That I 
cannot say, but I believe there was; in fact it must have been so.
7032. Tou think the old structure had to be removed ? I cannot say definitely.
7033. The total cost, including the removal of the old structure, you take to have been £250 ? What I 
mean is that the Monier culvert as it stood, that is, the building of the structure, cost £250.
7034. That is as far as you know from the accounts which passed through you ? Tes.
7035. If you had the opportunity you could pick out the particular papers containing the cost? Tes.
7036. Mr. Parkes.~\ Where was it that Mr. Hickson gave instructions that the cement was to be bought 
from ? I do not know about any instructions, but the cement was bought with his approval from Carter,
Gummow, & Co. for the two wwks.
7037. Are there vouchers for all‘the payments that were made ? I think so.
7038. They could be found ? 1 think so.

George McCredie recalled and further examined :—
7039^ Mr. Parkes.'] Have you worked out an estimate of what the original departmental plan of Contract 
No. 77 would cost if the structure were made of exactly the same material as is employed in Contract 
No. 101 ? Tes.
7040. What did you find the difference to be ? I have made an estimate of the probable cost of the two 
aqueducts in Contract No. 77, and 1 find that if similar materials were used in those aqueducts to those 
m Contract No. 101, they would cost £1,234 less than if carried out in accordance with the depart
mental design. [FVtfc Appendix No. 15.]

G.M'Credie. 

3 July, 1896.
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G. M'Credie. 7041-2. Have yon also made an estimate as to the saving between the departmental plan of 77 and 101, if 
'' the work were carried out according to the departmental schedules ? Tes ; there is an amount of £1,208

3 July, 1896. qb jn favour of the material in No. 101—that is, if No. 77 were built with the material used in 
that contract. .
7043. That places it beyond all doubt that the design in No. 77 is more costly by a long way than is the 
design in the case of No. 101? Tes; as designed by the Department.
7044. The material you have taken out is only for the structure above the springing of the arch . Tes ; 
the spandrils—all the material that would take the place of the brickwork.
7045. Tou undertook to provide His Honor with a plan of the work you are doing in the telephone sub
way, and also to furnish particulars as to the cost of that work per foot run ? Tes. .
7046. Tou produce now a drawing of the tunnel? Tes; acting upon your instructions, I have made a 
drawing of the section of the telephone tunnels for the Electric Telegraph Department at a scale of 
2 inches to the foot, and have gone into the cost of their construction, which amounts to £2 3s. lOd. per 
foot run. [Vide Appendix H.]
7047. His Honor.'] Does that include excavation and all ? Tes ; pipes, subducts, and all. '
7048. The drawing you have handed in shows the subduct ? Tes ; a 9-inch subduct, with 4-inch pipes 
running into it.
7049. At what intervals do those pipes run in ? It depends upon the nature of the ground. Some would 
be 10 feet apart and some 20 feet apart. Outside of the brickwork the drawing shows hand-packed ballast.
7050. Mr. Parkes.] That forms a weeping drain, does it not ? Tes. _ _
7051. His Honor.] There is, therefore, a continuous weeping drain at the back of the lining? Tes ; you
could walk through the tunnel without getting wet at all. ,
7052. Mr. Parkes.] As regards the compo., you have made a practical test by taking the exact material 
used in these Monier aches ? Tes.
7053. Will you give His Honor the particulars as to shrinkage and other matters ? Tes ; I made a test
to find out the shrinkage of compo. mixed in the proportion of three of sand to one of cement, and I find 
that it amounts to 5 cubic feet in a cubic yard of dry materials. This is from an actual test. I had the 
materials mixed up dry. After mixing the cement with the sand which is being used upon the aqueducts 
—and it is a very fine sand—I had them turned over half a dozen times dry. They were thoroughly 
mixed and set. 1 have given you the result. .
7054. Tou have gone further into the matter with a view to test the actual value of the material? Tes.
7055. Will you give the figures ? Tes ; I have taken the actual value of the compo. from this test. I 
have allowed six and three quarter casks of cement to a cubic yard, because it is specified in some of the 
specifications, and the result is as follows :—Six and three-quarter casks of cement to 1 cubic yard, at 
9s. 6d., £3 4s. lid.; 3 cubic yards of sand at 2s. 6d., 7s. 6d. ; giving £3 11s. 7id. as the cost of 3 cubic 
yards, 7 cubic feet, of compo, making the cost of material, per cubic yard, £1 2s. ; timbering, 2s.; labour, 
"3s. 6d.; profit, 2s. Gd. The total cost per cubic yard placed in position comes out at £1 10s. Should the 
62 tons of ironwork in the aqueducts be included in the cost of the compo. it will increase the price per 
yard by 12s. 6d., making the total cost, including ironwork, £2 2s. 6d per cubic yard. [ Vide Appendix No. 15.]
7056. Mr. Davis.] In comparing the cost of a subway with the cost of a sewer, I suppose it would be
fair to take into consideration the relative cost of material ? Tes. _ _
7057. Supposing the bricks in the sewer were of better quality, and therefore more costly bricks than
those used in the subway, that would have to be borne in mind ? Tes ; the bricks in the sewer would be 
double-pressed as against wire-cut bricks in the case of the subway. _ _
7058. As a matter of fact, the bricks in the sewer would be of better quality than the bricks in the
subway ? In which sewer ? ,
7059. The sewer you examined the other day ? Tes. Of course, double-pressed bricks are a different
brick altogether. .
7060. In making your experiment with the compo., you said you used a compo. of 3 to 1;—did you
ram it ? Thoroughly. _
7061. Tou say the experiment was made dry ? I mixed the stuff dry, and then mixed it with water. It 
was put into the box and battered down until the water came out at the top.
7062. There was enough water in the compo. to make it quite soft ? Tes ; it was like so much mud.
7063. Have you ever tried the experiment with less water to see what difference that would make to the 
shrinkage ;—have you, in fact, seen any of the compo. mixed on the works at Contract No. 77 ? No. _
7064. So that you are not sure that the compo. you mix is of the same consistency as the compo. which is 
being used upon Contract No. 77 ? That is an easy matter to settle. As far as I could judge from the 
consistency of the material, I think it is very like the consistency I obtained. I examined the material 
very carefully and I mixed the stuff with which I made the test accordingly. I got the material, as 
nearly as it was possible to make it, similar to that in the aqueducts. I went over to see the material 
there and carefully examined it before I mixed the stuff for my test.
7065. Tou have put down 2s. Gd. per cubic yard for sand? Tes.
7066. Do you know whether that is the cost of the sand which is being used on Contract No. 77 ? No ; 
I took the sand which the contractors arc using on No. 77 to be worth about Is. 6d. per yard, and I 
allowed the extra shilling.
7067. Supposing, for the sake of argument, that the sand there cost three times the amount you have
estimated, that would rather interfere with your estimate of the cost, would it not ? If the sand cost 
three times the amount I have given it would alter my estimate, of course. _■
7068. Tou have allowed 2s. per cubic yard for the timbering required for centering, staging, &c. ? Tes.
7069. Do you think that estimate would cover the cost ? Tes.
7070. Have you measured up the centerings ? Tes.
7071. Have you measured up the scaffolding ? I took it at 2s. per yard, but in most cases it is taken 
with the concrete.
7072. Tou think the cost amounts to no more than 2s. per yard ? No. _
7073. How do you arrive at 3s. 6d. per cubic yard for labour;—did you make that estimate from your 
observation of the work ? Tes ; having regard to the class of work I allowed a little more than I would 
under ordinary circumstances.
7074. But is your estimate formed from observation of what is being done upon Contract No. 77 ? Tes.
7075. Have you carried out any Monier work ? Not in aqueducts. 7076.
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7076. Have you carried out any Monier work similar to that done upon Contract No. 77 ? Not in Gv M'Credie. 
aqueducts. I have carried out Monier work—that is, iron put in cement or compo. just in the same
way as is being done in this cas'e, although I have not applied it to aqueducts. 3 July, 1896.
7077. Therefore, your 3s. 6d. per cubic yard for labour is a mere estimate ? Tes.
7078. Mr. Gummow.^ As to the price of the sand, could you tell me where 'we could get it at 2s. Od. per 
yard ? I do not think the sand you are using is worth more than Is. 6d. per yard. I think I am allowing 
you a shilling more than its actual value.
7079. Where do you think we get the sand we are using ? I should imagine that the stone was not 
taken far from the site where it is being broken up. It looks like ordinary soft sandstone.
7080. Do you know what it costs us to crush ? No, I do not, but I know what it is worth.
7081. Do you know where we get the sand from? No.-
7082. Have you any idea where we get it from ? I have an idea.
7083. Where do you suppose it is obtained from ? I fancy most of it is taken out of the excavations.
The stone from the excavations is broken up, and the sand is used in the compo.
7084. If that were not so where could we get the sand at the price you have given ? We have purchased
similiar sand—the same sort of fine sand—for 2s. 6d. delivered. '
7085. Where could you get it ? We get it from the sandhills.
7086. Would it be equal to the sand we have out there ? It would be better, because it would have more 
grit in it—your sand out there is very floury. I was surprised to see you using such fine sand on the 
contract.
7087. Do you think the Bourke-street sand would be as good as the sand we are using? I have not 
tested it.
7088. If the Department would not let us use the sandhill sand, but made us use a sand which came up 
to the Nepean sand, what would be your,impression as to the cost of it? If the Department made you 
use sand superior to Nepean sand it would be more expensive, of course.
7089. If they made us use sand equal to Nepean sand, would it cost more than 2s. 6d. per yard—if it were
equal in strength, judging from the tests, to the Nepean sand, would it be more costly ? 1 would say this,
if the sand were similar to the Nepean sand it should he a more expensive sand.
7090. Sis Sonor.Tou must have had a good deal of experience as regards sand ? Tes.
7091. Did you see from the newspaper reports the opinion which Mr. John Toung expressed about the 
Sydney sand? Tes.
7092. I mean as to the presence of clay ? Tes. .
7093. What have you as an expert to say as to that ? I have not gone into that matter, but we prefer 
for really first-class work, with adhesive power, Nepean sand. It is more expensive. Wb give 6s. 6d. 
a yard against the cheaper rate of the sandhill stuff. The sand from the sandhills is good enough for 
ordinary building purposes.
7094. But the other is sharper sand ? Tes ; it seems to hold the cement better.
7095. Is it because of the extra sharpness that you consider it better, or is it because of the absence of 
clay? The absence of clay, I have no doubt, is an improvement. If you take a small bottle of Nepean 
sand you will see diamond-shaped pieces running all through it.
7096. Have you had any experience of the continued shrinking of compo. or concrete—I mean a shrinkage 
after it has set ? Tes ; I have had some experience of shrinkage after setting, and that is the greatest 
danger I can see in connection with the Monier system. We must have time in which to see whether it 
will stand. It is a matter for experience as to whether the Monier system will stand in aqueducts.
7097. On the question whether the shrinkage is due to tbe presence of clay in the sand, you do not 
profess to express an opinion ? No.
7098. Take the ordinary cement used in the facing of buildings, what would be the proportion of sand to 
cement in good buildings ? Two to one for a first-class job. We often put it on in two-coat work.
7099. Ought it, or ought it not, when properly put on, to show any hair-cracks—that is, fine cracks 
running through it in all directions ? It does show hair-cracks, even when it is well put on. We have 
such a peculiar climate, excessive heat following excessive cold, and that seems to affect the cement.
Even in ordinary concrete work, if you go a distance of (say) 7 or 8 feet, you will find a crack in it.
7100. Is it not a common experience that cement facing on walls, unless it be painted, will not keep out . 
water ? It is folly to think that cement will keep water out of walls. They must be painted.
7101. How is compo. going to keep water in, when cement upon walls will not keep water out? I could 
tell you after we have had a little experience.
7102. Mr. Parkes^] Is it not the fact that the profession in the city, apart from the Government Depart
ment, will not dream of using crushed sandstone as sand;—do you know any one firm of architects or 
engineers who use it ? I never saw it in any specification but the Government specification, and I have 
never heard of any firm of architects or engineers using it.
7103. Do not the whole profession in the city take the greatest care in getting a good sharp grit in their 
sand ;—do they not take care to see that it is free of any sort of fine particles—that is the first thing they ’ 
think of, is it not ? Tes.
7104. The reason being that any earthy matter or any fine matter in the sand causes an unequal distribu
tion of the cement—is that not so ? Tes.
7105. It gets patchy ? Tes.
7106. And, therefore, there is an unequal shrinkage when it is set? Tes.
7107. Mr. Davis.~\ Do you know whether the sand specified in the case of Contract No. 77 is crushed 
sandstone ? I could not tell you, but I know the contractors are using crushed sandstone.
7108. Tou say that you have seen it specified nowhere else except in Government contracts ? Tes.
7109. Where have you seen it specified in Government contracts? In the schedule of specifications.
7110. What contracts are you referring to ? I could not say unless I looked them up. I know that I 
saw crushed sandstone provided for or specified in one of the schedules.
7111.. What is specified in contract No. 77 with regard to sand ? It is to be sharp coarse sand, free from 
all earth; but that is not the sand that is being used—there is no doubt about that.
7112. The sand.specified is sand equal to the Nepean Biver sand? Tes.
7113. Are you in a position to say that the sand which is being used is not up to that standard ? Tes.
7114. That is your opinion ? Tes. I say the sand I saw them mixing in the concrete was not up to
that standard. * 7115.
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G. M'Credie. 7115. Supposing tests had been repeatedly made both of compression and tension from the sand that you 
say you saw being used upon Contract No. 77, and that that sand stood_ better tests than the Nepean 

3 July, 1896. ]jjver Sand, what would you say ? I should like to see the test made. . . „
7116. But supposing tests were made with that result, would you not say that it was conclusive proot.
Supposing they did show that result. . .
7117. As to the clayey matter in the sand, do you not think that ordinary compression and tension tests
would indicate the presence of a weakening material of that description? if the sand were tested 
properly it should. .
7118. Coming now to cement facings, you said that if a 2 to 1 compo. were put on the outside ot a 
house it would not keep out the dampness ? Tes, I am perfectly satisfied of that.
7119. Have you had any experience of a 1 to 1 compo. ? On the outside of buildings, no.
7120. Supposing it were specified in the case of this particular aqueduct that a 1 to 1 rendering should be 
put both inside and outside, what would you say as to the probable effect which that would have in keeping 
the sewage from penetrating the structure ? I should want to test it. My own opinion is that cement 
is cf too porous a nature to hold water—that it will let water go through it. I have had so much trouble 
with it in buildings. I have seen work of that kind done with the utmost care from time to time, and it 
has been found afterwards that it would not keep water out.
7121. Have you tested the porosity of neat cement ? No. ’
7122. Have you tested the porosity of 1 to 1 compo. ? No. . .
7123. So that, in fact, you are not in a position to say that it would be porous ? I am in a position to say 
that a 2 to 1 compo. would be porous, and as to a 1 to 1 compo., I will test it and let you know.
7124. Sis Sonor7\ Do you know whether, after the final re-building of the aqueduct near the big 
reservoir at Prospect, it held water perfectly or not ? Tou will find even now that the aqueduct leaks 
here and there. Of course, before it gave way last time there was a big leakage.
7125. That was bad work, I suppose? Tes. _ . • j t
7126. I suppose the work is all brick, cement, and compo., is it not? Tes ; brick piers and cement. 1 
do not know whether they put a pipe in last time or not.
7127. Tou do not know whether there is now a pipe or a simple carrier ? No. _
7128. Tou saw the work when it was first built ? Tes. At that time it was something like the Jenolan 
Caves. There were stalactites hanging down in all directions.
7129. M.r. Gummow^] What do you mean by a 5-foot shrinkage in a yard;—do you mean that 32
shrink to 27 feet ? Five feet go away in 27. In my former estimate 1 made the cement disappear 
altogether, but that is not the case. ,
7130. If you put in 32 feet does it shrink to 27, or do the 27 shrink to 22 ? My answer is that 27 feet 
shrink to 22.
7131. As to the testing of sand, have you had any blocks of sand and cement, mixed together, tested for 
compression ? Tes.
7132. Have you noticed how they crush ? Not differently from anything else crushing up. _ _
7133. Do they crush irregularly or on some particular curve ;—do they flatten out or do they split up into 
a certain shape? The one that I saw bulged out. It was what you might call squashed. .
7134. Why I asked the question is this, Mr. Parkes, speaking about crushed sandstone, estimated that, on 
account of the foreign matter which was in it, you would not get such a sound compo. as from the use of 
the Nepean sand ;—supposing there were a percentage of foreign matter in it, would it not be shown in 
the crushing whether the block which was being tested was a homogeneous mass or not? One ought to 
stand a great deal more than the other.
7135. But in the crushing are there any particular lines that they should crush to ? I could not tell you 
that.

Cecil West Darley recalled, sworn, and examined:—
C. W. Darley. 7136. Sis SonorI thought you might like to make an explanation of your evidence the. other day as 

\ to the question of who it was who made inquiries as to the sureties in the case of Mr. Gillan and Mr.
3 July, 1896. Forrest ? I was called the other day suddenly, and I did not know what I was to be examined about. I 

answered the questions put to me as if I had followed the usual practice of the Department that is, in 
such cases to send out one of the officers to make the necessary inquiries. I quite forgot at that time 
who the officer was. I am still under the impression that inquiries were made by one of the usual 
officers, but I afterwards saw the officers who would be likely to make the inquiries, and none of them 
could recollect having done so. On looking up the matter, I find that the whole office was at that time in' 
a state of chaos. Departmental changes were taking place. My chief clerk was taken away from me, 
and I had not him to refer to. Some temporary officer w’as acting in his place. Mr. Conley, the officer 
who used to make inquiries in such cases, does not recollect my asking him to do so. However, I would 
certainly say this—that I made the usual inquiries and obtained the necessary information. I was at 
that time working partly in this office and partly m the Water and Sewerage Board Offices. I . was 
going backwards and forwards from one office to another. Moreover, I was not at all well at the time; 
in fact, the doctor had ordered me to desist from further work, so that I have not a yery clear 
recollection of what took place. I cannot tell you now who made the inquiries, but I am certain that I 
got the necessary information, because I was always most particular in obtaining it. We had a regular 
system of carrying out that part of our duty, and it certainly would not be likely to have escaped my 
attention at that time, because the names submitted were then quite unknown to me. I am certain that I 
did not regard the matter as one of form. I must have made the usual inquiries.

, 7137. Tou can fix the time when you actually left Sydney, 1 suppose? I see that my minute was dated
April 8th last, and I left Sydney by steamer on the 13th. My impression is that I wrote the minute, on 
Monday, and left on the following Saturday. I have already explained that my office was at the time 
upset. I cannot even recollect where I wrote the minute—whether I wrote it in the offices of the Water 
and Sewerage Board or at my office here. I thought yesterday that I might have written it at the office 
of the Water and Sewerage Board. I thought I might have caused inquiries to be made by the accountant 
of the Board, and I asked him whether he had any recollection of making them. I found that he had 
no recollection; but that I did make inquiries, and that I obtained information which I deemed satisfactory, 
I can positively assert. ■ 7138.
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7138. Mr. Parlces.~\ Do you remember whether you obtained information to the effect that the sureties C. W. Darley.
were worth £6,000 each ? I do not.recollect the form in which the inquiries were made, but I must have ^ ^—'
been satisfied that the two sureties were financially sound. I do not think it was mentioned that they 3 July, 1896. 
were worth £6,000 each. [Vide Appendix No. 26.]
7139. Could you get information on the point from the manager of the bank? Perhaps I had better 
explain the course usually adopted in soliciting information of this kind : My accountant (I usually look 
to him in these matters) would go to the manager or secretary of the Bank of New South Wales, where 
our account is kept; he would ask whether the persons concerning whom inquiries were being made were 
known. If no account is kept by the persons at that particular bank, and information is obtained as to 
where they do bank, the manager or secretary of the Bank of New South Wales, as the case might be, 
would make inquiries of an officer of the other bank. In this case I do not remember hearing in what 
bank Mr. Grillan or Mr. Porest banked. In these cases I merely get a verbal report from the bank as to 
the sureties.
7140.. You think this information was not obtained in this case through your accountant? I have already 
explained my usual practice.
7141. But it was not followed in this case? In this case I am unable to say ■who got the information.
I do not think there could have been any falling away from the usual practice. Not knowing the names 
which were mentioned, I probably took extra care to get the information. My accountant tells me, 
however, that he cannot recollect getting it.
7142. Mr. Smith.'] Supposing that in this case the parties banked at the Bank of New Zealand, I suppose 
inquiries would not be made directly at that bank ? No ; we should not go to the Bank of New Zealand, 
we should go to our own bank, and they would make the necessary inquiries.
7143. You would go first then to the Bank of New South Wales ? Yes.
7144. It is all done verbally ? Yes. The result of the inquiries is submitted to the Minister in my 
report. If I consider that the sureties are sufficient, and that they may be accepted, that is all that is 
ever put on paper.

William Thompson recalled and further examined:—
7145. You have made an estimate as to the cost of the original departmental scheme in Contract yy
No.. 77, if .it were built with material similar to that used in Contract No. 101 ? Yes. I took out a '
52-foot 3-inch length of aqueduct, executed first in the specified materials, and secondly, in similar 3 July, 189G. 
materials to those used in No. 101. '
7146. You are taking the lineal foot above the springing of the arch ? Yes ; the piers, brick arches, 
and carrier are common to both, and are not estimated. It would have been cheaper to carry out the 
scheme with the material used in No. 101 by 12s. Od. per foot; at my estimate of value and at the 
(Government schedule rate of Contract INo. 77 the cost would be 10s. Old. per foot less. \Vidc Artvendix 
No. 17.]
7147. Therefore, if the method of construction, as far as material is concerned, in No. 101 had been adopted 
in No. 77, it would havTe been in the total—how much cheaper? According to my estimate of value, 
nearly £1,200, and if carried out according to the schedule rates, about £1,050.
7148. His Honor.] Did you take into consideration the fact that there was more pier work in the one 
case than in the other ? I have not taken the piers into consideration. The difference comes in in this, 
that the brick spandril of No. 77 is much more expensive than the spandril in the other case. The stone 
dressings in No. 77 also add greatly to the cost.
7149. You do not consider the piers in either case ? No ; because they are common to both.

Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge re-calicd and further examined :—
7150. Mr. Parlces.] You have further examined the Monier arches which are being built at Johnstone’s 
Creek and White’s Creek ? Yes.
7151. Will you give his Honor your opinion of the work as a Monier construction ? Yes ; I have drawn 
up a report, which I will read :—

1. Commencing at tlie east end (Johnstone’s Creek), I find a transverse joint across the aqueduct, over centre of
pier, at end of the sixth small arch. '

2. Ihere is a small longitudinal crack over the first arch, along underside of aqueduct.
3. Iron rods exposed (rusted) along underside of aqueduct, in places, and, although that they will be covered by 

cement rendering, this should not be.
4. Three more small arches, but the aqueduct network standing exposed over the third arch, coated with cement

grout.
5. Aqueduct is built with fine bluestone concrete, whereas compo. should here be used for Monier work. The 

concrete was stepped back over the ninth arch from the east end of aqueduct. This may cause leakage hereafter.
. 6. Every third pier under the small arches is double the thickness as the intermediate piers ; 12 inches and 24 inches
in thickness when rendered, I expect.

7. Six more openings not yet arched over.
8. Three large arches completed, with spandril arches above, up to underside of aqueduct; the fourth arch and span

drils also completed up to same level, hut the centering still standing.-
9. Part of the centering for the fifth arch has been erected; these are all the centerings which I saw. The piers 

for the sixth and seventh arches are built.
White’s Creek Aqueduct.

1. Seventeen arches are completed up to the underside of aqueduct, and all the large arches and spandrils are 
completed up to the same level.

2. The concrete boxes, over first and second large arches, were nearly erected and the wrought-iron netting for some
length placed in position. .

3. Over the third large arch the concrete boxes not yet erected. The concrete boxes are rigid, but did not seem to 
bo watertight.

4. Over the fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth large arches the aqueduct has been built.
5. There is a transverse butt-joint across aqueduct over centre of piers of large arches.

Notes.

C. H.

Ohlfsen-
Bagge.

3 July, 1896.

The work seemed to be at a standstill on the day I examined it, and the stoppage of such a structure will undoubtedly 
be very injurious to these works.

The disconnected mode of carrying this work out seems to bo quite contrary to the mode indicated (as necessary for 
the Monier system) in the reports on Monier work which have come under my notice.

' The
140—2 B
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3 July, 1896.

• 0. H.
Ohlfsen-

■ Bagge.

The cements used for Monier work at home are, as far as my experience goes, not to he had in the colonies. The 
home cements used for Monier works are guaranteed by the State—the most perfect cements—and the home patentees 
calculations are based on those cements. If such cements are not used here, Monier works are bound to be quite fallacious ; 
it would only be a matter of time. . • ii i +i

Allowing even that the contractors have carried the works on with the very best materials obtainable here, they 
cannot compare with the materials used for such work at home.
7152. You have made some notes also with reference to the Monier patent generally P I have put 
some notes together to show why I object to adopt the Monier system in preference to the usual system 
of carrying out works of this character in brick and mortar. They are as follows :—

1. This patent was taken out by Mr. Baltzer without my knowledge simply upon the advertising pamphlet of the
Monier patentees received by Baltzer from his brother. .

2. Had I known of this, I would have opposed the granting of this patent, as the office knew of the Monier system
some years prior to Mr. Baltzer receiving the pamphlet. .

3. The patentees at home are specialists, have a special staff of specially-trained workmen of many years experience 
in constructing models on the Monier system before they undertook the construction of works on this system.

4. The patentees here based their patent solely upon the information contained in these advertising pamphlets, which 
did not contain the key of the patent.
• 5. I did not consider the local patentees personally as specialists, although, no doubt, they employed the best
tradesmen they had on this work. . .

6. Mr. Baltzer was not a specialist, had extremely little, if any, practical experience of work, having, so to say, just 
left the University in Germany ; in fact, what he knew of engineering he learnt from me in the sewerage office.

7. The patentees should have a thorough knowledge of sand, cement, and iron ; the most accurate knowledge ot
mixing the exact quantities of sand, cement, and water, together ; of using the very best of cement, of exactly the same 
strength throughout; of using the very best standard sand of the same gauge throughout; and of putting the mortar into 
the work in the most uniform manner within water-tight centerings and boxes, and of continuing the work comprising each 
structure (when once commenced) without interruption until completion. _

8. The patentee in this instance must be a specialist; and knowing what a time it has taken the home patentees to
become specialists, I cannot see how the local patentees could have become specialists. • _

9. At home the system is not adopted in public works, except in special eases, then the patentee has to carry it out, 
and the Government insist on the work having stood three years before they return the contract deposit and the securities.

10. If the home Governments had adopted the Monier systems for public works they must have assumed that every 
contractor and builder was a specialist, which they knew they were not.

11. Therefore, if the Governments adopted this system, the patentees would become the sole contractors for all the
Works, which, of course, the public would not permit. ,

12. To avoid this, it would be necessary for the Government to become the specialist, and that would require their
officers to acquire the experience and knowledge necessary at home from the home specialists. I am not aware that at 
present there are any specialists of this kind here. . .

13. One experiment will certainly not produce specialists, chiefly when it must he assumed that all parties interested 
are experimenting.
7153. Do you recollect distinctly whether this patent was known in the office for some time before 
Mr. Baltzer patented it? It has been known since 1888.
7154. Had you pamphlets in the office giving drawings of it? T7o ; hut there were three members of the
German Association of Civil Engineers, and they got out the papers and monthly reports. _
7155. Were any of the papers read before the lioyal Societ}r ? I heard that Mr. Hickson was going to
read a paper there on the Monier system. _
7150. Before the patent was granted ? I cannot say as to that, hut I think it was just before I wrote 
my first report about the Monier system. _ .
7157. Will you tell His Honor what was the conversation which you had with Mr. Davis about the Monier
experiment on the Parramatta Hoad? I wish to preface what I am about to say with this remark that 
as a rule I never troubled myself about anything of the kind in my office. But one day Mr. Davis came 
to me and said, “ You recollect Mr. Hickson saying to you that anybody could carry out that Monier 
work—well he is just building a culvert on the Parramatta Eoad on the Monier system. It is being dope 
by one of his road officers—would you like to see it ”? I said, “ Yes, I should like to see it.” Mr. Davis 
then drove me out and showed me the work. When I saw it, I did not like the manner in which the 
compo. was being put into the arch, and I mentioned that to Mr. Davis. Some time after this Mr. Davis 
came to me, and I thought he looked rather pleased. He said “ You recollect that culvert on the Parra
matta Eoad. I said that I did, and he observed, “ Did you hear anything about it.” I said I heard 
nothing about it. He said “Well, it has collapsed, a dray went over it and it all went smash. I said 
“ That is interesting.” That is all I ever heard of it. .
7158. He looked pleased, you say ? Yes ; I can imagine why he looked pleased. He thought it would 
show Mr. Hickson that if this work were to be done by anyone in the Colony it could be done by only 
one set of men—the sewerage officers. Of course, we considered ourselves superior human beings.
7159. Hr. Davis.'] As to this report you have read, you have been in the habit of making progress 
reports upon public works for a great many years ? Yes.
7160. And you have not dropped out of doing so yet ? No.
7161. You intend the report you have read to-day to be a progress report upon the present state of
these works ? It is merely a report setting forth what I have seen. _
7162. Who instructed you to make it ? Mr. Parkes ; he sent me a note and desired me to go out and
see the w'orks. _
7163. How do you draw a comparison between the materials which are being used upon Contract In o. 77 
and the materials that are used in similar work in Germany, for I presume that when you say “ home 
you mean that country ? Well, I know for a fact that the cement used for such work at home is not 
procurable in these colonies for love or money.
7164. How long is it since you were in Germany ? I was in Germany up to the end of 1848.
7165. How long is it since the Monier structure was discovered? We have known of it since 18S8.
7166. So that it was discovered after you left Germany ? Certainly. _
7167. You have not seen any of the structures which have been built in Germany on the Monier system . 
No, but I have been a subscriber to the “ Prussian State Builder,” vrhich is edited by the State, and 
which is contributed to by. the best professional men sent all over the world to measure and draw any 
important work that is constructed anywhere. It is published at the State’s expense for the benefit of 
the profession at home, and issued to them at a nominal cost, and I used to get it every year.
7168. You only know from reading what is being done on the Continent;—you do not know from actual 
observation ? I know from reading, and no one else here knows more about the Monier system. I have 
had samples of the home cement, and I have compared them with the local cement. I have had work 
done not only with the cement used in Germany but with the cement used in Scotland.

7169.
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■ 7169. Have you compared them with the material which is being used upon Contract No. 77 ? How c- H. 
could I do that, when the work commenced after I had left the office. Ohlfsen.
7170. You say that a three years guarantee is the period which is usually taken at home for these special •BaSSe'
works ? Yes. r
7171. Do you consider that that is sufficient ? That is not for me to say; I am merely stating the con- 3 ^ 1896' 
ditions the Home Government have made in regard to these works.
7172. But do you think the three years is sufficient ? I cannot tell you; hut I think that if such a work 
would stand three years it would probably stand a considerable time.
7173. You think that any defects which are likely to develop would develop three years after the structure is 
finished? It is extremely difficult to say; I am not prepared to answer that question. I cannot guarantee 
the work ; it may be all right, or it may not. Cement has been known to perish after three years.
7174.. Can you from your own experience and knowledge say that cement has perished after it has been
three years in a structure of this description? I know from engineering history that after 200 years 
cement work has been found to be soft, while in other cases it has been as hard as a stone. ^
7175. From your experience of works of this description have you known cement to fail after it has been 
in existence three years ? I could not say whether it would do so or not. 1 have not seen Monier work 
carried out previously.
7176. Mr. Gummow.] Are you a specialist as regards the Monier system ? Not at all; I do not profess to be.
7177. Can you give an opinion in regard to it? My opinion is simply based upon what I have read 
about it.
7178. You cannot give an opinion from any knowledge of your own ? I should not like to do that—I am 
not a specialist on the Monier system.
7179. With regard to the information you received as to-this patent, did you get it first from Germany ?
Some of it; some of it I obtained in the office.
7180. In what language was the information conveyed? In German.
7181.. Was any of it in English ? No ; I have seen nothing about it in English, except one very short
paragraph. J
7182. From what you saw in that case do you consider that we should carry out the work ? No.
7183. What do you say is the material used in the Monier system—what is the material making the compo.
or concrete ? The cement is the best cement obtainable on the Continent, tested and guaranteed by the 
Imperial Government. J
7184. What are the other materials which go to make up compo. ? Sand and water.
7185. YoU’Said that the grains of the sand had to be uniform ? Yes.
7186. Do you know if in the Monier system any material larger than sand is used ? I have never heard ' 
of anything but sand being used in the Monier system, chiefly in water-carriers.
7187. If anything else is used it would be beyond your knowledge ? Yes.
7188. When did you make the notes you read to-day about the aqueduct? Since I examined it on the 
30th ultimo.
7189. You did not make your notes about Mr. Baltzer at the time when vou and he were in the office
together ? No, I wrote these notes recently. "
7190. Do you know the key to the Monier system ? No.
7191. You spoke the other day about the continuity required in the construction of this work, and the same' 
point came up to-day ;—do you know whether the Monier system is used in the floors of warehouses? Yes 
7192 How do they obtain continuity in that case ? From what I am told plates are sold, and these are ' 
fitted together just as timber would be fitted.
7193. But do they make the floors of the system by actually building them in position ? I do not know, 
xrom what I have read I think they make plates, and that these are sold and put into position.
7194. Your information on the question apnears to be very limited ? I am only telling vou what I have
read about it. * - j o j

7195. You say you do not consider the boxing upon Contract No. 77 water-tight ? No.
7196. Were they doing any work the time you were there ? No ; I have not seen any work done there
7197. You did not see them putting any stuff into the boxing, and then make the discovery that it was 
not water-tight ? No, there was no one upon the works when I was there.
7198. Do you know of any failures at home in the use of this system ? I know from my reading that
when this work was started they thought that anyone could do it. It was tried by the Government and 
by private persons, and they failed signally. -
7199 But during the last two years have you heard of any failures in connection with the Monier svstem ? .
-No, because it is only carried out by the patentees, and I have not read of any failure on their part
7200. Who was at the Strathfield Monier arch when you went there with Mr. Davis ? No one else
7201. As to Mr. Davis informing you about the arch breaking, you say that he seemed pleased ? I think
naturally. 1 ’
7202. Do you know whether he thought that what he was telling you would give vou anv nleasure ? I
was amused at it. ' o j j n ^ •
7203. It pleased you ? _ I got the idea that his pleasure emanated from the belief that a superior class of
men were to be found m our office. r
7204. And he thought the failure would give you pleasure too ? Yes.
7205. As to concrete arches, did you ever object to their being used in connection with Contract 112 ? I 
knew that concrete arches were a novelty; I have myself seen on our own works failures in concrete 
froAo ’r>- 161 *rom waul of water-tight centring, or perhaps from rubbish having been put in.
If0?: 'Tu110 CaSe!>' 1 d° not 1 <io not to say anything to hurt anybody, but I remember
tliat in the case ot our own works Mr. Davis showed me certain concrete work, I believe on the Darling 
Point sewer where it goes over the flat, which was defective. He drove me out there, and I remember his 
saying You ought to see that work in those concrete arches.” When we got out there we found several 
concrete arches—-1 forget how many now—very much injured and cracked. They had to be taken down 
again. 1 remember my putting my knife in, and finding, instead of cement, nothing but sand. Mr Davis 
was very mucn shocked about it, because he thought he had put one of the most reliable inspectors there 
to supervise the work We iound, also, some brick lining there which contained nothing but dry sand in 
the pints. I make these remarks to illustrate the danger of using concrete work at all unless it is done 
nonestJy. - 7207.
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3 July, 1896.

E. B, Rigg. 

6 July, 1896.

7207. Bat supposing it is done honestly ? Then it may he all right. _ n w i j- -e '
7208. You never raised any objection to these concrete arches being built? 'Not at all. we did a lot or
concrete work, but we found also a lot of cracks in the work, owing to defective materials, workmanship, 
or supervision. _
7209. You were in the Department a number of years ? Fifteen years. _
7210. You have been an engineer over fifty years ? Yes, and as a commencement I served my time as a
mason when I was 15£ years old. . ri.ii
7211. You are always satisfied to carry out your works upon the old English system? I prefer the old
English system to any new system I do not understand. _
7212. You prefer to rely upon your previous experience to rushing into any modern system ? . Bushing 
into any system which I do not understand, and concerning which I have not sufficient information.
7213. It is of no benefit to you to introduce any new system ? Not the slightest.
7214. And its introduction might involve some risk to your professional reputation ? Exactly. I do not
like to see a thing fall down. .
7215. It might injure your professional reputation if anything happened to a new design ? Most 
decidedly. I built the Ballarat reservoir, 80 feet high, without a blemish or settlement as tight as a 
water-bottle ; hut I built it upon old principles, such as I knew to he in vogue in . Holland and in the 
north of Grermany. If you construct a work upon those principles it will bo watertight, but it may not he, 
and has been proved to he in many cases not watertight, if you follow some of the modern systems.
7216. It suited you better to adhere to the old sj^stem rather than run a risk by introducing a new system ? 
Not necessarily. If I could he convinced that a new system were right, and if I could calculate it 
properly and specify it properly, and have it carried out properly, I would be prepared to give it a trial. 
721.7. In other words, if you knew anything about it ? Yes ; we do not know sufficient as yet.
7218. Mr. Davis.-\ Do you remember any flat across which the Darling Point sewer runs ? I may have 
been mistaken in the sewer. It is now more than sixteen months since I have seen the different designs. 
At any rate, the sewer referred to is not very far from the Darling Point sewer.
7219. Your memory may have been a little at fault ? Yes ; but you know exactly whore those arches are.
7220. It is possible that your memory may have been at fault in other respects? You know very well 
that it is not. You know that you showed me those broken-down concrete arches, and you know that 
you were very much astonished to see them.

John Carter recalled and further examined :— _ _ _
7221. Mr. ParJces."\ Is not the Lodge property at the North Shore in your wife’s name ? It is in my 
name, in Mr. Snodgrass’s, and Mr. Forrest’s.
7222. Have you any property at all in your wife’s name? No. _ _
7223. I sec the deeds vrere lodged in the Bank of New Zealand in 1891, in which J. Carter appears to 
have been the administrator of E. Carter ? That is my own private property under my father s will, I 
think—that is, if it refers to me at all, hut I doubt whether it does so.

Harold Erancis Norrie recalled and further examined :— _
7221. His Honor.'] You hand in a list of sewerage contracts in which sureties were taken? Yes. {Vide, 
Appendix JSfo. 2*7.] , . ......
7225. Is that a correct list of all water and sewerage contracts in which sureties were taken m lieu ot
cash deposits ? Yes, during the period asked for. Of course, Carter, Gummow, & Co. s sureties in 
connection with Contract No. 77 are also enumerated. . _
7226. Mr. Parkes.] In no case were any of these sureties connected in any business with the contractors?
Not to my knowledge. You will see that in some cases the occupation given of a surety is as that of a 
contractor. r T
7227. But the sureties were not in any way connected with the contracting firms ? Not so far as I am
aware, ____________ _______

MONDAT, 6 JULY, 1896.
Bichard Butler Bigg, sworn, and examined :— _

7228. Mr. ParlcesP\ What is your present position ? I am assistant manager of the Bank of New Zealand.
7229. What were you in the Bank of New Zealand in the year 189o ? Assistant manager.
7230. In April and May of that year ? Yes.
7231. Prior to the month of July in that year were any inquiries made of you as to the position ot Mr, 
Gillan and Mr. Eorrest as sureties in connection with any Government contract ? Not that I know of.
7232. No inquiries were made of you ? None.
7233. Not through the Bank of New South Wales? Not to my recollection.
7234. Do you remember any being made by any officer of a Government department ? As far as 1 can
recollect none were made by anyone. , , -. .. ,.
7235. Therefore you did not report to the effect that Mr. Gillan and Mr. Eorrest were rehaole sureties 
for the sum of £12,000 ? As far as I can remember—no.
7236. Would any other officer of the hank be likely to make such a report ? Only the manager.
7237. And did the manager make such a report ? That I do not know. _
7238. Do you know the positions of Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Gillan ? Pretty well, I think.
7239! Would you recommend them as sureties for the sum of £12,000? I think they 
sum pretty well between them if they were sold up. _
7240. Suppose you were referred to now, would you recommend them as sureties for 
never recommend anyone for any amount; I simply state the position of^ the persons.
Mr. Eorrest are men who, as far as I know, are worth from £4,000 to £5,000 each. _
7241. What you mean is that they would be worth that amount if they were sold up ? Yes. They might
he worth more. , , . o -tt i
7242. What amount has Mr. Eorrest to his credit in the hank at the present moment ? He may have a
few pounds. I think he has temporarily an account with us, hut he does not hank with us as a rule.
7243. Mr. Gillan hanks with you ? Yes.
7244. What is the state of his account ? I cannot say at this moment. 1 on have been furnished with a
statement, and that should show you. [Vide Appendix No. 30.] 7245.

could find that

that amount ? 1
Mr. Gillan and
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7245. That statement is correct, is it ? Tes. R. B. Rigg.
7246. Have you lately informed Mr. Hickson that he can rely upon these men as sureties ? No. I never
informed him about them at all. 6 July, 1896.
7247. Has he spoken to you about them lately? He asked me the other day if any inquiries had been 
made of me, and I said that there had not been any.
7248. On what date was this ? Two or three days ago.
7249. Did he then ask you about the position of these gentlemen ? Not directly. He asked me if I had 
reported to the department concerning them, and I said I had not. I do not remember at this moment 
whether he asked me about them directly; but I think I told him I considered them men who were worth 
about £5,000 each.
7250. yv ould you tell his Honor the position of Mr. Gillan’s and Mr. Porrest’s accounts in the year 1895 ?
Mr. Gillan had a balance of £52 18s. 6d., and Mr. Porrest a balance of £353 10s.
<251. Over and above that amount of money in their banking accounts, had they other moneys with you ?
Not in 1895.
7252. At the present time Mr. Porrest has a debit balance in his account, has he not ? I think last week 
he^was overdrawn to the extent of about £5—speaking from memory.
7253. Do you know the accountant of the Public Works Department ? No.
7254. You have never seen him ? Not that 1 know of.
7255. He has never made any reference to you as to these sureties ? No.
<256. Mr. Gummow.'] Do you know Mr. Porrest’s and Mr. Gillan’s positions apart from their banking 
accounts ? As to Mr. Porrest, I have always understood since I came to (Sydney in 1891 that he had 
nAhird share in the firm of Carter & Co. At that time the firm was known as Carter, Snodgrass, and 
Porrest. That is how I made him out to be a man worth £4,000 or £5,000. As to Mr. Gillan, I under
stood that he had a full fourth share in the old firm of Gummow, Gillan, & Co. I supposed that their 
capital would be worth more than £10,000. Mr. Gillan has had over £1,000 on fixed deposit at various 
times. I therefore regarded him as a saving man quite outside of his having an interest in the firm. That 
is really all I know about them.
7257. Do you know if Mr. Porrest has a private banking account elsewhere? I think he has. I always 
understood that it was so; I know that we are not his bankers.
7258. Do you know if Mr. Gillan has an account anywhere else ? I do not know.
7259. Do you know if he has an account in Adelaide ? I have not heard. I know that he is in Adelaide.
7260. His Honor.] I suppose that as bankers you get a pretty good idea of the general financial credit 
of clients and other persons ? Yes, concerning anyone doing business with us in any way at all, we are 
able to form a pretty, good idea.
7261. What in 1895 was the state of the general financial credit of Mr. Gillan? We looked upon him as 
a man worth £4,000 or £5,000, being in the position in which we supposed him to be as a member of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.
7262. But outside of that, and taking his repute for honesty and that sort of thing, how does he stand ?
I always looked upon him as what we should call a responsible and substantial man.
7263. And what have you to say concerning Mr. Porrest in the same relation ? I happen to have known 
him for nearly twenty years. I think very highly of him. I knew him when he was a contractor in 
Dunedin.
7264. And how has his reputation stood ? It has always been good as far as I know. I never heard of 
anything against him. I was going to add that I have not seen so much of Mr. Porrest here, but that I 
have had a good deal to do with him in New Zealand, when he was a member of the firm of M‘Gill &
Porrest.
7265. What in your experience as a banker does it indicate when a man is in the habit of becoming a 
fixed depositor? He is generally a thrifty man. I should say, too, that he was somewhat conservative.
7266. He would be very slow to make wild-cat investments ? Yes. I should say that as a rule the man 
who had a fixed deposit would be a conservative man.
7267. Mr. Gummow.] You have had dealings for a good while with members of the firm of Carter,
Gummow, & Co. ? Aes, ever since I have been in Sydney, for a period of five years.
7208. Will you express an opinion as to how you regard them, speaking in the light of the business 
transactions you have had with them ? I should feel inclined to give them anything they asked for. If 
they had come to me and had wanted £5,000 I would give them it without security, and 1 do not know of 
a better test than that.
7269. You have no reason to doubt the integrity or honour of Mr, Gillan or Mr. Porrost ? Not at all.
Ot course as you are aware they do not arrange the finances of the firm.
7270. Do you not consider them at all ? Yes. I have no reason whatever to doubt them,. Of course 
the financial arrangements of the firm are made always by yourself and Mr. Carter.
7271. You have no reason to doubt the members of the firm in any way ? Not any.

George Alexander Wilson, sworn and examined:—
<272. Mr. Parkes.] You wrere lately manager of the Bank of New Zealand in Sydney ? Yes. o A wuenn
7273. Were you manager in May and June, 1895 ? Yes. T^—____ '
7274. Were any inquiries ever made of you by any officer of the Public Works Department with 6 July, 1896. 
reference to Mr. Porrest and Mr. Gillan, as sureties in connection with the contracting firm of Carter,
Gummow, & Co. ? I do not recollect any such inquiries. Had they been made by any officer of the
1 ub-iic Works Department, o£ course they would not have been answered.

^08e inc[uiries would you have answered then ? I might have answered inquiries by a bank.
<2/6. Were such inquiries made by any bank manager? Not to my recollection; but it is quite 
possible that they have been made. Hundreds of such inquiries were made of us. There would be no 
record of them unless we were written to ; if that were done there might be an answer in writing.
72/7. But the inquiries would not be always made in writing? No. °
7278 You say that, _ as regards these two sureties, you do not recollect any such, inquiry ? No; I 
recollect various inquiries about the firm, but not about the individual members.

7279,
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I do not remember

Mr. Gillan ? I 
Mr. Porrest and Mr.

The matter

I could not

G. A. Wilson. 7279. The names of Mr Forrest or Mr. Gillan were never specifically mentioned ?
that being done. _ .

.6 July, 1896. 7280. Had you lately any conversation with Mr. Hickson concerning Mr. Forrest er 
had a conversation with Mr. Hickson about the firm, I think, and the names of 
Gillan may possibly have been mentioned.
7281. As members of the firm ? Tes.
7282. On what date was that? I suppose it would be about six weeks or two months ago. 
was mentioned incidentally in conversation.
7283. What did you then report ? I reported that Mr. Gillan was a man of some means.
7284. What property has he in New South W ales ? That I do not know ; but I know that he has means.
7285. How do you arrive at that conclusion. Had Mr. Gillan a very extensive business with your bank ? 
Not very extensive; but it showed that he was a member of a firm who were carrying on large contracts, 
and moreover that lie could afford to have money idle.
7286. In what concerns was he interested ? He was a. member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Go..
7287. Was he a full share partner? I do not know anything about that. I never had. any business with 
him connected with the firm. Mr. Carter always transacted the business of the firm withune.
7288. Do you know the state of Mr. Gillan’s account in the months of May or June, 1895 ?
say now what it was; but I know that he was a man of means. _ i r o r
7289. Do you know what amount of money he had in the Bank of New Zealand at the time you left. I 
could not say now what the amount was.
7290. When did you sever your connection with the bank ? In January of this year.^
7291. And you cannot recollect what was the state of Mr. Gillan’s account then ? No.
7292. Mr. Smith.'] I suppose it is a usual thing for banks to inquire of one another as to the financial
standing of individuals ? Tes; it is done daily. _ _ ....
7293. As a rule it is done verbally ? Tes ; some banks will not give the information m writing.
7294. Tou do not keep a record of these inquiries ? No.
7295. Suppose the Bank of New South Whies had made inquiry of you as Mana,ger of the Bank ot New 
Zealand, in March or April, 1895, as to the financial standing of Mr. Forrest, what would you have said ? 
I could not have said much about Mr. Forrest, because I do not know as much about him as I do about
Mr. Gillan. ri-n o r
7296. What would you have said supposing inquiry had been made of you concerning Mr. Gillan . 1
should have said that he was a thoroughly sound man financially. _
7297. Mr. Gummow.] Do you know whether Mr. Gillan has an account with any other bank. I could
not say. _ .
7298. Could you tell me whether he has used his account in Sydney as an ordinary daily working account.
I think not. I believe I was told that he had an account in one of the other banks I think in tho 
Australian Joint Stock Bank. _ .
7299. Tou know that he is in Adelaide ? I knew that he was in Adelaide. I do not know if he is there 
now. '
7300. Tou do not know whether he has a banking account there or not ? ^ No.
7301. As to the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.—what was your opinion of them while you. were 
Manager of the Bank of New Zealand, and while they were doing business with you ? I had tho highest 
opinion of them from a banking point of view.
7302. Do you consider them financially sound ? Tes.-
7303. Were they business-like in their transactions as far as you were concerned ? Tery.
7304. Did they carry out their promises—was their word their bond ? Always.
7305. Tou had no reason to doubt them in any way ? No.

Harold Francis Norrie, recalled, and further examined :—
H. F. Norrie, 7306. Mr. l^arlces.] On 26th September, 1895, you wrote a letter in which you say,
' - A l_ ' The contractors executed such a bond on 16th May last, and on the same date Messrs. James Gillan, of Dulwich H ill,

6 July, 1896. householder, and George Forrest, of Marriekvilie, householder, entered into similar bonds in the sums already named.
The sureties furnished the usual statutory declarations that they were respectively worth £6,000 over and above all their 
just debts and liabilities of every kind. .
Did you write that letter at the instigation of the Minister ? No, as nearly as I can recollect the Under 
Secretary of the department asked me what had been done in the matter and I thereupon wrote that 
minute.
7307. It was directed to Mr. Barling, was it ? It was directed, I think, to the Under Secretary.
7308. Was it for the use of the Minister ? I do not recollect that I was told that. .
7309. On what grounds did you make the statement that the sureties were respectively worth £6,000 
over and above all their just debts and liabilities of every kind ? I did not make that statement.
7309-I-. I presume you made inquiry before you executed this document ? No. Inquiry had been made 
by other persons, 1 presume.
7310. Mis Manor.] Tou made no independent inquiry ? No.
7311. 3£r. Parkes.] From whom did you take your information ? I took the declarations themselves.
7312. Had you noticed the nature of the declarations. For instance, look at the declaration of 
Mr. Forrest on page 121 of the parliamentary papers. He says:—

I, George Forrest, of Marriekvilie, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare auid 
affirm that I am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and that such property consists of— 
Freehold property, £5,700 ; cash in bank, £300 sterling. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid 
according to the law in this behalf made and subject to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement 
in any such declaration.
If you had read that would it not have struck you that the declafation was very indefinite in its terms? 
Well it is not quite so full as those which I am using at the present time. .
7313. Ought there not to have been included in that declaration property in the Colony of New South 
Wales? I do not know that that should have been done. The declarant made a statutory declaration 
that he was worth the sum mentioned. 7314.
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7314. Did you not know that Mr. Porrest and Mr. Gillan had an interest in the firm of Carter, Gummow, H-P- Norrie.
& Co. ? I knew that both of them had been interested in previous contracts with Mr. Carter and Mr.Gummow. ' 1 6 July, 1896.
7315. Should not that have led to your making more strict inquiry, especially when you were going to 
take an exceptional security, as in this instance ? The practice has been for the head of the branch to 
satisfy himself that the sureties were proper persons, and subsequently to take declarations from them 
that they were worth the amounts of the respective bonds.
731(5. Did the head of the Department satisfy you in this case that the men were all right ? It was not 
for me to call upon him to do so.
7317. How did the names of Mr. Porrest and Mr. Gillan come before you ? The papers came before me 
with the names of Mr. Porrest and Mr. Gillan as the proposed sureties.
7318. Did you ask Mr. Hickson whether the bondsmen were all right? No.
7319. Did you ask Mr. Porrest or Mr. Gillan to state in what position they were ? As a Justice of the
Peace I took one of the declarations myself, and I put the usual questions to the declarant. .
7320. In which case was that ? I do not recollect in which case it was—I know that he declared that the 
contents of the declaration were true.
7321. Did he tell you what property he held? Yes ; I recollect that when he gave his address at Dulwich 
Hill he said that he lived there on his own property.
7322. Did you make any inquiries as to the value of that property ? No.
7323. Did you make any inquiries at all—for instance, did you ask the declarant where he hanked ? 
No ; I made no inquiries whatever.
7324. Mr. Smith.] It is no part of your duty to make any inquiries ? No.
7325. If you look at page 209 of the Parliamentary papers, you will see there a minute by Mr. Darley as
to these sureties, that was approved by the Minister and minuted on to you, so that you had your ordinary 
instructions to prepare the usual documents ? Yes. *
7326. And upon those instructions you acted in the ordinary way? Yes.
7327. The ordinary course as to sureties prior to that date was not to take a declaration in all cases ? 
Quite so.
7328. But in this case, for more abundant caution, you took a declaration from each surety ? Yes.
7329.. But you made no inquiry as to their standing, that being no part of your duty ? No. I may 
mention that I had been for a number of years in the Crown Solicitor’s Office, and I carried out down here 
the same practice I carried out up there. But in this case, the bond being larger than usual, and considering 
that it must be in force for at least three years, I took the precaution of taking a declaration from each 
surety. ■
/330. Sis Honor.] Do I understand that that had been done before only occasionally? If it had been 
done before it was only occasionally, but I cannot at this moment recollect a case.
7331. Upon what grounds do the Department usually go when they take bonds of sureties? The head
of the branch takes the responsibility of making inquiry. I was never asked to make any inquiry as to 
the bona-Jides or stability of the sureties. The head of the Department—that is, the Government 
Architect, the Bngineer-in-Chief for Public Works, or the Engineer-in-Chief for.Harbours and Rivers— 
when the matter was referred to him, would say whether the sureties should he accepted or not. In some 
cases they would accept the sureties, and in other cases reject them. If the sureties were rejected others 
would he asked for. . '
7332. You do uot know what inquiries the head of the branch made in this case ? No.
7333. You only attended to the machinery ? Quite so.
/334.. Mr. Parkes.] When you wrote your minute or letter to the Under Secretary, did you not observe 
that it was not correct and according to the declaration ? I had not the declaration before me when I 
wrote that minute. Some of the words set out there are words which are used now in the declarations.
7335. But the declarations in this case do not set forth that the sureties are worth £6.000 over and above 
all just debts and liabilities of every kind ? There are half a dozen words there which do not appear in 
the declarations.
7336. Then why did you write to Mr. Barling to that effect? I took it for granted that the declarations 
they had made were in the form of the declarations which are made at the present time.
7337.. Tou furnished the declaration yourself, did you not—you were in the habit of drawing declarations 
of this sort ? It is possible that I did draw the declaration, hut I am not quite sure upon the point. I 
had with me at the time a clerk who had served his articles in Scotland, and I am not sure whether he 
drew up the declaration or whether I did so.
7338. But you knew the wording of it? Practically, I did.
7o39. Sis Honori] I understand that you made a mistake ? Yes, When I saw the papers in print I 
saw that I had made a mistake to the extent which I have just explained.

' William Joseph Larkin sworn and examined :—
7340. Mr. Parkes.] You were formerly in the Public Works Department ? Yes.
7341. In what part of the service were you? I was foreman in the Metropolitan District under Mr. W.
A. Smith. ■
7342. When did you leave the Department ? At the latter end of January, 1895.
7343. Do you recollect the works in your charge at Cailan Park? Yes.
7344. Do you remember an open aqueduct being built there ? I remember a culvert being built there on 
the outlet sewer.
7345. There were some Monier plates used in the construction ? Yes.
7346. What happened to them ? After the plates were put in they collapsed.
7o47. And then what steps were taken by the Department? An order was then given to get rails in from 
Dover loint. I believe those rails were cut up and put under the plates to support them, but that would 
he after I went away. I do not know of my own knowledge whether that was done or not.
/.34S. Do you know who carted the rails to Cailan Park? A day carter named Wilson.,. I gave instruc
tions to him to go to Dover Point and bring the rails in.
7349. Who cut the rails ? Parbury, the departmental blacksmith, who was worklog at Iron Cove.

. 7350.

W. J. Larkin. 
6’july^l896.



W. J. Larkin. 7350. You recollect a culvert on the Monier system being built on the Parramatta Road ? I know that it
----- ----- was built there, but I was not there in the course of the construction. [Vide Appendix ]So. 1Q7\ .

6 July, 1896. 7351. You were told that something had happened to that culvert, I believe? I was told that it had 
collapsed. _
7352. Who told you ? I heard several men speak of it. It was the subject of general talk among
the men. _ .
7353. Did you hear that in that case the plates were also supported by iron ? Yes ; I heard that iron
was put in.' _ .
7354. And that the iron was cut by the departmental blacksmith ? Yes; I heard that the blacksmith 
cut the iron that was wanted. I do not know what was actually done, because my instructions were not 
to go near that culvert. Mr. Smith told me not to go near any work that Inspector Bramston was 
carrying out.
7355. Did you ever have any conversation with Bramston ? No.
7356. Did you ever have any conversation with one of the maintenance men on tho Parramatta Road ?
Yes. ‘
7357. What did he say ? He said that the culvert there had collapsed.
7358. What is his name ? William Brown.
7359. Could you tell His Honor the name of any men who were working there ? Ahearne, John London, 
Gilson; and I think Ryan and another man who was working at Cailan Park were also there.
7360. Did you give any instructions concerning the cement to be used upon these two wrorks ? I sent 
the drays for it.
7361. AVhere did they go to ? I do not know where they went for the cement.
7362. Was the cement obtained from Carter, Gummow, & Co., do you know ? I do not know. ^
7363. Mr. Gummow^\ Had Carter, Gummow, & Co. anything to do with these constructions ? Not as far
as I know. _
7364. Mis Monori] As to the collapse of this wrork, first of all what was tho span of the arch in the 
culvert ? I think it was about 5 feet across the top. That was at Cailan Park.
7365. Do I understand you to say that you saw the arch being constructed ? Aes, I got the moulds 
made. It was my duty as foreman to supply all the material for the work. I had to see that the men 
went to work, and that all the necessary material was supplied to them.
7366. Tell me all about the collapse—how it was that the arch collapsed ? After tho Monier plates wore 
laid upon the top of the sewer they collapsed from their own weight. Two or three of the blocks sagged 
down in the centre.
7367. After the centering was taken out ? Yes.
7368. How long was the centering left in ? They were flatp lates laid across the sewer. They were not 
arches.
7369. Then there would be no centering ? There was centering, but it was removed before the plaies 
were laid on.
7370. They were simply flat Monier plates ? Yes.
7371. Of what thickness ? 2| inches.
7372. ‘With a span of 5 feet ? Yes.
7373. Did they sag down in the middle before any weight was put on them ? There was no weight to go 
over them.
7374. Then what was the object of covering the culvert—were not the plates under a roadway ? No. 
They wrere simply intended to cover up the seiver. It was the entrance to the reclaimed portion of tho 
park.
7375. They were simply put on to the top of the sewer as a cover? Yes.
7376. But I suppose they were intended to bear the weight of a man, or some weight of that kind ? Yes.
7377. But they were not intended to be covered over with earth ? No ; I do not think so.
7378. You say they were only about 2i inches thick ? I think that was about the thickness.
7379. They were made of a grill in compo. ? Yes.
7380. Who made them ? Gilson and London were the two men who mixed the compo. They were 
made on a platform alongside the work, and then moved on to the top of the sewer.
7381. How long after they were made was it when they were laid ? I think it would be about four 
weeks from the time they were made until they were put on.
7382. Did they sag down at once ? In a few days. I was carrying out other work at the time, and 1
was backwards and forwards at this place nearly every day.
7383. Were the plates quite flat? Yes.

’ 7384. Mr. Gummow.'} What cement did you use? I could not tell you what brand of cement was used.
7385. Was it cask cement or bag cement ?• Cask cement.
7386. Mis Manor.} Do you know the proportions of sand and cement which were used in the compo. ? 
No.
7387. Mr. Smith.} As to the talk you heard about the falling down of these arches—did it refer to the 
work on the Parramatta Road as well as to Cailan Park ? Yes.

■ 7388. You are sure that you heard the men say that the Parramatta- culvert, as well as the culvert at
Cailan Park, had fallen in ? Yes.
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Joseph Barling sworn and examined :—
J. Barliiw. 7389. What is your position at the present time ? I am a member of the Public Service Board. I have 

— a _ ^ been in that position from January of the present year.
6July, 1896. 7390. Prior to that date what position did you occupy in the Public Service? I was Under Secretary 

for Public Works.
7391. As Under Secretary for Public Works all transactions which went before the Minister would be 
submitted to him through you ? Yes, as a rule they would be.
7392. Do you recollect when the sewerage Contract 77 was signed ? I do not remember the day on which 
it was signed.
7393. But you recollect the signing of it ? I recollect that it was signed, but I did not see the signing of
it. ■ 7394.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION----MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 201

7394. Did you consider the substitution of the Monier patent plan for the office design to be very risky ? J- Barling.
There was a certain risk, perhaps ; although as far as I can understand it was not very great. • t s
7395. You were a member of the Board of Deference at that date ? I was Chairman of the Board. 6 July, 1896.
7396. You recommended that in connection with this work special sureties should be taken ? That was 
recommended by the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, Mr. Hickson, to the Minister.
7397. He recommended, you say, that special sureties should be taken ? Yes, to cover any possible risk 
that might arise.
7398. Did you understand that those sureties were to be disinterested parties—that they were not to be 
associated with the contractors ? They would be of no value unless they were disinterested. They 
certainly should not be interested in the contract.
7399. Or associated with the firm who were carrying out the contract ? They certainly should not be 
connected with the firm who were carrying out that particular contract. \
7400. On 9th April, 1895, you sent on the names of the two sureties, Mr. Forrest and Mr. Gillan, for the 
Minister’s approval ? Yes; they having been recommended by Mr. Hickson and Mr. Darley.
7401. What did you understand with reference to these two gentlemen ? I took the advice of Mr.
Hickson and Mr. Darley on the subject. I made no personal inquiry—in fact it would be utterly 
impossible for me to do so. There are let in the Department from 3,000 to 4,000 contracts a year, 
ranging over a large number of public works, and it would be utterly impossible for the Under Secretary 
to institute personal inquiry into such matters. Officers of the Department make inquiries, and as the 
result of those inquiries the names are put before me, and by me submitted to the Minister.
7402. Did you know whether, as a matter of fact, the gentlemen you have named did make inquiries ? I 
know it from the papers.
7403. But you do not know it as a matter of fact? Ho ; I made no personal inquiries at all. I took it 
to be quite sufficient that I had the advice of men of such standing as the Engineer-in-Chief for Public 
Works and the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction.
7404. Had you known that Mr. Porrest and Mr. Gillan were partners in the contracts of Carter, Gummow,
& Co., and Carter & Co., would you have accepted them as sureties ? I certainly should have objected 
to them had I known that they were interested in that particular contract. I do not know that I should 
have objected to them as sureties had they been partners in some other contract.
7405. Suppose you had known that they had been formerly interested with these firms in from twelve to 
thirteen contracts, would you have accepted them ? It all depends upon what could be shown as to their 
financial standing. I thought I had very complete evidence upon that point. In the first place, I had 
the advice of Mr. Hickson and of Mr. Darley, and, further, there were the statutory declarations made by 
each of the two gentlemen named as sureties that they held property to the value of the amount of the 
bonds, viz., £6,000 each.
7406. Did you understand from their declarations that they were worth property of the value of £6,000 
over and above their indebtedness of every kind ? I think so. If I remember rightly, that is set forth 
in the declaration.
7407. You would not have accepted them if you had not understood that ? I should not like to say now 
what I should have done under the circumstances. Had it been proved that they were not worth the 
amount named I certainly should not have recommended their acceptance as sureties.
7408. Supposing it to be proved that Mr. Forrest was enjoying an interest in the firm of Carter, Gummow,
& Co. in respect of Contract 77, would you consider the arrangement a proper one ? If he were interested 
in that particular contract he should, of course, have been refused as a surety. I question whether he 
should have been accepted.
7409. But would it not have been a most improper thing to accept him—is it not altogether beyond 
question ? I should not think it a right thing to accept him as a surety if he were interested in that 
particular contract.
7410. But is it not altogether beyond question. What is the good of sureties if that sort of thing is to 
be done. They ought to be absolutely disinterested, ought they not? In the particular contract, yes.
7411. Did you know that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were connected with Mr. Forrest and Mr.
Gillan in former contracts ? I think I can yes to that; but in the press of business I did not think very 
much about it, seeing that I had the recommendations to which I have referred before me.
7412. But considering what you knew about the connection of these two gentlemen with former contracts, 
would it not occur to you to make inquiries concerning them ? I do not know that it did occur to me, 
or that it could be expected that I should do so. I supposed that inquiries had been made. I had the 
advice of the officers to whom I have referred, and I do not think that as Under Secretary for Public 
Works I ever made a personal inquiry. In cases of this kind the Under Secretary is obliged to act 
through the officers of the Department.
7413. But you sent a report to the Minister that these gentlemen were worth £6,000 each after their just 

• debts had been satisfied, and that they were perfectly dissociated from the firm of Carter, Gummow, &
Co. ? That they were perfectly dissociated from the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. so far as this 
particular contract was concerned. -
7414. It did not make any difference, you think, that they had been associated with the firm in former
contracts? If they had been connected in other business with the firm that would not disqualify them 
for the position of sureties in connection with this particular contract if they showed that they were" worth 
£6,000 each. •
7415. Then what is to prevent all contractors from combining against the Government? It is impossible 
to take security against conspiracy.
7416. Coming to the cost of the works;—do you recollect this report being sent to the Secretary for 
Public Works? Quite w'ell.
7417. Did you understand that Carter, Gummoiv, & Co. were substituting a plan of their own, and that 
the work under that plan was being paid for at 28^ per cent, reduced price? Perhaps I had better 
explain how that arose.
7418. What did you think at the time ? I understood that Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price at schedule 
rates ran out at £15,725.
7419. Upon the original design ? I did not see it.
7420. Was it not submitted with the tenders ? I dare say it was.
7421. Were you not Chairman of the Board of Deference? Yes.

140—2 C
7422.
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J. Barling. 

6 July, 1890.

7i22. And were the designs not put before you ? I am not certain on that point. I do not think these 
designs were. I should like to explain what is done at the Board of Reference. Each member of the 
Board brings his tenders to the Board, and the head of the branch who is responsible for the work saysj 
“ There are so many tenders, and such-and-such a firm are the lowest tenderers. The tender is so much. 
If it be in proper form, and if it be under the estimated cost, then it is passed by the Board. It is utterly 
impossible for the Board to go into all these details. Each member of the Board has his own work to 
perform, and it would occupy ten times the time now occupied to go into such details. When the head 
of the Department therefore explains that the matter is all in proper form nothing further is done. In 
this particular case I remember quite well the work coming before the Board of Deference. Mr. Hickson 
informed the Board that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., were the lowest tenderers, but that they had 
sent in a special tender for the work upon the Monier arch principle. He said he thought that, as they 
were the lowest tenderers, it would be a desirable thing to accept their tender, and that it would a 
favourable opportunity to give this particular patent a trial. I remember quite well and I think Mr. 
Deane will bear out what I say—that I said, “ This is a question upon which neither Mr. Yernon nor 
I can possibly advise. It is a purely technical matter which I do not understand, and which Mr. 
Yernon also will probably not understand.” Mr. Hickson thereupon explained that he and Mr. Darley 
had carefully gone into the plans and specifications, and also the cost, and that they were prepared to 
recommend that this particular system should be tried. Upon that explanation the Board unanimously 
came to the conclusion that it would be perfectly safe to try the work.. It is the custom of the Board of 
Deference when any critical point arises as to the meaning of any specification or any particular feature 
in connection with a contract, or anything connected with engineering, to refer it to a sub-committee of 
the Board, who are specially acquainted with the subject, for tbeir advice ; and, although at this particular 
time no sub-committee was actually appointed, we had practically the same thing, because Mr. Hickson 
reported—and Mr. Darley was present at the time—that they had gone into the matter. The Board, on 
the recommendation of these two gentlemen, recommended that the principle, be tried. It would have 
been of no use to submit the designs to me. I am not an engineer, and even if I were I should not have 
had time to go into them.
7422-2-. Was the plan of the Monier design before you the only plan that was shown to you . 1 cannot say.
7423. Had yon ever seen that plan before P I do not think so. ^ _
7124. Have you seen the other plans of Contract 77 P I do not think so. It is not customary for me to 
go into plans at all. Even if I were an engineer, I could not, as Under Secretary for Public Works, go 
into them. _ . . , ' ,
7425. Did it not occur to you that in a work of this nature detailed quantities should be put bexore the 
Board? I do not think so. It would be impossible for the Board to go into such details,
7426. Supposing when the quantities were taken out and the price reduced by 2Si per cent, it snowed a
difference as between the two designs of £4,125, what would you have said? I should have said that it 
would be perfectly outrageous to accept tbe tender. If it were shown that the adoption of fhis Monier 
principle would mean a saving to the contractors of £4,125, I should say that it would be perfectly out
rageous for anyone to recommend it. I do not believe for a moment that Mr. Hickson or Mr. Darley m 
their wildest dreams could have imagined such a thing. #
7427. If this Monier plan, made by an officer of the Department, were submitted by the contractors as a 
substitute for the office design, do you not think that it would be a proper thing for the officer in charge 
to have taken out the quantities in order to ascertain what the real value of the lump sum undertaking on 
the part of the contractors was? I was perfectly unacquainted with the fact that an officer ol the 
Department did prepare a plan for the contractors. I was very much astonished to see that evidence had 
been given that any officer of the Department bad made this plan. I did not know it, and I certainly do 
not think that any member of the Board of Deference knew it. As to the main question of whether the 
relative values should not have been tested, I imagine that that was gone into.
7428. On the 3rd April, 1893, this letter was sent to the Department:—

“ I have the honor to direct your attention to a patent, No. 4,084, issued on 3rd November, 1892, to Messrs. Carter, 
Snodgrass, and Baltzer, for the purpose of strengthening, and at the same time cheapening, the construction of sewer and 
other arches, as described in such patent as “ invention of improvements” in concrete, cement, and mortar, building, and 
other constructions and manufactures. j • i A i j • i.

I am desired by my clients to state that they are willing to dispose of their sole powers and rights granted m such 
patent, and to offer the same to your Department for the sum of £1,500.”
Do you recollect that letter ? Yes, now that my attention is drawn to it. .
7429. Did you know that one of the patentees named here, Mr. Baltzer, was an officer m your Depart
ment ? If I did, it entirely escaped my memory. But for your mentioning it now I should have for
gotten all about it; but I do remember the circumstance now. ^
7430. Did you notice it at that time? I do not remember having done so. ^ . ■
7431. Would it not have been a better transaction to accept that offer of £1,500. than to induce the
Minister to utilise this patent on our public works, paying 15 per cent. 2’oyalty on it? If it were found 
that the system were a desirable one to adopt in connection with bridges, it would be better, I suppose, to 
purchase it at £1,500. .
7432. When papers are made up for Parliamentary returns, are not all the papers bearing upon the 
subject put into those returns ? They ought to be. If papers in connection with a particular contract 
are asked for, of course all the papers bearing upon it ought to be printed.
7433. Could you tell me who made up these papers to be put before Parliament. Those engaged upon 
the work were Mr. Davis and Mr. Hungerford, I think. Eventually, the matter went to the chief 
clerk, Mr. John Portus, and I gave him particular instructions to see that every paper was submitted. 
I should be glad if I might be permitted to make an explanation in connection with these papers. 
A charge has been made in connection with these papers which were laid before Parliament that 
certain papers were kept back. I was never more astonished in my life than when Iheard that that 
charge had been made. It must be understood that as Under Secretary for Public Works as head 
of the Department—I could not go into all these details myselt. It would, mean. a couple of 
days of hard work—the checking of all these papers. I gave most positive instructions that the 
utmost care should betaken to see that every paper bearing upon the subject was placed upon the 
Table of the House. Mr. Parkes in bis speech, if I remember rightly, made the statement that he had 
asked for these papers two months before they were laid upon the Table. I think the papers themselves,
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as printed, quite disprove that, because on reference to them you will see that the return is to an Order J- Barling, 
of the Legislative Assembly of the 10th October, 1895. It will be observed that the papers were laid upon ' '
the Table of the House on the 22nd October, twelve days afterwards. I question whether, in any case, ® 1896.
such voluminous papers were so quickly laid upon the Table of the House. Mr. Parkes also complained,
I believe, that a great deal of padding has been put into these papers. The explanation of that is perfectly 
plain. It would have been impossible for us to have had these papers copied and laid upon the Table in 
anything like reasonable time. The Secretary for Public Works and I myself were extremely anxious ■
that no charge should lie against us of endeavouring to keep these papers back, and in order to obey the 
order of the House as soon as possible, we laid the original papers upon the Table. We were anxious that 
no avoidable delay should take place, and, therefore, all the original papers were laid upon the Table.
That is why they are printed in the form in which you see them. It was considered far more important 
that the order of the House should be quickly complied with, even if some unnecessary papers were 
printed, than that the usual time should be taken up in copying them. If any papers are missing, all that 
I can say is that they were not withheld to my knowledge, and I think it would be well if the clerk who 
had to do with the preparation of the papers were called before the Commission and were asked what 
instructions I gave him.
7434. The wrhole of the transactions in the acceptance of this tender do not appear from these papers;
several important documents are missing from them ? I can quite understand why that should be so, 
because some of the papers would not be under the heading of the contract. .
7435. But I suppose there would be a portfolio for the papers connected with Contract 77, and surely all 
the papers in that portfolio ought to have been placed upon the Table ? I am not aware that any were 
left out. If any were omitted, it was not done with my knowledge.
7436. Mr. Carter, on July 2nd, 1894, wrote a letter in which he said :—“ Referring to our conversation 
re the use of our patent system of bridge and culvert building, we hereby inform you that the royalty we 
require for the use of the same by your Department will be 15 per cent, on the cost of construction” ;—Mr.
Hickson had then tried the patent in connection with a little culvert 5 feet by 55 feet on the Parramatta 
Road, had he not ? I remember his saying that he had done so.
7437. According to Mr. W. A. Smith, only one-half of the culvert was completed when Mr. Hickson 
wrote this letter to the Secretary for Public Works: — “The Monier system of concrete .arching has been 
patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where applicable, it reduces the cost of spanning an 
opening by about 50 per cent. The patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent on 
payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch. I recommend this for the Minister’s 
approval. I might state, I have just completed, with the permission of the patentees, a culvert on the 
Parramatta Road built on this principle, with most satisfactory results financially and otherwise ; ”—do 
you think that the building of that culvert was sufficient justification for the Minister entering into an 
undertaking like this? I do not think it was sufficient standing alone, hut Mr. Hickson explained, when 
recommending the patent, that it had been tried in Europe and elsewhere. I remember his showing either 
to the Tender Board or to myself—I think it was to the Board—a number of photographs of bridges of 
considerable size in the construction of which the principle had been used with great success. As to one 
of your preceding questions, I can quite understand how it was that Mr. Hickson was not prepared to 
recommend the purchase of the patent for £1,500 then, but subsequent information may have convinced 
him that it was a desirable thing to try.
7433. But why not have purchased it at that time? It was not offered then.
7439. It was offered twelve months before, and the offer was not withdrawn? That I do not know.
7440. If there were in the case of the culvert referred to a saving of 50 percent, upon the ordinary design 
can you understand how it is that the arches substituted for the office design in the aqueducts at White’s 
Creek and Johnstone’s Creek would he almost equal in cost to that of the office plan? I believe they 
were not quite equal to the cost of the office plan. I think Mr. Hickson explained that. There did appear 
to be a discrepancy, and Mr. Young spoke to me about it—in fact it was clear on the face of the thing.
Mr. Young said he had been told that the adoption of this principle would he the means of saving a large 
percentage upon the expenditure upon works of that kind, and he wanted to know how it was that such a 
small saving was estimated in connection with this particular work. I remember asking Mr. Hickson 
about it myself, and tolling him that there did appear, upon the face of the thing, to be a considerable 
discrepancy. I remember asking him how it was that the saving was so small in the case of this particular 
work. The explanation Mr. Hickson gave me was this : that as this was the first time the principle was 
to be tried in a large contract it was desirable to take every precaution. He did not think it advisable 
to carry it out in the same way that it might be carried out in a much less expensive work. He suggested 
that the work should he made very much stronger, so that there might be no risk, especially in connection 
with a large work of this kind. If, he said, the experiment were successful, then we should be able to 
carry out the principle in other works, with the result that there would be a large saving in the public 
expenditure.
7441. But does it not look rather like testing the patent of a private individual at the expense of the 
country ? If the work is made perfectly safe I do not think that can be said to be the case. It must be 
remembered that a heavy guarantee was to he taken from the contractors. Remember these are 
engineering matters into which I cannot enter..
7442. But when any person submits a patent to the Government ought he not to be made to first prove 
it at his own expense ? To a certain extent the contractors were made to prove it at their own expense,, 
because if the work failed in any way they were held responsible for it. The contractors guaranteed to 
maintain the work for three years. If I remember rightly, there was the guarantee of Carter & Co. for 
£12,000, and two separate sureties of £6,000 each. I may mention that the explanation of Mr. Hickson 
satisfied me, and I think it also satisfied the Minister, Mr. Young.
7443. Suppose it had been proved that No. 77 design was, as regards a great extent of it, the most costly 
work in aqueduct construction which the Department had carried out, do you not think that in accepting
the Monier work at a figure equal to the figure for the Departmental design a rather extraordinary course .
was.taken;—having regard to the risk, would it not be still more costly than the original plan ? I should 
hardly think that, because if it should turn out that this Monier arch system is a success, it will eventually 
mean a great saving to the Department. That being so, I think the Department might readily take some 
small risk—and the risk, I think, was very small indeed—by allowing this patent to be tried, because I

notice
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J. Barling, notice that Mr. Darley, whose opinion I should accept as equal to that of any man in the country, said 
N jn ]y[0nier plan he had a work which was £257 cheaper, and which was, if anything, a better

6 July, 1896. wor]j than that on the original plan ? . .
7444. In this Monier work of course the whole of the contract is not aqueduct. There is a certain
quantity of the work which is tunneling. Then there are the ioundations of ordinary concrete to be 
considered. Can you understand why the Government should pay for that work which is not connected 
with the Monier principle at a price 28^ per cent, in excess of that for which contractors would undertake 
to carry out the work ? That cannot possibly be the case. _ _
7445. Let me refer you to the schedule of the Department ? After all, these are questions which should
be asked of an engineer. _ i i. j
7446. But would you have taken the course which you took in submitting this matter to the Minister had
you known that what I now state were the facts P I had not divided the work up as between the Monier 
principle and the original plan ; but if, as a matter of fact, the work could have been done at 28i per cent, 
cheaper than the price at which the contract was accepted then it certainly ought not to have been taken 
at the price at which it was taken. _ _ .
7447. Looking at the matter from a business and not from a professional point of view, I suppose that m
case of a lump-sum contract the obligation on the part of the Government to pay for extras ought to be 
left out of it ? No extras ought to be paid for except in respect of something completely outside of the 
undertaking; but I can quite understand a lump-sum contract being accepted, and there being at the 
same time a certain sum to be paid for extras. _
7448. If the specification in the contract gives the contractors power to obtain extras there can be no
doubt that if the lump sum were exceeded, and the contractors went to law upon the question, they could 
obtain the extras ? They would not be entitled to any extras whatever for any work covered by the 
lump sum. If, for instance, the contract showed that concrete of a certain richness was to be put in, and 
if concrete of a higher quality were afterwards substituted, then in such a case ot course extras would 
have to be paid in respect of that substitution. _ ■
7449. Provided that the contract specification allowed of the contractors receiving extras, the Govern
ment could not prevent the contractors from obtaining them ? I think that is manifest.
7450. Sis Sonor.^ Have you had much experience in connection with lump-sum contracts ? Yes, we 
have often had them ; sometimes, for instance, a contract would be accepted in this way the Department 
would have the alternative of accepting the contract at schedule prices or at lump sum. If, under such 
circumstances, a lump-sum tender were accepted the contractor would not be entitled to any extras
whatever. ,.
7451. Mr. Parkes^] Would you bind them down ? They would be bound to do the work according to
the specification. o mi n s. t
7452. Does your contract in this case stipulate that there are to be no extras? The form or contract
would show that. The contractors have to do the work as prescribed in certain plans and specifications 
for £15,500, no matter what the cost to them may be. If we accepted a tender for a lump sum that 
would cover all possible contingencies upon the work as shown upon the plans and specifications; but if, 
as I said before, concrete of a certain richness were mentioned in the specification, and the Department 
afterwards called upon the contractors to put in concrete of a higher quality, then extras would be paid 
in respect of that work. I am speaking now in general terms. .
7458. His Honor.} Is there not always a qualification, as to the quantities, in all your advertisements ? 
Take a case of this kind: Suppose the contractor were driving piles, and that a pile were shown to be 
broken; if it were a lump-sum contract the contractor would have to drive the pile as far as it would be 
necessary to go to reach a sound bottom ; but, as I have explained, I do not go into these questions a“-
7454. In point of fact, in every one of your contracts is there not a condition that the Department shall 
not be bound by the accuracy of the quantities represented ? There is something to that effect.
7455. And in a lump-sum contract the contractor takes the risk of that? Undoubtedly.
7456. Mr. Parkes.} As to these sureties, can you tell us of any other case where contractors have been 
taken as sureties for a certain contract when they have had business relations with the contractors prior 
to that date ;—can you give us an instance ? I cannot at this moment; but I quite agree with a remark 
which I saw from the newspapers that Mr. Darley had made that, in dealing with contractors, we should 
think a good deal more of the contractors than the sureties—that is to say, that if the Department is 
dealing with contractors of good standing it should not be so particular about the sureties.
7457. Not in a special case like this ? This, of course, is a special case ; but Messrs. Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. were contractors of very high repute in the Department. In saying that I do not wish to single 
them out from others whom I could name, because I could mention others equally reputable with Messrs.
Carter, Gummow, & Co. , , .
7458. Is not contracting a very precarious game? To the contractors ; but I question whether m many 
cases it is a very risky thing to the Government. In ordinary sewerage contracts there is very little rip“-
7459. In any case of this kind have you ever sent questions on to the Crown Solicitor connected with 
sureties and bonds ? The Department has not sent directly to the Crown Solicitor. It has a bond clerk 
who is in constant touch with that gentleman. His instructions are that if there be anything outside the 
ordinary transaction he is to consult the Crown Solicitor. Mr. Norrie is in constant communication with 
the Crown Solicitor upon these points.
7460. Was the Crown Solicitor consulted in this case ? That I do not know. I cannot say. _
7461. Mr. Smith.} In this case there was no special point arising which would require Mr. Norrie to
consult the Crown Solicitor ? Ido not think so. _ _
7462. He was merely instructed to prepare the bonds in the ordinary way ? Yes.
7463. As to these papers, I think you told His Honor that you instructed three officers to prepare them
in pursuance of the order of the Legislative Assembly ? I do not think I said I instructed three officers. 
I think I said there were three engaged upon the work ; but I remember instructing the Chief Clerk to 
be very careful that every paper wras put in which was connected with the contract. _
7464. For aught you knew any paper which had any bearing upon any of the contracts was put in . Yes.
7465. There was no attempt to keep anything back, as far as you knew ? No..
7466. AYith reference to the first letter, which we are told was not in the Parliamentary papers—I mean
the letter dated 2nd July, 1894do you notice how it is headed ? Yes—Eoads and Bridges and Sewerage 
Branch. 7467'
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7467. Is it at all likely that that paper may have been with the Eoads and Bridges Departmeut? It J-Barling, 
would be, I should say.
7468. As to the minute paper dated 18th July, headed in the same way, would not the same observation ® 
apply to that ? Yes.
7469. And with regard to the minute of 9th September—Mr. Griffith’s letter—that is headed “Metro
politan Sewerage Construction ” P Yes, that would probably be there.
7470. These three papers, therefore, were probably not with the other papers ? It is highly probable 
that they were not, although I cannot say for certain.
7471. At all events, you gave instructions that the utmost care should be used in the preparation of these
papers for Parliament, and if anyone has told the Legislative Assembly and the public that in preparing 
these papers there was a glaring attempt to deceive the House, that is absolutely untrue ? Absolutely 
untrue. .
7472. His Honor.~\ Would not the heading “Contract 77,” if it appeared in large lettering, as it appears 
here, on the original papers, almost ensure their being among the papers connected with Contract 77 ?
The papers with the Water and Sewerage Construction Branch would be at the Water and Sewerage 
Board’s offices. At the same time, it is quite possible that, owing to the hurry in which the return was 
prepared, some papers may have escaped attention.
7473. Where wTould be the main papers in connection with Contract 77? I am not quite certain; I 
cannot tell.
7474. Are the papers, directly or indirectly connected with every contract, always kept together, or do 
they get distributed ? They get distributed very often.
7475. They branch off, I suppose, into different Departments ? Yes ; I thought it almost a feat to get 
these papers re'ady so quickly. It is not improbable that some papers here and there may have been 
displaced.
7476. I understood you to say that if you had had time to prepare tho return more economically you 
might have cut out some of the papers which were printed? Undoubtedly. But it w'as considered both 
by Mr. Young and myself that the great point was to put the papers on the Table of the Legislative 
Assembly without a moment’s delay ; consequently the original papers were used. If the papers had had 
to be copied, and especially if copies of plans had to be included—and it was a question as to whether it 
was intended to put in the plans—I referred the matter to Mr. Young, and he thought it was not 
necessary, because it meant such an enormous expense ;—if we had complied with the exact terms of the 
order, and had put in copies of both the papers and plans, it is quite possible that Honorable Members 
would not have had the papers even now. It is quite certain that copies of the papers and plans could 
not have been put upon the Table last Session. They could have been put upon the Table only at the 
commencement of tbe present Session, and perhaps not even then.
7477. Mr. Gummow.'] In accepting tenders from firms who had put them in, is it the practice of the 
Department to accept the firm’s name, or the names of the individual parties in the firm ? If I remember 
rightly, the acceptance would be in your case Carter, Gummow, & Co.; but in preparing the bond, it 
would be Messrs. So-and-so, trading under the name of Carter, Gummow, & Co.
7478. In the case of any dispute arising, whom would you sue or look to on behalf of the contractors ?
I think the Department would sue the persons named in the contract. It is a question of law, but I 
think that would be done.
7479. Would you not consider that the parties who signed the bond would be the responsible parties to 
the Government? Yes.
7480. Do you remember when the plans were put in for Contract 77 ? I cannot say that I do remember.
7481. Do you know whether they were put in before the tender or not ? I cannot say. The Under Secretary 
would have no time to examine all these matters at the time tenders are received.
7482. Do you remember ever speaking to Mr. Carter about coming in before 11 o’clock to do business 
with you ? I cannot say that I do. It is possible that I may have seen someone before 11 o’clock. If 
there were any important business to be done I should not have any objection to see a contractor or any
one else before that hour.
7483. As to the tender sent in by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co , do you know how many tenders 
they sent in for this particular work—for the Monier arch ;—you will see the tenders on page 163 of the 
Parliamentary papers ? I may mention that I do not examine the tenders in detail. That is done at the 
Engineering Branch. I see from the papers that two tenders were received.
7484. One was at 28i per cent, below schedule rates, and the other was for a lump sum of £15,500?
Yes. '
7485. In your opinion, have those tenders any connection—the one at 28^ per cent, below schedule rates 
and the lump sum tender of £15,500 r I think not.
7486. Do you think that the Engineer-in-Cbief would connect them in any way ? I should hardly think
so. I should think the 28i per cent, tender would be to guide him in a comparison between the lump 
sum tender and the schedule rate tender. 1
7487. They would be treated separately—they would not be combined in such a way as to make one 
tender out of the two ? No.
7488. The Department would accept either the one or the other ? Yes ; certainly.
7489. As to contractors’ work, you said that it was rather precarious ;—do you think it is precarious 
to good men who understand their work thoroughly ? What 1 said was that it might be precarious as far 
as the contractors were concerned, but that there was not much risk so far as the Government were 
concerned. What I meant was this—that the contractors might have to contend with fluctuations in the 
prices of labour and material—that they would have to take that risk—whereas the Government would have 
no risk.
7490. But do not other persons in business have that risk to contend with ? Certainly.
7401. Do you think there is any greater degree of insecurity in the case of contractors than in the case of 
any other business, supposing that there are equally good men in either case? I can quite understand 
that some contracts would be eminently risky for the contractors. Such, for instance, as those where the 
element of the sea would come in. Take harbour works, for instance. They might be very risky.
7492. Take a case in which two experienced men carried out the work personally ? I should not think 

. there would be much risk in the case of sewerage works as far as the works themselves are concerned.
Of course, there may be the risk of rise in prices. 7493.



rling. 7493. In the case of men who have carried out such works as the Bondi and Busheutter’s Bay would there 
' he much risk? Not as regards the carrying out of the work itself; but there might be from the rise 

, 1896. 0£ priceg .

7494. But that risk would affect any one ? Yes. _
7495. His HonorAs to the question of whether the department has formerly been in the habit of
accepting lump-sum contracts,—what have you to say as to that ? Sometimes tenders have been 
submitted at a lump sum. _
7496. But in those cases were lump-sum tenders called for? Speaking from memory, I think there are 
cases where there was an alternative put before the contractors, and where the Government could accept 
tenders either at lump sum or at schedule prices. There would, however, be no difficulty in obtaining the 
fullest information upon that point. I am speaking now from memory.
7497. Has it ever been the practice to accept lump-sum tenders where tenders had been called for 
generally at schedule rates? No. In such a case tenders would be generally accepted at schedule 
rates.
7498. Do you know whether a lump-sum offer was made in any former case where tenders were called 
for at schedule rates ? I do not remember a case at this moment. I should think it possible that it may 
have been so ; but for the moment I cannot recollect any particular case.
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James Henry Young, sworn and examined :—
7499. Mr. Parkes^\ You are Secretary for Public Works ? I am. 

loung. You recollect Mr. Hickson forwarding to you a report in which he stated that he found the
Monier patent arch 50 jier cent, cheaper than the ordinary design of the department? Yes. [Vide 

' Appendix No. 10.]
7501. What did you understand from that? I understood that if we adopted the Monier arch at places- 
where it could be utilised, the expense of the work would be reduced by that amount.
7502. That is why you accepted the offer of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to do this work, and to 
receive 15 per cent, royalty ? That is not at all the reason why I accepted Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & 
Co.’s tender to do the work. The one thing had nothing to do with the other.
7503. When you accepted the other, did you not understand that it would be equally cheap if it were
applied in any position in arches ? In any position in which it might be suitable. What I mean to say 
is, that the one thing had no bearing on the other. In the one case there was a distinct offer quite 
independently of the former proposal that we should pay something in the nature of a royalty upon the 
arch. _
7504. Mr. Hickson’s minute says, “ Where applicable, it reduces the cost of spanning an opening by
about 50 per cent.” ;—I suppose you would take that to be wherever it was used in an arch ? Wherever 
we thought it justifiable to use it. _
7505. On the second occasion, when the tenders for Contract No. 77 were submitted to you with the 
Monier arch design substituted, you wrote this minute to Mr. Hickson, “ Before approving of this 
proposal, I should like an estimate of the actual value of the work to be carried out by the contractors 
under the substituted scheme” ? At that time I did not know the quantity of the Monier arch to be 
used. I did not know how much Monier arch work there would be in the whole contract.
7506. What was your object ? My object was this—that however satisfactory the Monier arch system 
might be represented to me to be, I would not have accepted the tender without putting up the specifica
tion under the system for public competition, unless it had been reported to me that the actual work 
to be carried out under the system approached very closely to the departmental estimate for the contract. 
7507 If you had known at the time that the work for which the Monier system was to be substituted 
was the most expensive aqueduct work the office had carried out, would you have accepted the substituted 
value ? I could not tell you that.
750S. If you look at page 6 of the Parliamentary Papers ordered to be printed on 9th October, 1895, you 
will see the following minute by Mr. Hickson:—

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by 
Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the 
Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, 
estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, as well as on the Department’s designs. The result was that the 
estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that comparison to this case, it would mean that the Depart
mental estimate for the work under consideration would be £22,000.
Supposing the work in the outfall sewer construction were to a great extent cheaper than the original 
design for Contract No. 77, would you then have accepted the Monier system as a substitute at the same 
price ? I cannot say that I should. I can only make my position clear. The reason why I did it was 
that it was reported to me that the cost under the Monier arch system would be practically the same as 
under the departmental plan.
7509. Have you seen the departmental plans before ? I do not think so.
7510. They were not submitted to you ? I think not.
7511 You have some knowledge of building ;—look at these plans and you will see the nature of the 
construction ;—the arches and the facings are all of brick ;—you will see that the cornices are of stone ; 
then there is the ellipse arch to be considered;—you will see that the sewer is bedded in concrete-not 
only are the piers solid, but there is a considerable difference in the number of piers in the two designs ; — 
have you not seen those plans of the original design before? No. _
7512. If you look now at the Monier arch design, in which a three to one compo. is used, you will see that
there is a less number of piers, and that they are all plain cement work ;—if you had seen that plan 
before, would you have been disposed to accept it as an equivalent in value to the other plan ? I could 
not tell you. I do not know the value of compo. work, nor the actual cost of brickwork. It is utterly 
unnecessary that I should know, so far as I understand the duties of my position. ' _
7513. If you had seen these plans would you not have insisted upon an estimate of the two values being 
made ? It is possible that I might have done so, but I do not think so. Mr. Hickson, the Engineer-in
Chief, was appointed to his position to advise me in all matters in engineering ? Moreover, the plans were 
submitted to the Board of Keference, consisting of all the principal engineers in my Department, and I 
could not take it upon myself as a layman to refute the statements made by them.

7514.
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7514 As a Minister you feel that you are compelled to rely absolutely upon those officers P The Minister J- H. Young, 
is not absolutely compelled to do so, but the work he has to do makes it almost necessary that he should 
unless he has strong reasons for doubting the lona-fides of his officers.
7515. In all these professional matters the Minister can only arrive at a decision upon the reports which 
come to him from the heads of particular Departments ? Practically that is so, when it comes to a 
•question oi engineering.
Irln' t^ese officers mislead the Minister, no blame would attach to him ? I should think not.
7517. On 5th April, 1895, Mr. Hickson wrote as follows
wLif-h Ca!'t^r an!i ask that their own “ personal sureties for the amount named,” i.e., £12,000 (an amount
carrying ou^of the^or'k” ’ Sb0Uld ^ ^ ^ conlpletlon and maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper

contractaV^Vhis^^-ff ^ mi6 “ a soundli?na"cial standing, well and favourably known to the Department as
1 a Th l ^ i The^ are a firm m wl;llch 1 haTe ever-v confidence. They have done a great deal of work

misfortunes htnne^tb1^ ^ c™ alTayS haS be6n t0 tUrn °Ut the Very best class of work P05sible.§ At the same time,
X-n bond for non Terid s,0ullde.f fir,ms ot contractors, and the Department must look a little way into tbe future. Their
0 bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in tbe meantime to become bankrupt.
Forrest and’Mr ^merroi18 ^ th® snretles should be insisted upon. They give the names of two men, Mr. George
were ntenfed1 ^ .Fr°m mquines made, I believe these men to be financially,sound, and I think if their names
possible to be. ^ ^  ̂Penal SUm°f £6,00° each’ tbe DePartment would be secured as far as it is reasonably

1 suppose you recollect that report. When you received it, did you think that Mr. George Porrest and 
Mr. James Gillan w^ere absolutely independent of the contracting firm? Yes. I did not think thev 
were parties to the contract m any way—in so far as I thought about the matter at all; but in these 
o^mv^fficers engmeerms matters> I am to a large extent—to a very large extent—guided by the actions

7ol8. If you had known that Mr. George Porrest and Air. James Gillan yvere connected with the firm of
Darter, Gummow & Co. and Carter & Co., would you have accepted them as sureties ? lam sure I should 
not.
7519. Did you understand from the letter from which I have quoted, that Mr. Hickson had made special 
inquiries to ascertain whether these two gentlemen were worth £6,000 each ? I understood that he had 
made full inquiries, but whether they were special inquiries or not, of course I did not know. That was a 
matter quite within Mr. Hickson s own knowledge.
/520. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Hickson upon this matter? Certainlv not upon the 
question ot sureties. . p
7521 Had you any conversation w-ith him as to the acceptance of the Monier plan in substitution

• 0rig'fR1^^tmve^t^<le*S1???1 1 “ay.saJ tllat before the tenders were sent in at all I had an 
interview with, I think, Mr. E M. Clark, and either Mr. Carter or Mr. Gummow—one or other of them— 
when they asked me if it would be of any use for them to send in a substituted tender upon the Monier 
system. I did not commit myself to anything in reply except this, that there would be no harm in their 

Xt u1 dlli Pled£® “yself m any way, nor did 1 in any way lead them to suppose that the 
design would he considered. The understanding was that it might be sent in for whatever it was worth 
I do not remember speaking to Mr. Hickson on the subject at all; everything was done through Mr. 

r . n Ye-Y111161 Secretary>.and, as a rule, all my conversations were with him. I could not 
v-Ut®,ly 1 dld ?0t converse Wltb Mr. Hickson upon the matter, but I do not remember it 
r 0U d° n0t remember any conversation on the subject with him at all? No 

/523. I suppose the statutory declarations attached to the bond would not be put before vou? Thev 
never come before me at all. 1 j •
t0T2.t;XYr+WSltl0rL ln this, mabter bas been one of absolute guidance by your Departmental heads ?
Exceptm that, as my minute shows, I looked a little more closely into it when I asked for a further 
report as to the Talue °f tbe work. It shows that I did not act without inquiry. All my action was taken 
on the reports made by my officers. i j j
7525. If the Monier work were not of the value of the office work, you were deceived by the minute which 
was sent to you on the 28th March ? If that be so, no doubt it was a misleading minute. I am not pre- 
Pror. ^ was* ^ no^ of my own knowledge whether it was so or not.
/o26. Did you ever see Mr. Carter with Mr. E. M. Clark on any former occasion? I think this was the 
only time I ever saw him.
7527. Were you ever asked by Mr E. M. Clark for an extension of a contract of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, •

Co.. INot that I remember, but anything I may have done in that direction was not done upon Mr E
witbont teYrl^1’' aS ang T s0-T Y^e?leDi‘ber, ll0Weve^, givillg ^em an extension of a contract
without tender. It was represented to me, I think, that it would save the expense of an extra shaft— 
that, on the whole, there would be a considerable saving
IHin^^ that the WOTk ^ High'Street’ Sydaey ? Yes- I* was a small contract at North Sydney,

7529. Do you remember the reasons which were given for the acceptance of the offer ? Thev all annear
m the papers, I presume. J appeal
7530. Was there no conversation on the subject? Not between myself and Air. Carter and Mr. E M 
or Mr BarKnegmay been S°me C0nversatl0Ils between myself and my officers—either Mr. Hickson

7o31. Had you any conversation with Mr. Hickson when you agreed to the acceptance of the Monier
YmilrlYand tbe Payment of 15 per cent royalty upon it? I do not remember it. I presume the matter 
would come before me through the Under Secretary in the ordinary way. P
iYHYnY0 IT re“e“ber a test of the Monier system being made in connection with a culvert, 5 feet wide 

55 feet long ? I do not know that that test was spoken of precisely.
consW^ ^T tke rec,ommendation ™ .“fde to you did you understand that that culvert was 
recommendation 7 ^ remember- 1 tluni lfc “ about 18 months ago since I accepted the
Hit' Y1* did y°u have any conversation with Mr. Hickson about it ? I do not remember
S; , ere TY-YY reY0rts Produced t0 you showing the cost of the culvert upon the two designs?

‘ 1 here was no detailed estimate m any way. There was nothing more than is shown by the papers. S ’
' 7536.
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J. H. Young. 7536. Mr. Smith.'] With regard to the acceptance of Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Gillan as sureties in connec-
----- ----- - tion with this contract, I think you said, in answer to a question by Mr. Parkes, that it you had known

e July, 1896. tliat tijey were connected with the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., you would not have accepted 
them? I think it is a condition of all contracts that all the partners of a firm must sign, and that the 
Department will not take one partner without the others. As the names of these gentlemen did no 
appear with the others at' the foot of the contract, I did not suspect for a moment that they could be m

7537. Suppose they had no interest in this particular contract, would there he any objection to their 
acceptance as sureties if they were connected with the firm in other contracts. That is a ques ion
7538W’But I mean from your point of view ? I should not think there would be any objection to them if 
they were not partners as regards this particular contract.
7539. You said that you acted upon the advice of your responsible oflicers unless you had some strong 
reason for doubting the lona-fides. of these officers ? Not only their lona-fides, but their general character.
7540. Have you any reason for doubting the lona-fides of Mr. Hickson in regard to any of these matters. 
Not the sligetest in' regard to this or any other matter which has come before me. 1 have no reason to 
doubt his being deserving of the most implicit confidence.
7541. In your minute of the 10th December, 189o, you wrote as follows :

Mr. Hickson may be informed that the statements to which he refers herein have never had the effect of aimmishing 
the complete confidence I, as Minister, have always had in him in the important office he holds. lh^ ^ 
they will, in the slightest degree, affect his position with reference to his officers, contractors or
that, having consulted the Cabinet as to his request for a commission of inquiry, I am able to state that my collea ues agree 
with what I have above written. If Mr. Hickson desires to place any rebutting statement before the public, I shall have 
much pleasure in laying it on the Table of the Assembly. . _
? Yes. I see that Mr. Hickson had asked at that time that a Eoyal Commission of Inquiry might be 
appointed to investigate the statements made by Mr. Parkes. n 01 .
7542. That was after the first speech made by Mr. Parkes in reference to this matter . _ les. Un 2s
November Mr. Hickson wrote to that effect. He says, “ I would therefore ask the Minister to consider 
the advisability of having these charges and statements thoroughly investigated by some independent 
authority, having full power to call witnesses and examine them on oath.” _ w. . p
7543. The opinion which you expressed in your minute is the opinion you still entertain ot Mr. Jiickson .

7544. And you approved of the statements then made by Mr. Hickson being laid upon the Table of the
TfidSMf ilf has been stated that this firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co were connected with the 
Government in a most suspicious manner, that is absolutely untrue so far as you know. So tar as i know.
7546. Mr. Gummomi] You mentioned that Mr. E. M. Clark, and either Mr. Carter or Mr. Gummow, 
called to see you before we put in our tender upon the Monier arch system ? Yes.
7547. Did you promise that their tender should be accepted if it were the lowest ? JNo ; 1 said 1 could
not make anv promise of the kind. , , .
7548. Can you remember what you said ? I should not like to say that I remembered every word ,
I can remember the effect of it. I think that what I said was that if they were lowest tenderers, and were 
therefore entitled to the contract under other circumstances, then, if they submitted a tender tor a substi
tuted design, it might he inquired into and reported upon. ,
7549. With what object ? To save money to the Government, and also to give a trial to the Monier arch
7550. '^In accepting the tender of the firm, was your object to assist the contractors, or did you consider 
that the country would benefit by the introduction of the new system ? Your latter statement covers 
the only object I had in view. That, as I understood, was the object my officers had m view.
7551. To benefit the country if possible ? Yes.

E.
Hungerford.

6 JulyM89ff.

years.
7553
7554.

Edward Hungerford sworn and examined:—
7552. His Honor.'] You have been employed by the Department for some years, I understand ? Pourteen

You knew Mr. Baltzer well? Very well. _ _
____ Are you intimately acquainted with him ? Yes, very intimately.
7555. You lodged in the same house ? Yes, for some years.
7556. Before he left the Department ? Yes ; before and after. . , ,
7557. I want to know what you knew from Mr. Baltzer as to his preparation of plans, or ot a plan, tor 
use by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., in connection with their lump sum tender tor Contract //. 
Mr. Baltzer was engaged for some time' on those plans. I used to see him at work upon them constant y.
7558. Where was he engaged upon them? At home. „ T
7559. Partly at home and partlv in the office, or entirely at home ? Entirely at home, so far as I know. 
I never saw him in the office, so that I cannot speak of what he did there ; but we always came over from 
North Shore in the same boat, and I should certainly have seen him carrying plans. I presume be wou 
not have had one plan at home and another in the office.
7560. Did he carry plans backwards and forwards ? He may have done so once or twice, but it was
7561USIf he carried plans once or twice, do you know whether the plans he then carried were the Monier 
design plans or any other plans ? Other plans I should think, because he was constantly at work on

7562* Do you know from Mr. Baltzer how he came to prepare this Monier plan ? Yes ; in connection
with the patenting of the Monier system. „ , .. , __ • _
7563. Were the plans to he used with the lump sum tender for Contract 77? He told me he was preparing
them for that contract.
7564. At whose request ? He never told me that. '
7565. He simply said that he was preparing plans ? Yes. . . .. .
7566. You knew from him thatjthese plans were going to be used in some way m relation to Contract^/.
Certainly. ___________________ ____________ _______ L

Note (on revision):—For the office.
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7567. Did you know what was going to be done in reference to them? He told me that an alternative
tender was going to be put in. - '
7568. Did he tell you that as a secret, or openly ? Quite openly.
/^569. Did he ask you to keep it to yourself, or what did he say ? He did not ask me to do so.
/5/0. AVas the matter generally known to any other person beside yourself? I could not say.
7571. He made no secret of it ? Not to me. ■
/572. Did you ever hear him speaking to anyone else about it ? I could not say whether anyone else 
was present at the time or not. Probably there was.
75/3. Did he say at whose request he was preparing these plans at any time? No.1
7574. You knew that Messrs. Carter, Ghimmow, & Co. were going to tender ? Yes, I understood so.

^°U ^i:QOW 'were going to put in a lump sum tender in conformity with the plan which
Mr. Baltzer was preparing ? I could not say that I knew that they were going to tender at a lump sum. 
All that I knew was that the plans were for an alternative tender.
7576. By Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
7577. Did you know at that time that they had the patent ? Yes, in conjunction with Mr. Baltzer. •
7578. Mr. Smit}i7\ Had you anything to do with the preparation of the papers for printing in pursuance of
the order of the Legislative Assembly ? Yes. •
7579. Who worked with you in their preparation ? No one.
7580. Were you the only officer engaged in their preparation? I and Mr. Davis. We asked Mr. 
Norrie s advice on one or two occasions.
7581. You prepared the papers for Parliament in the ordinary way ? Certainly.
7o82. You are continually having to do such work? Yery frequently.
7583. Was there any exception made in this instance ? No.
7o84. You prepared all the papers which you could find which you thought ought to be printed? 
Certainly. There was no intention of keeping back anything. Nothing was kept back.
7585. As far as you know nothing was kept back ? No.
7586. If it should turn out that any papers were omitted those papers would not have been in this 
department ? No.
7587. Mr. Parkes^ Do you keep all the papers in connection with particular contracts in portfolios 
similar to those which you. see on the table ? We used to.
7588. They were always kept in that way ? Yes. •
7589. At the time this return was made up were they kept in that way ? Yes.
iL 9P0rt:f0li0s ought to have been with the papers which were laid upon 
the table of the House ? Not necessarily.
7o91. You selected the papers for the House ? Yes ; the only things taken out were some minor matters 
such as papers having reference to requests for a day’s leave of absence—papers which were utterly 
immaterial. • . J

be kept with the other papers ? No. It had nothing to do with any of thei

Yes.
I did not reject any of importance. We tooi

7592. You selected from the papers those which were laid before Parliament ? Yes.
7593. Supposing there were a letter from a Member of Parliament asking that a particular contract mi edit
be given to a firm without tender, that would be put in one of the portfolios ? Yes. °
7594. If i* were in one of the portfolios, ought it not to have been picked out for submission tc 
Parliament ? If it were there.
7o9o; Take the paper showing that Mr. Young had authorised the payment of a royalty in respect of the 
Monier arch would not that have been among the papers ? No.
7596. How would it appear among the papers ultimately? I think, as far as I remember, we put that
paper m as having some bearing on the case—that is, upon one of the contracts of Carter, Gummow & Co._
as showing how the Monier system may have been introduced ’ ’
7597. Would it not ^ ~ ~
contracts^
7598. Did you not select the papers from the portfolios ?
7599. And some you rejected, while others you selected ? 
the papers from the portfolios.
7600. But you did not lay all the papers in the portfolios on the Table of the House ? Not papers, whei 
for instance, an inspector would ask for a day’s leave of absence.
7601. You eliminated some of the papers? Yes, certainly. ■
7602. Ihs HonorA Do you know whether the papers having reference to the introduction of the Monk
system which have been referred to to-day—the letter of Mr. Hickson, for instance, of the 18th July, ar 
the letter of Mr. Carter, of the 2nd July, and also the letter of Mr. Griffith, asking for approval of tl 
new schedule for the making of progress payments on Contract 77,—were eliminated ? They would n, 
have been eliminated if they had been there at the time. No papers which had any connection with tt 
contracts were eliminated. '
7603 You are sure they were not eliminated ? I am sure they were not. If they were there, the 
would certainly have been printed. It was about this time that Mr. Parkes’ question was answered, an 
the papers may not have come m then.
7604 The letter of Mil Griffith^for instance, has been registered ? Yes. It was registered at the Wat< 
bupply and Sewerage Board. You will see their stamp on it.
7605. Would that indicate that it might not have been among the papers at the time you made up tl: 
Parliamentary return ? We may not have known anything about it. It may never have been in the offii 
at all; it probably would not have been. ,
IQOQ. Mr. Smith.-] It was minuted on to Mr. Adams, the clerk to Mr. Darley, on 12th September, and 
was signed by Mr Adams, showing that he had sent a copy on to the Bngineer-in-Chief on 30th Septen 

®“ow.that the PaPer was that Department up till September 30 th ? Yes.
7607. the probability is that it was floating about there after that ? Yes.
7608. This other minute of 18th July has nothing to do with sewerage contracts—it is a Eoads an 
Bridges matter. . Yes. Of course there may have been a few papers omitted, but there were nc 
instructions to omit any.
7609. You exercised all the care you could in making up the return? Yes ; speaking from memow 
1 was about three weeks in the room by myself with all the papers relating to the contracts. Mr. Day 
used occasionally to come m and help me.

140—2 D

E.
Hungerford.
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WEDNESDAY, 8 JULY, 1896.

Yes,

7614.
7615.
7616.
7617.
7618.
7619.
7620.

John Carter, recalled and further examined :—
J. Carter. 7610. Mr. Parkes.~\ You managed the whole of the financial business of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 

r——' pretty well.
8 July, 1896. 7611. On 1st July, 1892, on 1st September, on the 1st November, and on 30th December, Government 

cheques paid to H. Eudolph were handed to you and paid into the Bank of New Zealand ; did those 
cheques represent his salary ? Yes, I believe so. 1 do not remember the dates upon which the
transactions occurred. ' -hit r> j i u .1
7612. How came the transactions to occur at all ? They were private matters between Mr. Kudolph and 
myself.
7613. Did you lend him money ? I did. _ . ,

And he repaid you in this way ? Practically he did. He may have repaid me some balance m cash. 
On April 19th, 1892, you drew a cheque in favour of Henry Eudolph for £250? I believe so.
"Was that the same Mr. Eudolph ? Yes.
"Was he an inspector ? No ; resident engineer.
For what district ? He had no district as far as I am aware. _
Was this cheque for money lent to him ? It was money I was lending to him.
On May 26th, 1894, another cheque was drawn in his favour for £40 ;—does that also represent

money lent to him ? I have not a clear recollection of that, but I should say that it would be so—in tact 
I think I can say for certain that it was. It could not have been for any other purpose as tar as 1 know.
7621. Do you know an inspector named O’Hanlon ? No. I knew an engineer of that name.
7622. Was he resident engineer on some of these contracts ? Yes.
7623. What was his full name ? Charles TJnthank.
7624. Had you any transactions with O’Hanlon ? I had.
7625. Did you pay him on July 6th, 1894, the sum of £145 ?
7626. And £150 on July 26th, 1894? Yes.
7627. £60 on April 30th, 1894 ? Possibly.
7628. On September 6th, 1894, £60 in cash? Yes.
7629. Were these amounts loans also to resident engineer O’Hanlon ? They were.
7630. In connection with any particular transaction ? Yes. I will give you an explanation later on as
to the whole of these transactions. .
7631. On June 18th, 1895, a Mr. S. H. Wheedon was also resident engineer? Yes, but not m the
Sewerage Department. n
7632. JLis Eonor.] In what Department would he be ? I think, in the Country Towns Water Supply
Branch. o v
7633. Mr. Parkes.] He had formerly been a resident engineer in the Sewerage Department. 1 es.
7634. Did he pay into the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co., the sum ol £2,000 on June 18th, 189o . 
He did not.
7635. But that sum of money was paid in on that date ? Certainly—by me. •
7636. Was it not made up of two cheques or of a cheque by Mr. Wheedon ? There was one cheque, as
far as my recollection goes, for £2,000. ,
7637. That was paid into Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s account by you, and it had been given to you by Mr.

It is very probable that I did.

Wheedon ? Yes.
7638. Was Mr. Baltzer an officer of the Department ? Certainly. __ o at
7639. Did he on 31st March, 1896, pay into your account a Government cheque for £159 17s. 5d.. No.
7640. Did he pay it to you ? No ; it was paid by the Treasury.
7641. But upon his order ? Certainly. .
7642. What was it for ? It was his retiring allowance. It had been owing for some considerable time ; 
I could not say the exact number of months.
7643. Why was it paid into your account ? Because I was his agent. ••or
7644. Eeferring again to the £2,000 paid into your account by Mr. Wheedon why was it paid m . It 
was a private matter between Mr. Wheedon and myself. It had nothing to do with the firm s business.
7645. Was it payment for an interest in your concern as a partner ? No. ;
7646. Could you explain the payment ? Yes. The facts are pretty well these. Mr. Wheedon s father 
died some time ago—I do not know exactly when—and he left him this sum of money. Mr. Wheedon was 
desirous of investing it, and he consulted me repeatedly during some months as to the purchase of land 
and the building of a house. I may say that, residing, as I do, at North Shore, I have dealt in land and 
that kind of thing there for a number of years, and I am looked upon somewhat in the light of an 
authority upon that subject. Having known Mr. Wheedon very well for a number ol years, he very 
naturally consulted me in the matter. He acted so far upon my advice as to investigate matters m 
connection with several pieces of land, and to draw out plans for his house, and so on; but, owing to 
sudden changes in the Works Department, and the insecurity of his position—no Civil Servant felt very 
happy or secure in his prospects at that time—he decided that he would not go on with his land and 
building investment. He said, “ I want some return, and I think I will put the money out on mortgage. 
Will you advise me 'what to do with it ? ” I looked about and I could not see anything very taugible or 
anything which could prove very remunerative to Mr. Wheedon. After some weeks had elapsed I said, 
“ If you can get no other investment I will take the money and will give you security for the amount. 
This was some months after he had received it from his father. After we had gone extensively into the 
question of building and so forth he handed me the £2,000, and I handed him my security, which he now 
holds. Those securities wrere solely my property. That, in brief, is the history of the transaction.
7647. Mr. Gummow.] Did you pay any interest upon that advance ? Interest at the rate of 6 per cent,
was paid, and I received it back from my firm. .
7648. What security do you say there was ? My own personal property, land at North Shore and various 
places.
7649. It had nothing to do with the company’s property ? No. _
7650. Was there any other security which you gave in the shape of a bill;—did you hand him a promissory- 
note ? Yes ; I did, but I had forgotten that.
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7651. For what amount was the note ? I believe for the full amount of £2,000. J- Carter.
7652. What was the exact property upon which the monev was lent? Various blocks of land at North ^ '■—Sydney. r r ^ r „ 8 July, 1896.
7653. Could you name them ? Yes ; there was land in Alfred-street, North Sydney.
7654. What are the numbers of the allotments ? I could not tell you now.
7655. Would it be the whole of the land you own in Alfred-street ? Yes.
7656. Was there any other land there? Yes ; land in Hill-street and Miller-street.
7657. Any other ? Not that I can think of now, but I will look up the matter and see.
7658. Sis Sonor.~\ Was it a registered mortgage or an equitable mortgage ? There was a document, 
executed by Johnson, Minter, and Simpson, to protect Mr. Wheedon. That was done by his instructions.
7659. Mr. Parkes?^ There were some cheques paid into your account bv the Sydney Mint as follow:—
On April 10th, £242; on December 7th, £257; on February 24th, 1896, £304; and on March 25th of 
the same year, £67. What were these amounts for ? Am 1 supposed to answer these questions, your 
Honor ? These payments had really nothing to do with any of our contracts, or with anv Government 
officer; they were entirely outside transactions. I do not think I should be cross-examined upon every . 
cheque I draw.
7660. Sis Sonor Have you any objection to answer the question? No; [I can answer it in every

- detail. ’
7661. Then I think it would be more satisfactory for you to do so ? These payments were revenue from, 
and the sale of, the Post Office gold-mine in Stewart Town.
7662. Mr. Parkes.~\ To whom did you sell that mine? To the company who are working it now.
7663. Of whom did the company consist? I could not tell you ; I never saw the men. They have been 
working the mine for the last two years. It is a company, and that is all I know about it. I had 
nothing to do with the transaction except to receive the moneys and satisfy the purchasers that the 
matter was quite correct.
7664. There were some payments made in cash to H. Boehme? That is in connection with the same 
matter—the Post Office mine.
7665. With reference to the sales of cement made to other contractors, I suppose the cheques paid by 
Ahearne, Carson, Flood, Flood & Rutherford, Matheson, and Langley, represent sales of cement; I see 
that Ahearne paid in £276 10s. 8d.,—that is for the purchase of cement, is it not? I could not say 
at this moment what it was for.
7666. I am referring now to a payment on April 17th, 1895 ? T lent him some ; I do not know that I 
sold him any. Some was transferred through a merchant to him ; but whether he paid us or the merchant 
1 could not say. We had other transactions in plant, metal, and so on, for which he paid me ; but 
whether the cheque refers to that or to the sale of cement, or to the three combined, I could not say.
7667. How much cement did you sell him? 1 did not soil him any. I do not sell cement. I oblige
persons with cement, sometimes, when they are stuck up for it. ”
/G68. Mr. Carson, on August 7th, 1894, paid in a cheque for £107 8s. 9d.—that would be for cement?
Possibly, for material of some sort.
7669. Then there were cheques by Flood, and Flood and Rutherford, on December 3rd, 1892, for £17 
11s. 10d.; on January 10th, for £10; on June 3rd, for £200? I do not think I can answer those 
questions definitely from memory.
7670. Was not the payment on January 10th, 1892, for cement ? Possibly.
7671. Was not there a period when you had all the tested cement, and when all the other contractors had 
to come to you for it ? Not at that time, I think ; but the thing occurred last year or the year before last.
7672. Other contractors had to buy off you ? No ; they borrowed from me. I do not deal in cement.
7673. Did they pay you in cheques or in money ? They did both, I think, just as it suited them.
7674. Then there is a cheque by Danaher, Taylor, and Britton, for £300 9s. 9d. ? Yes, that was for
cement. .
7675. And a cheque for £30 by P. H. Osborne, on April 11th, 1896—a cheque on the Commercial Bank— 
had that anything to do with cement? I do not even remember the cheque.
7676. Mr. Gummow.'] Do you remember some one coming to you and asking you to exchange a cheque?
Yes; I remember now that I did exchange a cheque. I remember now that a man who could not get a 
cheque_ cashed came to me and I gave him my cheque in exchange for it, paying the cheque I received 
from him into my account.
7677. Are your business transactions with Mr. Snodgrass completed;—does he still hold an interest in 
the business ? They are completed. He holds no interest in the business.
7678. When did he leave the firm ? At the beginning of the year.
7679. There is a cheque paid into your account by Mr. W. A. Smith of £2(l5s.; was it not for cement ?
I could not tell you. Is it a public officers pay cheque ? ~
7680. Yes. Was not that cement supplied for the culvert on the Parramatta Road? No; I do not 
think so.
7681. Do you remember whether in 1895 Mr. Smith did get twenty-five casks of cement from you ? I 
think that at that time, if I remember rightly, he was hard up for cement, and like everyone else, he came 
to Carter & Co.
/6S2. If the quantity corresponds with the vouchers in the Department in connection with that particular 
■work, would the cement not have been used in that way ? The payment could not be for anything else, as 
far as I know. I have no recollection of the transaction. It was a very small matter, and 1 did not take 
particular notice of it.
7683. Sis Sonor.] The date given would be sometime after the cement was supplied ? Yes. I do not 
remember the transaction, but I know that Mr. Smith did come and get some tested cement because he 
was short himself. I may make this remark—that Mr. Parkes asked me the other day whether we ever 
received any royalty from the use of the Monier patent, and I answered him then as far as I could 
remember. I am informed that we received £2 5s., but 1 had no recollection of the circumstance then.
/6S4. Did you not also receive the sum of £13 8s. ? Ido not know, speaking from memory. If you could 
tell me of the occasion I could think of it, perhaps ; I know that when I heard of the other amount it 
came as news to me.
7685. Sis Sonor.] Would that payment be in connection with the work at Cailan Park? Yes.
7686. Mr. Parkes.] You have told His Honor that your firm kept no books ? Yes. 7687.



.212 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

,J. Carter. 7687. Then how would you conduct your business transactions when you bought in cash ? We never 
bought in cash.

8 July, 1896. yggy_ Never on any occasion ? Never, except small amounts. _ _ _
7689. If you were importing material would you not have to keep books in connection with those trans
actions ? We never import. _ . .
7690. I see from the papers in Contract 79 that you were allowed first of all a 2 inch margin and that 
latterly you were allowed a 31 inch margin of cement outside of the actual lining of the sewer ? Tes.
7691. l)o not you think that you got a good deal of advantage over the Government under that arrange
ment? No. _ .
7692. Was it not a big margin ? It was not big enough, if anything. There was not an ordinary margin
to begin with. . „ „
7693. Take the average of your blowing out—you would not blow out much beyond 3i inches. Yes, 
we should. I wish we could always keep it down to 3i inches.
7691. What would be the average ? I could not say. It would be much bigger than that.
7695. Would it be 6 inches ? I could not say. I have no practical knowledge of these matters. . I know,
at the time, I was consulted in reference to this matter, and we looked upon it as a very neat thing. We 
thought we were being “ got at,” as it is termed, by the Department. _
7696. Tou had to fill it all in solid with concrete where you had blown out ? Tes ; no matter whether it,
was an inch or a foot. ,
7697. Having regard to the dimensions which were mentioned by Mr. M'Credie in connection with his 
inspection, do you not think you were allowed a big margin ? Tou are referring now to another contract.
7698. It was a continuation of the same contract;—was the drive in 79 blown out much more than in 

‘ 79 A ? I could not say. I was never down in the tunnel in my life.
7699. Do you not think that in paying you £1,250 for the substitution of blasting for guttering and
gadding the Government got a long way the worst of the bargain ? They got a long way the best of us, 
and I always told them so. .
7700. Why had you to put so much concrete there ? It was not a question of concrete. It was the question 
of delay and the extra cost of gadding.
7701. But did you not get an advantage in having Sf inches of concrete put in ? No advantage.
7702. Would it not be to your advantage if you had been paid up to the full excavation? I could not tell 
you. I know that it was looked upon at the time as a very neat thing indeed. _
7703. Tou thought the margin should have been much larger than that? Certainly. I should like,
before my examination is concluded, to make an explanation as to Kudolph’s matter. He is an old 
personal friend of mine. His wife is a personal friend of my wife. We are very friendly. I think wo 
were the only friends they had in New South Wales at that time. He, being a steady man and anxious 
to improve his position, purchased a house and land at Marriekvilie, for which he was promised 
money by another friend of his—it is a German name, and I forget it. At all events, Mr. Hudolph 
entered into negotiations, and finally purchased this property. As far as I can remember, when tho 
time came for the money to be paid, it was discovered that his German friend’s money was locked 
up, and that it could not be got at. Mr. Rudolph came to me about it, and, knowing him as I did, 
I advanced him the sum of £250. I think that was to pay the first instalment—-whatever he may 
have agreed upon as the first instalment—on the building. Mr. Rudolph undertook to pay me back, 
every succeeding month, the full amount of his salary, whatever it may have been—£32 or so, I think. 
He did so for some little time, and then he said, “ I find I can save more than the £32. I will pay 
you something in cash.” I presume he paid the cheques into his own account, and cashed them. His 
wife, on more than one occasion, brought to my wife sums of £35 and £40, and they were placed to 
Mr. Rudolph’s credit until the whole sum of £250 was repaid. I know from personal observation that 
Mr. Rudolph and his wife not only strained every point to pay the money back, but that they actually 
denied themselves the common necessaries of life in order to do so. Upon more than one occasion I 
remonstrated with them and told them to take their time, and that they were not to go in for any niggardly 
cheese-pairing and scraping in their household affairs simply in order that they might be able to repay 
the money a month or two sooner than they would otherwise have been able to do. That is the history 
of Mr. Rudolph’s transaction, as far as I know it. As to O’Hanlon’s business, his mother was rather a 
wealthy woman living at home, and she told him, on the occasion of his marriage, that she would^ send 
him out sufficient money to build a house for himself. He, knowing that we were in touch with building 
and that sort of thing, consulted me. I assisted him in the purchase of the land and in the design of 
his house, and also in the purchase of the material. I supplied him with a good working foreman also 
to carry out the work. I advanced him a sum of money temporarily, and when the house was sufficiently 
advanced to entitle him to receive some money on it—before his mother sent him the money she had 
promised to send him—he obtained a loan from some one through Johnson, Minter, and Simpson, and 
executed a mortgage covering me so far as the amount 1 had lent him was concerned. When the money 
was received from England, or Ireland—I forget which—Johnson, Minter, and Simpson repaid the 
advance of £600 to my account, that being the amount of Mr. O’Hanlon’s indebtedness. The whole 
transactions were done through Johnson, Minter, and Simpson, under mortgage. _
7704. Mr. Smith.'] Since the occasion of this loan to Rudolph has he been supervising any of your
contracts? No. _ _ t o -nt
7705. And so far as Mr. O’Hanlon’s matter is concerned, has he been supervising any of them ? No.
7706. Neither of them has done so ? No.
7707. Mr. Parkes.] Did they sign any of your vouchers ? Not that I am aware of. It would be news
to me to find that they had done so. ...
7708. Mr. Oummoiv.] As to Mr. Rudolph, when did you draw the £250 to give him;—was it from your 
own account ? I could not tell you, but I think it was from Carter & Co.’s account.
7709. Was it Carter and Co. who made the loan to Mr. Rudolph? No. _

. 7710. Then why did you go to Carter & Co. for the money, if they had nothing to do with the transaction?
. I drew the money on my own account, and I was responsible for it to the firm. There was no money in 

my own private account at the time, and I borrowed £250 of Carter & Co.
7711. If Mr. Rudolph had not paid the money back, who would have suffered ? I should have had to 
repay the money to the firm myself.

7712.
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^712. Do you recognise that acknowledgment? Yes; it is as follows:—“"We hereby acknowledge the J-C. Carter, 
receipt of £250 from Mr. J. Carter, and promise to pay the same back at the rate of £30, payable every /TT^'Tsor 
two months after the first day of May. The balance between our payments and the full amount of £250 ° •'“v* 1°®°- 
to be paid on 1st May, 1893, should Mr. Carter wish us to do so.”
7713. By whom is that signed? By Mr. Rudolph and by his wife.
7714. Do you know why his wife signed it ? Asa double security, I suppose, so that in the event of Mr.
Rudolph’s death we might look to her for the repayment of the money. '
7715. You say you lent some money to Mr. O’Hanlan ? Yes.
7716. Did the firm of Carter & Co. lend him the money, or did you ? I lent it him.
7717. Rrom what account did you draw it? Rrom the firm’s account.
7718. And did you hold yourself responsible to the firm for the amount? Yes.
7719. Was the money paid back to you or to the firm ? I think it was repaid to Carter & Co., on my 
instructions. I see from the acknowledgment you now hand me that the payment was made to Carter,
Grummow, & Co. The memorandum from Johnson, Minter, and Simpson, says:—“ In accordance with 
your request, we have to-day paid into the Bank of New Zealand, Pitt-street, to the credit of Carter,
Grummow, & Co., Contract 69 account, the sum of £600.”
7720. Do you know where the document in Mr. Weedon’s case was made out and signed? No.
7721. On what date did Mr. Weedon pay the money, do you know ? On 18th June, 1895.
7722. Do you know where Mr. Weedon was employed then ? Yes ; in the Water Supply Branch.
7723. Had he anything to do with the Sewerage Branch at that time ? No.
7724. As to Mr. Baltzer, you paid a cheque for £159 into his credit—why did you pay that amount in ?
The Treasury paid it in.
7725. Why did they pay it into the account of Carter, Grummow, & Co. ? Because I undertook to look 
after the money for him. The Treasury had an order to pay it into our account.
7726. Where was Mr. Baltzer at the time ? In Germany or Austria.
7727. You acted as his agent while he was away ? Yes.
7728. Have you repaid that money to anyone ? Yes ; it was repaid to Messrs. Laurence and Rich, 
solicitors.
7729. As to the dealings you had with the Mint, what were they? They were in connection with a 
return of gold smelted from the Post-office mine ; after settling up with Boehme for wages and paying a 
half share.
7730. Did you not tell Mr. Parkes that this money was in connection with the sale of a gold mine?
Perhaps I did. I do not know whether I meant to convey that impression. Now that you correct me I 
know that the amounts were for the gold.
7731. You received cheques from the Mint and shared the money with the parties interested, and Boehme 
was one of those parties ? Yes.
7732. As to the cheque of Ahearne’s for £270 which was paid in—what do you say about thatdo you
remember whether Ahearne deducted £18 from one of the accounts you had with him for a special 
object ? Yes. '
7733. Do you remember what account it was ? Yes ; it was for white metal.
7734. Do you remember roughly the quantity of metal ? No. I know it was a good large quantity, but 
I could not remember the quantity now.
7735. Do you think the amount would be £300 ? I could not tell you.
7736. Do you remember £18 being taken oil the amount for squaring up ? Yes.
7737. You objected to it ? Yes.
7738. It must have been a good big lump of metal to justify the taking off of that amount for squaring
up ? Yes. '
7739. As to these loans you made to other contractors of cement and different material—did they 
pay you any interest on the loans ? No.
7740. Did you derive any benefit from the lending of the cement ? No.
7741. Did you get any of the cement returned ? Sometimes, I expect. It was done in various ways ; 
whichever ivay would suit them suited me.
/ /42. But did you get any benefit from the transaction ? I had always plenty of bother and very little- 
benefit.
/743. Mr. Parkes.'] The last money you gave to O’Hanlon was £60 in cash? Possibly. '
7/44. Did you ever give cash to any other officer of the Department for any reason ? Not that I am 
aware of.
7/45. But did you do so ? Not that I remember. I should say not. I did not give Mr. Rudolph cash.
It was all in one cheque. '

George Christie sworn and examined:—
7746. Mr. Parkes.] "What are you in business ? A public accountant, G. Christie
*1 i4k7. You have an extensive practice ? Yes, I have been some ten years in practice. ^" \
7748. At the present time you occupy the position of City Auditor ? Yes. ' $July, J89S
7749. What other positions of the kind do you hold? I do auditing for various companies and large

7750. But what public positions do you hold as auditor do you not make municipal audits ? Yes, 
a large mimberj and I have done various work of the kind for the Government from time to time.
7751. Acting upon my instructions you examined the various accounts of merchants in the city showing 
their sales ol cement to parter. & Co., Carter, Cummow, & Co., and the hills of delivery and other 
particulars m connection with their various contracts ? Yes, I have been engaged in the investigation for 
some days.
7752 You have gone thoroughly through such cash and other books as have been given to you ? Yes, I 
lave aken as my basis of operation the bank pass-books and the chequesfor the payments which have been 

made as shown therein. '
7753. You have made a thorough search through the books of all the merchants who have supplied cement 
to these contractors ? Tes. ■

7754
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G. Christie. 7754. And you have no doubt in your mind tli t < you have found them all ? Tes.
—' 7755. Tou have perused the ledgers of these merchants P Tes. I have visited the offices, and I have 

8 July, 1896. geen the principals of the whole of the establishments whose names appear in these books as vendors of 
cement.
7756. And they have supplied you with all the necessary information P Tes The firms in all cases 
where they have sold cement to Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co , have supplied 
me with full information
7757. They have given you certain statements with reference to those sales, have they not ? Tes ; they
have furnished information m writing, and I have found that it agrees with the information conveyed by 
the books. . ,
7758. Tou have checked everything, and you have no doubt in your mind but that your audit is perfectly 
correct ? That is so.
7759. From the year 1892 to the year 1896—(say) from the month of June—how much cement, taking 
the number of barrels, was bought by Carter, Grummow, & Co. and sent to the various contracts on which 
they were engaged ? I have prepared a report so that the information might more clearly be put before 
the Commission, and I will read it —

Memo. No. 1
Re the delivery of cement on Messrs. Carter & Co ’s and Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Cods contracts, from 1st January,

1892, to 30th June, 1896.

{a) Reference is made to the evidence taken before the Commissioner, and to Mr. J. Carter’s examination, 29/6/96, 
and his reply to Questions Nos. 6403 to 6411.

(t) The contractors having, in their examination before the Commissionei, stated that all payments for cement would 
appear in their film’s banking accounts, the bank pass books of their several accounts, and the cheques relating thereto, 
were carefully examined

The vendois of cementwhose names thus appealed were visited by me peisonally I inspected their books (with the 
exception of those of Mr John Try) relative to their tiansactions wuth the contractors, and obtained fiom such of them as 
had sold cement to the contractors since 1st January, 1892, full particulars of their sales and deliveries. And, as to the 
purchases from Mr. John Try—the agreement with him dated 13th May, 1895, being foi colonial cement m bags at a price 
equal to 9s 6d. pel cask delivered at Railway Station, Darling Haiboui, foi Annandale, and the payments to Mr. Tiy 
amounting to £588 6s. —the deliveries fiom Mi. Try have been set down at 1,200 casks.

(c) From these and other inquiries I have been able to produce the accompanying statement, which sets forth the whole 
of the deliveries of cement on the contracts of Messrs Carter & Co. and Caiter, Gummow, & Co., fiom 1st January, 1892, 
to 30th June, 1896. This statement shows a total of 21,572 casks of cement, distributed to the various localities as
follows, viz —

Noith Shoie— Casks
Contracts 79 and 79a 6,702

Mai i ickville—
Conti act 69 6, ;29

Total on tluee completed contracts 13,431

Annandale and Leichhardt—
Contracts 77 and 118 .. • 7,719

Waverley (in 1892) • 250
Sundry . 172

J A OO

21,572

The contractors have, out of the abo\e quantities, sold cement to other films and to the Government, the total 
quantities of which have not yet been fully ascertained and deducted.

GEO. CHRISTIE,
Sydney, 8th July, 1896. F.S A A.

PURCHASLS OF CEMENT
(d) Carter & Co. ami Caiter, Gummow, & Co , from 1st January, 1892, to 30th June, 1896.

Delivered to—

Vendors Total
iNorth Shore 
Conti acts.

Vamck\ ille 
Contract

Annandale 
and Leichhardt 

Contracts
Wav eile\ 
Contract

Sundij

Parbury, Henty, & Co. 17,970 4,300 6,729 6,519 250 172

Henry Austin . 1,402 1,402

Burns, Philp, & Co. 1,000 1,000

John Try 1,200 1,200

Casks 21,572 6,702 6,729 7,719 250 172

Compiled by
Sydney, 8th July, 1896. GEO. CHRISTIE, F.S A A

Memo.—Messrs. Carter & Co’s sales to other contractors and to the Government, &c., have not yet been deducted 
from these totals
7760. 3£r Par1ce<j.~\ Have you checked the sales of cement with the bank pass-books of Messrs. Carter, 
Grummow, & Co and Carter & Co to see whether the amounts are correct? Tes
7761. A'ou find that they tally ? Tes.
7762. Is there any statement you would like to make to His Honor founded upon your perusal of the
accounts in connection with these cement transactions ? I may say that a further investigation has been 
proceeding m connection with the advances on the cement on these various contracts which have been 
made by the Government. r
7763. These advances are made under an agreement for a bill of sale, I believe ? Tes. 7764.
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7764. The information you are prepared to give deals with Contracts 79, 79a, and 69 ? I have dealt with Christie.
only two Contracts 79 and 79a in this connection. I have prepared a written statement which, since it
deals with figures, I will read :— 8 July, 1896.

Memo. No. 2. •
As to Advances on Cement made to Messes. Caetee & Co. on Contracts No. 79 and 79a.

(a.) Department's Rule as to Advances.—See printed papers, No. 8, page 360, viz., 75 per cent, of value up to 75 per 
cent, of contract deposit.

(b) Contract No. 79.—Contract deposit, £2,000, on which 75 per cent, would he £1,500. Advances throughout at 16s. 
per cask, and 100 per cent, of same. ,

900 casks in certificates Nos. 13 to 15—
21 September, 1892—Parbury, Henty, & Co.... C699 
24 » 1892— ,, „ ... 200

1,700 casks in certificate No. 16—
The above and

30 June, 1893—Parbury, Henty, & Co. 
15 July, 1893—Henry Austin ............

2,700 casks in certificate No. 17— -
The above and

14 July, 1893—Burns, Philp, & Co.. 
20 ,, 1893—Henry Austin .......

Delivery to July, 1893

899, at 11/8, carted to N.S.

500, at 10/3, delivered at N.S. by lighter.
400, at 9/9, in lighter.

1,799. Only a little work requiring cement had been done.

1,000, at 9/9, in lighter.
1,002, at 9/9, ,,

3,801 casks.

Memo. Deliveries from Henry Austin and Burns, Philp, & Co. were on sales made June, 1893.
jyoatw ^ CorUract A'o. 79a.—Contract deposit, £485. The amount advanced exceeds 75 per cent of deposit £485 (namely, 
£3b0), in the following certificates :—No. 2, £375 ; No. 7, £656 ; No. 8, £656 ; No. 9, £656 ; No. 10, £656 ; No. 11, £539 ; 
and in all cases the advance is at 100 per cent, of the value, 9s. 4Jd. per cask.

Memo. There are on certificates certain advances under the heading of material, viz., No. 11, £718 : No. 12, £500 : 
No. 13, £165. s .

(d) From the foregoing it would appear that in Contract No. 79, the amount advanced in certificate No. 17, on 2,700 
casks of cement namely, £2,160—was £660 in excess of the Department’s limit. It will further be seen that there was 
not the security for this j£2,160, as the cement, at even an average price of 11s. 6d. per cask in the contractors’ store, the 
value would only be £1,552 10s. The cement was thus over-valued to the amount of £607 10s. '
n m , , And, as regards Contract No. 79a, the amount advanced exceeded the Department’s limit in certificates No. 2, 7, 8, 
9, 10, 11, m the amount of £15, £296, £296, £296, £296, and £179 respectively.
O 1 geo. CHRISTIE, F.S.A.A.Sydney, 8|7(96. -
7765. Mr. Parkes. j The cement upon which an advance is made of 16s. was really bought at a toal cost of 
about 11s. 2d. ? Tes. Tou will see that 900 casks were purchased at 11s. 8d., actually delivered at North 
Sydney when cement was slightly higher than the price at which it subsequently stood. Later on, cement 
was bought at 9s. 9d., delivered in lighter. Tou will see from the report that cement was bought at 
lower prices subsequently, but with less expensive delivery. But taking tbe average, 11s. Od. would be 
the price throughout, delivered at the contractors’ depot.
7766. With reference to Mr. W. A. Smith, who was an engineer in the Department, and his two cheques 
to Carter, Gummow, & Co., his cheque of £20 5s. was paid in on 8th February, 1895 ? Tes.
776/. It was Mr. Smith’s official cheque to Carter & Co. for certain cement supplied for a culvert on the 
Parramatta Eoad, at Burwood or Strathfield ? Tes.

George M'Credie recalled and further examined :— '
Parkes.^ Tou are a member of the firm of M'Credie Bros., consulting engineers ? Tes. G. M'Credie.

7769. Tou have made an investigation as to the total number of casks of cement paid for under the 
vouchers in respect of Contracts 79, 79a, and 69, have you not ? Tes. (Vide Appendix No. 15.) 8 July, 1896.
(PIP' ^ave made a similar investigation in respect of Contracts 72, 118, and 77 ? Tes.

^ou us number of casks in connection with these contracts? Tes.
7772. What are the totals?. On Contract 69, 11,134 casks; upon Contract 72, 12,008 casks; upon 
contract 77, 3,464 casks ; upon Contract 79, 6,677 casks ; upon Contract 79a, 3,323 casks ; upon the High- 
street branch of 79a, 477 casks ; upon 118, 8,144 casks ; making a total of 45,227 casks of cement used 
on the contracts. That is, according to the quantities given in the final returns or the last progress 
returns of the respective contracts.
7773. Taking contracts 79, 79a, and 69, will you tell His Honor what quantity of cement is included in 
■~e vouchers upon which payments were made by the Government, including the High-street branch of 
/9a? 21,611 casks.
7/74. Tour calculation is based upon tests made to see how much cement would be consumed, and upon 
your knowledge of contracts generally ? It is.
7775. How did you make the tests ? We mixed the stuff dry and wet to see how much would be used,
and we worked it out per yard. "
7776. Tou used the same proportions as are contained in the Government specification—that is, .you
took a, yard of brickwork at so much, the piping at so much, and the concrete at so much, making .tests 
m each case ? Tes. ’ o
/7/7. And your calculations on that basis come out at 2] .611 casks for the three contracts I have named ?
Tes. ■ '
7778. If it had been proved that the purchases of cement for those contracts were only 13,431 barrels 
that would leave 8,180 barrels to be accounted for, wmuld it not ? Tes.
* ^ave Pr°ve<^ y°ur tests and figures over and over again, have you not ? Tes ; any that I had
vvqaa jlv' ^ *lave- lla<^ a yard brickwork laid, and others did so, so that I should be satisfied.
7780. And the same with the rendering to find out how many yards would be covered, and the same with 
the piping ? Tes. • ■

7781.
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G. M'Credie. 7781. Could you go 100 casks wrong in that calculation of yours? I do not think so. I am perfectly
----- - satisfied with these quantities. .

8 July, 1896. 7732. If you look at page 318 of the Parliamentary papers in connection with Contract 79, you will see 
a letter from Mr. Davis advising that, as the contract contains such a large amount of heavy excavation, 
if the contractors make up solid with concrete all the original quantity blown out, they shall be paid on 
an average of inches thick. That was agreed to in a letter of August 21st, and accepted by Mr. 
Carter. The intent of such a letter would be that an average of 3i- inches would not contain the whole 
of the concrete which they would have to put in, would it not ? I should take it to be so. I understand 
that to be the average upon which they would be paid upon the condition that they filled in all the vacant 
places they have excavated. .
7783. It is possible then that from the method of taking out the rock there would be a considerable 
addition to the number of barrels of cement which you have taken into your account? There would 
probably be considerably more according to that letter, assuming that they had to fill up every vacancy 
caused by the excavation.
7784. The quantities you have taken out are based only upon the 31-inch margin? Tes. _
7785. Therefore you must be within the limit ? Tes ; I consider that I am well within the limit under 
those circumstances.
7786. I believe that according to your return sixty casks were used for every hundred paid for ? Tes.
7787. In sewerage work, owing to the escape of gas and the work being underground and covered in, the
most caretul work ought to be done ? Tes. .
7788. If there is an insufficient quantity of cement put into the material used, it would be defective
work ? Tes. ,
7789. In addition to the loss of money upon the scant supply of cement a greater cost has to be taken 
into consideration for the defective work itself ? I should think so—in fact I am sure of it.
7790. Have you any doubt in your mind at all but that this cement has not been supplied ? I could not 
say that.
7791. Have you any doubt at all as to your figures? I am perfectly satisfied that my figures are correct.
7792. Tou have taken them from the departmental vouchers? I have not only taken them out myself, 
but my partner has gone through them all, and has checked them.
7793. They have been taken from the departmental vouchers upon which the contractors have been paid ? 
Tes.
7794. Mr. Davis.'] Tou examined several weeks ago some of the brickwork upon Contract 79 ? Tes.
7795. What impression did you derive as to the nature of the compo. from what you then saw ? My 
idea was that it was very good.
7796. There was nothing to indicate that there was any shortage of cement in it ? I could not say from
the surface. It looked all right on the surface. _
7797. Tou stood by when the bricks were being knocked out ? Tes. I was perfectly satisfied.
7798. Tou thought it good work ? Tes.
7799. There was nothing to indicate that there was any shortage of cement ? No. Tou will perhaps 
remember that I said so when I gave my evidence before.
7800. Tou had an opportunity to see the rendering upon the whole of the sewTer and in the shafts in the 
case of Contract 79? Tes.
7801. As a man of considerable experience will you say whether there was anything in what you saw to 
denote a shortage of cement ? No. There was nothing there to indicate a shortage of cement.
7802. If you had had the supervision of these contracts and had been making your final inspection would 
you have come to the conclusion that all the cement specified had been put into the compo. ? Tes.
7803. It looked all right ? I could not come to any other conclusion from looking at it. _
7804. Now with regard to the bluestone concrete, howr did you arrive at the quantity of cement in a cubic
yard of bluestone concrete; what proportions are specified in the case of Contract 69 ? 4, 2, and 1.
The cement and sand disappear in the metal. I found that there wTas l'C875 casks of cement in a yard of 
concrete.
7805. Have you had any very extensive experience in the use of those proportions in concrete ? Tes ;
I have had a good deal of experience in 4, 2, and 1, and 5, 2, and 1. _
7806. I want you to speak from your general experience, and not from a single experiment. Taking 16 
cubic feet of stone, 8 feet of sand, and a cask of cement, do you say that that would make only 16 cubic 
feet of bluestone concrete ? Tes.
7807. Tou are quite positive about that ? Tes.
7808. Are you speaking now from the experiments you have made ? From experiments I have made 
from time to time in connection with that class of work.
7809. What gauge of stone did you use in this particular experiment? I could not tell you the gauge of 
the stone.
7810. Do you not think that the gauge of the stone has a great deal to do with it ? I am speaking now
of my experiments on different jobs. If you are referring to the experiment as regards this particular 
class of stuff, I think the gauge of the metal was If inches. _
7811. What was the size of the gauge-box which you used for your experiment? It was an ordinary 
sized gauge.
7812. But I want to know what size ? The ordinary size for mixing up a yard of metal.
7813. How much would it contain ? A yard of stuff.
7814. A yard of bluestone ? Tes.
7815. Wo at quantity of sand did you put to that ? Two of sand and one of cement.
7816. How much sand did you put to 27 cubic feet of bluestone ? I have not the particulars here.
7817. I should have thought that seeing you were so positive in what you said, that you had the particulars 
with you ? I can easily obtain them.
7818. I want to know what quantity of sand you put to the 27 cubic feet of li-inch blue-stone metal ? 
We mixed in the proportions of 4, 2, and 1.
7819. But you do not know the quantities you put in ? I have given you the proportions.
7820. But you cannot answer my question as to the quantities ? Not without reference to the exact 
particulars.

' ■ 7821.
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7S21. So that as a matter of fact you are not sure about even your experiment? I am perfectly satisfied Gb M'Credie, 
as to the figures I have given. All the data are in my office, and I can give you all the information you 
want when I have the particulars in front of me. 8 July. 1896.
7822. Coming now to the sandstone concrete—what proportion of sandstone did you use to the sand and 
cement?. The proportions were 5 of sandstone, 2 of sand, and 1 of cement. ' -
'823. Did you make an experiment with those proportions? Yes.
7824. What was the gauge of the stone in that case ? It is difficult to say from memory, but I can give 
you all the particulars later on.
7825. I should prefer to have the particulars now—it is a very important matter? The proportions were 
taken m each case from the specification, and you cannot expect mo to carry iu my head the specifications 
of five or six different contracts.
7826. Can you say whether the stone specified for the sandstone concrete is of a different gauge in the 
three contracts 79, 79a, and 69 ? I cannot tell you that unless I go into the quantities. You have all 
these contracts at your fingers’ ends, but you cannot expect me to remember every item.
7827. What does a cubic yard of stone make in the case of the sandstone concrete ? A cubic yard. If 
you mean the cement used, there would be 1'35 casks to the yard.
/828. How much would 27 cubic feet of sandstone make in concrete? A yard.
7829. No more ? No.
7830. You know that from experiments ? Yes.
7831. Have you used it in your work in the proportion of 5, 2, and 1 ? Yes.
7832. You know from your experience, then, as well as from the experiment you are supposed to have 
made, that 27 cubic feet of sandstone will make 27 cubic feet of concrete? I think vou must 
misunderstand me. What I mean to say is that I made an experiment only in regard to certain things. 
As regards other matters, I take them from my practical experience in the past. I made experiments in 
the laying of brickwork of the same kind that would be found in your sewer.
/833. You have not experimented, then, as regards the sandstone concrete ? No. As regards those two 
things, I am speaking from my practical knowledge. ■
7834. You have made no experiments with these particular mixtures? No; the experiments I made 
■were in the laying of the brickwork and in the rendering.
/83o. So that your calculations are based not upon experiments with these mixtures, but upon your idea 
as to what one cask of cement would make? 1 have made experiments in regard to the two things I 
just mentioned. Ihe other matters are based on a practical experience extending over the past fifteen or 
sixteen years. ' .

made, what joints did you allow7 ? Ordinary'836. Taking the brickwork experiment which you have 
joints. ■
/837. W hat joints are specified? Now7 you are referring me to the specifications again.
7838. If you made the experiment you should know7 what the joints were;—you are supposed to make the 
experiment on the basis of the specification? The experiments were on the basis of the specification. 
/839. What instructions did you give the men who put up the yard of brickwork ? 1 could not tell you
unless I looked at the details. I see that the cement ran out at '5 per yard.
7840. You say that the figures showing the total number of casks are taken from the vouchers in 
Contracts 69, 79, and 79a, including the High-street branch ? Yes.
7841. 1 suppose you can give us particulars showing how you arrive at the total in the case of each 
contract ? They are all in the return which 1 have handed in.

^r' Grwwimoie.] You said that you were sure that vour calculations w7ere correct to within 100 
casks ? Yes. '
7843. Can you tell me how7 much two-ring brickwork is included in the total of the brickwork of these 
three contracts, and also how much one-ring work is in them ? No, I could not.
7844. Could you tell me whether it takes the same proportion of cement for twro-ring work as for one- 
ring work ? There is a joint extra as between two-ring and one-ring, of course. .

make some difference? Yes, it would make a difference, but it can easily be calculated.
7846. Would it make a difference of 100 casks ? 1 could not say unless I calculated it.
7847. Then you do not know whether your calculation is correct to within 100 casks ? I am satisfied 1 
am correct in the figures I have put down.
7848. Do you know whether the work is all two-ring or one-ring ? No.
7849. Yet you say your calculation is correct ? Yes, upon the Government vouchers.
7850. Do the Government vouchers specify the two-ring and one-ring work ? No.
7851. Then how can you make the statement that your calculations are correct to within 100 casks if you 
have not the full particulars ? But I had the full particulars. I got them from the vouchers.

^-ou_ had certain particulars to work upon, and from those you argue that your figures are correct? 
They are right if I had the correct particulars. Of course, if 1 had not the correct particulars an alteration 
would require to be made. ’
7853. You do not know for certain that you had the whole of tbe particulars ? No.
^8o4. You do not know exactly how much two-ring work and how much one-ring work there was ? No. 
/8oo. And you consider that there would bo a difference in the two cases? Certainly, in two-ring work 
as against one-ring work. '
7856. And yet you said you would stake your professional reputation upon the figures being correct? 

I am perfectly satisfied that they are correct.
As to the bluestone concrete, you say that the proportions in the specification are 4, 2, and 1 ? Yes. 
And you say that all the sand and cement is lost in the interstices of the stone? Yes, that has 

been my experience.
7859. Would you stake your professional reputation on that statement ? 
is my experience.
7860. And the same with regard to sandstone concrete ? Yes.
7861. Mr. Hflr&e*.] It did not much matter to you what the nature of the work was—vou took the
vouchers upon which the contractors were paid ? Yes. "
7862. As a matter of fact, if the work happened to be two-ring brickwork that would increase the number
of barrels ot cement ? Yes. ■ 1 ! - " ■

Yes;
7857.
7858.

Yes, on the statement that that

140—2 E ‘ \ 7863,
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G. M'Credie. 7863. In the laying of all sorts of brickwork, and particularly in tunnels, there is a tremendous amount of 
/ ^ waste ? Yes.

8 July, 1896. That is all thrown in in your calculation ? Yes. ... -
7865. In making up your calculations, you carefully perused the specification in every case? Yes.
7866. And every calculation you have made is according to specification ? Yes.
7867. You could not remember the details in every case without going through the specification ? No.
7868. Did your brother make out any calculations ? I got him to check them.
7869. He went through them as well as you ? Yes.
7870. Were they gone through by any one else in your office ? Yes.
7871. Are there not standard works which guide engineers and other professional men in these
proportions ? Yes. .
7872. What do they say upon these points ? You will find that they pretty well agree with the figures I 
have put down.
7873. Did you look them up ? Yes; I looked at Molesworth and Hurst.
7874. Sis SonorAs to what ? As to the quantities in a yard of brickwork, and as to the disappearance
of the sand and cement. But I prefer taking practical tests against the standards. In this case, however, 
the standards and the practical tests came out pretty closely together. _
7875. Mr. Parhesi] Do the standards give an absolute extinction of the sand and cement ? They give
the proportions according to the quantities that are mixed. The standard and the practical tests are 
about the same. In the case of the compo. we were talking about the other day, they are practically the 
same. _
7876. What do the standard works say about concrete of 4, 2, and 1 ? I could not tell you just now; but 
the figures are about the same as those which you will find in the papers I have handed in.
7877. As to the proportion of cement in Contracts 79, 79a, and 79a, High-street Branch, for every 
hundred casks paid for sixty-four have been delivered? Yes.
7878. Then take Contract 69 ;—-what is the number of casks given in that case ? 11,134.
7879. And taking Mr. Christie’s estimate of the quantity delivered to be correct—that is to say 6,729;— 
what would be the proportion ? About sixty-two for every hundred paid for.
7880. Taking the contracts all through you think the average would be about sixty-two for every hundred 
paid for ? Yes.

Thomas Bobert Steel sworn and examined :—
T. E. Steel. 7881. Mr. Par Ices.You are accountant in the Department of Public Works ? Yes.

7882. Is it not usual to keep all records of authority for the payment of moneys upon certain public
8 July, 1896. and also all the vouchers in connection with such payments ? I have no knowledge of records.

I am the accountant of the Department. I believe that the ordinary practice is to keep records. It is 
our custom to keep accounts. _
7883. But as to other papers, such as authorities for the wurk, and that sort of thing ? That is a matter 
which comes within the province of the chief clerk.
7884. You have all the vouchers ? Yes.
7885. Have you every voucher in connection with the culvert at Strathfield ? It is impossible to say. I 
could not identify them unless the name of' the culvert were specifically stated upon the face of the 
voucher.
7886. Suppose authority were given for the expenditure of £200 upon one work, and £1,000 upon 
another work, and £500 on a third, would not the accounts in connection with those works be kept 
separately ? The expenditure of money in connection with the Monier culvert, for instance, would not be 
kept distinctly from the expenditure upon the Main Western Hoad.
7887. Is it not the rule of the office to keep all expenditures of money upon particular works within the 
authority given ? I know nothing about the authority to expend.
7888. But is it not the practice to keep each public work separately in your account books ? Yes.
7889. Do you ever indulge in the practice of taking a sum of money from a Vote for one public work for 
expenditure upon another without authority ? Not without the authority of the Minister, and frequently 
that of the Executive Council.
7890. But it is done sometimes ? Yes.
7891. Has it ever been done without the authority of the Minister? Not to my knowledge. •
7892. Therefore all payments for the Strathfield culvert should be in one account ? Together with those 
for the Main Western fioad.
7893. A culvert was recently built at Ashfield ;—would you not keep the expenditure in connection with 
that culvert separate from the general expenditure upon the Main Western Road ? No.
7894. It would go into the Main Western Road expenditure? Yes.
7895. You would not keep the accounts in connection with each work separately ? No.
7896. Sis Sonori] Then you could not tell whether the expenditure has gone into a culvert at Ashfield
or into a culvert at Gongolgin ? Not if it were done by day work. The vouchers would show the wages 
of the men for the month. They would not show the distribution of the expenditure upon works on the 
line of road. ^
7897. That is, whether a man were working one day at (Strathfield, the next day at Ashfield, and another 
day at Parramatta, and so on ? Quite so.
7898. Is that the way in which the accounts are kept ? The wages are made out for the month in the 
case of the regular maintenance men, and frequently for a fortnight in the case of men at work on special 
jobs. The vouchers would not always distinguish the particular works upon which the men had been 
engaged. They would show that the men were engaged upon one particular line of road, but they would 
not show the specific work upon which they had been employed.
7899. Mr. Parkes.'] Supposing the officer at Parramatta were asked for the expenditure in connection
with some particular work upon the Main Western Road from Sydney to Dubbo—say the cost of a bridge—- 
how would he arrive at the expenditure ? He would communicate with the local officer. ,
7900. How would he make up the expenditure ? There would be the record of the men who were 
working each day on different works.S 7901.
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7901. Who would be the officer to whom to apply for such information in the case of the Strathfield T- Steel,
culvert? Mr. James Symonds, sen. I know that from seeing that he signed vouchers marked “Monier ^ '
culvert.” 8 July. 1896.
7902. Mr. Smith.~\ I believe you received an order signed by Mr. Davis for the production of certain 
papers in connection with this culvert at Strathfield ? Tes.
7903. And you have produced all the papers you have in connection with that culvert? Tes. .
7904. They are all here to be seen by any one who wishes to see them ? Tes.
7905. The papers, I suppose, would- include all the vouchers relating to the Main Western Eoad about
that time ? No. The Main Western Eoad'under Mr. Symonds would extend from Sydney to a point 
somewhere beyond Emu Plains. .
7906. Have you all the vouchers in connection with the expenditure upon that piece of road? We can 
obtain them all if they are wanted.
7907. But you have obtained all those relating to this particular culvert? All those which Mr. W. A.
Smith picked out and identified as relating to that culvert.
7908. Has Mr. Bryant, who was examined the other day, asked for any vouchers beyond those already 
produced in connection with that culvert? Not to my knowledge.
7909. His Honori] Tour knowledge would relate exclusively to the accounts ? That is all.
7910. Have you given to Mr. W. A. Smith, for his information, all the particulars which you can give 
from the accounts over which you have control ? Every information.
7911. Tou cannot give Mr. Bryant any further information ? Nothing further that I am aware of, but 
anything which he may ask for I will endeavour to obtain and put in his possession.

William Thompson sworn and examined :—
7912. Mr. Parhesi] Tou have made out a calculation, taken from the Government vouchers, showing the W.
number of casks of cement necessary for the execution of the various items paid for by voucher in eon- Thompson, 
nection with Contracts 69, 72, 77, 79, 79a, the High-street branch of 79a, and No. 118 ? Tes. /t"TA'"isqr
7913. What do you make the total quantity of cement necessary for these contracts to date of last certi- u ’
ficate? 45,354 casks. [Vide Appendix No. 17,~] '
7914. What was the total number of casks of cement necessarv for the cement-work paid for according
to the vouchers upon Contracts 69, 79a, and the High-street branch of 79a ? 21,637. .
7915. Tou have made up your calculation from standards showing how the materials combine together and 
the quantities they make ? Tes. Erom standard and practical experience in taking out the concrete in 
contracts for the last ten or twelve years, I have allowed the cement and sand to disappear bodily.
7916. Do you feel certain about your calculations to within 100 casks ? Tes.
7917. Did you make any calculation for waste in material ? No.
7918. Tou have looked over the Parliamentary papers? Tes.
7919. Tou have noticed a letter in the papers referring to how the concrete is to be paid for in connection 
wuth the margin round the sewer ? Tes. 1 noticed in one case that some particular thickness was to be 
allowed for.
7920. Was it a proportion? I forget exactly.
7921. Was it given as compensation for the substitution of blasting for guttering and gadding ? Yes.
7922. To make up the difference ? Tes.
7923. Therefore the quantity you have estimated is likely to be less than was actually required, is it not?
Tes.
7924. So that your calculations, if you take into consideration the filling in of the cavities, would have to 
be greater, if anything ? Tes. My calculations are founded upon the quantity of cement-work actually 
paid for.
7925. Have you at odd times had to make up contractors’ estimates for concrete ? Tes.
7926. What has been your practice m these cases in estimating the proportions of stone, sand, and 
cement? If the stone is of a coarse description at all, the sand and cement will disappear bodily. They 
will just fill up the interstices.
7927. Have you made any tests from the specification ? I have seen tests made by contractors.
7928. But you have made your computations from the nature of the material specified ? Tes.
7929. Tou have read the specifications in the case of these contracts ? Tes.
7930. Have you taken any cognisance of an agreement for a bill of sale in respect of the contractors’ 
cement; have you noticed that the percentage paid under this agreement is not on the material actually 
fixed in the work, but on the material in the contractors’ stores ? No, I did not go into that.
7931. Do you know of any case in private business where money would be advanced upon material under
such circumstances? Not unless it were actually in the work. In private practice it is never done, of 
course. ’
7932. Advances are made only upon the fixed wmrk ? Tes.
7933. Do you know of any case in which payments have been made otherwise ? I never heard of such a 
case in private practice.
7934. There is no doubt m your mind but that the quantities vou have given are well within the mark ?
I think there could be no doubt'as to that. '
7935. Supposing the waste were accounted for, what do you think it would make—taking the cement 
used in the tunnel work ? I could not speak as to the extent of the tunnel work.
7936. What would the waste amount to in ordinary plastering, t-inch thick ? There would be very little
waste. ‘ ‘ ‘
1937. What about the plastering of the soffit of an arch or of a tunnel;—what would the waste be in that 
case ? There would be a certain amount of dropping, but it would not be very large. •
7938. Is it a difficult thing to plaster a circular soffit? Tes. ' ^ '
7939. Is there not a great deal of waste in plastering a circular soffit ? There is a fair amount of waste 
m that case.
'940. Therefore your calculations as regards the fixed material allow for a very fair margin? Tes.
7941. Mr. Davis.] Tou say that when coarse stone is used for concrete the whole of the sand and cement 
which are used disappear ? Tes.

7942.
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7942. And in making your calculation in respect of Contracts 69, 79, and 79a you went upon that 
assumption ? Yes.
7943. You went upon the assumption that the stone would be coarse? Two-inch or 11,-inch stone, as the 
case might be, and as specified.
7944. Did you go upon the assumption that the stone would be so coarse that the whole of the sand and 
cement would disappear ? At that gauge.
7945. What gauge ? Two-inch metal in one case, and 1 l-inch in the other. I referred to the specifi
cations.
7946. Mir. Gummow.] You said you had obtained some information from what you had seen in connection
with certain contracts ? Yes; my information is obtained from experience spread over the last ten or 
twelve years. .
7947. I mean information regarding gauging according to the specification? Yes.
7948. Where did you see the gauging specified in the case of these contracts mixed? I have seen the
same stuff used in the case of private buildings repeatedly. I have seen and used the same size of metal 
and the same gauging frequently. It is pretty well a stock concrete. '
7949. Do you know if any other contractors with the Sewerage Department obtain advances on cement ? 
No. I have had very little to do with the Sewerage Department.
7950. Mr. Parkesi] In reading through the papers did you notice this memorandum :—

’ In consideration of the Minister for Public Works, in and for the Colony of New South Wales, advancing to us the 
sum of £1,000, and of any future advances to be made to us, we hereby agree to repay to the said Minister for Public Works 
the said sum of £1,000, and future advances, together with interest at the rate of £6 per centum per annum on such sums 
respectively from the date of advance, on demand, and we hereby charge all moneys due or payable, or becoming due or 
payable, to us under a certain contract for the construction of the Eastern Main Branch Sewer, Western Suburbs Drainage, 
Contract No. 69, Sydney Sewerage Works, in the said Colony, entered into by us with the G-overnment of the said Colony ; 
also all cement, building materials, and every other thing already used, or to be used, in connection with our said contract, 
with the repayment of the said sum of £1,000, and any future advances, and interest at the rate aforesaid; and we hereby 
undertake to give, whenever called upon to do so, a valid bill of sale to the said Minister for Public Works over the said 
cement, building materials, and every other thing used in connection with our said contract, now stored in our premises at 
Illawarra Road, Marrickville, in the said Colony, or elsewhere; such bill of sale to contain a power of sale, and such other 
powers, provisos, and agreements, as the said Minister for Public Works may be advised. We also further undertake to give 
immediate possession of same to the said Minister, or any person appointed by him for that purpose, whenever called upon 
to do so.
? Yes.
7951. Mr. SmithDo you say you never beard of private individuals lending money under similar 
securities to those named in the document you have just heard read? Not as proprietors in the case of 
contracts in progress, though, of course, an individual might take a lien over such security.
7952. Mr. Parkesk\ They would be in trouble if the contractors went insolvent, would they not ? Yes ; 
if the material were liable to be removed, of course.

W.
Thompson.

8 July, 1896.

Harold Francis Norrie recalled and further examined :—
H. F. Nome. 7953. Mr. ParJcesi] When the document was drawn up, allowing of an advance being made on a bill of 
/ saqe the contractors in respect of their unfixed material, was it submitted to the Minister for

8 July, 1896. appr0val? I do not know.
7954. Did you submit it? No.
7955. Who instructed you to draw up such a document? I cannot trace the papers upon which I got 
my instructions, but that 1 had instructions to draw it up I am satisfied. I should not do it without 
instructions.
7956. Did you get Ministerial approval ? I do not recollect having had it.
7957. Do you know whether the head of the Department ever got Ministerial approval of the document ? 
I do not know.
7958. Take the cases of Contracts 69, 79, and 79a, the same thing occurred in connection with every one 
of them;—does your reply to my question refer to the whole of those contracts? No; I think the 
papers show that I had instructions through the Sewerage Department in the other cases.
7959. Had you Ministerial authority in those cases ? I do not recollect it.
7960. Mr. Smithk\ You know that it has been the custom in the Department to make these advances ?
I know it as a matter of practice. "
7961. Bis Bono7'.\ For how long ? When I came to the Department from the Crown Solicitor’s office I 
found that these advances were being made, and that no document of any kind was taken. I then 
prepared the form of undertaking which Mr. Parkes read to the last witness, and I submitted it, to the 
best of my recollection, to the then Crown Solicitor for his perusal. It had been the practice, I found, 
to make the advances before I came down to the Department.
7962. Mr. Smith.'] And the form generally used in these cases was, you think, submitted to the Crown 
Solicitor ? Yes ; I thought it would be very much better to do so.
7963. From the fact of your having drawn this form for this particular contract, No. 69, you feel 
confident that you must have had the usual instructions to prepare it ? I am quite satisfied that I had.
7964. You did not draw it on your own motion ;—you must have had the usual instructions ? Yes.
7965. I think in the new general conditions reference is made to the possibility of advances of this kind 
being made ? Yes ; I think in clause 34.
7966. Mr. Gummow.] When you came from the Crown Solicitor’s Department to the Works Department 
you say you found that advances were being made without any documentary evidence or bill of sale ? 
So I was given to understand.
7967. Do you know whether Carter, Gummow, & Co. ever received any advance without signing a bill of 
sale or a memorandum of this sort ? I do not, of my own knowledge.
7968. Do you know whether Carter, Gummow, & Co. wrnre the first persons who received this advance 
upon material ? I understood when I came down from the Crown Solicitor’s Department that contractors 
had been receiving such advances occasionally.
7969. Do you know whether we were the first firm which received this particular concession? I do not 
know, but I do not think so.

7970.
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7970. Supposing a firm, after you advanced £1,000 or £2,000 upon a large contract, went insolvent, F. Norrie. 
nnw ^ r>°U ^mve an3r redress upon the strength of your memorandum ? I should put it in as proof of debt.
7971. But would you have any security at all? We have the cash deposit, and we have also the 8 July, 1896* 
retention money. There is 10 or 20 per cent, retention money. More than that, I understand that the
advance upon cement was made only at the rate of 75 per cent, upon the then existing market value.
79/2. M/r. Parhes.~\ Is this advance on all material or only on cement ? I take it that it covers any other 
material.
7973. You think it would apply to any material as well as cement ? Yes.
7974. Is it a fact that this advance has been made upon cement only to the extent of 73 per cent, of its 
market value? That I do not know. As regards that matter, I am speaking from hearsay. I have had 
nothing to do with the advances.
7975. Do you not know from the vouchers that advances were made to the extent of 100 per cent. ?
I never looked at the vouchers. Therefore I do not know about that?
7976. You cannot be sure that the condition as to the advance to the extent of only 75 per cent, is being
earned out? No. ' “
7977. You cannot be sure either that the advance is made on the market price ? No.
nnitn' ^ou drew up a security for a particular sum according to your instructions? Yes.
7979. How that sum was arrived at you do not know ? No ; and I did not wish to know.

James Symonds having made an affirmation was examined :—
7980. Mi' Parkes.] You were in the Public Works Department at one time ? Yes. J. Symonds
7981. When did you leave ? I was retrenched on June 30th of last year. /---- *---- -
/982. At the time of your leaving wdiat was your position ? I was Hoad Superintendent for the Parramatta ® ^u^y> *896. 
District.
£983- Do you recollect a culvert being built at Strathfield upon what is called the Monier svstem ? Yes.
7984. Did anything happen to that culvert? Nothing special, that I am aware of. ”
7985. Did you exercise close supervision over its construction ? I had'a general oversight of it. There 
was a foreman on the ground appointed by Mr. Smith. I paid the men.
jwe- ^:ou did not see the construction of the work then ? I visited it on two or three days in each week.
7987. Do you know what the work cost? I have never reckoned it up closely, but I could tell you if I 
had access to the voucher book.

H°nor \ Do you know anything about the cost ? I know that the money authorised was not 
halt sufficient.
7989. Mr. Parkes?^ What was the amount authorised? £110.
7990. You paid the vouchers for the work ? Yes.
7991. Did the cost exceed £200 ? I think the cost was between £230 and £250, but I would not be .
certain of the exact amount. M
7992. If you saw the books you could pick out the items ? Yes.
7"3; Did you ever hear of anything happening to the culvert ? Not that I am aware of. I had very 
great doubt in my mind as to whether it would be strong enough, but on seeing the principle worked I 
felt fairly satisfied that it would stand. r 1
7994. Do you know if any iron bars or cambered plates or anything of that description were afterwards .
put^in to sustain the work ? Not to my knowledge.

anythiDS of put in while the work was going on ? Not to my knowledge.
7996. Did you see the whole of the construction? I was there twice-a-week.
/997. Ihose would be casual visits ? Yes, on my ordinary rounds. I might have had a dozen other 
matters to see to at that time.
7998. Do you know how the accounts of the road expenditure were kept—if, for instance, there were a 
cu vert to be constructed at Strathfield and a bridge at Parramatta, would the accounts of those two w-orks 
be Kept distinctly ? They are supposed to he Kept distinctly.
7999. Did you yourself keep them distinctly ? As far as I wms able.
8000. .What vouchers did you send on to the Department in connection with this culvert? I could not 
say without reiemng back to my boobs.
oono’ was jour book called ? Well, there would be the record book.
onno' that Y)0k we?e Pr°duced could you pick out all the papers relating to this culvert ? Yes.
8003 Do you know where the money was taken from to make up the necessary amount? It was paid 
out of the mam W estern Road vote. 1
oAor’ X?iU kri jW, ^or certain that the money authorised for the work was insufficient ? Yes.
800o When did it run out, do you know ? As nearly as I can remember when the work was half 
completed. ■
8006. What was the sum total allowed for the work ? I think £110.
enno wl11* 14 n0t be £123, ? ]Sro’ 1 think that was in connection with another culvert at Ashfield.
8008. When you were making up your estimate, did you put in 15 per cent, for royalty to Carter,
trummow, & Co. . 1 did not make out an estimate in connection with the first Monier culvert, but I
made out an estimate afterwards for the second culvert at Ormond-street, and I think 15 per eent.rovaltv 
was allowed. r j *
8009. Who instructed you to do that ? Mr. W. A. Smith told me that 15 per cent, royalty was to go in 
in that case, but the culvert was never constructed, I think.
KnSiSS yTs are referring n°W t0 the Culvert w^icl1 ^ was intended to construct at the corner

SOiL What was the exact position of the first culvert—the one which was constructed ? We called it
the .Durwood culvert. It was at the foot of the A^entworth road
om o' ^arkes^ Is it near Dawson’s property ? That I cannot say.-
8013 Did it cost more than, an ordinary 9-in. brick culvert would have cost ? Yes ; it cost much more. .

wttm^eK0rai9'1^cl1 br,lck barrel culvert> ani 1 think the amount came out to £110. 
the snv^ rntfh0^ ;f1C C cfT cniVCTt there, and. I thought that if a new culvert were constructed upon 
the same method it would be sufficient. The bricks of the old culvert were inferior. 8014
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J. Symonds. 8014. Did you send your estimate into the department P Tes.
8015. With a report ? I believe so. *

u y’ ' 8016. Mr, Smith.'] I think you recommended that £300 should be put upon the estimates for this work ? 
Never.
8017. I think you said you paid the men on the main western road, did you not ? Tes.
8018. How far would the length of road under your control extend ? From the Newtown Hoad to 
Springwood.
8019. You would pay all the men working on any part of that road ? Tes.
8020. While this particular work was going on on the Parramatta Eoad at this culvert other works on 
the road were going on, I suppose ? Tes.
8021. Upon which the same men employed upon the culvert were also engaged ? No, not at all.
8022. Would they not be employed upon other jobs when they were not w'anted at this culvert ? They 
went on to another culvert when they had completed the Monier culvert.
8023. In the employment of day labour the men might be wanted upon one job on one day and they might 
be removed to another job on the next day? This culvert was not constructed by ordinary day labour. 
Mr. Smith specially engaged the men for this Monier culvert work.
8024. What sort of books did you keep ;—were the men paid every week ? Once a fortnight. I kept 
the ordinary set of books. We had a book relating to contracts, a book relating to cash ; then there was 
the voucher book, in which the amounts and description of work would be noted. The system has been 
altered so many times that it is difficult to say under which system we were working at that particular 
time. We worked sometimes under one system and sometimes under another.
8025. But when you paid the men, what sort of receipt or statement was prepared ? The ordinary 
voucher.
8026. There were several names on one voucher ? Tes. The men on one special job would be put on to 
one voucher, the foreman being at the top and the other names following. The voucher would be signed 
by me. I took the signatures of the men and forwarded the receipts to the office.
8027. And all the vouchers that were used in connection with this job would refer to that job and that 
job only ? The vouchers sent in-in connection with that job would refer to that job only.
8028. Ilis Honor.'] Were they marked in such a way that they could be easily picked out from the rest ? 
Tes. To the best of my recollection I wrote on all of them “Burwood Monier culvert.”
8029. Were you anxious to keep the accounts in connection with the culvert separately ? I endeavoured 
in my vouchers to make them as explicit as possible, so that on reference to them anyone would be able 
to see at once the work in connection with which they were prepared.
8030. Did your books show upon what work the money was expended—how much, for instance, a 
particular piece of work had cost ? Tes, generally, because we put down the vote, and all the work done 
under that vote would be placed under that heading.
8031. What afterwards became of the vouchers? The receipted voucher would be sent to the Audit 
Office, and one copy would be kept in the Eoads Office.
8032. What then are the books to which you wish to refer in order to make up these items ? I want the 
books in which we put down the amounts of the vouchers.
8033. Are the vouchers bound up together ? No ; but all the vouchers sent in were entered in a book.
8034. What other books do you want ? I do not know that I should want any other books.
8035. Then it is only this one book ivhich you want to enable you to make up the cost of the work ? Tes.
8036. Did you send all your books into the Department when you left ? I left them with my successor.
8037. Tour office was in Parramatta ? Tes.
8038. Would not the books be there still ? They ought to be there.
8039. Is there any reason that you know of for their being yet brought to Sydney ? No.
8040. When had you the misfortune to be retrenched ? On June 30th of last year.
8041. Mr. Parkes.] Are the books produced your books ? Tes.
8042. Mr. Gummow.] Tou say you designed a.circular brick culvert? Tes.
8043. What size was it ? Two feet to the best of my recollection. ‘
8044. His Honor.] Two feet diameter or 2 feet radius ? Two feet diameter.
8045. Mr. Gummow^] ATould it give the same waterway as the culvert which was put in? No.
8046. Can you then compare the two culverts ? The culvert I recommended was sufficient for the purpose. 
The present culvert is about twice the size needed.
8047. Therefore, your superior officer made a mistake in putting it in ? I do not know that he made any
particular mistake, but he said he wished to try the Monier system. He said it would be cheaper, but I 
said it would not be. *
8048. Had he any other reason do you suppose ? I think it was a piece of folly to put in such a large 
culvert. There was not sufficient inlet to more than half fill it.
8049. What was the size of the old culvert ? 1 ft. 6 in. or 2 ft., I forget which.
8050. His Honor.] Used it not to get choked occasionally ? It had been choked, but that was on 
account of the outlet being choked. There is a good deal of bullock traffic on the road, and the bullocks 
had trampled the ground down over the outlet.
8051. Had that caused the road to overflow in heavy rains ? I know that I had to put a man there 
several times to open it out. As I say, the bullocks had trodden the ground down.
8052. Almost every bit of alteration in the roadway, in the case of some suburbs, causes the rainfall, as 
a rule, to run off more quickly ? Tes.

FRIDAT, 10 JULY, 1896.
Thomas William Bryant recalled, and further examined :—

T.W Bryant. 8053. Mr. Pai'lces.] Since you were last before the Commission you have perused the vouchers which 
z——x have been submitted to you, and you have searched the books you used to keep when you were accountant 

10 July, 1896. for Mr. W. A. Smith, and you are prepared now to give further evidence with reference to the Monier 
culvert on the Parramatta Boad at Strathfield, and also the work at Callan Park ? Tes ; I have looked 
through the vouchers, but unfortunately we have not had the papers in connection with the authorisation 
of the construction. We have made application to the Records Branch for them, but they say there are

not
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not any such papers in existence in reference to the culvert on the Parramatta Eoad. We have the T.W Bryant.
papers, however, bearing upon the culvert at Ormond-street. There are many items which I think I
could have traced, but which I have been unable to trace from the want of these papers. 10 July, 1896.
8054. What would be the total amount which you have been unable to trace ? ’ It would be very difficult
to say. J
8055. As to the vouchers or papers upon which you say the Department cannot put its hand, have you "
seen them before ;—do you know of their existence ? There are a number of vouchers, but without the 
original papers I cannot arrive at the amount, because some of the items of expenditure were drawn from
other grants. .
8056. What would the vouchers be for ? Por labour and for the carting of material.
8057. Before you read the statement you have made I will hand you a letter of Mr. W. A. Smith’s,
showing the estimated cost of a culvert of this kind ? That document refers to a small culvert proposed 
at Ormond-street, on the Parramatta Eoad. They asked for £123 I Os., and Mr. Hickson approved of the 
culvert being constructed. It was afterwards found that the money could not be spared from the main 
Western Eoad account, from which it was proposed to take the expenditure, and the matter, therefore, 
lapsed. .
8058. Mr. Davis, in giving evidence the other day, stated that £100 was saved by the construction of the
culvert at Strathfield upon the Monier system ; is that correct? I know that the thing was the other 
way about. ■
8059. I presume you read Mr. Smith’s evidence in the newspapers ? Tes.
8060. You are aware he stated that the Monier culvert had cost £114, and that the departmental plan 
tor a culvert in a similar position would involve an expenditure of £161 ? Tes.
8061. Was that statement correct? No.
8062. I hand you these vouchers, and I ask you whether you recognise them ? Tes ; they represent the 
actual payments in connection with the work.
8063. Tou have perused them ? Yes.

i^re .^,011 sure these vouchers passed through your hands during the time that you were accountant 
to Mr. Smith ? Tes.
8065. They are all vouchers in connection with the Monier culvert at Strathfield ? Tes.
8066. That would he the culvert referred to by Mr. Smith in his evidence the other day ? Tes.
8067. His evidence could not have referred to any other culvert? No.
8068. Will you read the details of expenditure which you have taken out of these vouchers, and after
wards give us the total ? The amounts are as follows

Voucher.
189- 94.
190- 94.
201- 94.
202- 94. 
224-94. 
234-94.
236- 94.
237- 94
238- 94.
239- 94.
241- 94.
242- 94. 
250-94. 
270-94. 
275-94. 
315-94. 
319-94. 
323-94. 
327-94. 
342-94. 
354-94.

Cost of Monier Culvert at Burwood, Main West Road (as per Parramatta Voucher Register).
£ s d

P. Brady—wages ................................ 0 15 0
M. Ahern—wages...... .......................... 10 2 6
Keep & Son—bolts, &c......................... 0 10 5
Brown and Brown—iron ..................... 0 15 4
Ahern and Others—wages ................. 22 10 1
Emu Metal Co.—gravel, &c................. 6 6 3
New Zealand Timber Co.—timber......  116
Cullen Bullen Co.—cement................. 20 5 0
Keep & Son—tools ............................ 0 6 8
„ , », ».   0 2 3
Federal Timber Co.—timber .............. 0 5 1
McEwan & Co.—iron ......................... 3 17 7
Potts and Paul—lanterns, &c.............. 1 8 2
Ahern and Others—wages ................. 20 5 3
Bramston—wages ................................ 15 12 0
Ahern and Others—wages ................. 18 14 4
Isles—cartage....................................... 2 11 0

>> ............................................... ' 1 0 0
Ournow—smith’s work......................... 011 9
Sandy—oil ........................................... 1 p g
Bramston—wages................................ 15 12 0

Voucher. £ gk
363-94. Ahern and Others—wages ................  17 4
368-94, Bailey—stone..................................... 6 3
373-94. Federal Timber Go............................... 0 1
375-94. Potts and Paul—wire ........................ Q 2
388- 94. Water Board—water........................... 0 2
389- 94. Cullen Bullen Co.—cement................ 16 4
390- 94. McEwen & Co...................................... 0 9
406-94. Brown and Brown—iron .................... 0 3
414-94. Ahern and Others—wages ....... 4......  23 0
467- 94. Water Board—removing main ........ 3 15
468- 94. ,, removing valve ........... 6 3
469- 94. „ removing scour .......... 2 7
102-95. Emu Metal Co.—supply of gravel, &e. 6 14
326-94. Railway Commissioners—freight ..... 0 15
107-95. Potts and Paul—wire ........................ o 1
208-94. Federal Timber Co............................... 4 13
220-94. Ahern—wages ................................... 2 2
191-94. New Zealand Timber Co..................... 4 4

£238 1

d.
1
0
0
4 
9 
0 
7 
0

11
3
1
5 
5 
7 
3 
0 
0

10

4

and there ^ere two or three men working at Iron Cove some time before they began to construct the 
culvert at btrathfield. They had to prepare certain material, and it had to be carted from Iron Cove. 
Ihe total Itmng out is £238 Is, 4d.; but in regard to voucher 414, £23 0s. lid. for Aherne and others 
tor wages, 1 hnd that Mr. Symonds had to take two or three men away to Five Dock to do some little 
work there, and I give him credit for £13. That would make the total cost of the culvert £225—that is 
irrespective of salaries, the cement which was taken from Iron Cove stores, and an amount for cartage’ 
They had to cart the cement from Birkenhead to the culvert at Strathfield. Then there is the salary of 
Mr. Symonds, junior, for supervision. J
8069. There can be no doubt that the vouchers now before you are the vouchers which passed through 
your hands, and to which you referred when you last gave evidence ? Tes; I thought I should be able 
to get papers which would enable me to trace the items which were charged to the Callan Park work but 
I am unable to trace that information because of the want of papers. They say the papers were never 
in existence, but I say they were.
8070. Have you ever had a culvert of a similar description pass through your hands at such a cost as that 
incurred for tbe Mbmer culvert at Strathfield P I do not remember it.

nri -Hlc^so“rwrote. 0)1 18th July, 1894: “The Monier system of concrete arching has been patented 
iJ} the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where applicable it reduces the cost of spanning an opening bv 
about 50 per cent. The patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent on payment of 
a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch. I recommend this for the Minister’s approval. I might 
state! have just completed, with the permission of the patentees, a culvert on the Parramatta Eoad built 
on this principle wEh most satisfactory results, financially and otherwiseis that a correct statement 
or tne case t brom what is shown on the documents it was not correct; but I suppose Mr. Hickson would

^ Mr- th^ C was a correct statement. Mr. Smith, I presume, would present a report
to Mr. Hickson, and upon that report Mr. Hickson would act. ^

8072.
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T- W. Bryant. 8072. Mr. Smith stated before His Honor that a saving of 35 per cent, was effected by the adoption of 
the Monier system in the case of this culvert ? He is entirely wrong there. I have given you the actual 

10 July, 1896. fact;S as the cost of the culvert. Those facts were taken from the vouchers.
8073. If Mr. Davis has also stated that there was a saving of 100 per cent, by the adoption of the Monier 
principle in this culvert, that also would be incorrect ? Yes.

’ 8074. Instead of the Monier work being 50'per cent, cheaper it is more like 100 per cent, dearer ? I
should say that it is about that.
8075. M.r. Smithy You say you have looked through all these papers and that you cannot find those you 
want ? Not the papers for which I asked—that is the authority of the Minister or the Commissioner 
for the construction of the work. There must have been authority to construct the culvert. It could not 
have been constructed without authority. There is a paper showing that it was proposed to get a sum of 
money placed upon the estimates, but the other papers, following that, are not forthcoming. ■
8076. What are the papers which you expected to find, but which you have not been able to discover ? 
The papers showing the Minister’s approval or Mr. Hickson’s approval to the pulling up of the old culvert 
and the construction of the new one—the papers showing their sanction for the expenditure of the money.
8077. You have seen all the papers which relate to the cost, have you not? 1 have the vouchers as far 
as they can be traced in the absence of the missing papers.
8078. You make the total payments amount to £238, from which you deduct £13 on account of two or 
three of the men being at work for a short time at Tive Dock;—you make a total of £225 irrespective

. of cement and other material taken from Iron Cove, and the salary of Mr. Symonds, junior ? Yes.
8079. I think you have said that you were a sort of general clerk to Mr. Smith ? Yes.
8080. Did you go on to the works in your capacity of general clerk? No. I was a clerk in the office.
8081. Where was the office ? For two years the office was in Elizabeth-street, but when the new building 
was completed we went into that.
8082. Where were the offices when this culvert was being built ? In this building.
8083. You were not upon the work at all? No.
8084. So that the only way in which you could arrive at the conclusion that particular items were 
expended upon the work would be from an examination of the vouchers ? Yes.

• 8085. Have you any idea as to how long this culvert was in course of erection—would it be weeks or
months ? Roughly speaking, I should say from eight to ten weeks.
8086. Were the men who were employed upon it employed during the whole of their time for that eight 
or ten weeks ? Yes. The men were employed for the whole of their time upon the job during the whole 
of the eight or ten weeks. Some of them were employed considerably before that preparing for the work.
8087. But take the eight or ten weeks during which you say the men were employed upon this particular 
job ;—could you not say what proportion of the time during that eight or ten weeks they were employed 
upon it? No. I think Mr. Symonds could give you that information.
8088. But can ymu say definitely whether the men who, you say, were paid upon this job were employed 
upon it during the whole of their time for the eight or ten weeks ? I should take it to be so from the 
vouchers.
8089. As to the cement you mention in your list, £20 5s. and £16 4s. for Cullen Bullen cement;—are you 
prepared to swear that the whole of that cement went into the work ? I should take it that it was so.
8090. But as a matter of fact you do not know how much of the cement went into the work, whether a 
half of it, a third of it, or a fourth of it ? I could not say.
8091. Are you prepared to swear that the whole of the men engaged upon this culvert were employed 
upon it during the whole of the time named in the papers ? No. That would not come within my province.
8092. As to Mr. Bramston, there are two vouchers showing that he received two amounts of £15 12s. for 
his month’s salary;—are you prepared to say that the whole of his time was put in on this work ? I 
should say so.
8093. You think the whole of Mr. Bramston’s time for two months was put in on this work ? I should 
think so.
8094. How do you arrive at that? I should think that Mr. Bramston would not be prepared to sign the 
voucher from which that information could be derived if it were not the case.
8095. It is only from an inspection of the vouchers that you make these statements ? Yes.
8096. Supposing Mr. Smith said that Mr. Bramston was employed only eight days ? That is a matter 
between himself and Mr. Symonds.
8097. But you do not know absolutely ? No ; I could not say absolutely.
8098. With regard to this period of eight or ten weeks, during which you say the work was in construction,

, have you any idea when it began, and when it ended ? .No. They were preparing for the work at Iron
Cove considerably before it was actually commenced. Some of the material to be put into the work had 
to be prepared at Iron Cove. You will see that they carted some cement from Iron Cove, and that they 
afterwards began to buy cement from different firms. Then the wages commenced, and so on. Altogether, 
the work may be said to have been in operation long before they actually got on to the job.
8099. In the case of voucher No. 414, you have deducted £13 Os. lid. ? Yes, for work done at Five 
Dock. Mr. Symonds thinks the amount would not be so much as that; but 1 have given credit for the 
odd money.
8100. As to the transfer of money from the grants for Callan Park and Black Wattle—you are satisfied 
that part of the money voted for those works was utilised upon this culvert? I think it was. I wanted 
the original papers to check the amounts drawn from those grants.
8101. And you have not been able to check the amounts? No, owing to the want of the papers.
8102. As to the Callan Park grant, and as to what became of the money—do you know anything at all 
about it ? Yes.
8103. What would the amount of the grant be ? £1,000 in all; it was an advance made by Sir George
Dibbs to Dr. Manning.
8104. How much of it was expended ? Up to about the time I left between £800 and £900 were expended 
out of the £1,000.
8105. Upon that particular work at Callan Park ? The Callan Park vote was operated upon for other 
purposes.
8106. What other purposes ? Wages were drawn from it for other road works,

8107.
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8107. Can you specify any item in these vouchers ? I could not do so accurately unless I had the papers. T. W. Bryant.
8108. What makes you think that any of the Callan Park grant was expended in other work? I remember '
distinctly that it was so. • 10 July, 1896.
8109. Is it not shown in the ledger-book ? No.
8110. If any of the grant for Callan Park was expended upon other purposes would it not be under your 
supervision and control ? No.
8111. Cannot you say from looking at the book which of the items was charged to Callan Park grant? No.
8112. The items to which you refer would be entered under the heading of Callan Park, and would be 
charged against the grant ? Yes.
8113. Then, according to your evidence, those entries would be wrong? No.
8114. Some of the money represented by these entries was not expended at Callan Park, I understand?
Some of it.
8115. Yet it was charged to Callan Park in that book by your direction ? Yes.
8116. Sis Sonor.~\ Do you say that amounts which were not expended upon the work at Callan Park 
appear under the heading of the Callan Park account ? Yes. Take the entry under the name of Gilson.
He may have performed a certain amount of labour at the culvert at Strathfield under Mr. Smith’s 
directions. Mr. Smith might have gone to the culvert and found that an extra man was wanted. A man 
might then have been sent up at once from Callan Park. If men were wanted there, they might be sent 
from any place under Mr. Smith’s control.
8117. Mr. Smith.J Do you know whether the men employed at Callan Park were employed upon the
Parramatta Eoad culvert, or do you actually know anything at all about the matter? I could not say . 
definitely. .
8118. Sis Sonor.~\ What makes you make the statement indefinitelv ? Because I know that Mr. Smith
got me to send for the men. "
8119. Would the whole of their time be entered against Callan Park, or would a part of their time be
entered against the Strathfield work ? I remember Mr. Smith telling me several times to charge the 
Callan Park grant for work which was done at Strathfield, and it was charged accordingly. ■
8120. You remember his telling you to charge it to that grant? Yes, to make out vouchers against the
source from which money would lie available. Perhaps the grant for one road would not be sufficient, and 
in such a case we should be told to draw uppn the grant for another road. .
8121. Sr. Smith.~\ But in the case of this particular culvert, do you distinctly rememher Mr. Smith 
telling you to charge the wages against the Callan Park account, and did you, upon his instructions, charge 
that account with any work which admittedly had been done at Strathfield? Yes.
8122. Did Mr. Smith actually tell you to charge against the Callan Park account wages which had been 
actually earned and which were known to him to have been earned on the Strathfield culvert:—would you 
say that? Yes; I would say that. Aherne’s case was one, and Bramston’s case was another. To the 
best of my knowledge their wages were charged afterwards to the Callan Park account. I think the same 
course was taken in the case of Wilson, the carter.
8123. Sis Snnor.~\ How was Bramston paid—was he not paid a salary? He was paid by the day. I
think he received 12s. a day. '
8124. Por supervision ? Yes ; over him again there would be Mr. Symonds, junr.
8125. Mr. Smith.\ Were either of, the items of £15 for Mr. Bramston charged against the Callan Park 
account? Yes.
8126. Sis SonorA What I understand was done in regard to the supervision was this—Mr. Bramston 
was there to superintend the men ; Mr. Symonds, junr., was there to superintend Mr. Bramston ; Mr.
Symonds, senr., was there to superintend Mr. Symonds, junr.; and Mr. Smith was there to superintend 
Mr. Symonds, senr. ? Yes. ' •
8127. Mr. Smith.'] That is your evidence as to the way in which the work was carried out? Yes.
8128. As to the Callan Park grant—do you or do you not know that the whole of it, with the exception 
of £227, was expended at Callan Park;—if that statement were made, would you be prepared to 
contradict it ? All I can say from my knowledge obtained from drawing the vouchers is that some of 
the labour charged to that account was performed at other places.
8129. The balance of £227 was unexpended and was written off ? Yes, I believe so.
8130. As to the grant for work at Blackwattle—what do you know about that? Some items were 
charged against that in the way of wages. I think, roughly speaking, that the grant was £80. I am 
only speaking from memory. My mind is to some extent in the dark until I see the papers.
8131. Was any part of the grant spent on work other than that at Blackwattle? Yes ; I think that in
the case of one or two items it was. ■ .
8132. What sort of items would they be? Wages, I should think.
8133. I think you said when you were last examined that the Department had to send for you after you
had left to adjust Mr. Smith’s accounts ? Yes. 1
8134. Is it the fact that you did so ? Yes.
8135. Do you say that you really adjusted the accounts ? Yes.
8136. What do you mean by that? Certain items had to be put right, because the accounts would not 
balance.
8137. Do you remember what they related to ? To Mr. Smith’s deposit account.
8138. Was there nothing else? Nothing else among the items.
8139. Do you remember one item of £7 12s. ? I do not know. •
8140. Was not that the only item ? There were a lot of matters to be attended to.
8141. Was it not a fact that there was only this item of £7 12s. which ought to have been brought into
Mr. Smith’s banking account and which was not there ? I do not know what the amount was now but I 
afterwards adjusted it at the bank. ’
8142. Was not that the only item you had to adjust? I could not say.
8H3. Think a moment ? I could not say.
8144. You are not able to say whether or not there was any item besides that £7 12?, ? I could not say
I know they were mixed up as regards his balance. ’’ ' 1 ‘
8145. Do you know what the item of £7 12s. was ? No.

. . 8.146.140—2 P
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T.W. Bryant. 8146. Was it not a cheque of Meeks and Wheeler, which they had sent in as a deposit ? I rememher 
that there were some of the items in the deposit account which they could not work out. .

10July, 1896. ]3ut I want you to keep for the present to this one item;—was it not a cheque of Meeks and
Wheeler ? I could not say. .
8148. Was it not a cheque paid in by a firm of contractors as a deposit, and which ought to have appeared 
in Mr. Smith’s Banking account containing the deposits ? I believe that was it; but one would imagine 
from your question that I had been in the service up to the present moment. It is impossible to remember 
all these things.
8149. I want you to fix your mind upon this one item ? I have been entirely away from the service and 
it is difficult for me to do so.
8150. How was the matter cleared up ? I cleared it up through the Bank.
8151. In what way ? By going to the Bank.
8152. What was the explanation ? I remember that there was one item in particular which was entered 
wrongly. It was entered to a firm of the same name.
8158. Instead of being entered to Mr. Smith’s account? Tes. That is how that item was found.
8154. Is that not the whole history of the matter—that this cheque of Meeks and Wheeler for £7 12s., 
paid to Mr. Smith as a deposit, did not appear in his Banking account? I could not say.
8155. Is it not a fact that, as you had been in charge, you were called upon to explain the matter, and 
that, after going into it with the Bank, it was found that this cheque of £7 12s., through an error on the 
part of the Bank, had been paid into the account of another Smith ? The explanation of one of the items 
was something like that.
8156. Is not that the whole history of the matter ? No.
8157. Was there anything beside that you had to put right ? I could not say.
8158. But, speaking from your memory, is there anything beyond that item you were called back to deal 
with ? I could not say definitely.
8159. Tou said on a former occasion that the Department had called you back to adjust Mr. Smith’s 
accounts ? Tes.
8160. And you thought that a truthful way of giving your evidence ? Tes.
8161. Mr. Symonds, senior, I believe, paid the whole of the men upon his portion of the Main Western 
Road ? I think he made the bulk of the payments.
8162. How far does the portion of the Main Western Boad, over which Mr. Symonds, senior, had control, 
extend ? From the Glebe to the Blue Mountains.
8163. JKr. Gummow.~\ What was your ledger for ;—what was it intended to show ? It is an account kept 
for the information of the engineer of the district.
8164. Is it not supposed to be a proper record of where the money is expended ? No.
8165. Take the case of the culvert at Strathfield of which we have been speaking ? A great proportion 
of the expenditure was operated upon by Mr. Symonds of Parramatta, who also kept a ledger. Mr. Smith 
had drawn for the work, and an account was kept of that at the other end. If I am not mistaken he 
drew £16 odd.
8166. Sis SonorT] But that is not an answer to Mr. Gummow’s question as to the meaning and object 
of the ledger ? It was for Mr. Smith’s information.
8167. Take the culvert at Strathfield as an illustration;—were the entries made in the ledger supposed to
be the whole of the charges against that culvert ? They were supposed to be ; but in the meantime Mr. 
Smith changed his mind and handed it over to Mr. Symonds at Parramatta. _

. 8168. Then this ledger would show only part of the account, and the rest would be shown in Mr. Symond’s 
book? Tes. .
8169. Is Mr. Symond’s book ever amalgamated with this book;—are not the credits and debits entered 
finally in one book to show what the whole expenditure upon the work has been ? They are supposed to 
be amalgamated at the head office, under Mr. Carroll.
8170. Would the account in that office show distinctly the headings of the different works as they are 
shown here ? That would all depend upon the grants ; their entries would be entirely different from ours.
8171. Under the grants do you mean ? Under different votes or grants. There is what you would call a 
liability-sheet. They do not keep their accounts together; they split up the amounts of different grants.
8172. Mr. Gummowi] Tou said that some money which had been expended upon this culvert at Strath
field had been entered under another heading ? Tes, I think so, as far as my memory serves me.
8173. Is it of any use at all to keep books if that is the state of affairs ? I have already explained that 
this book is kept for Mr. Smith’s information, so that he may know how he is spending the money.
8174. But what is the good of the book if it does not show where the money is spent ? I think that is a 
matter Mr. Smith should explain.

. 8175. What I want to know is of what use are the books if they do not explain where the money is
expended;—would it not be better to have no books at all than to have books containing statements 
which are entirely untrue ? As far as this book is concerned Mr. Smith had it kept to show the amount 
of money at his command in connection with the employment of labour and the completion of contracts. 
The distribution of the money is a matter entirely within his own control. _
8176. Should not the book show where the money was expended ? It should do so.
8177. And would it not be better to have no book at all than to have a book showing mis-statements ? I 
could not say.
8178. But I want to know your opinion ? If I kept a' set of books I should like the items which appear 
to represent exact facts.
8179. Suppose that in the case of this book they do not appear as exact facts ? I am not here to explain that.
8180. As to this Monier culvert at Strathfield, you say that it cost a good deal more money than another 
class of culvert which could have been put in would have cost ? I cannot speak as to that. I know that 
it has cost double the amount which Mr. Smith says it has cost.
8181. Mr. Smith.^ When you were last examined you said that the head of the Department might
recommend an expenditure of, say, £115 or £120 for a job, and that you were supposed to keep within 
that amount, but that if when you got on to a work you found that an extra expenditure was required, 
then if Mr. Smith thought it not prudent to ask the Minister for more money, then the money required 
was taken from some other grant. I should like to know how often that happened ? It was the usual 
thing during all the time I was with Mr. Smith. 8182.
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you have been speaking this
8182. Do you say it was the usual thing ? Tes. .
8183. _ Can you mention any other job with the exception of those of which 
morning in which it was done ? No.
8184 Could you mention any one job besides those where this thing was done ? I cannot: but I am 
tv?11 cen.a, * an.. -™-r- Symonds will bear me out as to the practice. I have known Mr. Symonds and 
Mr Smith to have disputes over this very thing. I remember, for instance, that Mr. Symonds objected' 
o le money required for the culvert at Ormond-street being taken from the Main Western Hoad grant. 

He wanted a special grant from the Minister for the work.
8185. Sis Honor.] What I understand is this, that Mr. Symonds wanted the money spent upon the 
ordinary work of maintenance, and not upon any particular new work ? That is so.
t 11 r', ml^ 'J ,, . 11 y°u relrlember any other case in which what you call the usual thing was done ? 
1 could not say at this moment. ,
8187. How long were you there ? About four years.
8188. And was it the usual thing during the whole of that time ? Tes.
.8189. How often, speaking roughly, would it be likely to have occurred during that time ? It was done 
so often that I could not say.
819°. Mr Parkes.] When you transferred items of expenditure from one work to the cost of another,'
did you do so upon any definite instructions ? Tes, from Mr. Smith.
oloo' wItiiat matter y°u. always acted under his instructions, did you ? Tes.
8192. What were you paid by the Department when you came back to adjust Mr. Smith’s accounts F It
occupied me three or four days, and I think I was paid about £2. '
8193. Tou would not be likely to be paid that amount for making a search at a bank for this one amount;— 
did you not do any more work ? I had a lot of running about during the two or three days. I found it 
very diihcuit to get the information.
8194. Did you receive a letter of testimonial from the Department when you left ? Tes. I referred to
it a day or two ago when I was examined here. ‘ ,
ment ?Y°Tes 06176,1 ** letter expressing aPPr0Yal of your conduct during the time you were in the Depart-

8196. Suppose you had the necessary books and the opportunity to make a search, could you find other 
cases where Mr. Smith took money from one work and expended it on another ? It could not be got at
such a thing t0 ^ dCme 111 hlS °Wn °ffice' Th® accountant would object to the doing of
Sdn “til* oWrThe'iSaC wie™ £S4 ? N°' ”°‘ 1 “0""‘ ^
2ll8hoSUPP0Se ;0U,ma<ie a Se/,:r<:hACOul,i y°u find these cases ? 1 do not think I could; but Mr. Symonds 
point °Ut When 1 Say that there haVe beerl disPutes between himself and Mr. Smith over this very

yriridiffiCnt7v ar'Se fr°m the imP0SSlbility of discovering the vouchers? It is almost 
impossible to bunt up all tbe necessary papers.
t20°' +uTlriaP«erS are,done with ^ the office they seem to be lost for ever ? They go out of sight. I 

Mt- ™yrrn™0nc,m0r0 °ne occasion complained that Mr. Smith was taking monel from 
is road grant. When Mr. Symonds was prepared to advertise for certain work to be done on a particular 

road, it was found, m some cases, that a half or a fourth of the money had been used. I hale known 
cases m which he has spoken to Mr. Smith about that.
8201. His Honor.] Do you mean that this money was used upon other roads or for some special purpose 
upon your own road ? Mr. Smith used it in his own district, and I remember Mr. Symonds complaining 
of it on one or two occasions. J is

T.W.-Bryant, 

10JulyH896.

James Symonds re-called and further examined:—
sum uf' Parkesl made a s0earch among the papers referring to the Strathfield culvert ? Tes.' J' Symonds-
8203. Have you completed your search ? Tes. /---- -n
oonf- },aVe y0U °btaiTd a11 tbe PaPer8 you require ? All that I need, I think. 10 July’ 1896-
oono -d011 recebect the culvert being built upon the Monier principle ? Tes

w U W.ere engmeer for a Portion of the Main Western Eoad at that time ? Tes
8207. Was it your duty to pay the men ? Tes.
8208. Did you pay away all the money by voucher ? Tes ; I think so

1)1(1 all,tbev°uchers j? connection with that work pass through your hands ? Not quite all.' Mr
tn Proceeded m that m the first place, independently of me, but he afterwards handed over the work 
to my supervision. .
wn1,?.' ?Ar® th0lV0Ueher;lbeforeJou those Which you picked- out yesterday as having reference to the '

orn O ttlat dld the remainder of the vouchers pass through your hands ? Tes
tW ™ f• ?U y°iU SToar PO^irely that all the money set forth in these vouchers was expended upon
that particular culvert ? It was, with the exception of one, which I made a note of. It had to do with
allowed^lS for itf a ^ 1 PiPe Culvert' It Was carried out at the conclusion of this work, and I have"

S9i^' f ¥ eWeoditure upon this Monier culvert according to the vouchers ? £238 Is 4d
that include all the expenditure you know of? I am not certain that it includes all the 

Trnn fY,fc + 1 have been informed that a certain amount of cement was taken for the work from the -
001 - mu Sti)re pnor t0 my havmg anythlng do with the matter.
w;s°noT correct6? ifwa's nofcoTcct61116'110 HiS H°n0r that the CUlvert C°St °nly £1W that statement 

8216- Did you see the report of Mr. Smith’s evidence in the newspapers ? Tes.
S91S Krd Writen-j blm TeS' 1 Wr?te t0 him asking bim to amend his statement.
hftWT fTri ,J0Ukeep a °f tbe letter ? No 5 but I can remember the effect of it. I told 
him that I had noticed his statement before the Commission. I told him that he had made a mistake and 
I recommended him to amend it, or I said that I might be tempted to proffer evidence on the point. ’

• 8219.
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J. Symonds. 8219. How long was it after you saw the report of Mr. Smith’s evidence that you wrote that letter . Two 
t—days afterwards, I think. It was written on Saturday last.

10 July, 1896. §220. Have you received an answer ? I have not. . ,
8221. %[r. T?arlce8^\ Did you expect that Mr. Smith would come forward and amend his evidence r* 1 
thought that when it was pointed out to him that he had made a mistake he might amend it. .
8222. Will you look at that document and tell me whether you have seen it before ? Yes; it is an 
estimate which I sent in on 17th August, 1883, as to dangerous culverts on the Main Western Road 
between Sydney and Parramatta. I said: “ There still exist on the above length of road dangerous 
culverts which at various times have been reported as unsafe or inefficient. No. 1, near Ormond-street, 
Ashfield—a new culvert required; No. 2, at Wentworth Road, Burwood—a new culvert required; No. 3, 
at Auburn—a new culvert required. As each of these culverts should be in brick or concrete work, 
and requires to be about 60 feet in length, a sum of not less than £500 will be required.’ I may 
mention that both the other culverts mentioned in the recommendations are bigger than the culvert at 
Wentworth Road.
8223. The £500 was intended to cover the expenditure upon the three culverts ? Yes.
8224. If Mr. Davis or Mr. Smith has said that you sent in a report that £300 was required to cover the 
cost of the culvert at Wentworth Road, that is incorrect ? Yes.
8225. What was the proportion of the £500 which you proposed to expend upon that culvert ? I think I 
made an estimate that an expenditure of about £110 would be required at that place.
8226. That was for a circular brick culvert ? Yes. .
8227. Suppose another method of construction had been adopted—suppose the culvert had been Street m 
width with 9-inch brickwork over it, and with stone abutments, would it have cost as much as £256 ? I 
do not think it would. I have not made an estimate.
8228. Would it have cost much more than the circular culvert you proposed ? Yes ; it would cost about 
double what I put down. I suppose it would have cost about £200 ; but there was no necessity for that 
size of culvert.
8229. Comparing the Monier culvert with a culvert such as I have described, would there have been a 
saving of 50 per cent, by the adoption of the Monier culvert ? I could not say. I told Mr. Smith that 
I did not think there would be any saving by adopting the Monier system. I said I could not see where 
the saving would come in.
8230. Supposing the culvert had been covered with buckle plates, would it not have been a great deal 
cheaper? It was not recommended, because there was no necessity for such a culvert.
8231. What would a buckle plate culvert have cost ? Judging from the culverts we have constructed in
other places, I should say that it would have cost £150 or £160. ^
8232. Have you on any occasion taken money from the account of one work and placed it to the credit of 
another? I do not say that such a thing has never been done. For instance, supposing a bridge were 
being constructed on the Main Western Road, and that I had a special sum for it, if the sum did not quite 
cover the expenditure I might take the remainder out of the Road Yote. That is what is usually done.
8233. Do you know whether, as a matter of fact, any of the expenditure upon the Monier culvert at 
Strathfield was taken from the Callan Park grant? I do not know about that.
8234. Were the whole of the vouchers paid from the Main Western Road account ? With the exception
of the three vouchors to which 1 have already referred. _
8235. Was the Strathfield culvert built out of the Vote for the Main Western Road ? I believe it was 
paid for out of a Special Vote of £10,000 given by the Secretary for Works for relief works.
8236. Where were these relief works to be constructed? Partly on the Main Western Road. I think 
£2,000 was allotted to me for works upon the Main Western Road.
8237. Are you sure that, with the exception of the three vouchers you have named, the rest of the vouchers 
in connection with the Strathfield culvert were paid for out of the Main Western Road Vote? They 
were. A sum of money intended especially for relief works was granted for the road, and that was put 
with the expenditure upon the Main Western Road. The two things were made into one account.
8238. Would that include the Callan Park work? No.
8239. Was any of the work in connection with the Strathfield culvert paid for out of the Callan Park 
grant ? I do not know that it was.
8240. Was any material for this work paid for from the Callan Park grant ? Not that I am aware of.
8241. Could you sw'ear that it was not so? I have no reason to suppose that it was so, apart from the 
question of the cement which was supplied from the Iron Cove store. That might have been paid lor 
from the Callan Park grant.
8242. Is there any voucher for that cement;—wrero all the vouchers for the payment of wages to the men
employed upon the culvert ? There were two vouchers for cement, but that wms for the supply of cement 
before the work came to me. ,
8243. Were all the vouchers charged against the Main Western Road Vote? With the exception of 
those showing that Mr. Smith paid a carpenter £2 2s. for making a centering, and that he had paid for 
other material.
8244. Were the wages in any of these vouchers charged against the Callan Park grant ? I do not know 
that they w'ere.
8245. Are you in a position to say whether they wrere or not ? According to the vouchers they were not.
8246. Would the vouchers indicate where the money was paid from ? I am certain they were paid from 
the Main Western Road Vote, because they came into our books.
8247. Was it ever your practice to take money from one work for use upon another ;—for instance, 
suppose you had a bridge to build in one position, and another bridge to build in another position, would 
you adjust their cost by taking money from one Vote and expending it in connection with the other work ? 
No ; I do not know that I ever did that. It has only been done in the way I have suggested. If there 
were two bridges Ym one road, and if I had a balance in respect of one bridge, I might possibly spend it 
on the other bridge if it were required.
8248. Is the maintenance money voted annually for the Main Western Road supposed to go to the con
struction of a new work such as a new culvert or a new bridge ? It is supposed to include small works, 
but not large ones. We generally ask fora special sum for anything over £200.
8249. When you have obtained such amounts, have you taken the money irom one vote to provide what
has been necessary in connection lyith another? Yes ; in the way I have explained. 8250.
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8250. Supposing £500 were voted for a bridge somewhere and that the’ bridge were found to cost £1,000, J- Symonds. 
would you take the extra money from the ordinary road vote r No ; in such a case a further grant would
be asked for. Possibly a sum of £100, or so, might be taken from the ordinary road vote under special 10Juy> 1896- 
circumstances, but it would not be a greater sum than that.
8251. His Honor.'] Have you had occasion to expostulate with Mr. Smith on this very point—the trans
ference of money from one vote to another? No ; but 1 have sometimes been very much vexed about it.
1 remember that in one case a certain number of men were employed in the Sydney district and were 
paid from my money for the Windsor Road, 20 or 30 miles distant.
8252. Up to what amount, roughly ? I suppose £30 or £40.
8253. Was that the only occasion, or have there been other occasions? There have been other occasions, 
but I cannot call them to mind just now. I know I complained at the time of their operating upon my 
vote. I thought it was very unfair.
8254. Can you say, roughly, how many times this sort of thing has happened ? The thing has been done
many times, and I have known nothing about it. They have charged works against the main Western 
and main Southern roads, and I have known nothing of it. .
8255. Did you expostulate with Mr. Smith on those occasions ? I did expostulate with him. I said that 
I could not keep my accounts straight if money were spent in this way without my knowledge.
8256. Can you give us an idea of the largest amount transferred in this way in one lump sum ? I have 
kept no special account of it. With regard to the Windsor Road matter, I know that when that took 
place I pointed out that men who were employed in Sydney certainly ought not to be paid from a country 
road vote. I thought it very unfair that the vote for the road from Parramatta to Windsor should be 
trenched upon in order to clear up accounts in Sydney.
8257. Can you not give us an idea approximately as to how often that sort of thing has occurred to your
own knowledge ? I could not say exactly. It will be a long time back now, and I kept no record of 
these matters. *
8258. Would it have happened half a dozen times, or less? It would have happened a greater number 
of times than that.
8259. Would it have happened a dozen times ? I dare say it would.
8260. Would it have happened more than a dozen times ? I cannot distinctly recollect a dozen cases, 
but I know that the question often arose.
8261. Had the practice ceased shortly before you left the Department, or was it then continuing? I 
did not complain so often about it during the latter part of my term.
8262. For how many years or months was it before you left during which you had not cause to complain ?
I do not think I had any cause to complain during the last year of my service. They seemed to imagine 
in Sydney that they could do as they liked with our vote.
8263. As to this Monier work—can you say whether any men were actually employed upon that culvert 
whose names do not appear in the vouchers charged against that particular work? I am not aware of it 
being done after the work came under my direct supervision. If the men were paid from any other vote 
or grant it would be at the commencement of the work, when Mr. Smith was superintending it indepen
dently of me.
8264. Would it be possible for men to be sent over from Callan Park, or from some other work, to do 
work upon this culvert for a day or two, and then for their wages not to appear at all in connection with 
the culvert accounts ? I do not think that happened.
8265. You do not think that any men were put on to work at the culvert who were regularly employed 
at another place ? J think I should have noticed that had it been done.
8266. I suppose each man’s time was kept ? Yes ; my son kept tbe time and made up the vouchers, and 
I paid the men.
8267. I suppose that if your son had been directed not to keep the men’s time he would not have done
so. Suppose, for instance, he had been told not to keep the time of men who had come on to the work 
from some other work for a period of two or three days ? He would be working under Mr. Smith, and 
if Mr. Smith directed him to do such a thing he would probably obey his orders ; but I do not think such 
a thing happened. '
8268. It did not happen to your knowledge ? No.
8269. Mr. Parkes.] Where is your son now ? He is assistant engineer at Stroud under Mr. Allman.
8270. Mr. Smith.] As to these vouchers ;—you say you have been through them thoroughly, and that 
the amount expended in connection with this Monier culvert comes out at £238? Yes.
8271. Do you say that the whole of that, amount, with the exception of £13, was properly chargeable 
against the construction of the Monier culvert? Yes.
8272. You mean, I suppose, against the whole affair, including the removal of the old structure? Yes.
8273. As to the cement;—do you say that the whole of the cement appearing in these vouchers was put 
into the work ? I might state that in going through the papers I noticed that about five casks of cement 
were sent to the Iron Cove store. Excepting that five casks of cement, the other was used on the works 
to the best of my knowledge.
8274. Now, with reference to the day labour—how long was the work in construction ? About six or
eight weeks. •
8275. Were the whole of the men on it working there the whole of their time during that period ? Yes ; 
they were engaged on that work. They were not sent anywhere else to work.
8276. They would not be employed on any other work? They were not employed anywhere else until 
they had finished, when they were sent to do a small work at Five Dock.
8277. As to Mr. Bramston, he received a salary and was paid monthly ? Yes.
8278. And you think that the whole of that two months’ salary should be charged against this work ? I 
think so.
8279. Was he doing anything else at the time besides the superintendence of this work ? I cannot say.
It is possible that he might have been.
8280. Had he other duties ? I do not think he had anv other work in hand when this culvert was being
constructed. ’
8281. But do you know whether he had or not ? He was there whenever I went to the work.
8282. Did you go there every day ? No ; sometimes twice, and sometimes three times a week.

8283.
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J. Symonds. 8283. With regard to the estimates for several culverts to which you have referred, No. 2 would he the 
work al Strathfield to which we have been referring? Yes. 

u y* • 8284. How did you arrive at your estimate of £500 for the three works ? I made an estimate for each 
culvert, and put the three sums together.
8285. What did you put down for No. 1 culvert at Ormond-street, Ashfield ? It is difficult to say. I 
have no data before me.
8286. What did you put down for No. 3 ? I think it was £160.
8287. And for No. 2 ? I think it was £110.
8288. Therefore, No. 1 would absorb the balance of the £500 ? Yes But I may mention that both No. 
1 and No. 3 are larger culverts than the one at Strathfield.
8289. Still you would have £230 left for No. 1 ? Yes. In making up these estimates it is usual to 
allow a margin. There are often other matters which crop up. Bor instance, there is the removal of 
water-mains and other matters which cannot be foreseen.
8290. You think that £230 left margin enough in the case of No. 1 ? Yes.
8291. Did you discuss this matter with Mr. Smith before you sent your estimate in ? I do not remember 
doing it.
8292. Did you not some two years before recommend an expenditure of £350 for No. 1 culvert? Not 
to my knowledge.
8293. You will see that in the document which I now hand you you recommend the expenditure of that 
amount ? Yes.
8294. His Honor.'] In what year was that ? 1892.
8295. Mr. Parkes.] What were the dimensions of the culvert ? TheVe was a 4-ft. span with 66 feet of 
roadway, with a buckle-plate top. It is quite possible that in that case I allowed for the removal of 
water-mains. We knew from our experience that they would have to be lowered. I know that in one 
case it cost us some hundreds of pounds to lower the mains. ,
8296. Mr. Smith.] You wrote this minute on 4th May, 1892, recommending that £350 be expended on 
culvert No. 1 ? Yes; but, as I have explained, a good deal of that would be for the lowering of the 
water-mains.
8297. His Honor.] You had to provide for that? Tes. I remember that in another case, where a 
culvert was put in, it cost us more to lower the mains than for the culvert itself.
8298. Mr. Smith.] Did you take that into consideration when you wrote your minute of 17th August, 
1893 ? Probably.
8299. How did you come to drop from £350 to £230 in the eighteen months ? The price-of nearly all 
classes of work had dropped very much. When I left the Department we were doing some kinds of work 
50 per cent, lower than the price at which we had been doing it in former years.
8300. Mr. Parkes.] Competition had become greater ? Yes.
8301. Mr. Smith.] As to this transfer of money from one account to another—if you had not enough money 
in one of your votes, did you ever get any money from another vote;—do you remember doing that? 
Only in a small way in the last months of the year. Por instance, if I had not enough to pay wages on 
the Main Western Road, and I had a balance on the Main Southern Road, I would borrow the money and 
pay it back in some future month. I kept my accounts as strictly as it was possible to do so.
8302. When you expostulated with Mr. Smith on the occasion to which you have referred, what did Mr. 
Smith say ? I do not know that he made any reply.
8303. Was any adjustment of the accounts made? No.
8304. Did you state your objection in the form of a minute? I will not be certain that I mentioned it to 
Mr. Smith- directly, but I mentioned it to Mr. Bryant, who was making out the vouchers for him. I 
remember saying to him, “ You have been taking my funds.”
8305. And what did he say ? He laughed at that. '
8306. Mr. Gummowi] I think you have spoken of a brick culvert double the size of the old one ;—you 
mean a culvert with a 4-ft. diameter ? Yes.
8307. And that you thought would cost about £220? Yes.
8308. Do you know what a brick culvert having the same waterway as the Monier culvert at Strathfield 
would cost ? I have not gone into that matter.
8309. You could not tell whether it would cost more than £220 ? Probably it would.
8310. I mean with the same waterway as the present culvert ? I should not have put in a brick culvert 
of that capacity, because it would not be necessary.
8311. How much would a culvert with the same waterway as the present culvert cost;—that is what we
want to get at ? About the same, I think. ■
8312. Do you know if you could put in a circular brick culvert with the same waterway as the present 
culvert? No ; I do not think there would be room for it. We might put it in, but it would cost a good 
deal for the deepening of the watercourse. I do not know whether we could get the fall for the water.
8313. Therefore, that may be left out of the question ? Yes.
8314. With regard to the buckle-plates—what is the average life of a buckle-plate ? It used to be 
considered a century.
8315. At that rate they are as durable as the Monier system ? I presume so.
8316. Mr. Parkes.] If you had built a culvert at Strathfield with 9-inch brickwork instead of on the 
Monier system, would there have been a saving in that particular case ? A. 9-inch brick arch would have 
been cheaper than the Monier arch.
8317. Much cheaper? Considerably cheaper.
8318. The cheapness of the Monier arch comes in in the extent which it spans, does it not;—in a small 
work such as a culvert it would be more costly, would it not ? It might be cheaper with a greater span.
8319. Do you know what the Monier arch in the Strathfield culvert cost apart from the other portions of 
the work ? I have not gone into that.
8320. Do you think it cost £90? I have no separate records at all.
8321. What would yon generally allow for brickwork of that kind ? Thirty-five shillings a cubic yard 
generally.
8322. Then if the Monier arch work costs £4 10s. a cubic yard it would be much cheaper to put in an 
arch of brick ? Yes ; brickwork would be cheaper than the Monier system.

8323.
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8323. Taking a Monier arch inches thick at £4 10s. a cubic yard it would be dearer than 9-inch brick- Symonds.
work at 35s. a cubic yard ? Tes. /■'■'■“•'-"'n
8324. Tou think then that it would have been cheaper in this particular case to build a brick arch ? Tes. ^
I pointed out to Mr. Smith that there was no saving in what he proposed to do. He said he hoped there 
would be a good deal of saving, but I told him the Monier work would not be cheaper, and that it would 
cost more.
8325. Would not a brick arch be more substantial ? It would have been quite as good. '
8326. Sis Sonor^] As to the size of the culvert and the necessity for a large one—do you know whether
the former culvert had frequently become choked in times of heavy rain ? That was not on account of 
the size of the culvert, but on account of the bullocks treading in the outlet. .
8327. Was that the only reason P That, I think, was the only reason.
8328. Could not the outlet have been deepened ? Tou might deepen it one day, but in the evening a mob 
of bullocks would come along and the outlet would be trodden in again.
8329. A barrel culvert would not have crossed the whole of the road ? It would cross the formation and 
one footpath.
8330. On the other side there would be a hollow, I suppose, through which the cattle would pass ? There 
was a piece of vacant land and the cattle used to run round that way.
8331. I suppose the ground is now very much more built upon than it was, yet you say that it is not a 
proper thing to put in a culvert of the size which was put in ? I do not think it was necessary, because 
a 2-ft. diameter culvert would have taken the water.
8332. Have you measured the area and calculated out the probable discharge ? No ; but I know that it 
was not large.
8333. Tou have not gone into the question specially. Tou have considered it only in a general way, and 
it appears to you that a 2-ft. diameter culvert would have been big enough ? In these matters I gener
ally take a general view of the country ; I find I am usually correct as to the size of the culverts put in.
8334. Has not your experience been that nearly every culvert on your roads has had to be enlarged ?
No. In some cases we have taken out a comparatively large culvert and have put in a 1-ft. 6-in. pipe, 
because it has been found sufficient. Some of the earlier bridges and culverts were put in without any 
regard whatever to requirements.
8335. Mr. Smith.'] Tou said you j>ut down the Ormond-street culvert at £230, and that you put down 
the Wentworth road culvert at £110,—is that so ? Tes.
8336. I believe the Ormond-street culvert was 66 feet in length with a span of 4 feet ? Tes.
8337. .And the Wentworth road culvert was 55 feet in length with a span of 5 feet ? Not according to 
my plans, which were for a 2-ft barrel drain.
8338. What had you in your mind as to the new culvert, if it were to cost only £110 P I had in view 
a 2-ft.. barrel drain, and to prove that that was sufficient, I may mention that Mr. Smith himself made 
provision for four 9-in. pipes leading down into the culvert.
8339. So that it was a smaller work P I said “What is the good of putting in a large culvert of that size 
and then putting these small pipes into it?”
8340. His Honor.] Where were the four 9-in. pipes to come in ? They would lead the water from the
water-tables into the culvert. .
8341. And would that be the whole of the discharge the culvert would have to carry ? Tes. I think 
that finally it was constructed with only 12-in. inlets.
8342. Mr. Smiths] If it were necessary to have a culvert of the size which is now there, what would have 
been your estimate of the cost ? I do not know. I never made an estimate.
8343. Would there have been much difference between your estimate for a culvert of the size which was 
constructed and the No. 1 culvert in your recommendation ? It would probably have been about the 
same price, supposing such a culvert to have been necessary.

George Christie recalled and further examined:—
8344. Mr. Parkes.] Tou have read the evidence given by Mr. Carter with reference to his business G. Christie, 
transactions with various officers of the Department, and I will ask you now to read the report which you /■——s 
have handed to me concerning the transactions of Mr. Carter with Mr. Weedon. I think Mr. Carter said 10 July, 1896. 
the transaction was one of a private nature, whereas your researches have shown that it was a transaction
with the firm ;—is that not so ? I have here a statement of certain facts, and I shall be pleased to answer 
questions as to what might be inferred from those facts.
8345. Will you read the statement ? Tes.

Memo. No. 3.
i?e financial dealings of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., with Mr. S. H. Weedon, Government Resident Engineer, 

Sewerage Construction Department; and as to payments of interest.

(a) In the documents furnished by the Bank of New Zealand, in connection with Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, 
account with that Bank, information was disclosed showing that a cheque of Mr. Stephen H. Weedon, for £2,000, had been 
paid in to the credit of the contractors on the 18th June, 1895.

Following upon that information I have made certain investigations and inquiries, particularly at the English, 
Scottish, and Australian Bank, where Mr. Weedon has his banking account, and am now able to state as follows :_ ’

1. The identical cheque for £2,000 which had been paid into Carter, Gummow, and Co.’s account with the Bank of
New Zealand was debited against Mr. Weedon’s account with the English, Scottish, and Australian Bank on the 
19th June, 1895, the cheque itself being dated the 17th June, 1895.

2. On the 1st of August, 1895, the balance at the credit of Mr. Weedon in the aforesaid banking account was under
the sum of £50. On the 2nd May, 1895, the sum of £1,000 was placed to his credit, and on the 27th May, 1895, 
a second sum of £1,000 was also placed to his credit. This £2,000 represented money "which was due to Mr. 
Weedon personally from Brisbane.

3. After the cheque for £2,000 which had been paid to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Co., was charged to Mr.
Weedon’s account, the balance was less than £50 to his credit.

(6)
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G. Christie. (b) I have also in this connection specially examined the accounts with the Bank of New Zealand m the names of
N Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co., as disclosed by the pass-books, and the cheques and other vouchers which

in.Tnlv ISQfi have been obtained from the Bank, and find the following . — .ivuuxj, xoau. , ---- . 4.1,«« OflfVi Tnno onrl SfH.Vi Spnt,fimhf*r. 1895. as follows. VIZ. :—
1895.

31st March.- -Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
Carter & Co., debit.

credit

Net debit
30th June (after Weedon’s £2,000 had been paid in). 

Carter, Gummow. & Co., debit . . . .
Carter & Co., debit ... . . ......

30 September.—Carter, Gummow, & Co.
Carter & Co., debit

Total debit 
, debit .

Total debit

outside of their Sydney contracts, such as—
In Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s account.

From Adelaide during the three months ending 30th June . .
From S. H. Weedon, 18th June, 1895 .. .

Transfer from Carter & Co., North Shore account, 26th August, 1895 
In Carter & Co.’s Account.

From Billyard, Andrews, and Moseley, 10th April, 1895 . . .
During the period under review the contractors had to make very heavy payments for purchases of material and to 

provide for certain payments out of capital for retiring partners, and also to provide for similar heavy claims in the months 
immediately following.

Certain payments might be mentioned, such as the following :—

£ s. d.
3,709 7 2

. 6,781 17 1

. £3,072 9 11

. 1,550 17 11
1,507 12 9

. £3,058 10 8
4,067 5 11

606 19 4

£4,674 5 3
of money from

£ S. d.
1,804 4 1

. 2,000 0 0
2,000 0 0

4,500 0 0

£ s. d. 
2,780 0 0 
2,250 0 0 
3,468 2 7 
2,946 16 10 

649 10 0 
400 0 0 
395 16 8 
775 0 0 
605 0 0

Maddison (retiring partner) ................... •
Ewing ,, ................. ...........
Mort’s Dock and Engineering Company......................
Parbury, Henty, & Co.. .... . ..
Scoutton, JR. L. ...
Fuller and Sons .. ... .
Hervey... .. . ....
Deposit on Contract 77 (29th April) .. -----

,, ,, (6th June) ... . . .
It might also be mentioned that on the 8th March, 1895, the sum of £3,500 was paid, through Messrs Billyard, 

Andrew's, and Moseley, to retire the mortgage for that amount with a view of borrowing an additional £1,000, as shown by 
the deposit of £4,500 on 10th April, 1895. i j-oo

(c) Messrs. Caiter, Gummow, &, Co., appear to have paid Mr. Weedon the interest on this £2,000 at the rate ol £50 
per quarter. The fiist payment appeals to have been made by a cheque, drawn by Messis. Carter, Gummow,. & Co., dated 
October 1st, 1895, payable to “ Cash,” amount £30. The second quaiterly payment of £30 was by that firm s cheque, 
dated 16th Januaiy, 1896, payable to “ Interest.” The first of these cheques appears to have been cashed in large notes, 
and the second one to have been paid into the credit of Mr. Weedon with the English, Scottish, and Australian 
Bank. I have not as yet identified the further payments to Mr. Weedon by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
I have carefully examined the Bank Pass-book of Mr. John Carter, who has drawn his cheques in favour of names, and 
have not discovered any payment to Mr. Weedon therein, nor is there an amount corresponding with a quarter s or two 
quarters’ interest during the six months ending 30th June, 1896.

(d) My investigation of the accounts also show's that the whole of the payments for interest on the loans per Messrs. 
Billyard, Andrews, and Moseley, of £3,500, subsequently £4,500, extending from March, 1893, to April, 1896, were paid 
out of the accounts of the firms of Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co. GEO. CHRISTIE,
Sydney, 10th July, 1896. F.S.A.A.

8346. There can be no doubt in your mind from your investigations that the money of Mr. Weedon was 
used for the purposes of the firm, whereas Mr Carter said that it was advanced upon his own security for 
his own purposes? The transaction shows that the money went direct to the firm’s account, and the state 
of their banking account shows that the money was necessary—that they really required it. I inferred 
from Mr. Carter’s answers to the questions he was asked the other day that he considered the transaction 
a private one. I think he said he gave personal security. .
834>7. Have you examined the transactions of Mr. Carter with Mr. Rudolph and Mr. O Hanlon ? I have 
the original records as to the searches I made in those matters. ...
8348. Are the loans in those cases from the firm, or from Mr. Carter as a private individual ? The pay
ments to Mr. Rudolph are by the firm. There is a cheque of April 19th, 1892, drawn in favour of Henry 
Rudolph for £250 upon Carter & Co.’s North Shore contract account, and a cheque under date or 26th 
May, 1894, draw'n in favour of Henry Rudolph for £40 upon the account of Carter, G-ummow, & Co., 
Contract 69. I have also papers which show that four of Mr. Rudolph’s salary cheques were paid into 
the credit of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
8349. Therefore the transaction, instead of being a private transaction, was one with the firm ? It would 
appear to be so.
8350. In Mr. O’Hanlon’s case, what was done? There were four cheques paid to Mr. O’Hanlon, and in
each case from the account of Carter, Gummow', & Co., Contract 69. The particulars are as follows: 
July 6th, 1894, £145 ; July 26th, 1894, £150; August 30th, 1894, £60; September 6th, 1894, a cheque 
drawn in favour of cash for £60. It was cashed in large notes and gold. Prom reference to the con
tractors’ pass-books I find that it was chargeable to Mr. O’Hanlon. _
8351. There can be no doubt that those transactions were with the firm and were not of a private nature .
Tes. .
8352. Mr. Smith.'] Take a case of this nature —Suppose one of the members of a firm had a private 
account—it is not an uncommon thing, is it, for a partnership cheque to be drawm on the partnership 
account to meet a private liability, the individual partner being debited m the books of the partnership 
with that amount;—from your experience m dealing with partnership accounts can you say whether that 
is not a common transaction—a daily occurrence 9 Where there are properly kept books it would occur, 
but I should prefer to answer some specific question upon these points instead of answering general 

' For instance, if you could found a question upon any ono of the cheques to which I havequestions _ __
referred I should be glad to give you an answ'er relathe to that cheque. 8353.
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8353. But is not a case such as I have just mentioned a common transaction? It may be a matter of Christie, 
arrangement between partners; but in this particular concern where there are so many partners, each •' 
having a specific monthly drawing, it could not occur to any extent, and 1 presume that in a case where July, 1896. 
each pswlner had a private banking account his private liabilities would be paid out of that account.
8354. But how can you say that these particular transactions could not be private matters simply because
they 'went through the partnership books in the way you have described. Take, for instance, the 
transaction m relation to the £2,000 ? The trend of my report is that the firm at that time were needing 
money very badly. They had certain claims to meet, and the inference is that the money was required 
to meet those claims. ‘
8355. Suppose such a state of things to exist, and suppose also that Mr. Carter said to his partners, “ I
have a private property upon which I am willing to borrow £2,000 outside of the firm ; we have to meet 
certain liabilities during the next few months ; I will put that £2,000 into the firm’s account; as between 
myself and the borrower it is a private transaction; he will look to me only in the matter; so far 
as the members of the firm are concerned, I am to be credited with the £2,000; it is money brought 
by me into the firm s accounts, and the firm will pay the same interest to tbe borrower as I should 
^v® pay myself. ; suppose the transaction were carried out in that way ; suppose that instead 

• going into the account of Mr. Carter, and his drawing a cheque upon his account, and paying it
into the firm s account, a straight cut was taken by paying the cheque at once into the firm’s account;— 
would it not be still a private matter ? I am afraid I cannot follow the whole of your suppositions.
8356. Sis Honor."] The point is this—would it not be a short cut, instead of the roundabout course
generally adopted in such cases ? In this particular case the matter is very clear, and there is no 
supposition in it at all. .
8357. You draw only one inference ? Only one inference.
8358. Mr. Gummoiv,\ Supposing this firm had an overdraft at their Bank, do you think the Bank would 
lend them money at 6 per cent. Not unless it were a large amount. I suppose it could be obtained at 
7 per cent.
8359. Without security ? With security.
8360. But I am speaking now upon the supposition that it would be without security ? I could not say.
I do not think a Bank would advance money without security, and at this particular time, if I am not 
mistaken, you had security lodged with the Bank.
8361. What security would that be ? I think you will see, upon reference to the papers which have been 
handed m by the Bank, that at that time you had lodged securities with them.
8362. If there were no securities what would be the inference ? I think the Bank would want the monev
paid up. 47
8363. That is the inference you would draw P Tes.

-®ank would lend the money without security—do you consider that Mr. Carter, if he 
had £2,000, was taking an unwise course in his own interests, as well as in the interests of his partners, 
m lending the firm the money at 6 per cent.? I should think that if any one partner in the firm had 
money, ana paid it into the firm s account with a view to reduce an overdraft, there would be some 
arrangement among the partners in regard to the transaction.
8365. Is not such an arrangement likely to be made ? I could not say.
8366. What inference would you draw from the transaction ? I should say that the money had been 
paid m with the knowledge of the other partners.
8367. Would it be beneficial to the interests of Mr. Carter’s partners that he should do so ? No doubt 
it it were his money it would be beneficial to his interests as well as to the interests of his partners that 
he should do so.
8368. I understood you to say that you thought the transaction could be carried out if there were
properly-kept books, but could it not be carried out without any books whatever? I have very strono- 
views upon the matter of books. 1 ^
8369. Do you not think it would be possible for a member of a firm to lend his co-partners money without 
the existence of any books—would it not be fair to make allowance for a certain amount of honour and 
good faith as between the partners? Possibly, but the partner would stand the risk of losing the 
money if no proper record were kept.

^0C)k-Si^ie only bond between individuals who come together in business? They are not the 
only bond, but they save disagreement afterwards. .
8371. Do you think business cannot be done, then, without putting everything down in black and white 9
I do not think your business could have been. ' ’
8372. If it were proved that it could have been, you would be wrong? I should like to see it demonstrated. ■
ispeakmg of the rate of interest, is not Mr. Wheedon receiving more from you than he could from anv
any other investment ? J
8373. Mr. Parkes."] Where partners draw regularly sums of money over and above their usual salaries,
would it not be very difficult for an adjustment to be made without a proper set of books being kept P 
it would seem to me to be so. . » r •
8374. Take the account of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., the sum of £43 6s. 8d. appears to have been
drawn regularly by Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, Mr. Snodgrass, and Mr. Forrest;—would not that denote 
that these gentlemen were partners in all the business of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co ? It would 
indicate that. I might mention that Mr. Gummow’s name does not appear continuously, as do the names 
of the others. But taking Mr. Carter, Mr. Forrest, and Mr. Snodgrass, they appear bo have drawn this 
sum of money regularly from the firm’s account. They commenced at £20 16s. 8d., I think, and thev 
atterwards came up to £43 6s. 8d. ' > j x
8375. And since 1894 they appear regularly to have drawn that salary ? Yes. I have an extract from
tne books showing the drawings of the various partners, hut it is not yet complete. •

®ut( y® regular salaries have been paid every month ? Yes. Mr. Forrest, up to March, 1893, drew 
£20 10s. 8d. hrom that date throughout he has drawn at the rate of £43 6s. 8d.
8377. Out of the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Out of the various accounts.

■ 8378. Throughout this period various sums—sometimes £100, sometimes £20—have been paid to Mr. 
h orrest in addition to his drawings on account of salary? Yes, even sums of money, and the same with 
regard to Mr. Carter. J

140—2 G 8379.
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G. Christie. 8379. These sums of money have been paid out of Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co.’s account ? Tes.
/■ 8380. And the same, I suppose, with regard to the other partners ? Tes. All the payments to Mr.

10 July, 1896. Carter, apart from salary, are even sums of money. There would be £20 or £100, as the case might be. 
There are no broken sums. __
8381. Under these circumstances, in order to keep a proper adjustment of accounts as between the 
partners, books must have been kept P It is difficult to understand how any adjustment can have been 
made without a proper set of books.
8382. The bank-books denote that Mr. Forrest was a partner in all the firm’s contracts ? Tes ; I should 
think so.
8383. Mr. Gummow.'] ATould it surprise you to know that a partner could tell how much the firm owed 
him, and how much he owed the firm, without any set of books ? I hope that each member of the firm 
is in a position to tell what he is entitled to ; but I do not see how he can arrive at it without books.
8384. Could he not arrive at it from the firm’s bank pass-books ? No.
8385. If I owed that firm £150, should I not know it, and would not the other members of the firm 
know it ? There are certain necessary precautions which every man takes, and insists upon, especially 
when dealing with various classes of men, such as I understand your firm to have consisted of—that is 
to say, the members not being all of the same standing as yourself. It would seem necessary, in such 
circumstances, for the protection of the interests of some of the members that they should insist upon 
books being kept.
8386. Tou conjecture that they would insist upon it? Tes.
8387. But suppose that, allowing for the fact that all the members of the firm are not of the same 
standing, they have no disputes, and that no member considers that he is getting more or less than his 
share;—what would you say to that ? I should say that it would be reasonable that at various times 
members of the firm should wish to make an adjustment of accounts. Any careful contractors would 
WBnt to know the profits they had made on each job, if only by way of a guide to them for future 
tendering. It is a simple matter of business in all concerns. Each man naturally wants to know that he 
has had justice done to him. In the first place it would seem necessary that the cost and profit of each 
contract should be arrived at before each man can know what he is entitled to beyond his monthly 
drawing. The amount of profit having been ascertained, there is the distribution of profit to be 
considered.
8388. Supposing a partnership had been properly dissolved, and that the members had settled up all their
affiairs without the slightest dispute or unpleasantness, without the keeping of any books, what would you 
think of that ? I do now know. There are certain circumstances in which a man is glad to take what he 
can get in order to save trouble and expense, and possibly equity suits. _
8389. But suppose there is no dispute and no ill-feeling of any kind—suppose each partner takes a certain 
amount, not because he has to take it but because he is satisfied that he is being fairly treated in taking 
it—what would you say to that? I should say that there were very few such cases. They would be very 
exceptional.
8390. Then there is the question of Mr. ATeedon’s transaction—to whom did he lend the money ? I am 
going simply upon the transaction as disclosed by the books at our disposal. I have not seen any deeds 
or documents, but it seems to me that tbe money must have been lent for the use of the firm.
8391. In whose favour was the cheque drawn ? It is drawn in favour of No. 547.
8392. Mr. Smith^] I should like to knowhow you arrive at the quantity of cement ■which has been obtained
by Carter, Gummow, & Co., from Parbury, Henty, for instance ? From the returns furnished by that 
firm. .
8393. Did you make an abstract of those returns ;—did you make a note of them, or what did you do ? I 
have kept all the papers which I have received from the various firms, but I do not produce them.
8394. How did you arrive at the totals which you have put into the report which you have read;—-have 
you the papers upon which you arrived at those totals ? Tes ; but I do not produce them.
8395. AThere are they then ? They are in my possession, but I object to their production at the present 
time.
8396. Mis Monor.] Tou must produce all the documents by means of which you have arrived at your 
conclusions ;—if cross-examination is directed to the mode by which you have arrived at them they must 
be thoroughly explained ? I have endeavoured to make the information afforded in my report as explicit 
as possible, and I think I have afforded sufficient information to enable other persons to prove my figures 
for themselves. I have seen the ledger accounts of the various firms and the whole of their transactions 
during the time referred to. They have given me information as to the quantities w'hich represent the 
amount charged in the accounts, and they have also furnished me with particulars of the delivery of those 
quantities. From this information I have compiled my report.
8397. I presume Mr. Smith would like to know the names of the individuals to whom you had recourse ? 
In the case of Parbury, Henty <& Co., Mr. Henty, junior, the resident manager, afforded me the 
information.
8398. Mr. Smith.] I understood you to say that you had been furnished with particulars from that firm, 
from which you had made up your returns, showing the total number of casks in that case that is the 
document I should like to see ? I do not produce it.
8399. Have you it ? It is within my control.
8400. Mis Monor.] I suppose you have taken a number of extracts from the account books of various
firms, and that you have made up your report from them ? Tes ; the statement I have made is quite 
complete. ' .
8401. Mr. Smith.] Upon what ground do you object to produce the documents which you say contain the 
figures upon which your report is founded ? lam appearing here more particularly under the instructions 
of Mr. Parkes. That is my position.
8402. Have you any other reason for not producing them? It is not for me to say what is to be done 
with any papers which may be in my possession bearing upon this question.
8403. Mis Monor7] The papers are yours and no one else’s;—you have full control over the whole of 
your own calculations? I take it that if I am employed by any person to make those calculations the 
papers will be theirs, and not mine,'

8404.
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8404. Tou are merely asked to give the simple data from the books upon which you found your calcula- 6. Christie,
tions ? The contractors were asked to prepare this very same statement, and they have had an oppor- A——v 
tunity to prepare it. They ought, as a matter of fact, to know more about their affairs than I do. 10 July, 1896.
8405. Sis Honor.1 Under the circumstances I must direct production of the papers ? Of course that 
being so they will be furnished to the Commission.
8406. Mr. Smithi] I understand that in the case of Parbury, Henty, & Co. you saw Mr. Henty, junr. ?
Tes, and some of his subordinate clerks.
8407. Do you know who they were ? A ledgerkeeper and his son. I think their name.is Holden.
8408. Whom did you see in the case of Mr. Henry Austin? I saw Mr. Austin himself and his book
keeper. I do not know the name of the book-keeper or the clerk.
8409. Whom did you see in the case of Burns, Philp, & Co. ? Mr. Alexander.
8410. And in the case of Mr. John Try? I did not, for certain reasons, visit Mr. John Try’s,
8411. Did you get your returns from each of the persons you have named ? Tes, except in the case of
Mr. John Try. .
8412. How did you arrive at your figures in that case ? Tou will see from the report that I took the 
amount paid to Mr. John Try, and estimated the price at 9s. 6d. per cask.

Mr. John Carter recalled and further examined :—
8413. Mr. Parhesi] Apart from the merchants named in Mr. Christie’s report, have you within the last 
four years purchased cement of any others ? Those of whom we have purchased are Parbury, Henty, &
Co., Henry Austin, Burns, Philp, & Co., and John Try. I think that is the lot. 10 July, 1896.
8414. Sis Sonori] I understood you to say that the whole of the names appeared in your bank pass
book ? Tes.
8415. Mr. Parhes.'] What is the greatest stock of cement you have kept? I think we have had 5,000 or
6,000 casks in stock. ,
8416. What number have you in stock now ? I could not tell you.
8417. AThere do you keep your stock ? Wherever we are at work.
8418. Where are you working nowr ? At Balmain, on the sewerage contract.
8419. What is the street there in which you keep your cement? lam referring to the Johnstone’s 
Creek works. The store is on vacant land.
8420. Near the aqueduct ? Tes.
8421. Is the cement there in bags or in casks ? In casks.
8422. Is that the only stock you have ? We have another stock over at White’s Creek on the same job.
8423. How many casks are there there at the present moment ? I have not the faintest idea. I have 
not been there for a month.
8424. Tou do not keep such a stock, for instance, as 10,000 casks ? No, we should not keep that quantity;
but we have had quite 5,000 or 6,000 in stock. ,
8425. Mr. Gummow.^ Do you know when the duty came off cement ? Tes.
8426. Had you a large stock on 30th June ? No. We wanted to save the duty of 2s. a cask.
8427. Tou did not get more than you absolutely required ? Certainly not.
8428. Sis Sonor.~\ Are there any other places besides the White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek aqueducts 
where you have any cement stored at the present time? No. I think I may go so far as to say that we 
have at times had as many as 7,000 or 8,000 casks stored on our various contracts. Sometimes we have 
had the cement 6 or 8 months before we wanted it so that we might get it tested and have it ready for use.
That accounts for contractors coming to us to borrow cement. We were the only firm who had it. No 
one else had the pluck to get it.
8429. When you lent cement on various occasions, did you always get it back in the form of cement ?
No ; sometimes by cheque, so that we are hopelessly mixed on that subject at present. I could remember 
what we received at the time of the transaction, but I could not remember now.
8430. Did you ever get any cement in respect of which payments would not appear in your bank books ?
No.
8431. Was any cement given to you in exchange for anything else which you had lent? No.

MONDAY, 13 JULY, 1896.
George Christie recalled and further examined :—■

8432. Mr. Smith.'] In the memorandum you submitted the other day you told us that the total amount Gt. Christie, 
of cement purchased by Carter, Gummow, & Co., of Parbury, Henty, & Co., was 17,970 casks—how did /——s 
you arrive at that total ? Pirst of all by an examination of their ledger account from 1st January, 1892, July> 1896. 
and obtaining a copy of all the details making up the total of each item charged to debit or credit.
The ledger account included debits for purchases other than cement. These were separated, and a 
complete list was made out of the purchases of cement apart from other purchases. Messrs. Parbury,
Henty, & Co. were then requested to supply certain particulars as to deliveries, and these were supplied. '
8433. What were those particulars ? Information which was not in the invoices they supplied. There 
were certain deficiencies in the particulars as to delivery.
8434. What were the deficiencies you speak of? They had not a record in their principal books of the 
whole of the information as to delivery.
8435. So that the whole of the 17,000 casks did not appear in their ledger account—is that it ? The
quantities were right, but certain inquiries had to be made as to the exact locality of delivery. The 
principal ledger did not show in all cases the exact locality. ”
8436. Although the ledger account showed the whole total of 17,970 casks it did not give you particulars 
to enable you to say to what places the cement was sent ? No. The ledger would not show that.
8437. The same observation, I take it, applies to the other cases ; the figures appearing in the first 
column of your table show the amount appearing in the ledgers of these four firms—is that not so ? A 
ledger is an index to all the other books ; practically it sums up all the other books. Starting with the

' ' ledger,

J. Carter.



236 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRT COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

Gh Christie, ledger, you get a key to all the information in the hooks. The ledger gives a date and the total, and you 
have to go to the subsidiary hooks for the details. In some small businesses all the details are shown in 

13 July; 1896. i0^gePj ]yUt in the case of a merchant’s business the ledger is the key to the other books.
8438. So that only the total quantity would appear in the ledger ? Not iu the ledger itself.
8439. Not the whole of it, do you say ? It all depends. All debits would appear, the date and the 
amount of the debit. The date of any particular supply and the amount of it would appear in the ledger.
8440. But not the number of casks f No. -inn
8441. So that all that the ledger would disclose would be the total amount charged against the firm .
Tes. _
8442. And you say you have to go to the other hooks and to the invoices to get at the number of casks
is that so ? Tes. '
8443. Did you get from Parbury, Henty, & Co. a list of invoices ? Tes.
8444. Have you it with you ? Tes. . .
8445. Will you hand it in ? I do not do so at present. I would rather leave that for future discussion.
8446. At all events you have a list of the various invoices? Tes. . _
8447. Did you get the invoices themselves of which you have the list ? Tes. What I now hand you is 
the copy from Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s books, made by their own staff.
8448. This document purports to be a copy of the invoices ? Tes.
8449. In full ? Tes. .... ■
8450. It is not merely an extract from invoices, it is a copy of each invoice f Tes, of all the essential 
points. There may be some little item in the invoices which would not appear—matters, for instance, 
which they may have put down for their own information.
8451. Ilis Honor! As far as you know it is a copy of the account of the firm with Carter, Gummow, &
Co., and covers everything ? Tes. t
8452. Mr. Are the marks in red ink against some of the items made by you ? No.
8453. What is the meaning of the marks iu red ink ? They are in the handwriting of Parbury, Henty,
& Co.’s clerk. _
8454. Do the red marks purport to be a copy of what is in the invoices ? No.
8455. They have been added since the invoices were made out ? That which appears in black ink is on 
the face of the press copy of the invoices. The writing in red ink has been added.
8456. So far as the invoices themselves go, as they stand there is nothing to show to what particular 
contracts these particular quantities of cement went ? It appears in many of the invoices, but not in all. 
This is not my writing. It is information furnished by the firm at my request. They furnished the 
documents as they appear in black ink in the first instance, and I pointed out to them that that was not 
enough and that I required other information. The additional information appears in the red ink. In 
some cases the details appear in the invoices.
8457. Can you show me from the items the number of casks which make up the total of 4,300 which are
alleged to have been sent to the North Shore contract—have you any list showing that? Tes ; I have a 
detailed list. .... .......................
8458. It refers to the invoices, I suppose ? Tes ; the number of the invoice is given for identification.
8459. And the statement shows how you arrive at the 4,300 casks which were supplied to the North 
Shore contracts ? Tes.
8460. And it also shows how you arrived at the number supplied to other contracts ? Tes ; the one 
statement supplies the whole of that information.

. 8461. It is founded upon the invoices with the additional information supplied by Messrs. Parbury,
Henty, & Co. since the invoices were made out ? Tes.
8462. I do not know whether I quite understand how you have arrived at the 1,200 casks supplied by 
Mr. John Try. Tou say that the whole of this cement went to the Annandale and Leichhardt contracts ? 
Tes.
8463. How did you arrive at that conclusion ? Por certain reasons the books of Mr. John Try were not
asked for, and the information regarding the purchases from him are based upon the payments to him 
as disclosed by the Bank passbooks and the cheques mentioned therein. I have a list of these payments, 
making a total of £588 6s. According to the contract, Mr. John Try was to supply the cement at 9s. 6d. 
a cask. . .
8464. Was there an agreement in writing ? Tes ; I have referred to that, and I have the information 
definitely, so that in taking a liberal calculation—that is to say, 10s. a cask—I put down the number at 
1,200. That is a very liberal calculation, indeed.
8465. What was the nature of the agreement—was Mr. Try to supply so many casks a month ? I have not 
seen the agreement itself, but I obtained certain information in reference to it, and from this information 
I ascertained that 9s. 6d. per cask was to be paid for the cement delivered at Annandale.
8466. Did the agreement specify any particular contract ? I could not say that it specified the contract, 
hut you will see from the return that there were two contracts in the neighbourhood of Annandale, and 
they are included in one column in my statement.
8467. The Annandale and Leichhardt contracts ? Tes.
8468. And you arrive at this total in that way ? Tes ; it is calculated simply upon the amounts paid to 
Mr. John Try.
8469. With regard to the 1,402 casks obtained from Henry Austin and the 1,000 casks obtained from 
Burns, Philp, & Co., you have corresponding lists of invoices ? Tes; I have the same particulars in the 
case of Burns, Philp, & Co. and Henry Austin.
8470. Where did you get the information, in the case of the supply of cement by Burns, Philp, & Co., 
as to the places to where the casks were sent ? The items in the case of Burns, Philp, & Co. were 
furnished to me with the copies of their ledger in the form of an account current, and after eliminating 
certain items which do not come within the period, there is only one item in which we are concerned. 
That is dated 14th July, 1893, the amount being £487 10s., represented by 1,000 casks of cement, for 
which the invoice is produced.
8471. But why do you come to the conclusion that it went to North Shore ? Because it is invoiced to 
Carter & Co. at North Shore ; and in the second place because they required that quantity of cement to 
make up the total amount on which they obtained the advance referred to in my memorandum.

r 8472.
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8472. And this, you say, is the only invoice that is material P Yes. ft. Christie,
8473. The invoice dated 23rd June, 1892, shows that 118 casks of cement were sent to Carter & Co., Esq.
Shea s Creek ? Yes. s
8474. On 7th July, 1892,109 casks were returned ? Yes. 13 July, 1896.
8475. On 17th May, 1893, 750 casks were sent to Carter & Co. at North Sydney ? They were destroyed 
in the course of delivery. The punt caught fire, and it being necessary to deluge it with water, the 
cement was spoilt.

?^ese are i^ems relating to cement, all. the invoices for cement that you can find in Burns’
Philps hooks for that period ? Yes.
8477. As to Henry Austin s account, you produce a copy of the ledger account, and it contains two items 
to Carter & Co.—July 15th, 1893, 400 casks, and July 24th, 1893, 1,002 casks P Yes.
8478. And these make up the 1,402 casks mentioned in your return ? Yes.
8479. Have you the invoices relating to those ? These are the invoices I obtained relating to that
case.
ojq? kuow the cement went to North Shore ? In the same way as in the other cases.
8481. How is that? hrom the dates, and from the fact that it was the only contract which Carter & Co., 
had at. the time.
8482. What do you say to the item of 619 casks on 30th April, 1892 ? That the cement was delivered to 
Crummow and Gillan.
8483. You do not know what became of it ? No; I had nothing to do with that.
8484. On the same date that is, April 30th, 1892—there is an item of 967 casks;—what do you say as to
that? That it was sent to Shea’s Creek. . J J
8480. On May /th, 1892, there is an item of 994 casks ;—what do you say as to that ? It went to Shea’s
Creek, according to the invoices. .
8486. On the 23rd May, 1892, there is an item of 184 casks ? It is not stated definitely in the invoice
where it was sent to, but it evidently went to Shea’s Creek. ■
ofoo Juljj 1892, there is an item of 331 casks ? That was delivered to Gummow and Gillan.
8488. On 11th August, 1892, there is an item of 409 casks ? Yes ; delivered at W averley.
8489. * And all those items are excluded from your return? Yes. Of course you will understand that in 
dealing with this matter of cement, the dates were in my possession on which Carter & Co. obtained their 
Contract No, /9, after the stoppage of No. 72 Contract. They were then, as far as I can judge, finishing

,averley collj'1'acC hut Contract 79 was practically the only contract they had to go on with, and 
they do not require cement until some time after they have started a contract, because they have to get 
dowTn the shatts. These various points have to be considered when you are dealing with the question of 
cement.
8490. Prom March, 1891, to November, 1891, there were large purchases of cement by Mr. Carter ? Yes 
tor various contracts. ’
of™ ?n USth February, 1892, for instance, there is an item of 175 casks ? Yes ; delivered to the Glebe. 
8492. And on 20th February, 1892, an item of 464 casks ? Yes ; delivered at Waverley. 
o^iQS. And on 18th February, there is an item o£ 4i64i casks P Yes : delivered at AVAverlev 
8494. On 22nd April, 110 casks ? Delivered at Waverley.

are ifmns which appear in connection with the account with Henry Austin ? Yes •
tqoq jt*! re^u:m may sumn3ed up in two invoices—that is to say, the invoices of July 15th,
0,1 e arm! 1893. The others all have reference to contracts prior to Contract 79.
8496. Those are the only items out of all those appearing which you put in your return? Yes ; because 
they are not connected with Carter & Co.’s Contract 79, 79a, and 69. The items represent other cement 
wlucli did not go into those contracts.
849/. In the list of invoices which you received from Parbury, Henty, & Co., are there any items which 
are not included m the 17,970 casks ? No ; the whole of them are included. .
8498. All those invoices are included ? Yes ; because the transaction with Parbury, Henty, & Co. was 
m connection with the supply of cement to the North Shore contract, and the finishing of the Waverley 
contract. • It is pretty clear I think that a little cement was required to finish at Waverley, and then thev 
went straight on with the work at North Shore.
8499. Mr. Gummow^ You have had copies of invoices from Burns, Philp, & Co. ? Yes.
8500. Have you copies of invoices from Henry Austin ? Yes.
8501. Were these copies made by the firms themselves ? Yes.
8502. Did Parbury, Henty, & Co. make out the copies you have in their case ? Yes.
8503. They were made by one of their staff? Yes.
8504. You are quite sure of that ? Yes.
correct"01*1 ^ firm guarantee them as correct ? They are prepared to attend, and swear that they are 

8506. They told you that they were absolutely correct ? Yes.
8fh)7. And as to the deliveries of these different quantities of cement, do they guarantee those as correct ?

8508. In each case ? Yes ; whatever is stated in their documents.
8509. Are the statements as to the delivery of cement guaranteed by the firm, or are they only your own 
statements ? I think in the case of Mr. Henry Austin’s deliveries, the cement went into lighters as stated 
in the invoices. I made searches which show that it went to North Shore •
8510. But did the firm give you particulars of the delivery definitely ? Yes ; other than in the case of 
Henry Austin, and that was clearly delivered at North Shore

lm0?Thefcher ‘he cemeilt delivered at these different places was used upon the works 
there ? My report does not go into that matter at all.

‘ I)<? y°U ^n°w wllether Carter & Co. in buying cement bought for particular contracts, or on a 
large scale for future use ? I could not say as to that.
contract riot Js°U 86611 °f tlieir COntraet notes ? No 5 but 1 bave seen information gathered from the
lei r' ?° kn?w b°w mucl1 cement Carter & Co. had in stock prior to 1st January, 1892 ? Where ? 
85 o. Anywhere. That would be shown upon the certificates upon which they obtained advances, 
x presume. , 8516.
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G. Christie, 8516. But what had they in stock previous to January, 1892 ? I should say that you had none, because 
Esq. you made such petty purchases to complete other contracts that you had. I should argue from that that 

f you could not have had any stock.
13 July, 1896. §517. That is the inference you draw ? Tes. .

8518. Tou said you had checked everything, and that you had no doubt that your audit was perfectly 
correct? Tes.
8519. That is the case, is it ? Tes.
8520. As to these advances upon cement, let me refer you to the Parliamentary papers. In your memo,
as to advances on cement made to Carter & Co. upon Contracts 79 and 79a you refer us to page 360 of the 
Parliamentary papers as to the Department’s rule in regard to advances, viz., “ 75 per cent, of value up to 
75 per cent, of contract deposit” ;—-will you show me that paper ? The wrong page is given. It should he 
page 366. .
8521. Do you know whether it is the rule of the Department to give this advance ? If you will refer to 
page 366 you will find the following minute by Mr. Davies :—

The contractors have been asked that an advance he made on approved cement on this contract. It is usual for this 
to be done, and I recommended that the request be complied with to the extent of 75 per cent, of the amount of the fixed 
deposit (£485), at the rate of 75 per cent, of the value of the cement on the ground, on condition that the contractors sign 
the usual agreement.
That passed through various officers. It was approved by Mr. Hickson, and was referred to Mr. 
Davies, and sent on by him to Mr. Norrie.
8522. What does the agreement upon page 367 say ? It runs as follows :—

In consideration of the Minister for Public Works in and for the Colony of New South Wales advancing to us the 
sum of £485, and of any future advances to be made to us, we hereby agree to repay to the said Minister for Public Works 
the said sum of £485 and future advances.
8523. That refers to future advances as well as to the £185 ? It contains the usual condition in any 
mortgage.
8524. But does the agreement mean anything what is meant by it ? The minute which I have quoted 
was noted by various officers, going on finally to Mr. Hungerford ; and I suppose it is intended to convey 
the information that no greater advance than that specified should be made ; but more has been advanced.
8525. But what is the meaning of the term “ and future advances” ? I take it that the use of that
language only fixes the amount more definitely. _
8526. But it does not prevent the Department from making advances over and above £485 ? If it be 
necessary to go through the whole of this formula in reference to the advance of £485,1 presume that 
any increase upon that amount could not be made without the same formula being gone through.
8527. Further on in your report you say : “ Contract 79a. Contract deposit, £485. Tbe amount advanced 
exceeds 75 per cent, of deposit, £485, viz., £360 ” ? I believe that is the amount.
8528. Do you know the amount of the deposit in the case of 79a ? I have taken the percentage to be 
upon the £485.
8529. Does not the minute say, “ I recommend that the request bo complied with to the extent of 75 per 
cent, of the amount of the fixed deposit (£485)” ? I now see from the other documents that the deposit 
is £650. I accepted as correct the amount in the minute, viz., £485.
8530. Tou clearly made a mistake ? Well, there would appear to be a mistake in the minute. .
8531. Would it make a difierence in your statement ? I had better say exactly what difference it would 
make. It will make a difference of £125 in the items referred to in the last paragraph. It will reduce 
each of the four sums of £296 to £171, and it will reduce the amount of £179 to £54. It will make an 
over-advance of the amounts which I now state upon those five different certificates. The amount of £15 
in the paragraph disappears.
8532. As regards the value of cement on the ground, how do you arrive at it ? I think I have been liberal 
in putting it down at 11s. 6d.
8533. How did you arrive at that price ? The price at which the cement was purchased was 9s. 9d., and
I am allowing the most expensive mode of delivery. _
8534. What do the schedule rates for any contract accepted by theDepartment say ;—do they not provide 
for payment upon material delivered by the contractors ? Tes. To what items do you refer ?
8535. I refer to the item for cement ? The price quoted for the supply by you of a dozen casks of cement 
was never intended to apply to an advance upon the whole stock of cement. Besides, anyone advancing 
upon cement would naturally advance upon the cost. Tou supplied about twelve casks ultimately at the 
price named in the schedule, viz., 16s., but an advance would, as a rule, be upon the cost of the goods to 
the person holding them.
8536. Would not the 75 per cent, advance be upon the schedule rate in just the same way that the 90 per 
cent, advance upon work done would be at schedule rates ? I can only repeat what I said—that 16s. was 
intended to be the price for a few casks, which you might have to deliver to the contract as cement, but 
if the Department were requiring 1,000 casks of cement they could be purchased at less than 11s. Od. 
a cask.
8537. The point is this : If the Department make an advance at all, would it not be to the extent of 75 
per cent, upon the schedule rates ? I had no intention of being present this morning as a witness, and I 
have not with me the papers referring to this particular matter.
8538. The point I wish to bring out is this : That there is a certain schedule price for cement, and in the 
lending by the Government, of 75 per cent, upon cement, the value of that cement would be the value set 
down in the schedule? I could not agree with that conclusion. No matter what the contract price 
would be for a small quantity, it does not follow that the Government are.expected to lend at that same 
price upon 2,000 or 3,000 casks.
8539. Do you think the Government have lent money upon that basis ? Tes.
8540. And you do not agree with that course ? No. I have referred again to certificate No. 17, and I find 
that it substantiates fully what I stated in my memorandum. The certificate shows that the cement was 
valued at the rate of 16s. a cask to the amount of £2,160, and that you received 100 per cent., and that 
there was not the usual deduction of 10 per cent, for contract work. The Government advanced you 16s. 
a cask upon the cement.
8541. Sixteen shillings a cask is the price appearing in the schedule ? Tes; but it was not intended that
you should supply 3,000 casks of cement at that price. 8542.
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8542. Is it not greatly to the advantage of the Government to make this advance upon cement? In G. Christie, 
what way. f—\

more competition, by assisting contractors financially ? I think the Government are 13 July, 1896. 
really destroying the security they have by making an advance upon it.
8544. But are they not getting their work done more cheaply by assisting competition ? I do not think 
Sf vT q n0^ ^ any l)enefit whatever to the country. It would be much better in the interests
ot the State to have stable contractors who would not require these advances, contractors who on entering 
into these works were able to finance themselves. No good Government would take off 10 per cent, from 
the work and then advance £2,000 upon cement. That is not business at all.

^°eS ^ n°^ assis*' competition if a tenderer knows that he can obtain financial assistance from 
the Department take the case of a tenderer who, if he had not that assistance, could not afford to 
tender ? With reference to the specification and your statement that the Government did authorise this 
advance upon cement, I suppose the only matter which would influence a tenderer if he studied the 
specification would be a clause stating that he was entitled to the advance.
'"’olfi- Mi* HonorWhat you mean to say is that if there were a condition in the specification permitting 
the advance it is right to assist the tenderer; but that otherwise you do not think it would be so ? Quite so.
8547. Mr. Qummow.~\ Will you look at page 120 of the Parliamentary papers ; look at the last two lines 
ot clause 34 of the general conditions—does it not show that contractors can get an advance upon material 
on the ground and not in position ? That is not in the specification in the case of Contract 79 with which 
we are now dealing. That is a new specification.

8548,
8549, 
8550

George Edward Hudson sworn and examined:—
Mr. Parkes.'] You are a contractor ? Yes.

Jou were allied in your business with another gentleman named C. B. Bond ? 
Bond? A commission a^ent. earrvincr nn hnsinpss in SJneapY-afrnpt

Yes.

8553
8554

Who is Mr. Bond? A commission agent, carrying on business in Sussex-street.
8551. Is he a builder ? No. ,
8552. Is he a financial agent ? He was a commission agent; he has now retired from business.

Was he a man of means ? I suppose so ; he was supposed to hack me up through any work I got. 
He found the money and you found the experience ? He found the money and I had to do the

work. J
8555. Do you recollect tendering for Contract 79—1 mean the contract in Alfred-street, North Shore ? 
Yes.

Mr. Bond were the lowest tenderers? Yes. [Vide Appendix Mo. 32.]
8oo7. Did you not wait for a considerable time for the acceptance of your tender ? Tes.
8558. Eor how long? Three or four months.
8o59. Not longer ? I could not swear to the time now. I fancy that it may have been longer, but I 
would not swear to any time. I remember coming to the Department on several occasions, and asking 
them when they were going to start the work.
8560. When your tender was not finally accepted, what did you do—did you come to the Department? 
Not atterwards. " r

v^en you f°und that there was delay in the acceptance of your tender? I came and 
asked them if they were not going to give me the ]ob, and they said they were not likelv to go on with it for two years. ■ j j &
8562. AVho told you that? Mr. Piper, I think.
8563. Where did you see that gentleman ? In the Department.
8564. In what part of it? I could not say.
8065. Was it in the tender board-room ? I could not swear.
8066. Was it in the big room in the front of the building ? I saw a good many persons about the getting
withouTpreyu’dic11* 1 t ^^ Ml' Wll° t0ltl m° tIlat 1 coulc1’ writing, get my money back

8567 What did you take him to mean by that ? I took him to mean that we could put the money up at 
any future time. r J l
o-cn' *T0U Jefp With that understanding? Yes ; we wrote for the monev, and got it back.
would get itWr°te 1 Mr’ BOnd dld a11 corresPtmdeace- 1 told him that if he wrote for the money he

8570. When you wrote for the money, was it your intention to relinquish the contract, and not to take it 
up . l\o._ i had to pay Mr. Bond 9 per cent, for the money. That was the amount he charged for any
money which he advanced for works. I think £369 was the amount of the cheque paid to the Govern- 
men , an en the Department told me that they were likely to be two years before they went on with 
the work, I naturally wished for the money hack again, because I did not want to pay 9 per cent, upon it 
okvitI-T yearS' Mr' B°nd wrote for tlle money- and he told me afterwards that he got it. * 
know that ^ understan<i that he was to write, relinquishing the contract altogether ? No ; I did not

8572. You continued to anticipate that you would have the contract until you saw something in the 
newspapers did you not ? Yes. I remember one evening my boy saying to me, “ Dad, did you see they 
were going to call for fresh tenders for the North Shore job ?” I said “ No,” and he said, “ Well it is 
in the papers I saw m the newspapers the next morning, at breakfast time, that the Minister had 
given tne job to Carter & Co., on account of their agreeing to forego some claim in connection with the 
Shea s Creek contract.
8573. During all that time you had been expecting Contract No. 79 ? Yes.
Ill41' ®urP?,‘8ed ,if y°u knew. that Mr. Bond-after your conversation with him—wrote,
upon the 28th September, 1891, in the following terms, to the Department ?—

In re Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works, 
n,- , , , 88) Sussex-street, Sydney, 28 September, 1891.were.«c^ta bdng1ht to^rt^de^.the P °f SubmittinS a the above works, and, we believe,

We

G. E. Hudson. 

13 July, 1896.
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Q-.E. Hudson. We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but not hearing from your Department,
^^we have, in the meantime, entered upon other obligations, and must consequently respectfully ask you to permit us to 

13 July, 1896. withdraw our tender* and to return us the deposit attached thereto now lying in your hands, viz., £369.
■ . We are, &c.,

C. B. BOND
(Bond and Hudson).

I never heard of that letter before. I did not know at that time what letter Mr. Bond wrote. I simply 
told him to withdraw the money, as I could not be paying interest upon it.
8575. You did not know that he was going to withdraw the tender as well ? No ; I understood that he 
was going to withdraw the money. .
8576. And that, ultimately, you were to go on with the contract ? Yes. If the Government had called
upon us to put up the money again, to go on with the'contract, we should have done so. That is what I 
understood. .
8577. Had you any communication at all in writing, or by word of mouth, with Mr. Hickson about this 
contract? No. I have only spoken to Mr. Hickson once or twice, and that was in connection with a 
contract for water-pipe laying.
8578. Did you know of the existence of the following letter from Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. 
Gummow and Gillan to the President of the Tender Board ?

Sir, Sydney, 10 June, 1891.
We have the honor to enter our protest against the acceptance of the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for 

Contract No. 79, North Shore sewerage, on the following grounds :—
1. That the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for Contract No. 56, Potts’ Point sewerage, was accepted by your 

Board and not taken up by them,
2. Upon fresh tenders being called the tender of Mr. G. E. Hudson was the lowest, but was not accepted by the 

Board, in accordance with their rules and regulations.
Upon these grounds we, as tenderers for the North Shore sewerage, beg to protest against the tender of Messrs. 

Bond and Hudson being now accepted. We have, &c.,
GUMMOW & GILLAN.

• CARTER and CO.
I know nothing about that. I know that we did tender for the job in Victoria-street.

. 8579. Will you tell His Honor how you came to throw up the job ? We tendered for the job in Victoria-
street £3,000 or £4,000 lower than the price of the next tenderer to us.

, 8580. Who were the next tenderers ? Gummow and Gillan ; I cannot be positive, but I am almost sure
that we had an amount of £120 in with the tender. Looking at the fact that we were a good bit below 
the next tenderers, I thought there might be something more in the work than I anticipated, and that it 
would pay us to throw it up although there would be a loss of £120. I told Mr. Bond so, and he 
pointed out that the loss was considerable. I said to him that while there was one brick over another in 
my house he could hold it as security against any loss. I told him I thought it would be better to let the 
job go and tender for it again. I afterwards did so, on behalf of Mr. Bond as well as myself, but he was 
not at home at the time, and I did not put in his name. Mr. Bond was on the Hichmond at the time, 
but he had left a signed cheque to be put in with any tender, and his son had directions to fill it in. 
When Mr. Barling was reading over the tenders in the board-room he read out, I think, Hudson as the 
lowest tenderer, but it was determined that as I had previously thrown up a job the Department would 
not accept it.
8581. Who got the contract? Messrs. Carter & Co.
8582. They carried out No. 56 Contract ? Yes.
8583. Did you look upon Contract 79 as being a losing or a profitable contract ? I was satisfied with my 
prices.
8584. What did you expect to make? I thought about £5,000. I am not an educated person. I am a 
practical man, and I knew what I would get per yard for driving, and upon that I made out my calculations.
8585. Did you receive any indication at all from the Department after your tender had been sent in that 
it had been accepted ? I do not remember.
8586. Did you see any officer of the Department about the acceptance of your tender for the North Shore 
Contract ? Only when I came, as I have told you, about the return of the money.
8587. But not before that ? No. _
8588. Do you know whether Mr. Bond did so ? I do not know. All my communications with the 
Department by letter were carried out by Mr. Bond.
8589. Did he put up a deposit anywhere in connection with the carrying out of the work—did he put a 
deposit in any bank ? I remember some money being put in the English, Scottish, and Australian, 
Chartered Bank, but whether it was for the Victoria-street job or the North Shore job, I am not sure.
8590. What was the amount ? It was about £2,000, I think. I think arrangements were made for the 
money with the English, Scottish, and Australian, Chartered Bank.
8591. Did you know any other officer of the Department besides Mr. Piper? No, 1 cannot say that I 
did. I saw a good many, but I do not know their names. I was a perfect stranger in the Department at 
the time.
8592. You know where the tender-board room is ? Yes.
8593. Did you ever speak to the clerk in the board-room? You moan Mr. Mitchell—yes. I went often 
down to him to get back the amounts which we had put in with other tenders.
8594. Did you speak to him about the contract ? I could not say now.
8595. Therefore the only intimation you had as to the acceptance or rejection of your tender was through 
the newspapers? Yes ; I saw from the newspapers that Carter & Co. had the job.
8596. In the meantime you were under the impression that you would get the work, although it might 
be hung up for two years ? Yes ; they told me two years might elapse before it was proceeded with.
8597. Mr. Smith.\ Who is Mr. Bond ? Mr. Chapman Bonnard Bond, of Sussex-street.
8598. What is he ? He was a commission agent. He has retired from business now, and it is being 
carried on by his son.
8599. Did you enter into partnership with him ? There was no written partnership. I worked for him
at first as a licensed drainer, and I gave him satisfaction on some private job. Afterwards I got a 
contract under a son-in-law of his, a Mr. Kenwood. I also completed that work to his satisfaction. 
Then I tendered for a job with a man named Chandler to do all the water-pipe laying in the city of 
Sydney. I went to Mr. Bond and asked him to become a bondsman, and he did so. 8600.
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Q-. E. Hudsorccn?’ tvj ? cons^era^on ? I Put £100 in his hand as security that he would not lose any tiling.
ooOl.. Did he get a share of the profits ? He got interest upon any money which he lent to me for the 
carrying on of the works. He got 10 per cent, at that time. After'that Chandler took to drinking hard, 13 July.1886. 
and Mr. .Bond would not lend me any more money while I had any connection with him. I therefore 
lad to dissolve partnership with him. Mr. Bond lent me money until that job was finished, and as soon 
as it was finished we tendered for work under the style of Bond and Hudson.

^ere was 110 general deed of partnership ? No. Mr. Bond was always secured because 
all the vouchers werQ payable to him.
8G03. Tou were partners in respect of a,ny particular contract you took up together? Tes. I used to 
get wages every week from the day the job started until the day it was finished. When the last man was 
sacked my wages stopped. -
8604 How did you share your profits ? We divided them equally after Mr. Bond had taken 9 per cent, 
for the money advanced. 1

8605. I suppose you looked to him to manage all the financial part of the business ? Tes.
8606. Tou ieit that entirely to him ? Tes.
8607. After you had sent in your tender for Contract 79, and it was not accepted, did you enter into any 
other contract with Mr. Bond ? Since then we have done a job at Parkes.
seos. But you have not gone into any other job with him since then ? We did a job at Devonshire-street 
under the Water and Sewerage Board.
8609. Can you remember any other partnership contracts ? I am not sure whether some of these were
betore or since the job you are referring to. Por instance, there was the job from the Eyde pumping 
station to the Chatswood reservoir. j r r =.
8610. Is that a big work ? It was a job of over £8,000. .
ocio’ Tiru^k ^°,U sa^ y°u ^ia<i a talk with Mr. Piper about the return of your deposit ? Tes.

q v hat made 1011 S° t0 hlm about it: ? 1 wanted t0 find out where I ought to go.
contract?11 YeT t0 ^ ;Department to know wliat they were going to do with regard to this particular '

8614. And you say you saw Mr. Piper ? Tes.
8615- Before you went to see Mr. Piper did you see Mr. Bond ? Of course
8616. And what did you arrange with him ? He told me that I should have to pay interest on the money 
it we did not go on with the job. J
S y0U^ ^ °U,\h(T ^ thinS stood ? Tes’ To see wllen the job was going on. He
«R1Q 4ffUt tllat L dld S?.* back ,the deposit money I should have to pay the interest on it.
wif-b TVTV ^ y‘?11 Taf Pjper dnld y?u see Mr- ■Bon<i aSain ? Yes; I was always in communication

Mr. Bond. I iold him to write for the return of the deposit, and he did so. I never saw the letter 
tnat was sent.
8619. Did you not generally see the letters which were written for the partnership? No. I never
fi°“!er?d mJ head about it. I simply told him to write a letter and get the money.
qco?' 7°^ left whole thinS t0 Mr- BondYes. He did all the financing.
sfioo v lt,t!lrns ^ tllat ^Ir- Bond wrote a letter withdrawing the tender absolutely ? Tes.
8622 Tou did not know that? I cannot say I did. I never before saw the letter to which you refer, 
and 1 never heard it read. J

yho ,drewtfie money wfien was returned by the Department ? Mr. Bond, I suppose. ’
8624 You do not know whether you got the money back or whether Mr. Bond got it back? I asked 

im to go to the Treasury alter the money, and I do not know whether he did so or whether it was paid 
account aCC0Unt‘ ^ lfc Were paid lnto a bank> 1 suppose it would have been paid into Mr. Bond’s

8625. As to the Potts Point sewerage work, Contract 56, you tendered for that work ? Tes.
86 6. 1 suppose you knew that there were certain rules and regulations of the Department attaching to 
all tenders r Tes. Of course I read the specification. . b
fl2I‘„°Ile^the?lallSeiSitt^ify2Ulna^eadefaultor forfeita deposit you are afterwards excluded 

om competing is not that the effect of clause 14 ? I think there is a clause to that effect, but I do 
not know the number ot it. ’
8628. It was on account of that clause that you were not given the contract to which you have referred,
I suppose ? I did not expect it altogether ; I did not expect to get it. ’
8629. Mr Gummow^] Did you get back the deposit you made in connection with Contract 56 ? Tes • I
got it back during the Dibbs’ administration. •’
Ew St f0"0 v3 jHf°W 1-Wfterrt W°Uld that be ? It must have been two years afterwards. I 
know that I applied for it when Mr. Bruce Smith was in office, and he would not give it to me. They

knp^ en°ugfi of me m the Department. Some time afterwards, when Mr. Dibbs was in office, I 
applied tor the money, and I then succeeded m getting it back.
8631. On what date was that ? I have no idea.
till' xr* lr,was tw T y£ars after1wards. you say ? It would be about that, I think.
56 ? S' m°W-] T°U SEy that Gummow and Dlllen were the next tenderers to you upon Contract

tba-M-l^ld y0Ui/XP|Ct th!? WOuld gefc tbe work after you threw it up ? I thought it very probable 
W, f J hT 8ometlmf1s !be contract was given by the Department to the next tenderer, and some- 
eRQ'S be?ders were called for. In this case they called for fresh tenders.
8630. Would it not have been fair play to give it to the tenderers next to you ? I thought that would be 
done’ d should not have thought there was anything wrong about it.
ocqy' ti Cn tenders were called for tke work again Carter & Co. got it ? Tes

ST610“ thmSht '°nU rr°“1? ”‘te ‘ >»» »F« it f I did

so^muchabo^e mtthmk y°U ^ a S°0d en0USh price f°r the work ? Not when 1 saw the other tenderers 

8640. In the case of Contract 79, you were £3,000 below the next tenderers 9 Tes
140-2 H ' 8641.
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G.E. Hudson. 8641. Did y0U know anything more about that class of work than you had known previously ? No, I 
13TT^896 canno^ say ^a^ I did. I had not much experience.

u '8642. Tou had not done any work in the meantime? I had done some work under the Water and 
Sewerage Board.
8643. But tunnelling work I mean ? There were a few chains of tunnelling on the work I did on the 
Challis estate.
8644. Tou thought you might make about £5,000 out of the North Shore contract if you got it? Tes.
8645. How did you arrive at that estimate ? I cannot go into it now. The thing happened a long 
while ago. I know that Mr. Bond asked me, as he always did, what the profit would be, and I remember 
that I worked it out at about £5,000. I must have had someone to work it out with me for his satis
faction.
8646. Did you base your tender upon what you knew of the other tenderers ? No. Every item w'as 
separately worked out not only by myself but Mr. Bond’s son-in-law.
8647. Do you know who got Contract 79 ? Carter & Co.
8648. Not Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? That I do not know. It is rather a fine distinction.
8649. Mr. Smith.] When you did hear that Mr. Bond had written in this way withdrawing the tender 
did you say anything to him ? No.
8350. Did you protest against his having done so without your knowledge ? No.
8651. Tou said nothing at all; you simply accepted whatever Mr. Bond did ? Whatever Mr. Bond did 
in that line was binding upon me. I had thorough confidence in him.
8652. Mr. Parkes.] Have you not heard of this letter for the first time to-day ? Tes.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—

J. Carter. 
13July^I896.

8653. Mr. Parkes.] Before you received Contract No. 79 at North Shore had you any conversation or 
arrangement with Mr. Hickson, or had you any conversation with him before you paid to Mr. Bond £750 
to drop his contract ? Not the slightest. ’
8654. Tou had no conversation at all with Mr. Hickson ? None at all. I did not know him at that time.
8655. Was it about the period of Mr. Bond writing this letter that you gave him £750 to relinquish his 
tender; that would be about 18th September, 1891;—was it at that period ? At about that period I 
presume, but I do not remember the date.
8656. At the same time did you pay a sum of money, namely, £200, to Mr. Bond’s son-in-law, Mr. 
Kenwood ? That I could not tell you. I had some dealings with Kenwood & Co. over the Silkstone 
railway and other contracts.
8657. Did you not on 23rd March pay a cheque for £200 to Mr. Kenwood for arranging matters with 
Mr. Bond ? Tes ; I paid him that sum. He had a lot of trouble in the matter.
8658. Upon the 9th October, 1891, the Minister instructed the Engineer-in-Chief to re-call for tenders for 
this work, did he not ? I could not tell you.
8659. On 22nd Eebruary, 1892, at all events, a notice was sent to the Gazette? I believe that was about 
the time the matter was re-advertised.
8660. Had you any knowledge of the fact that it was to be re-advertised—did it come to your knowledge ?
Not that lam aware of. ’
8661. How came it then, that Mr. Hickson upon the next day—that is 23rd Eebruary, 1892—wrote as 
follows :—

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91, complications have arisen with Carter & Co., re their Contract No. 72 having 
been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, some of which no doubt could not be entertained, but on 
some items they have made a good ease. They are prepared, if they obtained this work, to waive all claims on No. 72. 
As their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 below the estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this 
course were adopted, work would be given at once to a large number of men. — R.H., 23/2/92. Under Secretary. Important.
? I could not say. .
8662. When did you put in the claim which has been referred to in connection with Contract 72 ? 
The papers are here, and I daresay if I referred to them I could give you the date.
8663. Did you between the 22nd and 23rd call upon Mr. Hickson ? Possibly.
8664. Had you any conversation with him ? Certainly, if I called upon him. .
8665. Do you not remember whether you called on him with reference to your claim ? Certainly I did ;
but I do not remember the dates. "
8666. Was it after you heard that there was to be a Gazette notice ? I did not hear of it, and I have 
already said so. I may have called upon Mr. Hickson repeatedly on various businesses.
8667. But did you have any chat with Mr. Hickson as to the nature of your claim ? No. Mr. Hickson 
would not discuss it with me. He repudiated it entirely. That minute of his which you read has until 
recently been news to me. I did not know his opinion on the subject.
8668. In connection with Contract 72, I believe the claims referred to consist of these items :—“ Kent of 
Knight’s paddock, £10 ; sandstone for concrete, broken and stacked, £400 ; Portland cement, £958 15s.; 
loss on sale of cement, £250; gratings, £87 10s.; manhole covers, £30; interest on expenditure, 
£64 4s. 6d.; valuation of plant on ground for completion of contract, £500; loss on profit on work 
withdrawn, £1,750—making a total of £4,050 9s. 6d. ” ? Tes. \Yide Appendix No. 33.]
8669. What was the date of that claim ? 15th Eebruary, 1892.
8670. The date of your obtaining this contract is 23rd Eebruary, 1892, so that the two dates are very 
close ? Tes.
8671. How long before you sent in your claim had the work upon Contract 72 been stopped;—had 
it been stopped six months ? Possibly.
8672. Tou sent in your claim upon 15th Eebruary, and on 23rd Mr. Hickson wrote his minute ? Tes. 
8672^. Is it not a fact that Contract 72 was re-started within a fortnight after the matter in connection 
with Contract 79 was settled ? I do not think so ; but it may have been. I know that it was re-started, 
but how and when I cannot say.
8673. On 12th October, 1891, Mr. Hickson stopped the contract ? Tes; I believe that was the date. 
{Vide Appendix No. 34.]
8674. And in April, 1892, you re-started it? Tes.
8675. When you re-started Contract 72 did not this entire claim of yours disappear ? Not necessarily.

' ' 8676
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nn^6 ^J16 ren^ ^or Knight’s paddock—would not that disappear P No.
'o^o rn , t,he ®andstone for concrete, £400—would that be used ? Tes; certainly.
ooyo. lake the Portland cement—would that be used? Tes. ‘ ,
8679. Then there is loss of sale upon the cement—would that be lost? Tes ; because I had' bought 
oe?AI1wua5ri^ ^°r 0^er.C0n^racts) an(i also for Shea’s Creek, so that we had too much in stock, 
both pkce^/think11 ^ 2’00° Casks ? 1 transferred it to North Shore and Waverley—some to

8681. Then it was used ? Tes ; but what about the carting and the interest on the money, and the high
price as compared with the cheaper price afterwards. '
8682. Then take gratings, £87 10s.—did not the G-overnment take them off your hands and pay you for
them ? I could not say now. ■ r j j

8683. Take the manhole covers at £30—they were not lost ? No.
^en !f ke the iatewwt on the expenditure, £64 4s. 6d. ? That is neither here nor there.

8685. 1 hen there is the valuation of the plant on the ground for the completion of the contract, £500— 
that was not lost; and there was also a loss of profit on the work withdrawn, £1,750—that is not lost? 
JNo ; 1 hope not.
8686. Then really there was no claim ? Certainly, there was.
ocoo wher? did it.come in ? Because the contract had been taken from us.
8688. Was it not intended all along that this work should go on when the Estimates were passed? 
Certainly not. At all events, we had no intimation to that effect.

689. Then by what arrangements did you get the job on afterwards? There was no arrangement that 
1 know of. We were told to go on with the work. The Department wrote to us, and told us to go on

they should1167 ^ y°U ^ ^ consideration in the letting of Contract 79 ? No: I do not see why

8691. In connection with your purchase of cement—as a matter of fact, you do not always take delivery
Irom merchants—you do not have from two to five thousand casks sent out to the works? Tes 
certainly; we do not want to handle it several times. 5
8692. Would it not be better to leave it in the merchants’ stores ? No ; that would put Od. or 8d a
cask on to it, to pay for storage and handling. 1

TWherf ^ y°u this 2>000 casks of cement stored ? At Shea’s Creek.
QCQr tvJ1 8^ie^ t^ere^> Yes; had four cement-sheds, if I remember rightly.
8b9.j. Uid you have any inspection by an inspector of works upon Contract 72 prior to your signing 
the contract for ,9 a short time previously ? I really could not say. If the official correspondence 
says so, 1 presume it occurred, but 1 do not remember it. L

°^tai.'ledJpoutTra;ct 5d’ did y°a enter int0 “I negotiations with Bond and Hudson to 
withdraw their tender ? No; I do not know them
Ss ^ kn°W ^ ^ D0W ? Tes’ 8liShtly> 1 !net Wm half a d°^n times, I suppose.

698. Mr Gummow.] As to Contract No. 72, if payments were made to you on 20th January, 1892, would
not your claim have been put m after that date ? Tes. ’
8699. But it would not be months after the completion of the contract ? No. Of course, I could not
put in any claim until I got payments upon which to base the claim. The details had to be worked out 
.iney were not worked out by me. '
8700. Who worked them out ? Mr. B. C. Simpson.

S° y0tl ?0t consider you suffered a great loss through delay ? Tes 
• on with i°t y°U Wby ContraCt 72 Was Parted again ? I have no idea, except it was necessary to go

wf'-h1*0 i,0U tkink ii: 1Jikely that the municipal council and Members of Parliament for the district might 
have been hurrying on the Government m the matter ? Probably. °
qvak' dkW°Uld n?t 6 to your acti°^ ? I never approached them on the subject.
trart 79 pndCOntraCt was accepted did you know if you were going to get the continuation of Con
tract 72—had you any idea of it ? Not the faintest. o & & ^
fWnt8 t0 ?°p u?015 56~*e i>0tts’ foint contract—Bond and Hudson were the lowest tenderers, and 
brummow and Gillan were the second lowest ? Tes.
clntraS ? "^No*111! dohnotGUmmOW ^ fairl'Y treated in not beinS allowed to go on with that

SbdnJexnoiS ttfJthll0Uld have/0* tbat COntraC,fc? TeS’ beinS tbe second tenderers, and their 
p ce being exposed. If the prices had not been exposed, we should not have beaten you the second time.

J. Carter. 
13Jutyfl896.

George Christie, recalled and further examined:— '
conclusion thTt the + tllinkfthe °tbe/ daJ you told us that in your investigation you had come to the G Christie 
conclusion that the transaction of Mr. Carter with Mr. Weedon, relative to the £2 000 was not anrivate
wm ^tha^the eone^m-Belf Carter> but was a transaction between Mr. Weedon and the firm ;— 13J^A896.
8329 ? That does . r r y0U Sald y°U kad ™d-wi]l you look at your answer to Question87?0 T,in1n O c reQe9o«0 ^ transactlon ^th Mr. Weedon, but to sundry cheque's. *
and Mr tl0n 8326 ;7odo I°U not agree that 14 was a Private transaction so far as Mr. Weedon
and Mr. Carter were concerned? As regards Mr. Weedon, 1 cannot say. As regards the object of 
obtaining the money, I would distinctly say that it was for the benefit of the firm. 3
Tes •’ M^Weed^haiidpd /?0f0r y0l;i c°l?ld dra"r only one inference from the transaction ?

nri1v2ateStrSsaacHmiri1Jeed0I1h-S CA? ^ dispute ^ Carter’s evidence that this was a 
i i on between himself and Mr. Weedon ? I cannot give any evidence of course as to what.Mr- Carter= hnt it seems to nie clea^that'the^monev
L“dedtTm^ev ib^efit°f^e ^ ^ you bave also tbe fact that the firm
himself nrivatelv''or for th o fi r ^ e leadmS member firm, and whether he wanted monev for

P y, for the firm, does not seem to me to matter very much. It is almost impossible to
my
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G. Christie. my mind to draw a distinction between Mr. Carter as an individual, and Mr. Carter as a leading member 
of tbe firm of Carter, Grummow, & Co.

13 July, 1896. 8713_ par/ces^ The benefit of the transaction having been derived by the firm P Yes.
8714. Mr. Smith.] Is there not a great difference between the lending of money to an individual and to a
firm ? I cannot see that in this case there is much difference. ^
8715. Will you look at the memorandum which I now hand you ? Yes. It reads as follows :
Memorandum of charge made the seventeenth day of Juno, one thousand eight hundred and ninety-five, by John Carter, of 
North Sydney, contractor (hereinafter called mortgagor), in favour of Stephen Henry Weedon, of North Sydney (hereinafter 
called mortgagee). Whereby in consideration of the sum of two thousand pounds lent to the said mortgagor by the said 
mortgagee upon the execution of these presents (the receipt whereof the said mortgagor doth hereby acknowledge), the said 
mortgagor doth hereby charge all those the lands comprised in the deeds and certificate of title mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto (which deeds and certificate have this day been deposited by the said mortgagor with the said mortgagee), with the 
payment by the said mortgagor to the said mortgagee of the sum of two thousand pounds on the first day of June one 
thousand eight hundred and ninety-seven, and also interest on the said sum, until payment thereof, at the rate of six pounds 
per centum per annum, such interest to be paid half-yearly, on the first day of December and the first day of June m each 
year. In witness whereof the said parties have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year first before written.

The Schedule.
13 June, 1892. Conveyance, J. W. Johnson and others, first part; The New South Wales Property Investment Company, 

Limited, second part; J. P. Wright and others, third part; Augustus Morris, fourth part; and John Carter, fifth part- 
registered number 541 ; Book 501.

4 January, 1888. Conveyance, Thomas John Cook to John Carter ; registered number 906, Book 514.
27 February, 1867. Conveyance, Thomas John Fisher to Thomas Ellen ; registered number 463, Book 102.
4 December, 1868. Conveyance, Thomas Ellen to Edward Carter ; registered number 1,000, Book 156.

29 May, 1894. Certificate of Title, volume 1,128, folio 191, in name of John Carter.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said John Carter, in the presence of,— JOHN CABTER.

F. M. Gummow.
Received on the day and year first within written, of and from the within named Stephen Henry Weedon, the sum of 

two thousand pounds, being the consideration money within expressed to be paid by him to me.
Witness—F. M. Gummow. JOHN CARTER.

We, the undersigned, hereby certify that the typewriting above and on the preceding page o£_ paper is a true copy of the 
original memorandum of charge, the same having been compared therewith by us this thirteenth day of July, 1896.

T. C. BLUETT, ) Clerks in the Bonds and Contracts Branch 
W. M. CLANCY,/ of the Public Works Department.

8716. When was it executed ? I see that it was filled in with the date, 17th June, 1895.
8717. Mr. ParJees.] Is the document registered? No. _
8718. Mr. Smith.] It is a memorandum of charge from Mr. Carter to Mr. Weedon. It is a matter between 
those two and those two only ? That is what it purports to he. It is an equitable mortgage. It is not 
an ordinary business transaction.
8719. And you know, as a matter of business, that there is a great difference between a document of that 
kind, as between two individuals, and a lender of money and a firm? 1 have no evidence to give upon 
that point. I cannot comment upon what may have taken place between Mr. Carter and Mr. Weedon.
8720. But you are here,I take it, as anexpert in matters of account, and I ask you as an expert whether 
there is not a great difference between a loan such as this purports to be, from an individual to an indivi
dual, and a loan to a firm ? I cannot distinguish between Mr. Carter, and Carter, G-ummow, & Co., 
because they are so connected in this matter. Besides, I take it that Mr. Weedon is not an outside 
friend. The connection is through the contracting firm. There is one series of connections.
8721. Mr. Gummow.] How do you know that Mr. Weedon is not an outside friend? Well, from the time 
Mr. Weedon has been in the Colony and his connection with the Sewerage Department.

. 8722. But I ask you how you know that he is not an outside friend? Of course I can only express an
opinion. ____________________ _________

Stephen Henry Weedon examined 
• S. H. 8723. Mr. Smith.] You are a civil engineer? Yes.
Weedon. 8724. You are in the employment of the Public Works Department ? Yes.

8725. What are you doins at the present time ? At the present time I am surveying.
13 July, 1896. §728. In the country ? Yes.

8727. You know Mr. John Carter ? I do.
8728. Some time last year there was a transaction between yourself and him relating to a sum of £2,000 ?
Yes. * ...
8729. Will you state how it came about—that is to say, what was the beginning of it ? Last December 
twelve months, I came into a little money through the death of my father. At that time, I was in charge

• of a contract for which Mr. Carter was one of the contractors.
8730. What was that? 79a. _ _
8731. I believe you succeeded Mr. Boys there? Yes. When I knew that I was going to have a little 
money I thought of building, and at different times I had spoken to Mr. Carter as well as to other persons, 
and had consulted him about the price of land, and what a house w-ould cost, and that sort of thing. In

, the month of Marc^i I was told I was going to be removed from the work I was in charge of and that I
was likely to he sent into the country. I therefore gave up the idea of building, seeing that I was so 
unsettled, and I asked one person and another whether they could give me any advice as regards the 
investment of the money. I spoke, among others, to Mr. Carter. I was then sent away to do some work 
elsewhere, and in the meantime Mr. Carter made me an offer. He said that he was paying 8 per cent, for 
an overdraft, and that if I found I could not do better he would give me 6 per cent, for my money and 
would give me security for it. He told me at the same time that, if it should so turn out that I at any time 
wanted the money, I could, if I gave him reasonable notice, get it back. It was a friendly sort of 
transaction, and in that way I came to lend him the money upon the security which you have before you.
8732. This security was drawn up at the time ? I presume so. That is what was handed to me when
Mr. Carter got my cheque. _
8733. You gave the cheque, and Mr, Carter handed you ovei that metnorandum of charge as security ? 
Yes.

8734.
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8734. The transaction was between yourself and Mr. Carter, and not between yourself 
Carter, Grummow, & Co. ? Quite so.
8735. Ton have not been over any of the contracts of this firm since that transaction?
8736. And the money was lent after you had left Contract 79a ? Tes.
8737. Have you known Mr. Carter for any number of years ? Since I have been in New South Wales—
since 1891. '
8738. Mr. Gummoiv.'] Can you tell me what firm prepared this memorandum of charge? Messrs. 
Johnson, Minter, and Simpson.
8739. When did you pay your cheque to Mr. Carter—do you remember the date ? It was drawn on 17th 
June.
8740. Upon what date did you get your interest ? From 1st June. .
8741. How was that? I should have paid the cheque before, but I was away at that time, and Mr; 
Carter said it was not worth while making the date 17th June. He said we had better date the trans
action from the 1st of the month.
8742. How did you get paid this interest of 6 per cent. ? It was to have been paid half-yearly, but after
the first quarter I had a cash payment. I had various payments to make, and I asked Mr. Carter to let 
me have the payment for the first quarter in advance. He gave me the first quarter in cash as I wished 
it so. I had some outstanding accounts and I wished to pay them. .
8743. Do you know how you received the second and third payments? The second payment was by 
cheque paid into my account, and the third payment was made in cash.
8744. Why was it made in cash ;—was it for any particular reason ? I asked Mr. Carter to let me have 
it in cash because I wanted to pay it into the Savings Bank. I was only up for the day from Wollongong, 
where I was at work, and I asked him to let me have the payment in cash so that I might put it into the 
Savings Bank at once.
8744-g-. When you were lending this money did you take security from any parties other than Mr. 
Carter ? No. '
8745. Were any other names used? No.
8746. Do you know who witnessed the transaction? I was not there when the document was made out; 
but you witnessed it, apparently.
8747. Mr. Par/tes.] When was the deed drawn up ? I do not know.
8748. Was it drawn up lately ? Not according to the date upon it.
8749. Has it not been drawn up lately? It has been in the bank ever since I received it.
8750. Will you look at the blotches in the ink and also at the signatures? I do not require to look at it,
because I know that it has been in the bank. I went to the bank myself and got the document out.
8751. Why did you not get the document registered ;—would not your solicitor register it ? I had not a 
solicitor.
8752.. Would not the^solicitor who drew the document for you be likely to get it registered ? I did not 
see him about it. *
8753. From whom did you get the document? From Mr. Carter.
8754. Mr. Smith.'] It was then deposited with the bank ? Tes.
8755. Mr.’Parkes.] Before coming to this Colony were you not in the Public Works Department in
Brisbane ? Tes. ■ '
8756. In what years ? Up to 1886.
8757. Under a Mr. Ballard ? No.
8758. He was chief of the department you were in? No ; he was the chief in North Queensland. Mr. 
Stanley was the chief engineer for the Southern and Western lines.
8759. Did not Mr. Ballard have some question raised about the placing of money of his at fixed deposit 
with a contractor ? He lent money to contractors who were working for him.
8760. All through Contracts 79 and 79a you were the resident engineer? No.
8761. Tou were actiug on Contract 79 on February 19, 1894, were you not? Mr. Boys was in charge
upon 79. ■
8762. But were you not acting there as well as Mr. Boys ? No. I think I relieved him for a few days.
8763. Did you not on 20th February, 1894, recommend that Inspector Beid be removed on account of 
his quarrelling with Mr. Carter’s men? I know the thing cropped up while I was relieving Mr. Boys.
8764. Did you not write this minute?

Wlien'I first observed mixed coucrete on the board at mouth of Shaft No. 5, and found from Inspector Reid that it 
would not be used before evening, I pointed out to him that this was too long for it to stand, for, though mixed dry, the 
stone had been soaked with water and the sand wetted by the rain. Ho told me the matter had been inquired into and 
settled by yourself and the contractors. I am still of opinion that it is detrimental to the strength of the concrete for the 
cement to bo mixed for hours with the other wetted materials before going into the work. [I beg to point out that such 
friction as is evident by this report, between our inspector and the contractors’ men, should be put a stop to at once by 
removing the offending party from the works, as no satisfactory work can be done under the strained conditions obtaining at 
present. S-H/W., 20/2/94. Mr. Davis.] °
Tes.
8765. Tour signature, I notice, is attached to minutes right through the papers in connection with 
Contract 79 showing that you were in close connection with the work. For instance, on page 331 of the 
Parliamentary papers you will see this minute by Mr. Davis—“Mr. Weedon to see that the surplus 
material is delivered to the places named.” That is dated 21st August, 1894. Almost from the 
beginning of the.contract you seem to have had some connection with it. For instance, you reported 
upon the case of alleged sweating on the North Shore contract, did you not ? Tes; I reported on that.
8766. Ton were engaged in supervision all through Contract 79a, were you not ? Not all through.
8767. During the greater part of the work, at all events ? No. I took up the work at an early stage, 
hut there was a good deal to do when I left it. I do not know whether it is finished even now.
8768. I see from the papers that in October, 1894, you wrote a letter, and I observe there are minutes 
following that which are noted by you. Then Mr. Davis writes, “ Mr. Weedon to see about this,” in 
allusion to the substitution of brickwork for concrete. Tour name appears right through the papers in 
connection with the contract. Tou must have been engaged upon it right through the job ? I was 
engaged upon that job until it was handed over to the Water and Sewerage Board, on 8th April, 1895.
8769. When the greater part of the work w^s done ? No ■ ■ , , • 87701

and the firm of 

No.

S. H.
Weedon.
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S. H. 8770. In what condition was the job when you left it ? There were most of the shafts to build and the 
Weedon. tunnel lining to go in.

'T'T'—8771. On what date do you say it was handed over to the Water and Sewerage Board? On April 8th, 13 July, 1896. isg5 •' J
8772. All through the work up to that date you acted upon it, did you not ? I was practically in charge 
of the work up to that date. The shafts were sunk when I took it over from Mr. Boys.
8773-4. What did you do when you left that contract ? I was given charge of other contracts for a short 
time. On April 9th I was instructed to take charge of Contract 110 at Clay Cliff Creek, Parramatta. 
Then there was 79a, Book wood Cemetery drainage ; then No. 109, Kensington storm-water channel; and 
No. 116, Easton Park, Balmain.
8775. You also had to do with Contract 69 at Marrickville ? I relieved Mr. Milner once when he was 
on his holidays.
8776. Eor how long ? He was away six weeks, I think. .
8777. It was you who recommended that the filling that was to be done for the altered work, the substi
tution of one sewer for two, was to be paid for—not at 6d. per yard as in the contract, but at 5s. a yard ? 
I cannot remember that. .
8778. Mr. Davis, on 17th November, 1894, wrote: “ Will Mr. Weedon please let me have quantity of 
filling ” ? And in reply to that you say, “ Quantity of filling due to alteration in design, 410 cubic yards. ’ 
Mr. Davis, on 21st November, writes as follows :—

The schedule rate for filling is 6d. per cubic yard, but it is manifest that the contractors, in giving this low price, 
did not contemplate doing the kind of filling required in connection with the western branch sewer, between Premier- 
street and Illawarra Road. The 5s. asked is, I consider, a little high, but 1 suppose, as they will lose something by the 
reduction of concrete and brickwork, occasioned by the alteration, it will be just to take this into account, and allow them 
what they ask. There will be about 400 cubic yards of this filling, which at 5s. per cubic yard, would amount to £100. 
I recommend that the price named be approved.—J.D., 21/11/94. Commissioner and lingineer-in-Chief for Roads, 
Bridges, and Sewerage.]

Then following that there is this minute by Mr. Hickson:
This addition is caused by an alteration in the original design, which has the effect of reducing the cost of the work 

in this contract by about £750, and a further reduction on the whole work of £10,000. Recommended for approval. 
R.H., 21/11/94.
I suppose it was upon your report that this recommendation was made ? I could not be sure now, it is 

' so long ago. I cannot remember these things at a moment’s notice ; I was only there for six weeks.
8779. Were you on the tvork when the substitution of a single sewer for a double one was carried out ?
I believe it was started ; I think some of the tunnelling was done. _
8780. Was any of the work done during the time you were there ? I was only there six weeks. They 
were not working at the Premier-street shaft then.
8781. Were they working in the tunnel ? I do not think they were, but I could not be sure without 
looking the matter up.
8782. Mr. Smith.'] The deed which is produced to-day was given by you to the bank ? It was lodged 
with the bank on 17th June, 1895, and I obtained it from the bank to-day on hearing that you wanted it.
8783. Mr. Par Ices.] It was you who measured up the work upon contract 72 ? Yes.
8784. At Shea’s Creek you had charge of the work all the way through had you not? That was the first 
work I did.

■ 8785. That was the first contract you went on after you came to the colony ? Yes. _ _
8786. When that contract was completed, what quantity of cement had Carter, Gummow, & Co. in their 
store upon that work ? I could not tell you.
8787. Used you not to make a return of the cement in the store ? Ido not think that on that contract
they had any advance upon cement. _ .
8788. Did you not notice what stock they kept. . How big was the shed ? They had a big shed in a 
paddock across which we cut with the sewer.
8789. Do you recollect a claim being sent in for a stoppage of contract 72 ? Yes.
8790. Did you report upon that ? I think not.
8791. Do you recollect how much cement was in stock then ? No. I never kept any account of it.
8792. Did you have to test the cement ? Certainly, it was tested. '
8793. Did you test it ? No. ' '
8794. Was it your duty to see that the cement used was good ? It was my duty to see that only tested 
cement was used in the work.
.8795. Therefore, you would know how many casks were in the shed ? No ; I had no check upon what 
they had. _
8796. Suppose they had 2,000 casks in the shed on the completion of the job, would you not know that ? 
I might know it, or I might not know it. I know that a large quantity of cement was stored there.
8797. How many casks ? I could not pretend to say how many. Unless they got an advance upon the 
cement I should not have any reason for taking account of it.
8798. Mr. Gummow.] As to contract 72—the Munni-street contract—did you supervise the whole of that
work ? Yes. _
8799. Where from ? Erom the junction with the old work—from where the Munni-street branch
started. _ .
8800. Did you supervise the whole of the work which Carter & Co. carried out from Munni-street to
Shea’s Creek ? No ; what I had charge of was a short branch from the main sewer. Parry and Earley 
did the top piece of that. •
8801. Who did the lower part of the work ? Carter & Co. - _ _
8802. You had nothing at all to do with the lower part ? No ; I have been on it. I think I gave Mr. 
Boys a day's levelling. I know I did some work there one day.
8803. Would you know "when the loiver part was finished and when it was stopped ? No.
8804. Would you know' whether the part you supervised w'as a part of the original Shea’s Creek Contract ? 
If I remember rightly it was upon the same schedule. It was like an extension of the original contract.
8805. You do not know whether the part you supervised was partof the original contract? No, not 
positively.

8806.
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8806. Do you know anything about the claim made by Carter & Co. upon the Department? If you mean 
the claim in connection with the delay upon the work, that was never brought before me.
8807. Had you charge of Contract 72 before it was stopped ? Ho, not below the Munni-street branch.
8808. Tou merely had the portion which it was ordered should be proceeded with in April, 1892 ? That 
would be it, I expect.
8809. Tou do not know what cement Carter & Co. had in stock when the work was stopped ? No.
8810. Who had charge of the work ? Mr. Boys I believe.
8811. Tou were not there when the contract was stopped originally ? No.
8812. Tou had nothing to do with that? No.
8813. Tou merely came on when the extension was ordered to be proceeded with ? That is so.
8814. As to Contract 69, you were there for about six weeks ? Tes.
8815. Tou merely relieved Mr. Milner when he was away on a holiday ? Tes.
8816. .During the time you were there, some stone-filling was ordered to go in ? I am not prepared to
say without looking through the diary I kept. •
8817. Will you look at page 131 of the Parliamentary Papers ;—you will see there a letter from Carter,
Gummow, & Co. to the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage with regard to the alteration of design between 
the Premier-street shaft and the Illaw,arra Koad, and stating that they would accept the terms in the 
Department’s letter of 11th October if a special item were arranged for the filling at the rate of 5s. per 
cubic yard ; the minute following that letter, stating the quantity of filling in the alteration of design, is 
initialed by you ? Tes. ■ .
8818. That minute of yours merely stating the quantity of filling due to alteration in design could not be 
construed into a report that Carter, Gummow, & Co. should be allowed 5s. a yard for filling ? No ; my 
minute was merely written under instructions from Mr. Davis.
8819. Tou did not recommend the 5s. a yard if it does not appear upon the papers ? No.
8820. Were you the resident engineer upon Contract 79 ? No.
8821. Who was the resident engineer upon that contract ? Mr. Boys.
8822. How did you come to initial and sign papers in connection with it? That is while I was relieving 
him when he was away upon a holiday, I think.
8823. Were you there long ? Not more than three weeks.
8824. How many times did you take charge of that contract ? I could not be sure, but I think only 
twice.
8825. That is how it comes about that your initials are appended to some of the papers in Contract 79 ? 
Tes.
8826. Tou were merely there temporarily relieving another officer on his holidays? Exactly.

S. H. 
Weedon.

13JulyTl896.

Henry Melville sworn and examined:—
8827. Mr. Parkes.~\ Tou were at one time an inspector for the Government upon sewerage works ? Tes. H. Melville.
8828. What works were you inspecting ? I was on the main sewer at Bondi first of all with Mr. Smail.
Then I was at Bourke-street. Erom that work I was transferred to Parramatta, and then bade again u '
down to Bondi and Double Bay. .
8829. Were you an inspector upon any of Gummow and Gillan’s contracts ? I was an inspector on Mr. ■
Gummow’s work in Hyde Park. "
8830. Were you an inspector upon any work undertaken by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No.
8831. Was any member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. associated with any work over which you
had supervision? Besides Mr. Gummow’s contract which I have just mentioned, I was inspecting work 
done by Mr. Snodgrass, Mr. Gillan, Mr. Ewing, and Mr. Mathieson, in Abercrombie-street. •
8832. How long were you over that work ? I was about eighteen months in Abercrombie-street over 
Mr. Snodgrass’s work.
8833. During that eighteen months was a man working there named John Beid ? Tes ; he was supposed to 
be gauging cement for the bricklayers and sending down concrete and compo.
8834. What sort of man did you find him ? I had a great deal of trouble with him at various times.
8835. What sort of man did you consider him ? I looked upon him as a man who had to be watched to 
make him do his work properly.
8836. During the whole of the time you were there ? Tes ; I constantly came into conflict with him— 
once at Thomas-street severely.
8837. Did you ever report him to the Department ? It was not “ systematical ” with me to report him.
I used to make him take out work when I found any bad work going in.
8838. To what class of bad work are you now referring ? I mean the gauging of the bricklayers.
8839. How did he do bad work in that case ? He was supposed to gauge 2 to 1—16 feet of stone, 8 feet 
of sand, and 4 feet of cement.
8840. What used he to do? Well, I ordered up so'me stuff which he had once sent down at Thomas- 
street.
8841. Sis Sonor.~] Why ? Because there were not the proper quantities in the stuff. - .
8842. In what way ? The quantities should be 2 to 1 for the compo. used for the brickwork.
8843. What did he make it ? I found it 3 and 4 to 1.
8844. Mr. Parities^ By that means he saved about a barrel of cement in the yard? Not quite a barrel.
It would be about three-quarters of a barrel, I should think.
8845. Was he not a source of annoyance to you from the beginning to the end of the work ? Tes; I 
could not pay attention to the men individually, because I had all the brickwork to look after, from one 
end of the job to the other, and a lot of things might have been done which I did not see.
8846. Did you catch Beid doing bad work a dozen times ? I could not be certain that I caught him a
dozen times, but I think you might say seven or eight times. ,
8847. Did Mr. Davis come on to the job ? He had nothing to do with that contract ; it was under Mr.
Wade. Mr. Davis was over the contract from Hyde Park to Balfour-street.
8848. Eor what reason were you removed from the Department ? I was supposed to be removed for 
allowing bad work to be done. That would be under Mr. Davis, out at Brown-street, Paddington.
8849. What contract was that ? Gascoigne’s, Heeney’s, and Tracey’s. . 8850.
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H. Melville. 8850. Tou received a letter from Mr. Davis ? Tes ; it is dated 7th February, 1893, and is as follows :
f ' “ Mr. Henry Melville having applied to me for a certificate as to his fitness to undertake the drainage of

13 July, 1896. houses, I have pleasure in stating that for about seven years he was employed in the Sewerage Branch of 
this Department as inspector supervising important works, and since then for over twelve months as 
foreman for Messrs. Jones and Atherton, on one of our largest and most important contracts. His 
experience gained in this way should fit him to carry out any drainage works.”
8851. Were you told that you had been allowing bad work to go in? Tes. _ _
8852. As a matter of fact, were you allowing it ? As far as I could judge, Mr. Davis found fault with 
me for not getting 6 inches of concrete put round a 24-in. pipe. I should like to mention that another 
man was dismissed from the same contract—a man named John Brown—because he allowed bad pipes to 
go in. I had orders to remove all these pipes inside of twenty-four hours, and I believe a complaint was 
lodged against me that I allowed the same pipes to go back again, which I emphatically deny.
8853. Did the contractors complain of the way in which you dealt with them ? Tes. There were
constant complaints right through the contract as to my severity. _
8854. Were you ever threatened with removal by any contractors’workmen ? I was threatened with 
removal by Mr. Pritchard at Double Bay.
8855. But were you threatened with removal bv anyone belonging to Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No.
8856. Tou said you were inspecting on a work which Mr. Gummow did ? Tes. _ _
8857. How did his men behave ? A report went into the office that concrete was put in one morning
mixed with pure sludge from the bottom of a shaft. That was reported to Mr. Wade. Mr. Davis was 
conversant with the facts. _
8858. Did you take any of this stuff from the position in which it had been fixed ? I found it at the top 
of the shaft when I went there early one morning. I had charge of the concrete, and another man had 
charge of the brickwork.
8859. Besides Jack Beid, there was a man working on that contract named Bandeen? Tes; he was
a man who was not to be trusted. I was. always coming into conflict with these men, and Mr. Davis 
heard of my doing so on various occasions. It was over concrete and various other things. _ _
8860. Tou mean that you came into conflict with them over the bad work they did ? Over the mixing 
and gauging.
8861. Could you mention the names of other men who did bad work upon that job? Not on that job..
8862. According to Mr. Davis’ letter you worked under Jones and Atherton ;—had Mr. Carter anything 
to do with that work ? Only when I first went there for employment. He withdrew, and the firm of 
Atherton and Jones carried out the contract.
8863. Where did the work run to ? Prom Castlereagh-street to the Argyle Cut.
8864. Tou were a contractor’s foreman ? Tes.
8865. Did you see defective work going into that job ? I could not make myself answerable for all the 
men down there, because I had all the work to supervise from one end to the other.
8866. Was any bad work going on ? They made me take out the crown of the shaft at No. 16, Harring
ton-street.
8867. Was there any bad work there? The inspector said it was bad work, and Mr. Davis had it taken 
out. I myself did not think it bad work; I have seen plenty worse.
8868. How was the packing done upon that job ? I was not-always down below to see what the packing 
was like.
8869. Was any timber once put in the packing over the sewer for concrete? No.
8870. Do you know whether any timber was put in as concrete at any time upon that contract ? I could
not be answerable for that. 1
8871. His Honor.'] Did you hear of its having been done ? No.
8872. Did you suspect that it was done? No.
8873. Mr. JParlces.] Was the packing on that job well done? As far as I know, it was. I could not 
always be present when that work was being done.
8874. Coming to the work in which Mr. Gillan and Mr. Snodgrass were interested in Abercrombie-street, 
was there any defective work there ? A man named Johnson was put away from that work by Mr. Wade 
for bad packing.
8875. Was a man named Stone also put away? He never worked on that contract.
8876. Was any other man put away ? A man named Malcolm, a bricklayer.
8877. Any other men ? Not that I know of.
8878. As regards Beid, you positively assert that you have caught him putting in insufficient cement into 
the compo.? Tes; I stopped him from doing so at the shaft at Thomas-street, and I had the stuff taken 
out.
8879. Did you stop him from doing that more than once ? Tes, and I had the stuff put into a bottle to 
test it.
8880. And you found it defective ? Tes.
8881. Mr. Smithy Tou did not report him ? It was not “ systematical ” with me to do that. When I 
found bad work I had authority from the engineers to have it taken out; I remember, upon one occasion, 
fetching Mr. McMordie out at 2 o’clock in the morning. That was on a section of the Double Bay work— 
the contract that Mr. Pritchard finished.
8882. Mr. Gummoiv.] With regard to the contract in Abercombie-street ? Tou had nothing to do with 
that.
8883. Had Mr. Carter any connection with that contract ? No; I was not over any work in which you 
and Mr. Carter were concerned together.
8884. Was Mr. Porrest interested in the work ? No.
8885. Take the work in Harrington-street—was I interested in that ? No.
8886. Was Mr. Gillan interested in that ? No.
8887. Was Mr. Porrest ? No.
8888. Was Mr. Carter ? He was one of the three contractors when I first went there, but he withdrew 
from the contract, as I was given to understand. I do not know anything about his object in withdrawing. 
I am not supposed to know his business.
8889. Was he ever one of the contractors for the Harrington-street contract? He held a tender for the
contract with Atherton and Jones, but he left it. He was there for about a fortnight after the work 
started. 8890.
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8890. Was he there when the bad work which you were ordered to take out was done ? I know he left Melville,
the firm. I know nothing further about him than that. — -a —
8891. Was he there, do you know, when any bad work was done ? Not that I know of. He was there 13 J^y.'WSe. 
a fortnight, as I have said.
8892.. As to the Hyde Park contract in which you say I was interested, you say that some sludge was ■ 
used m the concrete? Yes ; the stuff was taken out, and some of it was sent into the office at Eiley’s 
Chambers, Bathurst-street. J
8893. Were you head inspector ? No, Gledhill was.
8894. He was over you ? N o.

iWf ¥ld twT° distinct P°sitions- 1 liad ^e concrete to look after and 
G-ledhill had the brickwork to look after. It was early one morning when I found this stuff going down 
one of the shafts. A man named Shellback was putting it down. 6 8
8896. What happened to him ? I do not know; but a sample of the stuff was taken out of the shaft, 
and was placed before Mr. M‘Mordie by Mr. Wade’s orders.
8897. Did Shellback continue on the contract? Yes. '

He was not removed? No. The responsibility of removing him was left upon Gledhill’s shoulders 
Was the man who did this bad work kept upon the contract ? Yes ; you persisted in keeping him

8898.
8899. 
on.
8900.
8901.
8902.

Yes—more than once.

You were on the outlet works at Bondi ? Yes.
You may remember that I was there too ? Eather.
You had charge of the concrete work ? Yes.

8903. Whose gang were you supervising ? Bandeen’s principally.
8094. Had you occasion to find fault with him for the carrying out of the work ?
I was always checking him in his gauging of the stuff on the board ’
8905. As a matter of fact were you not always well satisfied with the way in which he carried out his 
work ;-have you not spoken about the splendid quality of his work, and about the great amount of work 
QonK11 w C0-dd Put througd m a da7I was satisfied with the amount of work he put through
8906. Was it put through m a proper way? I think that if I had not been there to keep him in his place
the work would not have been done as well as it was. F P
coni' ^rkes'}‘ keeping him in his place you mean keeping him straight ? Yes
8908. Mis Honor.\ What sort of man was Eeid was he given to drinking P Yes
8909. Was he often under the influence of drink when he was upon the works ? I have seen him once or
sX wt61 ^ 1DflTCe lQTk, °n 'I''6 WOr1k.S' What he did off the works was of no busffiess of mine 
Id^nM^think so^8,8 ^ ^ 'V°rk t0 WhlCh y°U haVe referred was he under the influence of drink ?

sSu Hn'r.116 chd improper gauging, for instance, you think he knew what he was about ? Yes
8912. Mr Gummow] Is it not afact that you are a natural grumbler? I am much obliged to you for 
the compliment. There is one thing I should like to mention. Through the kind influence of yourself I

'“P1-?- I™*...™* because/would n’ot

8913. His Honor] Then you say that you are not a natural grumbler ? No man who has charge of these
contracts can always control his temper. I was thirteen years in the employ of the Department Ind under
Mi. Bennett I lost one off my hands. Finally I got dismissed as I have told you. Mr. Gummow knows
very well that at the time of the^ob m Hyde Park he would not speak to me for three weeks<because'l
would not allow him to do what he lmed It was a question of his tearing the ground to pieces I would
tl M r1 6 mTUrTe Wphout their going to Mr. Wade. I was sent from Abercrombie-street to 

stop Mr. Gummow from tearing the ground to pieces. ciwumme sneer to
8914. When you say that Mr. Gummow persisted in keeping Shellback on the work what did you mean P 
I was referring to what occurred under him. The inspecting work was divided between GledhiU and 
myself. I was supposed to look after the concrete; but I could not see all the stuff that went in because
l Adock. 0" 18 SUPP°Sed S° °n t0 the works until 9 0’clock in the morning, and the men start at

8m « Tmrri'/vp tj °f ^ t0 d0 1bad work before tbe inspector is there ? If they choose
8916. Did Gledhill report Shellback, do you know? I reported him to Mr Wade T twhat took place between Mr. Wade and Gledhill- I know that I wcJ tW 1 n°tbmg ?£
minutes to 8 o’clock and saw this bad stuff going down the shaft I did not think^ou^MBf^1
justice to .the work itself, and I reported^ fo Mr. Wade, who bad some ofth^Tutlt^il^he

E o?“f“ Si"' ''7 ‘° ^ Shellb“k ““ «e.U“ 1 »“»* »J- The mMto teten

8918. All you know is that Shellback remained ? Yes.
8919. You do not know how that came about ? No.
8920. Mr Parlccs.] Used Mr. Davis at any time to read the bible to you ? He
never go to Heaven if I were not a better man. ‘ '
8921. Used he to give you lectures upon religion ? Yes.

told me that I would

WEDNESDAY, 15 JULY, 1896.
Joseph Davis recalled and further examined

8922. Ufr. Paries.] Will you tell His Honor from the specifications of Contract 79 the m+nT.o . T -n -«ed for rnktog th. invert of the ,e™r-th,t it to Jj. the bl.ostole oon«e „f 4 2 otd rTS
2, and the sandstone concrete of 5, 2, and 1 ? If you look at clause 27 of tho ’ andwill find upon poge 280 of the P.rli.'ment^ popels, ,on wilfEE « S ,1 folC “ 0”’ **«* ** J’
correctly ascertained by mealari^Pthl meui6^ he^wlTwalhld rlhen thlnnlatfatf°tm’daTl PrfilJ2rtions to
sand to be placed in a level layer above the metal, and the cement to be piled upon the sand Xr which ‘I16
carefully mixed and turned twice over, and then the whole to be mixed with fX cl ’ a™r whl«h f11 matenals to be over twice, and oftener if required, until, in the opinion of tte Enli^it^ tamed
before it leaves the platform ; it shall then be at once conveyed to the works as shall be directedT and to t ftSiT"1 

140—2 I '
8923.
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Ji Davis. 8923. That concrete has to be put in in certain layers, and then grouted with a special cement—that is to 
f gay, one layer of concrete is put on and it has to be grouted before the next layer is put on ? Where the

15 July, 1896. engineer requires that to be done. The grouting is usually done at the beginning of the day, when the 
concrete has had time to set. _
8924. But the work has to be carried out right through layer by layer, with grouting between ? The
work has not been carried out in that way. _
8925. Is that not according to the specification ? The specification may provide for it to be done if it be
required, but in most cases it would not be advisable to do the work in that way. _ _
8926. But would not that be in accordance with the specification ? The specification requires the work 
to be done in that way supposing the engineer thinks it desirable to call upon the contractor to do it.
8927. Where is the conditional clause? I am aw7are of the existence of clause 95 upon page 286 of the 
Parliamentary papers, but I may say at once that it would not have been desirable to put that clause into 
operation, because in my judgment the work done in that way wrould not have been so good as it was, 
done in the way in which we did it. (Vide Appendix No. 35.)
8928. The clause to which you have referred, then, was never carried out ? Not unless there were sohie 
particular case where it might be advisable to carry it out. Generally it would not be so.
8929. But it is mentioned that the concrete has to be put on in layers ? Tes. A layer is put on the top 
of the layer already laid before it has time to set, and so the W'ork proceeds.
8930. What would be the extent of a layer ? Nine inches.
8931. Do you put a cement grouting between? No ; there is no necessity for cement grouting, because 
the lower layer is green—in fact, it is quite wet—when the other layer is put on the top of it.
8932. What section would be done at a time ? In a tunnel, I suppose, they would work right ahead, and
do as much as could be done in a day—probably a chain and a half. It would depend upon circumstances. 
It might be more or less, according to the quantity of concrete that would have to go in. _
8933. And do they commence with the second layer on the next day ? No ; the whole sewer is finished 
in one operation.
8934. But take the first layer of 9 inches—to what extent is it carried ? Perhaps I had better explain 
how the work is done, and then you will know precisely what happens. Take a tunnel: After the 
excavation is finished the tunnel is thoroughly cleaned out, and what are known as pats—that is small 
blocks of concrete—are put along the centre. The levels and lines are given on the top of these concrete 
pats. Then the pats are allowed time to set, probably two or three days or more. The centering is then 
put in on the concrete blocks ; and when the centering is put in the concrete is put round the centre. 
Tou could not put it in layers in the case of the tunnel. There are circumstances in which it would be 
advisable to have the work done in that way, but not in the case of a tunnel.
8935. But is it not the intention of the specification that the work should be done in that way in a
tunnel ? There is a general clause applying to the whole of the concrete work. . _
8936. Take clause 27 ? That has to do with the way in which the concrete has to be mixed, and not with 
the putting of it in position.
8937. But take clauses 93 to 97 ;—what do they indicate ? They have to do with the way in which the 
concrete is put in position generally.
8938. Are all the clauses in the section dealing with concrete work adhered to ? Where they apply; but 
we do not adhere to a clause simply because it is there. We make use of these clauses intelligently.
8939. And is the specification generally carried out ? In its entirety. *
8940. As far as concrete work is concerned ? Tes.
8941. Take the proportions of 7 of metal, 3 of sand, and 2 of cement, and treat them as separate heaps ;— 
will you let us know the total quantity that would proportion to one cask of cement ? I may say at once 
that that is a most difficult question to decide.
8942. Bor instance, how much cement would there be in the 24 feet, taking the 7, 3, and 2 mixture ? 
There would be four parts of Portland cement.
8943. That is a cask ? Not necessarily.
8944. What is a cask ? A cask is a cask.
8945. Is not 4 feet the standard measurement of a cask ? No.
8946. Is it not the standard put in your specification ? We say we will accept a cask for 4 feet, but that 
is not the measurement of a cask.
8947. Is it not what you put down in your conditions ? We say that we will accept a cask of cement as
equal to 4 cubic feet of cement. _
8948. Is that not accepted as a standard quantity of a cask in all the selling and buying trades, in all the 
building trades in which cement is used ? We accept it in connection with the sewerage contracts. In 
the case of the harbours and rivers I think the standard is 4|-; in some cases it is 4-|. In the sewerage 
contracts we have kept to 4 cubic feet. It is an old measurement introduced years ago by Mr. Bagge.
8949. If 4| feet were allowed to a cask, would that be a fair average measurement ? That again would 
depend upon the fineness of the cement.
8950. That will not interfere with the bulk, will it ? Tes; it will make all the difference. If you 
take fine cement out of a cask of German cement, and coarse English cement out of another cask, and 
then measure the two quantities of cement, you will find that you get more from the German cask than 
from the English cask.
8951. Still the bulk is the same in the cask ? The bulk is compressed into the same space. Of course if 
you take it out of the cask it is another thing.
8952. But half a foot in 4 feet is a very fair margin to give ? I would not say that it averages a half. 
It would depend upon the fineness of the cement.
8953. Would the average be less than 4^ ? The average would be more I should think, but I could not 
say positively. It depends entirely upon the fineness of the cement.
8954. Take the 4, 2, and 1, concrete—suppose you do not mix the quantities but take the bulk of each 
material, 4 feet of cement would go to 28 feet unmixed, would it not ? Pour parts of Portland cement 
would go to 8 parts of sand and 16 parts of bluestone metal.
8955. Then take the 5, 2, and 1 sandstone concrete—if you put the sandstone, the sand, and the cement 
side by side in that case 4 feet would go to 32 feet, would it not ? The 4 feet would correspond with the 
8 feet of sand and 20 feet of stone.

8956.
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8956. Take the 4, 2, and 1—you say that taking the bulk of the material independently it comes to a J. Davis.,
certain total;—if you mix the materials of each lot together would not the 2 of sand and the 1 of cement z'— 
disappear in the interstices of the stone in each of the cases ? Certainly not. 15 July, 1896.
8957. To a great extent it would do so, would it not? Most decidedly not.
8958. What fills up the interstices ? The compo., of course. What you say is that they disappear, and I
do not agree with you. .
8959. If they fill up the interstices they must disappear ? They disappear in so far as they are required
to fill up the interstices of the stone, but not beyond that. '
8960. The same thing would happen in the 5, 2, and 1 mixture, would it not? The sand and cement when
mixed together would disappear in so far as they are required to fill up the interstices of the stone,, but 
not beyond that. ,
8961. The same thing would apply to the other concrete ? Necessarily so.
8962. This would, in the three cases, reduce the bulk considerably ? I do not think it would do so con
siderably, but it would reduce the bulk.
8963. His Honor.~\ Do I understand that the concrete pats are so brought up that the level of the top of 
the invert is the level of the top of the pats? Tes; the level of the invert corresponds with the top of 
the pats. The centering is placed on the pats, and the sewer is constructed round the centering.
8961. What length of centering would be constructed at once before you begin to put in the concrete?
In the case of a tunnel the centering has to be constructed at the same time as the sewer. In these small 
tunnels you have to breast the work forward.
8965. How far can you get back? Not more than 10 feet. The work is breasted forward in 10-ft. 
lengths. The men go midway between the shafts, and then build the sewer outwards towards the shafts.
8966. So that the concrete has to be forced between the centering and the wall of the tunnel ? Between 
the centering and the sandstone rock.
8967. So that you'could not put it on in layers ? It would be impossible to do so in that position.
8968. Mr. Parhes.'] Can you not work over the side of your centres ? Tou can do so when you get to 
a certain height, but you cannot do so in the lower portion of the work.
8969. Tou do not put in your centering until you get some of the concrete fixed ? It is put in on the 
top of the pats.
8970. His Honor.'] Tou are referring now to cases where you are building a concrete invert with a brick 
arch on the top ? Tes. The brick arch is another operation entirely. Generally the concrete is finished 
up to the springing level of the sewer between the two shafts. The bricklayers are then sent in, and 
start midway towards the shafts with the brick arching.
8971. The centering for the concrete is merely a half centering ? Tes ; it completes the work up to the 
level of the springing of the arch.
8972-3. How is the centering kept down? Stays are put across the tunnel, and the centering is bolted to 
the cross-pieces. In some cases, where necessary, there is a stay coming down from the roof, but of 
course where the cross-pieces are fixed in the rock of the tunnel the vertical pieces are unnecessary.

William Kenwood sworn and examined :—
8974. Mr. Parkes.] Do you know Mr. C. B. Bond? Yes. W.Kenwood.
8975. He is your father-in-law, I believe ? Tes. /—N
8976. Do you transact his business for him ? No, I do not. 15 July, 1896.
8977. Do you not generally advise him in his business ? No. His business is that of a produce merchant.
8978. But he consults you in business matters ? In certain business matters.
8979. Do you know Mr. John Carter, the contractor ? Tes.
8980. Did Mr. Carter call upon you with reference to a contract at North Sydney known as 79 Contract ?
I remember his calling upon the firm of Kenwood & Co.
8981. What did he ask you to do ;—what was his business with you in connection with that contract ?
He asked me, if I remember rightly, whether I thought Mr. Bond would withdraw his tender for a con
sideration. I remember telling him that that was a matter for Mr. Bond to determine, but if he thought 
Mr. Bond would do so, I wnuld introduce him. •
8982. On what date was that ? I could not say, speaking from memory.
8983. The letter I now hand you is in your handwriting, is it not ? No ; it was written by my partner
at that time, Mr. Kerle. '
8984. The letter is dated 28th September, and the effect of it is to withdraw Mr. Bond’s tender ? It is 
addressed to the Secretary for Public Works.
8985. I suppose it was before that letter was written that Mr. Carter called upon you ? Tes,
8986. Did you go with him to see Mr. Bond ? I did.
8987. What did Mr. Carter say to Mr. Bond ? Mr. Bond’s interview with Mr. Carter was to a certain 
extent a private one, and as far as I can remember I did not hear all that passed. I was present, but I 
did not take cognisance of what was said further than that I knew what the business was about.
8988. Do you remember Mr. Bond asking Mr. Carter what guarantee he had that he would get Contract 
79 before this other arrangement was arrived at ? Mr. Bond certainly required some consideration from 
Mr. Carter on the ground that he was losing the contract. He wanted some consideration from Mr.
Carter before he withdrew his tender.
8989. When was that consideration paid ? At about that time, I think.
8990. Will you look at the promissory-note I now hand you ;—have you seen it before ? No. ■
8991. What date does it bear ? 23rd March, 1892.
8992. This letter which you say Mr. Kerle wrote is dated 28th September, 1891 ? Tes.
8993. What guarantee then had Mr. Bond that he would receive the money which was agreed upon ?
No further guarantee than the bill, I take it.
8994. But the promissory-note was not made until March, 1892, whereas Mr. Bond withdrew his tender 
in September, 1891? I could not say anything further as to that than this,—that Mr. Carter is a 
reputable man, and, I presume, his bill would be considered good.
8995. But Mr. Bond did not get a bill then, he only got a promise to pay ? Well, I take the promise to 
be the bill.

8996.
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W.Kenwood. 8996. The bill is dated March 23rd, 1892, and the contract is signed March 13th ? Tes. I suppose that 
i-"r'T^Taoft ^r- Bond took Mr. Carter in good faith. I remember his asking me who Carter & Co. were, and I said 
o Ju y, 1896. they were very reputable men, and that he could depend upon them. I have no doubt, therefore, that 

he took Mr. Carter in good faith. . .
8997. But the date of Mr. Bond’s letter withdrawing the tender is 28th September, 1891; is it not? Tes.
8998. "Was any bill executed at that time ? No; not to my knowledge. _ _ _
8999. Was Mr. Bond a man likely to enter into an arrangement to withdraw his tender without some 
guarantee from Carter and Co. that they would get Contract 79 ? Of course there must have been some 
guarantee, but I do not know whether it had reference to that contract.
9000. But the promissory-note comes in after the contract was signed;—what I want to know is what 
guarantee was given at the time the letter was written withdrawing the tender ? I really do not know.
9001. Do you know w'hether Mr. Carter informed Mr. Bond that he had a promise that he would receive
Contract 79 ? I do not know about that; but he certainly did not tell me so. _
9002. Do you remember the conversation which took place at the interview to which you have referred? 
The conversation, as far as I can remember it, was this: there was a proposal by Mr. Carter to purchase 
Bond and Hudson’s right to the contract, Mr. Bond undertaking to withdraw their tender.
9003. But when were they to be paid for doing that? That I could not say. That was a matter arranged 
between Mr. Bond and Mr. Carter himself. Mr. Bond subsequently saw me and asked me what I 
thought of the proposal and I remember pointing out to him that as he would have to find a very 
considerable quantity of plant for the job—plant of which he had none in stock—it was probably a very 
good opportunity for him to sell. Beyond that I do not know what arrangement was made.
9004. Was there any agreement drawn up at the time ? An agreement was drawn up by Mr. Kerle 
between Mr. Carter and Mr. Bond.
9005. Could you produce it ? I could not say. It was handed to Mr. Bond, I believe, and he has been 
out of business so many years that I question whether it could be found.
9006. His Honor.'] Is Mr. Kerle in business now? Tes. I ought to explain that I ivas requested by 
Mr. Bond to watch his interest and to assist Mr. Hudson in making up their tenders. This matter being 
connected with one of their tenders, Mr. Bond asked me my opinion upon it. When Mr. Bond accepted 
Mr. Carter’s terms I asked Mr. Kerle, as I thought it better for him to do it, to write out an agreement 
between Mr. Bond and Mr. Carter. That agreement I believe was written out, but whether it was 
destroyed among other papers in connection with Mr. Bond’s business, or whether Mr. Bond kept it 
afterwards, I could not say. The agreement was written, and was witnessed by Mr. Kerle. The cheque 
which is produced was received by Mr. Kerle. I did not receive it.
9007. Tou are referring now to the cheque of £200 which was given to you by Mr. Carter ? Tes.
9008. There is an indorsement of Kenwood and Kerle upon that cheque ? Tes.
9009. |Therefore it was paid into their account ? Tes. ■
9010. Have you no recollection as to where the agreement between Mr. Bond and Mr. Carter was put ? 
It is extremely probable, I think, that it has been destroyed. Mr. Kerle and I dissolved partnership 
fourteen or fifteen months ago, and Mr. Bond and Mr. Hudson have had no work together for the last

' three years. I imagine that a document of the kind to which you refer would not have been kept by
Mr. Bond, even supposing it to have been sent down to him. I very much question whether it was. I 
think we may have kept the agreement ourselves. In that case it would be put with the papers in con
nection with Kerle and Kenwood’s affairs. When we were shifting our offices I do not remember seeing 
it, but I can search for it if you wish it.
9011. Can you tell us the nature of the agreement—that is, what it contained ? I do not remember ever 
reading it, but I know its nature. It was this—that for a certain consideration Mr. Bond should with
draw his tender.
9012. Will you make a search for the document and produce it if you can find it ? Tes.
9013. After this transaction with Mr. Carter did you see Mr. Hickson at all ? No ; I never met Mr. 
Hickson at all in connection with any of these contracts.
9014. Did you see any officer of the Department ? No.
9015. Had you any conversation with Mr. Hudson ? Tes.
9016. Tou did not tell him anything about the matter, did you ? Tes, to a certain extent, I told him. I 
believe he understood that the matter had been arranged. I think he had been previously told by Mr. 
Snodgrass. I remember his saying that Mr. Snodgrass had met him and had told him on two or three 
occasions that the job was not a good one for him, and had asked him what he was going to do in the 
matter. I think, therefore, that Mr. Hudson had some knowledge of the arrangement. I think he 
understood that matters had been arranged between Mr. Bond and Mr. Carter.
9017. Did he know that Mr. Bond had received £750 to withdraw the tender? That I could not say.
9018. Tou did. not tell him that ? No; I believe he knew there was to be some consideration, because 
there had been previous losses on contracts, and he must have known that this money went to reimburse 
him for losses. I think Mr. Hudson must have known that, but, of course, I cannot say to what extent 
his knowledge went.
9019. Tou did not tell him yourself that Mr. Bond had received the £750 ? No.
9020. Mr. Gummow.] Do you know of your own knowledge whether any cash passed between Mr. Bond 
and Mr. Carter ? I could not say.
9021. With regard to the document which Mr. Kerle drew up—I mean the agreement between Mr. Bond
and Mr. Carter;—when the payment was made, would not that document houseless as far as any further 
transactions were concerned ? The promissory-note may bo a renewed one for all I know ; I do not know 
whether it is so or not. • _
9022. But if the money were paid in connection with the transaction, would not the promissory-note be 
worthless after the payment had been made ? Certainly.
9023. I am assuming that it had been paid? Exactly.
9024. When Mr. Carter saw you with reference to this tender of Bond and Hudson’s, did he not point 
out to vou that you were rather low in your tendering ? No ; the first I heard of that was through Mr. 
Hudson. He said that he had seen Mr. Snodgrass and that Mr. Snodgrass had asked him what we were 
going to do.
9025. But you had heard that your tender vras low, taking the schedule basis ? No ;. I thought we had a

. fair price. _________________________ ______
J olm
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John Carter recalled and further examined :—
9026. Mr. Parkes.'] "When you made the arrangement with Mr. Bond, which has been referred to this J- Carter,
morning, did you then give him a promissory note ? No ; I gave him a cheque. ' '■A——'
9027. h'or what amount ? £750. 13 J'dy, 1896.
9028. That, was another £750, then ? Yes. '
9029. In all then you paid Mr. Bond £1,500? Yes.
9030. First you gave him a cheque for £750 and then a promissory note for £750 ? Yes.
9031. Did the cheque go through the account of Carter & Co. ? Yes. I have some faint recollection of 
the agreement which has been referred to. To the best of my recollection it was torn up in Mr. Bond’s 
presence.
9032. "Was it after the promissory note had "been paid that the document was torn up ? Yes.
9033. Sis Sonor.] I do not understand how it comes about that the promissory note bears this date—was 
that the date of the transaction ? No; the transaction occurred towards the close of 1891. Your question 
refreshes my memory to some extent with reference to the agreement. There were only a few words in 
it. It was to the effect that we were to pay Mr. Bond £750 down, contract or no contract—I risked 
that £750—and that if the tender were accepted, a promissory note was to be given to him for the balance 
of the £750. I presume the tender would be accepted about that date—that is, the 23rd March—and 
that I then gave him the promissory note.
9034. Mr. Parkes.] The contract was signed on March 13th, was it not ? Yes ; you will see that that 
would allow me ten days for the transaction of this business with Mr. Bond. The cheque to Kenwood 
and Kerle was a payment for services rendered.
9035. Why did you not pay that in September instead of March ? They were not entitled to it until the 
transaction was completed.
9036. It was not completed until the payment of the promissory note in June, 1892 ? I think that when
I once gave the promissory note the transaction was settled. ■
9037. Sis Sonor.] Then it cost you £1,700 to get the contract ? Yes.
9038. You must have had great confidence in it ? Yes, I had from the fact that we knew our business, 
and that I thought we should make a fair profit out of it. I also wished to employ two or three thousand 
pounds worth of air-blowing and other plant which was lying idle. We had about £3,000 worth of plant 
ready for the job, and we wanted to utilise it, and get some return for it.
9039. Mr. Parkes.] At that time you had completed all your contracts ? No. •
9040. You had a lot of plant lying idle ? Yes. It was being released every day—hoisting engines, air
blowing plant, and things of that kind.

George Edward Hudson recalled and further examined :—
9041. Mr. Parkes.] When you were here the other day, you stated that you had several interviews with G.E. Hudson,
officers in the Public Works Department ? Yes. I do not know how many, but I was down there three —n ’
or four times. 15 July, 1896.
9042. Would that be after the commencement of the year 1892 ? I could not tell you the date at all. I 
know it was after we had tendered for the job, and before we got our money back.
9043. Do you recollect when the money was really got back? No; all that I know is that we got it back.
I remember Mr. Bond telling me so.
9044. On what date did he tell you ? I do not know, but the cheque would show the date.
9045. How long before you saw from the newspapers that the contract had been let to Carter, Gummow,
& Co. was it that you had been calling at the Public Works Office? It must have been a couple of 
months. 1
9046. Did you know that Mr. Bond received £1,500 to withdraw your tender? No ; I knew there was
an arrangement of some sort or other, but what it was I did not know. I know that Mr. Carter saw 
Mr. Bond in reference to the matter. I remember Mr. Snodgrass seeing me and telling me that we 
should not make anything out of the job as we were so much below them. ■ I thought he was merely 
endeavouring to frighten us from taking up the job. -
9047. And that he was inducing you to relinquish it ? Yes. They were the next tenderers, and I took 
it that if we let the job go they would have a show of getting it. I thought they were trying to get at 
Mr. Bond and myself.
9048. On Monday you said that you had never before heard of a letter of Mr. Bond’s withdrawing your 
tender ? No ; I never heard it until you read it.
9049. Therefore you did not know that the contract had been withdrawn ? No. I told Mr. Bond to ‘ 
write withdrawing the deposit, and I understood that that was what was done.
90o0. You did not understand that he was to forfeit the contract ? No ; but he mav have misunderstood 
me, and have written accordingly. ”
9051. If you were told that a former witness had informed us that he paid Mr. Bond £1,500 to withdraw
your tender, would it surprise you ? It does seem rather funny. I saw from the newspapers that Mr 
Carter had paid £750. '
9052. Did you ever hear of that before you saw it in the newspapers lately? No; I cannot say that I did.
9053. You had no knowledge of it? No.
9054. Sis Sonor.] Did you not get anything ? I have been contracting with Mr. Bond, and we have '
had several losses. I was m Mr. Bond’s debt to the extent of some £700 or £800 at one time and 
another, resulting from losses on jobs. He held my name as security for that amount, and I should not 
■wonder if this transaction, had taken place, and he had taken the money in repayment of that debt. The
old man is a gentleman, and he is honorable, and I trusted implicitly in him in whatever we did. I was 
satisfied that what he did would be for the benefit of the firm. I made inquiries yesterday concernino1 a 
matter, but I could not get any satisfaction from his son-in-law. b
9055. You think he may have written a sum of money off your debt ? It may be so. I have not had 
time since I gave evidence here the other day to find out the rights of the matter. I saw the statement 
m the Sydney Mommy Herald of yesterday, and I came into town to interview Mr. Kenwood about the 
matter.
9056. Mr. Parkes.] Mr. Bond is very ill, is he not ? Yes. 9057.
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G.E. Hudson. 9057. You know Mr. Kenwood very well, do you not ? Yes ; I have been acquainted with him ever since 
' I have been acquainted with Mr. Bond.

15 July, 1896. ggsg. You had to do contracting work with Mr. Kenwood ? Tes ; I had to submit all tenders to him so 
that he might check them. I put down the items and he checked them on behalf of Mr. Bond. He 
looked after Mr. Bond’s interest in every shape and form. ' _ _
9059. Did Mr. Kenwood ever mention to you the transaction which has been referred to this' morning ? 
All that I knew was that Mr. Carter had seen Mr. Bond. Mr. Snodgrass saw me as I told you, but he 
never offered me a shilling.
9060. Did he tell you that they could get the job if you were out of the way ? No; but I knew they 
were the next tenderers, and that if we threw up the job it would probably fall to them.
9061. Has it not been your experience as a contractor that in such cases the work is re-tendered for ?
Not in all cases. < .
9062. Do you know of any case where that has hot been done? I could not call them to mind at the 
present moment, but I know there are several cases where the contract has been given to the next tenderer.
9063. Where the next tenderer has been £3,000 over the amount of the lowest tender, do you know 
whether it has been done ? I do not know that I do.
9064. What do you say would be the probable profit upon the work if you had gone on with your tender ? 
To the best of my recollection I made it run out at £5,000.
9065. Is that the profit you expected to make ? Yes ; about £5,000. Mr. Kenwood went over the 
items with me. We had to do this in every instance to convince Mr. Bond.
9066. Only a few contractors tendered for this particular job ? I do not know how many there were.
9067. It was a very big work ? Yes. _
9068. The only contractors were Bond and Hudson, Carter & Co., Grummow and Gillan, D. Sheehy, J. 
M‘Sweeney, Demme and Spencer, and J. Taylor & Co. f Yes. Carter & Co. and Gummow and Gillan 
were separate at that time. I reckon that seven tenderers for a big job like that is a fair competition. 
There are often only three when the job is a very big one. It is out of the reach of poor men, and they 
cannot afford to go for it. I myself have often been kept from tendering for big jobs.
9069. These big jobs you say keep small contractors from tendering ? Yes. _
9070. Do you recollect whether it was Mr. Mitchell and not Mr. Piper you saw concerning your tender ?
Mr. Piper is the only man I know by name. I went to him to get back our cheque when our tender was 
not accepted. _ _ .
9071. Would you know the man if you saw him ? No ; I went to several at that time.
9072. Did you go to the clerk in the tender room—to the officer in charge of tenders ? I cannot say,
speaking from memory. ■
9073. He never informed you that Mr. Bond had withdrawn his tender altogether P No.
9074. What did he tell you ? He said we could get back our money by applying for it.
9075. And that you could take your tender up at any time ? He said "that we could withdraw our money 
without prejudice.
9076. Without prejudice to your tender? Yes.
9077. Was there any probability to your mind of the job being gone on with ? Long before that I asked 
when the Department were likely to go on with the job. I was continually coming down to know if the 
department were going on with it, and they said they were not likely to be going on with it for two 
years.
9078. Could you not recognise the officer you saw if he were brought here ? No, I cannot say that I could.

George Christie recalled and further examined:—
G. Christie. 9079. Mr. Parkes.l Since you were here on the last occasion, you have gone carefully through the whole 

of the transaction in connection with the letting of Contract 79 ? Yes.
15 July, 1896. 9080. In these Parliamentary papers there are a great number of papers having reference to Contract 72 

missing, which have a concurrent effect so far as Contract 79 is concerned? Yes ; there is a necessary 
. connection between the two Contracts—72 and 79.

9081. And the material papers in connection with Contract 72, bearing upon the letting of Contract 79 to 
Messrs. Carter & Co. without re-tender, are omitted ? None of them are included in the Parliamentary
papers. . ....
9082. Will you read, as part of your evidence, a memorandum showing the result of your investigation 
in this matter ? Tes ; it is as follows :—

Memo. No. 4.
Be the incompleteness of the papers relating to Contract No. 72 (Shea’s Creek) in the return furnished by the Department 

of Public Works to the Legislative Assembly, in compliance with an order dated 10th October, 1895 :—

<a) The papers relating to Contract No. 72 appear in the return as printed at pages 135 to 162. ■ Of these, only two 
pages are occupied with other matter than the Contract Bond and Annexures thereto. (See also Index to Printed Papers.)

(b) A perusal of the papers as printed would convey to the Legislative Assembly the following as the story of the 
contract :— •

(1) Tenders were invited in the usual way, and Messrs. Carter & Co.’s tender for £20,650 (on schedule rates) was the
lowest received, and that tender was accepted.

(2) The contract was signed on 16th March, 1891, and the time for completion was eight months.
(3) An extension of time of four months from 18th April, 1892, was granted on 19th April, 1892.
(4.) That the work was duly and satisfactorily completed without any dispute. And that the final certificate was 

granted for £25,264 19s. 4d.
(r) No information was conveyed to Parliament by the papers that the works had been stopped by the Department 

for the four months preceding the agreement dated 19th April, 1892, under which the extension of time was granted. Nor 
that the contractors had made a claim for £4,050 9s. 6d. Several important minutes as to the providing money to meet 
liabilities under the contract are omitted. The suit, Macnamara v. Smith, in connection with which £316 12s. 6d. was 
paid by the Government is not mentioned. The whole of the correspondence on these important matters, and the usual 
departmental matters, have been omitted. . , ,

(d) I have carefully examined the papers which were withheld from Parliament, which have now been obtamed by 
the Commission. Dealing as they do with such important and special matters as are referred to in the above paragraph 
(c), there can be only the one conclusion, namely, that the papers were knowingly withheld.

’ (e) I append a schedule of certain of the papers which were omitted. ^ .
Sydney, loth July, 1896. GEO. CHRISTIE, F.S.A. A.

oCHEDDliE
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Schedule of Papers in connection with Contract 72 not included in Parliamentary Return, ordered 10th October, 1895.

Registra
tion No. Date.

91-2424 3 Oct., 1891
91-2637 23 1891
91-2819 28 Nov., 1891

13 Oct., 1891

91-2824 21 Nov., 1891

5 Feb., 1892
92- 324 15 J) 1892

92- 382 15 1892
92- 387 23 1892
92- 409 27 > > 1892

92- 433 2 Mar., 1892
92- 490 5 1892
92- 644 25 1892

92- 771 5 April, 1892

92- 912 28 ,, 1892

92- 904 27 1892
92-2000 8 Sept., 1892
92-2405 1 Nov., 1892

8 J > 1892

92-2456 12 I) 1892

92-2459 14 1892
93- 4 31 Dec., 1892

95- 273 5 Mar., 1895

Writer. Subject.

J. Davis (minute) ..............
E. A. Nardin (minute) ......
J. Barling (minute) ..........
R. R. P. Hickson (letter) 

to Carter & Co.
C. H. Ohlfsen - Bagg6 

(minute).
R. R. P. Hickson (minute) 
Carter & Co. (letter) to 

Engineer-in-Chief.
J. Barling (minute) ..........
J. Barling (letter) .............
Carter & Co. (letter) to 

Engineer-in-Chief.
J. Davis (minute) ..............
T. F. Waller .....................
Carter & Co. (letter)..........
J. Davis ............................
R. R. P. Hickson (minute) 

to Under Secretary.
J. Davis (minute) .............

Parry and Farley (letter)-..
J. Davis (minute) .............
Carter & Co. (letter) ..........
R. R. P. Hickson (letter) to 

Carter & Co.
Carter & Co. (letter) to J. 

Davis.
J. Davis (minute) ............
S. H. Weedon, Resident 

Engineer (minute).
W. Piper (memo.) .............

Arranging votes available to finish contract, 
do do
do do

Notifying intention to stop works at a certain point in accordance 
with clause 3 of the specification.

Commenting on local Council’s communication complaining of stop
page of the Munni-street works.

Re cost of works, and votes.
Enclosing claim for £1,050 9s. 6d.

Minute on letter from Council Clerk, M'Donaldtown.
Letter to Mr. Abbott, M.P., re resumption of works.
Applying for refund of security deposit.

Recommending that above request be granted.
Report on M'Namara’s claim.
Asking that time penalties be remitted.
Minute thereon.
Recommending that Contract 72 be proceeded with by Carter & Co.

Recommending that the Department pay one-third cost of turning 
water out of sew’er.

Offering to do same on above condition.
Recommending repair of rendering in invert of sewer.
Offering eleven gratings at 50s. each. ,
Willing to accept same at 45s. each.

Asking for remission of time penalties (£100).

Recommending remission of same.
Report in connection with final certificate.

Informing Mr. Hungerford that the £316 12s. 6d., re M‘Namara v. 
Smith, had been charged to “Reclamation and dredging, Loan 
Act, ’94, No. 2.”

G. Christie.

15 July, 1896.

9083. Tou have read the minutes relating to Contract 79, upon pages 270 and 271 of the printed Parlia
mentary papers? Tes.
9084. Tou will see that the minutes go up to 22nd February, 1892, when the contract was supposed to 
be gazetted for re-tendering ? Tes.
9085. Upon the following day, Mr. Hickson wrote a minute to the effect that Carter & Co. had a claim in 
connection with Contract 72, which they were willing to forego if they obtained Contract 79 ? Tes.
9086. Will you read the result of the investigations you have made as to the position in whicli that claim 
stood, and as to its validity ? Tes ; they are as follows :—

Memo. No. 5.
Re the letting to Carter & Co., Contract No. 79 (North Shore) without re-tendering.

4.1 ^ F??ders f?5 C,ontract No- 79 were originally invited for, and received on, 10th June, 1891. The lowest tender 
was that of Messrs. Bond and Hudson, £36,900 (on schedule prices). The next lowest was Carter & Co’s., at £39,890.

The Tender Board recommended the acceptance of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender, 
r ioni^k6 P^6.1,3 show that Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Gummow and Gillan jointly signed a letter dated 10th

^ J protesting against the contract being given to Messrs. Bond and Hudson Bub as the ground for objection was 
* sufficient, and of so old a date, the recommendation of .the acceptance of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender was not 
withdrawn.

(c) From the evidence that has been taken by the Commission in this matter, Mr. Bond was to finance and attend 
to the financial part of the undertaking on certain terms agreed to by Mr. Hudson. Mr. Hudson was possessed of the 
practical experience for carrying on the works, but was not a business man or accustomed to office matters, corres
pondence, &c.

{d) Though the Tender Board had recommended that Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender be accepted, no acceptance 
was ever notified to that firm.

. ,Tiie matter was submitted for the ^Minister’s decision on 13th July, 1891, and again on 19th August, 1891, and the 
Minister, on 21st August, 1891, made a minute as follows :—u Inform must stand over until the question of further loan 
expenditure has been determined.” And there is a minute—u Ordered to stand over.—J.B., 7|9|91.” Following the date 
of this last minute comes the letter of Mr. C. B. Bond (Bond and Hudson), dated 28th September, withdrawing the tender 
and asking for a return of the deposit (£369). The minute on this letter is—“Return deposit.—J.B., 2110)91 ” But 
there js no evidence of Ministerial sanction.

In the precis of the case dated 29th January, 1892, it is stated that the £369 tender deposit was returned to Mr 
Bond on 7th October, 1891. .

(e) One day prior to the date of the deposit being returned, namely, on 6th October, 1891, Mr. Hickson asked for 
the papers, and wrote a mmute recommending that fresh tenders be invited. This recommendation is marked “Sub
mitted, J.B., 9/10)91. But owing, it would seem, to changes in the Ministerial head of the Department, Mr. Hickson’s 
minute of 6th October, 1891, was not dealt with until “ Approved, W.J.L., 22/2)92.” Then advertisements calling for 
tenders was ordered to be inserted in the Government Gazette, tenders to close 9th March, 1892. .

(J*) February, 1892, Mr. Hickson wrote a minute recalling his recommendation for fresh tenders, and
recommended that Messrs. Carter & Co. be given the contract without any further competition. The reasons stated by 
Mr. Hickson are set out m his minute at page 271, as follows :—“ Since writing my minute of 6th October, 1891, complica
tions have arisen with Carter & Co., re their Contract No. 72 having been stopped. They have made large claims on this 
account, simie of which, no doubt, could not be entertained, but on some items they have made a good case. They are 
prepared, if they obtained this -work, to waive all claims on No. 72. As their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 
below the estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this course were adopted, work would be given at once to 
a large number of men.—R.H., 23)2)92. Undersecretary. Important.”
• r ^r' Hlckson’s minute is marked to the Under Secretary, and the Minister’s minute, dated 23rd February, 1892, 
is as follows ■ As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as com
pensation on Contract 72 (Mom-street, partly), should they be willing to forego this claim, their tender may be accepted 
for construction of the main outfall sewer, North Sydney-£39,S90, as worked out at schedule rates. If this firm will 
not agree to the condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.—W.J.L., 23/2/92.

(?)
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G. Christie. (g) The negotiations with Messrs. Carter & Co. appear to have been completed on 10th March, 1892, as on that date
their tender, dated 10th June, 1891, was accepted (after an interval of nine months). Had the decision of 22nd February, 

15 July, 1896. 1892, to call for fresh tenders for 9th March, 1892, been adhered to, the fresh tenders would have been dealt with without 
any more delay than thus did actually occur.

(h) As the “ claim ” made by Messrs. Carter & Co. in connection with Contract No. 72, the withdrawal of which was 
made the condition of their being given Contract No. 79 without re-tendering—this claim first appears in a definite form on 
15th February, 1892, eight days prior to Mr. Hickson’s Minute of 23rd February, 1892, on which the re-tendering was 
stopped. The claim amounted to £4,050 9s. 6d., and was stated to be for loss consequent upon the stoppage of the contract 
works at a certain point, and is as follows :—

Copy of Carter & Co. ’s Claim in re Contract No. 72. 
Losses by Withdrawal of Contract Work. •

Rent of Knight’s Paddock
' Rate. 

40 weeks .. 5/-

Sandstone for Concrete broken and 
stacked.

Portland Cement ................................
Ho loss on sale..............

Gratings ............................................
Man-hole Covers ...............................
Interest on Expenditure, £3,211 5s... 
Valuation of Plant on ground for 

completion of Contract. .
Loss of Profit on work withdrawn ...

1.000 c. yds...1

1,300 casks ...;
2.000 „ ...

25 ..........1
4 ..........
3 months.

£7,000

8|-

14/9
2(6

70/
150/
8%

25 %

£ s. d.
10 0 0

400 0 0

958 15 0
250 0 0

87 10 0
30 0 0
04 4 6

500 0 0

Required for storage purposes, Macdonald- 
street.

Material purchased before withdrawal of 
work.

Do do
Do do
Do do
Do do
Do do

Cost of cement sold is included in £3,211 5s.

1,750 0 0 

4,050 9 6

The greatest profit -would have accrued from 
this portion of the Contract.

(i) By letter dated 13(10(91, Mr. Hickson notified Messrs. Carter & Co. that they were not to proceed with the 
works on Contract 72 beyond a certain distance, and stopped the works from that point in accordance with Clause 3 of the 
specification. This Clause 3 reads as follows : —

3. It is to be understood that the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until the Engineer 
gives a written order to that effect; and the Engineer shall have the power to suspend the execution of these 
portions of the work, or any part of the contract, or to reduce the length of the contract by the extent of the said 
13 or 27 chains, or any other part of the sewer shown on the drawings that he may consider necessary, and the 
contract shall not thereby be invalidated, nor shall the contractor be entitled to any compensation on account of 
such temporary suspension of any part or parts of the contract or permanent reduction of same.

This clause was specially inserted to allow of the works being stopped at a certain point, on account of the money not being 
available to carry on the further construction, consequent on the cost of the whole of the works exceeding the Vote.

Messrs. Carter & Co. tendered on this specification with a full knowledge of its contents, and furthermore they had 
had an extra piece of work to the extent of £ , which had not been originally included in the contract.

(j) The contractors had early notice of the Department’s intention to stop the works at a certain point. And it is 
difficult to conceive, in view of the special clause, No. 3, of the specification, how their claim for £4,050 could ever have 
been in any way seriously entertained by the officers of the Department, particularly as those officers knew that the work 
was only temporarily suspended, and that it was their intention to proceed with the work so soon as money was available.

(!•) But the matter becomes a very serious one if at the time the Minister on the recommendation of his officers gave 
Messrs. Carter & Co. an advantage in securing contract 79 without further competition, believing that by so doing he was 
settling a claim and saving a payment on contract No. 72 of some £2,000—if at that time the officers were aware that the 
work on contract 72 would soon be proceeded with, and that consequently Messrs. Carter & Co. could not then have even 
an excuse for a claim.

The Minister’s minute is dated 23/2/92, but it is not final, and, in fact, the negotiations were proceeding till 10/3/92, 
the date when the acceptance of Messrs. Carter & Co’s, tender was notified to them by letter.

There is evidence that on 23/2/92, and on subsequent dates up to 10/3/92, those officers were satisfied in their own 
minds that the remainder of the works comprised in Contract 72 would shortly be proceeded with. This is shown by the 
Minutes on the following papers :—

92-387. Minute on Ifetter from Mr. J. Abbott, M.P., who was urging, on behalf of his electorate at Macdonaldtown,
. that the work be proceeded with. The Minute refers to Mr. Barling’s reply 23/2/92, which is as follows :—“ Dear 

Mr. Abbott, —The sum required to finish the Munni-street Storm-water Sewer will be placed on the Estimates, but 
Mr. Lyne desires me to say that he will not be able to deal with the matter until they are passed, which will," 
however, now I presume, be now in a short time. Yours, with kind regards.—J. Barling.’"

92-382. Minute on letter from the Council Clerk at Macdonaldtown, who asks that the Minister might receive a 
deputation relative to the stoppage of the construction of the Storm-water Sewer, Munni-street. The Minute is 
initialled J.B., 25/2/92, and is as follows :—“ May perhaps be informed that there is no need for a deputation, and 
that as soon as the additional money required is voted the work will be proceeded with.”

Further, seeing that the “ Loan Act, 1892, 55 Vic., No. 35,” which contained the required item of £9,000 for Contract 72 
(see item “Sewerage Branch—Munni-street to Shea’s Creek, storm-water channel, further sum, £9,000”), passed the Legis
lative Assembly on the 24th March, 1892, the officers of the Department must have been aware on the 23rd February, 
1892, and subsequent dates prior to 10th March, 1892, that the work on Contract No. 72 would very shortly be resumed. 
As a matter of fact, Mr. Hickson’s minute, 5th April, 1892, recommended that the work on Contract No. 72 be resumed by 
Messrs. Carter & Co. •

(l) Messrs. Carter & Co.’s claim is dated 15th February, 1892, and was marked by Mr. Hickson to Mr. Bagge for 
report on 18th February, 1892. Mr. Bagge sent it to Mr. Davis for report on 22nd February, 1892. Mr. Davis returned 
the papers on 26th February, 1892, with the following minute :—

“ This matter has now been settled. I understand the contractors have signed the office measurements accepting 
them.”

It would thus appear that on 22nd February, 1892 (when Mr. Hickson advised the Minister that he thought Messrs. 
Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compensation on Contract 72), that the documents were 
not with Mr. Hickson, and that the claim had not been looked into or reported on, nor has it at any subsequent date so 
been dealt with. _

(m) It has been stated in evidence before the Commission that Mr. Bond, without Mr. Hudson’s knowledge, with
drew the tender of Bond and Hudson ; that Mr. Bond received £1,500 for so doing, and that Mr. Kenwood (Mr. Bond’s 
son-in-law) was paid £200 for negotiating the matter.
Sydney, 15th July, 1896. GEO. CHRISTIE, F.S.A.A.

9087. Mr. Parkes.'] Upon what date were the last payments made after Contract 72 had been stopped by 
the minute of Mr. Hickson ? The certificate, I see, is dated 20th January, 1892.
9088. And Contract 79 was let in March ? Yes.
9089. You have in paragraph I of your memorandum referred to clause 3 in the specification of Contract 
72—that is a special clause, is it not ? Yes.
9090. To meet this special case ? Yes.

9091.
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15 July, 1896.

given upon the certificate ? The total amount of payments to the

vork to he

9091. Will you read the letter of Mr. Hickson withdrawing the work from Carter & Co. for a time—the G. Christie, 
letter dated 13th October, 1891 ? Tes. It is as follows.—

Gentlemen,
With reference to your contract, No. 72, Sydney Sewerage Works, Munni-street, Shea’s Creek, south-west 

channel, 1 have the honor to inform you that, m accordance with clause No. 3 of the specification, which gives me power 
to make such permanent alterations as may be considered necessary, I have decided to terminate the contract after the 
construction ol the junction chamber and connection with the Macdonaldtown Park storm-water channel at 41'30 chains, 
thereby omitting that portion of the contract from such junction upwards to the point of termination of the sewer, as 
shown on drawings at Union-street, and hereby give you notice that the Munni-street storm-water channel is not to be 
carried on beyond the before-mentioned junction.
That is a copy of Mr. Hickson’s letter.
9092. Will you read Mr. Hickson’s minute of 5th Februarv, 1892? Tes. It is minuted to the Under
becretary, and is as follows:— ' •
Tenders were opened in February, 1891, for sewer from B to E, the lowest being that of Messrs. Carter & Co. for £20,650 
at per schedule rates. This tender was accepted on the understanding that the cost of the work be reduced so as to bring 
nf t^>ftthe+W+irk Wlthl? j?? ?I"ount avowed without reference to the Public Works Committee. At the commencement

tke ®um °0 wa? available, and this was proposed to be expended on the work between the Mitchell 
Munni-stieet (C to E on sketch), a clause allowing a reduction of the work, A to C, being inserted in the 

specification. On starting the work, however, it was found that there was no outlet to the sewer at Mitchell Road, at C,
iad t0 ber?Ut f?nS ^ pii0l^^d 00urse of Shea’s Creek canal> A t0 B> at a cost of £4,000, to provide an 

outlet, and the sewer continued from Mitchell Road (G) to the commencement of the outlet channel (B), at acostof £8,000. 
ibis unavoidable construction of the sewer in the first instance from A to D exhausted the funds, and that portion of the 
r Ma^donaldto’lJ'n Park junction, at I), to the point of commencement at Munni-street (E), which formed part
ot the original contract, has had to be omitted for the present. 1
9093. The date of the last certificate paid after the stoppage of the work was 20th January, 1892 ? Tes •
and it was passed on 3rd March. ■' ’ ’
9094. What was the vote avaiiable? From particulars which Mr. Hungerford has given me I gather
that it was £15,500. ' &
9095. What was the total amount 
date I have mentioned was £17,674.
9096. That exceeds the vote ? Tes. .
9097. Will you explain where the money came from which was not in that vote P The amount paid to 
the contractors out ot the vote of £15,500 is set down as £14,968 18s. 0d., the balance of the £15,500 
having been expended on payments for supervision, so that the vote was exhausted after payment to the 
contractors ot the amount 1 have named. The further money was drawn from the Macdonaldtown Park 
sewer vote of £8,o00. Ihe sum of £2,4(55 is set down as having been drawn.
9098. Therefore the contract was really proceeding ? Well, money had been found to proceed with it 
beyond the vote ot £15,500 I think that a portion of this money mav legitimately have been charged to 
the other vote. Extra work was done by the contractors which was not in the original contract, and it 
may be that some ot it was chargeable to the Macdonaldtown Park sewer vote of £8 500
9099. Will you read the minute of Mr. Hickson under date of April 5th, 1892, ordermo- the w.
proceeded with ? Tes. It is as follows °

Now that the necessary funds (£9,000) are voted for this work, I should be glad to have authority to continue the 
sewer vhich was stopped some months ago for lack of funds. The contractors have kept some of their plant and a lot of

Tnd Le„Sr0lMd' Tihere 18 .n?thmS> therefore, to prevent the work, which is much needed, being gone on with at 
once, and thus provide employment for a considerable number of men.
9100. What was the date of the signing of Contract 79? 10th March. 1892.
9101. And the minute ordering the work to he proceeded with in the case of Contract 72 is dated 5th 
iWho tmm“ediately UP°Q the passing of the Loan Act ? Tes, that was passed on April 1st. 
ooAn ,ch"!S tie ciain3 1of,the contractors in respect to the stoppage of Contract 72, there is an item of
3,300 casks ot cement. I believe you saw the sum totals worked out by Mr. M'Credie and Mr. Thompson 
as to the cement used after the contract was restarted ? I could not give evidence as to that. I was 
here yesterday, and heard a certain quantity mentioned. I have not seen their reports.
9103. Will you look at the 9th progress-return in connection with Contract 72 and tell me the quantity of 
sandstone concrete and cement facing paid for at that date ? Item To. 5, sandstone concrete, gives 6,015
beenpmd for8 ^ ^ ^ item N°' 6’ Cement facm«: Slvcs 8,175 square yards as having

9104. Will you look at the final certificate in the printed Parliamentary papers and tell me what
quantities were ultimately paid for ? 8,372 cubic yards of sandstone concrete, and 12.324 square yards of
cement facing. ■ x j

9105. There being a difference of what between the two payments? In the case of the sandstone
concrete a difference oh 2,357 cubic yards, and in the case of the cement facing a difference of 4 149 
square yards. ’
9106. Which would absorb a great quantity of cement? I could not say what quantity. '
9107. Have yon prepared a memorandum as to the quantity of cement to be used upon the contract
according to the specification and the quantity which was actually purchased ? I have not the memo
randum complete yet, but I will complete it. ^
9108. Have you prepared a memorandum as to the nature of this claim in connection with Contract 72 ?
1 have not prepared a memorandum, but 1 have examined the claim carefully, and am in a position to 
answer any questions m reference to it.
9109. Do you think there really is any claim in connection with Contract 72 ? Tou mean, I suppose
from the legal aspect under clause 3 ? > i u ,
9110. Tes ? In the first place, under clause 3 no claim could arise.
9111. As regards the various items given to sustain the claim, are anv of them tenable ? Some of the 
items are small.
9112. Are there any of them which could be made good, regarding them in the light of vour experience
oi iaQbUS/rne c _laTkmS clause 3 strictly I should say that none of them at all had been sustained.
9113. Mr. &mz/k] Do I understand you to say that you have read carefully not only the papers which
were not printed, but also those which were printed ? I have perused them carefully. I have gone 
specially into them. J e>
9114. As regards your first memorandum, you say that it is the result of careful perusal ’ Tes

140—2 K i . . v •
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G. Christie. 9115. With regard to paragraph C of that mein irandum, do you say that it is absolutely correct ? I
have every reason to believe so. . • i • it uo

15 July, 1896. You have come to the conclusion that some of these papers were wilfully and knowingly withheld.
Yes
9117. When you drew up that memorandum, did you know that Mr. Barling, the Under Secretary for 
Public Works, at that time had sworn here that he gave instructions that all the papers should be printed ?
No. . • „ r9118. Did you know that Mr. Hungerford, the officer charged with the preparation of the papers for
Parliament, had als”o given evidence to the same effect, and that both of them had denied that any of the 
papers had been knowingly withheld ? 1 am not sure that I knew that from the evidence or from the
assertion of Mr. Hungerford. .
9119. Do you know that he gave that evidence ? I cannot say that I knew that any evidence had been
given to that effect; but, even if it were, that would not affect my opinion. _
9120. I suppose that, if certain papers were not asked for by the House, you would think that a sufficient 
reason for not including them in the printed papers which were laid upon the Table ? I think that in 
this case the order was generally for all papers in connection with these contracts. The order was in 
in these terms :—

Copies of all papers and correspondence in connection with the contracts of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 
Marrickville, Balmain, North Sydney, Johnstone’s Creek, and Stanmore, including the specification, schedule, &e., for 
original contracts, and for substituted ones, and all vouchers paid and details of same, and such other matter included in 
the transactions, from commencement to the present date.
9121. Is there one word in that order referring to papers of Contract 72 ? The order does not mention 
72, nor give the number of any contract, but it mentions the Marrickville contract, and it is possible that 
the papers in connection with Contract 72 may come in under that heading. But the important point is 
this, that, whether they do or do not come in under the heading of the Marrickville contract, they do come 
in at North Shore. It is in that respect that the papers are deficient.
9122. But the order of the House makes no reference to the papers ? Yes.
9123. In what way ? It says, “ and such other matter included in the transactions from the commence
ment to the present date.” That being so, I say that the papers in connection with Contract 72 come in 
under the heading of the North Shore Contract, 79.
9124. You think it would not be a fair conclusion to arrive at, upon the reading of that order, that the 
papers relating to Contract 72 should be omitted altogether P I think the papers are necessary in con
nection with Contract 79 at North Shore, and that contract is referred to in the order. All the papers 
relating in any way to that contract should be given.
9125. Now that your attention has been specifically drawn to the terms of the order, do you still adhere 
to your conclusion that these particular papers were wilfully withheld ? Yes, and the Department 
evidently considered that the papers relating to Contract 72 should have been included, by themselves 
putting in some of those papers. They should have put in the whole of the papers relating to Contract 72, 
but they have left out very important matters in connection with that contract. The papers purport to 
include the papers relating to Contract 72, but they do not do so, and to that extent they are misleading.
9126. Clause (c) of the first memorandum you read to day contains these words : “ No information was 
conveyed to Parliament by the papers that the works had been stopped by the Department for the four 
months preceding the agreement dated 19th April, 1892, under which tho extension of time was granted ;
is that true ? Yes. w .
9127. Would it not appear from a minute, which you will see on page 2vl of the Parliamentary papers, 
that Parliament was informed that the work had been stopped ? There is that slight indication.
9128. So that it would be incorrect to say that no information had been given to Parliament on the

’ point ? There is that slight indication of information embedded in a minute. ^ _
9129. Is there not a special reference to it on the minute on page 271? Yes; it is embedded in a minute.
9130. Will you read the second clause of that paragraph ? Yes. I see it states that the contractors
have made claims. .
9131. And you still say that in these papers there is no information that the contractors had made a claim 
for this sum of £4,050 ? I had not seen that.
9132. Have you read an agreement of the 10th March, printed in the Parliamentary papers upon page 
272 ? I have not read it in this connection.
9133. You will observe, first of all, as to the parties, that it is an agreement made between John Carter, 
David Snodgrass, and G-eorge Porrest ? My memorandum has reference to the papers of Contract 72, 
not to the papers of Contract 79.
9134. But you say that the Parliamentary papers convey no information that this claim had been made ? 
I said the printed papers in connection with Contract 72 did not convey the information. That is where 
the papers bearing upon the matter should have been.
9135. But is there not upon page 272 a recital of the fact that these contractors had made a claim for the 
sum of £4,050? I am dealing with the papers of Contract 72, and this reference is embedded in an agreement 
in the papers of Contract 79. There is some reference to the matter in this agreement, but there are no 
other subordinate papers, as there should have been, leading up to it. I wish it to be distinctly under
stood that my memorandum deals specifically with the papers of Contract 72, and, if the Department 
professed to include all the papers in connection with that contract in this return, then the whole of the 
papers should have been included.
9136. Let me refer you to page 278—you will find there a letter in which Carter & Co. agreed to forego 
all claims to compensation in connection with Contract 73 ;—that is not embedded in anything ; it stands 
out by itself? Yes, but it might refer to general things, whereas I am dealing with Contract 72 ; and I 
say that all the papers in connection with that contract should have been included in this return—in the 
few papers which are given in connection with it. Either the whole of the papers should have been given, 
or none at all. Anyone reading that letter would say that it related to general matters ; no specific 
amount is mentioned.
9137. Does it not strike you that the printing of the contract of 72 and the final voucher of 72, although 
no papers in connection with that contract were asked for, was simply because of this recital bearing 
upon Contract 79? No.

9138.



9138. You do not think that would be a valid reason ? No, because the Department have, in the case of 6. Christil.
other contracts, given voluminous papers upon all matters of detail, and in this case, where there is really —v
something important, those matters are omitted. ‘ 15 July; 1896.
9139. I think your evidence, as to the claim made by Carter & Co. in respect of the stoppage of Contract 
72, was that the claim was not legally sustainable ? Clearly that is my opinion.
9140. Does that opinion refer to the whole of the items ? I think to everyone of them.
9141. And you think that, although the work was stopped in the way indicated, the contractors have no
claim to compensation at all ? Yes. ‘
9142. Mr. Gummow.'] You referred in your evidence to a voucher dated 20th January, 1892, in connection 
with Contract 72 ? Yes, to a certificate of that date.
9143. Did you notice the prior certificate ? Yes; the 8th progress return.
9144. What is the date ? It is a return of work to the 30th November. A comparison of these vouchers 
did receive my attention at the time.
9145. Why did you not refer to it in your memorandum ? The position of matters is this—there is a 
considerable advance in the amount allowed to the contractors upon the January certificate as compared 
with the amount allowed in November. I had the figures of the two vouchers side by side.
9146. What is the quantity allowed for sandstone concrete in the November certificate, and the quantity 
in the January certificate ? I have not dealt with quantities, but only with amounts. My object was to 
see whether it was apparent that any more work had been done between the 30th November and 20th 
January. My deduction from the amounts shown upon each certificate is that work must have been 
done.
9147. Will you read out the amounts ? Yes; I find that the amount upon item No. 5, sandstone
concrete, in the 8th progress return, is £10,213 12s., as against £10,226 14s. 6d. in the 9th progress 
return. In the case of cement facing the amount given in the 8th progress return is £638 12s. 6d., and 
in the 9th progress return £1,021 17s. 6d.—a difference of £370 on that one item. ’
9148. Will you give me the quantities ? Yes ; in the 8th progress return the quantity of sandstone 
concrete is 6,008 cubic yards, and in the case of the 9th progress return 6,015 cubic yards—a difference 
of 15 yards. The cement facing upon the 8th certificate is given as 5,109 square vards, and in the 9th 
certificate 8,175 square yards—a difference of 3,066 square yards. It would seein from that item.of 
cement facing that there must have been a considerable addition to the works certified for in the 9th 
progress return as compared with the 8th progress return.
9149. In other words the January certificate was a general cleaning up of work which had been done up 
to November, 1891 ? I do not think you could say there was a general cleaning up as regards cement 
facing.
91491. Are you sure it was not so ? I am only going from the figures upon which the previous payment 
was made—5,109 square yards. You will see that there is an addition of 3,066 square yards—an addition 
of 80 per cent. '
9150. But take the concrete ;—was any concrete work done ? I should think not. The second quantity
would be a more exact measurement probably. "
9151. Have you any idea as to how much cement it would take to do 3,000 square yards of rendering ? I
am not dealing with that aspect of the question. 6 ’
9152. Upon the question of cement the Department, according to your evidence, gave Carter & Co notice 
m October, 1891, that this job at 72 contract would be stopped ? That is the date of the written notice.
9153. Do you consider that Carter & Co. could have stopped their orders for cement as soon as they 
received this notice from the Government;—could they have stopped their orders on receipt of that notice ?
The position is this—Carter & Co. had a certain specification with the Department, and it was their duty 
to look ahead and see whether they would have to go on with the work or not.
9154. Suppose Carter & Co. had a contract with certain merchants for the supply of 5,000 or 10,000 casks
of cement, could they suddenly abrogate that contract and stop the supply ? Cement is always saleable 
at 6d. per cask reduction. « J
9155. Are you sure of that P Yes.
9156. Does not the price of cement vary in different months ? Yes ; but if 6d. per cask is taken off you
can always sell a thousand casks of cement. . J
9157. You mean off the price at that particular time ? Yes.
9158. Does not the price of cement vary very suddenly sometimes? No. There are advices from
London, and cement merchants know how the market is going. They know the shipments to arrive and 
there is no unlooked-for change in the price. ’
9159. If there is no cement in the market does not the price vary very suddenly ? Yes it may dosometimes. • » j ■ > j
9160. But does not that often occur ? No.
9161. Has it not affected other contractors according to your previous evidence ? That was tested 
cement. There would be plenty of other cement in the market.
9162. Mr. Parkes.] Mr. Smith asked you with reference to an agreement which appears in the papers for
the carrying out of the second section of Contract 72, whether mention was not made in the papers of 
the claim of the contractors ? Yes. 1 1
9163. Does not the presence of that agreement in the papers afford a strong reason for the inclusion of 
the other papers bearing upon Contract 72 ? Yes, it would seem to do so.
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William John Lyne sworn and examined:—
9164. Mr. Parkes.] Do you recollect the date upon which you became Secretary for Works in the last W. J. Lyne.
administration of Sir George Dibbs P In October, 1891, I think, but I am not sure. The Blue Book will ----- ----- -
tell you. 15 July, 1896.
9165. Do you recollect Contract 79, one of the North Sydney Sewerage contracts, being let to Carter &
Go P I do not recognise the contract by the number, but I know as a matter of fact that Carter & Co 
had a contract at North Sydney. '

9166.
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W. J. Lyne. 9166. To refresh your memory, I will read to you a minute which you made at that time:—
i“As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compensation 
lo July, 189b. on Contract 72 (Moni-street, partly), should they be willing to forego this claim, their tender may be accepted for 

construction of the main outfall sewer, North Sydney—£39,890, as worked out at schedule rates. If this firm will not 
agree to the condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.—W.J.L., 23/2/92.”
Do you remember that ? Tes.
9167. Had you any conversation with Mr. Hickson before writing that minute ? I think the chances are 
that I had.
9168. Do you recollect the occurrence P I do not remember any special conversation at that time, but 
upon an occasion of that sort I certainly should have had a conversation with Mr. Hickson before I dealt 
with the matter.
9169. Did you know at that time that a claim was being made by the contractors in respect of a contract 
which was started a month and eight days afterwards ? I do not remember the circumstances at the 
present time.
9170. Do you recollect Contract 72 being re-started ? I do not recollect it by the number. In any case,
it is so long ago that 1 am afraid that I should not have a distinct recollection of what took place. I do 
remember writing the minute which you have read, and I remember that that amount of £2,000 was a 
consideration with me in determining whether the other contracts should be proceeded with by this firm. 
I wished to avoid any litigation or trouble. _
9171. Did Mr. Hickson tell you at that time that in Contract 72 a special clause had been inserted to this 
effect:—

“It is to be understood that the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until the engineer 
gives a written order to that effect; and the engineer shall have the power to suspend the execution of these portions of 
the work, or any other part of the contract, or to reduce the length of the contract by the extent of the said 13 or 27 
chains, or any other part of the sewer shown on the drawings, that he may consider necessary, and the contract shall 
not thereby be invalidated, nor shall the contractor be entitled to any compensation on account of such temporary sus
pension of any part or parts of the contract or permanent reduction of same. ”
It is impossible for me to say now. I do not recollect the circumstance. _
9172. If your attention had been directed to such a clause would you have sanctioned the letting of 79 
to Carter & Co. ? It depends entirely upon the circumstances. There may have been reasons why I 
should have done so. Dor instance, I may have been actuated by a desire to avoid litigation.
9173. The part of the specification which I have been quoting refers to the extent ot the contract, and 
this special clause was put in to admit of a portion of the contract being deducted to meet the Loan Vote 
of £15,500 P I do not understand how the contract could have anything to do with the meeting of a 
Loan Vote.
9174. Suppose we say the absorption of a Loan Vote—let me put it in that way ? Tou meau to prevent 
the Loan Tote from being exceeded ?
9175. Tes. Contract No. 72 was let at some £5,000 above the money available under the Loan Tote ? 
Tes, I understand that.
9176. And in order to provide for that this special clause was inserted. If you bad known of the existence 
of that clause would you have admitted the claim of the contractors ? It depends entirely upon the cir
cumstances. I do not remember at this moment whether their claim of £2,000 was made through the 
stoppage of the contract, under that or some other condition.
9177. Does not the condition I have read cover any stoppage of the contract ? I thought you said the 
clause was put in to prevent the Loan Tote from being exceeded. •
9178. Quite so. But if it had been brought under your attention and you knew that as soon as funds 
were available in the next vote this contract would be proceeded with, would you have admitted the 
claim of the contractors ? I certainly would not have admitted it if that were the only reason,—-that is, 
to prevent the Loan Tote from being exceeded.
9179. Take the various items constituting the claim—rent of Knight’s paddock, £10; sandstone, for 
concrete, £400 ; Portland cement, £958 ; loss on sale of cement, £250 ; gratings, £87 10s. ; man-hole 
covers, £30 ; interest on expenditure, £64; valuation of plant on grounds, £500 ; loss of profit on work' 
withdrawn, £1,750—making a total of £4,050. If that contract were to be proceeded with do you think 
that any of these items would have been sustainable ? I could not possibly say at the present time. .
9180. Was this claim put before you? The chances are that it was. I should imagine that I obtained
particulars of the claim. At all events I must have been satisfied that Mr. Hickson had had particulars 
of the claim before him, and I think it is very likely that the particulars were before me. _
9181. If the contract were to be resumed -within a month and eight days, there is no doubt that this claim 
would disappear ? That I do not know. I do not know what Mr. Carter would have done, whether he 
would have absorbed all the material on the ground or not. I do not know whether the claim was 
absolutely for material which was to have been put into the contract, but which through its stoppage for 
the reason you have mentioned was not put into it.
9182. Have you any clear recollection of what took place at that time ? Not in reference to that part of 
the matter.
9183. In all these matters, did you depend absolutely upon your officers ? To a very large extent. 
There may have been certain circumstances of which I was aware myself, and, if in such a case I felt that I 
was justified in deviating at all from the recommendation of my officers, I should do so unhesitatingly; but in 
the majority of cases—in fact, in nearly every case, and especially where large contracts were concerned— 
I depended upon my officers, and especially upon Mr. Hickson.
9184. Is it not the custom in the Works Department, when there is a good margin between the lowest 
and the next tenderer, and when the lowest tenderer throws up the contract, to call for tenders again ? No.
9185. Are there any instances to the contrary ? There are some instances, but the matter generally goes 
before the Board of Reference, and the Board would give reasons for calling or not calling for fresh 
tenders.
9186. Would it not leave an opportunity for fraud to be perpetrated upon the State by one contractor
purchasing off another ? If anything of that kind came to the knowledge of the Board, or myself, of 
course the next tender would not have been accepted ; but, if it were a case where a man might
have miscalculated his amounts, then you would have a different state of things. In some cases the 
tenderers not only in sewerage but in road works do miscalculate their amounts. In numerous cases of

' road
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road and bridge contracts it has been clearly shown that the tenderers miscalculated their items, and under W. J. Lyne. 
those circumstances it would not have been a fair thing to compel them to carry out the work. —.
9187. Would it not be a fair thing under such circumstances where a contractor had thrown up the ^ Ju^y> 189(t 
contract to call for fresh tenders? Not if there were special reasons to the contrary. Suppose the 
departmental estimate were lower than the tender of the next contractor, that might be a reason for calling
for fresh tenders, but, if the departmental estimate were higher than the next tender and the amount 
given happened to be a fair amount for the work, it might be given to the next tenderer.
9188. Is the departmental estimate more reliable then than the competition of contractors ? It often is.
9189. Are not the departmental estimates generally in excess of the tenders that come in ? In some 
cases they have been less.
9190. But it has not been so in the case of these sewerage contracts ? Tou must recollect that the 
sewerage contracts form but a small proportion of the contracts of the Department. The roads contracts 
are at all events the most diversified contracts the Department has.
9191. This was a contract of £40,000 ? Tou will find that what I say has often happened in the case of 
road contracts.
9192. Would not it be a safer plan to call for tenders again ? That may or may not be so. One thing 
that often guided me was this—if a man or a firm had been tendering and doing work for the Department 
for a considerable time, and the Department had come to know that the firm or the man were good con
tractors, carrying out their work well, I would rather give the contract in a case such as you mention to 
such men, and save the Department trouble and perhaps loss from litigation. I would rather give a contract 
in such a case to a man of that kind than to a man who is always litigating. I know we had one case in 
connection with the railways where a contractor gave us no end of trouble upon every contract he had—-
so much so that I made up my mind never to give him another contract. It would cost us more through . 
litigation than if we had given the contract to a man who tendered at a higher price. I am mentioning 
now one of a number of cases of the kind. ,
9193. If you had known that in this instance Carter & Co. had bought off Bond, the lowest tenderer,
for £1,500, would you have sanctioned this business ? I do not think I should. I cannot say definitelv, 
but my impression is that I should not. " "

• 9194. Would it not have occurred to you that the State would suffer to the extent of £3,000 by the 
acceptance of a Carter & Co.’s contract when the Department might have accepted a tender £3,000 less ?
It may not have suffered, because the man who tendered at £3,000 less may not have been able to carry 
out the work. If you have a man who is not able to carry out a work, you do not know where the 
expense of compelling him to do so is going to end.
9195. Suppose he puts up a £2,000 bond ? That would be a reason for supposing that he could do the 
work, but a £2,000 bond in the case of a £40,000 contract is not much.
9196. It is provided in the specification ? Tes, but £2,000 is not very much when you are considering 
the carrying out of such a large contract.
9197. Supposing the contractor were a substantial man such as Mr. Bond was ? If I knew him to be a 
substantial man I should not have given the contract to another contractor. In any case I might not 
have done so had I known that the lowest tenderer had been bought off.
9198. Is it not the custom of the Works Department to have in all cases a cash good faith deposit put in 
with the tender? That is the usual practice, but it has been varied, especially in the case of road 
contracts. I remember great complaints being made to the Department that if we required a cash deposit 
in the case of every road contract a number of small men would be debarred from tendering.
9199. But in the case of big contracts, is it not the invariable custom? Tes.
9200. If the contractor forfeits the contract, is the custom to return the deposit ? As a rule, it is not 
done, but it has been done in some cases—cases, for instance, where a man might really have made a mis
calculation. If it were due to no fault of his own I should not hesitate to return him the deposit.
9201. Do you remember the deposit of £369 being returned to Mr. Bond in this instance ? I do not 
remember it.
9202. Was it done with your sanction ? I suppose it would be ; but the papers would probably show.
9203. Would you have agreed to the cancellation of the tender and the return of the deposit if the 
whole of the facts which I have mentioned had been put before you ? If I had been fully aware that 
the lowest tenderers had been bought off, and that they could have carried out the work, I do not think I 
should have sanctioned it.
9204. Do you recollect Contract 72 ? No ; I cannot say that I recollect that particular contract.
9205. Do you not remember it, being brought under your notice in connection with Contract 79 do
you not remember having a conversation with Mr. Hickson or any other officer of the Department aboqt '
it? I do not recollect that particular contract, although 1 know that I saw most of the works. If you 
are referring to the contract which was the subject of litigation through the cutting off of water from 
some wool-washing works, I do remember it. I remember the circumstances of the litigation, but I do 
not remember anything in particular about the work itself.
9206. Tou do not recollect that contract being discussed in connection with the letting of Contract 79 ? No.
9207. Do you recollect seeing the paper which I now hand you in reference to that claim? I see there 
is no reference to the minute-book upon the paper. These matters were very often inserted in the 
authority-book of the Works Department, and in that case there would be a reference upon the paper. I 
may have seen the paper, but I did not deal with it in any way, or my initials would be upon it.
9208. I suppose Mr. Hickson did not put the particulars of this claim before you ;—you would take it 
from his word that there was such a claim? I think the chances are that I knew something of the claim 
before I dealt with it, but I could not say positively. If Mr. Hickson told me that there was a valid 
claim of £2,000, or £4,000, or whatever the amount may be, I have no doubt that, unless there was some
thing which would cause me to investigate the papers, I should not have gone any further into the matter,

• but should have accepted Mr. Hickson’s recommendation. ’
9209. His Honor.'] Tou would not have considered the claim at all in that relation unless it were 
represented to you that it was a valid claim? I certainly should have refused to consider the claim 
unless I thought it valid.
9210. Mr. Smithy Coming to the question concerning Contract 72—supposing the contract had been
stopped by the Grovernment, and that the contractors had been stopped from working for (say) five or six 
. months,
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•W. J. Lyne. months, and that they claimed compensation in respect to that stoppage, would you not think it a claim 
^ would be advisable to settle if you saw a chance of settling it? Do I understand you to mean 

’ ’ that the work might be indefinitely postponed under the clause quoted by Mr. Parkes ?
9211. I mean, independently of any special claim in that agreement ? I certainly should think that the 
contractors, even if they had not a legal claim, would, at all events, have a moral claim for compensation.
9212. In the absence of a special condition in the contract ? Tes.
9213. Supposing that special condition ■which was read to you referred to part of the contract which had 
not been begun at all at that time—to another part of the contract altogether—would you have thought 
that the claim was one which ought to be settled if you could settle it ? Yes, assuredly I should. From 
what I can gather since I came into the room, I imagine that the contract could not have been stopped 
under the clause quoted by Mr. Parkes. The matter must have come before me, and if I had understood 
before hand that the work was stopped under that clause alone I do not think I should have consented to 
give anything.
9214 Tou said you acted, as a rule, upon Mr. Hickson’s advice. Had you every confidence in Mr. 
Hickson as an officer of your Department? Every confidence, and I always have had.
9215. Tou have heard of nothing since you have left office calculated to shake your confidence in him ? 
It would take a great deal to shake my confidence in Mr. Hickson.
9216. Mr. Gummow.'] With regard to the return of the deposit to Bond and Hudson, in a letter written 
by Mr. Bond on 28th September, 1891, he says, “ On June 10th of this year we had the pleasure of 
submitting a tender for the above works, and we believe were successful in being the lowest tenderers. 
We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but, not hearing from your 
Department, we have in the mean time entered upon other obligations, and must consequently respect-

• fully ask you to permit us to withdraw' our tender, and to return us the deposit attached thereto now 
lying in your hands.” That letter is signed by Mr. Bond. Would not the fact of your having kept them 
waiting so long be a sufficient reason for the return of the deposit money ? Certainly, I have done so in 
many cases where we could not get on with the work as we expected to do. At that particular time there 

. was a difficulty in getting loan money, and I made arrangements in many cases for funded stock which
we issued in the Colony to he taken instead of cash. Many delays of that kind arose at that particular 
time in connection with the carrying out of works in consequence of my desire to keep the Loan expendi- ' 
ture down as low as possible, without finding money from sources outside the vote.
9217. As to tendering through the tender-box, I presume you know that the whole of the tender prices 
are put up within an hour or two after the tenders go in ;—you know that they are made public ? Tes, 
after the Tender Board has examined them.
9218. In the event of the lowest tenderer throwing up the work, would you consider it fair to re-call for 
tenders after the exposure of everyone’s prices ;—would not that be unjust to the contractors ? That is 
one thing which sometimes guided me. The Department should decide what they are going to do 
beforehand, and I do not think they ought to take it upon themselves to call for fresh tenders unless 
there be some special reason.

. 9219. Supposing the price were from 5 to 10 per cent, below the Government estimate, would that be a
fair reason for accepting another tender ? In most cases I should accept another tender, but the case put- 
before me by Mr. Parkes was one in which the lowest tenderer had been bought off. In a case of that 
kind I should probably not accept another tender.
9220. If the lowest tenderer has been bought off, would the Department know of it ? I did not know of 
it in this case ; you may be sure of that.
9221. Mr. Parkes.] I should like you to read a copy of Mr. Hickson’s letter under date 13th October, 
1891, stopping the works upon Contract 72, and, having read the letter, to tell me whether, if you had 
had that before you at the time, you would have consented to the claim of the contractors ? That would 
be a matter for investigation. I cannot say that I would not have consented to it, because I have very

■ great doubt as to whether the clause you have read from that specification applies in the way in tvhich it
has been sought to make it apply.
9222. Bead clause 3 again, and tell me whether you do not think it refers specially to this case. Mr.
Hickson in his letter says, “ I have the honor to inform you that, in accordance with clause 3 of the 
specification,” &c.? The clause you have asked me to read refers, I take it, to a portion of the sewer 
beyond a certain point. It refers, further, to an alteration of the works in a part other than that in 
respect of which the contractors made their claim. '
9223. If you had known of Mr. Hickson’s letter referring to that clause in connection with the stoppage 
of the contract, would you have allowed the claim ? I should not like to say positively one way or the 
qther what I would have done. If Mr. Hickson advised me that the contractors had a valid claim I 
should have taken his advice.
9224. Tou did not know of the existence of this paper ? No ; I did not. There is one matter to which 
I should like to refer. I have seen in the newspapers some reference to the extension of the North 
Shore Contract. That is a matter which applies to myself as well as Mr. Hickson. Carter & Co. were 
carrying out the North Shore Contract, and—when they had about finished the work—there was an

. extension to be done. At that particular time there was a good deal of distress about. The men who 
were employed upon the contract were likely to be turned adrift, and the question arose as to whether W'e 
should invite fresh tenders for the extension or not. I think that was the only time I ever saw Mr. Carter 
or some other gentleman, whoever it may have been, connected with the firm. I inquired what the cost of 
the extension of the sewer would be, and I think they wanted £16,000 or £17,000. The departmental 
estimate was about £12,000 or a little over, but they would not, for some time, take the lower sum, and I 
spoke to Mr. Hickson about it. He was certainly in favour of inviting fresh tenders, which I 
should have done had they not eventually taken the contract at the departmental price. I think 
I did, in my minute, write that there was to be no claim of any kind for extras. I am not quite 
sure about it, but I think I made some minute of that kind. Even after I had practically made up my 
mind to do this, Mr. Hickson suggested that fresh tenders should be called ; but 1 wished to get the work 
on as quickly as possible. Besides, Carter & Co. had a good record in the office. I looked upon them as 
one of the best firms of contractors we had for that class of work, and I decided to accept their tender at 
the departmental estimate. What I wanted to say, however, is that Mr. Hickson never influenced me in 
the slightest degree to do what I did. The course I took was rather in opposition to the course which

Mr.
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Mr. Hickson desired me to take. I knew all the circumstances in connection with the case, and I am w- J- Lyne- 
quite prepared to take the responsibility for what I did. ------ -
9225. Mr. Qummow^] Mr. Parkes read you a letter of Mr. Hickson’s under date of 13th October, 1891, ^ July, 1896. 
in reference to the termination of the contract, and in which no allusion is made to the giving of -com
pensation. Is it not usual for the Department to write letters of that kind to contractors asking them to
stop work, and is it not usual under such circumstances for the Government to allow the contractors to 
make a claim, if any foundation for such a claim exists, for compensation;—it is not usual for the 
Department to say, in writing such a letter, “ We will give you compensation?” Certainly not. The 
Department is not at all anxious to pay compensation unless it is necessary that it should do so.
9226. A letter of that kind may be bluff or it may not be bluff, but it is for the contractors to see whether 
they can make good any claim ? Tes. Notice would be sent from the Department that a certain thing 
is to be done, whether by way of alteration in the work or by way of stoppage, and if the contractors
have any claim they must endeavour to make it good. • -
9227. If afterwards Mr. Hickson received notice of a claim from the contractors, backed up by various 
evidence, could he not alter any opinion expressed in his letter of 13th October, and give you reasons, 
although you may not remember them at the present time, for entertaining a claim for compensation ?
His letter would not bind him absolutely, I should imagine. I probably had several conversations with 
Mr. Hickson about the matter. In a large Department like the Works Department, where the Minister’s 
time is pretty well occupied, it is not the custom to put everything in writing. I suppose other Ministers 
have acted as I did. I frequently sent for a particular officer, and asked him to explain matters to me, 
and in such a case there would be nothing in writing.
9228. This letter of Mr. Hickson’s, of 13th October, does not actually bind him with regard to any 
compensation which may be claimed? No. He would be quite at liberty to vary it afterwards. The 
Department can always vary matters of that kind if it likes. Of course the last letter bearing upon a 
matter of that kind would be taken to have the greatest force.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—
9229. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou hand in a statement giving full particulars of landed property held by Carter, ' J. Carter. 
Gummow, & Co. ? Tes ; a memorandum of the firm’s property, including all fixed deposits in Banks. It —\
may be incomplete as to some of the legal details, otherwise it is quite complete. , 15 July, 1896

G. McCredie.

FBIDAY, 17 JULY, 1896.
' George McCredie recalled and further examined :—

9230. Mr. Parkes..] Tou have perused the vouchers in connection with Contract 72 ? Tes.
9231. The last voucher after the stoppage of the work was paid on January 20th, 1892? That is correct. .
9232. And you have ascertained the quantity of cement which would require to be used in the concrete 17 July, 1896. 
and cement facing which has been done since that time ? Tes.
9233. Tou saw the final certificate which was paid, in November, 1892 ? Tes.
9231. And you have taken out the quantity of cement used between the time of restarting the work and 
its completion ? Tes.
9235. How many casks were used in the concrete and cement facing during that period ? 3,432 casks.
9236. That is your report, is it not ? Tes. In the final return the number of casks was given as 12,008, 
and in the ninth progress return the number given was 8,576, showing a difference of 3,432 casks.
9237. Therefore, if the claim made in October, 1892, contained an addition of 3,000 casks, that quantity 
would have been used in the interval between that date and the restarting of the works ? Tes ; that is 
the quantity which should have been used.
9238. According to your valuation ? Tes.
9239. Mr. Davis.] Have you made your calculations for the concrete in this case on the same basis as 
your other calculations ? Tes.
9240. Tou have estimated that 16 feet of bluestone metal would make 16 feet of concrete ? Tes.
9241. And that 20 feet of sandstone would make 20 feet of concrete ? Tes.
9242. Mr. Parkes.] Tou have put the three classes of concrete to a practical test within the last week ?
Tes. ,
9243. The concrete is not quite set yet ? No. .
9244. Still you are perfectly satisfied that your measurements are correct? Tes.

William Thompson recalled and further examined:—
9245. Mr. Darkest] Tou have perused the vouchers in connection with Contract 72 ? Tes.
9246. Tou made a note of the quantities paid for at the time of the stoppage of the work ? Tes, as
shown by the ninth progress return. I have compared that with the final certificate.
9247. And you have taken out the difference in the cement used during that period ? Tes. '
9248. What do you make it ? In the case of the sandstone concrete there is a difference of 2,356-59
yards, representing 3,181 casks of cement, and in the cement facing there is a difference of 4,149’79 yards, 
representing 237 casks of cement, making a total difference in the number of casks of cement of 3,418
casks. To that total may be added 2.1 casks for brickwork, making a grand total of 3,439 casks. -
9249. Tou have made your report quite independently of Mr. McCredie ? Perfectly.
9250. Had there been 3,000 casks of cement in the hands of the contractors at the time the works were 
restarted, that cement should have been used before they were completed ? Tes.
9251. Mr. Davis?] I suppose you made yonr calculations upon the same data as those upon which your 
previous calculations were made ? Upon exactly the same data as far as the quantity of cement is 
concerned.

W,
Thompson. 

17 July, 1896.

William
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William Henry Warren recalled and further examined:—
9252. His Honori] I believe you have made some researches in connection with the use of the Monier 
patent in public works, and are in a position to give us information with reference to the Monier system 
generally ? Yes. In accordance with your instructions, I have written a report concerning the use of 
concrete with iron in the Monier and other similar systems. That report is as follows:—
The use of concrete combined with iron in the Monier and other systems; by AY. H. Warren, M. Inst. C.E., M. Am.

Soc. C.E., Challis Professor of Engineering, University of Sydney.
Concrete in combination with iron or steel has been largely used during the last five or six years for a variety of purposes. 
In America the chief use made up to the present of this system occurs in the foundations of high buildings and in ware
house floors ; but a few highway bridges have been constructed, consisting of concrete arches, in which iron or steel is used 
in combination with the concrete.

In Europe a large number of bridges have been constructed chiefly on the Monier principle, but there are several 
other methods which have been adopted both in America and Europe, among which may be mentioned—

The Ransome concrete and twisted iron system.
The Melan system.
The Sidero cement (Bordenave system).
The Wiinsch system.

Probably the largest structure of this class in America occurs at Topeka, Kansas, where a fine arched bridge has 
been constructed over the Kansas River. The span of the central arch is 125 feet, and the width of the roadway and foot* 
paths is 40 feet over all. This bridge is constructed on the Melan system, which consists of steel ribs of the lattice-girder 
type, spaced 3 feet apart, centre to centre, and 20 inches deep, forming the metal skeleton of the bridge, filled in, and 
completely surrounded, with concrete. Probably the largest arch bridge yet constructed occurs at Munderkingen, in a 
road bridge over the Danube, and consists of a span of 164 feet, with a rise of 16'4 feet. The depth at the crown is feet, 
increasing to 3| feet at the springing. In order to understand the function of the steel or iron in combination with concrete 
in arches, it is necessary to consider the stresses developed by the load in an ordinary arched bridge or viaduct. These 
consist of—

1. A compressive stress or normal thrust distributed uniformly over the area of the section of the arch.
2. A shearing stress at the section. •
3. A bending moment, producing tension and compression on opposite sides of the neutral axis of the section.

The direct compression, combined with bending, produces an unequal distribution of stress over the section, which 
may be tensile at the intrados and compressive at the extrados, or conversely. The compressive strength of good concrete 
three months old may be taken at 1,600 lb. per square inch, while the tensile strength of similar concrete is about 160 lb. 
per square inch. These results are less than those obtained on small-size specimens. In the tensile tests the area under 
tension was 100 square inches, and in compression 144 square inches. The figures have been taken from a very large number 
of tests made on specimens prepared by the Sewerage Department in the University Testing Laboratory. The low tensile 
strength of concrete, compared with its compressive strength, has restricted its use in arches of large span, as failure would 
always occur by the fracture of the concrete under tensile stress. This has given rise to the various systems mentioned in 
which iron or steel is associated with the concrete in such a manner as to enable it to resist greater tensile stresses. One of 
the most extensively used of these systems is that introduced by Jean Monier, which consists of a wire-netting placed near 
the intrados in small arches, and near both intrados and extrados in large arches, in the body of the concrete, 
the sectional area of the iron or steel in tension being proportioned as much smaller than that of the concrete as its 
tensile strength is larger.

The iron netting used with the Monier system is not stiff in itself, and its co-operation with the concrete can be 
expected only after hardening. The following experiments were made at the University Testing Laboratory on slabs of 
mortar 26 inches long and 12 inches wide by 3§ inches thick. These slabs were supported at points 20 inches from centre 
to centre, and loaded in the centre until fracture occurred. The proportion of sand to cement was about 3A to 1. In three 
of the slabs an iron network was placed 1TV from the lower side of the slab where tension was developed. The results of 
these experiments are given in the following table ; —

W. H. 
Warren.

l7JulyTl896.

Crossbreaking Tests of Monier Plate Mixings.

Description. No.
Proportions. Age Weight

of
specimen.

Breaking
weight.

Modulus
of

rupture.
Age Weight

of
Specimen.

Breaking Modulus
of

rupture.Cement Sand. Water. days. days. weight.

Cement, Globe
" Made with wrought- ( 

iron— 1
i i 3-50 0-918 36 75-3 2,054-1 550-2 120 75-3 3,091-2 834-42

brand.
Sand, Nepean...

longitudinal bars, | 
dia. 2 J" centres -j

2 i 3-50 0-918 36 75-3 2,025-0 542-5 120 75-3 1,702-4 467-83

Dimensions :
2' 2"

Transverse bars, | 
dia. J", 2f'' centres. 1

3 i 3-38 IT 08 36 75-3 2,737-3 730-1 120 75-3 1,904-0 521-00

i' or 
o' sr r

1
4 i 3-50 0-91S 36 74-9 770-6 212 C 120 74-9 1,388-8 384-86

L Made without iron-! 5 i 3-50 0-918 36 74-9 660-8 183-1 120 74-9 1,433-6 396-69
1
l 6 i 3-38 1-1 OS 36 74-9 788-5 216-2 120 74-9 963-20 272-50

The average value of the modulus of rupture, or co-efficient of transverse strength, was 608 lb. per square inch with the 
Monier plates and 351 lb. per square inch with the mortar only, without the Monier network. These results are about 
the lowest I have ever seen recorded, and are probably due to the rough handling they received in loading and unloading 
from the cart, with a number of other large specimens of concrete which were tested ai the same time.

It is unfortunate that these experiments were not repeated, as other results obtained by similar tests give values 
about twice as great for Monier beams.
The strength of the Monier arch, as compared with concrete and brick arches, also with combinations of concrete and

iron or steel, arranged in a special manner.
By far the most valuable information on this subject is supplied by the results of an exceedingly comprehensive series of 
experiments conducted by a committee of leading scientific men and practical engineers, which were appointed by the 
Austrian Society of Engineers and Architects. The Committee built arches of all kinds and sizes (from 7 to 77 feet). These 
were tested by loading them and determining the elastic deformation, which means that after the load was removed the 
arch sprang back to its original form. The arches were also loaded to destruction, and t)ie loa4 which produced cracks was 
carefully noted.

The
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The following results on arches of 8 86 feet span are tabulated —
Results of Testing Arches of 8 86 Span.

Description of arch tested Rise of intrados 
in inches

Thickness of arch 
in inches

Total dead load 
applied

on half span m 
pounds

Load applied on 
half span in 

lb per square 
foot

Concrete 9 1 3 5 4,430 1,128Monier (1) 10 2 2 0 3,810 1,218Monier (2) 10 2 2 2 5,410 1,320Brick (1) 9 8 5 5 4,170 '885Brick (2) 5 3 3 9 3,010 492Corrugated plate (1) . 9 8 2,970 974Corrugated plate (2) 10 2 2,130 1,100

W. H. 
Warren.

17 July, 1896.

The method of testing consisted m levelling the top of the arch, which was built between rolled beams as m ordinal v 
floor construction, with plates and channel bars at ends, and tie rods m the middle. A board-floor was laid upon the top 
of the arch and loaded with pig iron The aiches w ere made m each case four months before testing The loads were 
gradually applied, and at each increment of 200 pounds the horizontal and vertical displacement at the crown of the arch 
was carefully measured It was observed that the concrete arch deflected less than one half the brick arch.

Another series of experiments was made on spans of 13 3 feet, with the following results _ '
Results of Testing Arches 13 3 feet span.

Description of arch tested Rise of mtiados 
m inches

Thickness of arch 
at crown, in 

inches
Weight of steel 

used m pounds 
per square foot

Breaking load 
in lb

per square foot

Brick m cement mortar 15| 6 321 5Concrete 15| 4 737 3Monier 15! 2! 4 839 7Melan 11 4 1 4 3,360 0

The Monier arch had one wire net 2g in by 2§ m meshes made out of J m round wire. The load was applied on 
half the span The cracks observed occurred in the concrete arch with twice the load which was necessary for the brick 
arch, and m the Monier arch it lequmed two and a half times the load necessary for the brick arch.

The Melan arch was made u ith I beams 3J inches deep, and was one year old when tested '
Fne othei aiches, each 75 4 feet span, 15 1 feet clear rise, and 6 56 feet width, were especially constructed for the 

purpose of experimenting, and were tested to destruction. One load was applied at six points over half of the arch and 
the thickness of each arch, and the rupturing load, are as follows .— ’

Tests of 75 6 feet span.

De cription of arch tested
Thickness 

of arch at crown 
in inches

Thickness of 
arch at sprmgmgs 

m inches
Ultimate breaking 

load in lb 
per square foot

Bough stone 23 6 43 3 660Brick 23 6 43 3 602Concrete 27 6 27 6 742Monier „ 13 8 23 6 1,300Steel 12 6 12 6 R564

13 J.L IL .-------; . , r ,----—y r xuinauu oeuieno ana z o parts ot sand.Roth the stone and the buck arch were tested fifty one days after their completion, and the manner of failure was similar 
m each ladial cracks appearing on the extiados near the skewback on the loaded side, and over the haunches on the 
unloaded side Ihe steel aich was formed of ribs spaced 5 9 feet centre to centre, each rib having a solid web with 
flanges ot angles and plates, while the ends abutted against pms at the skewbacks. Failure occurred bv the lateral 
bulging of the unloaded half of the arch J

It will be observed that the Monier arch carried 1 75 as much as the concrete arch, although it was only half the 
thickness at the crown Comparing the carrying capacity of these large arches with that of the smaller ones it will be 
seen that the economy of the Monier principle is proportionately gieater This result might have been anticipated, as 
failure occurred by lateial deformation m consequence of the bending moment produced by the partial loading which 
called into play the tensile stiength of the concrete to a greater extent than m the smaller arches

The following considerations should be noted m connection with the strength and durability of the Monier system 
In regard to the association of iron and cement mortar m arches or beams on the Monier system, it mndit be urged that 
two such materials could not be expected to work together, and that the cement would probably crack'before the tensile 
stress was distributed over the iron net work This is answered by the experience of the late Professor Bauschmeer 
ot Munich, who found that the cement mortar adhered to the iron with a force of 336 lb per square inch. The adhesion 
of cement mortar to bricks and stone is very much less, and the average of a large number of experiments made bv the 
writer gave for bricks w ith cement mortar m the proportion of 3 to 1—using Nepean River sand 24 lb per square inch 
and with crushed sandstone 48 lb per square inch These results were obtained by testing specimens twenty eight 
days old Although these results are less than those obtained by Prof Bauschmger for cement mortar and iron I see no 
reason to doubt their accuracy, indeed no one who knew the woik of the late Prof. Bauschmger could possibly doubt 
the accuracy of any result he published Cement mortar is an elastic material, although its limit and modulus aie most 
difficult to determine, but Prof Back, of Vienna, gives the modulus as 750,000 lb per square inch, which is much 
lower than those given by other experimenters Taking into consideration the elasticity of the cement and sand compo 
with the adhesive strength of the compo to the iron net work, it follows that these two materials should work weli 
together m the Monier arch, provided that the areas of the two materials are so proportioned that the resistance to 
compression of the compo without the iron is equal to the resistance to tension of the compo with the iron net work 
1 ins will be true provided the relative stresses m the iron and the mortal are always within the adhesive strength which 
appears to have been the case m the experiments on arches and beams, the results of which have been tabulated.’ As to 
the durability of the iron surrounded with cement mortar, all experience goes to show that iron is perfectly preserved flora 
rust, and will show a clean surface after it has been buried for years m cement mortar. Iron is said to form a silicate with 
the mortar which acts as a protective coating, resisting all further oxidation. This was one of the reasons which induced 
the writer to recommend that the steel cables m the North Sydney suspension bridge should be surrounded with 3 to 1 
cement mortar, and the tunnels leading to the anchorages should be filled up with concrete As to the effect of variation 
in temperature m producing relative stresses m the mortar and iron net work, the coefficient of expansion of iron is 0000145 
and of cement mortar 0000137 to 0000148 so that the small relative stresses, due to the small alterations m length of the 
two materials, would be completely equalised by the elasticity and adhesive strength of the mortar.

140—2 L As
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As to the method of putting in the compo. or mortar in the Monier arch and inc"P°rati?? iJ;’7i^1tthof11cemeft0to:l 
___ . ___ j j__ j J 1* „£ 4.1.^ u^r.4. flip pomno.. formed bv mixing 1 part ol cement to
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W. H. As t0 the method of putting in the compo. or mortar in the Monier arch and w wi™ vne
Warren. the cement and sand used should be of the very best description, and the compo., formed by “““S.1 Palt work

-------—' coarse Nepean sand, or crushed sandstone, should be thoroughly packed and rMmed round the iwn nrtwD*. jropk
17 July, 1896. being pushed on so as to avoid the possibility of anything approaching a dry joint in the a > i.."' ej in the comoo

homogeneous mass of mortar or compo. surrounding the iron. The quantity of water necessary
and the precautions necessary in w-ork of this character, are similar to those used m the preparation of specimens of 
mortar and concrete for testing, and for making first-class concrete. „m,<!;r]prpri at

The price of such work, although not great when considered as a lump sum, is relat y g . , , iav.our
per cubic yard, in consequence of the smaller thickness of the Monier arch, and the extra cost of the materials and labour
involved in building it in a satisfactory manner. tup Monier nrob overIn tbe diagram appended to this report, two lines of pressure on resistance have been drawn for .
Johnstone’s and White’s Creek. The lower line would apply to the arched ring without the ironrods from which it mi 
seen that it cuts the intrados near tbe springing, which -would indicate that the tension develop < Monier arch
section would be sulficient to cause fracture. The Upper Line shows the distribution of pressure for ^
and the tables give the results of the calculations from which this line has been determm • rn,)ri-p(i nu; on the arch 
line cuts, or nelrly cuts, the extrados at a point 6'5 feet from the centre of tte span, at a B^ion marked DE m theMoh, 
and which is shown to a larger scale in fig. 2, with the intensity and distribution of the p
section^he maximum tension at the extreme edge is 466 pounds per square inch and re, f ^
I have taken the carrier full of sewage and have probably over-estimated the loading, so that g >

the maximum tension and compression due to a wind pressure of
30 pounds per square foot as allowed for in bridge work, and find that it only adds about 25 P?u"d8 ^sqnMe inch to the 
above figures. The section considered, namely DE, is the least favourable, and hence it is ^^ceosfs“y ^ would
consider the arch to have the necessary strength and stability m consequence of the Monier sy , U extm<xos’
in my opinion, have been insufficient in thickness without it, at the same time with a netw oik extrados>
in addition to the one near the intrados, the thickness might have been reduced still further. [Vtdo Append .J 

References for information on the Monier and similar systems.
The American Society of Civil Engineers.
jPAe iJfl.gircei’r, April 10th, 1896, page 364. „n„ „„ oqk
American Ungineerinr/ News, April 2nd, 1896, page 220 ; April 9th, 1896, pa0e 23b.
Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers, London

Yol. CXI, page 413; Vol. CXVII, page 407 ; Vol. CXX, page 392.
We may now consider those properties of iron and cement which make both materials especially fit to be used

together^Tke of e]asticit o{ concrete (after Professor Breck) is about * of that of ^ rted. Thisgreat differ
ence enables us to have in two neighbouring fibres a small stress m the concrete and a foity-times larger one m the

2nd.—Professor Bau^chinger found the cohesion between iron and concrete, after hardening, to he from 570 to 6401bs.
per square inch. This is more than the tensile strength of the best concrete. It aot®

Ird v Concrete is the best conservator of iron. The writer knows of a case where iron rods Mere found perfectly rust frSSg bTen tobS?n c^ete below water-level for 400 years. There are many devices deS1gned on this
important property, and for the protection of iron concrete is better than paint. nT.;ainste secondary

4th.—The thermic expansion of both materials is the same, and change of temperature will not originate secondary

Bo^nniceau, a French author, gives the thermic expansion of Portland cement as 0-0000143 for 1° Celsius, while iron 
has 0-0000145, which is practically the same.
With regard to the Monier slabs which I tested I should like to point out that they were made at Arnchffe 
and were sent up to the University in carts. The iron bars were projecting m such a way that they were 
liable to be knocked, and unless the men who brought them were given to understand that they were to be 
handled very carefully, the probability is that they would have been knocked about a great deal, that s 
the way in which I account for the comparatively low results which I obtained irom them.
9253. The report you have read embodies the result of your researches and your own experience combined 
Tes. I should also like to hand in a paper which appears m the journal of the American Society ot Civil 
Engineers of April last. I have marked a few passages, and they may be taken to be embodied in nay 
report. Tou will see that the paper deals with the question m a more concise manner, and I think that it 
one required to study the Monier system one could do so better by reading that paper than by obtaining 
more scattered information. I have also appended to my report a list of the literature on the subject so
that it may he handy for reference. , -rm-. , r< i9254. Mr^Hickson.] Tou visited the aqueduct work m progress at White s Creek and Johnstone s
9255. k HaTCyou made an estimate of the cost of the Monier arches ? Tes. I have made a rou^
the cost of the compo. I could only do so of course from what I know of the quantity of stone and ^ quantity 
of sand which will go with the cement in the mortar. One cask of cement and 13, cubic ,fs“d .^{ 
make IS* cubic feet of compo., or half a cubic yard. In the case of compo the cement fills m the “teretanaL 
spaces in the sand. One cubic yard of ordinary compo requires two casks of cement 1 tak“ 
cement at 10s. a barrel. I do not know what you would pay for it but I generally pay a little more. 1 have 
estimated one cubic yard of crushed sandstone at 7s. 6d. That would make the cost of the material £li a.6(L 
per cubic vard. The ironwork comes out at 7s. 6d. a cubic yard. Ihe labour I have put down at £1 a 
cubic yard; timber at 10s. 6d„ and supervision and plant at 8s„ making a total of £3 «<}• ° ,
know what would have to be added to that in the way of percentage or profit. ® S®
amount a trifle more. I have taken out the arches alone. I have made a similar calc^latl0J;.1|I1Tr?1!?nppi(jt7f 

' carrier, and I may mention that I never quite understood how the carrier was made J
I see that blue metal topping is being used, and that would make the cost a little mor . 
one cask of cement, 6 cubic feet of sand, and 10 cubic feet of bluestone-producing lo cubic feet in e 
work. That would make the cost of the cement 18s the sand 3s. and the Mnostone 8s 4d lou 
will see that the material comes out at £1 9s. 4d. instead of £1 7s. 6d. for the compo. m the are • 
I did not put in the labour in tbe carrier, because I did not think it necessary to work out tae real cost 
to the contractors of that part of the work, but an estimate can readily be made upon the lines i have
925&dl suppose you could in a few days furnish His Honor with an estimate of the cost of the whole of 
the contract3as iUs now being carried out P Tes. Of course I should have to take out quantities, unless 
the quantities which I understand have already been taken out were accepted. t t
9257 Am I correct in saying that the Monier system, judged by your tebles, wdl maw tha steuctoe 
twice as strong as if carried out upon an ordinary design ? Tes. It would be practically more than that.
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I sliould not like to build arches of that thickness without the Monier system, even if you were to put 
the best of material into it. It looks a wonderfully light structure. The Monier system introduces a 
large element of strength. As the span of the arch increases, so does the strength imparted by the 
Monier system increase.
9258. You have based your estimate upon a full carrier? Yes, up to the brim, although I know that 
that would not happen.
9259. There are off-takes so that it would only flow two-thirds full ? I know that it is usual for sewers 
to flow two-thirds full. I have allowed liberally for everything, and as I say I have not allowed for any 
assistance from the carrier. I think, from what I see from the plan now, that I nmy rather have overdone 
it. I may have been too severe upon the work. The small piers would scarcely discharge anything worth 
speaking of. If I had seen the drawings before I should have acted differently, because the carrier in 
itself vvould carry the weight of the sewage from the pier to where it joins the centre. Had I allowed for 
that it would make the arch come out much stronger. I may say this, however, that I do not think it 
would be safe to put in the work in that thickness without the iron net-work.
9260. Did you see the work being carried out? Yes ; both at White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek.
9261. And you are satisfied that it is being efficiently and properly done ? Yes, I was very pleased indeed
with it. *
9262. If you had been engineer-in-charge of the work, could you have suggested any other orbettermode 
of carrying it out? No ; what I saw there was first-rate in every respect. I was only there one after
noon, and I noticed that the concrete work was going on. I made a note of the material wrhich was being 
used.
9263. Has your attention been called to a discussion which took place upon the Monier system in the
American Society of Engineers ? Yes ; I have appended extracts from that pamphlet to my report. I 
may mention that I am a member of the Society, and that I receive their reports regularly. You will find 
the discussion at the end of the pamphlet I have handed in. '
9264. Do you remember its being stated there that by the adoption of the system a saving of something 
like 60 per cent, would be accomplished ;—was not that mentioned in the discussion ? I think I saw that 
somewhere, but I did not pay much attention to it.
9265. TV hen my attention was first drawn to this system I submitted a minute recommending its use 
wherever it could be used, and pointing out that there would be a probable saving of 50 per cent, in the 
cost of arches where it could be employed. In this particular work with which we are dealing, the cost of 
the arch under the Monier system is practically the same as the cost of a brick arch. That statement 
appears to be inconsistent with the statement contained in my minute. Can you explain why there 
should be a saving of 50 per cent, in the case of some bridges or arches and no saving in other cases? 
This is a special case. You have a big carrier, and there is only one net-work. Your thickness is greater 
than would be usual with an arch of that span.
9266. In ordinary circumstances there would be two nettings, one in the extrados and the other in the 
intrados ? Yes ; I cannot quite make a comparison between the cost of compo. and brick, because in the 
one case the work has never been attempted. I do not see what you could have done more than vou have 
done. 1, myself, should have done about the same thing with the material. There being a distributed 
load there is no necessity to put in a double system of netting. You might reduce the arch slightly by a 
double system of netting. Then there is the wind pressure to be considered. That is considerable"^ in 
this case. It would not occur in ordinary bridges to the same extent; but that is not a very serious 
addition.
9267. In a wide road bridge you could reduce the thickness of your arch very considerably? Yes ; you 
would have to put in double net-work, otherwise there would be cracking at the extrados of the haunches.
9268. While there might be a considerable saving, say 50 per cent., by the adoption of the system in the 
case of a wide road bridge there would not be a great saving in a narrow arch like this ? I do not know 
what the difference in saving would be exactly; certainly it would not be the same.
9269. It has been suggested by some one that the carrier in this case would not be water-tight. If it were 
rendered with a 1 to 1 cement, would not that make it water-tight ? It has always made work water-tight 
in every structure of the kind which I have seen. It is the only thing to make a work of the kind water
tight. I think I could point to large water reservoirs which are absolutely water-tight where this material 
has been used without puddling.
9270. And in those cases there would be a large head of water, whereas in this case there would be only 
3 or 4 feet ? Yes. I remember being responsible for some tar wells in which there would be 30 feet head 
of_ water, and we had a rendering of 1 to 1 cement on the inside, £ inch thick. There was another 
thickness just underneath; but it shows that cement rendering is about as good as anything to make a 
tank or sewer water-tight.
9271. You regard the structure as perfectly substantial and durable ? Yes ; I feel thoroughly convinced 
about that. I should not myself care to reduce down to the thickness which you see mentioned in some 
cases where the Monier system has been used. It would be very different from anything we have been 
accustomed to, and in the first case of the kind one naturally likes to leave a little margin. I do not 
think any undue margin has been left in this case.
92/2. Do you know the terms upon which the contract has been let ? No. I only know from reading 
tbe newspapers that the system was substituted for the ordinary system—meaning, I suppose, ordinary 
brick arches. ’

W. H.
Warren.

17 July, 1896.

9273. Supposing the contract is to be carried out under a guarantee for three years, would you consider 
that the country was running any risk ? No; because, in much less time than that, if any cracks are 
going to develop they will be apparent. It is quite possible that, notwithstanding every care and attention, 
some cracks will develop. It would be almost impossible to avoid a certain number of hair-cracks.
9274. But anything which is likely to occur in that direction would occur before the expiry of three 
years ? Yes, undoubtedly. I should say it would occur in twelve months, if it is going to occur at all; 
up to that time the work will increase in strength very rapidly.
9275. His Honor.'] As to the value of crushed sandstone in relation to Nepean sand, can you give us any
information? Yes; I can give you the results of many tests. ’
9276. Mr. Hickson^] Can you give us the value of crushed sandstone used for sand in concrete compared 
with the sand which would be generally used round about Sydney? Yes. I have made tests of the

various
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W. H. various descriptions of sand. I can give you-the tensile and compressive strength, and also the transverse 
Warren, strength. I have tested for thirty days, ninety days, six months, and twelve months. The Surrey 

' Hills sand gave a tensile strength in pounds per square inch of 134'7 ; the Liverpool sand of 143'5 ;
17 July, 1896. j;mll Plains sand of 201T4i; and crushed sandstone, 152'74. Taking the ninety days’ tests, 

the Surrey Hills sand gave a tensile strength of 172T lb. ; the Liverpool, lOo'S lb. ; the Emu Plains, 
234'4 lb.; and crushed sandstone, 216-5 lb. Then taking the six mouths’ tests, the Surrey Hills sand 
gave 201-54 lb.; the Liverpool, 2047 lb. ; the Emu Plains, 280’3 lb.; and crushed sandstone, 244'3 lb. 
Then taking the twelve months’ tests, the Surrey Hills sand gave a tensile strength of 224 42 lb.; the 
Liverpool sand, 238'5 lb.; the Emu Plains sand,'272'0 lb.; and crushed sandstone, 28(15 lb. I will now 
give you the compressive strength in pounds per square inch. Taking first the thirty days’tests,^the 
Surrey Hills sand gave a compressive strength of 1,932 lb.; the Liverpool sand, 1,2407 1b.; the Emu 
Plains sand, 1,8541 lb.; the crushed sandstone, 1,100'6 lb. Then taking the ninety days’ tests, the Surrey 
Hills sand gave 1,617 lb.; the Liverpool sand, 1,509-4 lb.; the Emu Plains sand, 2,242 lb.; and crushed 
sandstone 1,671-5 lb. Taking the six months’ tests, the Surrey Hills sand gave 2,068-7 lb.; the Liverpool 
sand, 1,887-1 lb.; the Emu Plains sand, 2,459-9 lb.; and crushed sandstone, 1,499'4 lb. Then take the 
twelve months’ tests, the Surrey Hills sand gave 2,025'9 lb.; the Liverpool sand, 1,612 0 lb.; the Emu 
Plains sand, 2,674'2 lb.; and the crushed sandstone, 1,532-3 lb. I will now give you the coefficient oi 
transverse strength in lb. per square inch. Under the thirty days’ test the Surrey Hills sand gave 280.5 lb.; 
the Liverpool sand, 277"1 lb. ; the Emu Plains sand, 376'9 lb.; the crushed sandstone 288'6 lb. Taking 
the ninety days’ tests, the Surrey Hills sand gave 373'3 lb.; the Liverpool sand, 38175 lb.; the Emu Plains 
sand 545'5 lb.; and the crushed sandstone, 421'9 lb. The Surrey Hills sand in the six months tests gave 
457-5 lb.; the Liverpool sand, 480-9 lb.; the Emu Plains sand, 510'9 lb.; and the crushed sandstone, 516-7 lb. 
Taking the twelve months’ tests, Surrey Hills sand gave 546 2 lb.; the Liverpool sand, 440'6 lb.; the Emu 
Plains sand, 562'5 lb.; and the crushed sandstone, 578'4 lb. The transverse tests are very valuable, because 
they embrace both the compressive and tensile strengths. You will see that crushed sandstone is the 
highest of all in the coefficient of transverse strength. In the compressive strength tests it does not do 
so well as the Nepean sand, and in the tensile strength tests the Nepean sand is a little better than the 
crushed sandstone. I have crushed sandstone at the University, which I use as a standard, because it is 
uniform in quality. It is sifted through two sieves—a 900 and a 400 mesh. _
9277. Sis Sonor.'l The sand is not washed, is it? No. I may mention that the Emu Plains Company,
the Surrey Hills Company, and the Liverpool Company, supplied me with sand for tests, and I have put 
the results down for my own guidance ; hut for the purposes of my tests at the University I generally 
take some crushed sandstone out of my own box. X think I have some at the University now. 1 may 
mention that the Emu Plains sand is of two qualities. Some of it is coarse and some of it is fine. The 
coarse sand is much the better for the making of compo. .
9278. Mr. Sickson7\ I see from your tests that the twelve months’ test, so far as the coefficient of trans
verse strength is concerned, gives the best results for crushed sandstone ? Yes. _
9279. Sis Sonor] Do I understand that the crushed sandstone is sifted for your tests ? It is sifted, hut 
not washed.
9280. Through what is it sifted ? Through 400 and 900 mesh sieves, so that I get a uniform quality. It 
is necessary for testing purposes to have it uniform. The grains used are those which are found between
the sieves. .
9281. In the 900-mesh sieve do you find that you get much dust out of it ? A little. I cannot give you 
the exact quantity. Of course we take the sand which is sifted, and the rest is thrown away.
9282. Mr. Young’s idea, according to his evidence—and he said that that was his experience—was that 
the Sydney sandstone contained a good deal of clay mixed with the particles of silica? I have done a 
good deal of testing in the case of sand, and I should say that what you are speaking of would depend 
upon the sandstone used. The Sydney sandstone varies wonderfully. The Pyrmont sandstone and. 
some of the Waverley sandstone is first-rate stuff. I have never found any appreciable quantity ot
clay in it. . . . .
9283. Mr. Young said that even the hard crystalline white sandstone contained a considerable portion ot
clay ? I should not say there was a considerable quantity of clay ; there may he a trace of it. _ _
9284. Does the clay, in so far as it exists in the sandstone, affect the question of gradual _shrinkage in 
compo. after it has been in position for some considerable time? I do not think so. Even if there were 
any considerable quantity of clay in the sand you would find it out very quickly in the tensional'stress.
9285. You think it would reduce the tensional strength of the material ? It would prevent the adhesion
of the sand to the cement. Our experience is that we do not find much material difference between the 
standard sand and other sands. The Nepean sand is a little better if you get the best of it. It is not 
quite so good if you get tbe finer grains. Still there is not a very great difference. If there were clay in 
the sand to any appreciable extent it would show at once in the test. There can he no question about the 
absence of clay in the case of the Nepean sand, because it is washed. At all events, the small quantity 
which might be present in any case would not affect the shrinkage. _ _
9286. Mr. Young’s impression—and he said it was to a certain extent his experience—was that there 
would he a gradual slow shrinkage after the setting;—this shrinkage would go on for some considerable 
time ? I do not think so. I do not quite know what he means by a gradual and slow shrinkage. It 
yon used a micrometer vou might find a slow shrinkage, but I think it would remain constant in volume.
9287. After setting ? Yes, of course. The cement itself expands in setting. You can smash a glass
tube with the expansion. _ ' , ..
9288. Chemically, what is ordinary Portland cement ? It is a complex double silicate. It is considered 
by one eminent chemist to he so and so, and by another to he something else. Of course it is a silicate.
9289. Mr. Sickson] I suppose that if there were any clay in the sand it would show at once in the cracks
in the work-in the honeycombing and in the shrinkage ? Yes, if there were any quantity. If there 
were any appreciable quantity of clay in the sand I should have discovered it long ago in my tests. The 
assertion is quite new to me. i j j
9290. When you were at White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek the other day did you see crushed sand
stone being used in the Monier arches ? I never examined the sand. _
9291. Then you could not say whether you thought it good or not ? I did not take much notice of the sand.
I was more interested in the size of the bluestone metal which was being used. I had not a good opportunity 
to observe the sand. There was not much of it lying about at the time I was there. 9292.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

9292. You examined the arches, some of which have heen erected for some time, and you noticed no 
shrinkage, did you ‘i Ko. The work which I saw being carried out was on the carrier. The arches had 
been finished. Of course the contractors would naturally push on with them until they had finished them, yj 
and I noticed nothing wrong with the arches.
9293. Sis HonorIt is, as a matter of fact, the water of crystallisation that affects the cement ? Yes. 
The cement is made by mixing clay and chalk. It is then calcined at a high temperature, and is after
wards ground.
9291. Is all the water that is mixed with it supposed to become water of crystallisation finally, or is any 
of it supposed to pass off' by evaporation ? Some of it must pass off by evaporation. It depends upon 
whether you mix it upon a non-absorbent body, such as slate or glass. In the carrying out of work you 
cannot do that. You have always to put more water in concrete which would be made under those 
circumstances than you would put in test specimens.
9295. So that you would hardly get so good a material? I would not say that, because you want to get 
the minimum quantity of water in the work. You do not want what you lose. It is the minimum 
quantity that you wish to get.
9296. But speaking of the water contained in the body of the concrete or compo.,—do you say that it actually 
passes away by evaporation ? If by ramming it tightly you just find the surface damp, you know that 
you have got the right quantity in. In the laboratory we measure accurately the quantity to be put in. 
We always have the same quantity in mixing, because we want to test under exactly the same conditions.
9297. The whole of the retained water ought to become, finally, water of crystallisation ? Yes.
9298. It is not capable of evaporating later on ? Ho.
9299. So that perfect setting is inconsistent with the idea of evaporation later on ? Yes.
9300. And it ought to be inconsistent with the formation of even hair cracks ? Tes; of course what 
takes place in the setting one scarcely knows, except that a silicate is formed somehow or other which 
gradually increases in strength with age.*
9301. As to the amount of water of crystallisation, I suppose it is impossible to say what the number of 
equivalents would be;—1 suppose they vary ? I do not think that has been done. A number of eminent 
chemists have investigated the subject, but they have not dealt with it as they have with alum and other 
well-known ch'emicals. The water of crystallisation depends upon the chemical composition. I was 
talking about the matter to Professor Tetmejer, at Zurich, who has done more in connection with cement 
than anyone else. He is the highest authority on the question.
9302. Practically it comes to this: will a very high temperature or a dry season cause properly-set 
compo.—compo. set perhaps for twelve months or more—to shrink further? I think not.
9303. Even if it contained a little free uncrystallised alumina ? I do not admit that it does contain any 
but a minute trace of alumina; but I do not think there is the slightest danger of well-made compo. 
giving any trouble -whatever through ordinary changes in temperature. You can test that by examining 
similar works in which cement rendering has been used.
9304. The'question further crops up as to permeability—that is as to the water-tightness of the rendering 
upon a body of concrete or compo.;—it is a very well-known fact that in buildings the rendering, which 
is generally called cement, upon the walls does not actually keep the rain out unless it is painted, showing 
that there are hair cracks, although you cannot see them, through which the water manages to get;—how 
do you explain that and make it consistent with the fact that the carrier in a case of this kind would be 
actually water-tight ? All material is more or less porous. You can get air through a solid brick wall. 
Air can be made to pass through a brick itself under a not very high pressure. I have an apparatus which 
I use for testing the permeability of concrete, and I frequently have a 10 or 12 foot head on. With neat 
cement you can easily get that.
9305. Without any apparent leakage at all ? Without any apparent leakage
9306. An instance given of the alleged inability of cement to keep water in is that of the aqueduct near the
Prospect reservoir:—have you seen that aqueduct:—it is an aqueduct over a sandstone gully ? I saw it 
a long time ago. _
9307. According to Mr. M'Credie, it is leaking still? There may be many cases in which cement would 
not be water-tight, but it is the best known means of making these structures water-tight. It is used all 
over England and America. It is the recognised system for making reservoirs water-tight.
9308 It is used sometimes without any backing or puddling ? It is not necessary to put puddling in if 
you have a cement rendering.
9309. I mean in the case of a reservoir ? 1 am speaking of a service reservoir, not a storage reservoir.
In an ordinary reservoir it is a common practice to put in cement rendering without any puddling at the 
back. It is generally considered that that would make the reservoir water-tight.
9310. It is found to be sufficient, you say ? Yes. They decide what they will do according to the 
material at hand and the cost. Sometimes cement is used, and sometimes the puddling is depended on.
9311. Mr. Hickson.'] As a matter of fact, the putting in of puddling behind the concrete walls of 
reservoirs has been entirely given up ? Yes, I believe it has.
9312. All tbe storage reservoirs in the neighbourhood of Sydney are rendered ? Yes.
9313. And they are quite water-tight ? Yes. A paper was read by Mr. Harley before the Royal Society 
giving a list of all the reservoirs which had been constructed and the mode of construction, so that the 
matter can be easily verified.
9314. His Honor.] No reservoirs recently built have been puddled? No.
9315. Mr. Gummow.] You say that you did not particularly notice the sand which was being used out at 
White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek ? I did not examine it; that is, I did not feel it or do anything of 
■that sort.
9316. You state in your report that you have taken the compressive strength of compo. at 1,600 lb. to the 
square inch at three months ? Yes ; that was concrete, not compo.
9317. What would you consider a fair compressive strength of compo. ? 2,000 lb.
9318. And if the sand which is being used will stand 2,000 lb. to the square inch you would be satisfied
with its use? I should say that it was good material. Looking down my list of tests, I see that there is 
only one case where 2,600 lb. is given, and that is in the twelve months’ test. 9319.

*■ Note (on revision) The setting of cement, according to Pettenkofir, seems to make the process consist (1) of the 
formation of a silicate of lime and the hydration of the silicates of alumina and iron ; (2) further, in the reaction of the 
silicate of lime on the other silicates, forming double hydrated silicates. According to Fremy, there is (1) a formation of 
an aluminate of lime, and of hydrates which attain considerable hardness; (2) a reaction of the calcium hydrate on the basic 
calcium silicate. Experiment seems to show a progressive increase of combined water in hardening cement.
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W. H. 9319. It what age would you put the 2,000 lb.? Ninety days. I have not anything in my list over
Warren. 2,000 lb. except for ninety days. I get higher results, of course, in six months and twelve months. I 

should not expect 2,000 lb. in thirty days. .
u y’ ' ' 9320. I suppose the work out at White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek would not be used under ninety 

days ? No. I think it would be longer than that in course of construction.
9321. As to the expansion of compo.;—can you give His Honor any particulars as to that ? It is referred 
to in my report.
9322. Do you consider that compo. or concrete will expand under heat? Certainly, every substance will 
expand. Clay contracts, but, on the other hand, stone will expand under heat.
9323. You made some tests of the adhesion of brickwork, and you say that crushed sandstone gives you 
double the value of Nepean sand ? Yes. That is the average of a large number of tests (say) 300.
9321. Then from the adhesive point of view you prefer crushed sandstone ? Certainly.
9323. Have you seen what Mr. Bagge says as to the three alternative schemes concerning which he was 
asked to make a report ? No.
9326. Mr. Par Tees Do you not receive State pay ? No; I am Challis Professor of Engineering. That 
is a special endowment.
9327. Are you not constantly making tests for the Public Works Department ? Yes.
9328. And are you not paid for those tests ? Yes.
9329. By whom are you paid ? By the G-overnment.
9330. What are you paid for making these tests ? It depends upon what the tests are.
9331. Have you not a fee for testing ? Yes. Supposing that three pieces of iron are sent up to be 
tested for tension and report—there would be a fee of £3 3s.
9332. How many tests have you made of the Monier arch system at different times ? Not many—six, I 
think.
9133. Upon what date did you make the first test? On October 26th, 1894.
9334. Had you, at that time, any communication with Mr. Baltzer, who held the patent ? No.
9335. Did he not come to see the tests made ? No. I do not think the tests were made by Carter, 
Q-ummow, & Co. They were made in the ordinary way. Mr. Davis sent the slabs up, therefore he would 
know all about them.
9336. Were they made at Arncliffe ? Yes.
9337. Near the sewerage works there ? Yes. They were prepared there and sent to me to be tested. 
I did not make the slabs as I usually do. They were made by the sewerage branch, under Mr. Hickson, 
and were sent to me for testing.
9333. At the Government expense ? I think I had better explain the circumstances. I was asked by 
the Government whether I would test about 60 blocks and what my fee would be. I was about to make 
a series of tests in concrete. AYe do not get paid for a thirtieth or a fortieth of the number of tests 
we make. We make them to get constants for calculation of strength. W'e do a lot of work of that 
class for ourselves and quite apart from the Government—-just in the same way that we investigate other 
things at the University. I saw an opportunity in this offer of the Government for making a good series 
of tests, and I said, “ If you will make all the blocks that are required, as the matter is one of scientific 
interest, I will make the tests for nothing.” So that we were really not paid for them. The blocks were 
made at the sewerage works and were tested at the University.
9339. Under Mr. Davis’ instructions ? Yes.
9340. You have been to Europe lately ? Yes.
9341. Did you see any Monier work in construction there? I saw some in America.
9342. Did you see none in Europe? No, but I discussed the system with various persons.
9343. You saw no Monier work being actually carried out there ? No, not in Europe.
9344. What was the nature of the work you saw being carried out in America;—was it the Monier 
patent proper ? Yes.
9315. Was it patented in America by the original Monier? I do not know. I looked upon it as a piece 
of construction in which iron and concrete were used, and I was only interested in it to that extent.
9346. Is it not possible that there may be a special silicate in the Monier system which is unknown to 
the public so far? I should hardly think so.
9347. Has not a special cement to be used in the work ? Thoroughly good cement.
9348. But I mean specially gauged and tested cement ? Yes. Thoroughly tested. Eor all good work 
you must use good cement. The material used in the Monier work, as in other work, must be thoroughly 
good. The very best of cement should be used.
9349. Do you think Mr. John Try’s cement, made at Merrylands, is good enough for this kind of work? 
I have never tested it.
9350. Have you ever heard the figures resulting from the tests ? I have heard of them, but I do not 
remember them.
9351. Have you heard whether it has or has not stood tests? Of course it will stand tests, but I do not 
know their nature. I have never seen a test-sheet of Mr. John Try’s cement. I have not taken any 
special interest in it.
9352. Do you think it is the proper Monier patent which is being used in connection with the aqueducts 
at Johnstone’s Creek and White's Creek? 1 should think so.
9353. Have you looked at the patent ? No ; but the work is similar to the work which I saw in America, 
and to the work which is described in the journal of the American Society of Civil Engineers.
9354. How do they connect the intersections of the net-work used in the arches in America;—in what way 
are they tied ? I have seen some tied ; but I do not remember at this moment the particular way in 
which they are tied.
9355. Have you seen it riveted or otherwise fixed at the intersections ? It would not be the Monier 
system at all if it were riveted.
9356. Have you actually carried out any construction in this Colony? Yes; there is the North Shore 
suspension-bridge. Mr. Coyle was the engineer and I was the consulting engineer. I have also done

. ’ some work in connection with the Parramatta water supply. I was responsible for some thousands of
cubic yards of concrete in retaining-walls and arches in connection with large gas works at Manchester.
9357. Is it not a fact that iron and steel in association with cement and concrete have been used for years
past in this Colony ? Yes ; in tie-rods for arches. 9358.
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9358. But I mean iron in any form associated with cement or compo. ? I could hardly say “ associated
with it.” I should call it “ associated ” in the case of the Melan and the Wiinsch system where you bury 
the iron in concrete to get strength out of it. .
9359. But has it not been used here constantly ? I do not know of it.
9360. Have you never heard of it being used? No.
9361. Mr. Young told us that he had used it in the form of a lattice for roofing—in the substructure of 
roofs for tiling ? I know that galvanised iron has been used in arches with concrete, but that is not one 
of the systems we are dealing with.
9362. Has not iron been used in foundations in both lattice work and in long bars? You get something 
approaching the system in foundations. When you bury rolled girders in concrete you get something of 
the same kind.
9363. In diagonal bar work in foundations—in lattice or bar work -set diagonally—is there not the same 
thing practically? I do not know precisely to what you refer.
9364. Do you know of another patent in existence for the same class of work,? Yes. I have referred 
to several systems in which iron is buried in concrete.
9365. I mean a patent in this Colony ? I do not know of it.
9366. Suppose the Government were to adopt the method in a form other than that in which it is tied at 
the intersections, could they not use it without paying any royalty ? Well, that is a matter of law.
9367. As regards sand, you read your tests of some of the Emu Plains Gravel Co.’s sand ? Yes.
9368. In the circular issued by the Emu Gravel and Boad Metal Co. some tests are given, presumably
with your authority ;—the tests do not appear to be the same as those you have read out ? In the 
circular the tests given are a summary taken out from the list. r ' '
9369. But they are what you supplied to the company, are they not ? Yes.
9370. Do they not go to show that the Emu Plains sand is very much better than crushed sandstone ? 
The results in my list show that the Emu Plains sand is better than crushed sandstone.
9371. Does the summary of tests, published by the company, include the whole of your tests ? No ; it
does not include the tests made for twelve months. They have since been supplied with the tests for the 
the twelve months, and if they are included it will be found that the figures, when averaged, correspond 
exactly with the figures in the book. •
9372. Would it not be preferable, in all constructions of this kind, to use the pure gritty sand instead of 
crushed sandstone ? If you could get Emu Plains sand, of a coarse description, you could not have 
anything better.
9373. Where did you get the crushed sandstone with which you made your tests ? Erom Saunders’ 
quarry at Pyrmont.
9374. Was it not the best bottom block stone? I could not say ; I had to take the chippings he would 
let me have. A man was sent down with a cart and he brought the chippings away.
9375. Would the chippings be from the Hellhole or Purgatory quarry ? Yes, I suppose so.
9376. That is the hardest Sydney sandstone there is? Yes.
9377. Have you obtained it lately ? Yes.
9378. The quarries I have named are the only quarries that are working there now, are they not ? If 
they are the only quarries working there now, of course the chippings would come from them.
9379. Suppose the sand used at White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek were made from the upper surface 
stone coming out of the cuttings and tunneling, what would you say in regard to the quality of the sand ? 
I should like to see it. Sometimes, of course, it would not be so good as sand from the lower stone.
9380. As a matter of fact, is the upper surface sandstone of any use for sand ? Not for sandstone, but 
whether it were of use for sand or not would depend upon what it turned but to be after it had been tested.
9381. Did you test the sand from any inferior stone ? I did not test any from the upper layers of
Pyrmont stone, but I tested a lot of ordinary sand. ’
9382. Had it been cleaned of organic matter ? I mean taking the sand as we got it. I put in some 
cheap concrete the other day at the University: we were pressed for money, and we had to take the 
ordinary sand from Surry Hills, and the results were very similar to those which I have given you.
9383. It would be washed by rain to a certain extent, would it not ? It would not be specially washed; 
we took it as "we got it.
9384. Would you consider the sand used at White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek good sand if it were 
made up of stone coming from the upper surface, and if it had not been washed ? I did not examine it.
9385. Supposing it had been made from sandstone such as I mentioned, and had not been washed, would 
it be good material? If it contained a lot of fine stuff of course it would not be as good as the crushed 
sandstone from which my tests were made.
9386. The sand to which you refer was seived to get rid of all the fine stuff ? To get a uniform material
on which we could rely. ' •
9387. What would be the result to compo. or concrete made out of fine unsifted sand ? It would not be
as good as compo. made out of a coarser material. '
9388. You mean in tensional and compressive strains ? I think it would show all round.
9389. When you were out at the works at Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek, did you notice the iron 
which was being put in ? I examined the grid.
9390. What was being done with it? It was being put into the side of the carrier.
9391. Was there any rust on it ? I should not consider it rusty ; it was black iron.
9392. Was it yellow? No.
9393. Had it its native blackness ? Yes. ‘
9394. There was no rust on it at all? Not on the grid I saw.
9395. Speaking of the use of cement in reservoirs, can you tell us of any reservoir in this Colony made of 
cement compo., or concrete, holding water ? All the reservoirs have been constructed under Mr. Darley, 
and he would be able to tell you if any were not water-tight.
9396. Are they holding water ? I believe they are.
9397. Have you been to Potts’ Hill lately ? That is an excavation. It is not lined.
9398. Have you been along any of the channels, which are made of concrete, on the aqueduct running
from Prospect ? They are not made of concrete. They are made of stone. I believe many of them have 
been puddled at the back. .

" 9399.

W, H. 
Warren.
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W. H. 9399. Some of them are of cement, are they not? I cannot recollect at this moment. _ I have been along 
Warren. w]|ole of the work, and the general construction consists of large stone blocks without anything at

between them. .17 July, i»yo. g4()0_ Eren tlie oldegt and the test 0£ cement, with the best provision, even if put in 1|- inch thick,
would show a uniform dampness after heavy rain, although there might be no apparent hair-cracks ? Xes ; 
I have noticed that at times.
9401. Will you look at the Monier plan and tell me the space between the invert of the carrier and the
top of the arch ? It would be 6 inches and the rendering. _
9402. Suppose the cement became soaked with foul matter from the sewage, would it not be a
menace to the structure in hot weather—when the work was exposed to the heat of the sun, and when 
the cement would be saturated with matter from the sewage ? There are over 0 inches of concrete, and 
then you have the cement rendering. _ _ . n £
9403. But it has been proved that cement rendering will not hold water, even in the best class or 
buildings ? There may be a dampness on the inside of the arch, but I do not think anything would get
through. .
9404. There would be a soakage into the material, would there not? You would require water to 
produce the dampness. The sewage matter would not get through. It would be kept out. _
9405. Is not cement rendering considered a dangerous material to use upon the inside of hospital walls ?

9406. Is it not one of the materials which have been rejected by the Board of Health ? I do not know
why it should be. _ _
9407. Have vou noticed from medical reports that cement rendering is a dangerous material to use upon
the inside of hospital walls on account of its porosity ? Ho. • _
9408. When you went to the works at White’s Creek and Johnstone s Creek you did not see any arches
in course of construction ? Ho ; I simply noticed the centerings under them. _ . .
9409. In your report you said that this work must be carried on continuously ? It is my opinion, from 
the nature of the work, that it should be done in that way.
9410. .Supposing the work at Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek had been constructed arch by. arch,
leaving joints ? The necessity for continuity applies only to a single span. You do not want continuity 
through the whole work. That applies only to the arch ribs themselves. . .
9411. What about the dry joints ? You must not have dry joints. You must finish your arch right off.
9412. But you must have dry joints if you take the work arch by arch? I do not mean to convey that 
there is any danger in abutting against the dry work. What I mean is, that you should not stop your 
arch half way and then go on with the work a day or two afterwards, or even the next day. .
9413. In these concrete structures where an arch is used—is it not necessary that the material, should.be 
put over the arch, and be rammed through the grid work ? You would put down a layer of material. 
Then you would put the grid on that, and having put on some more material, it would be rammed through 
and all round the grid.
9414. In your valuation of this work you put down £1 por yard for labour do you think the labour
necessary to put the material in and ram it in would cost TJ a yard even it you included mixing ; is not 
that estimate excessive ? I do not think so. The work has to be done very carefully. You cannot 
shovel it in like ordinary concrete. . . . .
9415. But shovelling it in would cost only a few shillings a yard. Is not £1 a very excessive price . Bo;
I do not think so. Q-ood concrete costs £2 10s. a yard. . .
9416. But what is the cost of the labour for putting in concrete ? My estimate applies only to the arch 
itself, not to the piers.
9417. What would be the cost of the labour for putting in special concrete per yard ? About os.
9418. Would not £1 be a very excessive price ? I do not think so. It is quite a different thing.
9419. Suppose it had been proved under tests that 7s. is ample to allow for labor, what would you say to 
that ? If you can prove it there is an end of it. ■
9420. How many men would it take to put a yard in ? I should say it would take three men at least. .
9421. How many yards would they do in a day ;—would they do only one ? They would have to put in
the whole of the arch in a day. _ . .
9422. How many yards would there be in the whole of an arch ? I have not taken out the quantities.
9423. There would be considerably more than one ? Yes. _ .
9424. When you come to think over the matter, do you not think that you put down an excessive price
for labour ? I put down a good price, because I saw that the work required great care. I put it down 
because I saw that you could not trust anyone to ram in the compo. round the net-work. You would have 
to put on skilled men, and you would have to pay a higher price for the labour. An ordinary labourer 
for putting in concrete would cost about 8s. a day. _
9425. This Monier arch system is a new thing in the Colony ;—have we any skilled men here? I take It 
that you would only put on good men to make these arches.
9426. Supposing the contractors could put on only ordinary men used to compo. and concrete, since we 
have no specialists here ? The men may not be specialists, but you can train them to the work. The work 
must be done by men who have been trained to it.
9427. But what opportunity has there been of training the men to the work up to the present time ? 
Several of the arches have been built, and if you have one or two trained men they could train others.
9428. You are referring to training which may have been done upon this particular work ? Yes.
9429. Supposing the Monier arch is 82 ft. from centre to centre and that the span in the Departmental 
plan for the brick, stone, and concrete, arch is 52 ft.—supposing also that the 52-foot arch is 18 in. thick, 
and that the 82-foot span is only 14 in. thick, what would you deduce from that ? In my tables I always
have the same span. _ j i. r
9430. What was the thickness of the arches you used in your tests? I have not tested any arches. 1 
have tested only slabs. I have tested ordinary compo. slabs with netting and without netting.
9431. You did not test a Monier arch to breaking point to see what it would stand ? Ho, but I read of 
the tests made by the Austrian society. They made tests with concrete, brick, and Monier, arches.
9432. The tests you made were made with only flat slabs ? Yes; I have not tested a Monier arch. I gave 
you my own tests and the tests of the Austrian Society of Engineers.
9433. Your own tests would be with flat slabs only ? Yes. 9434.
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9434. As to the use of crushed sandstone, can you tell us of any cement-work of durability made with ^ -H. 
sand from crushed sandstone ? Tes. . -,,
9435/Where is it ? There is the Cockatoo Dock. 17 July 1896
9436. How long has that been built ? I do not know exactly, but I know that Mr. McKenzie,-in building, ’
■would not permit any other sand to be used ; and in that case the work would require to be first rate.
9437. Of great thickness ? Tes ; he had to make a water-tight dam.
9438. It would be work in a great mass, would it not ? Compared with this structure, of course it would.
It was a water-tight job.
9439. Did you ever wash any sand made out of crushed sandstone ? There was no necessity to do so.
9440. You never washed it to see if there was any organic matter or clay in it ? No ; but I washed the 
sandstone itself. One of the tests I have is to soak the cube in water for twenty-four hours, and then 
test it. If there were any clay in it I should then get a bad result.
9441. Tou are not, then, in a position to say absolutely that there is no clay in the sand? I do not 
believe there is. That is proved indirectly by the tests I have made.
9442. Tou cannot state absolutely that there is no clay in it ? No, certainly not.
9443. As to the elasticity of cement-work, when the cement is over twelve months old, is there any
elasticity in it? Certainly, '
9444. How is it that cracks occur f o constantly in cement-work, supposing you have no iron grid in it; 
can you tell us of one instance in this Colony where cement-work has been reliable for any distance;—can 
you tell us of any space of 10 lo 13 feet of concrete or cement work which has stood without cracking?
Tes; the southern section of the sewerage works is a case in point.
9445. To what work are you referring now ? To the outfall sewer at Botany. .
9446. Is it standing well ? There are hair-cracks, but you have to look for them closely. It is perfectly 
elastic. The work is thoroughly good.
9447. Do you know that after rain the water percolates clean through this sewer at the sewage farm outfall—■ 
have you been there ? Tes.
9448. Have you been there after rainy weather ? I have been there, but I did not notice the percolation 
you describe.
9449. Did you not notice what a shower-bath you got under the arch from the weeping of the cement 
underneath ? I never noticed that.
9450. You said, in reply to Mr. Gummow, that the work was being carried out while you were at J ohnstonc’s 
Creek and "White’s Creek ;—when did you see that work first ? I saw' it this week.
9451. That is the only time you have seen it? Yes.
9452. It is pretty well completed, is it not ? Unfortunately for me, the arches are pretty well complete; 
so that I was unable to sec them in progress.
9453. Then you could not tell whether the work was being well done or not ? 1 could not tell whether
the arches were being w'ell done or not; but they have been standing for some time 1 presume, and if the 
W'ork had not been w'ell done there would have been some signs of cracking. I looked along the work 
and tried to find some defects in it, but I failed to do so.
9454. His Honor.-] Are the arches at both White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek finished ? There are 
some to go in yet, I think.
9455. Mr. Par]ces.~\ If you look at the section of the carrier upon the Monier plan, you will see that it is 
only 4| inches over all at the side ? Tes.
9456. Look also at the section of the carrier in the departmental plan if they were practically the same 
price, which would be the best to build ? I do not know that there would be very much in the comparison.
It must be borne in mind that you have a rendering of cement on the inside of the carrier, and that you 
have also the network in the carrier.
9457. But which is the more solid construction? The other has more material in if, but I think the 
Monier construction would answer the purpose.
9458. But the departmental plan is the better of the two, is it not ? I wmuld not say that. It contains
more concrete. ,
9459. But is it not the more substantial ? It is, if you measure it in the mass ; but I do not say that with 
regard to strength. There is a good deal more strength in the Monier construction than you would 
infer from its dimensions.
9460. But would not the solidity of the departmental plan make it preferable ? Tou are assuming, 
because it has more stuff in it, that it is necessarily the better or more substantial plan of construction.
9461. Supposing the departmental plan provided for special bluestone concrete with double-pressed bricks ; 
leaving the Monier grid out, and having regard to the question of leakage and soakage and so forth, 
which would be the better structure? The carrier in the departmental plan is of course the larger, but I 
do not know that it is so preferable. If you are dealing merely with the question of water-tightness you 
have the same cement rendering in each case; and, so far as the water-tightness is concerned, you depend 
entirely upon that.
9462. But would not the greater thickness of material come in ? Not beyond a certain thickness. Tou 
want a certain thickness, of course, to support the cement rendering, but beyond that I do not think there 
would be any difference in permeability. Of course, water would get through concrete fast enough—we 
know that—but then you have the rendering in each case.
9463. But take the whole side of the carrier—18 inches in one case as against 44 inches in the other ? If
you were depending upon the thickness of concrete without cement rendering, of course the 18 inch 
carrier would be better than the 44-inch carrier ; but with cement rendering in each case, I do not think 
you could show from tests that more water would get through one than through the other. .
9464. But is not the thickness, in the case of the departmental plan, an additional safeguard against 
soakage ;—with the cement.rendering added is it not preferable ? I could not say definitely that it would be.
Tou depend upon the cement rendering, with, of course, a sufficient backing of concrete behind it. If 
you had a double thickness of concrete in the one case you do not make the carrier any the more water
tight. Whatever will get through the cement rendering in the one case will get through in the other.
The greater thickness of concrete in the one case will certainly not make the carrier any more watertight.
9465. With only 44 inches at the side in the case of one carrier, would you not consider it a source of
danger in hot weather ? In what wray ? •

140—2 M 9466.
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W. H. 9466. Well, having regard to shrinkage, and allowing for cracking caused by heat outside with comparative
Warren, coolness inside ? The'sewage would be rather above the temperature of ordinary water. Even if you had

17Julv^896 side thicker, it would be just as likely to crack under the conditions to which you refer.
y’ ‘ 9467. But is hot that a source of danger in a construction of this sort;—would not a brick lining bo 

preferable when you come to consider the changes of temperature ? I do not think so. A brick lining 
would be safe, but on the other hand I could not say that this structure would be faulty because it had 
only 4|- inches of thickness at the side of the carrier.
9468. The whole of the constructions to which you refer in your report are latter day constructions P 
Some of them would be. I forget the exact date of the Austrian cases, but I suppose the structures 
would average from five to ten years old.
9469. The Monier patent was invented only in 1888 was it not ? I think the date is given in the
American Society’s journal. The Monier system of course has been lately more used than either of the 
other systems to which I have referred. Upon page 439 of the journal of the American Society of Civil 
Engineers, you will find these words in reference to Monier—“The man to whom the invention is 
generally attributed is Jean Monier. He lived, at the beginning of his peculiar career (1876), near Paris, 
and was in the gardening business. His intention was to build largo and strong tree pots, as they are 
much used there. Monier used for this purpose concrete with embedded wire nets, and invented the 
so-called Monier system. . . . We first hear of him when he received a first-class diploma of honor
at the Exposition in Paris, in 1878, and in a comparatively short time he built nearly a thousand water 
and gas tanks throughout Prance, some of them 70 ft. in diameter and 11 ft. high. The next application 
of this system was to tubes and sewers, then came vaults aud bridges, and finally flat floors.
9470. None of these systems have had a great deal of tests applied to them having regard to the life of the 
structures in which they are used, which is supposed to be from 100 to 200 years ? That is so.
9471. None of them have had a greater test than ten years at the outside ? That is a fair way of putting 
it so far as the special combination of iron and concrete in arches, known as the Monier system, is con
cerned.
9472. It would not have had more than a five years’ test ? No. -
9473. To a certain extent it has been a risky construction;—there have been failures, and those failures 
have been reported ? Tes ; there was one failure with the Monier arch.
9474. But they have all been reported, have they not ? I presume so. In the case to which I refer, it 
was perfectly clear why the failure took place.
9475. I mean in the case of bridges? I am referring now to an arch. I never knew of a bridge con
structed on the Monier system failing, although a great many have been built.
9476. Is it not rather too early for anyone to have gained proper experience ? I would not say that. If 
a system of construction be sound, we must make a start to use it at some time. It is of no use waiting for 
20 or 30 years before you prove a certain thing to be right. If we did that, we should never get on at all.
9477. When did you receive the pamphlet from which you have been quoting ? It is dated April, 1894.
9478. Did you know of the Monier system before that date ? No ; I did not know much about it before 
then.
9479. Had you ever heard of it before then ? I have heard of it as one hears of many things, but I had 
never investigated it before.
9480. Mr. Hickson.] As to the porosity of rendering, Mr. Parkes mentioned the Potts’ Hill reservoir— 
that is the case of an excavation with poor concrete on the face ? I know the size of it, aud knowing that, 
I am certain that no one would think of going to the expense of lining it with water-tight concrete. I 
should not expect it to be water-tight.
9480J. It is an earth reservoir with a puddle wall and concrete facing ? The concrete, I suppose, would be 
like the concrete in ordinary reservoirs.
9481. Do you know if it is made out of cement or lime ? I do not know.
9482. Have you examined the pipe-head basin at Potts’ Hill ? No ; I never saw that.
9483. Then you do not know whether it is watertight or not ? No.
9484. Do you know the Botany sewer, where it leaves the Botany Road, going down towards Botany ? 
Tes ; I have been over it a great many times.

.9485. Do you remember the point where it crosses the water-channel ? Tes.
9486. Do you remember what the construction of that sower was ? Tes; it is two rings of brickwork, 
and there is a single brickwork lining, backed with concrete and rendered inside and outside.
9487. Is there any leakage from that into the creek ? I never noticed it.
9488. Do you know the Bondi sewer, where it crosses the head of Double Bay Talley ? Tes.
9489. Have you noticed any leakage there ? I have examined it very carefully. I have been over it 
again and again, and I have never seen any leakage.
9490. Do you know whether it is not a fact that sewage makes a scum upon all rendering work, and if 
there be any tendency to porosity, does away with it to a great extent ? I never heard of it destroying 
the coating of cement in such a way as to render it permeable.
9491. "With regard to the Monier patent, you were asked if similar constructions had been used in the 
Colony ; let me refer you to the evidence of Mr. John Toung at Question 6072 ;—is the work which he 
describes there anything like the Monier system ? No ; it is more like the use of hoop-iron in brick 
walls.
9492. So that it would be absurd to attempt a comparison between that work and the Monier system ? 
Tes ; hoop-iron could not be taken to be equivalent to the special wire-netting used in the Monier system.
9493. Tou know that iron rails are constantly put into concrete ? Tes.
9494. But that is quite a different principle from what is known as the Monier principle ? Tes it is. It 
is, however, from experiments of that kind that we have come to know that concrete preserves the iron.
9495. His Honor.] The Monier system distinctly recognises the proper position for putting in and dis
tributing the tensile strength ? Tes ; it puts the grid where the tensile stress would be developed.
9496. It is of practically no use as a compression member;—it would be thrown away as far as that is 
concerned ? Tes.
9497. Mr. Parkes.] Would it not be infinitely better to carry upon these aqueducts pipes of iron instead 
of this cement structure? It would probably, if you buried the iron in concrete ; but the iron exposed 
would not be as permanent a structure as the Monier system. I should say that the Monier system 
would last longer. Of course, if you line the pipe with concrete or cement, you protect it.

9498.
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9498. Mr. Hickson^] But the cost of that description of work puts it out of the question at once ? W. H.
Presumably. Warren.
9499. Regarding the question of cement which is used here, I think Mr. Bagge said that in all'these
Monier structures which were built on the continent special cement, under State supervision, was used ;—■ u '
do you think we could get as good cement here as could be got in England or on the continent ? Mou 
would get the same. I have used the Germania cement largely in my tests, and that is a German cement.

And our tests here are as severe as are the tests in any part of the world ? They are practically

9501. In many cases they are more severe, because jou use the hot bath as well as the cold water ? Yes.
9502. That is not commonly done in England ? No. It has been introduced in America, and has .been 
used lately in Germany.
9503. So that the tests to which cement is subiected here are as severe as they are in any part of the
world? Yes. j j u
9504. And the cement used in our structures is as good as can be got in any part of the world ? Yes.
9505. His HonorCan you speak as to the evenness of quality of the cement turned out by established 
manufacturers in England;—Mr. Bagge said that the imported cement from England was not even, and 
he argued from that that the testing could not be satisfactory ? You test from a shipment, and, of 
course, your results apply to that shipment. You may get a brand of cement, just as you get brands of 
other things, Which may vary slightly, but the variation would not be very great. In some cases brands 
have been condemned which at other times have been passed. One shipment may be worse than another.
I suppose it would be due to more carelessness in manufacture. The manufacturers find that they can 
sell the article they make in the first instance, and they subsequently take less care, the consequence 
being that the cement is condemned.
9506. I suppose the statement that the cement passed in Germany is the only cement which can be relied 
upon is scarcely reliable ? That is nonsense. I am thoroughly acquainted with the nature of the tests 
applied in Germany. I spent a good many days consulting with the principal men connected with these 
tests Professor Tetmejer, at Zurich ; Martens, at Berlin. I took special care to look into the cement 
testing, to see if I could pick up anything, but I found no difference between their cement tests and ours.
The tests are exactly the same. '
9507. You think that cement which is tested out of Germany, then, can be fairly relied upon ? Yes.
9508. Mr. Gummow.'] You mentioned the Cockatoo Dock;—can you tell me of any other large dock upon
which sand from crushed sandstone has been used ? No. I just happened to remember the Cockatoo 
Graving Dock. I think that is a very good example on account of the difficultv of getting good work in 
a case of that kind. “
9509. Do you know whether it was used in the case of the Sydney Town Hall or' not ? I am not
absolutely certain. . ■ .
9510. Could you get as good sand from soft as from hard sandstone, if the stone were crushed down 
to its natural particles ? You might do so. The durability of sandstone depends not so much upon the 
composition of the grains composing the sandstone as upon the cementing material which unites the grains.
9511. The particles may be as strong in soft sandstone as in hard sandstone ? Quite so.
9512. With regard to cement rendering, do you not consider that the trowelling put into it has a great
deal to do witn its strength and impermeability ? The same thing applies to concrete generally. You 
may get bad or good results as you neglect or observe simple precautions. *
9513. If the materia] used in the 4^-in. thickness of carrier is superior to the material used in the thickness 
of carrier in the original.design, would it not make it more impermeable? Impermeability depends 
entirely upon the cement rendering. If the rendering were better in one case than the other I should 
prefer that construction. If, for instance, it were better in the Monier design than in the other, I 
should prefer the Monier design.
9514. Suppose there was not cement rendering, but the material used in the 4| inches of thickness 
were superior to, material used in the IS inches of thickness? It depends upon how much better"the 
material is. It is impossible to give a direct answer to the question because it is rather difficult 
to determine how much better the material is in one case than in the other. If the material were 
alike in both instances of course you would have a better chance with the greater thickness.
9515. Did you understand from Mr. Parkes’ question that the sand used in the arches at White’s Creek 
and Johnstone’s Creek came out of the tunneling and open-cutting there? I do not understand that.
I understood that Mr. Parkes wished me to give evidence as to certain kinds of crushed sandstone.
9516. His Honori] I suppose you have never made a special examination of the structure of the Sydney
sandstone in relation to colour and hardness—I mean by breaking up the different kinds of stone and 
treating them chemically ? I have tested them with regard to the quantity of water they will absorb and 
the effect of acids upon them. .
9517. Can you express an opinion as to the components of the different sandstones distinguished by 
colour and by hardness. Take, for instance, the hard white crystalline sandstone, and then the red, and 
brown, the softer sandstones ? The harder qualities are better for crushing strength.
9518. There is more pure silica ? Yes ; but the question you have asked me goes beyond what I have 
done.. You would require to have a chemical analysis made of each sandstone, and a subsequent 
examination under a microscope, before your question could be satisfactorily answered.
9519. Where the sandstone gradually changes its colour as it approaches the surface, and becomes softer,
it is due to a change in the chemical condition of the iron which it contains ? Yes. .
9520. Erom the silicate or carbonate, I suppose, to red oxide? Yes; that, of course, would account for 
the difference in colour.
9521. The silicates decompose when exposed to the air? Yes; you will find the same process in the
felspar of granite. -
9522. As to the contained alumina or the hardness of the crystals into which the stone can be ultimately 
broken, you cannot say very much ? No. It may be that stone, which would be bad .stone to use for 
building purposes, might produce very good sand for testing purposes or for the making of compo.

Joseph
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J. Davis.
ITJulyflMe.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—■
9522 'r. Mr. Parkes.] Will you refer to the papers in reference to Contract No. 79 which appear upon 
page 305 of the Parliamentary papers ;—I want you to read your minute, which appears on that page ? 
Tes, it is as follows :—

Sydney, 19 May, 1892.
The tunnels from some of the shafts on this contract will be commenced in a few days, and it is, therefore, necessary that 
it should be settled how they are to be driven, whether with 4-inch charges of compressed powder, 2-ineh charges, or without 
blasting. _ . .

With a view of arriving at the method which would give the least annoyance to the residents in the vicinity of the 
sewer, consistent with economy, I have made comparative estimates.

The excavation by “guttering and gadding” will cost 3s. per cubic yard more than with 4-inch charges of compressed 
powder, but, as it is impossible to drive the tunnel by blasting to the exact size desired, considerably more concrete has to 
be used in lining when the driving is done by blasting than when done by “ guttering and gadding ” ; and, taking this into 
consideration, I estimate it will cost about £1,250 less to do the tunnels without blasting compared with doing it with 
4 inches of powder.

The 2-inch charges, with the extra supervision that would be required, would be the most costly of any.
I wish, however, to point out that while it would save annoyance and money to drive the tunnels without explosives, 

it would take longer to do the work.
9523. Does that mean that there would be an extra of £1,250 ? In what connection ?
9524. I mean an extra upon the contract by reason of the substitution ;—would there be £1,250 more or
less cost ? What I say in my minute is, that if we adopt guttering and gadding, taking all things into 
consideration, the work will cost less in the tunnel by £1,250. .
9525. His Honor.'] In other words, that the guttering and gadding would save £1,250 ? Tes.
9526. Mr. Parkes.] The guttering and gadding being 63s. and the blasting 60s., there would be £1,250 
extra;—is that it? There would be £1,250 saved if the tunnel were driven by guttering and gadding.
9527. If the work were done by blasting there would be £1,250 more to pay ? Tes.
9528. Mr. Bagge in his minute says : “ Messrs. Carter & Co. have undoubtedly fixed their schedule prices 
speculatively to increase their profits on the contract as much as possible, and, if so, to the loss of the 
Department. Mr. Davis seems, therefore, justified in the suggestions made, as they would likely cause 
a saving of £1,000, and clause 55 of the specification is no doubt a saving clause against speculative 
prices.”—He quite misunderstood your letter, evidently ? No. What he said was thoroughly in keeping 
with it.
9529. He thinks you mean there would be a saving of £1,000, whereas you mean that it would cost 
£1,250 more? He thinks I mean just what I did mean.
9530. Mr. Hickson afterwards wrote this :—

While I think the Department would hardly be justified in adopting this unusual method of carrying out the work, it 
is very clear we should aim at getting our work done as economically as possible. Blasting may, therefore, be allowed 
on the understanding that the average allowance of 4 inches for concrete packing over and above specified size of tunnels be 
reduced to 2 inches. '
That is thoroughly in accord with the two previous minutes. Mr. Hickson, on 23rd May, 1892, asked the 
contractors to call upon him. It is evident that the contractors saw him ; in fact I know that that is so. 
Between the 23rd of May, 1892, and the 26th May, the contractors called upon him and saw him in my 
presence.
9531. What took place? The contractors pointed out that if my recommendation were carried out the 
contract would not be completed under three times the contract time—that is to say, that it would take three 
times as long to drive a tunnel by means of guttering and gadding as by blasting. While they saw the 
force of what I had written from the departmental point of view, at the same time they wanted to get the 
concession of doing the excavation by means of blasting. To get over my difficulty they said they wrere 
prepared to allow for the concrete lining a sum equal to £1,250, which would mean the 2 inches 
referred to by Mr. Hickson; and that being so it was to our advantage to let the work be carried out 
by blasting, as we should have done under ordinary circumstances. In this case, however, as I point out 
in my minute, in consequences of the prices—that is the way in which the contractors had fixed their 
prices—I considered it my duty to call attention to the matter.
9532. What was the urgency in connection with this contract;—was the outlet built ? The outlet was
not built, but the urgency in connection with this contract was this—I am glad of an opportunity to 
explain it because the witness Gfilliver rather threw out a suggestion which reflected to some extent upon 
the management of the Sewerage Branch—the urgency in connection with Contract 79 was simply this : 
The people of North Sydney required the sewerage at the earliest possible moment, and already an order 
had been made to give a little relief; to that end a large quantity of reticulation was carried out before 
this contract was let. It was known before the contract was let that it would probably take two years to 
put down the shafts, drive the .tunnel, and complete the work. It was thought when this contract 
had been under weigh for a matter of twelve months or so that everything would be ready for the letting of 
the outfall works at Long Bay, and that those outfall works would be finished simultaneously with the 
works on the main sewer. But after the contract was let and during its progress the Government, for its 
own reasons—and I know they were sufficient reasons—was not able to go on with sewerage work ; and 
that threw out the whole calculations of the office. Consequently Contract 79, which had been entered 
into, had to be finished, whereas the outfall works were not commenced. _
9533. That does not get over the question of urgency. There was no absolute urgency in the matter ?
Tes. With the knowledge that we had at the time Contract*79 was let I am in a position to say that 
there was absolute urgency. As matters turned out—matters that we could not forsee—there was no 
urgency. _
9534. During the course of the contract did the urgency cease ? The urgency existed, but at the same
time the Government were not able to go on with sewerage works. Consequently this large expenditure 
at North Shore is lying idle at the present day. _ .
9535. His Honor.] Tou mean to say there was a difficulty in raising the wind ? That is what it amounts 
to, and it was a matter over which the sewerage office had no control whatever.
9536. Mr. Parkes.] What was the office estimate for the excavation by blasting ; it does not appear to be 
include 1 in these papers ? I could not tell you.
9537. Will you furnish the Commissi n with the estimate that you made at the time ? If it is among the
papers, certainly. 9538.
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9538. Is it a fact that when this contract was three-quarters of the way through you wrote a minute J;.Daria, 
drawing the attention of the Engineer-in-Chief to the fact that, since the bulk of the profit was on the
first items of the contract, the contractors might at any time cease, and that in that case the country 
might lose some thousands of pounds ? I do not remember that minute. I know that the profit was 
high in the excavation of the shafts. . . .
9539. In the shafts and the tunnelling ? In the shafts, principally; and 1 know why it was put in. The 
contractors had to provide a most expensive plant, the shafts being deep.
9540. Did you not write a minute pointing out to the Engineer-in-Ohief, when the the contract was three- 
quarters of the way through, that the work might at any time cease and leave the Government at a loss 
of thousands of pounds ? I do not remember it.
9540i. Did you ever make a report to that effect ? It is impossible for me to remember every report I write.
9541. Please tax your memory ;—this report would be rather an important event, would it not? I do not 
remember a report of the kind, nor do I know under what circumstances I should be likely to write such 
a report.
9542. Is it not a fact that the contract did turn out in such a fashion that the profits were very great in _ 
the first portion of it—the excavation work? No ; I should say that the profits were very great in the 
shafts, but I should not say that they were small upon other parts of the work.
9543. Tou are sure you did not write a minute to the effect I have named ? I am not sure of it, but I
have no recollection of it. '
9544. Do you generally keep all the papers relating to a contract in one portfolio ? All registered papers 
would go to records. A few scraps of paper which passed between myself and the inspector, which were 
not considered worth registration, were kept in my own office for reference when I required them.
9545. Every minute is registered, I presume ? All the letters are copied into my letter-book. Every 
letter I ever wrote was copied into that book, and all the minutes I wrote would be copied there also.
9546. Tou have the letter-books and the registers of letters and minutes, I suppose ? I believe so.
9547. They can be obtained? There might be a little difficulty in finding some of them, because, as has 
already been pointed out to the Commission, there have been several moves within the last three or four 
years. Some of the records were put in a room which took fire some eighteen months ago.
9548. Were any of your letters burnt then ? I am not sure. Mr. Hungerford will be able to say
precisely ; but I know that a large quantity of old records would be there.
9549. Had you at any time to act severely with Eeid, Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s manager? I had.
9550. On several occasions ? On two or three occasions while he was at North Shore 1 had to take serious 
exception to his conduct.
9551. Upon the report of your inspector ? He reported the matter to me and I went and investigated it.
9552. Tou found that he had been scamping cement work ? I did not find anything of the kind. What 
was complained of was this—that he did not treat the inspector as courteously as he might have done; in 
some cases 1 think he went altogether beyond the bounds of propriety.
9553. What was the inspector doing to him when he treated him improperly? I assume that he was 
doing his duty. •
9554. Was there not one instance where he was caught putting down dry metal without any cement—I 
mean the case which Wagg reported ? He was not putting down dry metal in that case.
9555. Tou reprimanded him severely, did you not? Tes, because he wanted to put down as filling, at 
the back of the brickwork in a shaft, larger stones than should have been put down.
9556. Without cement? It was not a question of cement. It was a question of filling. The brickwork 
in the shaft had been built. It was a small shaft inside an excavation 6 by 5, I think, and the back of the 
brickwork had to be filled in with ordinary filling. As far as I remember, Inspector Wagg was not 
satisfied with the way this material was being put down the shaft, and Reid was saucy about it.
9557. Did not all the inspectors complain of this man? I do not think any of them but Inspector Reid .
and Inspector Wagg complained. '
9558. Are you sure that a great number of other inspectors upon other jobs had not complained of him ?
Certainly not upon Contract 79. That was the first occasion upon which I had had any complaint made ‘
to me as to his conduct. .
9559. Did you demand his removal? No. .
9560. Why did you not do so—is it not a rule of the office that a contractor’s manager shall be removed 
if he impedes the work ? If there be sufficient cause for his removal.
9561. Was not there sufficient cause shown in Inspector Wagg’s report ? No. ■ ’
9562. Did he not say that Reid always intimidated the inspectors ? Not to my recollection. I found
that it was not a case for removal. I saw the contractors about the matter, and I found that they had 
already reprimanded Reid. They promised me that nothing of the kind should occur again, and that they 
would see that the work was carried out according to specification. ! .
9563. Mr. Hielcson.'] The meaning of the minute to which Mr. Parkes has referred upon page 305 is that 
we got the work done in a much shorter time, and at no extra cost ? That ii so. The work was done in 
a third of the time as far as the excavation was concerned, certainly.
9564. As to the urgency, so far as the sewerage branch is concerned, it existed then and it exists still;—it 
was really a question of money; the Treasury could not give us money to go on at the rate at which we 
had expected? No. They did not supply us with funds with which to carry out the arrangements we 
had in our minds. Our idea was to get the works finished simultaineously with the outfall works so that 
there might be no works lying idle without bringing in any revenue.
9565. That upset our arrangements generally throughout the sewerage works? Tes. The same thing 
occurred in the western suburbs. TTe spent large sums of money there, and the works brought in no 
revenue.
9566. We had arrangements made for commencing at the outfall and working inward so as to embrace 
the various areas of sewerage as the work proceeded ? Tes. The disposal work was to be finished at the 
same time as the upper portion of the sewerage was finished.
9567. And that was the arrangement made in respect to No. 79 Contract when this minute was written?
Tes. ■
9568. Do you remember Mr. Wagg’s evidence in regard to defective work ? I do not regard this filling
as defective work. It was a matter of opinion as to whether the size of stone which was being put down 
should be put into the filling or not. 9569.
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J. Davis. 9569. It was not a question of concrete; it was a question of whether the stones were too big to go
f——*---- - down into the filling? Tes ; it was more a matter of taste than anything else. _

17 July, 1896. 9570. Sis Sonor^\ Would it alter the interstices? It could not do that, because there was a sufficient 
quantity of small stuff to fill up all the interstices. What Inspector Wagg was afraid of was that as 
the stones descended they might damage the brickwork.
9571. Mr. Gummow.'] Tou said that the contractors called to see Mr. Hickson upon the strength of the
minute you had written upon the question of guttering and gadding ? Tes; they called to see him 
between the 23rd and the 26th, I think. _
9572. Do you remember whether anything was said at that time as to the injurious effects of guttering 
and gadding upon the men ? Tes, I know that it was.
9573. Was not that put forward as a strong argument by the contractors? Tes; I know that Mr.
Carter has a decided opinion as to the effect of that class of work upon the men. .
9574. Have you not heard since that time that it is a class of work which has an injurious effect upon 
the men ? Tes ; I believe it is not as healthy as powder smoke, bad as that is.
9575. Mr. Parkes suggested that you may have written a minute to the effect that the contractors had 
the biggest profits in the commencement of that particular contract. Did they finish their work ? Tes.
9576. Did they show any signs of throwing it up at any time ? No.
9577. Sis Sonor.] I want to discover who drew the schedules for these contracts ? Mr. Bagge pre
pared all the schedules and specifications. He made all the estimates for new contracts.
9578. It is in evidence that all through these Sydney sewerage works subducts have, in point of fact, 
hardly ever been used at all: and I wanted to see whether you could explain how it was that, while the 
schedules continually provided for subducts in places where subducts might be expected to be used, they 
were finally not used at all, putting the tenderers in the position of being able to rig their schedules much 
more conveniently than if subducts had been left out ? I admit that. It was a difficulty that occasioned 
Mr. Bagge and myself serious consideration. We had to provide for all kinds of contingencies in the 
schedule; and it was impossible to know before the tunnels were driven what kinds of material would have 
to be excavated—that is to say whether the ground was watercharged or otherwise. Although the 
probability was that in most instances no subducts would be required, still it was running a risk to leave 
them out. It is a well known fact to all those who have to do with contractors that if you have to get a 
price from them after work is let it is a very different price from that which you will get before the work is 
let; and, having regard to that fact, although we did run the risk to which you refer, still it was too 
serious a matter to leave it in the hands of the contractors to say after they had got the contract what 
should be the price for the subducts. That is the reason why a number of things were put into the 
schedules. They were put in on the off-chance of their being required.
9579. How were the quantities arrived at for the subducts ? They wore simply guesses.
9580. The best guesses you could make under the circumstances ? It was not my guessing; it was 
Mr. Bagge’s guessing entirely. He used his judgment in the matter. I have an instance in my mind in 
connection with the use of these subducts. In a sewerage contract running along underneath Liverpool- 
street, a part of the Bondi sewer, the ground was so exceptionally wet—it was all in rock—that subducts 
had to be put in. The work could not be constructed to the advantage of the contractor without them. 
He was called upon to make an excavation in the bottom of the tunnel and'to insert pipes. I suppose he 
lost about £1,000 by it. His experience had been gained in an adjoining contract where he found 
that there were no subducts to be put in, as the ground was dry. He applied that experience to 
the contract I have spoken of, and he found that he was wrong. He eventually had to pay about £1,000 
for the construction of the subducts. The contractors under the old system always speculated 
in that way. They took advantage of any item, and used their judgment as to whether it would 
be increased or decreased, and rigged their schedules accordingly. All kinds of means were tried 
to stop it, but we failed, and we found that the only way was to alter the system. Hi regard 
to this question of excavation, we got prices for guttering and gadding without any quantities. We 
knew that no guttering or gadding would be required, unless under exceptional circumstances. The 
contractors took advantage of that and put in a large price, and I know as a matter of fact—at least I 
have a very shrewd idea—that in one case efforts were made to bring pressure to bear upon the department 
to get the work done by guttering and gadding, so that it might be paid for at a high price. When we found 
that, leaving out the quantities in the schedule, we were not successful in obtaining a legitimate price for 
the guttering and gadding, the total excavation was divided into three parts. One third was put opposite 
to the item for excavation to be done by guttering and gadding, a third opposite to the excavation to be done 
by means of blasting with 4-in. charges, and a third opposite the excavation to be done by means of 
blasting with 2-in. charges. But even this was not successful. • The prices that the contractors attached 
were still unsatisfactory. The conclusion which was arrived at was that there was no course open whereby 
a legitimate price could be obtained for the work except by the office fixing the rate opposite to each item,

. and requesting the contractors to tender above or below, or at the rates in the schedule.
9581. Mr. Parkes.] Is there not a clause in your specification giving you full control over these schedules, 
so that if you find any trickery going on you can adjust them ? That would be a most objectionable 
course for the department to take. I do not think there is such a clause. (Vide Appendix Wo. 36.)
9582. Mr. Gummow.] Had the firm of Gummow & Gillan anything to do with the contract of which you 
have spoken, in which the contractor tried to get the guttering and gadding ? No.
9583. Had Carter & Co. anything to do with it? No.
9584. Mr. Sickson.] As regards the question of putting items into schedules which were not required, 
has it not been found from experience that it is better to put in every item which may arise in connection 
with the contract ? Tes, and for the reasons I have given.

MONBAT, 20 JULT. 1896. 
William Scarlett Delisle Roberts :—

W. S. D.
Roberts.

20JulyA896.

9585. Mr. Parkes.] Tou are cement tester for the Department of Public Works ? Tes.
9586. Do the contractors themselves apply to the Department to have their cement tested ? I do not 
think they have ever applied; they have no need to apply.
9587. There are parcels of cement brought in to be tested ? Samples selected by the Government
Inspector. 9588.
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9588 Are the whole of the casks which are tested marked ? Those which are in bond. We mark no W. S. D. 
cement already delivered on the works. That cement is kept, I presume, in the proper sheds upon the Roberts, 
works until it has been tested and accepted or rejected.
9589. Is the cement which goes on to the contractors’ works tested ? All cement used in the work is 20 July11896, 
tested.
9590. Would it be possible for any parcel of cement to go into the work w'hich has not been tested ?
I hat is a matter outside my province altogether.
9591. Is not the number of casks required by the contractor to be tested kept in your test-book ? The 
number of casks is recorded according to the inspector’s or engineer’s report.
9592. When tests are made they are minuted in a book ? In the certificate book. •
9598. That is what you call your test-book ? Tes.
9594. Will you look at 1330 ? Tes ; 600 casks were tested, I see, for Carter, Gummow, & Co., selected 
at sewerage contract No. 77.
9595. There are two entries of figures representing the number of casks at the top of the page to which 

.ve referred, one in red ink and the other in black ink;—which is the correct number? The
black ink should always be the correct number.
9596. What does the red ink number signifyit does not mean that the whole parcel is over 1,000 
casks, does it. No ; it means that there is some ditference in the information obtained. It means that 
there is some doubt as to whether the number of casks is 500 or 600.
9597. The parcel is always minuted as you have it there ? Tes.
9598. The contract to which the cement goes is always put in this record ? Tes ; and the names of the 
contractors are inserted if I have the names in the application.
9599. Otherwise the number of the contract is inserted ? Tes.
9600. So that it would be impossible for cement to be sent to a job without appearing in vour register if
the inspector did his duty ? I believe it would be impossible. '

sa^ that if the inspector did his duty it would be impossible ? I believe it would be.
9602. Will you turn to the certificate under date 5th December, 1895 ? Tes ; it was a sample of cement 
selected on 4th December, at contract 118, from a shipment of 1,360 bags.
9603. Was it approved of;—did it pass your test ? No ; it did not.

you now look at certificate No. 1,364 ? Tes ; that is a test of cement selected on 8th January,
18w6, trom a shipment of 2,000 bags. That was afterwards re-tested. ‘
9605. Will you now turn to certificate No. 1,378 ? Tes ; that is a test of cement selected on 12th
February, 1896, at contract 118, from a shipment of 1.500 bags. In that case the twenty-eight days’ cold 
test was a good bit below the minimum. It passed in the other tests. ‘
9606. Trom that time forward John Try’s cement was rejected ? I believe that was the last test. I can 
nnd no tests after that.
9607. Bis Sonor.] But was the cement altogether rejected ? As far as I can see from this book it was
c°1T®Jntle<^ from that date ; but in order to make certain I should prefer to refer to the summary of tests 
of different brands. Upon referring to that I find that No. 1,378 was the last test made of John Trv’s 
cement. J
9608. Mr. Parkes.] The twenty-eight days’ cold sand test is a very important test, is it not ? Tes • it is
an important point. ’
9609. Prom where did the sample come in the case to which you have just referred ? It was selected 
trom contract 118.
9610. The cement was out there ? It was evidently out there.
9611. What has since become of that cement, do you know ? That is not under my control at all. ,
961.2. At one time the contractors used to fetch their samples to the office, did they not ? I have not- 
heard of it. '
9613. Have the inspectors always brought in the samples? It is the duty of the inspector, or someone he 
can trust, to bring in the samples.
9614. When a sample has been accepted does the inspector mark every cask in the parcel p That is a
matter altogether out of my province. • ‘
9olo. But is it not the rule of the Department ? Not that I am a^vare of.
9616. Do you not know that the casks are marked? Not on the contract, I think.
.1617. But supposing the cement is in bond ? In bond the casks are always marked before delivery to 
the contract. J
ocin" l?0'T aTe marked ? The brand of the Public Works Department is stamped upon them.
9619.. Does the brand denote the contract to which the cement is to be sent ? No ; it is merely marked 
showing that it belongs to the public works. J
9620. Sts Sonor.] Is the brand to which you have referred put on the casks only after the cement has 
been passed. It is put on after the cement has been passed and before it is delivered.
9621. It indicates that the cask contains passed cement ? Tes. '
9622. And you say that that is not done in the case of casks on the work ? Not on the works, because it 
can b© kept m a store on the works under lock and key.
9623. Mr. Parkes.] Is not the key always kept by the inspector ? I do not know. That is outside of my
work altogether. J

ijS a mi!’tter ^ac*> J011 n(A know it to be a rule of the office for an inspector to keep the key ?
no<-c Sa^ someone ought to look after it in some way or other to see that it is not changed.
9625. But is it not a regulation of the office that the inspector shall keep the key ? Not that I am 
aware of. J
9626. Mr. J)avis.] I want you to refer again to No. 1378—that would indicate that 1,500 bags of
cement had been delivered to Carter & Co. at contract No. 118? Tes.
oeoo‘ vr°m ,wou!(i y°u gei tllat information ? Prom the person who applied for the test.
9628. You would therefore depend for this information entirely upon the inspector who happens to send 
m the sample, and the application for the sample to be tested ? We depend upon that entirely. It is

oktnin exact information. Sometimes I have merely verbal information. 
t! lt: , a ,aV “ave ila,l repeatedly to complain to inspectors as to the imperfect information 

which they have supplied when sending in cement for tests? Tes; that is a fact. I myself have 
mentioned the matter to you. ' J 9630
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9630. And in the face of that you would not be prepared to swear that all the information given at the 
head of these certificates is correct ? I can only say that it was given to me as correct.
9631. Tour duties are entirely confined to the cement testing-room ? Yes.

You have nothing whatever to do with the delivery of cement on the work .
You have nothing whatever to do with the selection of samples ? No. _ o mi. i • u
You have simply to test the samples which are delivered to you at the testing-room . Inat is all. 
And the information supplied to you by the inspectors, at the time they forward the samplers copied 

by you into the book before you? Yes ; I have to take it for granted that it is correct. -*-“e^e. 18 °^e 
point concerning the page to which Mr. Parkes first referred me which I might mention—that is, as to 
whether the number of casks would be 500 or 600. I could not say definitely whether there would _ be 
500 or 600 casks, but the fact of one number being in red ink and the other number being m black; mK 
would denote that I had some doubts on the point. . .
9636. Coming to what you said was rather an important point, that is, the failure to comply with tne 
twenty-eight days’ cold test, it has often happened, has it not, that when cement has passed all the other 
tests but one fairly well, and in the one case has come within a small percentage or the standard required, 
it has been passed ? Yes ; it would be hardly right to reject a cement which came within a small 
percentage of the minimum in one test only and which passed all the other tests.
9637. As to this particular test, you do not know whether the cement was kept and re-tested . I cannot say.
9638. Will you describe the tests you made after receiving a sample from any particular parcel—take, 
for instance, the gravity test ? The specific gravity of cement is put down by most authorities as being, 
for good cement, over 3. Therefore, we have the minimum of 3 for specific gravity, 
it is supposed not to be good. In this case the specific gravity was 3'028.
9639. Sis Honor.'] The cement comes to you in the form of powder? Yes..
9640. How do you take the specific gravity—in what form do you take it? In powder 
hydrated. It is taken in some fluid which will not harden it, such as oil or kerosene.
9641. Is it poured into a mould, or what is done? It is weighed. We know the specific gravity or the 
fluid, and we know the volume of the fluid that is put in. We know the weight of the cement m the air, 
and the weight of the bottle with the fluid and cement, and, knowing that, we can arrive at the specific
•96421 Jfr. Dams.] Take the carbon dioxide absorbed by three grammes of cement ? Yes ; if the cement 
absorbs too much carbon dioxide it is pretty clear proof that it has a large percentage of lime not combined.
9643. His Honor.] By carbon dioxide you mean carbonic acid gas ? Yes. ,
9644. What would be the effect of too much uncombined lime in the cement? hirst ot all you have 
less active material for hardening, because the lime is not combined with the alumina and the silica.
Therefore, you do not get the hardening properties which you would otherwise get. .
9645. What would be the effect upon the mass in position, supposing there wore free lime of the descrip
tion you speak of? It would mean that in some instances where the concrete is m a place where water 
would percolate through it the free lime would be washed out. It would be soluble, and the washing out
would create spaces within. . . . .
9646. Mr. Davis.] Take the sifting test, No. 4 ? That is the weight as received unsifted per imperial
striked bushel. . - , „
9647. That gives you an idea as to whether the cement is fine or otherwise—it is a confirmatory test tor 
Nos 5 and 6? Yes. It is a test which is not regarded as of much importance, because in the present 
day they make cement much finer than they used to, and the fact of its being very fine makes it appear 
lighter in weight. The minimum is put down at 100 lb. by the imperial striked bushel. Anything under 
that is not accepted. But supposing it is a fine cement, it might be of far better quality than coarse cement
over that weight. , 0 ,T
9648. You do not, therefore, regard No. 4 test as being of great importance . -^0-
9649. Tests Nos. 5 and 6 have to do with the fineness of the cement, and they are of great importance.
"S'gs * .9650. What do you do to ascertain the residue from the cement ? It is sifted through different sized
sieves. There is a sieve of 6,400 meshes to the square inch, and also a sieve of 14,400 meshes to the 
square inch. The residue is taken from these sieves ; the maximum allowed, in the first instance, being 
20 per cent., and in the second 30 per cent. . . .
9651. So that if cement has a residue in the sieve of 6,400 meshes to the square inch equal to anything 
less than 20 per cent., it will be good cement ? It will be moderately good cement as tar as the residue 
is concerned.
9652. In the case of 1378 it is only 8'3I against the maximum of 20 per cent. ? les.
9653. And in the case of the 14,400 mesh to the square inch sieve, what is it? 12 6 against a maximum
of 30 per cent. „ . . , , , •
9654. How do you make the tension tests ? They are made by first mixing the cement with a certain 
proportion of water and putting it into moulds, and then after the first day immersing it in water tor 
various periods. At the end of these periods the cement is taken out and broken by tension.
9655. You are very careful when you put the briquettes into water after having made them that the water 
is kept at a fairly uniform temperature ? Yes. We have a gas stove for that purpose.
9656. The quantity of water you put into the neat cement briquettes and into the 1 to 3 sand briquettes
varies with the fineness and condition of the cement ? With the quality of the cement. Some cement 
requires a great deal of water ; other cement a wonderfully small quantity of water. . .
9657. You have a machine for ascertaining the quantity of water that should be put into briquettes m 
order to obtain uniform comparative results? The machine is based upon the principle that it cement 
is kept under a certain pressure under water it will absorb a certain quantity of water. We have a 
standard pressure of 1,400 lb. to the square inch. The cement is put into a mould and is pressed down, 
and is allowed to absorb water for two hours. The percentage absorbed is taken as a guide to work 
upon as to how much water to put with the cement when making the briquettes.
9658. You are in a position to state that the utmost care is exercised in the testing oi cement in the 
Department of Public Works? We take the greatest care wo can ; in fact, we often have tests com
pletely taken over again in order to satisfy ourselves if we are not thoroughly satisfied in the first instance.
9659. Upon special occasions you make the test extend over many years ? Up to five years.
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W. S. D. 9692. What is the falling off in the test in the twenty-eight day’s cold water bath? There is not a 
Roberts, falling off at all in the twenty-eight days. It increases to 168 lb.

9693. But what is the standard? Two hundred pounds. '
n y> ‘ 9694. Sis SonorYou are referring now to the tensile strength ? Yes.

9695. That is a square inch section ? Yes.
9696. Mr. Parkes!] Have you any compression tests ? No.
9697. With regard to the porosity of the cement, how many tests have you made; did you make many 
tests or only one ? It is some years ago now. I made a great many.
9698. With what cement ? With various qualities of cement: .
9699. Did you make the tests in a bath, or what method did you adopt ? We had an apparatus specially
designed for making the test. .
9700. In all the tests you made did no water get through ? Did the cement itself keep the water trom 
going through in all the tests ? The neat cement was impervious after a given period.
9701. And when mixed with sand, what results did you get ? That would depend entirely upon the
quality of the cement and the sand. 1 to 1 mortar would be after a time impervious. _
9702. Would there be no appearance of moisture on the underside of the disc? Por a certain time, but
it would afterwards be dry. . .
9703. In all the tests you made with the 1 to 1 mortar were you successful? I cannot say without referring 
to them. They were made a long time ago. I know we found that neat cement was perfectly impervious 
after a certain time.
9704. Sis Sonor.] What is the twenty-eight days’ test you have spoken of—the test under which the 
sample of John Try’s cement failed? It is the tensional strength after twenty-eight days in cold water.
9705. When you are testing a lot of cement I suppose you cannot wait more than a certain time, and
twenty-eight days is your limit ? Yes. . i. j j
9706. Then, if you reject the cement upon the ground of the tensional strength being under the standard, 
after twenty-eight days, do you continue the test so that you may be in a position to tell what the 
tensional strength is after a longer period has elapsed? We often keep the cement for a longer period. 
We make up some of our tests to five years. We can get results at any time. They are recorded after 
twenty-eight days for reference. The twenty-eight days’ test is considered the final test.
9707. In the case of this particular cement the tensile strength after three months was 258 lb. ? Yes.
9708. What is the minimum standard required after three months ? 275 1b. ,
9709. In point of fact, then, this cement has never passed the testing-room as far as tensile strength is
concerned ? No, it has not passed the test as far as tensile strength is concerned. _
9710. If it did stand the test after a further lapse of time—tbat is, if the tensile strength increased to 
your standard—would you then pass the cement if everything else were right ? It would be hardly fair 
to deal with it in that way, because in the meantime the cement might have deteriorated. You would 
require to test it again to find out that it had not deteriorated.
9711. In what respect would it deteriorate ? Cement is rather an unstable compound. If it be kept 
exposed to the air in any way it generally decomposes. Some cement will decompose much faster than 
others.
9712. What chemical change takes place ? It decomposes. ....
9713. That applies to the lime, of course, but to what other parts ;—1 thought that the principle of
cement was that it was all in an uncombined state;—is it really decomposition or combination which goes 
on ? I am referring to unhydrated cement in a state of powder. In that case decomposition would 
go on. . .
9714. But what is the decomposition ;—what are the component parts of the cement ? The principal
components are a double silicate of lime and alumina, silicate of lime, aluminate of lime, and ferrite. 
Some of these are feeble compounds, and some are more stable compounds. The feeble compounds would 
be liable to decompose from exposure to the air. • . .
9715. It is the lime compounds that decompose by the action of the carbon dioxide ? That is the mam 
reason, combined with a certain amount of dampness, of course.
9716. All changes which take place after setting are, in the case of good cement, favourable and 
strengthening ? Yes ; the strength increases by hydration and crystallisation.
9717. That is all in favour of the stability of the cement ? Yes. _ _
9718. Mr. Davis.] As to the 28 days’ test—is it not a fact that the exigencies of work often make it 
necessary to decide whether cement is to be accepted or rejected upon a 7 days’ test ? A few years ago it 
was always accepted or rejected upon a 7 days’ test. Twenty-eight days was considered too long a period 
to wait.
9719. It is difficult for contractors to make arrangements to keep a sufficient stock upon the works to
permit of their waiting for a 28 days’ test ? Yes. _
9720. As a matter of fact, you yourself do not pass or reject cement; that is left to the Engineer-in-Chief ? 
Yes.
9721. Your part of the business is simply to make the tests and record the results ? Yes.
9722. Sis Sonor!] And to report ? Yes ; to report on the facts.
9723. To the Engineer-in-Chief ? Yes.
9724. Mr. Davis!] As to the doubt in your mind as indicated by the two sets of figures at the head of
some of these certificates, one in red ink and the other in black ink ;—when you put in the red figures, I 
presume you would hear from someone that there was a doubt as to the number of bags or casks in the 
parcel? Yes. ,
9725. There might have been uncertainty in connection with other tests without your hearing anything
about it? Yes. _
9726. Mr. Parkes!] Who gives you these returns ? The information for the tests is conveyed to me 
upon paper through the proper course.
9727. What is that course ? It is to send in an application for a test.
9728. How would that be sent ? Through the Engineer in charge of the contract.
9729. To whom does he send it ? He sends it either to me or to the Engineer in charge of the office.
9730. Who would that be ? In the present instance, Mr. Carlton.
9731. In former instances, who would it be ? Mr. Davis.
9732. Mr. Gummow.] With regard to the sands;—you have tested the Nepean sand, crushed sandstone,
and the Surrey Hills sand ? Yes, sand from most of the districts round about Sydney. 9733.
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9733. Do you remember testing any crushed sandstone that came from the Gras Company’s quarry at W. S. D.
North Shore ? Tes ; I think I made two or three, or perhaps four, tests of that sandstone. Roberts.
9733!. Have you made any other tests of crushed sandstone ? Tes ; I think in connection with Contract
No. 118. ( SWJuly.lsge-
9734. In connection with any others ? Tes, various contracts. .
9735. What opinion have you arrived at as to the strength and value of crushed sandstone for sand? We
arrived at the result that some of the crushed sandstone was very good sand to use with cement on 
account of the uneven size of the grain permitting it to take up space which would not otherwise be 
filled up by sand. Owing to the uneven size of the grains, a certain quantity of superfluous cement 
would not be required to fill up the spaces. .
9736. Mr. Parkes."] In other words, you say that fine sand would take the place of cement ? It would to 
fill up the voids, but the cement gets around each particle of sand as well, and the whole mass would be 
just as solid as it would otherwise be.
9737. Sis Sonor.] The particles you would find in cement would be infinitely smaller than the average 
grains of sand ? Infinitely. It is following out the principle which is used in all concrete—that is, to 
take certain sized stones and to mix them often with material of smaller quality and then with sand and 
cement, the whole of the material being afterwards cemented together in a solid mass. The more uneven 
the aggregate is the less cement would be required to do the same amount of work.
9738. Mr. Q-ummow.] As regards strength, did not some of the results you obtained from crushed sandstone 
exceed your standard ? In some cases we got high results.
9739. Have you found that in a number of cases the crushed sandstone has given higher results than 
has the Nepean sand ? In some cases it has been found to give perceptibly higher results than has the 
Nepean sand, and for the very reason that the cement required to fill up the voids is not so much as 
would be required with an even sized grain of sand. Tou fill up the voids with small grains of sand and 
stone and you get a greater strength.
9740. Sts Sonor.] The addition of the cement to the sand does not increase the original bulk of the 
sand ? It should not increase the bulk much. In all instances it does increase it a little.
9741. Does the bulk diminish as you go on mixing dry ? I am speaking now of mixing wet.
9742. Do you not mix dry before you mix wet ? Tes ; we mix dry at first.
9743. Is not that one important element in the matter—thorough dry mixing before wet mixing? I do 
not think it is very important, because the material cannot be thoroughly mixed when dry.
9744. It is only after the wetting, you say, that thorough mixing takes place ? The mixing after wetting 
is most important, because the cement then adheres to every particle of sand that is turned over.
9745. Gummow.] Tou have seen different qualities of Nepean sand? There are at least two
qualities of it—some is fine and some is coarse. •
9746. Have you ever received these two qualities for test ? Tes.
9747. Upon contracts ? I cannot recollect now'where thev came from.
9748. Have you ever had any occasion to condemn Nepean sand ; —have you ever found that it did not 
go up to the standard t I do not remember that; Nepean sand I have found to be one of the best sands.
9749. Have you ever tested sandstone crushed by a rock breaking crusher? Tes ; I bave tested crushed 
sandstone wdiich I have been told has been crushed.
9750. Was it of a very fine description, like powder ? I 
test a long time ago.
9751. Did the sand come up to your standard ? I should have to know to what contract you are referring 
before I answered that question.
9752. Take Contract 118 ? I do not recollect; but I may say that the passing of the sand would not be 
part of my duty at all.
9753. But as regards the tests, did you find that the sand was of the requisite strength ? I think I 
remember now that some crushed sandstone was sent in from Contract No. 118 ; I remember it came 
considerably above the minimum tension and crushing strength.
9754. Can you tell His Honor whether, as a matter of fact, there is any clay in crushed sandstone? I 
should have to refer to the tests to ascertain those particulars.
9755. Sis Sonor.] Have you tested any of the sand chemically for clay? I merely wash it and record 
the percentage which is capable of being washed out.
9756. Have you any recollection of what you have found in the Sydney sandstone in that relation ? As 
a rule 1 or 2 per cent, is generally washed out. In river sand, of course, none is washed out.
9757. Suppose the clay is not washed out and that the crushed sandstone is used as sand without washing, 
how would that affect the cement ? It would not be so good as sand which had been thoroughly washed.
9758. Would 1 or 2 per cent, of clay in the sand lead finally either to disintegration of the compo. after it 
had set or to a gradual shrinkage of the whole mass ? I do not think 1 or 2 per cent, of clay would lead 
to either of those things. It would require a much larger percentage to bring about shrinkage. I do not 
think there would be the slightest shrinkage of the concrete after it had been mixed with water, no 
matter how much clay there might be in it. The clay might be washed out and voids might be left, but 
the concrete itself would not shrink.
9759. Are you referring now to a shrinkage in the setting or to a subsequent shrinkage ? I mean after
it has set. Of course when it has set the clay would be incorporated in the set cement. It might after
wards get washed out, and it would also have a chemical action on the cement; but the washing out could 
not possibly make the mass of concrete shrink in volume. The mass would be perfectly hard. It mioht 
become honey-combed as a consequence of the washing out of the clay, but I cannot see that there would 
be any other result. ^ '
9760. From the particles of alumina parting with the particles of water which remained in association 
with them, and the thorough setting of the other materials in the cement—that would happen ? Tes.
9761. How long would it probably take if such a thing did happen? We have no record of how Iona- it
would take. 0
9762. Mr. Gummow.] Do you remember making any tests for Carter, Gummow, & Co., of blocks which 
they had made and brought to the office ? Tes.
9763. Can you remember the work in connection with which these blocks were tested ? In connection 
with the Monier arches.

cannot recollect these points now ; I made the

9764.
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9764. Do you remember if any of tbe blocks had been cut out of the arches tested two years ago at North 
Sydney ? Yes ; I remember that.
9765. Did you see the construction of those arches ? Yes.
9766. Was the sand washed before it was put into them ? If I recollect rightly, Nepean sand was used.
9767. You do not know whether it was crushed sandstone or not ? I have a notion that it was Nepean sand.
9768. Do you remember some tests being made with 6-in. cubes made by Carter, Gummow, & Co., some
twelve months ago ? Yes; 6-in. cement mortar cubes. _ _
9769. Do you know what they were composed of? Of the same material which was to be used in the
Monier arches. .
9770. Do you know what sands we used for them? Various sands, I believe. _
9771. Mr. Davis.'] You produce a test sheet containing a series of tests made in the departmental testing 
room of compos, of 3 of sand to 1 of cement ? Those are the tests referred to by Mr. Gummow, made 
by, the Department from samples used in connection with the Monier arches upon Contract 77.
9772. What sand was used ? Pine sand, the North Sydney quarry sand, and coarse and fine Nepean sand.
9773. Were these comparative tests made to your knowledge with a view to find out wdiich would be the 
best sand to use in the Monier arches upon Contract 77 ? Yes.
9774. W'hich sand gave the best results according to that test sheet? The North Sydney quarries sand
gave the highest results iu all these experiments—2395'5, 2208'0, 2087'0,2226‘0. Those figures represent 
the crushing strength per square inch in pounds. _ .
9775. These are compression strains ? Yes ; those results were obtained against results from the JNepean 
coarse sand, wdiich was the next best, as follows :—1172'2, 975'0, 1244'4, 1036'0, 1115'0, and 120o 0.
9776. What did the fine Nepean sand give? 757'5, 958'6, 895'2, 1409'0, 1735'0.
9777. You made no tension tests? No ; that wmuld not be necessary. _
9778. You know the ratio of tension tests to compression tests, and, having that knowledge, you could 
calculate the tension strains if necessary ? Yes. They are calculated at one-seventh to one-tenth.
9779. The tensional strength is one-seventh to one-tenth ot compression strength ? Yes. _
9780. Seeing that the strains to which this sand wmuld be put would be only in compression, compression 
strengths alone were considered ? Undoubtedly.
9781. Mr. Gummow.] W^hat is the date of the document from which you have read? The20th August, 1895.
9782. As to clay or-any other foreign matter in these sands, is it not a fact that any foreign element of that 
description wmuld always show itself in compression and tension tests by decreasing the strength ? A. 
foreign element like clay would, if it were present in an excessive quantity, show itself in compression and 
tension as well.
9783. Mis Honor.] Would a low percentage have any effect at all ? A low' percentage would take up
such a small amount of room in the mass that the difference in strength would not be perceptible. Even 
if there were a void it would not be perceptible. _ .
9784. Mr. Davis.] You may regard the presence of clay as creating so many voids ? Kather more than 
that. The clay has a certain action upon the cement chemically.
9785. Mis Honor.] What is that ? In preventing it from hardening if the clay is in great excess. It is, 
therefore, always advisable not to use sand containing too much clay..
9786. Does it prevent the material from setting ? No ; from hardening.
9787. Mr. Davis.] Would you say that all the material you washed out of sand in the making of your 
tests would be clay; would not a portion of it be likely to be something else? Well, we simply say that 
it is capable of being washed out, wdiich is putting it in the most practical way.
9788. Deferring once more to the effect which clay would have upon the shrinkage of concrete from the 
experiments you have made, are you in a position to say absolutely that if clay were present in small 
quantities in either compo. or concrete the-effect wmuld be—supposing the clay were washed away to 
leave the structure honeycombed ; would it have no effect upon the shrinkage of the material in mass ? 
I do not think the question has been thoroughly settled yet in any part of the world ; that is, the question 
as to the quantity of clay which might be present in cement without doing it any harm
9789. His Honor.] Whatever mischief is caused is not caused by the disappearance of the molecules of 
alumina but by the disappearance of water which remains in that peculiar association with alumina wdiich 
no one can find out ? The cement would take up the water from the alumina, and if there were a void it 
wmuld be created by the smaller volume of alumina remaining.
9790. Mr. Davis.] You have the same thing in ironstone ; you sometimes find a small kernel which has
been created by clay and organic matter; this is eventually washed out, leaving a honeycombing such 
as you would expect to find in concrete if clay were present in small quantities ? That is one of the 
theories which I bave heard advanced. . .
9791. Mis Honor.] If the molecules of clay wmre generally distributed right through the whole mass of set
concrete or compo., would there not be a general shrinkage by the departure of the water associated with 
the clay, either by combination wdth the surrounding material or by evaporation ? The concrete in that 
case would be too solid—too hard a mass to shrink. It might become honeycombed, or if there were 
anything present to disintegrate the cement, a part of it might fall to powder. Something of that sort 
might happen, but I do not see how the mass could possibly shrink in any way. There is not sufficient 
elasticity to permit of shrinkage. .
9792. You possibly noticed that Mr. Young, in his evidence, said that he had experience of set concrete 
shrinking some years after it had set; he ascribed it to the presence of clay in the sand; how would 
you explain it ? I have not seen it, and I do not believe it can happen.
9793. The shrinkage, according to Mr. Young, showed itself by cracks ? There might be cracks, but 
there would not be any shrinkage of the mass itself.
9794. You would put it down to some cross stress which had not been allowed for ? Cement cracks from 
many causes ; the presence of a certain quantity of caustic lime will crack cement.
9795. The presence of lime would actually cause expansion, would it not ? Yes. _ _
9796. You think that if such a thing did occur it would be due most likely to the presence of lime ? Yes.
9797. Mr. Davis.] I should like you to be quite clear on this point—as to whether the presence of clay
in the samples of sand when tested would not be discovered in the compression and tension tests ? There 
is only one standard sand used in these tests as recorded in the book; but, in testing sand from different 
places, I should certainly say that any excessive quantity of clay would be discovered by the compression 
or tension strength when the sand had been mixed with the cement. 9798.
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9798. At the time you test the sample sand that is submitted to you is it not a fact that you make up 
from the same cement, under the same conditions, briquettes made with sand which you regard as 
standard sand, that standard sand being always of a uniform quality, and that the sample of sand that is 
submitted is in that way compared with the standard sand of the testing-room ? That is so.
9799. So that you would know^ absolutely whether the sand submitted for test contained any injurious 
element P We should certainly know whether it contained any element injurious to strength if we 
tested the strength of it.
9800. Mr. Gummow.'] Besides the briquettes'or blocks I mentioned, have you tested any other blocks for
us ? Ido not recollect now. '
9801. Did you ever test any of our Monier plates ? Tes.
9802. Can you give us the particulars of the test ? I tested some Monier plates made by your firm. 
The plates were 2 inches thick, and we found them in excess of the strength of ordinary plates of cement 
and sand.
9803. His Honor.] I suppose you tested them with a cross strain ? Tes.
9804. Mr. Gummow.] Have you any idea how much stronger than ordinary plates they were? lam 
afraid to say now; I have not the particulars before me.
9805. His Honor.] Have you any idea, roughly, as to how many times stronger the plates proved to be 
in resisting the breaking strain than compo. plates of the same thickness would be P If I recollect 
rightly, they were found to be about seven or eight times as strong as ordinary compo. plates.*
9806. Mr. GummowDo you consider that our firm have taken more than an ordinary contractor’s 
interest in the testing of cement and compo. ? As far as my experience has gone, i think the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. have taken the greatest interest in obtaining information, with a view to the 
getting of good material. They have shown a greater interest in that matter than have any other Govern

- ment contractors -with whom we have had to deal.
9807. Do you know whether Carter, Gummow, & Co. have had to pay for some of these tests ? I was 
going to say that they also had to pay for the tests.
9808. His Honor7\ What are you by profession ? An engineer. ‘
9809. Are you a chemist ? No; I am an engineer who has been obliged to make a study of chemistry 
iu order to learn his own profession thoroughly.
9810. Tou have made chemistry more a speciality than have most engineers ? Of course, being placed in 
the position-in ■which I am, I have had to find out all the peculiarities of cement and other material.

W. S. D. 
Roberts.

20Julyfl896.

George Dawson recalled and further examined :—
9811. Mr. Parkes.] On 1st July you gave the following evidence:— G. Dawson.
6724. Did you work on the Glebe job ? No. e
6725. Did you work on the Annandale job ? Yes. . 20 July, 1896.
6726. Was there any defective work done there ? Casks which had been opened there were sent over to the shed to be 
filled with cement which I was told had been condemned. \Ye were supposed to break them up, but when the heads were 
taken out we were ordered by the ganger, Bandeen, to take them to the shed, where they were filled up with cement from 
bags.
6727. Do you sa,y the cement was in bags ? Yes. It was taken from them and put into the casks.
6728. Where did it come from? It was Cullen Bullen cement, I think ; I never noticed the brand.
In what direction did the Annandale job run ? Down towards Johnstone’s Creek.
9812. Where were the bags of cement to which you referred ? In the cement shed, with the casks.
9813. How many bags would there be ? There might be 4,000 or 5,000 for aught I knew. There was a
big stack of them. - •
9814. Is it true that the men used to fill up casks from these bags ? There was one man in the shed 
filling them.
9815. When was that? About February or March of this year.
9816. Was that cement still on the work when you left ? Tes ; on the day I left.
9817. Was there any great quantity of cask cement ? Tes.
9818. Would there be 500 casks? -There would be more than that, I dare say. I remember opening the 
shed one morning and seeing that it was chock-a-block with casks.
9819. When the casks were empty what was done ? The heads were taken out, and the empty casks 
were sent over in the dray to the shed. There was a man there to fill them, and one day I saw him 
filling them. The casks came back to us refilled and reheaded.
9820. What was that man’s name ? Cady.
9821. Did you see any brand on the bags ? I never noticed any.
9822. Mr. Parkes.] Who was the Government Inspector on that job ? Mr. Lockyer, I think.
9823. Was Mr. Rudolph Government Inspector there? No.
9824. Or Mr. O’Hanlan ? No.
9825. Mr. Smiths] It was only on this one occasion that you saw the men filling the casks with cement ?
Tes. .
9826. How many of the casks were there empty then ? I could not say. They used to send over 11,12, •
or 13, as the case might be.
9827. Did you send them over on more than one occasion ? On several occasions.
9828. Who was working with you when you sent those empty casks over? All the crowd were there 
together.
9829. Who were the crowd? I cannot enumerate them all.
9830. But can you enumerate some ? There were Martin Byrne, Jim Driscoll, Tim. Gollagher, Dick
Churchman, and others. ,
9831. Did you see these bags of cement in the shed? Tes.
9832. How many did you see? There might be 3,000 or 4,000. I cannot say how many, but there was a
big stack of them. "
9833. Was the Inspector about when these empty casks were returned to the shed ? The Government
Inspector stopped us from taking the heads off. 9834. 1

* Note (on revision)It should bo explained that this is arrived at only by making the compo. with a minimum amount 
of water, which would increase to strength of the Monier compo. to more than double the strength of ordinary compo. (crush
ing strength), and the iron rods would bear all the tensile stress, which is only one-seventh to one-tenth the crushing stress.
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It was when his back was turned that this sort of thing went on ? Tes.
Who was overlooking you on behalf of the contractors ? Bandeen.
Did he give you instructions about this ? Tes. It was done on his order.
It was no one else’s order ? No.
Sis Sonor.'] I suppose you could not distinguish the cement when it came out of the cask ? No. 

All that we could tell it by was that the casks were not so tightly filled.
9839. Did you notice many casks which were not so tightly filled as the casks which came out from 
Europe ? Tes, a great many.
9840. How many ? If I said forty or fifty I daresay I should be within bounds.
9841. Could you be pretty certain, on opening a cask, as to whether it was a cask which had originally 
come out as it then was, or whether it had been refilled? Tes, if you took particular notice.
9842. Did you take particular notice? Sometimes we could not help noticing.
9843. Could you tell in any way by the nails ? Tes.
9844. Were the same kind of nails used in the refilled casks as in the original casks ? Wire nails were 
used in the refilled casks and square section nails were used in the original casks.
9845. Could you not also tell by the state of the hoops ? Tes ; the hoops would not be very sound. Of 
course they had to be put over the top again when the casks were refilled.
9846. Were the hoops generally put back again ? Tes. We were told to put all we could inside the 
casks wdien we sent them over to be refilled.
9847. When the casks were refilled could you not see the old nail holes ? Tes ; and the heads were all 
broken as well.
9848. So that you could be quite sure as to the casks ? Tes.

G. Dawson. 9834.
9835.

20 July, 1896. gggg
9837.
9838.

William Gilliver recalled and further examined :—
W. Gilliver. 9849. Mr. Parkes.] Tou gave us evidence when you were last here as to the length of time you had been 

s contracting in New South Wales ? Tes.
20 July, 1896. 9850. Tou have had to mix up a good quantity of concrete in your time. The Government, in their 

specifications, provide for a 7, 3, and 2, special concrete, a 4, 2, and 1, bluestone concrete, and a 5, 2, and 
1, sandstone concrete ? Tes, that is the specification which is generally used.
9851. In the case of the 4, 2, and 1, bluestone concrete, how much cement does it take to make a yard ?
We put in 16 feet of bluestone, 8 feet of sand, and a cask of cement, or 4 cubic feet; that would be the 
gauge. _
9852. What will that run out ? Nineteen and a half cubic feet.
9853. The proportion of cement would be about a cask and what ? The difference between 19^ cubic 
feet and 27 cubic feet, whatever that would take. I have tested it both at Bookwood and Parramatta, 
using the Emu Plains sand.
9854. What about the 5, 2, and 1 concrete—what will that run out ? Twenty-three and a half cubic feet.
9855. And the 7, 3, and 2 special concrete ? I could not say. I have done so little of that.
9856. That is of a special nature, and it would take more cement than the others ? Tes ; it is used round 
manhole covers.
9857. But the proportions of 3 of sand and 2 of cement would make it contain more cement than the 
other concretes ? Tes. I do not think I have done more than 20 cubic yards of it during the whole time I 
have been contracting.
9858. The specification of the Government is a very severe one. Tou are supposed to put the invert of 
the sewer in in 9-inch layers; and to grout up with an inch of cement on each layer ? Tes, but we do not 
do that. We put a cradle in and fill in either side ; 3-in. lagging is used.
9859. Tou do not carry out the specification as to the layers ;—do you know if it has ever been carried 
out by any contractors ? It is not usually carried out. We fill in the two sides of the cradle ; there may 
be a 6-inch layer or a foot layer.
9860. But in the morning, or when you commence work after any stoppage, do you put a layer of cement 
on—that is, a flushing or grouting? It is cement-washed. It would be stepped or brought up to a head 
before knocking off. But if it had been left any length of time it would be flushed.
9861. Tour calculations for the cement required do not allow for an inch of grouting ? No.
9862. Tou have not taken that into account at all ? No ; that would come out of a separate cask, but
very little of that is done. . '
9863. Tou have given the basis on which you proceed in making any estimate for quantities of cement ? 
Tes.
9864. Did you ever have an inspector named Beid supervising your work ? Tes ; he supervised the 
Coogee culvert contract I had, and he was relieving inspector at Parramatta on two or three occasions.
9865. Was he a quarrelsome man ? No ; he was not at all quarrelsome, but he was very particular.
9866. Tou had no reason to ask for his withdrawal on any occasion in consequence of his quarrelling with 
your men? No. I would as soon work under Beid as any inspector I have ever worked under.
9867. Is he strict in carrying out his duties ? Hois. There can be no two opinions about that. He appears 
to me to be a conscientious, fair man. I do not think he would put a contractor to unnecessary expense. 
He never did so in our case.
9868. Will you read the letter I hand you ? Tes. It is as follows:—“I certify that Bobert G. Beid 
was engaged on the Sydney and suburban sewerage works as second-class inspector for about 18 months, 
and that his services were dispensed with in September last, on account of slackness of work. He is an 
industrious, sober, and reliable, man, and quite suitable for any position similar to the one he has filled in 
this branch.—J. Davis, Supervising Engineer.” There are two minutes appended to that. One, by Mr. 
Hickson, is as follows:—“.From personal observation, I can endorse the above.” Then Mr. Davis has 
also written, on 20th January of present year :—“ Inspector Beid has been employed on sewerage works 
since the foregoing date on two occasions, extending over a period of upwards of two years.”
9869. Tou have always found him to be an upright man, keeping you up to your duties ? Tes.
9870. But never a man who bounced anyone unnecessarily ? No ; I have found him, as I say, a fair man. 
He is particular and exacting. There is no doubt about that—more so than some of the other inspectors 
are.

9871.
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9871. Mr. Davis.~\ A s to the grouting, has any specification which you have had in connection with W. Gilliver. 
sewerage works provided for an inch of grouting? I cannot say what has been specified. We have _
always grouted when we have stopped work and when it has been left for any time. 0 July. 1896.
9872. What do you understand by the term, an inch—do you take it to be an inch thick ? No ; I suppose 
it would not be an inch thick; but the work is always grouted when it is stepped—that is, going from the 
old work to the new.
9873. But what do you mean by an inch of grouting ? I did not say that I had done an inch.
9874. Have you ever known it to be done to the extent of an inch in thickness ? No.
9875. Would it not be absurd to talk of an inch of grouting? The work is flushed over with pretty good 
stuff.
9876. His Honor.~\ You grout the work to cause a bond? Yes.
9877. Mr. Davis.'] When a piece of work is finished overnight, would there be'any large holes left in the 
concrete ;—is it not the practice to finish the concrete with a flushed surface ? Yes ; but in cases where 
it is not flush we always grout it up. As a rule, it is worked with spades up to a piece of timber to get a 
smooth face.
9878. That is obtained outside and inside ? Yes.
9879. As to the quantity of cement in a cask—what would you say a cask of cement would contain? 
dir cubic feet. I have measured it repeatedly.
9880. If it were taken out of the cask, it would make in the gauge box 4-5 cubic feet, you say ? Yes.
9881. And the concrete, which was to be in the proportion of L of cement to 2 of sand and 5 of sandstone,
would contain more sand than 8 cubic feet and more stone than 20 cubic feet—is that so or not ? 1 am
not sure that I understand your question. The figures I have given you are from my own practical 
experience. I know that they are correct.
9882. Have you done any tunnel packing ? I have been concreting for about twenty years.
9883. Have you done any sewerage tunnel packing with sandstone concrete ? Yes, over brickwork.
9884. On those occasions, was it not a fact that it was to your interest, and certainly not injurious to the 
work, to measure more concrete than a cask of cement would make up ? The work would be packed with 
poor concrete, would it not ?
9885. What gauge-box did you use for mixing the concrete in your tunnel packing? I could not tell you.
9886. Were the gauge-boxes for 20 feet of stone and 8 feet of sand ? I could not tell you.
9887. Supposing a smaller gauge-box than 20 feet of stone and 8 feet of sand were used, wmuld it not be 
necessary to take the cement out of a cask ? Yes, undoubtedlv it would be, if you were using 5,2, and 1; 1
but the concrete used, I understood, wras poor concrete. Why I am so certain of the point is that one of . , ,. 
your inspectors and myself tried the quantities I have given upon the Parramatta and Bookwood cou- '
tracts. .
9888. Would it be necessary to take cement out of the casks if less than a 20-feet gauge-box were used ?
Yes.
9889. Would not the cement have to be gauged in that case ? Yes ; a tunnel is lined in 3-feet lengths, 
and you could not mix 20 cubic feet to cover over a space of 3 inches.
9890. But cement, when mixed wdth concrete in that way, would have to be taken out of the cask ? Yes.
9891. In all such cases it wmuld make 4|-cubic feet ? We have carried out a contract at the rate of 
4|- cubic feet. That is where w7e wmre at cross purposes with the departmental officers. We measured it, 
and put in as much stone as would be the proper proportion with 4-5- cubic feet.
9892. As to the sand, you say that the experiment you made was made with Emu Plains sand ? Yes.
9893. Have you made any experiments with crushed sandstone? Yes ; and we got half a foot less.
9894. Have you made an experiment with drift sand ? No ; I have never used any of that.
989o. You know that until recently drift sand wras used exclusively in sewerage work ? Not since I have 
been contracting.
9896. You do not know it of your own knowledge ? No.
9897. When you said just now that a cask of cement would make 19^ feet of bluestone concrete and 
23|- feet of sandstone concrete, you were giving the results of your own experiments ? Yes.
9898. You put the mixture back into the gauge box ? Yes.
9899. You were not present when a similar experiment was made at Plattsburg? No.
9900. Although your partner may have been present ? I know of it only from hearsay. Either Mr.
Curtis or Mr. Stack could give you the information.
9901. As a contractor, with a good deal of experience, do you think it would be fair to take a single 
experiment as an absolute criterion of what a cask of cement would make in the work ? My experiment 
agreed with the way in which we were using the material as it went down into the tunnel.
9902. Do you think a cask of cement would make the same quantity of concrete that you made when 
putting the mixture into the gauge box ? I suppose it would be the same thing. It was simply knocked 
off the shovel into the box, and then back again.
9903. Do you think the gauging of concrete of the same mixture would vary at all? It might if they 
used gravel with the sandstone as they did at Plattsburg.

W°uld not the fineness or otherwise of the stone and sand have a great deal to do with the bulk 
which could be made by the gauging of bluestone and sandstone concrete ? Undoubtedly ; we have been 
gettmg our sandstone broken smaller, and we get a better result.

^ou might make a dozen experiments and you would not get the same result supposing you used a 
different mesh of stone and a different fineness of sand with the same quantity of cement? It would 
vary more or less. ■
9906. His Honor.] It depends upon how the stone is broken, and the shape into which it is broken ? Yes.
9907. Mr.' Gummow.] Is it not the case that every man cannot necessarily agree with another man—for •
instance, do you agree with every man with whom you come into contact? No ; I have often had a 
hiding and often given one. ■
9908. Could the man to whom you gave a hiding, for instance, necessarily agree with another individual ?
Not necessarily, I suppose. .
9909. So that, although you could agree with Inspector Eeid, it is possible that Inspector Eeid’s tempera
ment might not agree with that of some other persons? That is quite possible. I have spoken of Eeid 
as I found him.

9910.
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W. Gilliver. 9910. You do not infer that, because Eeid does not agree with some one else, that that other person is 
' necessarily in the wrong ? Erom my experience of Eeid I should say he was a man who would be satisfied 

20 July, 1896. w-t]1 a £ajr thing.
9911. But if he disagrees with anyone else, does it necessarily follow that Eeid is right, and that the 
other person is wrong ? I never found Eeid unreasonable.
9912. You say that bluestone concrete of the gauging you have named would make 19^ cubic feet, and 
that the sandstone concrete would make 23i cubic feet ? Yes.
9913. If other witnesses say they would go only 16 feet and 20 feet, are they incorrect ? Not necessarily. 
A good deal would depend upon how the stone was broken and forked.
9914. At that rate you cannot tell to within 3^- cubic feet whether you or they are right ? We simply 
forked the stuff out of the heap, and put the sand in it; but I am quite satisfied with the results.
9915. If another witness says that the quantities you gave would make 16 and 20 cubic feet, are they 
correct or not ? I do not see how I could answer that question.
9916. Mr. Parices.~\ Are you using for your concrete sand crushed from stone which comes out of the 
tunnelling ? It comes from a hill alongside.
9917. Carter & Co. are using sand from stone which comes out of their tunnelling, are they not ? I 
could not say.
9918. But it comes from the neighbourhood, does it not;—it is all the same class of stone ? Yes. I
think the man who supplies them is working within a few yards of the place where we are working. We 
are practically working at the one place. •
9919. Mr. Gummow.’] Do you know where the sand we are using comes from;—are you sure that we are 
not using North Sydney sand in our aqueducts ? I could not say. M‘Millan said he was supplying you 
with sand, and he said that it had been already tested, that he could supply us with the same sand, and 
that there would be no bother about it.
9920. But does the sand we are using come out of the tunnelling ? I do not know where it comes from. 
I know that we are getting better stone out of our tunnelling now than is being used for the sandstone 
concrete; it is very much harder.

Peter Parfitt sworn and examined:—
P. Parfitt. 9921. Mr. Parkes.] On July 6th of this year, Mr. Eigg, your assistant manager, was a witness before the 
^ \ Commission, and he said that he did not know your business or connection with certain questions. Other-

20 July, 1896. wise you would not have been asked to attend to-day. *Two days before Mr. Eigg came here, was not 
Mr. Hickson in your office ? I could not answer that question.
9922. Did he not see you ? No ; I never saw him in my life to my knowledge.
9923. Mr. Hickson has said before this Commission in answer to questions that he had a communication 
from the manager or sub-manager of your Bank, in which he said that, if any question arose in connection 
with the sureties of Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Gillan, if the matter were referred to him he would furnish all 
particulars. Did you send that ? It is quite possible that such a communication may have been sent 
from the office. Personally I had nothing to do with it.
9924. And you say you have never seen Mr. Hickson in your life ? I have not to my knowledge.
9925. Mr. Hickson in his evidence said that the manager or sub-manager of your Bank had said that he 
would give any information as to the stability of the firm, and he thought that Mr. Gillan’s name was 
specially mentioned. Mr. Eigg in his evidence said that no inquiries had been made of him. Did you 
have any conversation with Mr. Eigg about this matter at all 1 No. The names you are using now are 
hardly familiar to me.
9926. You never had any conversation at all with your sub-manager as to the names as sureties of Mr.
Eorrest and Mr. Gillan, which were given to the Works Department ? No. ,
9927 On no occasion ? No.
9928. You never heard from any of your officers whether Mr. Hickson was on July 4th at the Bank ? No. 
9929 Could you furnish the Commission with the credit limit given to the firm of Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. ? We have no fixed limit at all.
9930. Have you not a book in which you minute up the credit limits which you give to your clients ? 
When we absolutely arrange matters with them ; but as far as I can discover there is no record of any 
such arrangement with these gentlemen. Their account used to swing up to about £3,000.
9931. Was that their limit ? We expected an explanation if they went any further than that. As far as 

, I have been able to see upon the records which I looked up before coming here they have not gone beyond
that.
9932. Have you, as manager of the Bank, looked into the account of the firm ? Not specifically. Since 
I took charge here the account has been working towards reduction.

Walter Alexander Smith recalled and further examined :—
vV. A. Smith. 9933. Mr. Smith, you have read the evidence of Mr. Bryant and Mr. Symonds given before the Com- 
,—mission on 10th instant F Yes.

20 July, 18£6. 9934. And you have read more particularly the statement putin by Mr. Bryant as the result of his 
examination of the vouchers relating to the cost of the Monier culvert at Strathfield ? Yes.
9935. Is that statement taken from the vouchers a fair statement ? No, it certainly is not.
9936. Why do you say it is not a fair statement ? Because it includes many items which, although they 
may be chargeable to the Main Western Eoad, are not chargeable to the Monier culvert. They are 
correctly paid from the Main Western Eoad Yote, but they are not fairly chargeable against the Monier 
culvert.
9937. Have you gone through very carefully all the vouchers referred to in Bryant’s statement ? Y'es.

" 9938.
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9938. And you have prepared a statement showing in detail in what respects vou differ from that state- W/ A. Smith, 
ment ? Yes. It is as follows :— ' —\

Monier Culvert. Strathfield.
20 July.i 1896.'

Completion of culvert and all works incidental thereto, as per vouchers collected by Messrs, 
bymonds and Bryant.........................................................................

£ s. d. £ s. d. 

225 0 0 225 0 0
Completion of culvert and all works incidental thereto, as per vouchers collected by Messrs. 

Symonds and Bryant...........................................................................
No. of 

Vouchers. 
Pt. 389 

368
Pt. 275 & 

354 
250 
414

201
208 & 191

Less amounts not chargeable to the work, as follows :_
14 casks of cement not used in work......................................................
Pressed stone not used in culvert (probably for kerbing and guttering) 
43 days pay to Bramston at 12s. while not actually engaged on the

work of this particular culvert ................................°....................
Lanterns for general use on the M.W. Kd. and elsewhere"'"!
Wages on the M.W. Rd. after the culvert was constructed and opened

for traffic, i.e., subsequent to 2nd August........................................
Bolts not used in this work..................................................."!..!!.""""
Timber sent to Iron Cove, and not used in this work,.!..!!".!!!!!.!!!!!!!!!

£9 9 0 
6 3 0

25 16 0 
18 2

10 0 11 
0 10 5 
8 17 10

225 0 0

£62 5 6 62 5
Completion of concrete structure and connections only, as per attached statement:—

. Summary.
Materials and carting .....................................................
Wages................................................ !!!!!!!!
Supervision .......................................................................

50 19 
53 11 

5 S

6 162 14 6

6
3
0
- 109 18 9

Note.—This is exclusive of office supervision,

Completion of Monier arch culvert, including three pipe connections and four gully 
shafts, hut exclusive of the lowering of main, removal of scour-pipe, <l:c., removal 
of old structure, remaking of road, cutting outlet drain, laying kerbing and gutter
ing, and relaying asphalt footpath, as per following vouchers : —

Wages.
Total wages paid, as included in vouchers collected by Messrs. Symonds and Bryant...

Less amounts not chargeable under this heading—
Pt. 189 P. Brady, for carting on road (Isles did all carting for culvert)
Pt. 190 M. Ahern, wages to 31/5/94-12 days at Ss. is chargeable ; balance of£5'6s." 6d."not

chargeable .....................................................................
Pt. 224 Wages to 9/6/96 include removing half of old structure, cutting outlet'drain and 

trench for first half of culvert—five men—four days, and three men—two days
at 7s. 8d....................................................................;................................ J

Pt. 270 Wages to 23|6|96 include making up roadway over first half of arch—two men half
day removing second half of old structure, and cutting trench for remainder of
new structure—five men—four days, at 7s...............................................................

Pt. 363 Wages to 28th July include making up second half of roadway—two men half day, 
at a IT- anif redressing and relaying kerbing and guttering—three men—six days at 7s... 
414 Wages to 16/8/90, after the culvert was completed and opened for traffic, i.e., subse

quent to 2nd August.........................................................................
220 V\ ages to /th April. Up to this date no work in connection with the culvert had been

undertaken. The amount (£2 2s.) is therefore deducted........................................
Included in the foregoing wages Davidson is credited with working 49i- days, "whereas 

he only worked 30 days, being sent to gasworks bridge, while the remainder of 
the men stayed at the culvert; £6 16s. 6d. is therefore deducted

£ s. d. £ s. d.
.......... 114 14 2

0 15 0

5 0 6

9 2 0

7 7 0
6 13 0

23 0 11 ,

2 2 0

G 16 0 61 2 11

£53 11 3

Completion of Monier arch culvert, including three pipe connections and four gully 
shafts, but exclusive of lowering of mains, removal of scour-pipe, <Cc., removal 
oj old structure, remaking of road, cutting outlet drain, laying kerbing and guttering, 
asphalt footpath, &c.

Materials and Carting.
Total amount paid, as per vouchers collected by Messrs. Symond and Bryant .........

Less amounts not chargeable to erection of culvert— '
201 Bolts not used in structure ....................................................................................
250 Lanterns for general use on the M. W. Road and elsewhere

Pt. 327 Blacksmith (11/9)—S/3 of this amount is for sharpening road picks, &c........................
Pt. 389 Fourteen casks of cement not used in the work, at 13/6 ......................... !!!!!!!!!!!"!!!!

467 Water and Sewerage Board charges for lowering: mains. &c.
468 Do do do ..........
469 Do do do ........................................

208 & 191 Timber sent to Iron Cove store, and not used in this work ...........................................
Pt. 234 Deduct one-third of this, which could not have been used in culvert............................

368 Dressed stone, not used in culvert—probably in kerbing and guttering.........................

Supervision oe Inspector.
Total amount paid, as per vouchers collected by Messrs. Symond and Bryant..............

Deduct 43 days at 12/- a day while Bramston was not employed on this culvert

£ S. d.

0 10 5
1 8 2
0 8 3
9 9 0
3 15 3
6 3 1
2 7 5
s 17 10
2 1 3
6 3 0

41 3 8

£50 19 6

31 4 0
1 25 16 0

£5 8 0

140—2 O 9939.
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W. A. Smith. 9939 g0 that from a further investigation of the vouchers it would appear that the actual cost of this 
20T*"i>Wl89fi ■M-onier culvert alone instead of being £114 odd is really £109 18s. 9d ? That is what I make out from the 

u ' vouchers. When I was giving my evidence, I stated that I went into the matter most carefully at the 
completion of the work, and that the figures came to £114. I probably included office supervision under 
that heading. I do not at this moment recollect how I made it up. It was made up from the Inspector s 
time-book, and from the material we had ordered at the time. .
9940. Did Bryant have the supervision of the work ? He had nothing to do with it—he was a clerk in 
the office.
9941. Did Mr. Symonds supervise the work ? No ; he simply paid the men.
9942. It was you who supervised the work ? Tes. _
9943. And you had a special reason for supervising it yourself? Tes; it was a new thing, it was the 
first culvert of the kind which had been erected, and I supervised it myself.
9944. Tou are quite sure that the quantity of cement shown in Mr. Bryant’s statement could not have 
been used in the construction of the arch ? No. There were 24 yards of concrete and 5'75 of compo., 
so that it would only take twenty-four casks of cement for the concrete and, say, ten for the compo.— 
that would be only thirty-four, whereas I am credited with using forty-nine.
9945. And as to the timber ? As to the timber, the platform for the concrete was composed of old 
boards from the store which were splashed all over with tar. I remember that while the work was going 
on I noticed that. So also with regard to the planks used in putting up the wall. The only new timber 
provided was for the centering and the two or three little beams which were used in connection with the 
work. I asked Mr. Boys, of Parramatta, to measure up the centering used, and he makes 194 superficial 
feet. The voucher, according to Bryant’s statement, gives me credit for, I think, £1 7s. for timber ; that 
amount would supply, roughly, 270 superficial feet. These two items of £4 13s. and £4 4s. 10d., I 
have deducted, because the timber could not possibly have gone into this work.
9946. As to the wages of Mr. Bramston for nine days? It would not be more than that. _
9947. What was he doing besides this culvert at the time ? He was an inspector for the whole division. 
He had usually a great number of small works going on. He would probably have works going on in two 
or three districts at one and the same time, and he would go from one -work to the other.
9948. And you are perfectly satisfied as to the correctness of the other items you have given ? Tes ; I 
am quite satisfied. I have gone carefully into them.
9949. "What do you say with regard to the statement as to your using part of the Callan Park vote ? I 
do not see how 1 could have used any part of it. The vouchers shown by me include everything in con
nection with the culvert, and they were all paid from the Main "Western Boad vote. I have no recollection 
of anything being paid for out of the Callan Park vote.
9950. That was a separate vote by Parliament for this particular work at Callan Park? Tes; £1000 
was granted.
9951. As to works upon the Main Western Boad, what is the course as to that one vote for the whole of 
the road ? There is an annual maintenance vote for the Main Western Boad, and all small works, such 
as this culvert, would be paid from the annual vote. On this occasion the Commissioner gave his approval 
for the construction of the culvert from the annual vote.
9952. So that there would not be any papers recommending a particular sum for the culvert? No. There 
was only one paper, as far as I can recollect, in connection with this culvert. Mr. Hickson made some 
minute in reference to it, and asked me to see him. Then, after I had seen him, he wrote “ Approved ” 
upon the paper. I remember that.
9953. Have you seen the paper lately ? I saw it before it came down to this room.
9954. This paper is still to be seen with the office papers? Tes ; I saw it when the papers came down 
here. The paper was with the Ormond-street culvert papers.
9955. As a matter of fact the Commissioner of Boads has power, under an Act, to appropriate a portion
of the Main Western Boad vote for these small works ? Tes. _
9956. So that only his authority would be necessary in dealing with a small matter of this kind ? That
is all. _ _
9957. As to the Callan Park grant, the whole of it was not used for the purpose for which it was made ?
No. . .
9958. I believe there was a balance of some £227? Tes ; that was written off because it was not required. 
Dr. Manning was satisfied with all that had been done, and there was no occasion to spend the balance.
9959. Bryant says that you told him to charge against the Callan Park account wages which were
actually earned, and known to have been earned, upon the Strathfield culvert ? That is absolutely 
untrue. ,
9960. As far as you know, you never authorised the debiting against one account of expenses incurred in 
connection with another ? No; excepting in very small matters of wages and material, or for the 
replenishing of stores, and those charges would about balance up in the 3rear.
9961. Did Mr. Symonds ever object, as he said in his evidence, to the manner in which payments were
being made ? I have no recollection of it. I see from his evidence that he admits that he may not have 
spoken to me, and that he may have spoken to Bryant. .
9962. Tou do not recollect his speaking to you ? No ; not at all.
9963. Bryant said that he was sent for by the Department to adjust your accounts after he had left;— 
what was it that happened ? The facts are these. "When my office as divisional engineer was abolished, 
and the books were made up, it was found that the deposit account was incorrect to the extent of £7 12s.; 
that amount could not be traced. Finally, a receipt was found in the office signed by Bryant, showing 
that he had received the money, and had apparently not paid it into my account. There was that amount 
of shortage, and I wrote to Bryant because I thought it right to give him a chance of explaining the 
matter, if a mistake had been made. He at once came in and said he remembered paying the money into 
the bank. After making inquiries he found that he had done so, and that the bank had made an error, 
and had put the amount to the credit of a Mr. W. Smith, at Hay.
9964. That was the whole cause of the trouble ? Tes.
9965. And that is the whole matter that Bryant had to adjust ? Tes.
9966. Do you remember that some cement was bought from Carter,, Grummow, & Co. ? Tes; that was 
for the Callan Park work.

9967.
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9967. On whose authority was it done ? Some cement was tested and condemned, and the whole work ^ Smith, 
was stopped. I was anxious to get on with the construction, and I asked permission to obtain some
cement elsewhere. That permission was given by Mr. Scarr, acting for Mr. Hickson. On going out of 20 July’1896- 
the office I met Mr. Carter, and I asked him whether he could oblige me with twenty-five casks of 
cement. He said, “ Certainly,” and sent the cement down to the work.
9968. As to the size of this culvert at Strathfield, you saw what Mr. Symonds said about it? From what 
I remember, the area of the culvert is nearly twice as big as it need be. Culverts are always built in that 
way near towns or very thickly populated places if the catchment area is unimproved, because the area . 
eventually becomes covered with houses and footpaths and macadamised roads, and the water then flows
off more quickly, and a larger culvert would be required to carry it off. In the first place, you 
would probably allow for only half an inch an hour flowing off, whereas if the whole area were covered 
with houses the water might flow off at the rate of 2 inches an hour.
9969. Mr. Gummow^ Could you tell me the cost per cubic yard of the centering for the Monier arch ?
It runs out at about £1 per cubic yard.
9970. Mr. Parkes.^ Have you books showing the complete expenditure upon the culvert; for instance, 
take the case of Mr. Bramston’s wages—you say that he had many works to look after;—can you show 
us in any book where his time has been entered? No, I do not think I can.
997.1. What works had he to inspect during the time this culvert was going on, and how would his time 
be divided ? I do not remember. I know that he had a great many works to look after within a month 
or two of that time.
9972. Tou have no book in which a record of his time for each week would be kept ? No.
9973. And how do you know he was occupied elsewhere ? Well, I know what time it would be necessary 
for him to put in in connection with the culvert. I know from the evidence of men to whom I have 
spoken, who were there at the time, that Mr. Bramston could not have been at this culvert for the period 
given.
9974. But you have no book in which his time is entered ? No.

John Carter recalled and further examined:—
9975. Tou have handed to the Commission a paper showing the particulars of the landed property held J. Carter, 
by Carter. Gummow, & Co.;—besides the buildings upon the Lodge estate, have any of the other allot
ments buildings upon them? One of them. There is a detached cottage on the allotment on the Ilia- 20 July, 1896. 
warra Boad, Marrickville. [Vide Appendix No. 37.]
9976. Have any of the other allotments buildings on them? .The property in Hill-street has a stable
upon it. .
9977. Otherwise tbe land is vacant ? Tes. .
9978. On 14th May, 1890, you transferred your account from the Commercial Bank to the Bank of New 
Zealand? Tes.
9979. And you paid to the Commercial Bank to square accounts £211 12s. lid.? Tes.
9980. At the time you had the transaction with Mr. Weedon, and when Mr. Weedon paid a certain
amount of money into the firm’s account, was not the bank asking you to reduce your overdraft? It is ■ 
as w'ell to be particular in these matters. In the first place, Mr. Weedon did not pay the amount in; 
and, in the next place, the bank has never asked me to reduce an overdraft since I have been doing 
business with them. ■
9981. But at this time you were wanting money ? Not in the least. •
9982. Then why, upon 8th March, 1895, did you increase your mortgage on the Lodge property—
£3,500—by £1,000 ? That was purely a matter of business.
9983. Tou put the £1,000 into your business, did you not? Tes.
9984. Tou ^wanted the money for the business then? Tes; I would borrow £10,000 for the business
to-morrow' if I could get it. ,
9985. Then you need it for the business?. I should do so from a business point of view ; not that it is 
absolutely needed. We never needed money in that way.
9986. Did you lodge any further security with Sir William Manning for this further sum of money?
Not anything. He was only too glad to give it at the price.
9987. The list of properties you have handed in includes some of your own private property ? Tes.

' 9988. Take the detached cottage in the Illawarra Boad—is that your private property ? It is the firm’s 
property, but it is in my name.
9989. What is the value of it ? £775. That is the Bichardson and Wrench valuation.
9990. That is not the property which belongs to James Gillan ? A part of it. .
9991. It is not his cottage property which has been previously referred to ? No ; but as a member of the 
firm he has an interest in it. It belongs to the firm, although it is in my name.
9992. Then there is the vacant land in Alfred-street, North Sydney ? That is in my name, and belongs to
to Carter, Forrest, and Snodgrass. •
9993. What is the value of it ? About £400, I suppose.
9994. Then as to vacant land in Alfred-street ? That is mine.
9995. As to the stables and land in Hill-street, North Sydney ? That is my own property.
9996. And the frontage of 30 feet, with a depth of 71 feet, or thereabouts, being part of lot 12, section 
2, town of St. Leonards, parish of Willoughby ? That is also my private property.
9997. What is the present value of the Lodge estate ;—what is the Bichardson and Wrench valuation ?
£8,500, I think. ^ It was good enough for Sir William Manning to advance £4,500 upon it. I find 1 
made a mistake in giving my evidence the other day about this property. I had an idea that it was in my 
name, but my solicitor tells me that it is in the names of Carter, Forrest, and Snodgrass, each having a 
third share. . > o > &
9998. Mr. Gillan has no interest in it? No.
9999. Is the land in Miller-street included in the Lodge property ? No ; it is not.
10000. What is that worth ? About £400. . •
10001. Had Mr. Weedon any hold upon the Lodge property ? No. His allotments are the Miller-street 
land, the Illawarra Boad land, and my own private property in Alfred-street and Miller-street—four 
separate blocks. • 10002.
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J. Cartel-. 10002. Sis Sonor7\ Those were given to him as security ? Tes. _
r—^ 10003. Mr. Parkes.'] A cheque of yours of 1st September, 1891, was drawn in favour of a man named

20 July, 1896. Andrews :—is he an inspector ? No.
10004. What is he ? A blacksmith, I think. Tou will find other cheques drawn in his favour.
10005. Then there was a cheque paid to a Mr. Bellingham who is that ? Cook and Webb s foreman. 
He was employed by us to fit up a machine at Stuart Town. _
1000G. On 18th Mav, 1894, there is a cheque for two guineas payable to J. Corp ;—was he an inspector? 
Tes. ■ " . . -
10007. Then there is a cheque payable to a man named Horney ;—is he an inspector ? No. _ _
10008. And another to a Mr. Boardis he an inspector? No. Speaking from memory, I think he is
a grazier at North Shore. _ . ,
10009. Was not Chiene’s statement that Corp received a regular fee from you true ? No ; it is not true. 
I said before, and I say it again, that I assisted him repeatedly. As to his receiving a regular fee, that 
was quite out of the question. I did not see him at all regularly._ ... .
10010. This was a cheque towards his assistance ? I should think, judging from the date, that it was 
probably a subscription towards his funeral expenses. I remember that he died about a couple of years 
ago, and the cheque is dated May, 1894. I think Board was in business at North Shore. I gave him money 
on account of a friend of mine, who is noiv in New Tork. •
10011. Had you any security from O’Hanlon and Rudolph for the money you lent to them ? Tes. In 
the case of O’Hanlon, I had a mortgage over the cottage w-ben it was in a fit state to mortgage. I am 
referring to the house which he built upon the land. I assisted him to buy at Drummoyne.
10012. Do you know the street in which it was situated? No.
10013. Have you the title deeds ? The transaction was over years ago. The money was all paid back 
in one cheque through Johnson, Minter, and Simpson.
1C014. Does that appear in your accounts ? Tes. _ _
10015. What happened in Rudolph’s case ? He gave me a written acknowledgment ot the debt, signed 
by himself and his wife, and, it being a transaction between i'riends, as he and I were, that was quite 
sufficient for me.

, .. 10010. No promissory note was given ? No.
10017. Mr. Gummow.] As to this extra £1,000 on the Lodge property, you say that Sir William Manning 

. was glad to give it ? Tes.
10018. Did he low-er the interest on the money already advanced ? Tes, a | per cent.

• 10019. As well as giving you the extra £1,000 ? Tes.
10020. Therefore, it was good business on your part? I thought so. _
10021. As to wanting money for your business, can you remember any transaction with the head manager 
of your bank in Melbourne about two years ago ? Tes ; I remember meeting Mr. Andrews there, the 
general manager of the Bank of New Zealand in Australasia at that time. I had overdrawn £10,000 or 
£12,000. Mr. Parfitt did not recollect that transaction this morning. No security was lodged with the 
bank for that overdraft, and in the face of it, Mr. Andrews told me that I could draw £15,000 upon my 
Melbourne account for the works we had in hand there, if I wanted it.
10022. Without any security whatever ? Tes, without any securitjL
10023. Was not that a time of financial crisis ? Tes, the banks were all breaking.
10024. It was a time when the banks particularly wanted their money ;—it was not boom time, when they 
had any amount to spare ? It certainly was not.
10025. As to the cheques to Andrews, do you remember what they were paid for ? It was for 
mechanical work, blacksmithing, and so on in connection with a patent brake we were trying to introduce. 
10026. As to Mr. Weedon’s transaction ; when did you give him these properties as mortgages—was it 
this year or last year ? Last year.
10027. Tou are absolutely certain of that ? Tes.
10028. It was about the date you received his cheque ? Tes.
10029. Tou gave him an equitable mortgage at the same time ? Tes.

WEDNESDAY, 22 JULY, 1896.
James Gregg sworn and examined :— _

J. Gregg. 10030. Mr. Parkes.] What is your position? I am managing director for Richardson and Wrench
----- -—^ (Limited), auctioneers and land valuers.

22 July, 1896. 10031. Tou have valued certain properties of Carter & Co. and John Carter ? Tes.
10032. Did you value the property known as the Lodge property at North Shore ? No. It was valued 
in 1893, and it was revalued in 1895.
10033. What was the amount of the 1895 valuation ? £7,500.
10034. Can you give from memory a description of the property as it stood in 1895 ? Tes. There were 
330 feet to the east side of Miller-street, and 263 feet to the south side of Maclaren-street. There is an 
old residence upon the property, and a new stone house where Dr. Kyngdon is now living. _
10035. What would be the value of the property at the present day ? It would be a little weaker than in 
1895, no doubt.
1003(i. Had you the deeds of the property ? No.
10037. Tou have seen the deeds ? No.
10038. Whose property did you understand it to be? The valuation was made on account of Carter & Co. 
10039. There is a vacant allotment in Miller-street belonging to Mr. Carter;—that was not included in 
the Lodge property ? No.
10040. What is your valuation of that vacant allotment ? £337 10s. was the valuation I made yesterday
of the block of land having 75 feet frontage to the west side of Miller-street, between Dalcon and Ernest 
Streets, with a depth of 132 feet, being portion of allotments 11 and 12 of section 18, township of St. 
Leonards. ■ _
10041. Tou also valued a vacant allotment of land, being portion of allotment 12 of section 2, town of St. 
Leonards, having 30 feet frontage to Hill-street, between Miller and Elizabeth Streets, and a depth of 71

feet ?
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feet ? Tes. There are some old sheds on it, which are occupied as stables by cabmen. I estimate the J. Gregg, 
present market value of the allotment to be £170.
10042. Tou also valued a block of land having 99 feet frontage to the east side of Alfred-street, between 22 July, 1896. 
Falcon and Ernest Streets, with a depth of 182 feet, and with a lane entrance at the rear side, being 
portion of lot 16, section 24, of town of St. Leonards ? Tes. I estimate the present market value te be 
£594.
10043. Tou also valued an allotment of land having 35 feet 8 inches frontage to the ,west side.of 
Illawarra Eoad, a few yards south of Woodlands-street, with a depth of 128-| feet, and with an entrance 
from Woodlands-street ? Tes. On that property is erected a detached cottage named “Dimora.” .It 
is of brick cemented on a brick foundation, slate and iron roof, bay-window', and verandah in front, also 
verandah at rear; and containing hall, five rooms, bathroom, pantry, kitchen, and wash-shed. There is a 
small shed in the yard. I was unable to go into the house, the tenant being out yesterday when I was 
there; but I know the cottage very wTell, and I estimate its present market value to be £550.
10044. The total of the properties you valued would be £1,651 10s. ? Tes.
10045. That is the present-day value ? Tes.
10046. Tou consider it a full and liberal value ? Tes, I think I have given full value.
10047. Do you know a property named “ Blink Bonnie,” in Eairfowl-street, Dulwich Hill ? I know the 
street, but I do not know the cottage.
10048. What would be the value of the properties of the firm and of Mr. John Carter, including the 
Lodge property ? The Lodge property would have a value of, (say) £7,500. The properties I valued 
yesterday would have a value of £1,651 10s. That would give a total of £9,151 10s.
10049. Mr. Carter.'] With reference to the property in the Illawarra Eoad, do you remember that we 
purchased it on your valuation two years ago Y Tes.
10050. Do you remember what your valuation then was ? £750.
1005 L. In 1893 you valued the property of Carter & Co., known as the Lodge property, at £8,500? Tes.
10052. And you valued the land in Alfred-street at. £800 ? Tes.
10053. These properties have depreciated in value since then ? Tes, I am sorry to say they have.
10054. Sis Sonor.] Is there any appreciable difference between the values of property in the middle of 
last year and at the present time ? The value would be weaker, I should say, by 10 per cent.
10055. Mr. Carter.] If I told you that I had refused £16 and £17 a foot within the last three months for 
the Miller-street property, would that alter your opinion of its value ? It would not.

George Christie re-called and further examined :—
10056. Mr. Parlccsi] Since you were last here you have made various researches into papers in connection G. Christie, 
with contracts let to Carter & Co., and you are in a position to make a report?' Tes. ^
10057. In the first place, you have made an examination into the position of the dealings of 22 July, 1896. 
Mr. S. H. Weedon, supervising and district engineer, with Carter & Co., and stated to have been with 
Mr. John Carter ? Tes. '
10058. Will you read the result of your researches ? Tes ; I have written the following memorandum:—

Memo. No. 6.
Financial dealings of Mr. S. H. Weedon with Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Mr. Carter has furnished and lodged with the Commission a list and description of all his properties, also those of 
Messrs. Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. He has also furnished a description of the properties over which an 
equitable cliarge was given to Mr. Weedon by deed, dated 17|6/95. The schedule to the deed includes four properties, 
regarding which Mr. Carter’s lists furnish the following particulars :—

No. 1.—Vacant land. Title in the name of John Carter, but held by him in trust for G. Forrest, D. Snodgrass, and 
self equally. ’

No. 2.—Vacant land. Title in the name of John Carter.
No. 3.—Land and stables. Title in the name of Edward Carter.
No- 4-—Detached cottage at Marrickville. Title in the name of John Carter, but held in trust by him for F. M, 

Gummow, G. Forrest, James Gillan, and self, equally.
These properties have been valued by Messrs. Bichardson and Wrench, as follows :—

£ s. d.
No. 1 ..................................................................................... 337 10 0
No. 2 ..................................................................................... 594 0 0 •
No. 3 ..................................................................................... 170 0 0
No. 4 ..................................................................................... 550 0 0 -

£1,651 10 0
It is evident from the foregoing that of the four properties, the deeds of which Mr. Weedon holds, two are the 

property of Carter and Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. respectively, viz. :— £ s. d.
No. 1, valued at.......................................................................  £337 10 0 '
No. 4, valued at....................................................................... 550 0 0

£887 10 0
As to No. 3, the title is in the name of Edward Carter, for whom, apparently, Mr. John Carter is administrator. 

The value of this property is £170. No 2 is in John Carter’s name, and is valued at £594. ,
Svdney, 22/7/96. GEO. CHRISTIE,

F.S.A.A.
10059. It would seem, therefore, that the money lent by Mr. Weedon upon the properties referred to is 
in excess of the value of those properties ? Tes. The valuation of tbe properties is £1,651 10s., and 
the advance made is £2,000.
10060. And the greater proportion of tbe properties which be bolds as securities belongs to the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes. The total is stated to be £887 10s.
10061. Belonging to the firm? Tes.
10062. So that a little more than one-half of the value of the properties which he holds as securities 
attaches to properties held by Carter, Gummow, A Co. ? Tes,

10063.
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G. Christie. 10063. Tou have also examined papers in connection with the testing of cement, especially with reference 
to the cement tested by the Department of Public Works for Contracts 79, 79a, and 69? Tes; I have 

22 July, 1896. wrifcten the following memorandum :—
Memo. No. 7.

Re Cement tested by the Department of Public Works for Contracts 79, 79a, and 69.

{a) Reference is made to Mr. Roberts’ evidence regarding his records of cement tested. (V) From his Registers of Tests 
has been extracted the following statement of cement tested for Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co., for Contracts 
79, 79a, and 69. The total number of casks of cement tested for these contracts is shown by the Statement to be 11,740, 
.distributed as follows :—

North Shore Contracts—
' 79

79a

Contract No. 69
Casks ................................. 11,740

1,500
6,550
5,190

Sydney, 22 July, 1896. Geo. C.

Statement of the Quantities of Cement tested by the Department of Public Works for Contracts 79, 79a, and 69. 
(Extracted from the Record Books of Cement Certificates, and tallying with the certificates signed by Mr. Hickson, 
included in the portfolios of papers of those contracts.)

Register
No. Date. Total.

Distributed to Contract No.
Register Date. Total.

Distributed to Contract No.

79. 79a. 69.
No.

79. 79a. 69.

Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks.
779 11/10/92 900 900 1,018 29)5)94 200 200
838 1)5)93 300 300 1,026 5)6)94 200 200
862 17)7)93 500 500 1,038 13(6/94 300 300
868 21/7/93 500 500 1,059 25(6)94 50 50
874 2/8)93 180 180 1,063 30/6(94 450 450
876 7/8/93 1,200 1,200 1,071 6/7/94 400 400
877 7/8/93 400 400 1,075 10/7/94 1,300 1,300
878 8/8/93 620 620 1,088 9/8/94 390 390
942 2/2/94 1,300 1,300 1,156 23(11/94 1,300 1,300
943 5/2/94 100 100 1,302 5)9)95 200 200
945 9/2/94 300 300
974 6/4/94 50 50 11,740 5,050 1,500 5,190
981 16/4/94 600 600

Geo. C., 22|7|96.

10064. The book containing the cement tests by the Department is very carefully kept, is it not ? It 
seems to be.
10065. The name of the contract to which cement is delivered is inserted ? Tes.
10066. The name of the contractor is also inserted ? Tes.
10067. Also the number of casks ? Tes.
10068. And to show with what care the book is kept, there are only two alterations in the number of 
casks afEecting tests in which Carter, G-ummow, & Co. were concerned ? Tes. There are two quantities 
indefinite in that respect. In one case 700 in red ink is put over 500, and in another case 600 is 
marked for 500. In neither of these cases do the certificates affect the return I have handed in.
10069. Then what do you say as to the difference between the information you have collected from the 
merchants and the records of cement tests for Carter & Co. upon these contracts ? In my memo, of the 
8th July it is stated that the quantities delivered at North Shore, Contracts 79 and 79a, were 6,702 casks, 
and to the Marrickville Contract 69, 6,729 casks, giving a total for these contracts of 13,431 casks : the 
total quantity of casks tested being 11,740 casks.
10070. That is the total quantity of cement submitted for test in connection with these three contracts ? 
Tes.
10071. It does not include that which has been rejected, does it? It includes all that has been tested, 
whether rejected or not.
10072. Tou have also prepared a memorandum setting forth the effect of certain claims wrongly included 
in Contract 79 ? Tes ; reference is made to pages 321 and 322 of the Parliamentary papers, and my 
report is as follows :—•

Memo. No. 8.
Re certain Claims included in payments on Contract 79, which were properly chargeable to the Bondi Contract, &c.

{a) On pages 321 and 322 of the Parliamentary return there are lists of certain amounts claimed by Carter & Co. which 
are evidently not chargeable to Contract 79, excepting, possibly, in one or two instances, but which Mr. Boys, the 
Resident Engineer on Contract 79, was instructed by Mr. Davis (minute 14/12193) to include in the next progress return of 
that contract. There is a further minute as follows :—“ The fines had better be ‘ returned ’ under the item of ‘ dray, &c.,’ 
in schedule.” Mr. Boys appears to have again asked for instructions on 19|12|93, and Mr. Davis to have confirmed his 
previous instructions, 20| 12/93.

(b) Items included in certificate 24, Nos. 43, 44, 46, 47, and 48, clearly do not belong to Contract No. 79, for the rates 
are different to the corresponding items in the schedule for that contract.

For instance-
item 43 is charged at 16/-, should be 20|-. 
Item 44 do 12/-, do 14)-.
Item 46 do 10/-, do 10)-.

Item 47 is charged at 20/-, should be 15)-. 
Item 48 do 10/-, do 8/-.

10073.
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10073. You have also prepared a memorandum in reference to the returning of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s Christie, 
tender deposit, (£369) in connection with Contract 79 ? Yes. It is as follows :— .

_ Memo. No. 9. 22 July, 1896.
Be the returning of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender deposit (£369), Contract 79.

The tenders for Contract 79 were made on the Department’s printed form. Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender on 
this form appears on page 252 of the printed papers as follows :—

Tender, for Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage.
To the Honorable the Minister for Public Works, Bridge-street, Sydney, N.S.W.

We, the undersigned, do hereby tender and offer to construct, completely finish, and maintain, the various 
works for Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage, in, accordance with the conditions of contract, specifications, and 
drawings, prepared for that purpose in your Department, for or at the rates particularly entered in the accompanying 
schedule of prices, and enclose herewith deposit, as required by clause 20 of the general conditions.

Should this tender be accepted, we undertake to lodge with the Under Secretary for Public Works, within 
seven days from the date of notification of acceptance of this tender, a Bank deposit receipt in the name of the 
Secretary for Public Works for the sum of two thousand pounds sterling, as security for the due performance of the 
contract. *

In the event of our failing to do so, or to sign the required contract within the time specified in clause 20 
of the general conditions, we hereby distinctly agree to forfeit to the Queen the sum deposited with this tender.
„ , BOND and HUDSON,
Sydney, 10th June, 1891. 88, Sussex-street.

The general conditions contain the following :—
. , In the event of any tenderer failing to take up his tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the contract

within the time specified, or withdrawing his tender after it shall have been opened, whether such tender shall have 
been accepted or not, all moneys deposited by him on account thereof, or in connection therewith, shall be forfeited 
to the Crown, and in such case be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Bevenue of the Colony.
From the records it appears that, consequent on the withdrawal of Bond and Hudson’s tender, the Department pro

ceeded to o^cwce call for fresh tenders. This and the stringent regulations in paragraph 3 of the tender [see above] are very 
material points in the consideration of the action of the officers of the Department in returning Bond and Hudson’s deposit. 
22/7(96. * * GEO. C.
10074. You have also prepared a statement with reference to the loss sustained in connection with 
Contract 79, by letting the contract without re-tendering P Yes ; it is as follows :—

Memo. No. 10.
Memo. B re the letting of Contract 79 without re-tendering.

Forfeiture of 
cash security^'

Deference is made to my memo. No. 5 on this subject, dated 15/7/96. Clause (a) of that memo, reads as follows :— 
{a) Tenders for Contract No. 79 were originally invited for, and received on, 10th June, 1891. The lowest tender was 

that of Messrs. Bond and Hudson, £36,900 (on schedule prices). The next lowest was Carter & Co’s, at £39,890. 
The Tender Board recommended the acceptance of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender.

Seeing that Bond and Hudson’s tender was £2,990 lower than Carter & Co’s, the Crown sustained a loss in allowing 
Bond and Hudson to withdraw their tender. ’ GEO C
22/7/96. *
10075. You have also a memorandum in reference to the surrendering of the security to which the 
Department was entitled under the conditions of Contract 79, and as to the effect upon the security held 
by the Grovernment P Yes ; my memorandum is in these terms :—

_ Memo. No. 11.
Be the surrendering of the security which the Department was entitled to under the conditions of Contract Yb. 79.

{a) The clauses dealing with the security to be given by the contractors for the due performance of the work as specified
are as follows :—

In the general conditions, No. 18—
18. Progress and Final Payment^.

No payments shall he legally due to contractor until after the entire completion of the contract; but progress pay- Monthly pro- 
ments on account, subject to all deductions herein provided for, will be made monthly, or as nearly so as may be, during g1’683 Paynients. 
the continuance of the contract, on the certificate in writing of the Engineer, at rates not exceeding those stated in clause 4 
of the special conditions.

The balance of the moneys due for works executed under this contract, less 5 per cent., and less the deductions Balance, 
properly to be made hereunder, will be paid within thirty days, or as nearly as may be, after the Engineer shall have 
certified under his hand that all the works under the contract, less those of maintenance, have been fully and satisfactorily 
completed, and that such balance, less the 5 per cent., is due to contractor.

Provided that, if the amount for maintenance, as entered by contractor in his tender, shall appear to the Engineer Insufficient 
to be insufficient, the Minister may retain, on the declaration to that effect in writing by the Engineer, either the whole or ^a^ance* 
any part of the sum otherwise deemed payable to contractor, till all the works under the contract, including those of 
maintenance, shall have been finally and satisfactorily executed.

The said five (5) per cent., together with the “ cash security ” provided for in clause 20 of these conditions, will be Final payment, 
retained until after the expiration of the “period of maintenance ” more particularly described in clause 3 of the special 
conditions, and shall be paid to contractor (less the cost of any repairs or defects, should the contractor fail to execute 
the same) on the production of a certificate from the Engineer that all the works under the contract, including those of 
maintenance, have been finally and satisfactorily executed.

And part of clause 20:—
. Within seven days from the date of notification in writing to any tenderer of the acceptance of his tender by the Cash security. 

Minister, the successful tenderer must lodge with the Under Secretary for Public Works the sum named in clause 6 of the 
special conditions, which sum will be retained as security for the due performance of the contract until after the expiration 
of the . period of maintenance, ’ and returned to the contractor (if at all) only on the day of final payment, and less any 
deductions which hereunder may properly be made therefrom.

In the special conditions—clause 4 (referring to clause 18 in the general conditions)—as follows :—
Clause 18 o/* General Conditions.

4. The “rates of progress payment’ shall he 90 per cent, of the value of work actually done, performed, and 
delivered, as the Engineer may approve of as fit and necessary for the work.

Clause 5 (referring to clause 20 of the general conditions)—
Clause 20 of General Conditions.

5. The “ deposit’’ to accompany the tender shall be as required by clause 20 of the general conditions.
(&) On 23/3/93, Mr. Armstrong; as agent for Carter & Co., applied for a return of the deposit (£2,000), held by the 

Department. This application was refused. [See printed papers, Nos. 57 and 58, on pages 315 and 316.] The application 
was renewed by W. Armstrong, 21/4/93, and after it had passed through the hands of various officers, Mr. Hickson added 
ammute, as follows A voucher has been signed to-day for work done, amounting to £1,453 9s.—R.H., 27/4/93.” 
This minute of Mr. Hickson does not disclose the fact that, in the certificate he refers to, the Department actually 
returned a portion of the retention-money, viz, £222 17s. 7d., nor does it disclose that, to produce this amount of 
£1,453 6s., the Department had made an advance on 900 casks of cement at 16s., amounting to £720.

Further, by the ordinary reading of Mr. Hickson’s minute, it would not appear to authorise any return of the 
retention money ; but, as he quotes the amount, the certificate must have been before him, and it bears evidence that £222 
17s. 7d. of the retention-money had been returned. Xhis
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■ Christie. (c) This action of Mr. Hickson’s is at variance with his minute a month before (25/3/93), on paper 57, in which he says
/*m**-*~^>* ti* * the contractors have good prices for work done, whereas.work to be done is put down at low figures. I cannot 

22 July, 1896. recommend that their application be granted.—R.H., 25/3/93.”
Furthermore, from 10/3/93, to 27/5/93, there was very little work being done on Contract 79, and, as a matter of fact, 

the value of the work actually done during the period covered by Certificate 13(27/4/93), was, on schedule prices, only 
£567 6s. Od.

It will thus be apparent that the payment of £1,453 9s. Od. under Certificate No. 13 consists of the following :—
£ s. d. £ s. d.

Work done ........................................... .............. 567 6 0
Less 10 per cent..................................... .............. 56 14 7

510 11 5
720 0 0

Retention money returned .................. 222 17 7

£1,453 9 0

{d) From and after the passing of Certificate 13 the Department did^not retain fully 10 per cent, of the amount of work 
done, but they returned to the contractors on each certificate the amount of retention money in excess of the sum of 
£1,989, which was the amount that existed prior to issue of Certificate No. 13. The Department so continued until on 
the issue of Certificate No. 20 they had returned retention money to the amount of £1,306, as is more fully shown in the 
following statement:—

Retention Money returned prior to completion of Contract 79.

Date.
Progress
payment

No.

Amount 
of work done 

to date.

Retention 
money 

at 10 per 
cent.

Actual
amount
retained.

Difference
total

Retention 
Money 

returned 
to each 
date.

Date.
Progress
payment

No.

Amount 
of work done 

to date.

Retention 
money 

at 10 per 
cent.

Actual
amount
retained.

Difference
total

Retention 
Money 

returned 
to each 
date.

£ S. d. £ £ £ £ s. d. £ £ £
27|4|93 13 22,118 16 0 2,211 1,989 222 5/12/93 20 32,951 14 6 3,295 1,989 1,306
1|6|93 14 22,954 10 0 2,295 1,989 306 8/1/94 21 35,123 6 0 3,512 . Nil. 3,512
5|7|93 15 24,458 14 6 2,445 1,989 456 2/2(94 22 36,955 ] 3 .9 3,695 Nil. 3,695
3/8/93 16 25,533 19 0 2,553 1,989 564 5(3/94 23 38,750 11 9 3,875 Nil. 3,875
4/9/93 17 27,186 0 8 2,718 1,989 729 17/5)94 24 39,491 19 9 3,949 Nil. 3,949

3/10/93 18 29,069 12 0 2,906 1,989 917 10/10/94 Final. 40,023 10 3 Nil.
8/11/93 19 30,696 17 0 3,069 1,989 1,080

GEO. C.
(e) During the same period the Department advanced to the contractors large sums of money on cement, commencing 

with Certificate No. 13 and ending with Certificate No. 20, and attaining (with Certificates 17 and IS) to the sum of £2,160, 
as will be seen in the following schedule :—

Amounts advanced on cement, Contract 79.

Progress Certificate.
Amount. Particulars.

No. Date.

£ S. d.
13 27/4/93 ... 720 0 0 100 per cent, on 900 casks, at 16s.
14 1/6/93 ... 720 0 0 „ 900 ,, 16s.
15 5/7/93 ... 696 0 0 ,, 870 ,, 16s.
16 3/8/93 ... 1,360 0 0 „ 1,700 ,, 16s.
17 4/9/93 ... 2,160 0 0 ,, 2,700 16s.
18 3/10/93 ... 2,160 0 0 „ 2,700 ,, 16s.
19 8(11/93 .. 1,760 0 0 „ 2,200 ,, 16s.
20 5)12/93 ... 1,280 0 0 „ 1,600 ,, 16s.

GEO. C.
As stated in my memo. No. 2 of 8/7/96, these advances were made at the rate of 16s. per cask, whereas the market 

value did not amount to 11s. 6d., delivered on the works.
(/) A third application was made by the contractors in connection with the return of retention money, namely, in their 

letter of 28/12/93 (see paper No. 78). The contractors used as an argument for the granting of their request that they were 
accepting payment in Funded Stock for work on Contract 69, and that they anticipated some trouble would be experienced 
in disposing of the stock during the first few months. Contract 69 was accepted only the day before (on 27/12/93), but the 
contract was not signed until 22/1/94 ; the first payment was £2,610 by certificate of 19/2/94, and the contractors received 
that amount in cash, and it was not until the certificate of 16/4/94 that they were asked to accept Funded Stock. It might 
also be mentioned in connection with Contract 69 that the contractors claimed concessions for the acceptance of Funded 
Stock to the extent of asking that sureties should be accepted in lieu of a cash deposit of £2,260. At the risk of the 
Department the contractors were thus financially helped to the extent of £5,555.

This third application was made just prior to the issue of Certificate No. 21, and when there was a balance of 
retention money on Certificate 20 of £1,989. The application was recommended to be granted by Mr. Davis because there 
was the original deposit of £2,000 still with the Department, and, by Mr. Hickson, because of the condition of their 
Contract 69 providing for their accepting payment in Funded Stock. The recommendations were approved, “W.J.L., 
5/1/94,” and the contractors were refunded all retention money in certificate 21. From this date onwards the contractors 

- were paid the amount of the full value of the work at schedule prices, the total further payments amounting to £4,900.
{g) The £2,000 contract deposit had been placed at interest with the Bank of New Zealand, and the term was expiring 

on 10/6/94. A minute was written on 9/6/94 drawing attention to this fact and asking for instructions. The return of the 
deposit was recommended by Mr. Hickson, 13/6/94, and approved, “ W.J.L., 16/6/94,” and the amount was returned to 
Carter & Co. on 20/6/94.

{h) Mr. Hickson’s minute', last referred to above, stipulates that £650 be deposited as security on the further contract, 
designated 79 a, the tender for which was accepted without competition on 16/6/94. But this £650 had clearly nothing to 
do with the completion and maintenance of Contract 79, so that the position of the Department was that they had 
absolutely no security for the completion and maintenance of Contract 79, either by way of contract deposit or retention 
money, from 20/6/94, other than the £531 10s. 6d., the amount of the final certificate. This final certificate was not given 
till some four months after, namely, 10/10/94.

(i) Clause 18 distinctly provides that the cash security shall remain until after the period of maintenance. This period 
was three months, and did not expire until about the month of October, 1894.

' GEO. C., 22/7/96.
’ 10076.
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10076. You have also a memorandum as to the rearrangement and substitution of schedule items in 6. Christie. 
Contract No. 79, after the Contract was let by the Department, and in connection with which Carter &
Co. received payment upon their final certificate? Yes. I have prepared that memorandum up to a 22July, 1896. 
certain point; but it is not complete.

^ou have prepared it with reference to expert evidence to be given at a later stage ? Yes ; it is 
as follows:— o o >

, Memo. No. 12.
Re the rearrangement and substitution of Schedule items, Contract 79.

(a) On page 305 of tne Parliamentary Return appears the following paper, numbered 23 :—
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
Subject: Contract No. 79—North Sydney Outfall Sewer.—Driving of Tunnels.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 19 May, 1892. 
•tln?e i ii111 some. °j kh® shafts on this contract will be commenced in a few days, and it is, therefore, necessary 

t at it should be settled how they are to be driven, whether with 4-inch charges of compressed powder, 2-inch charges, or without blasting. 6 r F .
, , With a view of arriving at the method which would give the least annoyance to the residents in the vicinity 

or the sewer, consistent with economy, I have made comparative estimates.
The excavation by “guttering and gadding” will cost 3s. per cubic yard more than with 4-inch charges of com

pressed powder, but, as it is impossible to drive the tunnel by blasting to the exact size desired, considerably more 
concrete has to be used m lining when the driving is done by blasting than when done by “ guttering and gadding,” 
an , a ing this into consideration, I estimate it will cost about £1,250 less to do the tunnels without blasting 
compared with doing it with 4 inches of powder.

The 2-inch charges, with the extra supervision that would be required, would be the most costly of any.
I wish, however, to point out that while it would save annoyance and money to drive the tunnels without 

explosives, it would take longer to do the work.
J. Davis.

Messrs. Carter & Co. have undoubtedly fixed their schedule prices speculatively to increase their profits on 
the contract as much as possible, and, if so, to the loss of the Department. Mr. Davis seems, therefore, justified 
in the suggestions made, as they would likely cause a saving of £1,000, and clause 55 of the specification is no 
doubt a saving clause against speculative prices.—C. H. Ohlfskn Bagge, 19/5(92. 'The Engineer-in-Chief.

to see me on Thursday morning.—R.H., 23(5(92.' Messrs. Carter & Co., 23(5(92.
While 1 think the Department would hardly be justified in adopting this unusual method of carrying out the 

work, it is very clear we should aim at getting our work done as economically as possible. Blasting may, therefore, 
be allowed on the understanding that the average allowance of 4 inches for concrete packing over and above specified
size of tunnels be reduced to 2 inches.—R.H., 28/5(92. Mr. Davis. .

Contractors informed. Copy of letter attached.—J.D., 27(5(92.
j T?-6 n?jnut?s on this paper settled that most important question whether the tunnels were to be driven by “ guttering 

and gaddmg ' or by blasting.” The original minute is that of Mr. Davis, 19/5/92, in which he practically recommend! 
that the work be done by guttering and gadding,” and points out that there is an estimated saving of £1,250 by so doing. 
Mr Bagge s minute, following on the same date, refers to Carter & Co.'s schedule prices as speculative to increase their 
profits to the loss of the Department, refers to clause 55 of the specification, and supports Mr. Davis’s recommendation ^ suggestion

“ E-H-> 23/5/92. Ask contractors to see me on Thursday morning.” He then, on 
i?-the foU^^minute, addressed to Mr. Davis While I think the Department would hardly be justified 

m adopting this unusual method of carrying out the work, it is very clear we should aim at getting our work done as 
economically as possible. _ Blasting may, therefore, be allowed on the understanding that the average allowance of 
4 inches for concrete packing over and above specified size of tunnels be reduced to 2 inches.—R.H., 28/5/92.” In this
done WCbrn+'miSCOmutrUeS<.Mr/ r>avls’s recommendation, supported by that of Mr. Bagge, and orders that the work be 
done by blasting. The contractors were accordingly notified, 27/5/92.
“ ti In Mr' ®.lekson.’s minute, 26/5/92, and in the letter to the contractors, 27/5/92, it is stated as a stipulation that— 

The cross-sections will be taken m the usual manner, and you will be paid for the excavation ordered, and for a maximum 
oL “.IN eonJe.r®te ll,}II>g in. excess of the excavation ordered.” To this letter the contractors replied on 2/6/92, 
in tTe Dep^tment’s1 letterbUt pomtlng 0ut that the 2 inches would make a total of 7J inches, instead of 7 inches as stated

(b.) The payment for this extra excavation and concrete is again referred to in the contractor’s letter of 10/8/93, the 
contractors asknig for the agreement to be amended in their favour. Mr. Davis’s minute thereon, 14/8/93, recommends 
that the margin of 2 inches be increased to 3i inches, and Mr. Hickson’s minute thereon is as follows “The 2 inches was 

«Ii0n 0Ii tk6as?u“Ptl0ii that the average allowance for concrete packing was 4 inches. As it is now stated, this 
° mCheS’ Mr' I)?V1S s, suggestion is only fair and equitable, and may therefore be adopted.—R.H.,

10/8/98. This decision was communicated to the contractors by letter of 21/8/93.
in W^i0111 a ®P.eci,ficati<m.» and particularly of clauses 58 and 59, I cannot see that the contractors were,
in the first place, entitled to the 2-meh margin. . ’

Geo. C., 22/7/96.
Parkes.] In connection with the lining of the sewer there is a further increase to 8* inches?

. 4 have referred to it, as the matter was again referred to the Department. They wanted the 21
inches increased to 3f inches. ■ J 8
10079. In connection with the cement tests, I notice that on 22nd June, 1891, 1,300 casks submitted for 
4Cm?neetl°S Wlth. Coi?lract 79 were condemned—that is, they did not pass the test ? That is so. 
oo j iw ^ le ^er™ca^e ^ minuted, “ In the shed of the contractors.” It remained there from June until
23rd JNovember, when it was again tested. There is a minute upon the second certificate to this effect—

becond test ot l.Ool, after being kept in store on Contract G9 since 20th June, 1891.” That would be 
there from 20th June to 23rd November. The cement then passed ? Yes.
(LOOSl. Are there any tests recorded in connection with Contract 69 between the dates which I have given 
your 1 es, there are certain records. ' b
10082 Win you enumerate them? There is a test of fifty casks on the 25th June, 450 casks on 30th 
June, 400 casks on bth July, and 390 casks on 9th August, making a total of 1,290 casks tested between 
those two dates. o > w
10083. That would be a,ll kept in the shed according to the records upon these tests ? Eeferring to 
certificate 1,071, I should say that the cement was in that case on the contract. That will probably be 
the case in the other instances. r J
10084. JAr. Davis.] I wish you to refer again to the evidence you have given with respect to the material 
and labour supplied for the contract at Bondi. In the first place I think you said that the whole of the 
quantities returned upon the certificate No. 24 under items 43,'44, 46, 47, and 48, were quantities used 
m connection with the Bondi work ? Yes ; Bondi and some other contract
10085. Are you in a position to say that that is a fact ? Yes, from a comparison of the items and also the
I>rlCeS‘ 10086 140—2 P +uu ■
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Messrs. Bond

G. Christie. 10086. I want you first of all to deal with the question of quantities have you gone carefully through
the printed papers ? Yes. „ .. ,

22 July, 1896. 100^ Hav£ taken out of the list of works given upon pages 321 and 322 of the Parliamentary papers
. the items you mention as having reierence to the work at Bondi ? I have not summed them up from e 

certificates, but I have compared the items. ,. . . .
10088.' "Would you be surprised to find that instead of the amount chargeable to the Bondi^work being 
£23 5s. 6d., as you supposed to be shown by progress payment No. 24, it is actually £11 Is. r i should. 
There are a number of small items, but I compared them sufficiently to warrant me m making t at 
statement, I think. But if you will prepare a list I shall be quite prepared to accept it after checking it. 
10089. Coming to the question of rates. X think you said that the correct rates according to the schedule 
attached to the contract for items 43, 44, 46, 47; and 48 were respectively as follow 20s., 14s., 10s., 15s., 
and 8s.;—will you turn up the schedule and see whether that is so or not. I referred to .Bond and 
Hudson’s tender originally, and the figures I have given are taken from that schedule.
10090. But will you look at the schedule attached to the contract ? I notice that that schedule does differ 
from the schedule from which I took my figures. .
10091. Is not that a matter upon which you should have satisfied yourself before malnng a statement of 
this kind ? I took it that one schedule would be the same as the others. I see that Portland cemen is 
put down in the schedule to which you refer me at 16s. _
10092. But that is not 20s. ? You have paid at 16s. and the price given here is 16s.
10093. His Honor.'] Where did you get your prices from originally ? I obtained them from the schedule 
attached to the first tender in this contract and the specification issued at the time. How it comes to be 
altered I cannot say. I took ordinary precautions in making my investigations. _
10094. Are not schedules fixed bv the contractors in all cases, the quantities being given by the depart
ment ? Yes ; I see that in this case I am entirely wrong. I find that I have been dealing with a contract 
in which the schedules had been fixed by the contractors.
10095. There has been a misconception on your part of the form of tender . Yes.
10096. Mr. Haris.] Take item No. 44 what is the rate attached to that? Twelve shillings.
10097. Take item 46 ? I think if His Honor will allow me to do so, my better plan would be to withdraw 
this memorandum to correct it. I can hand it in at a later stage. .
10098. Mr. Harkes.] Does the mistake to which Mr. Davis has directed attention make any great altera
tion? No. And as regards the quantities, it is for the Department to say whether the quantities, quite 
irrespective of the price, went to Bondi or not. ,
10099. Mr. 6-ummoiv.] You said, I believe, that the Department lost a great deal through 
and Hudson’s tender not being accepted? Yes. ■
10100. Have you read a letter from Mr. Bond which appears upon page 270 of the Parliamentary papers, 
in which he withdraws his tender ? I had read that previously. .
10101. And could the Department accept his tender when he had withdrawn it ? They could have held

10102. Will you turn to page 298 of the Parliamentary papers, and read the paragraph referring to the 
failure of a tenderer to proceed with the contract ? Yes. It is as follows :

Whenever a Tenderer shall fail to proceed with a Contract as aforesaid, fresh Tenders shall he 
for the work, unless in the opinion of the President there are circumstances which make it de“ra^^ bo
the same series to he accepted ; but the Tenderer by whose default such a course has been rendeied nccessaiy shall be 
excluded from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the pleasure of the i resiuent. . _
10103. According to that condition, has not the President of the Tender Board the right to use his judg
ment in accepting another tender br in calling for fresh tenders ? The clause to which you refer me 
states that the Tender Board have the right to consider the matter at the time, but the position is that 
the Department allowed one tenderer to drop out and then immediately called tor fresh tenders.
10104. The clause contains these words, “ Unless in the opinion of the President there are circumstances 
which make it desirable for another tender in the same series to be accepted. If there were such 
circumstances the President would have the right to accept the second tender or any other tender. 
In this case the matter had gone beyond the Tender Board altogether. The Minister decided to call for

10105 Have you read the whole of the papers in connection with Contract 79 ? A great many of thern. 
Those with which I have been dealing I have specially read at the time. I could not say that 1 have read
10106^Will you turn to page 316 of the Parliamentary papers you will see-upon that page a letter 
from Mr. Armstrong ? Yes. It is dated 31st April, 1893, and is as follows ;

I have the honor to ask reconsideration of your refusal to allow a return of part of the retention money held on 
account of Contract No. 79, North Shore Sewerage, and to point out that, in addition to deposit of £2,000, retention money 
now amounts to £2,000, and that Messrs. Carter have plant and machinery on the contract amounting to £3,500, an a s 
materials to the value of £800, making a total security value of upwards of £8,000.

I respectfully submit that the Department will hold very ample security after a deduction of £2,000 from t
retention money.
10107. Do you not think that that letter would carry a certain amount of weight with the Department? 
T am dealine with the exact conditions of that contract. . „ ., , , , ■
10108 But are those conditions absolutely binding upon the Departmentif it chooses to make certain
alterations, cannot it do so ? I would not like to express an opinion upon that point. osq;n^Pad
10109 Do you know if there are any circumstances which made the Department keep back instea
of keening back the full retention money do you know of any circumstances which arose about that time 
which might induce them to give back the £222 you have spoken of, of retention moneyj—can you fell 
from the papers which you have read whether there were any circumstances which at tjiat time Wstahed 
the Department in taking such action ? No. The construction I should put upon the papers is rather 
ao-ainstPit, because the works were not proceeding vigorously. I do mit know from what cause the
Department would have considered themselves justified in doing what they did. , . a
10110 Do you know that at that time the Department could not get out fresh conditions for contracts .
There is a paper upon page 316 which says something about new general conditions. lonL
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10111. Will you read Mr. Hickson’s minute, appended 
follows : —

to paper 58, upon page 316? Yes. It is as G. Christie.

All that contractors would be entitled to if the new general conditions were in force would be £70 19s. 5d. As 
tnese are not yet m force, and contractors have good prices for work done, whereas work to be done is put down at low 
ngures, 1 cannot recommend that their application be granted.-R.H., 25/3/93.
10112. Do you know whether it was not considered at the time that when the total amount of retention 
money and the deposit amounted to 10 per cent of the contract all accruing retention money should 
be returned to the contractors ? I had not read that.

^ suppose that, when writing your statement with regard to rearrangement and 
substitution ot schedule items in connection with Contract 79, you based it upon what you gathered from 
the rarliamentary papers ? Yes. ‘
10114. Will you tell me upon what you based this statement, “ The payment for this extra excavation is 
i r t rr contractors’ letter of 10th August, 1893” ? 1 think your original letter says that.
iOlla. Is anything said there about extra excavation being paid for? I interpret the reference there as 
being made to extra excavation. That is the clear conclusion I derive from it.

^°U w.ou^ conclude from the letter upon page 305 that only 2 inches of concrete lining in excess 
ot the excavation ordered is to be paid for, and that the extra excavation is.to be paid for in addition ? 
lhat is my clear deduction from that letter.
10117. Does it state that ? Yes.
10118. Will you point out where? It says in excess of the excavation ordered.
10119. Is it stated that extra excavations are to be paid for ? I read it so.
10120. Will you point out to me where it says that extra excavation is to be paid for ? That is what I
interpret the clause to mean. If you refer to paper 65 upon page 317 you will find these words

• p1®. 2 * * * * * inches referred to was fixed as being 2 inches less than usually works out as an average cross-section, but
?^!fi;Jfrthe/0r!gKng,/oea,SOn’^ndot0 TaV01,dal?le errors in the alignmenh we ask to be allowed cross-sections equal to 
those ot Contract No. 53, less the 2 inches which was intended to be deducted. , ^
10121. Heading that paragraph with the context, would you take it to mean what you say? Yes.
10122. Will you read the first paragraph of the letter ? Yes.

, Referring to our letter of 2nd June, 1893, in which we accept a maximum thickness of 2 inches over plan dimension 
as the quantity to be paad for lining tunnel on Contract No. 79, North Sydney sewerage, we beg to state that this was 
agreed to on the supposition that the ground would admit of such dimension being practicable. “

22 July, 1896.

TheJ 8° on bo say that it is not practicable, and they want more measurements. 
10123. But is anything said there about extra excavation ? Certainly. Othe: 
by cross-sections. It shows that they wanted larger cross-sections, I think.

Joseph Davis, recalled, and further examined :—
10124. Mr. Parses.] What is the course which the Department follows with regard to the testing of 
cement stored upon works ? The contractors when they have a whole parcel in the shed generally apply 
to the Inspector or to the Resident Engineer for samples to be taken.
i wlla?ls, tlJe course followed when the cement is put upon the job—is it kept in a shed ? Yes.
10126.- Is that shed always locked? No it is not. It could be locked in the evening: but they would 
be taking cement out of the shed probably most of the day.
10127. Who has charge of the key ? In some cases we have, but not in every case.
10128. Is it not a regulation of the contract that the Inspector or Supervising Engineer shall have charge 
ot the key of the cement-shed ? I am not sure that it is. I believe that is so in the case of some contracts 
but not m the case of all. I should have to look up the particular contract to which you refer. ’
1 k128^ P 14 ?0t a Sen<rr?1 regulation of the Department ? I do not think it is. I have had it in cases 
where I have been suspicious—that is, I have had the key kept by officer on the work, because his duty is 
to visit the shed once, or, if necessary, oftener, during the day, and he would keep a tally of the cement 
in that way. He would be able to tell at once if anything were going wrong.
10129. Do the Inspectors send'in every day a return of the casks used ? At one time they did They do 
not now. J ' J

J. Davis.

22 July, 1896.

10130 When did the change take place? Eirst of all it was the custom for many years to keep in a 
book the quantity of cement used on a contract. That was right enough, but I adopted a system about 
four years ago under which the inspectors were to report to me each day. In their report they would 
give the number of casks used during the day, the number of men employed, and other tabulated informa
tion which we record in the office. I gave up charge of the sewerage works in April of last year, and 
that practice was then discontinued.
10131. What did you do with the returns when they came in—did you file them ? They were not filed 
exactly, but they were put away for future reference.
1 m oo’ S-aVe you them now ? TheJ are in some place or other. I dare say they could be found.
10133 Would they have to be searched for ? I dare say I could put my hand upon some of them almost 
immediately.
1 nfor' hnjW fa1r back c°uld y°u Put your hands upon them ? I could not say at this moment.
J.OL35 Would it be for five years? The system was not in existence for that period. There might
possibly be three years. Some might be missing and we should have to look for them, but that could
easily be done.
10136. After you left your position in April, 1895, you still had a close connection with the sewerage
contracts, had you not ? I had nothing whatever to do with them.
10137. Have you not control of them now ? Yes ; since April of this year.
10138. For twelve months you had not control of them ? No.

• lOlBO. WHat is done now m regard to the quantity of cement used—is the same course followed that
was foUovved previously ? I intend that it shall be so. I drafted a day or two ago instructions resuming
the old practice. I believe m it. 8 * * * * *
10140. Will you tell His Honor what course has been followed in the interim?

’ report has been sent in.
10141. Are the reports in existence ? I believe they are.

I believe a weekly

10142.
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J. Davis. 10142. They can be obtained ? I believe so.
/—10143. I believe you have already said that it would be impossible for cement to be sent to the work 

22 July, 1896. -without the inspector knowing it ? I do not think I have given any evidence upon that point.
10144. Would it be possible for cement to be used in the works without the inspector knowing it ? No ; 
I do not think so. It certainly would not be possible if the inspectors were doing their duty.
10145. Of what capacity are the sheds in question ? They vary with the size of the contract. It depends 
entirely upon the quantity of cement which would require to be stored. We ask the contractors to keep 
enough cement in stock for (say) fourteen days ahead, or something of that sort.
10146. How do you regulate the quantity—are you guided by the extent of the contract ? Tes.
10147. What quantity would be necessary in the case of a £20,000 contract ? It would depend upon the 
nature of the contract. Tor instance, it might contain a good deal of concrete work, but it is a matter 
of calculation. It can easily be arrived at.
10148. But cannot you say, roughly assuming that you were carrying out an ordinary sewerage work, 
such as you are in the habit of carrying out ? Say that one-half of it would be concrete work, that 
would mean (say) £10,000 in twelve months or £800 a month for concrete. That would represent (say) 
400 or 500 casks a month.
10149. Then if it were a £45,000 contract the capacity would be about a thousand casks ? It would 
depend, as I say, upon the quantity of concrete.
10150-1. Take an ordinary construction such as contract 69, the capacity of your shed would be about a 
thousand casks would it not ? I should say there would have to be sbed room upon the contract—in two 
or three sheds perhaps—equal to that if the contract were to go on without cessation.
10152. Is there more than one shed upon these works ? I am not sure ; I think there would be two. 
10153. Two upon one contract ? I am not sure. I could not say positively.
10154. Do the inspectors count the casks in the morning ? No ; they do not count the casks every day, 
but they know precisely how many casks would be used during the day. Suppose the contractors had 
been working three days and had used 60 casks, the inspector would be able to tell by looking into the 
shed and counting up the casks whether the quantity was correct.
10155. Therefore the most careful control is kept by the inspectors of the department over the quantity 
of cement ? Tes.
10156. Take the quantity of cement which was allowed to remain in the contractor’s shed upon contract 
69, and which did not pass the test, it was allowed to remain there for a very long time ? It appears to 
have been there from June to November.
10157. In the meantime would the inspector have control of the shed;—would he have the key or would 
the contractors have it ? It is possible that the contractors would have control of the cement from June 
until it was retested, or until samples for retest were sent in in November.
10158. Is not that your initial at the bottom of the certificate? It is my name.
10159. All through these certificates bear your name ? They are issued to me.
10160. You have control of the cement tests ? I have.
10161. Would it not be your duty to see that this cement was taken charge of by one of your officers ? 
Not in this case, and I will explain why. The cement would be sent in for testing, simply. The test in 
June would be made up to twenty eight days. If, at that time, the cement did not comply with the 
prescribed test, it would be condemned. In this case I see the cement was rejected at seven days. That 
is marked in the corner of the certificate. The contractors, believing that the cement would improve by 
keeping, would ask, in the ordinary way, to have the parcel retested in November. Tresh samples would 
then be taken and submitted to the usual test. The final certificate shows that the cement had improved, 
and that it was eventually accepted. _
10162. If you have not charge of the key, what would there be in the meantime to prevent that cement 
from being used, and fresh cement being put in its place ? First of all as to using it. The inspectors 
are on the ground the whole of the time, from the time the work starts in the morning until it is concluded 
in the evening. It is their duty to know what cement is being used. They know, therefore, whether 
the cement is approved or otherwise. If this cement were rejected in June, it would not be used. Then 
as to the cement being changed during the period which elapsed between June and November, that, as 
far as we are concerned, would not matter in the slightest degree. The test of cement in June stands 
upon its own merits, and speaks for itself. As it happened, the cement was rejected. The test for 
November, again, stands on its own merits, and it does not matter whether the same cement was tested in 
November as was tested in June. The cement tested in November was approved. That is sufficient 
for us. ....
10163-4. How many casks would be tested out of the 1,300 ? The practice is to take four samples in every 
hundred.
10165. So that the inspector must have definite information as to the number of casks on the job ? They 
have definite instructions as to the way in which they are to take samples.

. 10166. Have they not definite information as to the number of casks on a job if they take four samples
in every hundred casks ? When they send in the particulars which are wanted at the head of each test 
they should certainly send them in accurately. If they do not do so they are to blame. .
10167. Is it not set forth in your specification that rejected cement shall be immediately removed from 
the works ? That is so. .
10168. Is that not carried out ? In a case like this the cement would scarcely be described as being on 
the work because it was in the contractors’ shed—on private property, quite by itself, as far as my 
recollection serves me.
10169. Was it on private property ? On property which the contractors rented, I believe. _
10170. The Grovernment advanced money upon the cement, did they not ? Not on this cement, I think. 
In any case it does not matter, because we took the usual agreement. _ _
10171. As to Contract 118, the cement of John Try, in bags, was condemned ? A portion of it. _
10172. A good portion of it? I could not say what proportion, but I know that a portion was 
approved.
10173. Some thousands of bags were condemned ? I could not say. I see from the test book that 
1,350 bags were submitted for test on 5th December, and apparently did not comply with the test.
10174. In January, 1896, 2,000 bags were also rejected ? Yes. _
10175. That accounts for 3,350 ? Tes. 10176.
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10176. Why was that cement not removed from the work ? As far' as my recollection serves me, the Davis, 
cement was kept on the works with a view of retesting. There is a good deal of colonial cement which nXTV*- 
does not pass the test when it is delivered on to the work in the first instance, but which, when it has time ^ u y> ° • 
to mature, does pass. The same thing holds good with regard to imported cement, but not to the same 
extent.
10L77. You will see that it was held for about three months, and that, when it was tested on 12th 
Pebruary, it gave the worst results, viz., 148 lb., whereas the minimum is 200 lb.; it apparently 
diminished in strength by keeping; I am referring now to the twenty-eight days’ test? It would 
appear from the book that on the 12th Pebruary 1,500 bags were re-tested. I should judge that this 
quantity was made up from test 1,333 and some other cement.
10178. You heard the evidence of your tester, who said that it would not stand the test, and was, there
fore, rejected ? 1 know that that is the fact.
10179. Then why was it left on the job ;—is it not on the job at the present day ? The work is finished.
10180. Why was it not removed from the job when it was condemned? My impression is that another 
test was made after’that. .
10181. Ought it not to have been removed from the works ? It did not much matter in this instance, 
because the work is finished. It has been practically finished since about March, and this certificate 
would not be through until the end of that month. ■
10182. Was there not a good deal of cement work going on ? The whole of the concrete work was 
finished in March.
10183. But it had to be cemented all over, had it not ? Nearly 95 per cent, of the rendering had been 
finished at the time this test would be only just through.
10184. Will you produce for the use of the Commission the reports of your inspectors in regard to the 
cement used upon Contracts 69, 79, and 79a? Yes, with pleasure, if His Honor will direct their 
production.
10185. Sis Honor.'] I suppose they can be produced without any great difficulty ? I think so. I will 
do my best to let Mr. Parkes have them at the earliest possible moment.
10186. As you were not in actual charge of the sewerage works at the time, you cannot say why the 
cement of John Try was not removed ? I know that the reason I have already given is the correct one— 
that is to say, that the contractors kept it there with the idea that it would mature. When it was brought 
down from Merrylands and put into the shed it had only just been made, and it frequently happens in 
the case of colonial cement that when it has been kept for two or three months it parts with a certain 
proportion of free lime, or rather the free lime slakes. The cement then stands the test. That would be 
the object of keeping the cement there. It really should have been stored at the cement works. But it 
was brought into the sewerage works, I presume, because Mr. Try thought it was in proper condition.
It was found that it was not. We had to speak definitely upon that point after the first test—that is, 
had to say whether we would accept it or reject it. We could not accept it, and the contractors ran 
the risk of having another test made; keeping the cement in stock, I presume, with a view to its 
improvement.
10187. Can you say whether, in fact, any bag cement ought to have been used at any time during the 
course of this contract ? Yes, I think so.
10188. What bag cement would it be? John Try’s; some of that was approved, to the best of my 
recollection.
10189. You believe lhat some of John Try’s cement was passed ? Yes. I may explain in reference to 
what the witness Dawson has said on two or three occasions—Mr. Parkes can call the Inspector if he 
chooses, and.he will find, I think, that this is the case—that it was directed that the casks of which Dawson 
spoke as having been filled should be filled in that way. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s foreman asked the 
Inspector if he might leave intact a few casks, as some of the bags of cement had got damaged, and the 
cement could not be brought down on to the works in them. The Inspector reported to me that he 
allowed it, as he thought it a reasonable request. The casks were taken into the shed to be filled, in 
the way described, from approved cement.
10190. Mr. Parkes.] But was not that cement condemned in December ? I cannot give you the dates.
I can only tell you what was reported to me. [Vide Appendix No. 38 ]
10191. Sis Honor.] That would be the only legitimate reason then for putting bag cement into casks ?
There could be no other reason.
10192. Por measurement it would be useless ? Three bags would go to a cask. I suppose they would 
put three bags into a cask and then take the cask down to the work. The inspector will be able to tell 
you what happened.
10193. Is John Try s the only bag cement which is used ? Goodlet and Smith also have some bag 
cement. I was not sure in this case whether the cement was G-oodlet and Smith’s or Try’s.
10194. Would the bags of cement be marked ? No, it is difficult to mark the bags.
10195. They would not be branded ? No. When we approve of bagged cement we have to watch it.
10196. Then the same shed might contain cement in bags which had been rejected and other cement in 
bags which had been approved ? They would be in different parts of the sheds. The inspectors have 
specific instructions not to allow condemned cement, or cement under test, to be mixed with approved 
cement—for instance, the door would be in the centre of the shed, and probably the approved cement 
would be upon one side of the door, and the cement under test would be .on the other side, supposin'* 
both descriptions of cement were in bags. °
10197. The key you say is not always kept at night by the inspector? Not always. In some cases 
where we have special reason to be careful that is done, but it is not the usual practice.
10198. What I understand you to say, then, is this—that you trust to the honesty of the contractors or of 
their foreman.unless you have reason to doubt their honesty ? We necessarily trust them to some extent.
At the same time, the cement, from the time it is approved until it is in the work, is under constant super
vision. The inspector is on the works the first thing in the morning, before work starts, and he is able to 
see whether the cement has been tampered with in any way during the night.
10199. Unless any bags have been shifted during the night ? Even then he could tell from the general 
appearance of things, whether it was so or not. He could tell not only from the heap of approved cement 
being incorrect, but also from the heap of cement under test being decreased.

10200.
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J. Davis. 10200. Mr. Gmmnow.~] Do you know how the contractors buy their cement;—have you ever heard that 
they buy it absolutely from the merchants or importers, or whether it is bought subject to approval ? I 

u ‘ know as a matter of fact that the risk is far too great for the contractors to buy cement approved or not
approved. They always stipulate—at least, so i am informed by contractors who have worked under 
me—with the merchants that they only buy approved cement, and if the merchant delivers cement upon 
the works and it is eventually rejected he will not only have to take the cement back but to bear the 
expense of carting it there and back. As a consequence they have to pay a higher price for the cement. 
The contractors tell me that that is the cheapest way for them to do their business.
10201. So that it is of no advantage to the contractors to use condemned cement so far as they are 
personally concerned;—the risk is the risk of the importer or the manufacturer ? Entirely.
10202. It is clearly stated in the specifications that after cement has been condemned it is not to remain 
on the works longer than twenty-four hours ;—is that specification absolutely carried out F It is like a 
great many other conditions of that description imposed by the Department. It is put into operation if 
necessary—that is, if it is to the interest of the Department to put it into operation. There are a great 
many laws which are not put into operation to-day, although legislators have made them.
10203. A certain amount of judgment is used by the Department in carrying out these clauses ? Yes. 
If we saw that a contractor desired to do what was right and reasonable, we should endeavour to meet him. 
10204. You apply, not only to Carter, G-ummow, & Co., but to any other contractors any fair condition;— 
you do not allow these concessions to Carter, Gummow, & Co. exclusively ? It might be very unreasonable 
to put this clause into operation. Eor instance, the cement might be condemned on a Saturday and we 
could not expect the contractor to cart it away on the Sunday. Eorty-eight hours’ notice in that case 
would have to be given.
10205. But do you or do you not draw any distinction between different firms of contractors in making 
concessions P I have only one answer to give to that. I endeavour to administer the specification, 
whether to one man or to another, as evenly as possible.
10206. You use your judgment ;—you act according to the circumstances of the case ? Yes. 'With 
regard to cement remaining upon contracts, take the case in which John Try’s cement had failed to pass the 
twenty-eight days’ test. Supposing it had not been tested before, and had just been broughtfrom Merrylands 
on to the sewerage works—if it suited the contractors to ask that it be allowed to remain a little time 
to mature, that would be a most reasonable request to make, and one which the Department would 
consider. If that were not done, in nine cases out of ten it would mean that colonial cement could not 
be used.
10207. Have you ever allowed any other contractors to have cement re-tested ? Yes.
10208. So that this particular concession, or whatever you may choose to call it, has not been limited to 
Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? I have no particular liking for Carter, Grummow, & Co.
10209. You do not give them any more concessions than you would give to any other firm ? I believe I 
do not.
10210. I think you might say that you do not ? You want me to say that I am an impartial judge— 
that I am not human nature.
10211. But are you particularly partial to the firm of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? If I know myself I 
certainly am not. What others might think of my action is another thing.
10212. In your own judgment and action are you impartial or not P I believe myself to be so.
10213. Mr. Parkes.'] The items, in the list I hand you, you recognise as having been in connection with 
the Bondi contract P Yes ; the items upon that slip are for material and the cartage of material between 
North Shore and Bondi.
10214. These are items, which you have pointed out, which were expended in connection with the Bondi 
works, and charged to Contract 79 ? Yes. [Vide Appendix No. 39.]
10215. As far as you know, that is a complete list ? Yes; those are the only items charged in that 
contract for work done at Bondi and for material used there.

George Christie re-called and further examined—
G. Christie. 10216. Mr. Parkes.] You have amended your memorandum in reference to certain claims included in 
t ' payments on Contract 79, which were properly chargeable to the Bondi contract ? Yes ; it now reads as

22July.1896.Mbws:- .
Memo. No. 8.

Re certain claims included in payments on Contract 79, which were properly chargeable to the Bondi Contract, &c.
On pages 321 and 322 of the Parliamentary Return there are lists of certain amounts claimed by Carter & Co., which are 
evidently not chargeable to Contract 79, excepting possibly in one or two instances ; but which Mr. Boys, the resident 
engineer on Contract 79, was instructed by Mr. Davis (minute, 14th December, 1893), to include in the next progress return 
of that contract. There is a further minute as follows :—“The fares* had better be ‘returned’ under the item of ‘ dray, 
&c.,’ in schedule.” Mr. Boys appears to have again asked for instructions on 19th December, 1893, and Mr. Davis to have 
confirmed his previous instructions on 20th December, 1893.

Thomas William Bryant recalled and further examined:—
T. W. Bryant. 10217. Mr. Parkes.] Will you look at the document I now hand you in connection with the construction
/—------ - of a Monier culvert on the Main Western Hoad near Ormond-street;—will you explain the minutes

22 July, 1896. ■llp0n that document as briefly as possible? Yes, it is a minute by Mr. W. A. Smith, recommending the 
expenditure of £123 10s. for the construction of the culvert. Mr. Hickson asked Mr. Smith to see him 
on the 25th July, 1894, and subsequently Mr. Hickson approved, when it was noted by the Accountant 
that funds were available, reference being at the same time made to paper 94-5580 as to royalty which was 
to be paid to Carter, G-ummow, & Co. It was then asked whether the work was to be done by day-labour 
or by contract. Mr. Smith in reply,to the query said that the work was to be carried out by day-labour. 
The papers then came round , to Mr. Symonds. Mr. Smith, I think, must have been away, and it would 
be usual in such cases for me to send the papers to Mr. Symonds. I see a pencil note on the paper 
for Mr. Symonds to see to the matter, and Mr. Symonds has written, “ Seen and noted.” The papers

were

* Note (on revision) :—Printed in error “fines ” on page 322 of Parliamentary return.—G.C.
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were then brought back to the Records. The Record Clerk says that he received them from Mr. J. T. W. Bryant. 
Symonds, and Mr. Smith then recommends that the work should stand over until 1895.
10218. Do you know whether Mr. Symonds complained of the money being taken out of his Road Vote ? 22 July, 1896. 
Yes ; he came to Mr. Smith about it.
10219. Is that the reason why the Monier culvert was not constructed at Ormond-street? Yes; Mr.
Smith called me in, and wanted to know why I had sent the papers to Mr. Symonds without authority'.
As a matter of fact, that was not the case, because I had authority to do so when Mr. Smith was away.
He was annoyed, and said that he did not want Mr. Symonds, senr., to have anything to do with that 
work, and that it was work for Mr. Symonds, junr., to do. In the meantime Mr. Symonds and Mr. Smith 
had a discussion as to the taking of money from the Main Western Road Vote.
10220. If Mr. Symonds had raised no objection the work would have been done without ministerial 
approval, would it not ? Yes.
10221. Will you explain how the vouchers are signed and countersigned before they go to the^account 
proper to which they should go ? Take voucher Ho. 115 for example. Mr. Symonds signs in the first 
instance, and the expenditure is approved by Mr. W. A. Smith.
10222. And so also with regard to voucher Ho. 516 ? That contains the same signatures.
10223. The same thing applies to all the vouchers from which you compiled your statement as to the cost 
of the Monier street-culvert at Strathfield ? Yes. Wherever the culvert is not specifically mentioned on 
the vouchers we reject them.
10224. The whole of those vouchers bear the signatures of Mr. Symonds and Mr. W. A. Smith ? Yes.
10225. There are also clearly marked upon the vouchers the material, the place to which it was sent, and 
other indications from which it can be gathered that the vouchers apply to the Monier culvert at Strath
field ? Yes; and Mr. Smith approved of the payment in each case. "
10226. Since Mr. Smith gave his evidence the other day you have again gone through these vouchers to 
see that they are all signed by him, and that the whole of the labour and material which they include was 
properly included in your total ? Yes. _
10227. Have you seen any reason to alter your evidence ? Ho.
10228. The -whole of these amounts must go to the general account in connection with the Monier culvert 
you think ? Yes. ’
10229. The whole of these vouchers would go to the Auditor-Gleneral as accounts in connection with this 
culvert?. Yes; the vouchers speak for themselves. A large amount of money is appropriated annually 
m connection with the Main Western Road, and it was for Mr. Smith to say whether he considered that 
the charges in connection with this particular culvert should be made to that account. In this case the • 
vouchers are specially marked in connection with the material and labour put into the culvert, and in each 
case the voucher is signed by Mr. Smith.
10230. You have looked over the papers in connection with the Callan Park grant? Yes.
10231. What was the actual amount expended there ? I endeavoured to get the papers yesterday, but I 
could not get them. I should think the amount expended would not exceed £450.

. 10232. Then only about one half of the money which was voted was used ? Yes. The balance must have .
been taken for other purposes. Otherwise where has the money gone to. I could not get at the particulars 
yesterday, because I could not get the books I wanted.
10233. What prevented you from getting the books ? Yesterday evening, when I was in the strong room 
there was an objection raised to my being there, although I had an officer of the Department with me.
I hey said that until the Under Secretary gave the necessary permission they could not permit me to stay 
in the room. r J
102fi4- ^ room m confusion ? Yes ; it was in a disgraceful state. The whole of the books were
on the floor, and the whole place was in darkness.
10235. Mr. ]SforrieP\ With regard to vouchers which you say are all in connection with this culvert, will 
you look at voucher 201? Yes. It is headed, “Roads Department—Iron Cove Bridge,” but that 
voucher was written by John Keep and Co., and not by the Department. Mr. Bramston, I see, was 
asked whether the amount was correct, and he said it was, and the amount was entered as having been 
used upon the culvert. °
10236. Then take voucher 389 for five casks of cement, which is marked “ Iron Cove Store ” ? Five 
casks of cement were taken straight on to the works, and other casks went to the Iron Cove Store until 
the carter had time to bring them out. I know that it came out because Larkin loaded it up. *
10237. Do you know that he did so ? Xes, he told me so. '
10238. Then take voucher 191—that is headed “Hew Zealand Timber Co.”? Yes; but at the top of 
the voucher you will see “ Culvert at Burwood,- Main Western Road.” The timber was made up at the 
Iron Cove Store as has already been explained.
10239. Do you know that of your own knowledge ? Yes.
10240. Then as to voucher 208 ? That is a similar case. The Iron Cove Store is where the wood-work 
SrTred- i ' Smith has sig116^ the voucher as correct, and it is headed “ Culvert at Burwood.”
10241. Do you know how much timber was used in the construction of the culvert ? Ho ; that was no 
part of my business. My business was to see that the money was forthcoming.
10242. But your evidence is that this timber was used in the construction of a culvert ? Mr. Larkin and 
Mr. Bramston would be the two officers who looked after that matter, but Mr. Smith by his signature 
distinctly says that the timber was used in the culvert. I presume he would not sign a document in 
7ao?o t “istl°ctly s1tated tliat the timber was so used unless he were convinced that that was the case.
10243. Look at voucher 323—you will see that Isles is paid for carting two kegs of powder and fuse to 
the live Dock quarry—is that properly charged against the Monier culvert ? You will find an item of - 
il in that voucher for the carting of goods to the culvert. We took only £1 out of that voucher. The 

UrfS v - Symonds 311 d ^r- Smith also appear upon it in endorsement of what I say. 
iwAY a t0 , Ovmond-street culvert do you know the reason why it was not carried oiit ? I know 
that Mr. Symonds and Mr. Smith had an argument. I remember Mr. Symonds saying that he could not 
possibly spare the money. .
10245. It was not that they could not put in a Monier culvert in that position? Ho, as far as I can .
remember it was a simple question, of funds. Mr. Symonds objected, and in that case it went before Mr.
Hickson to apply to the Minister for funds, but he apparently did not think that a prudent course. .

10246.
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T.W. Bryant. 10246. Do you not know that the Commissioner for Roads, under the Main Roads Act, has the sole 
manaoemerlk °f the funds for the roads ? I remember being asked to see Mr. Carroll and to ascertain if 

Ju y, 896. would not be possible to get some money advanced from the advance vote, and I recollect his saying that 
■ the vote was exhausted.
10247. Tou do not know, however, that the vote was exhausted at that particular time ? Wo.
10248. Mr. Gum/moiu.~\ Is there a voucher among those to which you have referred for £2 5s. royalty to 
Carter, Grummow and Co. ? Wo. The papers attached to the Callan Park work show that a royalty was 
approved by Mr. Scarr.
10249. Is there a receipt for it ? I only saw the papers. Whether the amount was paid or not, I do not 
know.
10250. His Honor.~\ Tou say you have gone through all these vouchers again? Tes.
10251. Can you discover any error of any kind in your calculation ? Wo ; they are correct. There is no 
getting away from Mr. Smith’s certificate in each case. I see from the evening "newspapers that he said 
that he had supervised the work. I know that he handed over the work to Mr. Symonds, senior, and Mr. 
Symonds, senior, paid the wages; and I have never known Mr. Symonds, senior, to sign a voucher until 
he was distinctly aware of the nature of the service which had been performed. If he signed these 
vouchers for wages in connection with the Monier culvert, you may be sure that he was in possession of 
facts which justified him in doing so. He must have been clearly satisfied that the work had been per
formed upon the culvert.
10252. With regard to Mr. Bramston’s salary for supervision ? I am positive that Mr. Symonds must 
have been satisfied that Mr. Bramston was there all the time. That would appear to be the case in these 
vouchers, which are also signed by Mr. W. A. Smith as being correct. As the work was one which 
Mr. Smith considered was being carried out economically, I do not think he would sign for any money 
unless he was satisfied that it was expended in connection with the work. The vouchers for June and 
July contain amounts for £15 12s. each for Mr. Bramston’s wages or salary, and Mr. Smith certifies that 
the amount is correct.
10253. Mr. Smith made a deduction of a considerable number of days upon which he said Mr. Bramston 
was not employed upon this culvert ? I should like to know how he arrived at the information.
10254. That is a matter which you do not understand ;—you simply take the vouchers as they stand ? 
Tes.
10255. Mr. Norriei] Do you know whether Mr. Bramston did or did not at this period supervise several 
other works ? I cannot say as to that, but Mr. Smith, by his signature, certifies that the voucher is correct. 
10256. If Mr. Bramston had been employed upon several other works at the same time, would his salary 
be split up into several vouchers ? That could be done.
10257. But is it the practice;—you had charge of the financial part of the works, you say, and I want 
you to tell us what was done ? The practice would depend upon whether we had the money. In some 
cases where we have not the necessary money to finance a work the vouchers are split up and are 
charged to several votes.
10258. Who prepared these vouchers ? Mr. Benson, of Parramatta.
L0259. He is in the office ? He would be going backwards aud forwards. Mr. Symonds would be 
responsible for each amount.
10260. Is it not possible that Mr. Benson may, as a matter of convenience, knowing that Mr. Bramston 
was engaged upon other works in the district, have put the whole of the amounts into one voucher 
instead of making up vouchers for the number of days work in connection with eight, ten, or a dozen 
contracts ;—is it not the practice to make up only one voucher ;—has it not been done repeatedly in other 
cases ? I could not say. I know that as far as Mr. Symonds is concerned, he never did so. He never 
put his name to a voucher in connection with any work unless he was satisfied that the claimant had 
performed the work.
10261. But you have done so, have you not ? Under Mr. Smith’s instructions.
10262. Mr. Smith was carrying out this work? No. Mr. Symonds, senior.
10263. I thought you said that Mr. W. A. Smith supervised Mr. Symonds, senior? That is as far as the 
district is concerned.
10264. Did Mr. Symonds, senior, pay daily visits to the work ? He would be riding backwards and 
forwards, I suppose.
10265. He would know whether Mr. Bramston was supervising the work ? He must have been satisfied 
that the work was performed by Mr. Bramston or he would not have signed the voucher. He has never 
been known by the Department to deviate from the actual facts in any case of the kind. He must have 
been in possession of the facts before he put his name to the voucher. Besides, Mr. Smith endorsed it as 
being correct.
10266. Mr. Dauis.] Surely Mr. Smith, as the supervising engineer, would have some knowledge as to 
where Mr. Bramston was engaged from day to day ? Sometimes Mr. Smith would be away at Gosford 
or Wollombi for a fortnight at a time.
10267. But he would not be away for two or three months ? No.
10268. His Honor.~\ Sometimes, I suppose, Mr. Symonds would be up beyond Penrith in that part of his 
district? Tes ; he would be going backwards and forwards on the road.
10269. Did the son act as locum tenens for his father? No ; Mr. Smith had him in his office in Sydney. 
10270. If Mr. Symonds, senior, w'ere away upon another part of the road, who would be looking after this 
work? Mr. Symonds, junior. '
10271. "Would Mr. Symonds, senior, give notice that he would be away? Mr. Symonds, junior, would be 
living with him in Parramatta, and would always know his father’s movements.
10272. Mr. DavisJ] Is it not a fact that Mr. Symonds, junior, was not working immediately under 
Mr. Symonds, senior, and had nothing whatever to do with his father;—did he not, in point of fact, carry 
out this work immediately under Mr. Smith, without reference to his father? No. The vouchers show 
that Mr. Smith’s instructions to Mr. Symonds, junior, were to write out the vouchers and take them to 
his father. He said that he would endorse them afterwards.
10273. But that does not refer to the work ; it refers to the vouchers ? I do not know what arrange
ment there may have been between Mr. Symonds, senior, and Mr. Symonds, junior. There may have been 
some verbal understanding; but we regarded Mr. Symonds, junior, as operating from our office for the 
time being. 10274.
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10274. Immediately under Mr. Smith ? I should say that in this work he did a portion under Mr Smith T*W. Bryant, 
and a portion under his father. . f—, a
+l ^r- ^ymorl^s> senior, said that he did not supervise this work himself, what would you say as to 22 July> 1896.
the offie^ C°U^ n0t sPeak as to the supervision of the work. That would he dragging me out of"

?Ia!i.n0t“r- ®ym?D^sJ senior, said in his evidence that he was at the works twice a week, and is 
not that rather different from what you thought to be the case ? I thought he would be going backwards 
and forwards ; I could not say that he would be always on the work. My work was in the Office. I heard 
i Ao'fr^1rmeil*;S i'Ook place as to this particular culvert when the men came there.
10277. I suppose the visits Mr. Symonds paid to the work would be casual visits upon his ordinary 
rounds there would be other matters which he would have to look after at the same time ? Probably.

J oseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
10278. Mr. Nome A Will you tell His Honor the reason for the material, to the extent of £11 Is., going J. Davis, 
to Dondi. There was a culvert over the Old South Head Road which required to be repaired. I was 
instructed to do the necessary work by day labour. We had no plant, and I arranged with Carter, 22 July, 1896. 
U-ummow, & Co., who were doing work at North Shore, to lend us what we required in the way of plant.
They were the nearest contractors to the culvert in question, and, when the plant was being carted across 
to the culvert, we got with it a small quantity of cement. The cartage charged for is principally the 
cartage ot plant from North Shore to Bondi, and from Bondi back to the contractors’ works at North 
Snore, lhat is the whole explanation of the matter. It was a convenience to get the plant from these 
contractors, and it was also a matter of convenience to get approved cement.
10279. Would you vouch for the correctness of the inspector’s returns of cement which Mr. Parkes has 
asked for m regard to Contracts 69, 79, and 79 a? I should say they would be only approximate, and 
for this reason : It is usual on contracts like 69, 79, and also 79 a, to some extent, where concrete and 
brickwork is being carried out, to have one principal inspector. The brickwork and concrete may be 
going on m five or six places at the same time; that is, on different parts of the contract; and the 
custom °i the Department has been to station at these five or six places sub-inspectors or overseers.
They would keep an account of the cement that is used, and hand it to the principal inspector in the 
evening He then makes up the return, so that you could scarcely make one man responsible for it, 
although, as a matter of fact, one man makes it up. The man who attaches his name to the return is 
nominally responsible for it, but I should not like to make him responsible for the accuracy of it, and for 
that reason I should not like to say that in every case the return was accurate. I should prefer to call it 
an approximation. r
10280. Tou have to depend to some extent upon your overseers? Precisely. We have to depend 
entirely upon them in this matter. ' ^
t0?81' -R™ -&0n°r7\ Tou try to get reliable men for those positions ? We believe we have reliable men.
1 do not believe they would make false returns. Everyone is liable to make mistakes. We find that 
even Mr. Christie is liable to do that.

FRIDAY, 24 JULY, 1896.
George McCredio recalled and further examined:—

10282 Jfr. Parte.] Tou have made a report in conjunction with Mr. Thompson concerning your tests g McOredie 
as to the quantity of cement contained m concrete of various descriptions as provided by the specifications '
on Contracts 79, 79a, and 69 ? Tes ; it is as follows 24 4^1896.
I'arney Parkes, Esq., M.L.A., Public Works Inquiry Commission, Sydney.

Dear Sir 250, Pitt-street, Sydney, 23 July, 1896.
f 0q ® 011 yo^r mstruetions, we have made tests as to the amount of cement required per cube yard of concrete,
loliowing the Sewerage Construction Department's specification as given in the printed papers
vnrrl the ^ T USed ^ 6 in* ^ 4 ft* ^ 1 ft’ 6 deeP> holding, when full, 1 cube
jard, and for the purpose of gauging a box 4 ft. by 12 in. by 12 in. The broken stone was first tested as to gauge, then 
roughly washed, as specified, and forked into the 4-ft. gauge-box, and from thence deposited on to a hardwood platform 
then we added the proportionate quantities of sand and cement, and the whole was turned over twice dry and twice wet 
and deposited m the boxes before mentioned. ’

We may state that these tests were made in the presence of Messrs. A. L. McCredie and Geo. Donald, in addition 
to ourselves, and every dimension and proportion were carefully checked by each.
supervision™™1^ WaS ^°ne ^ tW° exTert labourers, the whole of the operations being carried out under our joint

,, . First—Sandstone (7o»icre«e.—Proportions specified. 1 cement, 2 sand, 5 stone, 2-inch in gauge. For this test we used
f°ll°wmg quantities :--Half a cubic yard of stone, 5'4 cubic feet of sand, and -670 of a cask of cement. These 

quantities, when placed in the large box made only half a cubic yard of concrete, showing the total disappearance of the 
cement and sand. Upon being subjected to a moderate ramming, as specified, this half a cubic yard sank half an inch, or 
beconsfderable rmtaSe °f one'ei£hteenth m bulk> thus showing that in concrete of these proportions the interstices must

Secoiid—Blue-metal CJmcrele.—Proportions specified, 1 cement, 2 sand, 4 stone, 1J gauge. The quantities we used in 
making this test were as follows Half a cubic yard of stone, 6-75 cubic feet of sand, and -843 of a cask of cement, which 
S.T+l61118 S13,06/ ln the, box only filled it to a depth of nine inches, showing, as in the case of the sandstone concrete,
inch th® ^ ceTlent,dlsaPPeTe^ and being rammed moderately, as per specification, it further sank a quarter of an 
inch, thus resulting m a decrease m bulk of one thirty-sixth. H

Third—Special Bluestoim C'oncrel.e.—Proportions specified, 2 cement, 3 sand, 7 stone, J inch metal. The quantities .
we used in making this test were as follows : A quarter cubic yard of metal, 2-89 cubic feet of sand, and -48 of a cask of 

■ Th1? fd?\0fted half *be space of one of the above boxes, and upon being rammed, as specified, showed an 
did the6sand^nd^cernent a^dToV^Mk^the meTal™ ^ °f 0ne-eiShteenth’ showi^ ^ class of concrete alone

+ Y6 mayfadd ^bat every 9 inches m the height of the concrete was specified to be washed and grouted with a liquid 
grout of one of cement to two of sand, and tins would absorb a considerable quantity of cement which we have not 
taken into consideration, nor the -J-incli cement collar-joints, which would also take a fair amount of cement.

• i V1° "?uld Polnt P11* 111 the whole of the contracts which we have dealt with there is only 161 cubic yards of
r?tnr?!=bllieSit0Ue a?ncrf*e ll,ave .been nsed> aud our tests’ therefore, would incline us to deduct sixteen casks from our former 
returns ; but, on the other hand, a much larger number would have to be added for the shrinkage in the other concrete.

We are, &c.,
, GEORGE McCREDIE.

140-2 Q W’ THOMPSON10283.
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G. McCredie. 10283. Tou have also a memorandum showing the advantage gained by the contractors, Messrs. Carter, 
Grummow, & Co , upon the rearrangement of their schedule prices after their tender had been signed and 

24 July, 1896. 0on^rac(. yg beerl entered upon—I refer to the rearrangement made at the request ot the 
' contractors and with the consent of the departmental officers ? Tes ; 1 have made a report in conjunction 
with Mr. Thompson, which is as follows :—
Varney Parkes, Esq., M.L.A., Public Works Inquiry Commission,— „ ,

Dear Sir, 250, Pitt-street, Sydney, 23 July, 1896.
We have carefully gone through the schedule and final voucher in connection with Contract No. /9, and have 

the honor to report as follows:— _ . . -„
Item No. 1.—In this item the schedule quantities give 800 cubic yards of “excavation in tunnel guttering and gadding, 

and the final voucher has 2P22 cubic yards, showing a deduction of 778’78 cubic yards, w hich latter quantity was allowed 
to be carried out as excavation with 4-inch powder, at a merely nominal reduction in cost of 3s. per cubic yard, as per 
schedule, whereas the proper difference in value would have been 17s. per cubic yard, thus the alteration benefited tne 
contractors by 14s. per cubic yard, amounting to £545 2s. lid. .

Had the above-mentioned 778‘78 cubic yards been carried out by guttering and gadding, we would point out that 
the contractor would have had a loss of 9s. per cubic yard, which would have amounted to £350 9s., based on the 
Department’s estimate of 72s. per cubic yard. _ _

Item No. 5.—The schedule quantities give 361 cubic yards of guttering and gadding in shafts, 'while the final return 
shows that excavation with 4-inch powder was substituted, which would give the contractor an increased profit oi os. per 
cubic yard, amounting to £90 5s. .

Item No. 17.—In this item there is an increase of S52T7 cubic yards of sandstone concrete in the final return over 
the quantity shown in the schedule, which would result in the contractor gaining a profit of 7s. 6d. per cubic yard, 
amounting to £319 11s. 3d., the Government estimate being 30s. per cubic yard.

Items Nos. 10 to \o (inclusive).—For these items the contractor only allows £3 4s. 2d., while a fair cost would 
amount to £238 15s., and as they were not carried out, the contractor was saved a loss of £235 10s. lOd.

Item No. 20.—This item, 180 cubic yards of brickwork, the contract rate for which was 20s. per cubic yard, or £180, 
was omitted, whereas the Department’s estimated value is 60s. per cubic yard, and which, if it had been carried out, 
would have resulted in a loss to the contractor of £360. . .

We may point out that in Item No. 4 the schedule quantities give 75 cubic yards excavation m road surfaces, 
whereas the quantity paid for was 541‘77 cubic yards, and as the contractor’s price was 78s. per cubic yard, against the 
Department’s estimated value of 6s. per cubic yard, this increase gave the contractor an additional profit of £1,680 is. od.

We are, &c., •
GEORGE M‘CREDIE, 
W. THOMPSON.

"William Thompson recalled and further examined :—
W. 10284*. Mr. Parkes.'} Tou have heard the reports which Mr. M‘Credie has just read ? Tes. _ 

Thompson. 10285. They are reports which you have made in conjunction with him, and you concur in them in every 
r—particular? Tes.

24 July, 1896. ---------------------------------------------——■

FRIDAY, 31 JULY, 1896.
William Scarlett Delisle Eoberts recalled and further examined:—

W S D 10286. Mr. Parkes.} Will you refer to a test recorded in your cement test-book under date of 2dth 
Roberts.' September, 1895 ? There are two tests of that date.

. 10287. One is a test of cement for Contract No. 118 ? Tes ; for Carter & Co.—500 casks.
31 July 1896.10288. There is also a test under date of 27th September, is there not ? Tes ; for sewerage Contract 

’ No. 118—Carter, Gummow, & Co., 2,000 casks.
10289. Under date 21st November there is a further test for Contract 118 ? Tes ; for Carter, G-ummow,

. & Co.—1,200 casks.
10290. The next test you come to is that of John Try’s cement, which was in bags, and which was con
demned ? Tes ; it was submitted in connection with Contract 118. The test is dated 5th December. 
1,360 bags were tested for Carter, Gummow, & Co.
10291. It did not pass the test ? No.
10292. And from that time out John Try’s cement did not pass ? I think that was the last.
10293. Therefore there is no chance of there having been good cement of John Try’s in bags on that 
contract ? There may have been a good deal stored there before that. .
10294. Will you turn up your book and see if you can find any record of passed cement of John Try s in 
connection with that contract ? I see there is a test dated 20th September, 1895 ; 700 bags were tested 
for Carter & Co. in connection with Contract 118. That evidently passed the test.
10295. Will you pass to the next one ? The next is a test of the 17th October.
10296. How many bags would there be in that case ? 1,360.
10297. That was condemned ? It was either condemned or tested again.
10298. How many bags go to the cask ? About three.
10299. Then the 700 bags which were passed would equal 233 casks ? Tes.
10300. There can be no doubt from your book that the cement of John Try’s upon Contract 118 from 
November up to January had not passed ? There seems to be not much doubt about it. _ ^
10301. When you were here on the last occasion you gave us particulars of some tests which had taken 
place in connection with the North Shore sand ? Tes.
10302. I think you said that the sand exceeded the standard adopted by the Department—do not the 
sheets I hand you represent your tests ? They are evidently the tests. _
10303. Will you read the results, beginning with the first test ? Tes. The coefficient for tensde 
strain in test No. 56 was 117'0, the standard being 100; the coefficient for crushing strain was^ll0'7, 
the standard again being 100; the loss of weight by washing was 2'8 per cent. ; the weight per cubic foot 
was 106T ; the dosage was 3'2. The residue on a sieve of 400 meshes to the square inch was 1T72 ; and, 
on a sieve of 900 meshes per square inch, 16'41. The residue on a sieve of 2,400 meshes was 57'03 ; and 
there passed through the 2,400 sieve 14'84.
10304. Only 14 per cent, passed through the 2,400 sieve ? Tes.
10305. Will you now read the second test ? Tes. The test I have just read is that of a sample of sand 
obtained from crushed sandstone from rock on the property of the North Sydney Gas Company. The 
test I am now about to read is headed “Sample of sand obtained from quarry near Gas Works, North 
Sydney.-’ The coefficient for tensile strain was 117'0; the coefficient for crushing strain was 113'0 ; the

loss
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loss of weight by washing was 5'3 per cent. There was not sufficient sand to permit of the weight per W. S. D. 
cubic foot and dosage being given. The residue on a sieve of 400 meshes was 15‘22 per cent.; on a sieve Roberts, 
of 900 meshes, 13'04 ; and on the 2,400-sieve, 57'61. There passed through the 2,400-sieve 14'13. —A—
10306. "Will you now read Mr. Hickson’s minute on the back of the test you first read? Tes ; it is as 31 July> 1896. 
follows :—“ On condition that the sand is sifted as done by Mr. Eoberts, I recommend that the sand be 
allowed to be used.”
10307. Sifted through what sort of a sieve ? There is a note on the test to the effect that the co-efficient 
for tensile strain, 117‘0, was arrived at by sifting the sand through a No. 12 sieve.
10308. That does not show an exceptionally good quality of sand ? I do not think you will get a much 
better quality anywhere as far as these tests are concerned.
10309. What has been the result of your tests so far as the Nepean sand goes ? I have not the tests 
hero, but I do not think they go so high. ' ■
10310. Had it not exceeded the standard to a greater extent than has this sand ? I do not think the 
co-efficient for tensile strain has gone so high as 117'0. More cement would be required to fill up the 
intersticial spaces.
10311. Have you a record of your tests of passed Nepean sand? ires.
10312. After you have tested cement, beside making a record in your test-book, you also issue a certificate 
such as that which I now hand you ? Tes. .
10313. It is first of all submitted to you by the engineer-in-charge, and it records the number of casks 
on the job ? Tes ; and gives other particulars.
10314. Every bit of cement which is tested is represented by a certificate such as that which you have in 
your hand ? A certificate is always given.
10315. Eirst of all it is noted by the engineer-in-charge of the work, then by the engineer-in-charge at 
the office, and then by the Engineer-in-Ohief ; is not that so ? I know nothing, except that I give a copy 
of the certificate from my book. The matter goes out of my hands then. '
10316. Is not what I say recorded upon the face of that documment ? After I sign these documents they 
are sent away and signed by the Engineer-in-Chief as passed or rejected.
10317. These documents record all the cement which goes on to a job ? Tes.
10318. So that if the documents I hand you are the records in connection with Contracts 79, 79A, and 
69, they would record all the cement which has been stored on those jobs ? They should be records of all 
the cement. '
10319. If they correspond with your test books they should be correct ? They should be correct if they 
correspond with the books. .
10320. Mr. Davis.'] Eeferring to the tests you made of John Try’s cement on September 24th, 1895, that 
cement appears to have passed the test ? Tes.
10321. But you do not know when that cement was used ? I have no knowledge whatever of what 
was done with the cement.
10322. It may have been used in the year 1896 for all you know ? It may have been used anywhere.
10323. Tou may remember that at the time you made the sand test No. 56, which purports to be a test 
of crushed, sandstone from rock on the property of the North Sydney Gas Company, I took exception to 
your treating the sand differently from the way in which it would be treated on the works ? I recollect 
some conversation of that kind. *
10324. Do you not think that that was probably the reason why I and not Mr. Hickson, as Mr. Parkes 
said, wrote the minute which you read just now ? Tes.
10325.. The sand had passed the test in the way you had treated it, and I recommended that if the sand 
was seived in that way it should be used ? Tes.
10326. The same thing arose in connection with sand test No. 54, which purported to be a test of sand 
from the same position. I asked in my minute whether the sand was tested as it was received and you 
then wrote this minute : “ This test was made in the old way—that is the crushing strength with the sand 
as received and the tensile strength sifted through the 400-seive. After this test all tensile tests will be 
with sand sifted through the 144-seive as agreed upon last week ”? Tes. .
10327. Then I wrote: “ This being the case, another sample of sand had better be forwarded for 
testing”;—can you explain why that was written? Tes; in order, I suppose, to conform to the new 
regulation. 1
10328. My object was to get the sand tested just as it would be used on the works ? Tes.
10329. And not as it would be used by you in the cement-testing room ? Quite so.
10330. Mr. Parkes.] The minute by Mr. Davis to this effect: “ On condition that the sand is sifted, as 
done by Mr. Eoberts, I recommend that the sand be allowed to be used,”—had the approval of Mr.
Hickson? Tes. ^
10331. Therefore there was a departmental approval ? Tes.

George M'Credie recalled and further examined :— '
10332. Mr. Parkes ] Have you anything further you wish to say concerning the report you presented to G. M‘Credie. 
the Commission on the 24th instant with regard to the cement tests, and also with regard to the '
advantages given to the contractors by the rearrangement of the schedule of Contract 79 ? Tes. 31 juiy 1896
10333. In making out the calculation, which showed that an advantage of something like £3,500 had been '
given to the contractors by the rearrangement of their schedule, you took as your basis the departmental 
estimate ? Tes. “
10334. That is, you did not make a calculation from your knowledge of trade prices—you simply took 
the information which the Government themselves had afforded? Tes; we took the office estimate 
which appeared upon page 339 of the Parliamentary return. Tou handed to us Mr. Owen’s evidence to 
guide us as to cost per yard of. tunnelling, &c., and we found, on working it out, that it ran out at 39s., 
but we put it down at 46s. We allowed 46s. per cubic yard for excavation—that is, for tunnelling— 
guttering and gadding.
10335. Tou see no reason to alter your figures ? No.
10336. Tou feel convinced that they are right ? Tes ; they are based upon the estimates of the 
Department. The report speaks for itself.

10337.
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Or. McCredie. 10337. If you were an engineer drawing an equitable arrangement as between the Grovernment and 
contractors this is what you would advocate ? Tes.

31 July, 1896.10338. Tou have prepared a further report concerning the cement which should have been used if the 
specification had been carried out even approximately in connection with Contracts 79, 79a, and 69? Tes. 
10339. When you were here you only took the cement which appeared in the yard bulk, but there were 
certain other things, such as grouting, and also shrinkage, which you did not allow for? Tes.
10340. Will you tell the Commission what further light your investigations have thrown upon the 
matter? Tes ; I have made a supplementary report, which 1 will now read :—
Varney Parkes, Esq., M.L.A., Public Works Inquiry Commission, Sydney,—

Dear Sir, 250, Pitt-street, Sydney, 30 July, 1896.
Following on our report of the 23rd instant, we have made further calculations of the quantities .of cement 

required in connection with Contracts Nos. 69, 72, 77, 79, 79a, and 118, in order to allow for grouting and shrinkage in the 
concrete, and now have the honor to report as follows :— .

First—Grouting :—Proportions specified, 1 cement to 2 sand. In testing the grout we used one-third of a cubic foot 
of cement and two-thirds of a cubic foot of sand, which proved to be sufficient for one cubic yard of cement.

This quantity is equal to one-twelfth of a cask of cement, but, even allowing that one-twenty-fourth of a cask, or 
one-half the quantity we used, would be sufficient, it would require 486 casks for grouting in Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a, 
and 636 casks for the remaining contracts, in addition to the number of casks given in our returns of the 6th instant.

Second—Sandstone Concrete :—Our tests having shown a shrinkage of one-eighteenth, as previously reported in ours 
of the 23rd instant, it will necessitate our adding 274 casks to the number returned for Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a, 
and 1,135 casks to the number for the other contracts.

Third—Bluemetal Concrete :—The shrinkage in this concrete being one-thirty-sixth, we have to add 367 casks to the 
number returned for Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a, and 6 casks for the other contracts.

The following are the'returns as corrected to allow for the shrinkage of concrete, grouting, &c.
Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a :—

Former return.......................................................................................................... 21,612 casks.
Add for grouting .................................................................................................. 486 ,,
Add for shrinkage in sandstone concrete ............................................................ 274 ,,
Add for shrinkage in bluemetal concrete ... ......................................................... 367 ,,

22,739
Deduct for expansion in special bluestone concrete in Contract No. 79............. 17

Total number of casks ....................................... 22,722
Contracts Nos. 72, 77, and 118 :—

Former return.......................................................................................................... 23,616
Add for grouting .................................................................................................. 636
Add for shrinkage in sandstone concrete ............................................................. 1,135
Add for shrinkage in bluemetal concrete ............................................................. 6

Total number of casks required ......................... 25,393
Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a .................................................... ................................... 22,722
Contracts Nos. 72, 77, and 118 ....................................................................................... 25,393

Total..................................................................... 48,115
Yours, &c.,

GEORGE McCREDIE.
W. THOMPSON.

10341. Tour conclusions are drawn from practical tests made in a liberal fashion ? Tes.
10342. Tou have not gone to any excessive length to make things eke out as much as you could ? No ; 
we have been liberal in every way.
10343. Tour report is in accordance with what you consider the nature of the work in hand ? It is. 
10344. If properly carried out ? Tes.
10345. What were the figures you gave as to the cement to be used in Contracts 79, 79a, and 69 ? The 
total is 22,722 casks.
10346. And that does not include what are called collar-joints ? No ; I did not take that into considera
tion.
10347. That would take a great deal more cement ? A good deal. i
10348. It did not include the surplus which would have to go in the way of packing owing to the 
irregularities of the rock ? No.
10349. Nor did it include any waste arising from the rendering of the soffit of the arch of the tunnel ? 
No. .
10350. Tou have prepared a second report with regard to your experience as to the quantity of cement 
which a cask holds in relation to a cube foot? I have no report upon the matter, but I can give you the 
particulars.
10351. Tou have made tests ? Tes.
10352. With what result? The tests were made with Groodlet and Smith’s Rock Brand cement, a cask of 
which weighs 378 lb. net, and contains exactly 4 cubic feet of cement, as measured in our gauge-box. 
10353. What does the imported cement measure ? It measures a little more—about 4i cubic feet.
10354. In the trade a cask of cement is generally taken to be equal to 4 feet? We generally take it at 
4 feet. We were in the habit, at one time, of taking six casks of cement to a yard, but the specification of 
the Department shows 4 cubic feet to a cask.
10355. What has been your own experience ? It goes about 4 cubic feet.
10356. That applies to every description of cement, whether of a fine or coarse texture ? It is all about 
the same. There is not a great deal of difference. Sometimes it goes a third of a foot over and sometimes 
a sixth of a foot over.
10357. Does it ever exceed a third of a foot ? I do not know. There is a good deal of difference in the 
weight and measurement of casks of cement—in the imported ones especially. We have worked entirely 
upon the specification. In Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a, the weight required by the specification is 
387 lb., and this weight must be made up by an increased quantity of the cement. Therefore, it would 
in the case of these contracts be necessary to add to every cask of Bock Brand cement one forty-second 
part of a cask to bring it up to the required weight. Presuming that full-weight casks were used, it 
would require 541 casks less of cement for these contracts, but with regard to the other contracts the 
cement is specified to weigh not less than 374 lb. per cask net, so that no alteration is necessary in the

returns
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returns previously sent in. The specification is most distinct as regards the weight of the cement, so that G* M'Credie. 
there can be no misunderstanding on the point.
1035& With reference to the question of the shrinkage of cement, I asked you to go out and look at the 31 July, 1896.
condition of Contract 101, which is a concrete construction, and I should like to know the result of your
investigation? I went out and had a look at the work on two occasions, and as far as I can see the work
froin the manner in which it is constructed will not stand. The structure from end to end is, I should
say, in a state of collapse. There are cracks about every 13 or 14 feet. It is not in use, and as far as I
can see is not likely to be used, unless something is done to it, involving the expenditure of a great deal
of money. -
10359. Do you consider the cracks in the structure are of a serious nature ? I do, certainly.
10360. Do you think they are capable of being repaired so that the structure would hold water? I think 
the best thing to do would be to take off the whole of the top structure down to the table and put in iron 
pipes. That is my opinion. '
10361. By the table you mean the top of the arches ? Yes. I do not think that any repairing would 
make a permanent job of it. Bolted iron plates might be put right along, but that would involve great 
expense.
10362. Is there any water running through the carrier ? Very little water at the present time. Some 
■water appears to have been running through, because the carriers are marked all the way along, showing 
where the water has been running.
10363. With regard to the porosity of cement—do you think that this structure tends to establish the 
fact that cement "will hold water ? My opinion is that it will not hold water. What I saw the other day 
confirms me in my belief that concrete and cement are not fit substances to carry sewerage matter.
10364. Is there any leakage from the carriers in Contracts 64 and 101 ? Yes. Nearly every pier is 
cracked in the middle. The water is running through from the springing of the arches right down the 
face of the piers. Upon the haunches all the way along there are signs of leakage.
10365. Is the leakage of an uniform nature over the soffit of the arch ? Yes ; it is pretty well over the 
soffit of the arch, coming down through the joint of the brickwork. The face of the brickwork is in fair 
order. . The only places where the water is coming down is in the joints of the stone course on the top, 
where it comes against the brickwork. Down the haunches of the arches, below the brickwork, it seems 
to have been leaking pretty badly. Almost every pier along the centre shows either a crack or a sign of 
leakage such as you would see before a crack takes place.
10366. What would be the result of sewage matter running through the carriers—do you think it would 
saturate the work ? Yes, I should think so. .
10367. Would not that be a menace to health ? I should say it certainly would.
10368. What is the length of the aqueduct in Contract No. 101 ? It is about 25 chains in length.
10369. What do you think would be the cost of repairing that length of aqueduct ? It depends entirely 
upon how it is repaired. The best way to make a permanent job of it would be to take the whole 
of the top structure off and to run iron pipes along. You could not tell what it would cost unless you 
went into it very carefully. I should think it would take from £20,000 to £30,000 to make a good job of it.
10370. In the face of experience like this, do you not think it is a very grave thing for the Department to 
still proceed with these cement structures ? Yes. I do not think it is a wise thing to have cement 
structures at all for sewerage works.
10371. Do you think the cement structure in Contract 77 will hold water ? As I said ■when I gave 
my evidence before, I have not had any experience of Monier structures, but I do not think it will hold 
water. I think the Department will have trouble with that work similar to that which they have had in 
connection with Contract 101. I do not think it will serve the purpose.
10372. Do you think the iron in No. 77 will prevent the structure from cracking? My own opinion is 
that the thinness on the side of the carrier in Contract 77 is a source of very great weakness. I do not 
think the iron will prevent the structure from cracking.
10373. Would not the iron, being in 4-inch mesh-work, be likely to make the cracks more numerous ?
Experience only can show us that. My own opinion is that it would be a source of weakness to the 
structure. I think, considering the thinness of the side of the carrier, that, so far as the iron grid is 
concerned, it is more likely to crack with it than without it. Once the work begins to crack and open up, 
as cement generally does, the iron would receive the effect of the weather, and the damage would be very 
extensive then. What I have seen in connection with Contract 101 only bears out what men who have 
to do with the practical carrying out of this class of work have always said—that is, that concrete and 
cement always show cracks at distances of from 12 to 14 feet apart.
10374. Once cement or concrete cracks, is it, judging from your experience, possible to repair it ? If you 
go out to Contract 101 you will see the results of repairing the cracks. In some cases there the cracks 
have been cut out to a width of about 3 inches, and have been filled in with pretty good cement—probably 
neat cement—but they are already opening again. It is almost impossible to get the old and new joints 
to come together and make a compact job. ’
10375. Sunning all along the aqueduct from end to end, about halfway down the .work, there are cracks ?
Yes. The cracks run right along. When I first saw it I thought it was due to the water line—that it 
was probably the water level inside the carrier, and that the water had run out through the concrete. I 
was under the impression that the water had come out at the junction of the sandstone with the bluestone 
concrete, but after looking at the plan I find that the bluestone concrete is carried right up to the top.
The sandstone concrete is merely over the crown. ’ ■
10376. It is practically the springing of the arch ? Yes. And you must remember that, according to 
the plan, there are at the side of the carriers 16 inches of solid material.
10377. Would you, as an engineer, venture upon a cement structure of this nature ? Not above ground.
10378. Do you know of any other engineer in the city who would do so ? I do not know whether the 
others are of the same opinion as myself? I am speaking now from my own experience.
103/9. Have you noticed that other engineers and architects avoid cement structures? They-do not 
generally go in for concrete and cement structures above ground.
10380. When using concrete even underground you always put T rails through it ? Yes ; when I have 
used concrete underground tor foundations I have put old railway irons in and bolted them together at 
every junction. ’ ' ' °

10381,
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G-. M'Credie. 10381. Is not that done because the concrete cracks even there ? Tes; it is done to keep it from parting 
^ at certain points. _ _ _

31 July, 1896. 10382-3. Speaking as an engineer of some experience, what is your opinion of the work you saw upon 
Contract No. 101 ? My opinion is that if the job is to be made a serviceable one the top would have to 
be cleared away. If you were to start repairing it you would have to be continually repairing it from 
end to end. I am quite satisfied that any practical man of experience would endorse that opinion.
10384. Mjr. Damsl\ I want you first of all to look at the report which you made to the Commission on 
the 24th July, with respect to the schedule and final vouchers in connection with Contract 79. Look at 
paragraph 1, item 1. Tou assume, I suppose, that the specification provides for 800 yards of excavation 
to be done by means of guttering and gadding ? Tes. That is the quantity mentioned.
10385. Will vou turn up the specification and show his Honor where 800 cubic yards are specified to be 
carried out bv guttering and gadding ? Tou will see from our report that we have gone carefully through 
the schedules and final vouchers. . .
10386. Then you do not say that this quantity is specified to be carried out? What I say is this—“ We 
have taken the final voucher for Contract 79, and we were asked to compare the schedule quantities with it. 
10387. Am I to assume that your report is based not upon the specification but on the final statement of 
the quantities compared with the schedule ? Tes ; that is distinctly stated in the report. .
1038S. Without reference to the specification at all? Without reference to the specification. ^
10389. Tou notice the printed words at the head of the quantities ? Tes, “probable quantities.
10390. Will you also read the note at the head of the schedule ? Tes ; it says, “ The quantities in this 
schedule are not guaranteed as correct, but are merely given for the guidance of intending contractors, 
this being a schedule of prices current.” ... . • „
10391. Would you understand, taking that note in conjunction with the heading “ probable quantity, 
that the quantities were variable or not? I understand that these quantities are variable. _
10392. Tou have assumed in your report that they are not variable? I have not assumed anything. . I 
have simply carried out the instructions of Mr. Parkes to compare the schedule quantities and prices with 
the final voucher. ... • j r ■
10393. Tou say in your report,“ In this item the schedule quantities give 800 cubic yards of excavation 
in tunnel-guttering and gadding,” and the final voucher has 21‘22 cubic yards, showing a deduction of 
778‘78 cubic yards, which latter quantity was allowed to be carried out as excavation with 4-inch powder 
at a merely nominal reduction in cost of 3s. per cubic yard as per schedule ? Tes, that is the schedule 
price.
10394. Tou say that the proper difference in value would have been 1/s. per cubic yard- how do you 
arrive at that ? In two ways. In your estimate you make the difference 17s.;—there is 55s. against 
the 4-in. powder, and 72s. against the first item.
10395. Does that refer to Contract 79 ? Tes ; I take it from the papers that that is so. _ _
10396. Sis Sonor7\ Having looked at the papers, you think you must have made a mistake in assuming 
that the prices appearing upon page 339 of the Parliamentary papers were the office estimates for Contract 
79? I was under the impression that they were. _ _
10397. But, having looked at the papers, you conclude that there is possibly a mistake? Tes, possibly. 
10398. Mr. ParTees^\ Tou would like to look further into the papers to make sure of the point? Tes. 
10399. Sis Sonor.~\ After looking at the portion of Contract 64 which you saw the other day, I suppose 
vou did come to the conclusion that the dark stains along the face of the work upon Contract 101 were 
really due to the percolation, not of sewage from the carriers, but of water that had passed over the 
asphalt and through the joint between the asphalt and the line of cemented concrete on the top ? . My 
opinion is that if the asphalt coloured the leakage it would have coloured it from the top, but it is in a 
straight line right along some distance below'. _
10400. But, as far as the staining is concerned, comparing the two contracts, do you not think that the 
peculiar colour might be due to the percolation of water between the asphalt and the concrete ? It may 
be so. The water wmuld have to go down through the concrete to get out. What I wanted to say just 
now was this,—that if the water had gone over the edge you wnuld have seen it from the edge downwards, 
but the discolouration appears about a couple of feet below the surface of the asphalt This discolouration 
could not have been caused by sewage matter, because the carriers have not been in use. It is quite 
possible that the asphalt might have discoloured the water, but it would have to go down through the 
concrete in order to get out where the stains appeaf.
10401. Mr. Davis.'] As to Contract 101—from what cause would you say the structure had been cracked ? 
I could not see any settlement in the piers, and I take it that it would be from the expansion and contraction 
of the material. T believe good blue-metal concrete may have been used. The work appears on the 
surface to have been well carried out as regards the material, but it is certainly cracked along the arches 
right through. There was only one arch in which I noticed a settlement, and that was towards the end 
near the junction with 112. ,
10402. Tou think there has been a settlement there? Tes.
10403. Do you think the cracks are due not to inferior workmanship but simply to changes of temperature 
setting iip expansion and contraction ? I am not in a position to say whether the material in the job is 
good or not, but it appears on the surface to be good. I think the cracks are due to the expansion and
contraction in the material itself. ... v j-jc i -j-
10404. Prom your experience you must know how difficult it is to control that ? I know how difficult it 
is to control 'any work like it. . .
10405. Tou question whether it was wise policy to put up a structure of that description at all. Tes ; 
my own opinion is that it is not wise to build these structures of concrete.
10405. Have you examined the plans of No. 101 ? Tes. ‘
10407. Did you notice that provision was made for covering up the sewer ? Tes. I noticed that there 
is an embankment for covering up the sewer.
10408. Supposing the embankment were put along the sewer, what effect would it have upon the expan
sion and contraction of the concrete in the aqueduct—would it stop it or otherwise ? It would have this 
effect, that you would not see the cracks. .
10409. Did you not say that concrete below ground v'ould not contract and expand ? No ; what I said 
was that we often put iron in it on account of its contracting and expanding.
10410. Below ground ? Tes. 10411.
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10411. Will you explain what causes concrete to expand and contract ? As far as the material itself is M'Credie. 
concerned, heat aud cold will generally cause expansion and contraction. The material always seems to 
contract and expand so as to cause cracks at distances of 10, 12, and 14, feet apart. Even in the best of 31 July, 1896. 
concrete embankments you will see it. That is my experience.
10412. Do you think that a concrete structure, covered up with a reasonable quantity of earth, would be 
likely to be affected by the changes of temperature that we get here in Sydney ? You are assuming that 
the wor^ would be covered up when it was built; but you must take this into consideration, that you may 
coyer defective work up, and you will not be able to tell how it will act when it has been covered up once 
it has started to open out.
10413. I will put it in this way : would concrete expand and contract under earth ? I could not tell you.
10414. Would it expand and contract to the same extent as if it were exposed ? Not to the same extent,
I should think.
1041o. Would it expand or contract appreciably under earth ? I do not think so, if it were covered up 
when tlm work was new, because we use concrete in the foundations of buildings, and have very little 
trouble with them. In very treacherous ground we put iron in it.
1041G. -You say that the only way to make Contract 101 a good job would be to take off the top portion 
of the aqueduct down to the level of the invert or table, and to put in pipes ? Yes.
1041/. What sort of pipes? Similar to those which have been used in a neighbouring contract.
10418. Did you see those pipes ? Yes.
10419. What sort of pipes are they ? I did not have a good look at them, but I should think that, if 
-2-mch pipes, covered inside with a coating of cement, were used, they would last for many years.
10420. You think, I suppose, that the question of cost is an important element in deciding upon the kind 
ot structure you are going to build ? No doubt it is.
10421. Do you not think that in a structure of this description, even where the Grovernment are concerned, 
the question of cost should be considered ? Yes ; but at the same time you have to consider durability.
10422. Supposing you get a structure which would give you the same results for 5s. that you could obtain 
m another structure costing 7s. 6d., which would you adopt ? If they were equally substantial, I should 
adopt the cheaper one. '
10423. With reference to the contents of a cask of cement, you said in giving evidence on 12th June 
before this Commission that you regarded six casks of cement to be equal to 1 cubic yard ? Yes we used 
always to calculate it in that way. ‘ ’
10424. How much would that be per cask—what would be the contents ? 4-1 feet.
10425. Making 27 cubic feet ? Yes.
10426. It is not 41 ? No. After giving that evidence, I drew attention to the fact that I had noticed in 
the specification that the contents of a cask were given at 4 feet.
10427. Were they specified to be 4 feet ? They were said to be equal to 4 cubic feet 
10428. Let me refer you to page 344 of the Parliamentary Return “ To facilitate the gauging of cement 
throughout the contract, cement casks will be taken as equal to holding 4 cubic feet; otherwise, the 
contractor to provide and make approved gauge-boxes, holding exactly 4 cubic feet, for measuring cement.
Cement of a lighter weight than herein stipulated, but otherwise equal to the specified test, may be 
permitted to be used in the works, subject to the decision of the Engineer-in-Chief, and provided that the 
deficiency in weight is made up in quantity ” ;—would you think that the portion relating to 4 cubic feet 
gives a specification to the effect that a cask of cement is to hold 4 cubic feet ? Provided the weight is 
up to the standard. °
16429 Is it not this—that if the contractor says, “ I do not want to gauge the cements,” the Department 
says, It you do not, we will accept one cask of cement as 4 cubic feet ” ? Precisely.
10430. You based your report upon the assumption that the contractors would give a cask of cement 
equal to 4 cubic feet ? No. '
10431 Do we specify a cask of cement to be 4 cubic feet—is that so or not ? You specify that a cask of 
cement will be taken as 4 cubic feet.
10432. Suppose a. cask of cement contains 4i cubic feet, more or less, and the contractor elects to 
gauge the cement instead of giving a cask of cement as being equal to 4 cubic feet, the contractor will 
make more than 4 cubic feet out of it ? I have allowed for that. I have taken 500 odd casks. Besides 
you have safeguarded yourselves by the provision in your specification as to weight. ’
10433. As to_ grouting, you gave in evidence that you had made an experiment as to the quantity of 
grouting required for a cubic yard of concrete ; you say that you require a cubic foot of compo. made into 
grouting tor that quantity of concrete; will you explain how you made the experiment? We used a 
third oi a cubic foot of cement and two-thirds of a cubic foot of sand. We mixed it up and put it in a 

raa<^e yk a liquid, and we then poured it over 4 superficial yards of concrete. It turned 
out that that was just sufficient to do the work. It was equal to one-twelfth of a cask of cement. We 
allowed for this—that perhaps the contractor might not put in quite as much grouting, although we 
considered it a fair and reasonable quantity to put in. We cut it in halves and allowed one-twenty-fourth.
We thought that would be a good safe margin.
10433^. Eirst you put a layer of concrete, then you mixed up the grouting and poured it on the concrete ?
IN o; we had 9 inches of concrete, and we washed the surface of it, and we then grouted it as if we 
were going to put another layer on the top. We then measured it and gave one half of the quantity we

10434. Leaving out of question your opinion as to the meaning of the specification, and supposing that 
grouting were not to be done, would it be fair to compute the quantity of cement which would have to be 
used m the grouting, and to charge it against the contractors ? I can only say this : if the "routing is 
not done the job is not a job. &

1^°? say 11:L£®ect 't^at tlle grouting should have been done ? Certainly. In all concrete work it 
should be done. We never put a layer on a dry joint under any circumstances. I would alwavs grout 
it even m foundations. " b
10436. Suppose the concrete is not allowed to get hard—supposing it is quite green and sloppy—that it 

aS comP°- ? T?len Iou do not use your specifications. We must work upon something, 
v-i ;SupP°f the gr.outmS were not used, would it be fair to charge it against the quantity of cement 

which should be used m the contract ? Then, what you mean is, that the concrete is put in more than 
9 inches deep at a time and is not rammed. * 10438
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G. M'Credie. 10438. Ills Tlonor^\ Suppose the work follows on so quickly that,, after the ramming of one layer of 
concrete, another layer is put on when the first layer is quite wet, when it is not set, or beginning to set, 

31 July, 1896. is there any necessity in common sense for the grouting—is there any use in or benefit from it ? No.; 
the concrete will be one body then.
10439. Even though the work may be done in layers? Yes; but it-would be a most unusual way of 
doing it.
10140. Mr. Davis^] But there would be no necessity for grouting under those circumstances ? No. 
10441. And it would not be right to charge the cement for the grouting against the contract ? No. 
10442. You said you had had considerable experience in concrete work of this description where cement 
is used—would it be practicable to put in concrete in 9-inch layers in a tunnel, where most of this 
work has been carried out, and where the concrete is 5 inches thick ? It depends entirely upon the 
position of the tunnel. It depends upon how you carry out the work. It may not be practicable to put 
the concrete 4 inches wide round the sides of a tunnel.
10443. What length of tunnel would you require to keep a moderate gang of men going, allowing every 
9 inches to set before you put the next 9 inches in ? If I were the contractor I would put it all in if I 
could manage it. '
10444. Would it make the best job ? It would make a solid job. But why is it supposed to be put in 
the way specified for that size of a tunnel ?
10445. So that, if the Department, in its wisdom, thought that the best way to carry out the work, you 
would not take serious objections to it? I believe in this class of material being put in as quickly as 
possible.
10446. Let me come now to the collar-joints ? I have not allowed anything for collar-joints, so that it is 
of no use to deal with them.
10447. You said on giving your evidence on a former occasion that you had made some experiments with 
brick-work, what was the thickness of the work ? Nine inches, in an arch.
10448. Were the bricks laid in two rings ? Yes.
10449. Was there any collar-joint between ? Yes. '
10450. So that in the experiment you made you included collar-joints ? I do not call that a collar-joint; 
I call it a grouting. What I should call a collar-joint would be the joint above that before the concrete 
comes in. '
10451. What does the specification say? It says:—“ The brickwork required in lining tunnels, branch 
sewers, sewers in open trenches, and shafts, to consist of the materials and mortar described under clauses 13, 
19, 20, and 21. All circular work and arches of shafts, or elsewhere, to be built of radiating bricks, unless 
otherwise directed. All bricks to be thoroughly soaked in clean fresh water for not less than five minutes 
immediately before being used. All work to be built with whole bricks, and all walls in English bond, 
with |-inch joints, in alternate courses of headers and stretchers, each brick to break joint -with the one 
above and underneath, and to be set full and rubbed in cement mortar. Every' course to be carefully and 
thoroughly grouted, and well wetted before the succeeding course is put on.”
10452. W hat do you understand from that ? That you call collar-joints the grouting between two rings 
of brick. '
10453. Did you do that work ? We did not put in so thick a joint as that.
10454. The thickness of your brickwork was 9 inches ? Yes.
10455. What is the width of an ordinary brick ? The size is 9 in. x 4 in. x 3 in.
10456. You say that your brickwork was 9 inches, add two bricks together—two 4 inches—and what 
would be the collar-joint ? I do not see that that has anything at all to do with the matter. I have told 
you distinctly that I did not allow for any collar-joints in taking out the quantity of cement.
10457. But I want to show that according to your former evidence you did, and what is more, according 
to your evidence now, that you have allowed an inch ? I have not said anything of the sort. I defy 
anyone to upset my test for brickwork. 5'5 of a cask of cement will do a yard of brickwork. I had a 
hard job to do the second yard with the quantity.
10458. But you say you have not allowed any cement for collar-joints ? Not for what I call collar-joints. 
You will see another clause in the specification referring to the collar-joint between the concrete and the 
brickwork—where the concrete and the brickwork come together. That is what I call a collar-joint. 
10459. The width of a brick you say is 4 inches, and the thickness of your brickwork was 9 inches, and 
you used two bricks ? Yes. '
10460. Then the remaining inch would be of compo ? Yes. The second trial I made took nearly two of 
cement as against one and a half, so that I gave you a fair deal so far as that matter is concerned.
10461. Is the specification for Contract 79 the specification from which you have read as to the collar- 
joints ? I do not see what collar-joints have to do with the matter, seeing that I have not included them. 
10462. "Will you look at page 282 of the Parliamentary return and tell me what the specification there 
refers to ? To the southern outfall sewer at North Sydney.
10463. Will you read the part of the specification dealing with collar-joints ? Yes; it is clause 110, 
page 287. 1 may mention that this is not the clause which I have had in view as referring to collar-
joints, but it says :—“ Where the brickwork consists of two or more rings, said rings to be built simulta
neously, the lower ring to be always completed throughout 4f inches in advance of the upper succeeding 
layer of each ring of brickwork, to be carefully and thoroughly wetted and grouted, and then covered 
with a coat of cement mortar, collar-joint, ^ inch thick, to ensure the thorough bonding of the joints and 
the different rings of brickwork.”
10464. Would that collar-joint apply where there was single-ring work in the tunnel ? No, there would 
not be a collar-joint there, only where it joins the rock-face or concrete.
10465. Suppose the brickwork in No. 79 were all single-ring work, would there be any collar-joint ? 
There would be no collar-joint in the brickwork itself, but there is a part of the specification which says 
that where the brickwork goes against the concrete there is to be a collar-joint. If the collar-joint were 
not put in as against another ring of brickwork it would be putin between the brickwork and the concrete. 
10466. But supposing no brickwork were built against the concrete there would be no collar-joint ? No. 
The clause to which I have been referring is 112, and it says:—“Wherever concrete is to be built on 
to and against brickwork, or brickwork on to and against concrete, the latter in each case to be well 
wetted and grouted, and then to be covered with a^coat of cement mortar, collar-joint, i inch thick, before

the
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the concrete or brickwork is built against it.” I take that to mean that if there is only a single ring of G. M‘Credie. 
brickwork the collar-joint would be between the concrete and the brickwork.
10467. Suppose the drawings show that there is no collar-joint whatever in the arch of the sewer ? 31 July, 1896. 
Then you would have to take the specification as against the drawing.
10468. Supposing no collar-joint were put in, would it be fair to include it in estimating the quantity of 
cement which would be used ? I take it that the specification would be always taken as against the plan.
10469. But suppose the brickwork were all single ring and no brickwork were put against concrete, and 
that therefore no collar-joint would be used on the whole of the contract, would it be fair to compute the 
quantity of cement which would be used in a collar-joint and charge it against the contract ? It would 
not be fair to charge it against a contract if it were not put in; but I suppose you understand how I 
worked out these quantities. I took the final voucher paid by the Treasury and made a comparison with 
the yards of stuff. I also made practical tests of the quantity of cement which would be used to carry 
out the specification, and made up my return accordingly. It is not for me to say whether the work was 
carried out by the contractors or not. It was my business to make up the return upon the basis I have 
named.
10470. Tou say you made experiments with brickwork ? Tes.
10471. And you applied that experiment to what was done in these sewerage contracts ? Tes.
10472. Now you tell us that your brickwork was 9 inches thick, and that in that brickwork you allowed 
an inch collar-joint ? We used ordinary grouting ; it would be about one-fourth inch thick. I could 
not say from memory what the exact thickness was in this case. I know that the most we could do was 
to make half a cask do a yard of brickwork.
10473. I wish now to take you to the second report you made to the Commission on the 23rd July. As 
to the gauging of concrete I suppose you used an ordinary fork ? I used a 12-inch 10 pronged fork, the 
sort of fork you use upon Government work.
10474. There would be about an inch between the prongs ? Tes.
10475. Sis Sonori] At the points ? Tes ; they run pretty well parallel.
10476. Mr. Davis.'] Tou say you made an experiment in every respect in accordance with the Depart
mental specification ? Tes.
10477. Tou were most particular as to that so that you might get a result upon which you could rely ?

10478. Did you make any experiments with concrete before those referred to in your report of 23rd July?
I have often made experiments with concrete. I may say that I consider the whole life of a professional 
man is an experiment as regards concrete.
10479. But did you make any experiments for the purposes of this inquiry ? Only those referred to in 
my previous report, and I think those had reference to brickwork and rendering.
10480. Tou did not make any experiment as to concrete? Not specially. I think I said that the 
particulars I gave regarding concrete were taken from my general experience.
10481. Will you turn to your evidence of 8th July. Tou then gave the following evidence
7756. You used the same proportions as are contained in the Government specification—that is, you took a yard of brick
work at so much, the piping at so much, and the concrete at so much, making tests in each case? Yes 
* _ * * * * •' * * # 
7784. Now with regard to the bluestone concrete, how did you arrive at the quantity of cement in a cubic yard of bluestone 
concrete ; what proportions are specified in the case of Contract 69 ? 4, 2, and 1. The cement and sand disappear in the 
metal.^ I found that there was 1*68/5 casks of cement in a yard of concrete.

7788. Are you speaking now from the experiments you have made ? Prom experiments I have made from time to time in 
connection with that class of work.
* * * * V • 9 5t

?ot «?;nk tllat tlle gauge of the stone has a great deal to do with it ? lam speaking now of my experiments 
on different jobs. If you are referring to the experiment as regards this particular class of stuff, I think the gauge of the 
metal was i-h inch. ° °

How do you reconcile what you have just told us with your answers to these questions ? I thought I 
made it perfectly clear, on 8th July, that I had not made any experiments with concrete—that isT any 
special experiments. J
10482. I suppose the size of the stone would have something to do with the quantity of mortar absorbed 
and which it would take to fill the voids ? Tes.
10483. In other words, if the stone were of uniform size, say 2 inches cube, it would have more voids than 
stone which would run down from 2 inches to the size of a pea ? Certainly ; the tests show that.
10484. I do not know whether you noticed the evidence given by one of Mr. Parkes’ witnesses in answer 
to question 2451. The witness said, “ The metal was not the right sort of metal; it was too fine ; it was 
more like sand ; I think I can safely say that sometimes the bankers would measure over 20 feet, and a 
cask of cement is supposed to go to every banker.” That might be a little exaggeration, but I suppose 
you would agree that the bulk made would depend upon the fineness or otherwise of the metal? Yes. 
10485. Have you worked out the percentage of shrinkage, taking the dry material for your experiments 9 
As against wet, do you mean ? ' 1
10486. I mean as against concrete in position ? No.
10487. Would you be surprised to find that it is 43 per cent. ? I should not be surprised to find anything 
myself. I have not worked it out. jo

10488. Supposing authorities of standing give as their experience 25 per cent, in work under more favour
able circumstances than that in sewerage works, what would you say ? That has nothing to do with my 
tests. I have nothing to do with that.
10489. Would you say that your tests were reliable in the face of that ? My tests are certainly reliable. 
1 will stake my reputation on those tests. Disinterested persons besides myself witnessed them.
10490. What I mean is as to the application of your tests—your tests giving a shrinkage of 43 per 
cent., whereas undoubted authorities give as the shrinkage under more favourable circumstances than in 
sewerage works only 25 per cent.would you say in the face of that that your tests might be fairly 
applied to work m position ? I certainly would. Tou will find that almost every authority differs, and 

^ :ake own tests as against any authority. Tou must remember that putting the concrete into 
the box is a more severe test in this way—that in the box you make more bulk on account of the level
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G. M'Credie. filling and the level surface as against putting the concrete into an excavation where it would not he 
possible to make the surface as level as in a box.

31 July. 1896. 10491. Would you say that you could ram concrete horizontally to the same extent as you can ram it 
vertically. Let me put the case of a good, substantial pier, where the concrete is confined within a fairly 
smooth box, and another case where you have to pack the tunnel over brickwork, and where there are all 
kinds of little holes and curves cut out in the surface of the rock;—would you be able to pack over the 
arch of the tunnel as tightly as in the case of the pier ? Of course not. _ _ _
10492. Suppose you took 27 cubic feet of concrete on a mixing board, and first of all put it into the pier, 
you would expect to get 27 cubic feet of concrete ? Yes ; less the shrinkage.
10493. Putting the same quantity over the arch of the sewer, would you get more or less in measure
ment ? It is a question as to how the excavation is taken out. I should take it that in a work such as 
that with which we are dealing in these contracts, where the Department pay for only the exact measure
ment, and where the tunnel was blasted from time to time, that it would take more than 27 feet of 
concrete to fill up a yard.
10494. Suppose the tunnel were measured accurately, would you make 27 cubic feet of measurement out 
of 27 feet of concrete as it lay on the board? Assuming that you do not ram every 9 inches on the side 
of the sewer, what you want me to say is that it is more difficult to get 27 feet in round the sewer. I 
should say that it would be, but I will not say that it would take more stuff.
10495. Did you use Molesworth and Hurst ? Ho, I used no formulas ; I relied upon my particular tests. 
10496. Then what did you mean in reply to Question 7851-2-3 ? I had the references, but I never used 
them. I have “ Molesworth ” in my bag now as far as that is concerned.
10497. Will you show me the page of Molesworth to which you referred ? At page 309 of Hurst you 
will find the following: “As a rule, 1 cubic yard of broken stone or clean shingle is required to make 1 
cubic yard of concrete, but if the sand be increased beyond the above proportion the quantity of shingle 
required is diminished, although in a somewhat less ratio than the sand.” I may mention that Mr. 
Parkes had been asking me questions about the disappearance of sand and cement in the interstices of 
metal.
10498. How many parts of stone or shingle have you in the case to which you have just referred ? Six 
parts of clean shingle, 2 of sand, and 1 of cement. '
10499. Would you suppose that 4 parts of stone would have as many voids as would 6 ? It depends 
upon the gauge.
10500. But taking the same gauge ? You want to compare Hurst with the tests. I must object to 
comparing Hurst with our tests at all. It is outside of the question altogether, because ours were 
practical tests, fairly and legitimately made upon your specification.
10501-2. Sutcliffe, upon page 136 of his work “ Concrete, its Hature and Uses,” says, “ The test No. 8 
is one of a series given by Lieut.-Colonel Gillmore in his book on ‘ Limes, Hydraulic Cements, and 
Mortars.’ ” He succeeded in obtaining aggregates with a minimum percentage of voids; ordinary lime
stone wTas crushed by a Blake’s stone-breaker into pieces of all sizes below 2 in. cubes, and into various 
shapes ; and gravel was obtained from the seashore, consisting, after the sand had been screened out, of 
pieces varying “from the size of a pea to that of a hen’s egg.” He found that the least amount of voids 
occurred in those mixtures which contained 15 measures of gravel and from 11 to 15 measures of broken 
stone. The worst mixture (15 to 27) contained only 30 per cent, of voids. The best (15 to 13) contained 
23 per cent. This is a vast improvement on the voids mentioned above for broken stone of nearly uniform 
size. Solid concrete made from the latter would be 20 to 30 per cent, weaker than that made from the 
former, while the cost of the two would be practically the same. Boughly speaking the bulk of Portland 
cement is, according to Mr. Sandeman, reduced 10 per cent., and of sand 20 per cent., by mixing with 
water, and the contraction in volume caused by mixing sand and cement together is about 5 per cent. 
According to Mr. Sandeman, a further contraction of 4 per cent, takes place during the setting of the 
mortar. Prom these data we may calculate that cement and sand, 1 to 1, will produce mortar about 76 
per cent, of their volume; 1 to 2 about 74 per cent.; and 1 to 3 about 73 per cent. I want to ask you in 
the face of that whether you still say that 43 per cent, of void is applicable to the ease in point ? I will 
not say anything of the sort. I say that these tests are made entirely on the specification. I am not 
going to compare them with any authority.
10503. As to whether they apply or not you are not concerned ? They do apply, because the specification 
states that the materials are to be used. As a practical man, I would insist upon the application of the 
conditions. "What is the good of a specification if it is not carried out ?
10504. Do you always work up to specification precisely ? I endeavour to do it as far as I can, but I am 
not infallible.
10505. Here is another extract from a treatise on masonry construction, by Ira O. Baker, Professor of 
Civil Engineering in the University of Illinois. He gives the results of 10,000 yards of concrete used in 
New York ; the shrinkage was 25 per cent. At page 111 he gives the analysis of the composition and 
cost of the concrete employed for laying the foundations of a sea-wall at Lovell’s Island, Boston Harbour; 
in that case, also, the shrinkage is 25 per cent. The total materials are given as 1‘27 cube yards, at a cost 
of 1 dollar 67 cents, and he gives the total cost of 1 cube yard of concrete in place as 2 dollars 11 cents; 
the proportions for the concrete were 1 of cement, 2 of sand, and 7 of gravel;—would you still say that 
your 23 per cent, shrinkage would have any application ? What I say is that my tests are correct, and 
are made in accordance with the materials specified.
10506. Do you say that you mixed the concrete, in the experiments you made, in conformity with the 
specification ? Yes.
10507. Will you turn up the specification and show me where it is specified that the metal shall be 
forked ? It is not specified to be forked, but how would you specify it—would you say that it should 
be sieved ?
10508. Did you sieve it ? No; I forked it.
10509. What was the measurement of your fork ? About an inch between the prongs.
10510. Will you take the specification and tell me what the mesh of the screen is ? It is a small mesh 
screen. Perhaps I had better tell you what we did. The metal was broken to the gauge specified. It 
was then put into a barrow, washed, and turned out on to the board, and mixed first with the sand on top 
and then with the cement on the top of that.
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10511. Will you tell His Honor what the mesh of the screen is according to the specification ? Clause Oh M'Credie. 
26 says :—“ Sandstone concrete, where ordered to be used in these works, to be composed of one part of '
Portland cement, two parts of sand, and five parts of sandstone (as specified under clause 16) metal, free^^y* 
from dirt, quarry refuse, sieved (as specified in clause 18), washed, and of a size to pass with its largest 
dimensions through a ring of 2 inches in diameter. All materials to be mixed in the same manner as 
hereinafter specified for concrete.” If you turn to clause 18 you will find the following:—“ Broken 
stone for bluestone concrete to he of basalt or other similar hard stone of approved qualily ; to be broken 
by hand or crushing machine, of a size to pass freely with its largest dimensions through a ring of llr inch 
in diameter ; the whole of the metal to be free from dirt, quarry refuse, &c.; to be screened through a 
sieve of meshes {- inch apart, and then to be washed with fresh water until approved, before it shall be 
deemed fit and suitable for these works.”
10512. You did not screen the metal ? No ; as I have said, we forked it, and then washed it in a barrow 
to see that there was no dirt or anything of that kind in it.
10513. Sis Sonar.] When you say you forked it do you mean that you took it on a fork from one 
position to another ? Yes.
10514. So that a great deal of the small stuff less than 1 inch in diameter would drop through? Some 
of it would drop through. Some of the stone used was less than the full dimensions.
10515. But your forking would reject a great deal of the very small stuff ? Yes. Of course when dross 
and rubbish are put in they take the place of cement and sand, and the concrete is not so good.
10516. Mr. Davis.] If the metal were put over a screen with $th mesh what would pass through the 
screen ? There should not be any small stuff, any dust, or dirt left in the stone.
10517. Would anything more than dust go through ? Very little more than dust.
10518. So that the specification provides that anything between 2 inches in the case of sandstone and 1J 
inch in the case of bluestone down to a pea may be used in the concrete ? No ; I would not say that.
It is specified to be broken to I Vinch gauge.
10519. Sis Sonor.] You mean that that is to be the maximum ? Yes. Some of the stone is to be broken 
to 2 inches, some to 1-| inch, and then there is the f-inch screenings. If you are going to mix the lot 
together what is the use of having them specified in this way. If a man gets a job to break metal to 
l!-inch gauge, he is supposed to break it to that gauge and not to fill it up with a lot of small stuff.
10520. Mr. Davis.]' You admit that the specification reads rather differently from that ? That is the way 
I should read it.
10521. But the specification under review is a different thing ? I do not admit that at all. You specified 
for the stone to be broken to a certain gauge.
10522. The specification speaks for itself ? Yes.
10523. What was the size of the box you used for gauging the mixture ? 4 feet by 12 inches by 12
inches.
10524. How did you gauge the | cubic yard of sandstone ? I mixed 13^ cubic feet of 2-inch stuff.
10525. -How did you gauge it? I put it into the barrow, washed it, and forked it into the box.
10526. How did you measure the balance ? It was measured exactly in the 4-foot box.
10527. Is that the way stone is usually measured for large contract works ? The proportions would be 
just the same as though you were using double the size of box. ,
10528. But is it usual upon large contract works for a man to stand by with a rule and measure to an 
eighth of an inch the height of the stone ? I do not think it is usual, but we had to make a test, and I 
am here prepared to swear that we made it, and that it was not scamped in any way whatever.
10529. And you wish us to take that test by itself without reference to the way in which sewerage works 
are carried out ? I take the test simply as it was carried out.
10530. "Without reference to the sewerage works ? It had reference to the sewerage works, because it 
was based on the specification.
10531. I suppose you measured the sand in the same way ? Yes.
10532. How did you measure the cement ? We took a cask of cement to be 4 feet; we measured and 
weighed the cask so that there might be no mistake about it.
10533. You used a fork for the bluestone ? Yes ; we forked it out of the barrow on to the board.
10534. What size of stone did you use for the special concrete ? -r-im screenings.
10535. Is that what is specified ? It does not appear to be named in the specification.
10536. Did you, in making your experiment for special bluestone concrete, use the size of stone specified ?
We took it at f-in. instead of If-in., as specified in Contract No. 77.
10537. You did not comply with the specification in that respect ? No ; we took f-in. in the case of the 
7, 3, and 2; but there is not very much of that work.
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James Symonds recalled and further examined:—
10538. Mr. Parlces.] Since you gave evidence here before, Mr. W. A. Smith has stated that the vouchers 
to which you referred as showing the cost of the Monier culvert at Strathfield are incorrectly given;—you 
have made investigations which satisfy you as to the correctness of the figures you formerly gave ? Yes; 
not so much to show the correctness of my figures as the incorrectness of Mr. Smith’s figures. '
10539. Sis Sonor.] What course have you taken in making the investigations ? I have dealt with Mr. 
Smith’s objections seriatim. .
10540. Mr. Porte.] The vouchers you used on the last occasion were signed by yourself1 and counter
signed by Mr. Smith ? They were signed by myself, and initialled by Mr. Smith to certify that they are 
correct. As regards voucher 389, Mr. Smith is quite in error in stating that fourteen casks of cement 
charged were not used, the fact being that none or but very little was left over, as can be shown by the 
fact that a fresh supply was needed and obtained for the next work. The men when they left this work 
went to put in another small culvert, and in order to do the work necessary—that is, in making an inlet 
which required only two casks of cement—we had to get a fresh supply. As to voucher 275, Mr. Smith 
objects to the. payment of the amount of £25 16s. to Mr. Bramston on the ground that he was not 
actually engaged upon the work. I say that he had very little else to attend to while this work was in 
progress, and that the whole of his two months’ pay was rightly charged to this work. I defy Mr. Smith

to
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31 July, 1896.
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J. Symonds. to point out any definite work of any consequence which he had to do at that particular time in addition 
n to this work. The deduction wrongly claimed by Mr. Smith amounts to £25 16s. As to voucher 414, 

31 July, 1896. Mr. Smith in his evidence says that the culvert was completed and open for traffic subsequent to 2nd 
August, but there are five days or four working days for which he does not account, and the wages of 
the five men for that time would amount to £7 4s.
10541. Sis Sonor.'] That would leave a deduction of only £2 16s. lid. instead of £10 Os. lid. ? Yes. 
10542. Mir. Parkesi\ What is the next item ? That is voucher 201. The bolts referred to in that 
voucher were not used in the actual construction of the culvert, but they were used for bolting the 
centering together, so that there is really very little difference. As to voucher 327, the whole of the 
amount was for the repair of tools used upon the work. I allowed an amount of 11s. 9d. for the black
smith, but Mr. Smith says that 8s. 3d. of this amount is for sharpening road-picks, &c. The whole of 
these tools were used upon the work of the culvert and that work only. The men upon the road keep 
their own tools, and therefore that would not interfere with this item.
10543. Sis Sonor.] The expenditure would be for the sharpening of picks used for the excavation for the 
piers and the trenching ? Yes.
10544. Mr. Parkes.] What is the next item? Vouchers 467, 468, 469. They are Water and Sewerage 
Board’s charges for the removal of the main, and were consequent upon this unnecessarily large culvert 
being put in. Then as to the question of wages upon voucher 189, Mr. Smith says that Isles did all the 
carting for the culvert. Isles did not do all the carting for the culvert but merely the cartage of plant to 
the work. W. Thompson, the road carter, did most of it, such as the carting of gravel and sand from the 
railway, the metal to make good the roadway, the spoil from the excavation, and the removal of plant, &c. 
Mr. Smith in what he says as to this item shows that he did not know as much about the matter as I did 
myself.
10545. Sis Sonor.] What carting did Isles do ? The only carting he did was to take the plant out to 
the work. Ho record was kept, but the whole of the carting done by Thompson would probably amount 
to £6, that is allowing twelve days for one man with a horse and cart. That I did not bring into my 
account before.
10546. What is the next item? Vouchers 190,224,270,363,414. Approximately the whole of these 
wages had to do directly or indirectly with the construction of this culvert, and consequently are a correct 
charge against it. The division of time I look upon as fictitious,—that is to say, the old rotten brick 
structure was scarcely any hindrance to excavating the trench for the new one. The cutting of the 
outlet drain is also mentioned, whereas this item of work was done prior to the work of the culvert being 
commenced. I have a distinct recollection of sending two men to cut this drain. I was asked to send 
men to clear out the drain in order to get a proper level. That was done before the culvert was touched. 
10547. Sis Sonor.] In what account does the cutting of the outlet drain appear ? It formed part of the 
maintenance of the road. I distinctly remember sending two men to do the work; Mr. Smith puts it down 
here as an excuse. He says that the two men were partly engaged upon that work while the culvert was 
in construction, whereas it was done before the culvert was commenced. As to voucher 220, the item 
there has to do with the preparing of the centering for the culvert. Although I did not certify to that 
voucher I know that all the man did was to prepare the centering for this culvert. It was prepared at 
Iron Cove and carted out. Mr. Smith’s statement as to the man Havis or Davidson is incomprehensible. 
The man’s time, forty-nine and a-half days, I believe to be correct. He was on the work until nearly the 
finish, and certainly did not go to the gas works bridge until September. . These deductions of £48 2s., 
as represented by the above items, are fictitious. There is altogether a sum of £109 15s. 5d. -which must 
be added to Mr. Smith’s total of £109 18s. 9d.
10548. Mr. Parkes.] Do you solemnly declare that of your own knowledge that is the cost of the culvert? 
It is not the total cost of the culvert, because there are other items which have not been included.
10549. But all the expenditure you have given was in connection with the culvert? I do not say that it 
was all expenditure upon the actual walls of the culvert, but it was all upon work incidental to it.
10550. When you were last here some reference was made to moneys which had been taken from the Main 
Southern and Western Road accounts and used on this Monier culvert and for other purposes for which 
it was not intended. You said then that you could not call to mind any instances in which that had 
been done, but you have since found evidence in support of your statement ? I have no recollection of 
any other amounts beyond those I have given being expended upon this culvert, but I have found vouchers 
showing that money has been paid for certain objects when it was voted for totally different objects. 
10551. Will you give us some instances ? Yes. I have a list of vouchers paid from the Parramatta 
district votes for wages and other matters not applying to the district. Take voucher 475 in 1892. Brown 
and others were working in the Sydney district, but the amount was charged to the Main Windsor Road 
to the extent of £42 13s. 6d. The men were not within 20 miles of the road.
10552. What was the particular work upon which the men were engaged ? Brown and Byrnes were 
working near Sydney—between Ashfield and Sydney I think. I do not know where the others were 
working.
10553. What are the other cases ? There is voucher 498, also for the year 1892. It is an amount of £2 
to Mr. W. A. Smith for work presumed to be done and expenses presumed to have been incurred for 
supervision in the Parramatta district, whereas his voucher states that on May 13th the expenses were 
incurred in going to Hornsby and G-alston, in a different district. The amount was nevertheless charged 
to the Parramatta district. Then there is voucher 925. The amount is £55 11s. 6d. for Wells and others. 
They were working in the Metropolitan district, and the amount was charged to the Main Southern Road. 
The next voucher is No. 18, in the year 1893, and it is for an amount of £39 5s. 9d. for Mr. W. A. Smith, 
extra travelling allowance while in charge of the Metropolitan Division. I have not put it in my list. It 
is certified to as extra travelling allowance, and although it did not apply to my district it is charged to the 
Main Southern Road.
10554. Mr. Parkes.] Is there any minute upon that voucher ? Yes ; there is a minute from the Examiner 
of Accounts to Mr. W. A. Smith as to authority. Mr. Smith says, “ See Commissioner’s minute of 5/2/92 
on papers 91-9,336 herewith attached. The conditions under which the Commissioner wrote this minute 
are unaltered.” The Commissioner’s minute is not here. Mr. Hickson wrote the following minute: 
“ Mr. Smith, with reference to our conversation this morning.” He afterwards wrote another minute in 
which he said, “ As Mr. Smith had to keep (owing to the extensive district under his charge, from the 
Hawkesbury to National Park, and as far as Penrith) an expensive equipment and establishment his 
allowance was fixed at the highest rate, viz., £175 per annum,” 10555.
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10555. Was that amount paid out of the Main Southern Road ? Tes. The other items are vouchers— J. ymon g.
430 in the year 1893, representing £5 for Mr. W. A. Smith, of which only £1 applies to the Parramatta
District; voucher 277, a payment to W. Larkin of £18 15s., and charged to the Main Southern Road, 31 July, 1896.
although he was foreman in Sydney ; voucher 418, a payment of £32 10s. to Larkin and another, also
charged to the Main Southern Road; voucher 518, a payment of £13 to T. Wells, also charged against the
Main Southern Road; voucher 551, a payment to Mr. W. A.. Smith, £6 18s. 8d., being charged to the
district, and only one item applying; voucher 298, a payment to Mr. W. A. Smith, £12 Os. lid., and one
item only applying; and voucher 419, also a payment to Mr. W. A. Smith, £9 14s. 5d., being charged,
and only one item applying. I have taken these items as being among the most conspicuous. There
arc various others which I have not taken, and about which there might be some quibbling as to their being
partly chargeable to the district.
10556. As to Mr. Bramston, Mr. Smith says that he worked upon this culvert only for a few days;—what 
do you know of him and his payments ? I should not have returned him as working upon the culvert if 
he were not there.
10557. It was you who made out his vouchers ? They were made out in my office, and I signed them as 
being fairly chargeable against the work.
10558. Can you positively declare that Mr. Bramston worked at this culvert during the time to which you 
have certified ? Por the greater part of the time.
10559. Was he away from the work for any time ? He might have been away for half a day. He might 
have gone once or twice a week as far as the Gras Works Bridge at Parramatta; some painting was going 
on there and he had to go occasionally to look at it.
10560. But his constant work was in the supervision of this culvert ? Tes; Mr. Smith distinctly said 
that he wanted Mr. Bramston to he there.
10561. Sis Sonor7\ Tou have not analysed the accounts and made an estimate to institute an exact 
comparison between the cost of the Monier arch work and the cost of either brick arch work or a buckle- 
plate covering in substitution for it ? No; I have not gone into that matter. The work was undertaken 
upon false premises. It was stated to be 50 per cent, cheaper and it proved to be 100 per cent, dearer.
10562. Mr. I)avis^\ Mr. W. A. Smith had charge of the Parramatta district as District Engineer? Tes.
10563. Would it not be a legitimate thing to pay from the Parramatta district vote part of his expenses?
Tes ; I have left out the items having to do with travelling expenses in that district.
10564. As to the work being performed in other districts outside of the Parramatta district, and paid 
from the Parramatta district vote, I suppose the work was faithfully performed—there is no question 
about that ? My point is that it was against the Audit Act, and Mr. Smith must have known it.
10565. But there is no question about the work having been performed ? I do not know; probably the 
men were working in Sydney district.
10566. Tou have no reason to suppose that they were not working ? No ; but they were not working 
in the district to which their wages were charged.
10567. As to the Monier culvert, your son had charge of it under Mr. Smith ? Tes, he attended there 
every day.
10568. He worked immediately under Mr. Smith ? Tes.
10569. That being so you had nothing whatever to do with the work except to pass the vouchers through 
your accounts ? There were various things to be done ; for instance, there was the carting. I distinctly 
remember telling a carter to go to the culvert and do anything that was required.
10570. But you left the details of the work to your son ? Tes, and to Mr. Bramston.
10571. And they worked in conjunction with Mr. Smith? Tes; but it does not follow that I knew 
nothing about it.
10572. So that Mr. Smith would be likely also to know something about it? Tes, of course.
10573. Sis Sonor J] Mr. Bramston was an Inspector employed generally by the Department ? Tes, for 
inspecting such jobs as this.
10574. Mr. Davis.'] Was his employment continuous ? It was continuous at that time. As an Inspector 
for the Metropolitan District he would supervise small jobs. He would he on the job to see to the men’s 
time. .
10575. Sis Sonor^ Without being permanently engaged, he was employed as continuously as if he 
were ? No not continuously, because as happened shortly afterwards there was no work and he was 
discharged. As long as there was work going on he was kept on.
10576. He might be told to go on to more work at the time that this particular culvert was in 
construction ? Tes.
10577. If there were two works within a distance of 1 or 2 miles of each other going on at the same 
time he would be employed upon both works as an inspector ? Possibly, if they were not important 
works.
10578. Culverts, and works of that kind ? Tes.
10579. Mr. Parkes.] Did that happen in this instance ? There was only the other work which I have 
mentioned—that is, the painting of the Parramatta Bridge. He used to go there occasionally to look at 
that work. There would be no reason for him to be there specially, because the work was near my office, 
and I used to supervise it myself. This culvert was his special work at the time.
10580. I suppose there can he no doubt that the Monier arch was cheaper than a brick arch over the 
culvert, taking the arch alone ? I cannot see any reason for saying that it was cheaper. It was certainly 
dearer from the wray in which it was carried out. ■
10581. Have you taken out the quantities to see;—have you separated the vouchers for the Monier work 
itself ? Tou cannot get at it from the vouchers or anything in my office. I remember my son giving me 
a slip of paper at the conclusion of the work, from which it was shown that the arch had cost so much 
money. That is the only way I got at the cost.
10582. Did he say that the Monier arch cost more than a brick arch would have cost ? I do not think 
we discussed the matter.

John
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John Carter recalled and further examined :—
J. Carter. 10583. Sis HonorI believe you wish to make a statement ? Yes. I was asked the other day a
,---- A——^ question in connection with my financial dealings with Mr. Weedon. I was asked if I did not give him a

31 July, 1896. promissory-note. On being asked that question, I at first thought I had done so. I remember that the 
question had been discussed and that a promissory-note had been written. I afterwards found that it had 
not been handed, over to Mr. Weedon. That statement has not been corrected by any other evidence I 
have since given. I had to appeal to Mr. Weedon before I could be quite sure of the circumstances. The 
number of the question to which I refer is 7629.
10581. Mr. Parkes.] You say that you did not give Mr. Weedon a promissory-note P No.

J. Davis.

SYTutyflSge

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:— .
10585. Mr. Parkes.'] Will you read Mr. Hickson’s minute upon the document which I now hand you, in 
connection with the sureties for Mr. Ahearne’s contract? Yes. He says,—“I recommend that Mr. 
Ahearne be asked if Mr. M'Ardle has property to the value of the penal sum required in the Colony. If 

‘ not, he should be asked to give the name of someone who has.”
10586. Mr. MArdle was proposed as personal security for Mr. Ahearne’s job ? Yes, in conjunction with 
Mr. Henry Hudson, of Darling Point.
10587. Is it not the practice of the Government to take sureties only from those who have landed 
property in the Colony ? I do not think so.
10588. Is it not the only tangible security they can have ? I think the Department would take a man 
like Mr. Henry Hudson without going into the thing at all. He is known to be a stable man. In this 
instance, Mr. M'Ardle was an unknown man.
10589. Mr. Hickson asked if he had landed property in the Colony P Yes. He evidently had some 
doubt in his mind.
10590. Will you read the declaration recently made by Mr. Gillan in Adelaide, which I now hand you ? 
Yes. It is as follows:—

In the matter oe the Public Works Inquiry Commission.
I, James Gillan, of Clarendon, in the province of South Australia, contractor, do solemnly and sincerely declare as 
follows :—

1. All the property now beneficially held by me is of the value of not less than £6,000, as I verily believe, and
consists of the items following, that is to say :—■ Approximately.

In the Bank of New Zealand at Adelaide...................................................................................................... £550 0 0
In the Bank of New Zealand at Sydney ...................................................................................................... 115 0 0
Bank fixed deposit receipts and interest ...................................................................................................... 1,015 0 0
Personal effects in South Australia, including furniture, piano, horse, harness, and sundries—market

value.......................................................................................................................................................... 300 0 0
Six shares in Adelaide prospecting syndicate—market value ..................................................................... 60 0 0
Shares in Town and Country Building Society, Sydney—market value .................................................. 50 0 0
Money due me by Carter, Gummow, & Co., for money lent......................................................................... 1,000 0 0
My interest as partner of Carter, Gummow, & Co., in the surplus assets of that firm.............................. 3,100 0 0

£6,190 0 0

2. My personal liabilites, exclusive of my liability (if any) under the bond for £6,000 executed in or about the month 
of May, 1895, do not exceed £20 to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

3. There are no mortgages or bills of sale on any of my said property. _ _
And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by virtue of the provisions

of an Act made and passed in the sixth year of the reign of His Majesty King William the Fourth, intituled “ An Act to 
Repeal an Act of the present Session of Parliament, intituled ‘An Act for the more, effectual Abolition of Oaths and 
Affirmations taken and made in various Departments of the State, and to substitute Declarations in lieu thereof and for 
the more entire suppression of Voluntary and Extra-Judicial Oaths and Affidavits’ and to make other provisions for the 
abolition of unnecessary Oaths.”

JAMES GILLAN.
Declared at Adelaide the 17th day of July, 1896, before me,—

Wm. Henderson,
Notary Public.

10591. You see from that declaration that Mr. Gillan had no landed property at that time in this 
Colony ;—is not that so ? It does not appear from the declaration that he had.
10592. Is there any fixed security named in the declaration;—is there any item which is not a movable 
security ? I should say that landed property, seeing that it could be sold, would be almost as movable a 
security, from one point of view, as a great many of these items.
10593. All the moneys referred to could be drawn out of the bank at a moment’s notice ? Yes, and 
landed property could be sold.
10594. You notice that he mentions £3,100 as representing his interest in Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s 
business ? Yes.
10595. Then there can be no doubt as to Mr. Gillan being a partner in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. ? He says that on 17th July, 1896, he was a partner.
10596. He mentioned that his interest in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. in respect of contracts now 
going on amounted to £3,100 ? Yes.
10597. Do you think he was a proper surety to take for Contract 77 in connection with the substitution 
of the Monier design ? I can give you my opinion for what it is worth. .
10598. Would you consider him a proper surety ?' I should say that he was a stable man.
10599. But, having regard to his interest in the firm, and seeing that he had no landed property in the 
Colony, where is the security ? If the Department had found Mr. Gillan’s name at the foot of the tender 
as a partner of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., which was not the case, and if Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. had asked the Department to take Mr. Gillan as a surety, they would have refused him point blank. 
10600. Did they not know well that Mr. Gillan was a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 
They knew that he had been associated with the firm for some years—at one time with Mr. Gummow, 
and more recently with Mr. Carter, in various jobs. At the same time the Department had to do what any 
other reasonable person would do in the circumstances ; they saw at the foot of the tender the names of 
Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Gummow. It did not appear that a Mr. Gillan was, as you suggest, a 
member of the firm. 10601.
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10601. Did the Department make the slightest effort to find out whether Mr. Gillan was connected with J- Davis, 
the firm or not ? I cannot say. It was no part of my duty.
10602. Did you hear of anyone else making inquiry in that direction P It was no part of my duty 31 July, 1896. 
whatever.
10603. Mr. JVbrrie.'] "Will you look at Mr. M'Ardle’s address given in Mr. Ahearne’s letter? Tes.
Brisbane is given in the first instance. That is scratched out and Sydney is put in. I should imagine 
that seeing that Mr. M'Ardle was a Brisbane man Mr. Hickson would very properly write the minute to 
which Mr. Parkes has referred, not knowing anything about him.

MONDAY, 3 AUGUST, 1896.
William Henry Warren recalled, and further examined :—

10604. Sis Sonor.'] Tou now have ready the report you were asked to make to the Commission as to 
the value of the aqueduct in the original plan of Contract 77, and also in the substituted Monier plan ?
Tes. I met Mr. M'Credie, Mr. Thompson, and Mr. Davis, and we agreed as to the quantities. I have 
a list signed by those three gentlemen giving the quantities in each case, and upon those quantities I 3 Aug., 1896. 
have based an estimate. My first estimate deals with the Monier plan, and in that case the total is 
£15,665 6s. 51jd.; the value of the Departmental design I make £15,789 10s. 6d. That estimate was 
based upon the prices in the schedule less the 28^- per cent. My third estimate is baser) upon the same 
quantities, but I put in the prices myself, and I make the total £17,660.
10605. That is for the whole contract? Tes. I may mention that in each case I have added to the value 
of the aqueduct work £6,362 2s., in accordance with the estimates given to me by Mr. Davis, and to which 
Mr. Thompson and Mr. M'Credie agreed. That amount represents the quantities common to both designs, 
exclusive of the aqueducts.
10606. Will you first give us the details of your estimate in the case of the Monier plan? Tes. My 
report concerning both designs is as follows :—

W. H. 
Warren.

Quantity.

1,533 cub. yds...
18'2 tons ........
140.................

10,625.................

158? cub. yds. 
1,350 „ ...
1,016 sq. yds.

Estimate of the total cost of the Aqueducts and Tunnels in the Contract. 
Description. Kate.

Material above skewbacks in Monier system
of ironwork.......................................................
Expansion joints, at 2£ cwt. each=1575 tons. 
Squards of rendering, 1 to 1 ..........................

Bluestone concrete ...........................................
Sandstone concrete...........................................
Rendering, 2 to 1 .......................... ................

Less 28£ per cent.

£ s. d.
@£3 19s. 6fd. cub. yd. 6,098 15 8
@ £14 per ton .......... 254 16 0
@ £11 10s. per ton ... 181 2 6
@ Is. 9Jd.......... 951 16 51

@ £2 10s. cub. yd. ... 396 13 4
@ £1 8s. „ ... 1,890 0 0
@ 2s. 3d. sq. yd.........  114 6 0

2,400 19 4 
684 5 6

Add cost of the remainder of contract in tunnels, &c.

£ s. d.

7,486 10 71

1,716 13 10 
6,362 2 0

Total cost of contract £15,565 6 51

i i 
i i
k-1-

IX |

Summary.
Estimated Cost of Monier Arch structure complete, per cubic yard.

Compo. and concrete in arch and carrier ............ ....................................................
Labour in do................... ......................................................  ........... ............... ..
Supervision .................. ....... ..............................  .................................. . .1 . ....
Grillage......................................................................... ......................... ............
Plant................................................................. ” ...................................................
Timber.................................... . .........................................................

Add 16 per cent, profit, royalty, and risk, &c., including guarantee

Timber in Centering and Boxing.

£ s. d.
1 11 6 
0 17 24 
0 5 0 
0 5 6 
0 2 5 
0 7 61

£3 9 2~ 
0 10 41

£3 19 6a

Timber in ribs.................  ................  280 cub. ft.

Lagging at top 80 x 9 x 1 = 1,080 1
Side boxing 83' x 18' x 11" = 374... j ..........
Supporting ribs...... ........................... 192 cub. ft.
6 spans for small arches 2 x 7' x 12" x

21" at 35 each................. ;............. ..........
6 spans of lagging to small arches IT ..........
Boxing small piers.......................... .. ..........

1,454 sup. ft. 1".

210 „
500 „
/ 50 ,,

Side boxing, 
83' x 2' x 11

Timber in sides of main carrier...............
,, ribs.............................................
,, lagging, 30 sup. ft., per ft. ..

Scaffolding ........................................ 260
Sides to small arch ..............................

1,370 „
610 „

2,475 „

" iso"

732 cub. ft., at 2s. 6d. cub. ft 
7,517 sup. ft., at 13s. per 100 ..

Summary.
732 cub, ft. + 7,517 sup. ft.

£ s. d.
.... 91 10 0
.... 48 17 0

No. 4 sets of timber in str............. .

11 228Cost— i ^ = 7s, 61d, per cub. ft. of structure.

....... .
£140 7 0 

561 8 0

Cost
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W. H. 
Warren.

Aug., 1896.

Cost of labour in the Monier System.
Building 17 spans of 82 ft. 6 in. each, at £60 12s. 6d.............................................. 1)030 12
42 small arches, at £3 10s................................................................................... n
574 lineal feet of carrier beyond the main arches, at 5s. per foot ................

Total cost of labour ......................................................................... £1,321
£1,321 2s. 6d.

1,533 "•
. 375 ,

Cost of labour per cubic yard =

Supervision, about 5 per cent., say £375 ; per cubic yard = = about 5s.
XQoo

Cost of grills in arches and carriers, 37 tons, at £11 10s. per ton = £425 10s. ; cost per yard = =

Cost of plant, consisting of two sheds, one office, tools, barrows, &c....................
2,000 feet of water-pipe, at 3d.................................................-...............................
Cost of water, IJd. per yard of concrete—1,533 at IJd.........................................

Cost per yard = £I8^ “s- 7d- = 2s. 5d.
1,533

Estimate of the labour in one span of the Monier Arch.
To place the concrete in the arch, 1 day, 10 men at 7s. 6d., 1 man at 10s................................

,, ,, Spandrel arches and piers, 10 men at 7s. 6d., 1 man at 10s. for 2 days
To placing concrete in main carrier, 1 day, 12 men at 7s. 6d., 1 man at 10s.............................
Making cover plates, 1 man for 4 days at 7s. 6d.........................................................................

Timber Work—
Making and fixing spandrel piers and arch centering and boxing—4 men at 7s. 6d., 1

man at 10s. for 4 days ...................................................................................................
Making and fixing centres to main arch—12 men at 7s. 6d., 1 at 10s. (one day)..............
Making and fixing main carrier—4 men at 7s. 6d., and 1 man at 10s. (4 days) ..............
Lagging and side boxing—12 men at 7s. 6d..........................................................................
Removing the above timbering, say ....................................................................................
Erecting and removing scaffolding, say.......................................................-......................

Ironwork—
To make and fix the iron grid in the main arches—7 men at 7s. 6d. and 1 at 11s. 6d. ...

,, ,, small arches—5 men at 7s. 6d...................................
Main carrier—8 men at 7s......................................................................................................

£ S. d.
. 1,030 12 6
. 147 0 0

143 10 0

. £1,321 2 6

0 17 o±

yard =_8510
1533

= 5s.

£ S. d.
. 150 0 0

25 0 0
9 11 7

£184 11 7

£ s. d.
4 5 0
8 10 0
5 0 0
1 10 0

8 0 0
5 0 0
8 0 0
4 10 0
7 0 0
1 0 0

3 4 0
1 17 6
2 16 0

6d.

Cost of Compo. Material.
1 Cask of Cement and 12 cubic feet of Sand make 131 cubic feet or J a cubic yard of Compo.—

24 cubic feet of Sand, at 7s. 6d. a cubic yard ...........................................................................
2 Casks of Cement, at 11s. fid. each .........................................................................................

Cost of Compo...........................................

£ s. d.

19 5 0

33 10 0

17 6

£60 12 6

0 6 8 
13 0

£19 8

Cost of Bluestone in Carrier.
10 cubic feet of Stone, 6 cubic feet of Sand, and 1 Cask of Cement make about 15 cubic feet in place 

Bluestone Toppings. Cost on Wharf, 6s. lOd. per ton, or 1S'5 cubic feet to the ton—
27 cubic feet would cost ................................................. .............................................. -.......................
Carting to Site.........................................................................................................................................

Cost of Blue Metal Toppings, per cubic yard

10 cubic ft. of blue metal at 12s. per 27 cubic feet 
6 cubic ft. blue metal at 7s. 6d. per 27 cubic feet 
1 cask of cement at 11s. 9d.....................................

Cost of 15 cubic feet in place .........
Cost of a cubic yard ........................

Average Cost of Compo. in Aqueducts.
383 cubic yards at £1 9s. 8d.........................................................................................
1,150 cubic yards at £1 12s. I Jd................................................. .................................

Average cost per cubic yard = ^2,416 14s. lOd. _ £j j Gd. nearly.
XjDoo

. £C1 12 0

. 0 4 5*

. 0 1 8

. 0 11 9

. 0 17 10k
. 1 12 H

. 568 2 4

. 1,848 12 6

£2,416 14 10

Estimate of Cost of Contract No. 77 from Departmental Design and Schedule Prices, less 28J per cent.

1,848 cubic yards of sandstone concrete, at £1 8s........
1,054 ,, special bluestone concrete, at £3
1,859 ,, brickwork, at £2 10s.....................

12,190 cubic feet of freestone ashlar, at 3s. 6d...............
2,682 square yards of cement facing, 1 to 1, at 2s. 6d. 

608 ,, ,, 2 to 1, at 2s. 3d.
92 cubic yards of tarred metal, at £2 8s. ...............

40 scupper slates at 2s......................................................
170 lineal feet of 4" scupper pipes, at Is. 6d...................
14 cwt. manhole covers, fixing only, at 4s......................
56 cwt. X irons, at 4s..................... .................... ............

Less 281 per cent. 

Add ....................

2,587 4 0
3,162 0 0
4,647 10 0
2,133 5 0

335 5 0
68 8 0

220 16 0
4 0 0

12 15 0
2 16 0

11 4 0

13,185 3 0
3,757 14 6

9,427 8 6
6,362 2 0

Total cost £15,789 10 6
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Estimate of the Cost of Contract No. 77, from Departmental Designs, and Professor Warren’s Estimated Prices.

1,848 cubic yards of sandstone concrete, at £1 8s.............
1,054 ,, special bluestone concrete, at £2 10s,
1>S59 ,, brickwork, at £2..............................

12,190 cubic feet of freestone ashlar, at 3s................ .
2,682 square yards of cement facing, 1 to 1, at Is. lOd. ".!

» », 2 to 1, at Is. 6d. ..!
92 cubic yards of tarred metal, at £2 5s............... '.......
40 scupper slates, at 2s.................................. '.,.,.........

170 lineal feet of 4 in. scupper pipes, at Is. 6d...............
14 cwt. manhole covers, fixing only, at 4s.....................
56 ,, T irons, fixing only, at 4s.................................

a
Add

Total cost

£ s. 1 d.
. 2,587 4 0
. 2,635 0 0
. 3,718 0 0
. 1,828 10 0
. 245 17 0
. 45 12 0
. 207 0 0
. 4 0 0
. 12 15 0
. 2 16 0
. 11 4 0

11,297 18 0
. 6,362 2 0

0 0

W. H. 
Warren.

3 Aug., 1896.

Quantities agreed upon for departmental design contract No. 77.
Sandstone concrete, 1,848 cubic yards...........................................
Special bluestone concrete, 1,054 cubic yards.......... ........................................................
Brickwork, 1,859 cubic yards.................................. . .......................................
Freestone ashlar, 12,190 cubic feet ......... ........................................................................
Cement facing, 1 to 1, 2,682 square yards".........................................................................
Cement facing, 2 to 1, 608 square yards.
Tarred metal, 92 cubic yards.
Scupper slabs, 40.
4 inch ew. scupper pipes, 170 lineal feet.
Manhole covers (fixing), 14 cwt.
T irons (fixing), 56 cwt.

£ s. d. 
18 0 
2 10 0 
2 5 0 
0 3 0

GEORGE McCREDIE. 
W. THOMPSON.
J. DAVIS.

Contract No. 77.—Monier design aqueducts—Quantities agreed to by the undersigned.
Material above skewbacks............................................................................................... 1 533 cubic yardg.
Sandstone concrete in piers ........................................................................ 1 350
Bluestone ..........................................................!...................................................... *158- ”
Cement rendering inside and outside above skewbacks—i to 1—g inches thick .....'. 10,6253square yards.
, >* . . >> below skewbacks—2 to 1—g inches thick ....... 1,016 ,,
140 expansion joints, cast-iron and bolts, each 2J cwt..................................................
Iron work exclusive of grids....... ........................................................... . 18'2 ton.

21/7/96.
GEORGE M'CREDIE. 
W. THOMPSON.
J. DAVIS.

Contract No. 77. Annandale.—Quantities common to Monier and Departmental Designs in tunnels, roadways, &c., 
 &c., not including aqueducts (30'02 chains).

Item.

1
2
3
4

Excavation

5
6
7
8 
9

10
11
13
14
15
16
17
18
27 
26
28
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
39
40
41
19
20 
22 
23

Filling......................
Sandstone ballast ..., 
Bluestone metal .... 

,, screenings
Subducts..................
Timber ...................
Piling ......................
Curbing ..................
Ashlar......................
Gully covers ...........
Bluestone pitchers . 
Freestone ,, .
Fencing ...................

5) ........
21-inch pipes...........
12-inch ,, ...........
9-inch „ ...........
Surplus material .... 
Fixing ironwork ....
Flap traps ...............
Sandstone concrete . 
Bluestone ,, .
Brickwork ...............
Rendering 1 to 2 ....

Description of Work.

Deduct 28J per cent.

Unit. Quantities. Rate. Amount.

£ s. d.
Cubic yards 4,243 2(- 424 6 0

140 71- 49 0 0
1,160 6|- 348 0 0

90 65|- 308 15 0
»» ... 100 60|- 300 0 0

1,000 57(6 2,875 0 0
70 6|- 21 0 0
4 22(6 4 10 0

70 20|- 70 0 0
2 30f- 3 0 0

2,300 V- 115 0 0
740 4|- 148 0 0
370 12|- 222 0 0
180 51- 45 0 0

Lineal yards 50 1|6 3 15 0
Cubic feet... 300 1|8 25 0 0
Lineal feet.. 960 4/- 192 0 0

650 216 81 5 0
cubic feet... 130 31- 19 10 0
each .......... 4 18|6 3 14 0
square vard 8 12/6 5 0 0

320 81- 128 0 0
rod............. 50 18/- 45 0 0

100 8/- 40 0 0
lineal yard.. 120 33/- 198 0 0

20 6/9 6 15 0
15 51- 3 15 0

cubic yard... 4,580 1/1 248 1 8
cwt............. 125 4/- 25 0 0
each .......... 10 25/- 12 10 0
cubic yard... 322 28/- 450 16 0

707 50/- 1,767 10 0
156 50/- 390 0 0

square yard 2,835 2/3 318 18 9

8,898 1 5
2,535 19 5

6,362 2 0

140—2 S
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W. H. 10607. Mr. DavisJ] With reference to the 15 per cent, allowed for profit, risk, and royalty, what would 
Warren. y0U gay -s uauai percentage with which the contractor would be satisfied, as far as profit is concerned ? 

I think 10 per cent, might he considered a fair thing.
3 Aug., 1896. 10608. As to risk, I may inform you that it has been stated in evidence that the Department has entered 

into an agreement with Carter, G-ummow, & Co., that it will pay 15 per cent, royalty upon any Monier 
arch the Department may construct;—with that fact in your mind, what would you say with regard to 
royalty. You have allowed 15 per cent, for profit, risk, and royalty—what would be a fair thing to allow 
for royalty ? I have practically given nothing for the royalty. I have taken it that, this being the first 
occasion that a work of this kind has been constructed, the patentee should be prepared to make some 
sacrifice.
10609. You did not allow anything for royalty then ? Of course, I knew there must be a royalty, and 
I knew there would be a risk. I knew that the contractors had to give a guarantee. I also considered 
the question of profit: and I have taken 15 per cent, as against these three items. Of course, if you are 
to add 10 per cent, for profit to 15 per cent, for royalty the amount would have to be 25 per cent., and 
that would include nothing for risk.
10610. As to the question of risk it has been stated in evidence that the bond into which Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. entered with the Department provided for a three years guarantee. You have not 
reckoned royalty at all. You have allowed 10 per cent, for profit and risk, deducting the profit. Do you 
think there is sufficient margin left to cover the risk. There is a three years guarantee of £12,000 a 
year ? Of course, that is a big sum, 5 per cent, would give you £600 a year for three years. That would 
make £1,800 for the term. As regards these matters, I am, of course, open to correction. I have cut 
down the amount under this heading. Of course, under the circumstances you name, the contractors 
would he entitled to something more.
10611. It is usual to pay for risk ? Yes.
10612. Supposing some one took the risk of a structure, which in this country might be regarded to some 
extent as novel, I suppose the risk would be worth something ? Undoubtedly.
10613. And you have allowed only £380? I have only allowed that for everything.
10614. So that if more than that amount were allowed you do not think it would be out of the way ? 
Ho ; I do not.
10615. Coming now to the £6,362 2s., the estimate according to the schedule rate for the portions of 
the contract not included in the aqueduct. On 22nd June Mr. Thompson, in giving evidence as to the 
cost of the contract according to his estimate, handed in a document headed “ Contract Wo. 77. Memo, 
of quantities outside of aqueducts—Departmental—including footings to the same not previously 
measured.” He says, “ I have checked the various items in the Government schedule, and I have so 
closely agreed with them as to adopt them here.” What is the total amount; ? £6,362 2s.
10616. So that that is slightly in excess of the total which you have attached to your estimates ? Yes. 
10617. Might not that be accounted for by the note at the heading, where Mr. Thompson said, “ Quanti
ties outside of the aqueducts—-Departmental—including footings, &c.” ? That would account for it 
probably. The sum would be about £300.
10618. You have had some experience as to what mixtures of concrete will make when deposited in the 
work, compared with quantities of the material measured separately on a concrete board ? Yes.
10619. Would you say that the size of the stone had anything to do with the bulking of the concrete ? 
Yes ; it has a great deal to do with it.
10620. ^Furthermore, would you say that taking stone broken with a hammer—that is, knapped—and 
stone broken with a Blake’s crusher, there would be any difference in the bulking ? Yes ; it would affect 
the quantity of small stuff, which would fill up the interstitial spaces.
10621. Would you say this—that it would depend entirely upon the size of the stone first of all, and 
secondly upon the proportion of small stone in any given size, as to what quantity there would be in the 
concrete in position ? Yes ; it depends upon that undoubtedly. The concrete is simply united by the 
cement mortar which fills up the intersticial spaces. The smaller stone would do that to some extent, 
and would therefore leave smaller interstitial spaces to be filled up with the cement mortar.
10622. Supposing you take stone of a 2-inch gauge and you mix a batch of concrete with stone approxi
mately all that gauge, and suppose you have another batch of concrete mixed with stone varying from a 
2-inch gauge down to the size of a pea, would the second batch make more in the work than the first ? 
If you use small stuff to fill up the interstitial spaces it will go further. You will get a greater number 
of cubic feet.
10623. In other words, it amounts to this—that when you have all the voids filled with the compo. the 
balance of the compo. goes to bulk in the concrete ? Yes.
10624. And the greater the aggregate used in proportion to the cement and the sand the less would be 

, the bulk of the concrete in position ? Yes.
10625. I have here a book by Mr. G. L. Sutcliffe, Associate of the Eoyal Institute of British Architects, 
upon “ Concrete, its Nature and Uses.” He says :—

The test Wo. 8 is one of a series given by Tieut.-Colonel Gillmcre in his book on “ limes, Hydraulic Cements, and 
Mortars.” He succeeded in obtaining aggregates with a minimum percentage of voids; ordinary limestone was crushed by a 
Blake’s stone-breaker into pieces of all sizes below 2-inch cubes, and into various shapes ; and gravel was obtained from the 
seashore, consisting, after the sand had been screened out, of pieces varying “from the size of a pea to that of a hen’s egg.” 
He found that the least amount of voids occurred in those mixtures which contained 15 measures of gravel and from 11 to 15 
measures of broken stone. The worst mixture (15 to 27) contained only 30 per cent, of voids. The best (15 to 13) contained 
23 per cent. This is a vast improvement on the voids mentioned above for broken stone of nearly uniform size. Solid 
concrete made from the latter would be 20 to 30 per cent, weaker than that made from the former, while the cost of the two 
would be practically the same. Roughly speaking the bulk of Portland cement is, according to Mr. Sandeman, reduced 10 
per cent., and of sand 20 per cent., by mixing with water, and the contraction in volume caused by mixing sand and cement 
together is about 5 per cent. According to Mr. Sandeman, a further contraction of 4 per cent, takes place during the setting 
of the mortar. Prom these data we may calculate that cement and sand, 1 to 1, will produce mortar about 76 per cent, of 
their volume; 1 to 2 about 74 per cent., and 1 to 3 about 73 per cent.
Assuming that to be a correct statement, would you say that concrete made with an aggregate varying 
from 2 inches to a pea would be the better concrete ? Yes.
10626. As to your experience, does it confirm that statement? Undoubtedly.
10627. So that,if the stone used in this work has been broken with a Blake stone-breaker, and has varied 
from the size of a pea to 2 inches in the case of the sandstone concrete, and from the size of a pea to 11

inch
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inch in the case of the bluestone concrete, you would approve of it ? Yes. I say that, in view of the 
results of the testing of over 1,000 pieces of concrete. My test-boob, which is in the hands of the 
Commission, will show the mixtures I have used. I think you will find in the hook similar mixtures to 
those which you have described. No doubt that is the best way to make concrete. ^ Aug.; 1896.
10628. It is desirable to reduce the voids as far as possible ? That is the way to get the strongest 
concrete for the least money.
10629. It would tell in the bulking also, would it not ? Yes; it would make the bulk come out better.
10630. I ^have here another authority upon masonry construction, by Ira O. Baker, Professor of Civil 
Engineering, University of Illinois. He mentions the composition of concrete used in Boston Harbour— 
cement, sand, and gravel. The total materials used to a cubic yard of concrete amount to what ? P27
cubic yards—0'83 bushels of cement, J cubic yard of sand, and 9-10ths of a cubic yard of gravel, at a total 
cost of 2 dol. 11 cents per cubic yard in place.
10631. The total quantity of the materials was T27 cubic yards ? Yes.
10632. Baker gives another case of 10,000 cubic yards of concrete, as laid for the foundations of a blast 
furnace plant near Troy, N.Y., in 1886 ;—what quantities of material were used in that case ? T23
bushels of cement, 0T0 cubic yard of sand, 0’36 cubic yard of gravel, 0'74 cubic yard of broken stone, 
making a total of 1'28 cubic yards. I notice that gravel and broken stone are mixed in that case. The 
total cost per cubic yard of the concrete in place was 3 dollars 52 cents as against 2 dollars 11 cents in 
the other case. These facts are taken from the Transactions of the American Society of Civil Engineers.
10633. Sis Honor.'] It all comes to this,—that if you can so arrange your size of stone as to fill up all 
the interstices, and have no voids at all—making the body as dense as possible when the concrete is set— 
you make the best concrete ? Yes.
10634. And if you find an increase in the bulk of the stuff after finally mixing or setting, it is to be 
presumed that the voids are all filled, and that the body is dense? Yes.
10635. It is good concrete then ? Yes.
10636. If you find no increase in size you do not know whether the body is compact or not ? Quite 
so.
10637. You cannot say how far it is wanting in compactness ? It might be just short.
10638. It might be a good deal short for aught you know ? Yes.
10639. And as regards filling up your interstices with stone, so long as the cement passes right through 
the whole body fairly and equally, and mixes with it, it is just as good a material as if the interstices 
had been actually filled up with cement ? Yes ; as long as each stone is covered with cement mortar.
That is the point. Here, again, the adhesion of the cement to the material comes in and governs the 
matter. It is not the tensile strength of the cement.
10640. The. object would be to get such a mixture of stone as would make the intersticial spaces an 
absolute minimum so long as there was sufficient room for a bonding quantity of cement to run right 
through it ?. Yes; that would be a perfect concrete. Of course the intersticial spaces vary slightly.
The best thing is to try the materials at hand, and ascertain how you can best use them. That is always 
done.
10641. It is not good policy, then, in any relation to confine yourself to a single size of stone ? No, 
certainly not. Then you use the maximum quantity of mortar, you get a weaker material, and it costs 
more money.
10642. You waste the cement without getting any advantage ? Yes.
10643. Mr. Parkes.] In .giving your evidence upon July 17th, you quoted from a number of authorities 
as to the strains upon brick arches, stone arches, and the Monier and other patents ? Yes.
10644. Had you any means of finding out whether the material used in the arches to which you referred— 
taking the.bricks for instance—was as good as that used here ? They would be pretty much the same 
class of bricks. •
10645. Have you seen the bricks ? I saw a lot of brickwork and a lot of concrete work in Austria.
10646. Did you see these particular tests made ? No; but it is stated that the materials were of the 
best description.
10647. You cannot guarantee the material in the same way that you could do in this Colony ? No ; it 
would probably not be as good as you would have here. ’
10648. Then so far as the quotations you made from various publications are concerned, they would have 
very little effect upon the case with which we are dealing ? On the contrary, they would have a very 
great effect, because even assuming that the bricks in the arches were a little better or a little worse 
the result depends much more upon the cement mortar. That is one reason why~a brick arch is less 
strong than a concrete arch. In a concrete arch you get over the joints. The results I gave are sub
stantially correct. We should get similar results here if we-repeated the experiments.
10649. Are not these tests made by those who are specially interested in the systems in connection with 
which they were made ? No. In this case the experiments were made by a committee appointed by the 
Austrian Government—by several professors of engineering in universities, and by a number of leading 
architects and engineers. Of course the persons immediately interested would be certain to be 
represented—that is the case in all such tests.
10650. Do you know this of your own knowledge ? Well, itis quoted in several books of the Proceedings 
of the Austrian Society.
10651. Have you the papers in your possession ? I could obtain possession of them.
10652. Will you produce them? I will endeavour to do so.
10653. You yourself have made no tests of the Monier system other than those you made of the plates 
sent to you by Mr. Davis ? No.
10654. Have you submitted your estimates to the Department before producing them to the Commission ?
No.
10655. Had you any conversation with Mr. Davis, or with any officer of the Department, between the time 
at which you agreed with Mr. Thompson and Mr. McCredie as to the quantities and the time of your 
coming here ? No ; I cannot remember that I saw Mr. Davis. I remember asking him about the 15 per 
cent, royalty, but I think Mr. Thompson was present at that time.
10656. When you gave evidence on a former occasion, you put down for the compo. which goes into the
arches £1 7s. 6d. for material and 7s. 6d. for the iron mesh, making a total of £1 15s. ? I think those •
are my figures, but I have not the memorandum by me now. 10657.

W. H. 
Warren.
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W. H. 10657. You put down labour at £1 ? Yes; I remember that item particularly. .
Warren. 10658. Does it remain at £1 in the report which you have made to-day? I made my estimate ot £1 

without taking anything like the trouble I have since taken. I have since been to the work three times. 
3 Aug., 1896. j have made measurements, and I am thoroughly satisfied as to the estimate which I now give.

10659. Do you think the work would cost £1 a yard;—do you not say in your report to-day that it will 
cost only 17s. 6d. ? Yes ; I think those are the figures.
10660. How many yards are there in each of the arches—there are about 25, are there not. I have not 
taken out the quantities in that way.
10661. Take an arch 78 feet long, 7 feet 6 inches in width, and 14 inches in depth—what would be the 
approximate measurement in yards ? Say 24 cubic yards.
10662. Then, according to the estimate you have given to-day, it would take forty-one men to put the 
arch in ? I saw fourteen men working at the time I was there.
10663. But were forty-one men working upon the arch ? Not upon the arch I saw.
10664. You have mentioned in your report to-day twelve men? Ten men would be working at the 
spandrell. .
10665. If ten men were working at an average of 5s. for two days, that would give £5 for the arch;— 
could not those ten men do the whole work ? There were fourteen men engaged in putting the concrete 
into the arch. I have given only ten men, I think. '
10666. Were all the fourteen men working upon the arch ? Yes. Some were mixing the concrete, 
some were screening, others were wheeling it in barrows, others were receiving the contents of the 
barrows and so on.
10667. We will take fourteen as the average;—supposing you take £7 for the fourteen men, what would 
that run out to ? That would be a little over 5s. a yard.
10668. Is not that a fair price for this work ? You have not taken in the timbering and several other 
things.
10669. Is not 5s. a fair allowance for the work of putting in the arch;—supposing there were 14 men, 
could those men not put up the timbering and the ironwork on another day ? I do not think so.
10670. Your average, according to the figures you present to-day, is 17s. 6d. per yard, including every
thing ? Yes. _
10671. Do you not think that is an excessive price ? I do not, indeed.
10672. It would take, on the average, forty-one men to do the work, bit by bit, day by day, to make up 
your estimate of 17s. 6d. The men would be falling over one another ? They are not all on the arch. 
Some would be on the platform, some would be working in the blacksmith’s shop cutting up the iron, 
others would be engaged in putting the iron together.
10673. There would have to be forty-one men constantly employed upon the work to make up your 
estimate of 17s. 6d.; but you say that you saw only fourteen ? There were fourteen doing the piece of 
work I saw. They were engaged upon the arch ; but I suppose other men would be engaged in putting 
the iron together and making preparations for the next arch. It does not follow that all the men employed 
would be actually engaged in putting in the one arch which I saw being put in.
10674. But what would the other men be doing ? They would be engaged in various other kinds of work 
which would have to be taken into account in making an estimate of the cost of the work as a whole. I 
take it, for instance, that the grid would be made by one set of men, and that another set of men would 
be engaged upon the compo.
10675. But you have said that the arch is all made in the one day ? As regards the compo. _
10676. Then the fourteen men who would be engaged putting in the compo. at a cost of 5s. would be idle 
while the arch work was coming on unless they were doing the ironwork. You have said that forty-one 
men were engaged ? I did not say that. _
10677. You will find that if you work out your 17s. 6d. it will mean forty-one men—do you not think the 
better plan would be to look at the contractors’ papers and see what they actually paid;—would not that 
be the best method of arriving at the total ? I suppose it would be.
10678. Did you watch the men working at any other time than the one day you have mentioned ? I 
went down there three days. On one day they were not working. _
10679. You have not seen the work in connection with one of these arches go right through—you have 
not seen the labour actually employed upon it ? I have not seeu all the work of course, but I saw how 
the work would be done. I saw that it was necessary, for instance, to make a grid, quite apart from the 
other work, and to bind it and shape it. That would be done the day before it was put into position, I 
presume.
10680. The work you saw done there on the contract on Thursday afternoon last was being done on a 
special occasion? Well, it was raining hard. I do not know that there was anything special about the 
occasion apart from that.
10681. How was the material put in—were the fourteen men you saw sitting on the arch ? No. The 
men were on the scaffolding.
10682. Doing what ? Putting in the material.
10683. They were all about the arch ? Yes.
10684. With what were they putting in the material—with teaspoons ? They were putting it on in the 
ordinary way. The barrow-loads were emptied, and the material was then spread out and rammed in. 
10685. Bammed in with what ? Hammers.
10686. Did it take fourteen men to put in with rammers the barrow-tippings of material ? I saw fourteen 
men there at the work.
10687. How long were you on the works ;—were you there an entire day ? I was there about an hour. 
10688. And fourteen men were then engaged upon the work ? Yes.
10689. As to the timbering—you put down 10s. 6d. a yard for timbering;—do you still adhere to that, or 
have you altered the whole of your evidence ? I have not altered any.
10690. Then you adhere to the 10s. 6d. you formerly gave for timbering ? That estimate was made up 
from my own idea of the work, but I have since measured it up.
10691. How many centres were being used at a time ? Pour centres.
10692. Evidence has been given that only two centres are used at a time, and even supposing four centres 
are being used now, your estimate of IQs. 6d. is spread ovpr the whole material, ip it pot;—is the timber

left
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left in the whole of the four bays as the work goes on ;—when they are making an arch would they have vvarren 
left the timber in all the other bays, or would it have been taken down ? There were four centres standing . '
there.
10693. But they are re-using the timber;—there is no doubt about that ? They would require four ? AuS-> 1896. 
centres for the aqueducts.
10694. How many were up when you were there ? There were four about altogether.
10695. You mean fixed in position over the arch ? In some cases they were ready for the building of the 
arch.
10696. How many were actually fixed in their places when you were there ? Two were actually in use.
10697. The two centerings being actually in use in two arches, but you have taken 10s. 6d. per yard over 
the whole material P Yes ; there were four centres, as I have explained.
10698. But you have taken 10s. 6d. for each yard of material ? 7s. 6d.
10699. According to your former estimate it was 10s. 6d., but, taking it at 7s. 6d., what is your total ?
There are 732 cubic feet and 7,517 superficial feet in one centering. I have multiplied that by 4, and the 
total cost comes out at £561 8s.
10700. £234 for the timber in each bay, is it not? £140. I have estimated it for four.
10701. But only two of them, you say, were in place ? I am supposing that four centres would be used.
10702. But there are only two in use ? There are only two in use at present.
10703. That would be £234 for each bay? The two would come to £280.
10704. You have allowed £561 8s. for the timber ? Yes.
10705. And there are only two bays being used ? Yes ; but they will have to leave those centerings in
when they proceed with other arches. ‘ _
10706. Why did they not leave them in before ;—they are not in the work now, according to your own
evidence ? Two are under the arches; the other two are on the ground; but they are all practically
in use.
10707. Two are in readiness for two more arches ? Yes.
10708. But not in place ? No. They are not turning more than two at the present time.
10709. And you make your estimate for timber over £500 ? Certainly.
10710. How much per 100 is that ? 13s. per 100 superficial and 2s. 6d. for the cubic foot.
10711. You have charged as if it were the best of timber put in position? Goodlet & Smith’s list, I 
suppose, would be a check.
10712. But is the timber left in position ;—is it not used again ? It is used in the centerings. -
10713. As a matter of fact, have you not put in an excessive price ? It is a good price, but it is not an 
excessive price.
10714. At all events, you have reduced your 10s. 6d. to 7s. 6d. ? I do not think you ought to put it in 
that way. Since I gave my former evidence I have taken out quantities. On the former occasion I gave 
merely a rough estimate. This is a more exact estimate.
10715. Coming to the question of supervision, you have allowed, in your former evidence, 8s.;—what 
additional plant is there ? There are two galvanised sheds and an office.
10716. Is the Government supposed to pay for those ? Someone has to pay for them.
10717. Do not the contractors remove those buildings ? Yes, but the wear comes to something, I suppose.
10718. AYhat is the total you have put down for plant and supervision ? There are two sheds and one 
office. I have put in tools and barrows, just as I have put in risk and guarantee, because I knew that 
these things would come in. I have given a lump sum of £150.
10719. What have you put in for supervision ? I have assumed that the work would last twelve 
months, and I have allowed £375 for supervision.
10720. If the Government keep two or three inspectors upon the work, where is the necessity for your 
allowance for supervision ? The contractor would supervise the work, I presume, on his own account.
He would probably be there himself, and I suppose he would not work for nothing.
10721. But is the contractor paying at the rate of £375 a year for supervision ? I estimated that to be 
the value of the work.
10722. But does he pay a foreman that amount—has he an inspector to whom he pays that amount ?
They ought to have.
10723. But have they ? Yes ; I suppose they have. I cannot swear that they have. Probably one of 
the contractors is supervising the work himself.
10724. What about the 10 per cent, profit—is not that additional £375 an altogether fallacious item ?
Not at all. Supposing one of the contractors does the work himself. It is worth so much, and any 
profit they get is additional. The contractors may have to borrow money from the bank. They may be 
running the contract in that way. I do not know.
10725. Is it an item which is put in the schedule ? How could it be ? I have endeavoured to estimate the 
work in this way: I have considered what it would be likely to cost me if I had to carry it out. I have 
considered what would be a fair price for the work.
10726-7. But is there a clause for supervision in the estimate of the departmental design? No ; there 
are simply schedule prices.
10728. You have not put any fancy touches upon the departmental design ;—what have you allowed in 
the case of the departmental design for material and plant ? I did precisely as I was instructed—I took 
the schedule prices as I had them.
10729. But have you added the things I have just mentioned on to your estimate in the case of the 
departmental plan ? I have used exactly the same schedule in the case of the departmental plan.
10730. Will you read your details and show me where you have added these things to the items in the 
departmental plan ? I have taken the schedule.
10731. Let us have your detailed estimate in the case of the departmental plan;—did you put in the boxing 
in that case ? No ; because it is easy to arrive at a simple thing like that. I have to give the market 
price. I have not to use my own judgment. It was not a complex thing like the Monier arch, where I 
liad to go through it bit by bit and see exactly what there was in the work.
10732. You have not made your two estimates, then, on the same basis ? On precisely the same basis. I 
have shown you exactly how I have arrived at the prices. You have the whole of the details. It is easy 
to arrive at the value in the case of the departmental design, but in the case of the Monier plan you 
cannot say at once that it will cost so much per cubic yard. You have to work it out and discover what 
there is in it. ‘ 10733.
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W. H. 10733. But it is a mere matter of material and labour in both cases, is it not ? Yes ; but m the one case
Warren. are familiar with the items, and there is no necessity to analyse the details to the same extent.

.— •A—-* 10734. When you were last under examination I asked you in regard to the elasticity of cement work, 
3 Aug., 1896. whether when the cement was over twelve months old there was any elasticity in it, and you said there 

certainly was. I afterwards asked you whether you could tell us of any space of concrete or cement work 
which had stood without cracking, and you referred to the southern section of the sewerage works as a 
case in point; have you seen that work lately ? I saw it several years ago. _
10735. To what work are you now referring P I am referring to the sewer which leads on to the sewage 
farm. It has been in use for some years.
10736. You are referring I presume to the sewer built by Mr. Bennett; but have you seen the outiail 
sewer going on to the sewage farm near Arncliffe ? No. I saw those works some years ago, but a good 
deal has been done there since then.
10737. What is the length of the sewer Mr. Bennett built ? I cannot say now. I was familiar with it 
at the time. .
10738. Is there any great distance of aqueduct ? It is not an aqueduct excepting towards the end.
10739. It is what is called an open sewer ? No ; there is some arching.
10740. But it is all under ground ? Some is above ground. .
10741. You have not lately seen the work which has been done in Contracts Nos. 101 and 112 . No. 
10742. I may tell you that the work upon Contract No. 101 is cracked from end to end ? I should say 
then that there had been bad work. .
10743. Does it not come from the shrinkage ? I would not say that. I should say that it evidently 

- came from bad work or bad material. Because a concrete sewer is cracked it does not follow that the
concrete is a bad material for sewerage construction. It would show that in the instance to which you 
refer the necessary precautions were not taken. It is very unfortunate that there should have been bad 
work or bad material, but that does not warrant you in saying that concrete should be conaemned as a 
material for such purposes. The suitability of concrete as a material for arches, sewers, and foundations, 
and for all the purposes for which it has been used, is established. It is used more than any other 
material for that kind of work.
10744. Sis Sonori] The question is whether either blue-metal or sandstone concrete, exposed to the 
weather, does not expand and contract very appreciably with changes of temperature—I believe it has 

■ been proved that it does expand and contract at about the same rate as does iron ? Concrete does not
expand and contract quite so much as does iron, but compo. would expand about the same as iron. 
Brickwork and stonework do not expand quite as much. The expansion of stone is about one-half that 
of iron. _ .
10745. It has been found, by experiment, has it not, that iron, bedded m concrete and heated up to a 
high temperature, will not break away from the concrete in which it is bedded ? That has been proved 
by Bauschinger, at Munich. It has been proved by getting up a furnace heat and then putting a shower 
bath on to the material. _
10746. That being the case, a long length of concrete, having no opportunity to contract without cracking, 
would be likely to crack ;—if, for instance,’it were built in the summer, it would be likely to crack by 
contraction some time in the following winter ? Yes ; assuming that the elasticity of the compo. were not 
sufficient to withstand the stress that would be developed during the changes of temperature. Concrete, 
however, is an elastic material, and so is compo. There is no doubt whatever about that.
10747. Mr. Parkesi] Does compo. expand after it has been twelve months in position ? If you mean 
that it will expand with heat and contract with cold, yes, certainly.
10748. Then it would crack H Not necessarily ; it may be elastic. _ _
10749. Supposing it were tied at both ends ? Then it will develop stresses. Look, for instance, at an iron 
arch, which is rigid between the abutments ; it contracts and expands ; it will rise at the crown, but in 
doing so it will put an enormous stress on all the other parts of the arch amounting to 3 tons to the 
square inch.
10750. That is only a short length ? There is one case of a work of that kind 840 feet long.
10751. That would have a roller bed ? The same principle applies ; it will expand under heat, and you 
say that it must break. -
10752. You must give room for contraction and expansion in all iron construction, must you not ? 
Nothing is absolutely rigid.
10753. You spoke on a former occasion of the porosity of cement—the sewer to which I have referred 
shows a uniform leakage through the cement and concrete ? If there is a leakage, the work has not been 
properly rendered. I may mention that in Queensland Mr. Stanley has for many years used concrete in 
the arches of railway bridges and tunnels. Concrete has recently been adopted here in railway tunnels. 
10754. As to the risk in the case of Contract No. 77, do you think it a fair thing that the G-overnment 
should be called upon to pay for the risk in connection with the substituted plan ? That is included in 
my item of 15 per cent. I had to make an estimate in connection with the entire work; but I am not an 
expert in every department. I have divided up my estimate so that you might have an opportunity to 
check and examine it.
10755. As to the making of concrete—you have given evidence to the effect that small stones may be put 
in as long as they fill up the interstices and there is sufficient cement in between them ; but, as a matter 
of fact, when the specification sets forth that so much stone, so much sand, and so much cement, shall be 
used, ought it not to be carried out—for instance, the proportions are given as 7, 3, and 2 \ 4, 2, and 1; 
and 5, 2, and 1 ? Those proportions should be put in, unless the engineer makes an alteration.
10756. The substitution of the small stone tends to eliminate the cement? No, not exactly that. It
means that you use less ccment-mortar, because you do not require as much. _ _
10757. You have not made any particular test yourself, with a view to carry out the specification of the 
Government, in connection with these contracts ? I have mixed a good deal of concrete in the pro
portions you have named. _ ., . .
10758. But have you made any tests with the concrete provided in these specifications ? I think so. I 
think I could find a number of tests which would compare with the 7, 3, and 2, to which you have 
referred. _ _ _

, 10759. But have you specially made any tests in accordance with these specifications ? I have not had 
the specifications before me ; but I think I could find in my test-book twenty or thirty tests which would 

, correspond exactly with these proportions. 10760.
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Not necessarily. Ton often do more harm than good by

-inch sieve? I should not object

10760. Would you so make your concrete that the sifting would be done through a i-inch sieve ? No. 
10761. You would not make concrete in that way? No.
10762. Sis Sonor.-] The question is this—Is it a proper thing, if the specification provides some 
maximum for metal, to propose that the metal for concrete, exclusive of the question of maximum and for ® 
the sake of getting rid ot the small stuff, shall be screened through screens of an i-inch gauge;— 
does that sufficiently get rid of the small stuff that ought to be got rid of in what is called the stone, 
considered distinctly from the sand ? The usual thing to do is to use a sieve to get rid of the smallest of 
the stuff in your stone. The size of the stone would vary from the size of the sieve up to the maximum 
size. I see no objection to that. It is commonly done.
10763. dir. Parhes.~\ But how would you get rid of the smaller stuff ? Sometimes one does not want to 
get rid of it. •
10764. Ought not the stone to be forked? 
taking the fine stuff out.
10765. Would, you put in the smkll pieces forming the residue from the 
to it myself; it would not affect the strength of the concrete.
10766. What I mean is this—if an -g-dnch sieve were used, you would not object to the use of anything 
which would not go through the sieve ? Quite so.
10767. But what about the sand? You would have to put in less sand if "you worked to the specification. 
Of course, if you deviated from the specification very much, in regard to the quantity of small stuff put in, 
some allowance would have to be made when you were putting in the sand. The putting in of the small stone 
would not do any harm. A great deal would depend upon the interstitial spaces which would have to be 
filled up.
10768. You would not put in the full quantity of 2 to 1 of sand? 
upon the quantity of small stuff put in.
10769. Have you seen the Monier work which is being done in connection with Contract 112 ? No ; I have 
heard that some work of that kind is going on, but I have never been upon the work myself.

'^r' DavisJ] In connection with Contract 77 you have allowed £375 for supervision ? Yes.
10771. Suppose that instead of extending over twelve months the contract extended over eighteen 
months. . Then the supervision would be worth more. I took it at twelve months. It is one of those 
items which men will estimate differently.
10'72. Suppose it has been given in evidence that not only has one of the contractors themselves been 
supervising the work, but that, for a portion of the time at least, they have employed an engineer ? I 

that would show that the supervision had actually cost more than I have put down for it.
10773. Beferring to the bulking of concrete, Mr. M‘Credie when’being examined gave the following 
evidence:—

W. H.
Warren.

1896.

The quantity of sand would depend 

No;

Y ill yon tell His Honor what the mesh of the screen is according to the specification ? Clause 26 says :—“ Sand
stone concrete, where ordered to be used in these works, to be composed of one part of Portland cement, two parts of sand, 

hvc parts ot sandstone (as specified under clause 16) metal, free from dirt, quarry refuse, sieved (as specified in clause 
.>’ anc^ °* a Slze I)ass with its largest dimensions through a ring of 2 inches in diameter. All materials to be

mixed m the same manner as hereinafter specified for concrete.” If you turn to clause 18 you will find the following 
Hroken stone for bluestone concrete to be of basalt or other similar hard stone of approved quality; to be broken by hand 

or crushing machine, of a size to pass freely with its largest dimensions through a ring of 1J inches in diameter; the whole of 
i ,e ,om quarry refuse, &e. ; to be screened through a sieve of meshes i inch apart, and then to be 

washed with fresh water until approved, before it shall be deemed fit and suitable for these works.”
Supposing the metal has a maximum size in the case of bluestone of 1-|-inches, and in the case of sandstone 
of 2 inches, and that in order to eliminate the sand and very small particles of stone the material is passed 
over a sieve or screen^having a mesh of an eighth of an inch, do you think that would comply with what I 
have read to you ? Not strictly, perhaps, with what you have read, but it is the usual practice to make con
crete m that way.
107/4. "Would that not make the best description of concrete? Undoubtedly.
10775. Is it not a fact that, in order to get the concrete as impervious as possible, where there is a big 
head of water, it is usual to put in shivers in addition to the small stone which is found in the broken 
stone itself ? Yes. In the case of bluestone with shivers, one cask of cement, three of sand, and six of 
stone will make about 33 feet of concrete. There would be a good proportion of shivers; the 2 inches in 
one of the cases you have referred to would be the maximum. You would then have the stones going 
down to about an ^ inch in size. In my cement room I have drawers full of different sized material 
which I mix in making concretes.
10776. Would it be exactly fair to take one experiment, or even a dozen experiments, to arrive at even 
an approximate conclusion as to what concrete would make in position ? It is very difficult indeed to say. 
You have to vary it. You shouhi try the particular material at hand to see what it will do. You cannot 
say absolutely beforehand what it will do unless you have made an experiment with something very 
similar. o j
10777. The size of the stone from the crusher will vary every day, and therefore the bulking will vary ? 
Yes, of course; the proportion of material which you call shivers, which would be with the stone, would 
vary. .
10778. Sis Sonor.I suppose the machine would break into sand, as a general rule, any single small 
particle which did not retain its soundness as a single stone. Take small stones which have been nearly 
broken up, and which are ready to go to pieces easily; would those particles go into sand before the 
screening took place, or would they, as a rule, remain small pieces of stone on their own account ? I do 
not think so; some of them would be smashed.

^ou PrePare<l tie stone for concrete by screening it through a j-inch screen, would the quantity 
which did not pass through the screen if the screening were properly done consist pretty universally, 
however small they might be, of sound pieces of stone ? Yes, I think so.
10780. Not mauy pieces on the point of disintegration ? No.
10781. You think the pieces on the point of disintegration would be disintegrated by the action of the 
screening ? Yes.
10782. So it would come to this—that the concrete made of this material would be concrete consisting of 
bits of the original rock, the sand, and the cement, and its hardness would depend upon the hardness of 
the particles of the original rock, however small ? Yes.

10783.
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W. H. 10783. The smallness of the particles would not weaken the strength of the whole result? No.
\\ arren. 10784. The only effect would be that the body of stone would absorb less sand and less cement, or less 

compo., made of sand and cement ? Yes ; and, if you tested it, as I have done frequently, you would find 
3 Aug., 1896. that you often get better results with these smaller particles than without them. You get better results, 

because you get a more compact concrete.
10785. Mr. Davis.~\ As to the sand which is being used in Contract 77, you have been upon the ground, 
you say? Yes.
10786. Did you examine the sand which was being used? Yes ; I took some away. As I have already 
explained, I went down to the works once, when there was no one there at all. I was at both White s 
Creek and Johnstone’s Creek, and I took pieces of stone here and there in my endeavour to discover the 
nature of the material they were using. I have found it fairly good sand compared with some standard 
crushed stone sand at the University. I did not test it with cement, but I tried to find out the quantity 
of dirt in it, and I found that it came out just about the same as some good crushed sandstone of which 
I had samples. _
10787. Mr. Parkes^] Is not concrete generally forked so as to get out the small material? I have seen 
it done, but as a rule an ordinary shovel is used. ... r
10788. The general way of getting the gauge of concrete is to pass it through a i-inch sieve is it not? 
There are several sieves—a i-inch sieve would be rather a large sieve. The sieve used would depend upon 
the material with which you are dealing. It would depend upon whether you wanted to get anything into 
the concrete smaller than the mesh of the particular sieve.
10789. Cement is the strongest portion of the concrete is it not ? It depends upon the adhesion of the 
cement to the sandstone or bluestone. .
10790. But the cement and sand when combined are the strongest portion are they not ? Up to a certain 
time they are ; but sometimes you get pieces which break right through the mass of stone itself—that is 
to say the stone itself will break in two. More generally the cement pulls away from the stone.
10791. His IIonor.~\ Which is the harder—ordinary Kiama basalt or compo. ? Of course if you test 
basalt in that way the compo. will always pull away from the basalt. You will never break the stone in 
that case. .
10792. The basalt is the harder material, both for tensile and crushing strength? Yes. I do not 
remember a case in which I have broken a piece of bluestone in a test.
10793. Mr. Davis.] Do you know the crushing strength of good Pyrmont sandstone ? 5,000 lb. to the
square inch.
10794. What is the crushing strength of compo, at say one month ? 1,500 lb.
10795. So that the stone*would be the stronger ? If you take old .concrete where the cement has had 
time to harden thoroughly—say concrete two years’ old—and put it into the machine sometimes you.get 
the stone broken in two, but it sometimes happens that you do not put the best Pyrmont stone into 
concrete. You may come across a piece which is not strong, and that, of course, will fracture across.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
J. Davis. 10796. Mr. Parkes.] Will you read clauses 93 to 102, dealing with cement work, in the specification of 
z—^ Contract 79a? Yes.

3 Aug., 1896. Concrete Works.
93. The concrete to be used in foundations of sewer, and in arching and building round stoneware pipes, packing

over brick arch in tunnels, where ordered, and in sumps, to be of sandstone concrete of the quality specified in clause 26. 
The concrete to be used for all other works in sewers, junctions, chambers, shafts, manholes, &c., unless where otherwise 
directed, to be bluestone concrete of the quality specified in clause 24. ...

94. The contractor to find, provide, and make at his own cost, all concrete boxes, centres, staging, shoring, planking, 
&c., of the exact forms, shapes, curves, &c., required, in a proper, secure, and substantial, manner, due allowance being 
made for g inch thick cement facing over all internal exposed surfaces of concrete work ; and great care being taken that 
all centering and concrete boxes can easily be withdrawn, except where otherwise directed. The designs for centering, 
concrete boxes, &c., are to be approved by, and to the entire satisfaction of, the Engineer. After completion of any portion 
of the concrete or brickwork, the concrete boxes and the centering, as the case may be, shall not be removed until the 
Engineer or his Superintending Officer has given written permission to that effect.

" 95. The concrete, after it has been approved of, to be conveyed to the work as may be directed, and as shall be
approved of, and tipped into same and upon the surface of each layer from a height not exceeding 18 inches. Commencing 
at each part of the work at lowest level of excavation, the concrete to be brought up in horizontal and even layers, and on 
lines of sewer, branch and pipe sewers, junctions, gas-check and shaft chambers, inspecting chambers, &c., unless where 
otherwise directed, in even layers parallel with specified longitudinal gradients of works ; each layer, when spread, to bo 
9 inches thick throughout before ramming, and, after spreading, to be quickly and evenly rammed all over until approved 
of, and then allowed time to set before the succeeding layer is put on.

96. After the concrete has been carried up to the level of springing, all concrete arches to be commenced at both 
walls or abutments simultaneously, and carried on towards centre line in radiating parallel strips, spread 9 inches thick, of 
the whole width of arch, or in lengths as specified in clause 107, as shall be directed at the time, and rammed as before 
described, and, where the arch is thicker than 9 inches, the lower layer to be always completed throughout, 12 inches in 
advance of the upper succeeding layer, and then allowed time to set and harden before the succeeding layer is put on.

97. After completion of the brick closing-arch, all bluestone concrete work above springing of same, at sides of arch,
in manhole chambers, gas-check chambers, shafts, &c., to be carried up in the same manner as specified in clause 95, and of 
exact dimensions, curves, and thicknesses, &c., as shown on drawings. ...

98. No portion of the concrete work described in the previous clauses (unless otherwise directed in writing) to be 
covered up with earth or brickwork until it has been examined and approved of by the Engineer. Any leakage that may 
appear in each layer to be carefully attended to and be made good and repaired at the time, as shall be approved, before 
each succeeding layer is put on.

99. All end faces of layers of concrete to be stepped back at each respective length of sewer or other work, as shall 
be directed : to be carefully washed clean with fresh water, and then to be grouted, prior to each layer of the adjoining 
length being commenced and joined on to the same.

100. After the lower layer has set to the satisfaction of the Engineer, its top surface to be carefully washed until 
approved, and then to be grouted all over, prior to each succeeding layer of concrete being put on.

101. In the event of any stoppage occurring to the work, from whatever cause, or in anticipation of rainfall, the 
contractor, before temporarily stopping work, shall finish it off at whatever level the work may be raised at the time, by 
thoroughly grouting the whole of the surface with cement grout.

102. In all cases where a layer at mid-day or at evening is left incomplete, the said layer shall not be continued 
after any stoppage until the surface of the lower and the end of the upper layer have been washed clean and then grouted 
with cement grout.
10797. This specification will he the same in all contracts ? Not necessarily.
10798. It is the same in Contracts 79 and 79a ? Yes. 10799.



.10799. Taking the constructional clauses as to building layer by layer—is it not your custom first of all J. Davis. 
i ® lac[les UP0!1 the floor of the excavated tunnel from one shaft to another v No. .
inoni <fene according to the specification ? I do not think so. 3 Aug., 1896.
10801. Then what is the use of these details as to construction in the specification ? There are qualifyino- 
clauses all through. They occur again and again. For instance, you will frequently see the words 

unless where otherwise directed. ’ Not only so, but it is known in the Department that in works of this 
description the engineer must necessarily have certain discretionary power. The clauses are there to be 
?AQA?t0A0perutl0n suPPosl.nS ^ey apply and it is advisable to put them into operation.
10802. Are they not put into operation in the case of some contractors ? I am not aware that one 
contractor is treated differently from another. The officers of the Department are instructed to administer 
the specmcation intelligently—m a fair and reasonable way.
Iaoai ' 5° n0t y0U y0Urself insist UP011 having your concrete forked with a ten-pronged fork ? No 
10804, Have you not given orders to contractors to do that ? I have frequently said this-that I would 
not allow sand to go m with the stone. The specification does not admit of objection to anything beyond 
actual sand As to my asking the contractors to fork, I have no power to' do it. It has frequently 
happened that the contractor has asked permission to fork, and in some cases he has been allowed to do

™ f Sc;uerall.\sc:fned the portion of the metal containing the smaller particles, say up to 
three-quarters of an inch, the sand only being rejected. . i j 1
IQSQ5 Hu Honor.-] When you say that contractors have asked leave to fork, do vou mean forkiim in 
the c^M" SC,:e1enl“# , Yes j i* has ^PPened frequently. It is to save the contractors putting over 

i’u 6 « the m®tal- bay the forkmS has raised 90 per cent., and 10 per cent, has been
ieit behind. This has been passed over the screen to eliminate the sand, and the small stuff which has 
been retained by the screen has been used in the concrete. In the case of 1L8, and also 77, where the
sandstone was crushed on the ground, a revolving screen was used, so that there was no forking in that 
case. ®
quarter-ffi^ch mesh Uld ^ rev°lving SCreen be ? At tlle mouth of the crusher. It would probably be a

' ParJcesl Woij11d1it nofc he a half-inch ? No ; but I should say that in a revolving screen, to
f. +A the Tt-C. y0U J 0ulTdr ^ve t0 ]lavc a.lai;ger mesh than an eighth-inch. The object of the screening 
is to eliminate the sand. If the sand goes m it weakens the concrete •
ifwVwT c'lauseofyour specification you say that the stone is to pass through a ring of 2 inches 
since Thb m r °f A «ause thatT,tliat sha11 he the average size ? No ; the reading of that clause,
™ fhi l - ^ m u1! t’eWer5e department, has been that the largest size of the stone must not be 
more than 2 inches, and to ascertain that, the words “ 2-inch ring ” are used. It may be flakey-only a
quarter of an inch thick—but it must not be, from angle to angle or end to end, more than a^inches^or 

inch, as the case may be.
A^s^T*evnT^ the invert to the sewer, before you put your centers in you put in some concrete?
tfeet nrlhsTli P™710"81?-practice has been m the case of these tunnels to put in, at about every 
onthe to nf?heAnTr° °J ^oveisful of concrete, heaped up together, so that you would have a surface
center;^1 th h P * 6 at”1' 6 X 9b S.ome of the Pats are 4 s 4, These pats are allowed to set, and the
centering then goes m ISo concrete is put into the tunnel before the centering goes in, with that 
exception. The centering is built with the sewer. It is not a complete centre. The ribs are bolted to 
cross-pieces, and lagging is put on to the ribs. The centering is constructed as the sewer is constructed— 
that is, as the concrete goes into position.
^L0'/JttI?OnOr'J The lagghlg does not S° ia 011 the centering? As the concrete is brought up on 
each side the lagging goes into position. o ^ “P on
10811. Mr. ^r/ces ] Why do you make a specification such as this ;—why do you go into such detail if
you do not intend to carry it out ? We not only intend to carry it out, but we7 have carried it out?
on for’ ife* fnn wraC °? ;i°ef r C+Ttam itluantlty> as y°u say—supposing the entire invert is carried 

or 100 teet or 200 feet—and that he then stops and recommences the work the next day he recom-
mavCbe 2 o- ?P.nght Tfheydo f'e sewer UP to the springing as far as they can in one day. It
stepped2 °" 3 Ch ’ accor<iing to the thickness of the concrete. Then they stop, and the work is

iP,Ut th,?y- haV6 an Upr]g!lt :>oi,nt ? It1is stePPed in accordance with the specification, and then, 
before the work is recommenced on the next day, it is grouted.
ifHf0W W0/k ";ould they do in a day in an invert ? I can tell you how much a gang
the ske of°theWsewer ^ ^ far the COncrete wiU g0 depends upon the thickness^ of the concrete^nd

joofi3.- SThA UCh W°Ul<i a gan| d? A Tvey WOuld Pr°hahly put in from 12 to 15 cubic yards a day. 
sewer. h 7 rUnmDg fe<3 ? Ab°ut a cliain> 1 think- Ifc wonld depend upon the size of the

im7. There would be a joint at about every chain then? Yes; the joints would vary with the size of 
i AoiSoWTr’ and a num )er °i other things would have to be considered
10818. in your concrete work you provide for all the centering and boxing, and everything of that sort 
d,’y°u provide for everything which is requisite to carry out tfc work 7 8 ’
luoly. supervision and everytliiiig? Yes; by inference

i2ft.Ts nssr if.'ssssfffi.' We do p"‘ii -; “d “thc
i^ncoo' d’he hffiftem6 concrete runs at about 50s. in the case of Contract 79a ? Yes.
1kjoJ,Z. 1 hat includes everything ? Yes.
10823. In the case of Contract 79 the price is also 50s. ? Yes.
1 A ofCl0,A,rac*:; No- 69 the bluestone concrete is put down at 43s., is it not ? Yes
No li2ls put down aJ ifioTsT infuding ir°nwork and everything, in the case of Contract
, , p . d0„w^ at£i- los-? 1 cou]d not say at this moment; but as to Contracts 79a and 79

tI’C PirlCe °f- histone concrete is 50s., and Contract 69, where the price is 43s. the two works are
erent. There is a different size of sewer ; it is considerably larger in the case of Contract 69 The

1%“^^^^ th.ninthecaseof TaA.andsotheprice'isle*.

140—2 T '
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3 Aug., 1896. only make a yard of concrete. if
10828. But you say so, do yon not ? I do not say anything about .__ evidence ? I
10829 Tour statement is that a cask of cement will make only a ya , J

^,1 .»d 1
suppose you are assuming that it takes a cask of V ® “aggaTU be male up of the other material.
10831. I am taking a barrel of cement at 12s and that leaves 3^ b the 1G feet of metal?
I want to know how you make up the amountwhat, tor instance, .
I should say it would cost from 11s. to 12s. a ton delivered on ^ works
10832. What is the worth of the 16 feet ? Well, the metel costs f J?111 ’
10833. What is the worth of the 8 feet of sand ? Xg 38^ toTepresent sand and

it the stone .Lid come to Item 11s. to 12s.

per ton. , o at
10835 Would the 1(3 feet of metal take a ton r JN o. ,

15
l^rntutL .orth 5, according to rrof.^
ISityfnfsnLte" e.SaS Le yal.e ot hlucsmne concrete I

10841. But all these things will not make up the 38s. ,-asamatter ot la , y ^oncrete ? I
re a anssi?- ss i—Lt‘.Lfi

much better for you to ask me what I estimate.
10842. What is the regulation estimate ? There is no regulation
10843. What do you estimate ? My estimate tlaHs ySr own Miniate, taking the
10844. What do you estimate, according to your own gauge ?0 f concrete
bluestone concrete for instance ? It would vary m relation to Posltl°“, !,OBitioll' in which the
10846. Take » ordinary yard? As I say, ^ VS . «»k

ISifhfw much would it make if the concrete were put in
■ i-s .Mrn „r ^ m

of sandstone concrete composed ot 5, 2, and 1. me casK ox cemeuo >
and the stone 21|. Those materials added together give 34*. that is before they
10849. Tou had not allowed for disappearance? I am coming to that I hat concrete woum m
some cases 27 feet, in others 28 feet, in others 29 feet, and m others over 30 feet.
10850' iT noifthat ^ sort ^>f ^fency work ? No ; it is what you might MMraablye^ect.

Then what is the good of your having gauges or anything of that sort it you do not stica to
Will youBS da?Ml07 of the specification to Contract 79 ? Yes ; it is as follows

107. The concrete and brickwork of sewer in — *o of
lengths of tunnels, and to be carried on m each from each end commences the next 16 ft. 6 in. length must be in
16 ft. 6 in. each—that is to say, when the arching of the r • ■ ^ g ^ lel th must be ;n progress between floor of

tndS?nXgfourth 16 ft, 6 in length the excavation and timbering of tunnel must at 
this time be completed and ready to receive concrete foundation of sewer.
10854. Is that ever carried out? . I* ^as been in some cases, but not frequently in that
Jontoct^ofaniroTIridl * ThereS.ifone ofthe clauBM ^^^made^bond rods.

S: His sp™lfication SS, isTS NoTlt is a different specification al£g^

Contract 101. . , . ,, r -\rn iqi p j cannot sav at this moment, but10859 Why were not those clauses inserted m the case or im o. xu . -
i^riwafS?^

the contraction. I think it might have broken the bond rods. 10862.
10861. Tou think that all concrete will shrink ? I do.

10851. 
10852. 
them ? 
10853.
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10862. Do you think that the contraction of the concrete will break the bond rods in the case of the J- Davis. 
Monier contract p Provision is made in the Monier system for expansion and contraction. /"'—''■'“v
10863. How is it made ? In the case of the Monier system the elasticity of the arch is considerably more 3 Aug., 1896. 
than would be the case with concrete.
10864. What about the carrier ? And in the carrier also, seeing that it is so thin and is composed of 10 
per cent, of iron or thereabouts, it would be much more elastic than an ordinary concrete structure.
10865. There must be a resistance in the iron to the shrinkage of the concrete? The iron and concrete . 
will expand and contract in about the same ratio.
10866. How would the concrete come to fracture the iron—to tear it asunder ? I suppose the iron would 
not be able -to accommodate itself to the temperature. A tensile strain would be set up, and that would 
probably break small rods.
10867. What extra provision is made in the case of the Monier system for expansion and contraction ?
There are cross-cuts in the carrier over the piers of the arch. " .
10868. What are those cross-cuts ? They are intended to provide for contraction and expansion. The 
theory is that when the structure contracts the crown of the arch will be slightly lower, and that when 
it expands it will rise again.
10869. Will not that open the aqueduct? It might have done so. The structure might not have been 
sufficiently elastic, but, in addition to the elasticity of the structure, provision is made in the cross-cuts 
of which I am speaking.
10870. But will the expansion and contraction not open the carrier? It could not possibly do that 
because of the cross-cuts of which I have spoken.
10871. With what are they filled ? Mastic. .
10872. Everything depends upon those mastic joints ? Eor watertightness at those points.
10873. What would be the difference between the cost of an iron pipe run across instead of a concrete 
carrier ? I could not say off-hand what the difference in cost would be, but I can tell you what was done 
before the structure was decided upon. An estimate was made for iron pipes at Mr. Hickson’s request— 
that is, a single iron pipe.. That was done some years ago when Mr. Bagge was in charge of the office, 
and it showed that iron pipes would be more costly than a brick and concrete structure.
10874. Very much more costly ? Certainly more costly, but I could not say precisely what the difference 
in cost would be.
10875. Could you obtain that estimate ? If it is to be found. I will certainly look for it, but the esti
mate was made some years ago.
10876. Was it shown that the iron pipes would be 10 per cent, more costly ? I should say so, certainly.
10877. Would the difference be more than 10 per cent. ? I could not say. If you made an estimate 
to-day the result might be different. Of course the price of iron would vary.
10878. Iron is cheap just now ? Yes, it is low just now.
10879. An estimate could be made now I suppose applying to last year—that is, showing what it would 
have cost last year to take an iron pipe across these aqueducts. A comparison could be made between the 
cost of an iron pipe and the cost of the Monier carrier ? Yes, certainly. I may mention that when the 
aqueduct at Johnstone’s Creek and also at White’s Creek was taken into consideration, Mr. Hickson had 
prepared a comparative estimate showing what the sewer would cost carried out with brick and concrete, 
and also with a pipe on piers, and the conclusion arrived at was that the brick and concrete work would be 
the cheaper. The original design was then made, but it was a little too costly for Mr. Hickson’s ideas.
10880. Sis Honor.'] That was the expensive design which was cut down to the departmental design for 
Contract 77, leaving out the top railings and several other things? Yes.
10881. Mr. Parkes.] Could you produce the estimate of which you have spoken ? I will endeavour to 
find it.

William Thompson recalled and further examined :—
10882. Mr. Parkesk] You have made out with Mr. M‘Credie an estimate of the quantity of cement which W.
would be required in a given quantity of concrete as shown by some tests, have you not ? Yes. Thompson.
10883. Will you describe to His Honor how you mixed the concrete ? I think it is described pretty
fully in our report. We first had the stone gauged to the right size. Then we washed it by placing it in u^'’ '
a barrow half full of water, and it was roughly washed. We then took it from the barrow, and forked it
out on to the platform. It was then put into the gauge box to get the right proportions. We used a 4-ft.
gauge box to determine the proportions of stone, sand, and cement, and laid one upon the top of the other as
specified. The materials were then thoroughly mixed and put in a gauge box of one yard capacity.
10884. Why did you fork it ? Eor the convenience of handling it.
10885. Do you know if forking is the method generally adopted under Government inspectors ? Yes.
10880. How do you know that ? Erom my experience. I know that forking is the usual method of 
handling ballast. We lost nothing to speak of by the forking, in putting the stone from the barrow into 
the gauge box.
10887. Was there not any residue ? Very little, except dirt and rubbish.
10888. How many prongs were there in the fork ? I think six, but I could not be sure upon that point.
10889. Did you ever hear of concrete being made out of material which was screened over a i-inch screen?
1 think in this case 2-inch stone was specified, and I take that to mean that the stone is to be as near to
2 inches as you can get it.
10890. That is the object of the specification as to gauge ? Yes ; I think so.
10891. If you had put in all the residue—that is, all the small stone—you would have greatly increased 
the bulk of the concrete ? Hot greatly ; there was a great deal of inch stone put in. It was not by any 
means all 2-mch. It would range from an inch upwards.
10892. Suppose there were a specification signed for concrete of 3, 2, and 1, you would not expect to find 
■the metal of all sizes up to a certain gauge to the exclusion of cement ? In mixing those proportions if 
you took three boxes of ballast you would have to take one box of cement.
10893. Therefore in the gauge box there could be no escape as regards the quantity of cement ? Ho ; 
not in the gauging.
10894. Supposing the small stones were put in they would only crowd out of the gauge box, to a certain 
extent, other stones;—supposing the stone were a i-inch instead of an inch there would be a greater

number



332 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

W. number of interstices to fill up, would there not ? The smaller stone would help to fill the interstices. Our 
Thompson, three-quarter stone ran from an eighth-inch to three-quarters, but it only increased the bulk one eighteenth.

10895. Unless the stone were of a very flat or flaggy nature there would not be a great deal of difference 
3 Aug., 1896. jjj the consumption of cement ? Not a great deal. , , ,

10890. Tou feel certain, from your own experience, as to the nature of the concrete the Government had 
been in the habit of putting in, that your tests are reliable ? Yes ; so far as the tests are concerned, we 
followed the specification literally. _ . . .
10897. Did you make any inquiries as to the way the Government have carried out their concrete work . 
No ; not in the sewerage works. We simply followed the specification. _
10898. Did you not receive any information upon that point ? Mr. M'Credie may have done so, but 1 
am not aware of it.
10899. Have you much knowledge of sewerage construction ? No.
10900. Is there any other subject upon which you are in a position to make a report? Yes; we have 
dealt with the question of grouting. _ .
10901. In what way is the grouting specified ? Each layer of concrete is supposed to dry, and it is then 
washed and grouted.
10902. How many layers did you calculate ? Layers of 9 inches. ,
10903. How many layers did you calculate ? It would depend upon the depth of concrete. We took it as a
9-inch. We got a bed 9 inches thick in the yard box and then grouted it. .
10904. If the concrete were not carried out in layers, as provided by the specification, and were stepped 
at every chain, and had then to be re-started, it would consume a lot of cement, would it not ? Yes. 
10905. Mr. Davis?\ The stone that you used for your experiments was knapped stone ? Yes.
10906. The knapping would produce more cubical stone than a machine, would it not ? I dare say it would.

. 10907. You say you used a six-pronged fork ? I cannot swear as to that. _
10908. What space would there be between the prongs ? I dare say from three quarters of an inch to an 
inch. It certainly would not be more than an inch. _
10909. You say you adhered rigidly to the specification ? Yes, to the very letter of it.
10910. Did you find in the specification anything about the stone being forked ? A fork is used by the
contractors for handling stone. _ ■ , ,
10911. But did you find anything about a fork in the specification ? I do not think the specification 
mentions forking. _
10912. Yet you say you kept rigidly to the specification ? We used the fork for convenience sake. _ 
10913. Where it was convenient to depart from the specification you did so ? Yes ; but we had no ulterior 
motive. _
10914. When you found you could get through your work more quickly, you departed from the specifica
tion? Itis the custom to use a fork when yon are mixing ballast. If you use a shovel you pick up a 
lot of dirt and filth.
10915. Do you know w7hat the specification says as to the elimination of dust and sand from the stone 
which is used for concrete—is a fork mentioned ? I have not seen it. •
10916. What does the specification say ? It mentions screening, I think. _
10917. Will you say why you did not screen the metal rather than fork it ? There was no particular 
reason. Forking is a convenient method of handling the ballast ; that is all. • _
10918. You have spoken a good deal of your experience of concrete work ;—will you tell His Honor what 
experience you have had in putting concrete in position ? I have supervised the erection of several 
houses, but I have not said much about experience.
10919. In concrete ? Only the footings ; there has been the usual run of footings.
10920. Beyond that have you had any experience ? No. _ _
10921. Would you like to pit your experience, gained from work of that description, against the experience 
of others w'ho have carried out thousands of yards of concrete ? I have no great experience of that kind, 
but I know that these tests were made. _
10922. I am speaking about your experience;—would you like to pit your experience against the experience 
of those who have carried out thousands of yards of concrete in work similar to that under consideration ? 
Not in the matter of experience. _
10923. Would it not be more likely that they would know what concrete would probably make in work 
under certain conditions than you would know ? In the matter of experience I dare say it would be so. 
10924. As to the grouting, how did you arrive at the conclusions mentioned in your report ? We took a 
third of a foot of cement and two-thirds of .sand and mixed it into a liquid.
10925. That would make how much ? Afoot.
10926. A cubic foot? Yes. _ _
10927. What quantity of water did you put to those quantities ? Enough to make it liquid.
10928. Do you know how much ? I think a big bucket.
10929. Another cubic foot of water, do you think ? More than that, perhaps.
10930. A foot and a half ? I should think so, though I am by no means sure on this point.
10931. Then you would have 2 i feet;—-what did you do with that 2i feet of grouting ? We used one of 
the ordinary zinc buckets ; but it would not contain 2i: feet. We mixed the material into a liquid, and 
then placed it over the concrete, brushing it into any insterstices or depressions.
10932. On to what did you put this grouting ? On to 4 yards of surface.
10933. Four square yards of surface ? Yes ; the box was 4 ft. x 4 ft. 6 in. There were two of those 
boxes, making 4 yards altogether.
10934. And you say you put 2£ cubic feet of grouting on to 4 square yards ? Yes.
10935. What was the thickness of the grouting when it was put on to the 4 square yards of concrete ? 
The grouting we put on would not go more than the eighth of an inch. It would be a little thicker in 
some parts than in others though.
10936. Supposing the concrete work had not been grouted, as you seem to have assumed it was every 
9 inches, do you think it would be a fair thing to charge against the contract the quantity of cement 
which should 'be used according to your estimate ? Of course, if it were not used it would not be there; 
but the work was specified to be grouted.
10937. How much did you reckon for a cask of cement ? We ran it out into a 4-foot box.
10938. And that was the quantity you reckoned ? Yes. 10939,
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A few years, I think.

_______  _ W.
feet when loose. G-oodlet

I do not know when the ® Aug., 1896.

10939. I’Tom your experience in the use of cement, what would you say that a cask of cement would W- ■ 
measure takmg one cask with another ? Some of the English cement will run dj feet when loose. Goodlet ThomPaon 
and Smith s rock cement just filled a 4-foot box.
10940. That cement has not been made very lone ? 
works were started. ’
10911. Would you be surprised to learn that the works had not been erected more than eighteen
mon s . i do not know the exact period, but I do not think they have been in existence more than a couple ot years.
10942. In the second paragraph of your joint report, you refer to the departmental estimates ;—to what 
es ima es o you refer. To the estimates on page 339 of the Parliamentary return. We took that more 
?ncu Q0nyariS°n .twoen the cost of guttering and gadding and blasting, as estimated by the Department.
TQ uPPosmK it to be the fact that the estimate you quoted refers to Contract 79a, and not to Contract 

, ,fn ^ a J011 say right through your report would scarcely be applicable;—you would not suppose 
^no,feuA0Yer.nment WOuld use tlle same figures in every contract P No, probably not.
1U.J44. Ihis estimate, as you see, refers to Contract 79a, and not to Contract 79 ? Yes. We only adopted 
it to make the comparison to which I have referred.
i nrvie' d*1?11 y°U Would ?ay that would not apply ? Not beyond that comparison.

. u your comparison would not be a fair one? Yes ; in that respect it would. We took the
^fferenTeebetewee^athef twolaStinS ^ llleir estimats for Suttering and gadding. We took 17s. as the

^°th prices were ratably higher the difference wmuld be greater; if they were
ratably lower the difference would be smaller ? Yes.
10948. Mr. Carter.'] Do you consider that irregular-sized stone will make the best concrete ? Yes; I 
1AOIwould make better concrete—at any rate in the bluestone.
qo * i It 4-^rreSu^ar sized stone? Yes; but "when we saw that 2 inches was specified, we 
?nS^e t^e Stc\ne 7as to as near 2 inches as we could get it.

o . u as regards the strength of the concrete it would improve it to put in various sizes of stone 
under the maximum ? Yes ; I should think so.

WEDNESDAY, 5 AUGUST, 1896.
Joseph Davis recalled and further examined.

Will/°11 read thQe supplementary specification of Contract 77, which appears upon J. Davis, 
page 247 ot the Parliamentary return? Yes. It is as follows ‘
accommnLs thUpCrmet,^fne’ *1™ j6™1 f°f the ®kewllack(s o£ main arches to be constructed, as shown on drawing which 5

tr^STyit^the cemeut facing) composed °f °ne part °f cement to three
extra sSnlcessItated^v n'T ^ t0'be ‘n conformi!iy with the drawings attached to the contract, except as regards the 
extra s’ze U“e^ltated by the larger pier shown on the contractor’s plan, and are to be to the satisfaction of the Eneineer.
them rLnhi^hn? thnn tbnwUlr+L t0 ,do^n t0 a greater depth than shown on the drawings, or a greater number of
them require piling than shown, the work is to be executed as ordered without extra payment being made!
of one part ^cement and pS^rf^d0”6 C°nCrete °f ^ SpeCilied’ aud fa°ed with cement mortar comPosed

cement^nd'orpartof ind!116 StrUCture’ ab°Ve the level of the ^^nging of main arches, is to be composed.of one part of

nlsns lhirrkfS Seaefally are t0,be carried out in accordance with the specification, schedule to specification, and the
necessarfiv'enlaree^l to^mpSptV+iand ex?eP^ such structural parts as are to be carried out under the “Monier system,” or 
necessarily enlarged to meet the requirements of the contractor’s plan, and within the time set out in the general conditions.
10952 How is it that your vouchers show payments for two to one mortar? None of that work was 
done, 1 think, so it is not paid for.
10953. There is no specification for the five, three, and two, special bluestone concrete ? No; not attached 
to tne contract.
10954. It was optional to substitute it for the compo.? When the portion of the carrier nearest the 
Glebe was about to be commenced the contractors put in two lengths ofthe carrier, one composed of 
three to one compo. and the other of five of bluestone, three of sand, and two of cement. Two lengths of 
the same carrier were put m m that way. They were tested by Mr. Darley, and he came to the conclusion 
that the bluestone was the better construction, the more stable structure, and he decided, as the con
tractors were willing to substitute the bluestone concrete, to allow that to be done 
T  ̂at the price of the compo. ? They did so, although it cost more, 
i no-y mi c 18 Beir agre5ment wit'1 you ? Yes ; it is all covered by the lump sum of £15,500.
_09o7. therefore m the valuation it ought to be taken as compo ? It is a lump sum tender. Professor 

arren in his estimate took into consideration the fact that the contractors were using this composition 
ot live, three, and two, in the carrier. 1
10958. Will you continue reading the specification ? Yes.

+1, The contract®i;s sbaj1 continue to maintain the said works at their own cost after the period of maintenance set forth 
wlmse decfsion^halHTp1^ f°r a £urther period of three years computed from such date, to the satisfaction of the Engineer,
Md durab H^of thBsmVI wn B COnc,lu,s,lve uPon a11 concerning workmanship and materials, and the permanency
jao nm Said w.orks : aI!d th® contractor shall enter into a bond to Her Majesty the Queen in the penal sum of
&lz,(XX), and nnd two sufficient sureties to enter into senara.tfi in wonoi o,,™ x*c nrm ^______ ,-P19 nnn Gv./! + /v; . , ’ ,. . . oiia-u euLei into a Donci to tier Majesty the Queen in the penal sum of£12,000, and find two sufficient sureties to enter into separate bonds in the penal sum of £6 000 each to secure the removal 
:iSu0.I!'UChoftheSaidwo'^ as shall have been construked on the “Monied system,” if dhiSd5fi?^UCh °f \e said works as sha,ll have been constructed on the -iviomer system," it the Engineer shall be dissatisfied 

cnstSaflmB at any t™e dunn^the sald Periods of maintenance, and to re-erect and construct the said works at their 
+ and..®?p®“?e. m accordance m all things with the specification, schedule to specification, and plans therein 

referred to, within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon so to do. P tnereln

10959. Those sureties were supposed under that undertaking to be men independent of the contractors ? 
J-hey were supposed to be men who were independent of the contract.
1096q But independent of the contractors ? ^ I would not say that they were, because, as a matter of 
fact, it is generally known m the office that these men have for years been mixed up together in one way

b0“^ Part 0+f B0 firm W0!lld be tendenng at one time and some part at another time.
40961. But would you take as sureties men who were interested in the firm? Mr. Gillan and Mr.

rr0 ta+v?nr1iuthlS mstan,ce> tmt I would not say that they were interested in this contract. It 
was not known that they were interested in this contract. . 10962
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J. Davis. 10962. Does not the specification you have read state that the sureties should be independent of the 
contractors—that they should not be allied with the contractors ? It says that two sufficient sureties are 

5 Aug., 1896. to enter into separate bonds in the penal sum of £6,000. It all depends upon what is the meaning of the 
word “sufficient.” The Department judged that Mr. Gillan and Mr. Porrest were “sufficient sureties. 
10963. Has it not been the general practice of the Government in taking sureties to insist upon their 
being persons with fixed securities ? The Department has taken every care to ascertain that the personal 
sureties they have taken have been men reputed to be worth powder and shot. [Vide Appendix iVb. 9.] 
10964. Is it not the general practice to take men of fixed property ? I would not say that. I would say 
that they should be men at any rate worth as much as, or more than, the amount of the bond they enter 
into.
10965. "Would you not read the undertaking to mean, so far as Mr. Carter is concerned, that if the 
Government would take the patent they would give a disinterested guarantee to remove the work in 

, three years if it were not suitable ;—that the contractors undertook to enter into a penal bond of £12,000 
and to provide two sufficient bondsmen of £6,000 each to replace the structure if any defects were dis
covered, or if it were found not to be stable ? Really the Government have a guarantee of £24,000 
£12,000 as far as Carter, Gummow, and Snodgrass are concerned, and if they failed there would be 
£12,000 in respect of Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest. _ .
10966. Really the Department would only have £12,000 guaranteed if Carter & Co. failed ? I did not 
put it in that way. I said they had a guarantee of £12,000 as far as Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Snod
grass, were concerned, and another £12,000 in respect of Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest. _
10967. You mean that they had a promise of that amount—they had no cash bond? Ho cash security. 
10968. But when you take bondsmen’s names you want to know whether they have some cash on which 
you can lay your hands, or the equivalent of cash in property ? As far as Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and 
Snodgrass, were concerned, we had a fixed deposit; as far as Messrs. Forrest and Gillan were concerned, 
we had a statutory declaration that they were worth the amount named. _
10969. The concrete which was specified to be used in the original structure round the carrier would be 
seven, three, and two ? Yes. _ , .
10970. In making up a schedule, the contractors generally take off a certain percentage from each item in 
the schedule, and see what they can make out in a lump sum ? I cannot say what they do. One con
tractor would do one thing and another contractor another. _ _
10971. But all the items of the schedule compiled by the Department would not bear a uniforn relation? 
They should do so. At the same time, the officers of the Department are not perfect, and the prices given 
might not bear the same relation to each other. At any rate, there might be room for difference ot 
opinion. The contractors might consider that they were not in proportion. .
10972. What is the price of Bautel’s and BakewelTs best double-pressed bricks ? It depends upon the 
place to which they have to be delivered; but, taking one contract with another, I suppose they would be 
worth from 60s. to 70s. a thousand. They used to be worth 90s. or even more than that a thousand. 
10973. Are they not worth about 80s. a thousand ? They used to be, but I do not think that is the price 
now. The last time I inquired they were 70s., but whether they have gone up lately or not I do not know. 
10974. How long ago would it be since you inquired ? Some months. I believe that the man who was 
instrumental in bringing down the price has given up making bricks, and possibly the other makers may 
have taken advantage of that. _
10975. The average price would be, say, 70s. ? I should say something like that; but it would depend 
upon the distance at which the bricks had to be delivered. I may mention that in the case of the Marrick- 
ville contract the brickyard was on the ground. There was really no delivery.
10976. Coming now to the matter of stone—what is the price of the best dressed stone per foot ?. The 
rough Pyrmont bottom-block stone would be worth about 27s. a cubic yard delivered. Then there is the 
dressing, and it stands to reason that the price for dressing would depend upon the amount of work upon 
the stone. _
10977. But what is approximately the market price per cubic foot? I should say it would be about Ss. 
if there were an ordinary amount of dressing on the stone. It is generally dressed at the works.
10978. But what is the price of the stone at the quarry ? The best bottom-block would be about Is. a foot. 
10979. The very best ? Yes.
10980. Are you not making a mistake there ? I do not think so.
10981. Suppose you were going to erect a large building, could you get the best bottom block stone at Is. 
a foot ? 1 should say that that would be a fair price.
10982. Do you know the price ? I do.
10983. Whose figures are you quoting ? I am quoting from my own experience—from my own knowledge 
of Sydney sandstone.
10984. Are you referring to the best Pyrmont stone ? The stone I speak of would be equal to the 
Pyrmont stone. It is obtained at "Waverley. _ _ ,
10985. But what about the Pyrmont stone ? It is possible that Mr. Saunders has a higher estimate in 
connection with his own quarry. He might possibly try to get a little more for the stone.
10986. You put the labour and stonework, associated, at 3s. 6d. a foot run ;—is that a fair price ? I should 
say that it was a little high. The Department, in the general conditions, provide that the ashlar ■work is 
to be measured from outside edge to outside edge, that is, the stone that is cut away .is paid for. The 
contractor in fixing the rate would take that into consideration, I should imagine. If this stone were paid 
for nett measurement after it had been chiseled it would be put at a higher price.
10987. But the contractors pay for it at the quarry in bulk ? Yes.
10988. Mr. Norriei] At the time the supplementary specification was drawn, do you know whether it was 
anticipated that Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest would be the sureties named by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Ho. 
10989. Was it known that they might name these two gentlemen ? Ho ; the specification was drawn 
quite independently of them. As far as my recollection serves me, and I think the papers show it, the 
question of personal sureties came up afterwards. When the supplementary specification had been drawn, 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. wrote.
10990. Mr. Parhes.'\ But the supplementary specification was drawn by the contractors? Ho; by my
self in conjunction with Mr. Horrie. [Vide Appendix No. 1.] . .
10991. But it was sent in by the contractors? Ho ; it was drawn by myself in conjunction with Mr. 
Horrie, altogether independently of the contractors. I drafted the specification with my own hand.
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iaqcvj’ <?^ ier sPecification was incorporated in it? It was incorporated in the bond. J. Davis.
10J9.J. ilut with the original specification? The draft specification is given on page 207. Messrs, n

Umrtu0',•, wr°te upon 4th April, after it had been drawn, objecting to stringent clauses. 5 Aug., 1896.
W hat they submitted was their tender with the plan which is before the Commission and that only. ,
\V en their lump sum tender was accepted the question of the supplementary specification arose and I 
dratted it myself m conjunction with Mr. JNArrie.
10994. But the letter of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. is not a protest against the specification. It is only a 
s’ISSesl;iorl that the Department should dispense with the bondsmen? It is a protest against that part of 
i mar1 sPec^ca,ti°n dealing with the question of bondsmen. [Vide Appendix No. 9.]
ItJJo. D is hardly a protest.^ It is asking you to do what you did ultimately? No; and I can only 
iU^faivrW 'lave a'^read.7 said. We knew absolutely nothing to guide us in coming to the conclusion 
that Mr. brillan and Mr. Porrest were members of the firm for this contract. On the contrary if we 
turned to the tender we found that the gentlemen composing the firm were Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, 
and Mr. ^nodgrass, so far as that particular job was concerned.
1099G. Had Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest ever done work for you themselves outside of Mr. Gummow or 
ioooVa^er ' i ; both of them—both Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest. [Vide Appendix No. 25.1

uu ^7 o w i 0CCasl011s ? Mr. Forrest in conjunction with Mr. Snodgrass ; Mr. Gillan in conjunction 
with Mr. Snodgrass ; and Mr. Gillan in conjunction with Mr. Gummow.
10998. But they had been associated with Mr. Gummow ? They were mixed up for years in some way 
which I do not profess to understand. • J ’
10999. Knowing that, would it not have been well to inquire whether Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest were 

^ V It was“0 Part °f my province. 1 do not see how I could answer the question.
WHO. Mr. Nome.\ Tou would not think the Department would be justified in refusing to accept as 
a surety a person known to be worth a large sum of money in bank or other stock because he had not 
real estate . I should say not. In the case before us, every means seems to have been taken to satisfy 
the oihcer responsible that these men were stable men, and were worth the amount of the personal surety 
into which they entered with the Government. J
11001. Would you like to enter into a bond of that kind without having a quid pro quo ? I should say

11002. Mr. Carter.] The guarantee of £12,000 of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. would be sufficient to 
cover the whole cost of the superstructure, independently of the sureties, if it had had to be removed ?
More than sufficient. The superstructure, according to the estimate of Professor Warren, would cost 
about £7,500. We had a personal guarantee for £12,000 in addition to the fixed deposit of £775.

William Henry Warren recalled and further examined : —
IfOCm Mis Sonor.] I notice that the price of timber is given in your estimate as follows732 cubic 
,feet at 2s. 6d. per cubic foot, and /,513 superficial feet at 13s. per hundred. I have been unable to 
reconcile these two prices ? _ I have taken 13s. per hundred superficial feet because I thought it a fair 
i inm Cub,1C feet are C0Ilcerned> I think 2s. 6d. is a fair price for good timber.
11004. But how is it that the cubic foot measurement comes out at nearly double the superficial measure
ment, not only m your estimate but m the specificationwhy should timber, measured in one way, be so

n^aVu ?rACe tl?^er’. V1 whlch tliere is more work> measured in another way ? I think that you 
uill find that Goodlet and Smith s price-list shows the same thing. I have often had to order timber from 
tnem. It is possible that I may have paid a little more than would be paid by the contractors, but I think 
I have given the prices in Goodlet and Smith’s list. ’
n005 But can you explain how it is that the prices run so differently ? Well, you could use the super
ficial feet over again. It does not look to me like new timber, although I dare say it was new when it 
was first put in. I cannot explain why there should be the difference you mention. I do not know that 
1 ever thought of it before. 1 have simply taken the facts. *
110C6. Mr. Parkes.] You know that the trade never sell small scantling, such as 6 x 4i, 12 x 4i or 8 x 
aVi i7-j C iC • ^ ‘ 5,erliaPs no7 tut I have always been accustomed to estimate cubic feet of timber 
iinab-rid!e7-r 18 ,e m that wa^ 1 remember tbe prices better, taken by the cubic foot.
1100/ But if you take the cube out, ought you not to base the price on the superficial value why do
mono T}On/0°£er ? ^ m P°sslble tbat 1 may bave taken the timber too low at 13s. per hundred. 
ilUOa.' But ought not the value given to be the price at which the trade sell the timber ? If I have given 
any price which is not m accordance with market rates it is wrong, of course. b
11009. Did you measure up the scantling yourself ? I did not measure it all. I measured one Span, and 
1 assumed that the others would be the same. ^
IIOIO. Did you not notice that in the main principle you got one piece of timber, 12 x 6, made up of
Hitches bolted together P But it comes out at the same cubic measurement.
11011. But you have taken it at 2s. 6d. per cubic footwhy did you not take it at the superficial 
measurement, seeing that it was bought at that measurement ? It is my way of taking such measure
ments. Bndge braces are measured in the same way. I measured the timber in just the same way that
I should measure bridge trusses. I saw that there were two or three pieces together, but I took them in
on© item. •
about tiS161’6 did y0U ^ the PriCe °f 2S‘ 6d' Per f°0t? 1 lmew tha1: tlle timber would be worth

* ®,u,t ^ ^ Ijot wortb that;—the price is more than 100 per cent, in excess ? Of course if Goodlet 
and. omitn s list shows a reduced price, I must accept it.
11014. I am taking trade prices—the prices of all the merchantsas a matter of fact, I believe Mr 
Gaiter bought his timber from Guy, and Guy’s price is 9s. 6d., not 13s. per 100 superficial feet ? I was 
not aware of that. [Vtde Appendix 2Vb. 41.]

T VT’0r;ikicds of t,:mb1er used’ 12 * 4=-, 6 X 4i, 4 x 47 but you have put it ail down at 
iimr t/ ^8 °-Ut at Same cu1blc,al coMents. I measured one span, and I took them all to be alike. 
11016. It they are irregular, your calculations would be thrown out ? I felt that it was extra work for 
me to measure the trestles at all, and I thought that if I took a measurement in order to get at the price 
of one trestle, it would be sufficient. 5 1
II MTnch one, as a matter of fact, did you measure ? I measured the second from this
end, the one over the stream. . 11018

W. H.
Warren.

5 Aug., 1896
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W. H. 11018. Mr. Parkes] Did you work out the average of what you call the lagging on the top of these 
Warren. principles ? Tes. .

11019. How did you arrive at the 9 feet of width ? It is 9 feet. , _ . .
5 Aug., 1896. 11020. But it is irregular—the timber runs all sorts of length ? That which I measured was 9 leet.

11021. But the timber is irregular—there are ends sticking out ? A little; but it is about J teet.
11022. How did you get the average ? I simply looked along the work. I measured the projections ;

11023. Supposing the average accurately taken were found_ to be 8 feet, that would alter your calcula
tions ? It would alter it to the extent of one-ninth on that item. . „ , ,,
11024. Here is a mistake you have made against yourself; the side boxing is 83 feet; you will nnd there 
is an average of 2 feet by 1* inch ; that will make your calculation a little greaterbut as regards the 
flitches, of course they should be measured by the superficial area, instead of the cube f I would not 
press anything like that, of course. I did not take out the quantities as if I were going to build ; 1 simply 
wished to arrive at a price. I did not measure up the timber in the way in which I should have done it I 
had been ordering timber. I simply wanted to get an idea of the quantity of timber and the price.
11025. The six ribs you have given in your estimate should be twelve, should they not. xes.
11026. And the next item should be six ribs of lagging to each small arch ? Tes.
11027. Tou have 500 superficial feet in that item ? Tes. . _
11028. But there would be really 750 superficial feet, so that there would be a little extra. I am 
prepared to accept anv correction, so far as those details are concerned. _ . ..
11029. The boxing of "the small piers, if you measure it according to dimensions and take it superficially, 
would be 495 feet instead of 750 feet;—I suppose you will accept that correction i I took the measure
ment from the size of the piers which are already there. I had not seen the boxing. I had to take what
I thought to be a suflficient quantity of timber for the construction. „ T j ■ i j-l -l a t
11030. Did you take the measurement off the plan as well as off the actual timber. I did the best I
could between the two. , . . , ,
11031. As to the item of timbering the sides of the main carrier, did you take a very accurate measure
ment of that ? It is on a par with all the timber measurement. T
11032. I think you will find there is a little error there, and that it is 170 feet too much . When I 
measured the timber there was no work going on there at all, and I had to fill iu the quantity which 1 
thought would be necessary to carry out the work.
11033. Sis Sonor] Tou got on to the top of the arch, I suppose ? Tes.
11034. Mr. Parkes] How did you arrive at the 30 superficial feet per foot run m what might be called 
the invert mould—in what you call the lagging ;—could you tell me whether, as a matter of fact, it is not 
15 feet ? I have not the details with me now, but I will accept it at 15 feet if you say that that is so.
I have taken it as 2 inches thick. n _ T l ,
11035. As a matter of fact, it is only If inch thick did you know that ? No; 1 took it at 2 inches. 
11036. Did you measure it with a rule ? No ; the timber was not there, but I knew, of course, that it was

11037. If it is If inch thick, instead of 2 inches thick, that would make a considerable difference in 
your measurement ? It would be a quarter off. , . .i ^ tj
11038. As to the scaffolding, you have taken all the scaffolding how did you get at that—aid you 
measure it all ? I think I may have underdone the scaffolding ; it was not all there at the time when 
I took the measurements. I saw afterwards certain planks which I had omitted.
11039. Only 75 per cent, of the scaffolding goes to the principal partnow as to the scaffolding tor the 
piers? I took the scaffolding I saw, and I added what I thought necessary. I assumed that it had 
nothing to do with the piers. The scaffolding necessary to put the concrete in the piers was estimated at 
£1 8s. That is one reason why I did not knock off anything from the £1 8s. when I took my own prices. 
11040. Are you sure that 260 cubic feet of scaffolding would go to the Monier part ot the work . xes ; 
I measured it and worked it out. Of course, I did not measure the timber as though I was going to 
order it. .
11041. Tou enlarged the quantity, did you not ? I do not think so. . , .
11042. What is the size of the scaffolding ? There are two uprights with the horizontals and bracings. 
11043. What were the dimensions of the timber? I do not remember.
11044. Have you any record of the dimensions ? Not with me. .
11045. Do you think 8x8 and 8x4 would be about the dimensions ? I think I have 12 one way in 
my dimensions, but I am not sure. ,
11046. If the timber were 8x8 and 8x4, there would be an error in your calculation ? 1 have not my
details with me now, and I cannot be certain whether I took the timber at 8 x 8 or not.
11047. If it were so, there would be an error in your calculation ? I cannot tell; I have not worked it 
out. Scaffolding is a small item, and I did not bother very much about it.
11048. Supposing you took the trade prices of the day and ran the quantity out, not as you have done, 
by the cube, but by the superficial foot, and supposing all your figures were correct, your cubic measure
ment and superficial measurement put together would make 163 squares ? Possibly.
11049. Will you accept that measurement; I have worked it out very carefully ? I have no doubt it is 

11050. Where did you get your price of 13s. per hundred superficial feet ? I assumed that the price

No. I have often ordered timber, but I order it generally
would be about 13s.
11051. Tou did not take it from a trade list ?
by the cubic foot. ,,001010 a ia
11052. Have you not charged too much for the small scantlings ? I have ordered 8 x 8, 12 x 12, ana XU 
x 10 hardwood and Oregon timber. The price I have allowed is founded upon the price I generally pay. 
11053. It must have been a very small portion of timber ? I should not order large quantities for my 
ordinary testing.
11054. Take the price at your own—13s.—the cost of the timber in four sets of arches would be considerably 
reduced ? I should be surprised to find that it was. Of course, I may have overmeasured it.
11055. I mean taking the timber by the superficial foot, instead of the cube foot? Of course, because
the price per cube foot is dearer than the price per superficial measurement.

^ ' 1105b.
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11056. Mr. Davis.'] In your estimate of 2s. 6d. what have you included—where have you got the iron
work used in the construction of the centres ? I have taken it all in in the price I have given. I took a 

• sketch of the bolts, and I took the pitch of them, and they, of course, are included.
11057. In fixing the price at 2's. 6d., did you not take that into consideration ? I did.
11058. Is it not invariably the case in measuring centerings, or rough bridge work, to take the cubic 
contents of the work as it stands, including the ironwork ? Undoubtedly. As 1 said before, I measured 
the work as I should measure bridge work, where we do not go in for superficial measurement as would be 
done in the case of architecture.
11059. Mr. Parkes!] Coming to the labour in the girders, you have multiplied each into your sum total 
as if a new set of timber were required for every arch ? I took the cost of labour for the completion of 
one arch.
11060. But you have forgotten that the same set of material would be shifted from arch to arch? It 
can be removed from one arch to another, certainly.
11061. That would be merely the labour of removal, but you have estimated the labour of fixing the 
centering, and putting it together in connection with each arch;—that, surely, is an error ? I have taken 
it in this calculation as if the centering had to be erected for each span.
11062. As if it were pulled down and had to be erected again ? Tes.
11063. So that if that did not happen there would be an error in your calculation ? Yes, to that extent. 
11064. Sis Sonor.] Did you take each item distinctly—that is, the complete making of a centre, the laying 
of it out, the measuring, and everything ? Wo ; I merely allowed for the building of it together. The 
labour for making and fixing the centres is distributed over the [arches, but after the centres are once 
made I can see that they could be removed without so much being taken down as I have assumed to be 
necessary.
11065. Mr. Parkes.] The same thing would apply to the boxing, the invert boxing, and also the centres 
for the small arches; once they have been made they can be shifted from one position to another ? 
There is really nothing in the centering for the small arches; that would not make any difference; my 
price would come out right for that.
11.066. They did not put in new centres for every one of the little arches, did they ? I do not think I 
have taken the centres per arch.
11067. You have multiplied them, and have put them into your addition ;—the labour you put in is for 
the entire work is it not ? Yes.
11068. Very well, then, you have multiplied that into the arches ; that is evidently an error? I do not 
quite see that it is so. " .
11069. You have given the total of labour for each arch, and you have made a sum total for the arches ? 
Yes.
11070. You have taken the seventeen arches, and have multiplied them by your entire labour, therefore 
you have included in it all the labour that was used in making the centerings, as well as the labour used 
in removing them; you have put down £7 for the removal of the timber, and you have even included 
that? Yes.
11071. As a matter of fact, all the labour in the centerings, with the exception of four, should have been 
eliminated ; the only other items left in would be the removal and re-erection of the centerings ? There 
would be a good deal in connection with re-erection.
11072. You have put down an amount for removal and re-erection, and it would have been all right to 
multiply that by seventeen, but as regards the labour used in the construction of the centerings, you 
should have multiplied by only four; you see that an accidental error has crept in there ? Yes, apparently. 
11073. You have allowed an item of £150 for cost of plant, consisting of two sheds, one office, tools, 
barrows, &e.; do not the sheds and also the tools and barrows remain the property of the contractors ? 
I should like to say a word or two about that matter. I am not an expert in the valuation of property. 
His Honor would probably value it better than I could do. The thing stands as I have it in my estimate, 
and, of course, it is of no use to press it if you object to the valuation. The sheds and office on the ground 
can be valued by someone who is accustomed to value those things. If I were buying them, I should 
certainly get some one to value them for me.
11074. When the contract is finished the contractors remove the sheds, the barrows, and the tools ? I 
had better make this explanation. I assumed that the contractors would not estimate, in making up their 
contract, what they would be able to do with these things afterwards. They might not have an opportunity 
to bring them in again. This might be their last contract.
11075. There is also an item of £25 for 2,000 feet of water-pipe at 3d.; when the contract is completed 
that still remains the property of the contractors ? Yes ; but it will have to betaken to pieces and carted 
about, and the probability is that it would not be of very much use.
11076. But the contractors would dispose of this material if they did not shift it; ought there not to 
be some contra allowed for the price they would receive for it ? I thought I put the price sufficiently 
low to allow for that.
11077. Then take the matter of supervision—you have allowed 5 per cent., or £375 ? Yes; the 5 per 
cent, was just a guide.
11078. You are putting it in the total of £1,176 12s. apparently, but you had previously included it in the 
price of the compo. ? That makes a very slight difference ; this is only a rough estimate, of course. I had 
hardly any other way open to me of making the estimate unless I spent a good deal of time upon it. It 
is only approximate.
11079. Have you not by these various means built up in rather an extravagant way the cost of this 
Monier construction ? My estimate may vary from your estimate. It may appear high, but, of course, 
I cannot help that. I have not intentionally made it high.
11080. Although your supervision is put down at 5 per cent., it really goes into the contractors’ profit ? 
If you subtract it from the other items there you will find that it comes out at about 5 per cent.
11081. But supervision is put down in the price of labour at 10s. ? That is a foreman’s wages. You 
cannot call that supervision. It is not the supervision such as the contractors - would have to pay for. 
The supervision I refer to would be that of the contractors’ engineer, or that of the contractor himself. 
I suppose he would expect to be paid some salary. '
11082. But you have also given them profit and risk ? That is not included in his actual professional 
labour. 11083.

W. H.
Warren.

Aug,, 1896.
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____ 11083. Where did you get your item of wages, 7s. 6d., and iu one case 10s. ? I know that I always had
' »» « ■» /» MYi. *___j_ —____i.___ ___ a^oytmi pnnln P'TTifir'.fi Tif) O'fiT; 111 (lOTlft

w. a; llUSb. W here aia you ger your item oi wages, /s. uu., auu iw vuv . - ..............— - — -
to pay 7s. 6d. for a man. This is not such easy straightforward work that you could expect to get it done

5 Aug., 1896. 11084. Suppose the contractors’ pay-sheets show that they have been paying 7s. and 6s., and that they 
have had a foreman at 8s., that would reduce your calculation? Of course the pay-sheets would be a 
better guide to the cost of labour than would my estimate. I had not the advantage of the pay-sheets
when 1 was making my calculation. , , , r r
11085. That would lower your estimate ? It would lower it to that extent, but it would be tar better tor 
the contractors themselves to answer questions of this character. .
11086. In your item for timber you first of all take the building of seventeen spans at a certain price, 
and you distribute it over the entire quantity per yard of material. Coming to the forty-two small 
arches, are those forty-two arches outside that ? Yes. _ . „ T, .
11087. You have put down £3 10s. for the putting in of that timber—is not that excessive . It is these 
arches that have brought down my second price as compared with my original price, rutting it all m

' like that reduces the cost per cubic yard. „ . , . » , r,
11088. But do you say that it costs £3 10s. to set out three pieces of timber for one of these little arches .
That is the total cost for the arch. ,, . - . . *
11089. Contractors do not waste money as a rule. The contractors would make a few centerings lor 
these small arches, and those center! ngs would be re-used. That item therefore disappears. They would 
have to leave some of the centeringsin for a considerable time.
11090. But only about twelve of them? They cannot strike the centres at once.
11091. But you have allowed an amount as if they built a new centre for every arch from end to end of 
the structure, leaving the centerings in or throwing them aside ? I do not think they have done that, but, 
on the other hand, they could not build an arch and then knock out the centering at once and proceed to 
build another arch. They would have to leave in some of the centerings.
11092. But you do not say that they make a new centering for every arch. Possibly not, but at the 
same time you must allow for the centerings being in a fairly long time. . ■
11093. Suppose as a matter of fact the contractors have been using twelve sets of centerings tor these 
small arches ? I should expect to see more used. _
11094. Did you see more on the works ? No; I had to arrive at the quantity myself.
11095. You saw some there ? Yes ; some were in use.
11096. Did you see any on the ground ? No ; I did not look for any. , , . 0 „
11097. Supposing they were using 12 centerings, that would materially alter your calculations . i es. 
11098. As to your 574 lineal feet of carrier beyond the main arches at 5s. a foot, how do you arrive at 
that value—is it guesswork ? Not exactly guesswork. _ .
11099. But vou have taken it roughly ? Yes; it was not an important item. ,
11100. Supriose it turned out that in guessing at this amount you had gone consideraoly higher than the 
facts justify, that would make another difference in your calculation ? I think you will find that my
estimate is not far wrong. „ , . . , , t ^ , .i ..
11101 Suppose the contractors are using about 80 feet of this timber-work, and that when that much had 
been used it could be re-used ? Some of it I have no doubt would be used again. I have taken it at 5s. a foot. 
11102. But it ought not to be re-charged again and again, ought it? It ought not to be charged again it

11103. As a matter of fact the only charge which could be made in connection with it would be for fixing
it ? You have to consider the timber. ,, . , ,, .
11104. 1 am dealing now with the labour. The labour would be not for putting the thing together again 
but for shifting it from one place to another ? When you have the thing fixed for a certain length ol 
course you could shift it from that length to another, and that might cost from 4s. to 5s. a toot, perhaps 
more.
11105. Per lineal foot ? Yes. . . . . r. j ,
11106. As to the amount of £11 10s., the cost of the grills in the arches and carriers, where do you get
that from ? I am accustomed to estimates for ironwork.
11107. That is your own estimate? Yes. . , j. • i . r?o in l i.
111.08. If you were told that the ironfounders of the city had made the material at £8 10s., what would 
you say ? I should say that they were making it much cheaper than the price to which 1 have been 
accustomed11109. Iron is especially cheap just now? That may be so, but the price you name would be very cheap
indeed. I think £11 10s. per ton is a very fair price. i n • f o tvt t
11] 10. You did not proceed upon the basis of what the merchants would supply the iron tor. No. 1 
had to base prices upon the cost of the work at the time the contract was let, and I know that £11 10s.
was the price at that time. That would be before I went to England. , ... „ .
yipil. Did you make any inquiries of the ironfounders to ascertain what they would supply the iron for . 
I am always making estimates for ironwork, and I do not require to ask anyone. _
11112. You did not ask anyone what it would cost? No. Even if I thought the price were different
now, that would not alter the estimate I have given. , „ T , x, , • -u . .t •
11113. Where did you get your price of 7s. 6d. per cubic yard for sand ? I think that is about the price 
that is charged. That is the price you will pay for good sand.
11114. Eor Nepean sand? Yes. , o -kt r l u l j- i
11115. Do you know what the price of sand is as it comes out of the crusher ? No ; 1 should have to ask

11116. If you discovered that it will cost 4s. a cubic yard, that would materially alter your calculation ?

11117. How did you come to fix the cost of a cask of cement at 11s. 6d. ? I think I was paying more 
than 11s. 6d. at the time this contract was let. I think you will find that that is a fair price.
11118. You paid 11s. 6d., I suppose, buyin g the cement by the single cask ? _ They always let me have it 
pretty cheaply for the tests which I have to me>ke ; I never pay too much for it.
11119. Suppose cement were actually sold at 9s. 6d., and that it cost 10s. a cask delivered on the ground . 
Then I should say they got it cheaply.
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W. B.
W arren.

11120. But. that would materially alter your total ? Tes
n loo ti?W many -ul10 yuds T tllere.in eacl1 °f these compo. arches ? 23‘6 yards
yards? ITm not'lesponsibfe6foT'thatmTh^e ar^tl^fi tentS y°U PUt them d°Wn at 383 cubic
too™ M, M‘Credie, and I „et and .greed "l.t ** » "■ B*™’ ** * ^ "*

11124: And Tt" ill“ .ke Benrd“ff™eVLC0^5^elbriaam when ‘5° '0UbiC V?’ °fPc0”cret'!.? Te«-
increase the item for compo. 7 calculation when it is worked out? Tes; it would
11125. And decrease the item for special concrete ? Tes.
f Coming to the Departmental estimate for Contract 77_tlmt u. , .afEord to take 281- per cent, off the £2 10s. for brickwork?7! do not tl!^ t hed r^i?1,1!06^7®11 C°uld Ilot 
my own estimate. nncKworK t I do not think so; I think that is proved by

Jt™2dto°do a16 ““ 281 per 06,lt 0fE tl“, f*8 “ “» D®P«ta,ent.I «h«lul6? I h^lo do 

11129. The material alone would exceed £34 6s ? Tes if wnml i

he carried out for that, could it—that is the material 1 h 1 ij 7d- Pe? foot; the wort could not 
is a cheap price of course and laW WOuld exceed that cost by a long way ? It

S3NoTh7Ty»« find thatlhlTprices il/eTe’en d*110 l! *h" *"”■ «» »f Con-
tte tunnel w'oh ? I had nothingt^do with^thf «“*• ~Uy come off
and I took them m correct " worL 1 Il*d tke finantities and prices giren me

2S*-"-T item nniformlyP I 
.tfif pllent “L'ehSrtTS m^ZtLZ^ P™”"1'1 »8 too low

JSie^oX^n^rSerS^^^^
make a fresh estimate based upon my evidence it would 6c ^11 m near y £1)00° ? If I were toss s re ipzsssSEPjrfssr- “ "ould 16 -“,‘

J°U l,"e 1* «~ry? I

this actual work of measuring and'yalubg’1 and dealing with^iir11^!!6’^110 -ia coustailtil ongaged in 
be correct than jon are ? ol cnneS^Kc»S “"““f m » »™ KWj *»

simply given the number which was given to me.’ 3 * * are °nly seventeen arches ? I have
11X42. Jiff*. Dams.l As to the measurement of the tirnKfiT*__* j j
sSrj^gZgt”^

“Sir 8“8t*1 of ,b*
include the ironwork and bolts ? 6tTes. 32 CUb,C ^ at 2e‘ 6a‘ per oublc foot ’~did y°u in tkat 2a- 6fi- 

include it in the 2e?6d.’oCr!UtikS‘| the^SW^Srtlh™1!* ne^hTd”'? “,t,“ai?ti“ton»i—Jidjou

tnYduSni^h^
injolength,. B^d not

MghS “iw tt„per ‘“in “«; •*» “ * >“«

prices the labour of cutting no the timber md the thxl !«« hare included in those

£ t-riZlareYtSthe “i6b‘b8 • “'•» ^ ETJfS

meat and some out "by superfihciafmeasrremenTto^makeha”118 timber oufc by cubic measure-
and the 13s. a sonara? £ IlooS ^fte m.ll.r^ . *“mP"“°“ between the 2s. 6d. per cubic foot 
little labour attached to it; there is nothing in it—m-iiffivilf1'6114! suPerfic)al measurement has
luS“rf£bbefbrit'b60^
Sfi.' Me ‘itS IS* “'I™’- f P»P0.T.roof,"l„" “ 0rdi“"y

work ;_y„„ hare given the labour for onY

11150.

That
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■W.'H. 11150. And then in another place you have multiplied that hy 17 ? . .. ,, k ; connec-
W.™. m6L Wh.t did you intend .th.. to be-i, it ft. four c»te.s ot ■ ‘ ^
r—tion with erecting and removing the centering ? It is making ana nxmg u • 1 rem0ving the

5 Aug., 1896. centering and boxing, making and fixing centres to main arch, ^ ,g’h • • , WOrk m that.
timbering, and erecting and removing scaffolding I have word taking the pieces of11152. Tou mean that it is erecting f It is erecting m the true sense o ’ s _
the arch and building them together. . . , . „ ^ '11153. It has nothing to do with the making of the centering . Wo. . ig read to be fitted,
11154. It has to do with the erecting? Tes; we will assume that the g j

£.S^L^Sned to ,n. £

now, but that is undoubtedly the case. • o i ™ ” flyd nf nil vnu have the11156. Look at the items under “ Cost of Labour on the Monier System; first ofallyou have t
building of 17 spans of 82 ft. 6 in. at £60 12s. 6d„ amounting to £1032 12s; ,bpd;.’1 i^lude 
forty-two small arches at £3 10s. each ; that is for labour m connection with the arches , d
anything else ? They have to be fitted, of course. t dn not see where vou have put in11157. Where have you put the price tor the iron; I do not see it; 0. Jnto position in
any amount, not only for fixing the centering, but for e a ou P Certainly • that would include the arch and in the piers;—is that included m the forty-two small arches ? Certainly , tnat wo
msSo^u'consider, then, that £147 for these forty-two small arches, Eluding *e ^ ^
much ? I do not think so. Mr. Parkes put a number ol suppositious questions to ^ P an8wered ilim 
asks whether, if so and so were so and so, such and such a thingwouldfollo^and h 
accordingly. At the same time, I must not be taken as saying that these pnces^are too mg in
11159. As to the 574 lineal feet of carrier beyond the mam arches at 5s. per fo . 7 _tpat So_
reply to Mr. Parkes, that the only labour in that 5s. a foot was the everything, ofwhere have you got the putting of the compo. in position ? I intend that item to include everjtn g,
SU160.' Does the som o£ *147 for fte forty-two smell arches at *3 J?'-
connection, and would the same thing apply to the seventeen spans at £60 1-s. 6d. each . 1
the same thing "would apply. It is under the same heading. -P14.Q io«( cover the11161 And would the item of 574 lineal feet of carrier beyond the mam arches, £143 A)s„ cover tne
m«28 Ciftg teftj “lof ftCe“ fte you hare put dowu *1110s. per tou f Tes, I ftinh
111G3. Tou would not he surprised tp find, supposing ‘t were so, that the No*
contracts at the present time for the supply of t in. iron a* ^12 Pe^°p ’ ‘™d ; ki confirm my estimate un- That would confirm vou m your estimate, would it not. It wouio. y •
doubtedly. As a matter of fact, the round iron costs more per ton than does the ordinal7 c0“ f the 
11165. The price paid for the smaller sizes of round merchant iron is higher than the price paid
larger s^s jyoreor/] js the price higher than would be paid for good fencing wire ? Tes ; the two things
are quite different. Tou cannot take them in the same way. iron is not
11167. No. 6 fencing wire, for instance, would be a smaller diameter still. >
11168. midTis the more expensive, wire or bar iron ? Pencing wire, I know, is very cheap just now,
11169 C?ou\hink tCt fflsTess ratably, taken by weight ? Tes; I should to
11170 If No 6 wire were not in much demand, and were only £9 per ton, you w ' ,p i +be
audit ”»wo"dh«,e to pay *11 « *12. ton for ton b™f « S^Kto*^
matter in "that way; but I know the market prices for iron, and I estimated the price m t
£11 10s. I thought that a fair thing, and I still think so , , . r, v . • fluctuates a good
11171. I suppose the price varies according to the demand a great deal. Yes,
11172. I mean the demand for a particular make ; a large demand may bring ^ -
increasing the supply ? Tes, the price is governed by many things 'vuchone cannot
11173. Mr. Davis.] Tou know that the annual contracts for the supply of the rubi P
11174 6is ^tmusuar\vay to introduce competition to get a reasonable, if not a low, pnce?^ t
11175. Take the second item under your heading of timber work—making and fix g told us, of
twelve men at 7s. 6d., one at 10s., one day—that is really for the erection, as you have alreaay to ,
in7%Cm% conBiler" uow’that'tlmt ^excessive ? Of course, I do it
more than I consider that many of the other items which have .been refe red to are exce ^ 
pointed out that that is the way I have taken the work. I consider that that is a fair p 1Pwould
the centres together. Of course, it may be that I should have taken 7s. instead of 7s. 6d., but i woum
rather not alter my estimate for a thing of that sort. . , Pnr,.i „„„ man at IQs.,11177. Take the next item—making and fixing mam carrier, four men at /s. 6d., and o 
four days—you have allowed more in that case ? Tes ; there is more work in the carrier.
11178. The process is more tedious ? Tes.
11179. The amount comes out at £8 ? Tes. «= io the fixing11180. The making and fixing of the carrier is just as tedious, according to your estimate, as is the Uxi g
of the spandrel piers and arch centering ? Tes. .... . . i „f r?„ nr £4 10s —11181. Then there is the putting in of the lagging and side-boxing—twelve men at 7 . ., ' ’
are you satisfied with that estimate ? Tes, I am satisfied with all the items there. incidental
11182. Tour estimate still is that it will cost £33 10s. for removing and erecting, a^d fp®7^Xaw mv 
thereto, in connection with the timber work of each span ? Tes. I do not in any sense egtimatey
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estimate. I should like it to remain, with the correction, of course, as to labour, which I have mentioned 
to Mr. Parkes, supposing that he has correctly stated the rates. If it should turn out that the labour 
ought to be 6s. a day, then all I have to say is that it is cheap. I should not have supposed, myself, that 
it would be 6s. a day. . ui > j >
11183. Mr. Parses.] Why have you not given us the record of your labour in connection with the con
struction of these principals ? I have given you my measurements according to my habit in these matters. 
It i sa system of measurement 1 always adopt with bridges. We do not work in the same way. as an 
architect would work in these matters. If I measure up a bridge I measure up the bridge fixed. Just 
the same thing applies to the price of concrete ; my £1 8s. includes the scaffolding and the method of 
putting it in. That is a parallel case.
11184. But you have included nothing for the labour of putting the thing together ? I have not included 
separately the carpenter s work in making the joints and arranging the timber, and so forth.
11185. Why did you not include it ? I thought it better not. It is not the custom, and I should not 
have thought of doing it.
11186. Would it not be more difficult to do it, seeing that there are only four centres and seventeen 
spans . It seems to me that this is the most obvious way of making the estimate. I might have gone 
about it differently had I been an architect; but I think you will find the estimate pretty accurate. The 
assembling of the pieces and the manufacture of the pieces ready for assembling are quite distinct 
matters, and that is included in the cost per cubic foot and per ton.
11187. //is Honor But what is the meaning of the removal in this connection if you are referring to the 
assembling of the pieces after the carpenters have cut them out and put them together ? They would 
afterwards have to be jointed together and put up, and finally they would have to be taken down, I 
suppose.
11188. The removal wmuld not mean the drawing of the stuff from one arch to another? Tou would 
have to take the centering down to a large extent. Tou could not drag it down bodily. Tou would have 
to take it down pretty gently, or you would probably injure portions of it.
11189. Does not the making and fixing practically come to the same thing as the removing, unless the 
removal means simply the taking down;—as a matter of fact, does the removal mean simply unfixing? 
Certainly, the centres have to be fixed in position in the next arch, and that would involve a repetition. 
11190. A repetition of the item of £27, or wdiatever the amount may be ? Tes ; otherwise I should have 
to include an extra price for doing that work. I have taken the amount out in that wray.
11191. I suppose they take the centerings out of the arches in large segments ? Tes ; it is taken down, 
to a large extent, in that way. It cannot be taken dow'n bodily. .
11192. In how many segments would it be taken down ? It is built in three segments. Tou would have
to take the ribs out separately. You could not take out the lagging and all.
11193. Mr. Parkes.] How is it actually done, do you know ? I should do it iu that way.
11194. His Honor.] Tou have not seen the work done, but the chances are that it would be done with as
little labour as possible ? Tes ; of course, one is always liable to correction in an estimate of this kind, 
because you cannot put yourself in the exact position of the contractors. The contractors themselves 
would be able to put some of these items right if they are wrong. They will be able to tell you what is 
actually done.
1119o. Mr. Davis.] Tou said, in reply to Mr. Parkes, that 7s. 6d. would be a fair price for Nepean sand ? 
Or good crushed sandstone. I do not know what is actually paid. I know that if I wanted good sand I 
should have to pay that amount for it.
11196. Mr. Parkes asked you to suppose that sand from the crusher was used in this case; but suppose 
that sand from a crusher is not used, but that the sand used is brought from North Sydney? Then the 
price would be altered accordingly.
m97. In connection with the bringing of sand from North Sydney, there would be the freight and the 
punt charge, and, that being so, you would not consider 7s. 6d. an excessive price ? I do not consider it 
excessive. As I have said, I think it is a fair price.
11198. Tou have put down the cement at 11s. 6d. per cask ? Tes, that is so. I think you will find that 
that item is all right.
11199. Would you be surprised to find that the rate for the supply of Portland cement in the Public 

a ePartment Is Us-10ad. a cask ? Not at all; because cement has been over 12s. several times. 
11200. As a matter of fact, the price fluctuates a great deal ? Certainly.
11201. Mr. Parkes asked you some questions relative to the 383 cubic yards of compo. at £1 9s. 8d. He 
said that, assuming that there were 23'6 cubic yards of compo. in each arch, that would make the 
quantity slightly more ? Tes ; these quantities are average quantities.
11202. Assuming that there were 20 cubic yards of compo. in one of these arches, that would make the 383 
cubic yards substantially correct? Tes.
k1208- 1The T^ntities, any rate, were agreed to by Mr. M'Credie, Mr. Thompson, and myself, as being 
those whicn should be. adopted for your use ? Tes ; I am not responsible for them.

n- •nrm,v^ ^ie deParfcmental design aud the schedule prices, your estimate is £9,427 8s. 6d., 
which, with £6,362 2s. (the cost of the tunnels) added, makes a total of £15,789 10s. 6d.—that being 
the value of the contract at departmental rates ? Tes ; that is what the Department would have had to 
pay tor it.
11205. Do you think that, seeing that this contract was let in open tendering, and that the lowest tend 
amounted to 28 2 per cent, below schedule rates, and that the rates adopted in this estimate are the 
rates, that would be likely to be the real value of the work in the departmental design, supposin°- 
were carried out ? It is difhcult for me to answer that question. ^ °
mO0. But for all practical purposes you would not say that that wpuld be the real value of the worl

a

W. H. 
Warren.

AugATl896.

^S1SU?nlg tIiat tlJe Apartment made an estimate which amounted to over £22,000 for the work, 
and that the lowest tender was 281 per cent, below schedule rates, amounting to, say, £15,789, that 
7i°o«o s’mplj prove that the Department was wrong in its estimate of the value of the work ? Tes 
11208. Wou d you not say, then, that for all practical purposes the £15,789, supposing you had a good 
contractor who would be willing to take up the tender and go on with the work at that price, was the real ’ 
value ot the work m question ? Quite so. 1

11209.



11209. It has been given in evidence that Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s tender for the departmental 
design was 281* per cent, below schedule? Tes, I understand that. '
11210. And their rates worked out at the quantities given in the schedule amounted to £15,757 ? Tes. 
11211. It has also been stated in evidence that the next tender was Mr. M‘Sweeney’s, amounting to 25s-per 
cent, below schedule rates—would you not say that that was pretty conclusive proof that, after all, 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were not very much out ? It is an ordinary difference.
11212. Would it not be pretty close tendering ? Tairly close. I have seen it closer.
11213. It would go to confirm the idea that this tender of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. represented 
about the. real value of the work ? Tou might consider it so.
11214. Or, to put it in another way, would you not consider that the tender at £15,789 would be likely 
to be nearer the truth even than your owu estimate? Certainly. When I made my estimate I took 
your prices; but the work appears to be worth more—the brickwork especially.
11215. If you were tendering for this job you would put in a tender amounting to £17,660, whereas 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s idea was £15,757—that is the real difference between you, is it not? Tes. 
11216. Mr. Parte.] If you knew that you had the right to substitute another job if you had put in the 
lowest tender, that would affect you when you were tendering, would it not ? Possibly. It is quite 
possible that I might prefer to put in my own plan.
11217. Mr. Mavis. Tou prepared an estimate of the cost of the Monier structure without reference to 
what the contractor might pay his men per day ? Tes.
11218. Tours was an estimate of what the^ would probably pay ? Tes ; and the same observation applies 
to all that I have done.
11219. Mr. Garter.Jli it can be shown that the contractors paid" more for wages and more for material 
than has been suggested this morning, that would show that your estimate as regards those two items is 
quite within the mark ? Tes.
11220. Suppose it could be shown that the pay of certain men engaged upon the work ranged from 10s. 
to 7s. 6d., what would you say ? The probability is that if I had seen those pay-sheets in the first instance 
I should not have been inclined to make any alteration whatever in my estimate for labour; but I have 
never seen them before. I have pointed out more than once that I have put in what I considered a fair 
price against every item.
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John Carter recalled and further examined:—
11221. Mr. Parte.] Beyond Bandeen, who is the foreman upon Contract No. 77? Mr. Porrest acts as 
foreman.

5 Aug., 1896. 11222. Are there any other foremen? Tes. Girling is one, and Crimson is another.
11223. Tou will find their names opposite'the item of “ carpenters” on the pay-sheet ? They are foremen 
carpenters.
11224. They do not appear in every pay-sheet, do they? Tes.
11225. Are they not working in the tunnel ? No.
11226. Who is putting the timber in the tunnel ? There is no timber in the tunnel.
11227. What does Rogers get? He is probably a labourer. .
11228. Can you tell us from this book of pay-sheets what men are at work upon Contract 118, and what 
men are at work upon Contract 77? No, except as regards eight or ten of them.
11229. All of the work in the tunnel is done by piece ? Tes.
11230. That is entered in your books ? Tes.
11231. All your carting is done by sub-contractors ? No ; a lot of it is day-work.
11232. Who are the carters on the day-work ? Burcombe, M‘Millan, Meader, and Booth.
11233. Can you tell me the names of some of the men who are working on the compo. and concrete
work? Tes ; Bandeen and Girling.
11234. Do they work at the compo. ? Tes.
11235. Who else would there be ? Cottle.
11236. But he is a foreman ? Tes ; but he works at the compo.
11237. Can you give us any other names ? Tes; there are Byrnes and Kadie. That is all I can pick
out from memory.
11238. Tou cannot remember any more ? No.
11239. Tou have picked out all the costly men? Certainly. They are picked men.
11240. All the rest are 7s. or 6s. a day men ? Tes; you asked me about the compo. All the highest 
paid men are at work on the compo.
11241. Tou could not tell us the names of all the men who are working on the compo. ? There would 
be about fifteen altogether, I think.
11242. Will that be the general number ? No; more often fourteen.
11243. Could you not give me all their names ? No ; I do not know the names of all of them, although 
some of them have been working for us for seven or eight years.
11244. His Honor.'] Do you know their Christian names ? No.
11245. Mr. Andrews.] Tou do not interfere with the working part of the contract ? No.
11246. Some one engaged on the job could give the names if necessary? Tes.
11247. Mr. Parkes.] Could Mr. Forrest pick me out in this book of pav-sheets the names of the different 
men who are working on the two jobs ? No. '
11248. Why ? Because they are never separated, except the concrete gang. There is no distinct work, 
and if there were nothing doing upon Contract 77 they would be at work on Contract 118. The men are 
working on both contracts.

•W. H. 
Warren.

S Aug., 1896.

J. Carter.

George M'Credie recalled and further examined:—
G. M‘Credie. 11249. Mr. Parkes.] Tou had a conference with Mr.'Davis, Mr. Thompson, and Professor Warren? Tes.

11250. As a result of that conference you mutually agreed to certain quantities? Tes.
5 Aug., 1896. The supplementary specification of Contract 77 sets forth certain things, and one of these things

is that the whole of the work in connection with the Monier patent shall be carried out as compo., and not 
as concrete ? Tes.
11252. But you agreed to allow it to go as concrete work ? Tes. 11253.



ask

11253. Concrete of a special nature P Yes
ill ?rr *°be “"jios il “*

the quantities which you
Sd fcpri”:?" NoiVarr^ reP°rti ^ ’’e),“°d tl,e ‘k' <•»““«». JO. have not

“?L““0Teh,0PK",lCid-Sth,‘re,,"‘ tUt,m “,e rePorl' which I will

0oo,„rt 0„„ „
1,S»8 tabic yards ».,« .be.,

383 cubic yards compo. 6
1,150 „ small bluestone concrete. « -

37 torts of iron in grills,—42s. 3d .......... ^ s*
13t tons channel iron and tie bars fixed,_£14 ..................................................... 3,238 9

.................................................. 189 0
.. n tn91 1. M ................................................... 929 13

■l’339 cut,i° yards sftndst°ne concrete,—22s. 6d. .’...... .....' ........................................................ 4
158j >> bluestone concrete in skewbacks,—40s .................. *......................................... 18

........*.......*........................ *.................... olv o
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G. M'Credie.

5 Aug., 1896.

34?

noloi ” c®s?'il,on cover'P5ates (fixed),—£12.
10,625 superficial yards cement rendering (1 to 1),—Is. 9d..i.Uib .. . /i -• “

d.
3
0
0
9
0
0
8

Us™ Moe,„ ~ in^jbja H. b...d ep.. .. .nd
—iro„ in ‘

18(- tons channel iron and tie bars fixed,—£14............................................................................ 2,848 16
15i „ cast-iron cover plates fixed, £12...... ........................................................................... 254 16

10,625 superficial yards cement rendering (1 to i').—Is! 9d. ................. g89 1<9
1,508| cubic yds. sandstone concrete in piers —22s.' 6d ^........................................................... . 4

’ .......................................................................... 1,697 5

August 4th, 1896. £5,995 15 3
GEORGE M'CREDIE.

Estimate for Aqueducts, Contract No. 77. Departmental plans upon the rearrangeTqmmto.“PS0N' 

i nS CU'd(' yards Bandstone concrete,—22s. 6d................. 9

’’ brickwork (net cost),—40s............ ................................................................
ocoo ^b1® ^et moulded freestone (net cost),—3s.................  ...........................................

608 8Upe™ola* yards f" cement rendering (1 to 1),—Is. 9d.'. ,.....................
92 cubic yards tarred metal,—36s (f to 2k Is. 6d...................................................
40 (No.) scupper slates,—2s. 6d ..........................................................................................

170 lineal feet 4" scupper pipes,—Is. ...................................................................................
70 cwt. fixing only iron,—3s...................................................................................................

4th August, 1896.i
Compo.- EstimateS for "Monier” Aqueducts, Contract 

Details of Valuations.
No. 77.

Material,—2 casks cement at 9s. Cd. per cask
t „ 24 cubic feet of sand at 2s, 6d. per’eubio’vard.......................................................
Dabour,—mixing, including water ...................................................

„ placing in boxes.......................... . . . . , .....................................................................

Total, exclusive of iron and timber .............................

'’’Small Metal Concrete—
Material,—10 cubic feet blue metal,—12s. 6d. per cubic yard........................................

” ® » sand afc 2s. 6d. per cubic vard .......... ”*'*
„ 1 cask cement,—9s. 6d. per cask.................... ."!!!!!!!!!!!!!!..................................

Cost for 15 cubic feet.................................

Therefore, material for 1 yard cube
Labour,—mixing, including water ..............................................................................................

,, placing in boxes.................... ............................................. ................. ..........................

Total, exclusive of timber aud iron ................. .

Average cost above Skewbacks—
383 cubic yards compo.,—27s 3d..........................
1,150 cubic yards of small metal concrete,—34s............... ............. .....................

Total........................................................

Timber as per memo............................................

_ , , . Total average value....................
Iron placed m grills— .......................................................................... .

37 tons, costing £8 10s. delivered and £3 10s. for labour fixing = £12 per ton ................

£444 divided between 1,533 cubic yards gives, per cubic yard...............................................

2,0/9 0 
2,108 0 
3,718 0 
1,828 10 

234 13 
45 12 

165 12 
5 0 0 

12 15 0 
10 10 0

£10,207 12 6
August 4, 1890.£

0 19 
0 2 
0 1 
0 4

3

Ik
1
6

Si

6
0
6

0

9
0

.. 2,476 16 9

• • 1 12 4
.. 0 5

1 18 n
.. 0 4 u

.. 2 2 3

. 444 0 0

. 0 5 9i

«This has hot yet been tested as to bulk, the specification not being available.
Memorandum
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G. M'Credie. Memorandum of Timber in Centres, &c.
Note.—Prices given include all mating, fixing, and ironwork.

5 Aug., 1896. Oregon ribs for four centres—
, 527 superficial feet, 9" x 4V' tie beams—20s.............................................................

756 „ 12" x 4i" flitch principals—.......................................................
419 „ 6" x 4£" struts—.......................................................................
109 „ 4£" x 4i" struts—20s..................................................................

Oregon connecting ribs—
351 superficial feet, 12" x 4i" flitch principals—20s.................................................
162 „ 6" x 4i" tie beams— ............................................................
34 „ 6" x 4i" struts —20s.............................:•••••••••......................

216 „ 6" x 4i" struts supporting connecting ribs—15s.....................
54 ,, 6" x ik" sill—..........................................................................
81 „ 6" x 4i" heads and sills—........................................................
95 „ 6" x 4i" struts to above—........................................................
64 „ 3" x 2" braces—.......................................................................

960 „ li" top lagging—12s.................................................................
166 „ 1" side lagging—12s.................................................................
864 „ 12" x 6" uprights—12s..............................................................
432 ,, 12" x 6" sills—12s...............................................  ....................
133 „ 8" x 1" braces—12s..................................................................
210 „ 12" x 2£" ribs to small arches—...............................................
756 „ 1J" lagging to small arches—12s.............................................
495 „ 1^-" boxing small piers—.........................................................
10S ,, li" sides to small arches—12s.................. .............................
228 „ li" boxing to large pier in arch—12s.....................................

Timber for carrier sufficient to do one span = 80 feet— 
1,200 superficial feet, li" boarding outside—15s. 
1.800 „ 1-J" boarding inside—12s....

440 „ ribs to above—15s................

Scaffolding—
3,200 superficial feet, 

576 „
384 „

' 480 „

8" x 8" uprights—12s.
8" x 8" sills—12s........
8" x 4" heads—13s. ... 
8" x 1" braces—12s. ...

Labour taking down and putting up centres— 
s. d.

1 man at 10s. = 10 0
1 „ at 9s. = 9 0 .
2 men at 7s. = 14 0

33 0 per day for two days, or for each span 

For 17 spans ..........................................

Summary.
Four centres, at £53 10s. .....................................................
Carrier ...................................................................................
Scaffolding—75 per cent, charged to Monier ......................
Labour, placing in position ................................................

Total

£ s. d. 
5 5 5 
7 11 3 
4 3 10 
1 1 10

3 10 2 
1 12 5 
0 6 10
1 12 5
0 8 2
0 12 2
0 14 3
0 9 7
5 15 2
1 0 0
5 3 8
2 11 10
0 16 0
1 5 3
4 10 10
2 19 5
0 12 11
1 7 4

£53 10 9

9 0 0
10 16 0
3 6 0

£23 2 0

19 4 0
3 9 2
2 6 0
2 17 8

27 16 10

3 6 0

56 2 0

214 3 0
23 2 0
20 17 7
56 2 0

314 4 7

£314 4s. 7s. divided between 1,533 cubic yards gives 4s. lid. per yard.
4th August, 1S96.

I may add that, if you deduct the amount of £6,524 4s. 8d., the estimate for

PIEES

is ^ —•
tionsare, to the best of your knowledge, correct? Tes. ,, , o ^ mnrlr of course11260 Upon what do you base them ? I base them upon what we pay for that class of w0* • .. j
the principals, the timbering, and all that sort of thing, are common to ordinary buddmg construction ^ d 
we carriedPout a great deal of that. We know from the prices which we pay t lhe
be estimated for that, and I am satisfied that our prices will be backed up by the best bu

1126L^Have you made inquiry of merchants as to the value of material ? Tes. H263.
11262. Aud you base your estimates ajso upon these inquiries . xes.
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11263. Have you made inquiry as to the value of labour ? Tes. G. M'Credie.
11264. And your estimates are based on the ruling rates ? A es. \
11265. I asked you yesterday to go out to Contract 77 and to make a most accurate measurement of the 5 Aug., 1896. 
whole of the timber in the work ? Yes.
11266. You made that accurate measurement ? Yes ; we measured all the constructive timber.
11267. Were your measurements checked by others ? Yes.
11268. Were any faults found in the checking? No. .
11269. Would there bo any difficulty in measuring the timber? No.
11270. Is not all similar timber work measured out by the superficial foot in the trade ? Yes. You buy 
Oregon by the superficial foot, and also hardwood. You would buy sawn hardwood cheaper than hewn 
hardwood. You can buy sawn hardwood delivered in any part of the city at the prices we have estimated.
For hewn hardwood—that is the big timber—you would pay at Is. 7d. per cubic foot. The other timber 
would be sold at 9s. 6d., or even as low as 8s. 6d., per 100 feet superficial.
11271. Those prices can be confirmed on reference to the market rates ? Yes.
11272. As to the Monier structure,—in taking out your estimate, you have not made any allowance for 
what would be called contractors risk, have you ? No.
11273. Why ? The contractors risk is generally covered by the profit. I never heard of such a thing 
being taken out separately. '
11274.. What about supervision ? The same thing applies to that. Profit is supposed to pay for risk and 
supervision. The rate paid for supervision comes to about £6 a day; that is for the supervision of a single 
arch. The Grovernment have their own men to supervise the carrying out of the work. The working 
foreman is the man responsible for supervising that part of the structure, and he gets 10s. a day.
11275. As to tool-sheds and barrows, and the water-pipes for taking the water to the concrete—the con- ' 
tractors remove those afterwards? They are never included in the contract price.
11276. Did you ever hear of such things being added to the contract over and above the-percentage of 
value ? No. '
11277. What was your labour for putting in the compo. ? It came to more than Professor Warren’s 
estimate for labour. It was 7s. l-Jd. as against 5s. Id. per yard.
11278. You have looked through the departmental plans, including all the tunnel work and work of that 
sort which is not in the aqueduct itself, and I want you to tell me which bears the heavier profit—the 
work in the aqueduct or the work in the tunnel? It appears to me, as far as the prices are concerned, 
that the tunnel bears the heavier profit. The price of the brickwork in the aqueduct, if you reckon it 
up according to the way it is specified, is very low. -
11279. What about the jirice for sandstone concrete ? That is right enough. .
11280. Will it bear 28-j per cent, off ? .That would bring it down to about net cost.
11281. Will the brickwork at £2 10s. bear 28^- per cent off ? No ; I do not think so.
11282. What would the best bottom block stone, such as you use in buildings of a first-class character, 
be worth ? About 2s., I suppose. I do not know what they are charging now. '
11283. Take the best stone which architects use ;—how much would have to be paid for it ? I have paid 
as much as 2s. 6d. a foot for good stone.
11284. For specially-picked stone ? Yes. - 
11285. The general price would be about 2s. ? Yes.
11286. Can you get the Waverley stone cheaper? I do not know ; my experience applies to the best 
Pyrmont stone.
11287. In connection with this same question, are the prices for excavation at 65s. a yard and 60s. a yard 
excessive ? I have not gone into the tunnelling part of the contract at all. I merely glanced through 
the prices.
11288. But what effect would they have upon the general contract if 28i per cent, were taken off;— 
what portion would it most affect ? I do not understand that the contractors make up their prices in 
that way at all. The 28^- per cent, is only a sort of guide to them. They take their estimates and put 
them down together, striking their prices opposite each item ; and they then put down the amount for 
which they are prepared to do the work.
11289. But what items will best bear the 28| per cent, off? I have not looked into that matter at all. I 
have been fully occupied with the aqueduct.

William Thompson recalled and further examined :—
11290. 2fr. ParJces.^ You formerly presented a report as to the value of the’ Monier arch, independently \V. 
of Mr. M‘Credie ? Yes. Thompson’
11291. You made that report upon certain calculations which you made yourself, and upon the calcula
tions of the Department ? Yes. 5 Aug., 1896.
11292. You agreed in conference to certain quantities ? Yes. •
11293. Therefore it is necessary that you should alter your former valuation as far as those quantities are 
concerned ? Yes.
11294. But not as far as the values are concerned ? No.
11295. Yon now, in conjunction with Mr. M‘Credie, have settled between yourselves what prices were the 
ruling prices during the time this work has been carried out, and you endorse the report which Mr.
M‘Credie has presented ? Yes, in every particular.
11296. With reference to the timber which has been used on Contract 77, you yesterday accompanied 
Mr. M‘Credie when he went out to take the measurements ? Yes. ’
11297. Do you feel sure of the measurements you then made ? Yes.
11298. As to the values of the material included in the report which Mr. M‘Credie brought up, can you 
guarantee them ? Yes. I can guarantee them as fair values.
11299. Upon what are they based ? Upon our daily practice. They are pricqs which we pay every day.
11300. For whom would you bo doing this pricing work ? For contractors. '
11301. For the general contracting public ? Yes. .

140 2 X George
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G-eorge M‘Credie recalled and further examined:—
G-. M'Credie, 11302. M.r. Davis^ Do you know of your own knowledge the practice of contractors in preparing 
' tenders upon Schedules similar to those in use in the Sewerage Branch ? Tes.

5Aug., 1896. ipgos. Do you know what the practice of Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. is in that relation? iNo ; I 
do not know anything about their practice. _ _ '
11304. Tou do not know what they would do in putting in their tenders for Contract 77 . No.
11305. Tou are not in a position to say whether they would take a percentage off one item and a 
percentage olF another item ? No; I did not say they did.
11306. How long ago is it since you paid 3s. 6d. per foot for Pyrmont block stone? When the Post 
Office was being built.
11307. That is a good while ago ? Tes.
11308. It would be about 1880 ? I cannot say. It is a long time ago.
11309. Things are slightly altered since then ? Tes. _ _
11310. Tou appeared to have compared the cost of the work in the tunnel with the cost of the work m 
the aqueduct in this particular contract ? No; I have not had anything at all to do with the tunnel. 
My instructions were to compare the aqueducts, and I am not prepared to go into matters affecting the 
tunnel unless I go thoroughly into the whole contract. __
11311. But you answered Mr. Parkes’ question as to the profit or otherwise likely to be made upon the 
tunnel as compared with the aqueduct at the rates given in the schedule ? I think I have made it suffi
ciently plain that I will not deal with any matter into which I have not gone very carefully.
11312. Tou are continually getting tenders for engineering and architectural work, I suppose ? Tes. 
11313. I suppose it is the practice of your firm to recommend your principals to accept the lowest tender 
you receive for any given work, as a rule ? As a rule, providing the contractor is a good man.
11314. Supposing the tenderer is a good man, you would recommend your principal to accept the tender? 
Tes; if the tenderer were willing to take up the work. .
11315. Even although you thought the tender a very low one ? Tes.
11316. Let us go a step further ;—supposing the tender were accepted, would it represent the value of 
the work to the owner of the property ? I should think so.
11317. Supposing that before the tender were received you had made an estimate of tho work, and tho 
tender did not quite correspond with your estimate—suppose it was, in fact, the lowest, and that it rather 
astonished you—still you would say that if the tenderer were a good man, and were prepared to carry out 
the work at the price given, that would be the value of the work after all, and that your value was only 
an estimate ? I should not bother further about it if I took the tender.
11318. But would you look at the matter in that light ? I should regard the value of the work as 
corresponding to the price the tenderer would.do it for. _ _
11319. Sis Sonor.~\ Tou would consider that the tenderer knew something more about market prices 
than you yourself did ? Tes. _ .
11320. Mr. Davis.Have you had cases where you have received exceptionally low tenders, and where, in 
your judgment, the tenderer was not very wise in attempting to carry out the work, but has, nevertheless, 
carried it out? Tes ; I have received tenders where the amount has been low, and where the work has, 
nevertheless, been carried out. .
11321. Tou say that as regards the quantity of timber used in connection with Contract 77 you practically 
agree with Professor Warren ? We make 900 feet super difference. _
11322. The chief difference between you and Professor Warren is as regards the price of the material ? Tes.

. 11323. Tou have allowed, as regards boxing, a length of carrier to one span of 82 ft. 6 in. ? Tes.
11324. Do you consider that that is sufficient boxing to allow for this great length of carrier ? Tes. _ 
11325. Tou think that the boxing would be able to endure being taken up and put down some thirty 
times ? Tes ; I think there is enough margin in our prices to cover all that. _
11326. Tou think that the length of boxing would endure that treatment? Tes, I think so.
11327. Will you elaborate a little your idea of the cost of supervision ;—you made a statement to the 
effect that the allowance of £375 for supervision means about £6 a day ;—will you say how you arrive at that 
conclusion ? I am dealing with the price per yard of the compo. in connection with the supervision. 
11328. But how did you come to the conclusion that £375 for supervision would amount to about £6 a day ? 
There is an arch put in in a day ; that would be 23 yards. The price per yardis 5s. for supervision, and that 
comes to £5 15s. for supervision. I do not recognise that the contractors have any right to charge for 
supervision. That is included in tho profit. _
11329. Tou think it is fair to put it in the way you have indicated ? Tes.
11330. Tou think it would be fair to treat a man capable of supervising that work in that way ? That 

. has nothing to do with it. ...
11331. Tou put him on to the work when you want to turn an arch, and then you tell him to go adrift 
and do the best he can in the interval ? I never heard of such a charge being made in my life, and I 

> have been through a good many quantities in connection with contracts.
11332. How many centerings in connection with the main arches have you allowed for ? Pour.
11333. When did you make the discovery that you had made a mistake of two? I did not make any such 
discovery. When I was over on the work before there were only two centerings there, but when I went 
there subsequently there were four.
11334. Will you swear that when you were there before there were only two centerings upon the 
Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek aqueducts ? I will swear that I saw only two, but I have allowed 
for four now. . , .
11335. What is the price of compo. in your former estimate ? Without iron, 30s. ; with iron, I think I 
brought it to £2 2s. 6d.
11336. And now your price is 42s. 3d. ? Tes. That explains itself afterwards, because more ironwork 
was put in the compo. than we put in.
11337. There is a difference between your former estimate and the one now made of 3d. per yard ? ‘ Tes ; 
we put in the other iron. ^
11338. Tou said, perhaps inadvertently, that Professor Warren’s price for labour was about 5s.? I 
think it runs out at that.
11339. Tou mean for putting the concrete in position ? Tes.

William
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William Thompson recalled and further examined:—
11340. Mr. Parlces.~\ Did it ever occur to you to see where the profit lay in the Departmental scheme for 
Contract 77? Wo; as I said before, I do not know much about the value of the tunnel work—the gadding 
and blasting, and so forth—but I know that there would be a dead loss on the aqueduct with 28| per 
cent. off. It would be ridiculous to take 28| per cent, off the brickwork and the moulded stone. Tou & 
cannot take every portion of the schedule in that way. [Vide Appendix No. 42.]
11341. Does not that show that 28£ per cent, must come off the other work ? It shows that the 
other work might stand more than 28i per cent. off. 28]- per cent, off the brickwork would bring it down 
to 35s. 9d., and we allowed £2, and the stone to 2s. 6d.
11342. Have you looked at the tunnel and concrete work, and other work generally, outside of the 
aqueduct ? All that I did was to take the G-overnment quantities once.
11343. Mr. Davis.~\ In making one of your former estimates in connection with Contract 77, including 
the footings, you brought out a total of £6,629 16s. 8d.—I mean the estimate concerning which you say 
you have checked the various items in the Grovernment schedule ? Tes ; that was your own money. All 
that Mr. Parkes asked me to do was to take the quantities. I cannot touch upon the value of the tunnel 
and excavations. '
11344. But, at the schedule rates, you agree that the work in the tunnel is £6,629 16s. 8d. ? Tes.
11345. Will you tell His Honor whether you consider that the work in the arch of the description shown 
in the Departmental plan for Contract 77, in brick, is worth more or less than the small arch in the 
tunnel, 4] inches thick ? The only particular in which the 4] inches would increase in value would be in 
the extra centerings, but work of the class you have in the aqueduct—white and red double-pressed 
brickwork-—is the most expensive class of brickwork you can have.
11346. Supposing the same class of brickwork was specified for the tunnel as for the aqueduct, what 
would you say then as to the relative value of the two classes of work ? They would run on parallel 
lines as far as value is concerned.
11347. Would you say that the 4]-in. brickwork in the tunnel was more costly than the thick brickwork 
shown in the aqueducts ? Ho, I would not say that at all. Tou could not get more expensive work of 
the kind than you have in the aqueduct. The only additional cost would be the extra centering in the 
tunnel. In ordinary building operations the bricklayers do not reckon much on the thickness of the wall. 
11348. Would it add to the cost, the extra centering in the tunnel ? No ; very little.
11349. Confine yourself to the labour entailed in putting in the brickwork in a thick arch such as I am 
pointing out;—do you think a bricklayer would lay more or less bricks in that arch than in a 44-inch 
arch? He would lay a little more in the thick arch; but then there is the whole of the facing to be 
considered, and also the parapets and spandrels.
11350. Taking that into consideration, which brickwork would cost more—the thin or the thick ? The 
thin would cost a little more, so far only as concerns the arches.
11351. Taking all things into consideration, would you say that the cost of thick brickwork is more than 
that of the thin brickwork ? In this particular case 1 do, because the aqueduct work has to be neatly 
struck, whereas the tunnel work is rough.
11352. Have you had anything to do with the receipt of tenders ? Tes.
11353. Do you know whether it is the general practice to accept the lowest tender, providing the tenderer 
is a substantial man ? Tes. Other things being equal, of course, the lowest tender would be accepted. 
11354. Would-you regard the lowest tender for a job as representing the value of the work ? By no means. 
11355. Supposing you made an estimate for some work and found that you had a tender 20 per cent, 
below it, would you say that your estimate was the true value of the work, or would you say that the tender 
20 per cent, below your estimate was the true value ? I would not say that the tender was the time value. 
11356. Would you say that- your estimate would be the true value ? It might be.
11357. And the tender might also be the true value ? Possibly. .
11358. Tou know Mr. M‘Sweeney—supposing a man of his standing, who is pretty familiar with the value 
of work generally, and more especially sewerage work, and who has been engaged for some years in 
putting in tenders, put in a tender for Contract No. 77 25] per cent, below schedule, and that Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. put in another tender 28] per cent, below schedule, you would say that Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. were not much out in their idea of the value of the work ? Not on the work 
as a whole, for the percentage is taken off the schedule as a whole and. not off any particular items.
11359. Do you know what they did in respect to Contract 77 ? I know that that is the only possible 
method of arriving at a percentage on the cost. It is necessary to take a percentage off the whole.
11360. Tou say the cost of the brickwork in the tunnel and the cost of the brickwork in the arch will be 
pretty much the same ? It may be as far as this particular work is concerned ; but, as to that, there are 
1,850 yards in the one case and 150 in the other. I do not see where the comparison comes in.
11361. Suppose you had alternative tenders, one at £15,500 and another at £15,757, and that they 
represented different designs, and that after examination you concluded that these designs would answer 
the same purpose and that they had equal merits—supposing that to be the case, and that you had to 
decide which tender to accept, which would you take, the lowest or highest ? In taking the alternative 
tender you have nothing to guide you.
11362. But which would you do? I would not take any price without competition, because £15,500 
might not represent the value at all, being the only tender for the alternative design.
11363. Tour quantities and prices are, to the best of your belief, correct ? Tes, the amended ones.
11364. Tour prices are based on the present market value of the work ? No.
11365. Not the market value of the work twelve or eighteen months ago, but its market value at present ? 
We have taken the old value as regards timber, &c. Oregon is cheaper now, and the same remark applies 
to hardwood and cement.
11366. Tou took the old rates for timber, then ? Tes ; they are cheaper now. Cement is also cheaper now. 
11367. Tou took the old price for cement? 9s. 6d.
11368. To what period did that apply ? To the last ten or twelve months.
11369. Tou did not take the price of cement fifteen months ago ? No, but it altered very little.
11370. Mr. Parkes.'] The prices you took were from information given to you as to actual payments made 
by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes. As to the cement, I understood that the price was 9s. 6d. 
11371. The full value, with cartage, would be 10s. ? Perhaps so ; but 9s. 6d. is what we allowed for cement. 
11372. That is the purchase value ? Tes.

W.
Thompson.

Aug., 1896.

FRIDAY,
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FRIDAY, 7 AUGUST, 189(5.
Alexander Dean sworn and examined : —

A. Dean. 11373. Mr. Parkes.'] What are you by profession? A builder and contractor.
11374. What has been the length of your experience ? I have been fifty-three years in the building trade 

7 Aug., 1896. and forty years a builder.
11375. Have you carried out much work in the city of Sydney ? Tes, a good deal.
11376. Have you done other contract work outside of building construction? No; my work has been 
principally building construction.
11377. Have you had any experience in concrete ? Tes.
11378. Has it been extensive ? Yery. I have laid the foundations of some very big buildings with it, 
and I have built altogether in concrete.
11379. Have you also had a good deal of experience in the making of cement mortar ? Tes.
11380. What is your opinion of the crushed sand made from sandstone from the neighbourhood of the 
city of Sydney, used as a sand in the making of cement mortar ? I would not use it at all. It is of a 
loamy, fatty nature. It will make a good mortar, but it kills cement.
11381. In what way ? The fatty or loamy substance does that.
11382. Can you mention instances in which this has taken place ? Many. I remember that on one 
occasion I was arbitrator on a large job, or dispute about several matters, cement being among them. I 
was surprised to find the mouldings had fretted away, and I could not make it out. Evidence came 
before me with reference to the use of loam, and, on going to the building and using a magnifying glass, 

. I found that loam had been used. It makes clean mouldings, but it frets away ; it will not last.
11383. Have you tested the sandstone round about the city of Sydney at any time ? Tes.
11384. I mean as to its nature ? There could not be better stone in the world than the Pyrmont stone. 
The sandstone otherwise is good for building, but it is not good for work upon which there is much wear 

• and tear, such as kerbing and guttering.
11385. What causes the fretting away in the case of buildings ? There are many causes. The stone is 
something like timber ; it ivants wet and sun. If the stone is put in a position where it may become wet 
and where the sun does not get to it, it will fret away.
11386. If there were no clay or fatty substance in it would it fret? Not nearly so much, especially the 
Pyrmont stone ; it very seldom frets.
11387. Have you examined the drawings of the aqueducts which arc being built at Johnstone’s Creek and 
White’s Creek ? I have seen them, but I have not examined them carefully. Tou must bear in mind 
that I do not know much about bridges or sewers; I am more in the building line. I have done a lot of 
sewerage in connection with buildings; but I do not profess to be a judge in matters concerning main 
sewers. My sons are both more in active business than I am now; and they, I am sure, will be happy to 
give you the information.
11388. Tou notice that the carrier and the arch in the Monier design is a very light structure ;—if the 
arch were built of 3 to 1 compo., and the upper structure of 5, 3, and 2 bluestone concrete, the sand being 
crushed from stone taken out of the ground in the vicinity of Annandale, would you say that the material 
in the structure ivould be free from shrinkage ? It would not. ’
11389. Does concrete, when it has once shrunk, expand again. No.
11390. Is that your experience ? Tes. When it has once set it is always set, if the work is faithfully 
done. • ,
11391. If the sand is from stone obtained in the district of Annandale, you think there would bo likely 
to be a shrinkage in the works ? Tes.
11392. Do you think the presence of an iron grill, composed of bars of 3-8ths and 3-4tbs in thickness 
would prevent the shrinkage? No. .
11393. Suppose there are mastic joints here and there in the superstructure, and that a portion of the 
arches and piers have not mastic joints, what then would be the effect of the shrinkage upon the lower 
portion of the structure ? It will shrink and, I suppose, crack.
11394. It,will then leak ? Of course if it shrinks and cracks, that would cause leaks.
11395. Tou know Nepean sand very well ? I know it well.
11396. Is it good sand ? It is the best sand in the world. I may state that in 1871 or 1872 I was building 
a large warehouse. The mouldings and decorations in front were very extensive. I was afraid to use the 
Surry Hills sand, and not knowing the Nepean sand I sent down to Melbourne for forty or fifty loads of 
Tarra Bend sand. I wanted to get rid of the fat which I have spoken of. That sand came up, and was 
used in the work.
11397. The Tarra Bend sand is disintegrated bluestone,is it not? No ; it consists of small crystals; it 
is a splendid sand. . I was about to say that we had just as good a sand in the Nepean sand, but it was 
not known at the time to which I refer. There is no better sand in the world than the Nepean sand. 
11398. Have you ever seen crushed sandstone used by private architects in the city as sand in building 
construction above ground? No. ‘ .
11399. Have you ever been asked to use it? No.
11400. Do the architects and builders shirk using it as being dangerous ? I would not use it.
11401. What has been your experience as to the standing of concrete in long lengths without shrinking ? 
I have used concrete in long lengths, and I never remember a single shrinkage where bluestone and first- 
class sand were used. .
11402. After the material has once set ? After it has once set; for instance, Mr. Tooth’s house at 
Darling Point is built on sand. The whole is in concrete, and it is not cracked. I am referring now to 
the foundations.
11403. That would be work underground, but what about the work above ground ? I could not say as to 
that.
11404. In the making of the composition, it is an essential thing that you should have the very best of 
material ? Tes ; it is the cheapest in the long run.
11405. Tou have looked at the prices put down against the Government quantities for this work by Mr. 
George M'Credie ? Tes.
11406. What do you think of them ? I think they are very fair prices. I have not only been over them 
myself, but my sons have been over them, and we found the prices fair in every sense of the word. I 
have not one objection to raise in connection with them. 11407.
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11407. Tou have a good knowledge of the price of labour and material in and around the city ? I am 
not so closely in touch with it as I was some years ago. My work n<5w is more in the nature of superin
tendence.

’ 11407i. Will you look up the tender-sheet in detail in Contract 09 P Tes. [Vide Appendix No. 43.1 
11408. Tou and your son tendered for that job ? Tes. .
11409. Tou will find that the first four items are put down by Carter, Gummow, & Co. uniformly at 9d. 
The next eight or nine items are put down uniformly at 27s. 6d. Then follow four items at 4s.; further 
on you will find a number of items at Id., and then there are a series of items at £16 each ;—no other 
tenders are fixed up in that fashion ? None as far as I can see. It is one of the most glaring things I 
ever heard of. 6 6b
11410. Did you over see a tender sent in in that way before ? Never in my life. Mv son called my 
attention to it yesterday. “

A. Dean. 

1896.

the thing out r It is utterly impossible that
£1 and others at 9d.
11412. Tou think the contractors could not have worked 
they could have done so.
11413. Tou think these amounts must have been put down for some special reason ? I cannot say. I 
never noticed it until yesterday. I never saw such a thing before. If you compare it with the other 
tenders you will find that in those tenders there are scarcely any two items of the same value.
11414. Have you ever heard of a tender such as that receiving consideration ? It is most astonishing to 
me. I cannot account for it in any way.
1141o. Carter & Co s price was £45,207, your tender w7as £58,105, or about £13,000 p.bove them. If you 
take item No. 8, heavy blasting, at £1 7s. 6d., what do you find your own price to be, the price I have 
]ust named being that of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 18s.
11416- Take the item for bluestone pitchers the price given by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. is £50, 
is it not ? Tes.
11417. What is the price in your tender ? 30s.
11418. Taking the prices of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. right through, from the excess of excavation, 
and one thing and another, they were finally paid £54,000 for the work ? Tes.
11419. If you and your son had been allowed to work upon the same items in the schedule, then compar
ing your prices with Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s, that would have greatly reduced your tender? Decidedly.

i E- am,ou:nt' would be £3,000 below Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. when the work was com
pleted . Tes, it would be something like that. I have not gone into the figures.
11421. What idea does that suggest to your mind ? I cannot tell you what it suggests ; it is so utterly 
foreign to my knowledge of business matters. It is most extraordinary that all these items in Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. s tender should come out in the same way, and then that we should charge 30s. 
for bluestone pitchers while their price was £50. I cannot account for it at all.
11422. There being 12 yards of bluestone pitchers at £50, would you expect to get the number increased 
to 38, the increased quantity being paid for at the rate of £50 a yard ? No.
11423. Did you ever receive such good treatment as that at the hands of tho Government ? Never. 
11424. Then as to the subducts, you notice that they were put in at Id. ? The thing is ridiculous. [Vide 
Appendix Ao. 4<i.] * L
n425. Even supposing they facilitated work on the part of a contractor, you think tho price is absurd ?

11426. Would you expect to have to carry them out in connection with your contract? Tes ■ accordino' 
to the specification they should be carried out. ’
11427. Did you. ever see a schedule rigged like this in your life ? Never in my experience have I seen so 
many items in a tender come out at the same figure.

^,0ul<iy0U tlllnko^those VV^° too5i; int;o consideration such a tender ? I really cannot tell you 
j-Jr li. 1 •at do y0U g®neral!y allow as Profit upon a contract—what percentage ? That is a rather 
ailii.cuJt thing to say m these times. I would be satisfied with 10 per cent.
11430. Would that cover all your supervision? Tes, plant and everythin".
11431. It would include j our plant, you say ? Tes. " a
i1!32- yn,hml(ifing construction, when a contractor puts up sheds, scaffolding, centering, and things of 
that sort, does he generally charge those things at their full value against his employers ? I should regard 
them as part of my plant. H
11433. And you would take them away for further use on the completion of the contract ? Tes. '
11434. Did you ever hear of a contractor charging for the houses in which he keeps his materials, his 
barrows, his tools and things of that sort used on the job ? No ; that is part and parcel of the contract, 
j. ou nave the building for the protection of the materials and tools
m35i But would you add anything on to the contract for it ? No; but in some cases some allowance is 
made tor the clerk of works’ box, and that sort of thing.
11436. Do you put it in your tender ? It is part of the tender.
11437. But do you put on to the tender an amount for tools, barrows, and sheds—things which vou 
remove when the contract is completed ? No. ' ° J

^0?ld y°^ als° charge tor the water-pipes which are laid to take the water to the concrete ? No 
11439. That would not be added to your tender ? No.
Jf4th°e X°k?d No CharSe’ ^ additi°n t0 the 10 pei’ Cent- you have named> 5 Per cent' for the supervision

11441. Supposing you were making a centering of entirely new timber—supposing you were making the 
centre, not under an ellipse arch but under a segmental arch of 82 feet span, would you think that £34 
for labour was a fair price or otherwise ? I should think it a very heavy price, but I should have to^ ---------- ^ - w . _L omvj uiu. UUllilY 10

work the thing out before I could give you a definite answer.
11442. The price I have quoted would include erection and removal? 
calculate it up. ’ It would take some time to

11443.
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A. Dean. 11443. In constructions of that sort you do not put a new principal under every arch; you shift the
centering which has been previously'used ? I could not say ; it would depend upon the construction.

7 Aug., 1896. X4444_ 3^ generally you would shift the centering along ? Tes ; in any sewerage work which I have
done I have shifted the centering as you say, but a good deal would depend upon the job. Circumstances
alter cases.
11445. Take 3, 2, and 1 concrete, the proportions in the work you have had to do with, and generally run 
out by the yard—that is, over the whole work ;—the 3, 2, and 1 are supposed to be the dimensions of 
every yard ? Tes.
11440. Tou are paid by the yard ? Tes.
11447. By the yard containing those dimensions ? Tes; if the specification says that the concrete is to 
he 3, 2, and 1, you put those proportions in.
11448. To every yard F Tes ; in other words, we take three bucketfuls of stone, two bucketfuls of sand, 
and one bucketful of cement.
11449. It is essential, in good concrete work to have uniformity, is it not ? Tes ; the more uniformity 
there is the better the work.
11450. There must be so much cement in each yard ? Tes.
11451. In proportioning the work that is one of the things to be observed, is it not ? Tes.
11452. Mr. Davis.'] In preparing a tender I suppose you provide the prices at which you tender for the 
work for some use;—for instance, you have a price for the plant you may use upon the proposed work ? 
Never.
11453. Do not you include that in the amount of your tender ? Not specially^. We have our plant. It 
is there, and it is shifted from one job to another.
11454. But you take into consideration the fact that you have bought plant ? I am able to tender at so 
much less, because I have the plant. If I had no plant I should put down the cost of it.
11455. When I asked you just now whether you had a price for plant, what I meant was this : that it is 
not usual for builders and contractors, even in respect to plant, to give it; for nothing ? If I have all the 
necessary plant and appliances I tender accordingly. It will be part of my profit. I know that I shall 
not have to buy it.
11456. Coming to the schedules, I will read you some prices from your own tender for Contract 69. 
Take item No. 23. Tou have 20s. per lineal yard for subducts in hard rock, and 10s. for subducts of 
6-inch internal diameter, 15s. for subducts of 9-inch internal diameter, 18s. for subducts of 6-inch internal 
diameter, and 20s. for subducts of 9-inch internal diameter. I want to know whether you consider that 
that represents the true value of the earthenware pipes ? I did not take out these quantities myself. 
Tou are asking me questions about a matter I know nothing of.
11457. But you expressed an opinion as to Id. per yard being a ridiculous price—what would be the price 
of a 6-inch pipe per yard ? I could not say from memory. I daresay it might be about Is. a yard, but 
I could not answer the question definitely.
11458. Tou had a very decided opinion about the price of Id. per yard ? Tes.
11459. Would you not think that your price of 20s. a yard for 9-inch pipes, and 18s. per yard for 6-inch 
pipes would be equally ridiculous ? That -would be in hard rock. Tou might have to go 6 feet or 4 feet 
deep. .
11460. But you get paid for the excavation apart from the subduct? This price is for subducts in hard 
rock.
11461. If you had obtained this job at your prices would you have objected to lay the 9-inch pipe? I 
take it that this price includes the work in the hard rock and everything.
11462. What would you consider the value of timber for ordinary sewer work, supposing you had to leave 
it in when it bad once been put in ? I could not answer your questions upon these points. I did not take 
out the quantities ; they were taken out by my son. ,
11403. AVill you look up item No. 21 in your tender—timber and iron in excavation? Tes; the price 
is 6s.
11404. Do you consider that a good price per cubic foot ? I think so.
11405. Tou would like to get it ? Tes ; but there is nothing particular about it.
11466. Does it not resolve itself into this—that you are as deep in the mud as Carter, G-ummow, & Co. 
are in the mire ? I do not think you should impute motives like that. I have simply given you the 
result of my experience.
11467. I am merely going by your own schedule ? I am willing to answer any question relating to my 
experience, but I cannot answer questions as to these quantities.
11468. Mis Manor.] I understand that you had nothing whatever to do with the taking out of the 
quantities ? No, they were taken out by my sons. I should like to say that I had a very important 
business engagement this morning which will necessitate my attention, but I will be very glad to answer 
any further questions on Monday.
11469. Tou will attend for tho purpose of cross-examination on Monday morning? Tes.

William Gilliver recalled and further examined:— .
W. Gilliver. 11470. Mr. Parkes.Since you gave ^our last evidence you have been carrying out a contract in wrhich 

concrete is used, and in connection with which you have been using bluestone pebbles from the Nepean 
7 Aug., 1896. Eiver? Tes.

11471. How do those pebbles run? We screen the gravel through a fcths screen. That has been 
approved by the Department.
11472. What result do you get? In 5, 2, and 1 concrete we get 24J cubic feet.
11473. That is including tho small pebbles ? Tes. Everything which does not go through the joths 
screen, from 2 inches downwards.
11474. As to ‘the making of sandstone concrete, what is the course followed by the contractors under 
instructions from the Department upon these works. ? We have always forked the ballast.
11475. Is that done under instructions ? Tes.
11476. What is the fork ? It is a ten-pronged fork.
11477. Is it a regulation fork ? It is the fork that is always used. 11478.
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11478.. With regard to the practice of contractors, is it a fact that they add 5 per cent, for supervision, w- Gilliver.
in addition to the percentage which they put on for profit;—I presume you have a general knowledge of
the mode of contracting? Tes. Tears ago we used to put on 10 per cent, for supervision and profit. 7 Aug., 1896.
11479. Sis Sonor.~\ Tou mean 10 per cent, on to what you anticipate would be the actual cost of the
work ? Tes. At one time we used to put on 25 per cent.
11480. Mr. Parkes.'] In making out your tenders under the new system of tendering, where the G-overn
ment give the quantities and prices, and you give a percentage tender, your percentage would he a 
percentage proportioned right down the items ? In some cases.
11481. Tou look at the items to see which are small and which are large;—that is the course you follow ?
Tes. •
11482. How do you make out your own tenders ? To what contract are you referring ?
11483. To any contract ? Take the Wallsend and Plattsburg sewer, which is completed. In that case, 
the Department gave us quantities and prices. The whole of the prices, with one exception, were too 
small, and we took off 22fths per cent. ,
11484. But how did you work it out to arrive at that conclusion ? We took the losses on some particular 
items and the profits on others. -
11485. And then you averaged it ? Tes.
11486. Sis Sonor.] Tou first went through the whole thing, arid made what you thought a fair schedule?
Tes. Eor instance, a contractor would have to take into consideration whether the bluestone concrete and 
sandstone concrete are at good prices, and then it has to be considered whether the quantities are likely 
to be altered. If in certain cases one class of concrete were knocked out and another substituted it might 
involve a big loss to the contractor.
11487. In connection with Contract 77, do you recollect what portion of the work bore the best profit ?
The tunnel and lining and the shafts. I took the aqueducts at schedule prices. I made my tender 
ISfths per cent, below, taken over the contract as a whole.
11488. You took the price of the aqueduct to be fairly represented by the schedule rates ? Tes.
11489. If the work had been for the aqueduct alone, you would have tendered at schedule rates ? Tes.
11490. Mr. Parkes.] As to the gauging of concrete, you consider that the gauge shouldrun proportionately 
to the yard, do you not ? Tes. “
11491. Ought good concrete to have a uniform proportion of cement per yard ? We invariably carry out 
the specification. •
11492. Sis Sonor.] Do you find that it bulks equally throughout, or that it varies in its bulking when 
you put in the same proportion of stone, cement, and sand ;—do you go into the question of what it will 
finally come out at in the bulk ? No, except as regards the different classes of material, not as regards 
the cement itself.
114925-. Mr. Parkes.] Will you describe the way in which you mix your concrete ? We put 20 feet of 
stone, 8 feet of sand, and a cask of cement on top of that. It is mixed dry, and is then mixed wet; it 
then goes into the work. That is as regards sandstone concrete. The same thing will apply to bluestone.
11493. In the case of the sandstone concrete the ballast is forked ? Tes.
11494. Is that done in the case of the bluestone concrete ? No.
11495. Sis Sonor.] The question is this, having done that, do you afterwards go into any calculations to 
find out what bulk the concrete actually makes after mixing ? No ; that can only be done by putting it 
back into the gauge-box.
11496. Have you done that ? - Tes.
11497. Tou mean, I suppose, that you have done it occasionally as an experiment ? Tes.
11498. But running through the work you would not make that calculation ? No; we only know the quantity 
of cement used on the job and the number of cube yards that would be paid for, and we average it in that way.
11499. Do you afterwards go into a calculation to find out what relation there is between the quantity of 
cement paid for and the quantity of concrete used ? Tes.
11500. To satisfy yourself that your men have kept up to the mark ? Tes.
11501. Tou do do that ? Tes.
11502. Mr. Parkes.] What is generally the result in the case of the bluestone concrete—how much 
cement goes to a yard of concrete ? We do not try it by the yard in that way. I have told you on a 
former occasion the quantity we get out of the cask.
11503. Suppose you had obtained the contract for No. 77 upon the Monier plan, would you expect to 
receive in addition to your percentage of profit, whatever it might be, a sum for supervision ? No.
11504. Would you expect to receive a sum for the complete value of your centering, your plant, and the 
timber on the job ? No, we generally consider that in making our tender.
11505. Sis Sonor.] ^ Take, the centering, for instance;—in making up your tender originally do you expect 
to have some value for it afterwards, or do you expect the contract will practically use up the whole value 
of the centering ? We have used one lot of centering in a third contract.
11506. The centering would come in again and again ? Tes. But if a contractor w7ere going to discontinue 
contracting, and were going to sell the centering, he would only get a firewood price for it. At least that 
is our experience. '
1150/. Mr. Parkes.] Take the sheds, the barrows, and tools—are they of any value to the contractor 
after the work is done if he is going to continue contracting ? Tes.
11508. They are not charged at their neat value ? No ; we do not go into it in that way at all. We have 
our plant. .
11509. Sis Sonor.] But you allow yourselves something in making out your tender for the wear and tear 
of plant,^do you not? Tes. We have a big plant—three or four different kinds of plants stored at the present 
time. Bor instance, we have a railway plant and a pipe-laying plant. We have not used them for some 
years, and we could get comparatively nothing for them ; but if we got a job on a railway, for instance,
•that plant would give us an advantage over a contractor who had to go into the market and buy plant.
11510. Suppose there were a single big job which you were tendering for, you would put into your tender 
the cost of your plant, but if it were a moderate job, and you were tendering first for one job and then 
for another, you would consider in your tender merely the wear and tear ? Yes ; if we had a plant in 
stock lying idle we should consider that we had a pull over the other contractors, and we might go a bit 
cheaper than we should otnerwise do. If we had no plant and had to buy it, then we should have to take 
plant into consideration.

11511
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W. Gilliver. H511. 3Lr. Parlces.^ If you had been carrying out this work would you have charged the full value of 
✓'"''''-‘'“n all the material in the centering and boxing and have added that to the contract ? I told you on a 

7 Aug., 1896. former occasion how I arrived at the cost of the Monier work. I think I put down something like 2s. 6d. 
a yard for the timber right through the structure.
11512. Tou consider that a fair value ? Tes ; of course you would not make a new centre for each arch. 
If the arches were all the same you would shift the centering from one place to another.
11513. Mr. Davis^] As regards the packing of sandstone concrete over the tunnel arch—if a full batch 
of concrete is not required to he used at once, would it not be the practice to take a certain quantity of 
cement out of the barrel and gauge just what might be wanted ? Tes ; I did not quite understand your 
question about that the other day, but I thought of the matter afterwards.
11514. ’What I now say is the custom ? Tes.
11515. It is the custom, unless you are using a whole cask at once? Tes. The labourer on the top of 
the shaft would take a bucket of cement and the proportionate quantities of stone and sand provided for 
by the specification, because the specification says you are not to use concrete which has been standing 
any time. It would be half set and would be comparatively valueless.
1151G. lleferring to the relative values of the brickwork in Contract 77, would you consider that the 
labour in the 4j-inch brickwork in the tunnel would be less or more than the labour in the thick brick
work, such as that you see in the drawing before you—that is in the aqueduct ? The aqueduct in the 
original plan of Contract 77 had a good deal of fancy brickwork about it.
11517. But confine yourself first of all to the labour;—would it be more or less costly to lay 1,000 
bricks in the arch of the aqueduct? It would be more costly in the tunnel, especially if it were la-inch 
work.
11518. Supposing, again, that the same bricks were specified for the aqueduct as for the tunnel, would 
there be any difference in the cost of the bricks ? 1 think there would be about 5s. difference between
the radiated and square bricks.
11519. They are not the same price ? No ; I think the difference just now is about 5s.
11520. Which would be the more expensive ? The radiated brick.
11521. And where would the radiated bricks be used? In the tunnel.
11522. So that in respect to labour and the cost of bricks the tunnel brickwork would be more costly 
than that in the aqueduct ? Tes.
11523. As to the concrete, would the labour of putting-the concrete into the piers supporting the arches 
of the aqueduct be more or less than the labour of putting the concrete in the tunnel invert ? It would 
be considerably less.
11524. So that when you come to compare the cost of the lining to the contractor, compared with the 
concrete in the piers, and the cost of the brickwork in the tunnel to tho contractor, as compared with the 
brickwork in the aqueduct, the comparison, as far as the contractor is concerned, would be in favour of 
the aqueduct ? Tes.
11525. Tou have told His Honor that it is the custom for the contractors to fork the sandstone metal? 
Tes. -
11526. Have you at any time, after the forking of a heap of metal has been finished, asked and obtained 
permission to screen the small stuff which has been retained on the screen as metal ? No ; what we have 
been allowed to do is this—After forking we have been allowed to put 4 feet, approximately, of the 
forking to 4 feet of Nepean sand. The same thing applies to both the Bookwood and Parramatta contracts 
which I had. •
11527. Do you remember what was done in the case of the Plattsburg contract ? No ; Mr. Curtis or the • 
engineer could give you information on that point. I was only there as a visitor.
11528. The pebbles you are using at Parramatta you obtained from the Nepean Eiver ? Tes.
11529. They are pretty uniform in size? No; it is unscreened gravel.
11530. But you screen it ? Tes.
11531. Tou eliminate all the sand ? Tes ; through a fVscreen.
11532. All that you retain on the screen is used as metal? Tes; the screen stands in tho gauge-box, 
and the stuff is shot against it.
11533. Taking the pebble you get in that way, would there be less small stuff in it than you would get in 
the crushed sandstone used in concrete ? There would be considerably more small stuff in the pebble. 
My experience is that in forked sandstone there is a very small proportion of small stuff.
11534. Are you speaking now of knapped sandstone or crushed sandstone ? I am speaking of knapped 
sandstone ; I never crushed any.
11535. As to Inspector Beid, on a former occasion you gave Beid a good character—just such a character 
as we should have given him; were you always satisfied with him—not that it w^s any part of your business 
to be satisfied or dissatisfied with him—as to the way in which he conducted himself in relation to your men. 
Do you remember what took place at Coogee ? I know that Inspector Beid at Coogee was dissatisfied 
with the crown of the arch. He did not say anything to me about it, but I happened to be out there one 
morning. It seemed that Mr. Beid had put himself into communication with Mr. Milner, and asked him 
to come out as he wanted the top of the sewer finished with a smooth face.
11536. And did you express satisfaction or dissatisfaction with Inspector Beid’s conduct towards yourself 
and your men ? I had nothing to say as to that. I told Mr. Milner that I thought that if Beid were 
dissatisfied with the crown of the arch, seeing that I was there at the time, he should have told me of his 
grievance before going to him.
11537. Did you say that if the job was going to last for any length of time, then, as Inspector Beid was 
so impracticable in his ideas, and so unreasonable upon certain little unessential points, you would have 
to make a request for another inspector to be put on the ground ? No.
11538. Did you say nothing to that effect? 1 say this—that Beid is one of the most particular men I 
have worked under. He is a man who has the specification in one hand and the rule in the other. He is 
continually measuring. He is what you would call a finnicky man.
11539. He is an awkward man sometimes on a large work ? Tes. He is a man who likes things to be 
tip-top. There is no doubt about that. If a man happened to be on a job beforehand wdiere things went 
fairly smoothly, and where the inspector ivas satisfied with a fair thing, he might think that Beid was 
unnecessarily harsh.

11540.
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11540. Suppose that after you had rendered the invert of the sewer Eeid had asked you to put your men W. Gilliver. 
on their hands and knees with coarse sandstone to scour the invert to make it smooth, would you call that \
reasonable ? I should not do it; I should appeal to you ; I was not asked to do that. As long as the 7 Aug., 1806. 
inspector does not put you outside of the specification there is no room for complaint. Some inspectors 
of course are better than others. Some are more practical men.
11541. Do you know how many casks of cement were used upon the Coogee job ? No. There was some 
borrowing and lending of cement in connection with that work ; I know that we had some transactions 
of that kind with Phillips and Rhodes.
11542. I believe contractors are in the habit of obliging one another, and that cement is passed backwards 
and forwards in this way with the result that the contractors sometimes get a little bewildered as to the 
quantity used ? Tes ; there is frequently a borrowing of cement.
11543. Mr. Carter7\ Did you ever make up gaugings of the various concretes 5,2, and 1, 7,3, and 2, and so 
on, to ascertain what they came to ? I have not in the case of special bluestone concrete.
11544. I am referring now to ordinary sandstone concrete ? I am doing that every day.
11545. What has been the results ? I gave the results the last time I gave evidence. The l|-inch 
bluestone came to 191, feet, and the sandstone came to 23-j feet.
11546. As to broken brick, have you ever made any gauging of concrete made with broken brick? Tes.
11547. Do you consider broken brick a good substitute for sandstone? Tes; I have seen it used 
repeatedly.
llo48. It has been stated in evidence that it is the usual practice on big contracts to allow only 10 per 
cent, for plant, supervision, and profit ? As to that, if I had a plant suitable for a particular contract 
I could very likely cut under another contractor who had to go into the market and buy his plant.
11549. Would you think 10 per cent, a fair thing to put down to profit, supervision, and all that sort of 
thing, taking Contract 69 as an instance ? I do not think it would be enough. I should put a percentage 
on to the work for plant in taking out my estimate, undoubtedly.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—
11550. Mr. Parkes.'] Where did you get the sand for Contract 77 ? At North Shore. J. Carter.
11551. It is crushed sandstone ? Tes. ,_n_^
11552. Is.McMillan supplying you with sand for Contract 77 ? No ; for Contract 118. 7 Aug., 1896.
11553. Did he cart any sand to Contract 77 ? Not in connection with the arches. I may have used a 
little of his sand in the piers.
11554. Do you use any of the sand from the stone which vou have taken out of the tunnel? Not upon 
Contract 77. ^
11555. Have you crushed any of the stone taken from the tunnel for sand? Tes, I believe so ; a little.
11556. Who are carting the sand from North Shore to your contract? Webb and Booth.
11557. Anyone else ? No. '
11558. How much have they carted ? I could not say. Possibly about 2,000 jmrds. I can easily get the 
information. Tou will see their carts going up the street every morning if you look out of the window.

John Toung recalled and further examined :—
11559. I suppose there is no more experienced builder in Australia than yourself? No, if age and J. Young, 
experience has anything to do with it. I suppose I am about the oldest; I have been at it for 50 years. /—
11560. What contracts have you carried out ? All sorts. 7 Aug., 1890.
11561. Have you ever tendered for the Victorian Government ? Tes.
11562. For the New South Wales Government? Tes.
11563. For the Queensland Government? Tes.
^ -^'or fh® South Australian Government ? No; but I have tendered for the Governments of Tasmania
and New Zealand. •
11565. Were you not at one time President of the Contractors’ Association? Tes ; I was President of 
the Public Works Contractors Association here for some seven or eight years, and previous to that I was 
tor seven years President of the Builders’ and Contractors’ Association.
11566. Tou have had a good deal of experience in tendering ? Tes.
11567. In schedule forms as well as in lump sum ? All sorts of tendering.
11568. Tou often tendered for the Department under the late Mr. John Bennett ? Tes.
11569. And you have carried out contracts under his administration ? Tes.

compiled list of lenders for Contract 69, will you read some of the items in the 
schedule of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s prices. Tou will notice that the first four items are put 
down at 9s.; then there follow a number of items at 27s. 6d., and so on ? Tes ; I notice that that is so.
\_vtde Appendix No. 43.]
11571. Are you familiar with the specification as to subducts ? Tes ; I have read it.

What do you think of the price of Id. per yard for subducts ? It is ridiculous. 
llo73. Tou would feel inclined to say from the uniform prices appearing in Messrs. Carter, Gummow, &
Co. s tender that the quantities had not been worked out; that is evident on the face of it ? May I 
express my opinion ? J
llo74. Tes ; I want your opinion. Tou say you tendered under the administration of the late Mr. John 

H311 ®Ter see anything of this kind occur under the late Mr. Bennett ? No ; nor anyone else.
• i- ^on.or-J What can you, as a contractor, say would be the object of any contractor in tendering 
m that torm ? It is not for me to say what the object was, because I do not know what their views may ■
-i ?K-T£!S1TT[ri.a su°lec^' I know what it looks like. It seems to me to be uncommonly suspicious.
11576. What appears to you to be the probable object? There must be one bf three things. From my 
judgment m such matters, I should say that the contractors must have had peculiar information of some 
character m reference to the contract.
11577. Mr. Parkes.] Wherefrom? From those who know.
11578. Previous to tendering ? Yes. Either that or there must have been recklessness and chicanery 
mixed. It neither of these things happened then the Department must be totally incompetent. There 
must have been one of those three things '

140—8 T ' 11579,
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J. Young. 11579. -Would you expect a tender such as that to receive any consideration whatever if you sent it ;n.
\ It should have been kicked out; and, what is more, I think it would be to the advantage of this country 

7 Aug., 1896. if the departmental work were done away with and the matter were left to private _individuals, because 
they would never do a thing of this kind. I never in my life saw anything equal to it.
11580. You will see the schedules of prices in connection with the other tenders ; do you see anything oi 
that kind in connection with those schedules ? No; all of that is fair tendering. .... .
11581. Take the item of bluestone pitchers at £50 a yard? Yes ; that is another ridiculous price. £1

would he ample—more than enough. . , .
11582. Suppose that after the contract were let the 12 yards of these bluestone cubes were increased to 
38 vards, as disclosed by the final certificate, the quantity being paid at the rate of £50 a yard, what would 
you say to that? Well, it is giving them the difference between the price for the 12 yaras and the price 
for 38 yards. The Department might be bound by the contract to give them the 12 yards, but to give 
them the balance is simply throwing away public money. 1
11583. Do you know of any parallel case ? No. . . , ,. 0
11584. As a contractor you would'expect only the ordinary price to be paid you for increased quantities. 
That is all I could expect. Of course, the quantity which I executed under the contract 1 should expect 
to be paid for at the rate specified ; but I should say that the engineer who put m more than the particular 
quantity specified or agreed upon at this exorbitant rate deserves to be kicked out of the oervice.
11585. Take item No. 8, heavy blasting—you would see that Carter, Gummow, & Co. s price is 27s. bd., 
that John Ahearn’s is 16s.; Kerle and Kerle’s, 23s.; M'Kenzie’s, 13s. 6d. ; Holloway Brothers 20s.; 
and Deane and Sons’, 18s. Only three or four out of the whole eleven exceed Carter, Gummow, & Co. s 
price. Does not that show how a tender fixed up in this form can in the long run deieat the Depart
ment. I may tell you that that particular item is increased in the actual work by something liKe
10,000 yards, or £11,000 on that one item;—what do you think of that—is not that a trap to rob the
public ? I certainly think that it is a trap. o n- i i
11586. Ought not any officer to have seen that a schedule was arranged for that purpose. It mous 
strangely like it, but the main objection, I take it, is the receipt of such a tender. The heads ot the 
Department ought to be censured most severely for receiving a tender of that character.
11587. Turn now to Contract 79, if you look at page 333 of the Parliamentary return you will see that it 
is divided into two parts,—one part is the final statement, and the other part is the final certificate. 1 
want you to look at the first item in the first part, “excavation in tunnels, guttering and gaddmg ; )Ou 
will see that it is put down at G3s.; the blasting with 4-in. powder is put down at 60s.; then when you get 
down further you will find guttering and gadding at 83s.; vou will see that “ excavation m shatts, road 
surfaces,” is put down at 78s.; excavations in shafts, with 4-in. powder, is also put down at /8s.; it you 
look at the actual payments alongside of these items you will see that there are 800 yards or guttering 
and gadding reduced to 21 yards ; you will see that the 4-in. powder excavation in hard rock is increased 
from 3,000 yards to 3,707 yards; you will notice also that the items “ excavation m shafts, road surtaces, 
75 yards, at 78s.,” is increased to 541 yards ; you will see also that the guttering and gadding at, 83s. is 
done away with entirely; you will see that the 2-in. powder is done away with, and that the 4-in. powder 
at 78s. is increased from 2,500 yards to 3,267 yards ;—what is your opinion of that form of tendering, 
and the subsequent readjustment ? The contractors had a perfect right to the 7o yards at 78s., but when 
you increase that item to 541 vards you practically give the contractors £1,500 or £1,600. But there is 
a more serious thing than that.” In the final certificate for this work, I see there has been an attempt 
to hide what has been done by mixing it up with other work, so as to blind, perhaps, the Bngineer-in-Ohiet.

11588. In the certificate, which is a copy of that which would be sent to the Auditor-General, the effect 
of alterations in the details you have pointed out is not included ? No.
11589. What is your opinion of that ? I think there is an attempt to deceive, because it it were not so, 
why not put the precise sum of the description of work done in the final certificate.
11590. From your experience, as a contractor, can you say who gets the advantage ot the altered 
schedule when such a thing is done. Supposing a schedule is readjusted in the fashion m which this 
schedule has been readjusted, does the Department or does the contractor get the advantage. Ihe 
contractor is supposed to get the advantage. . , „
11591. What do you think is the case in this instance ? The contractor gets an immense benefit.
11592. I think public repute will allow that very few, if any, men in the Colony have had more to do with 
concrete structures than you have. Will you tell me some of the cases in which you have built concrete 
work P At the corner of Pitt and Park Streets I have built seven or eight shops almost exclusively ot 
concrete. Then there is the work I did at the Post Office. I have done an immense quantity of concrete 
work. The cases are so numerous that it is difficult to mention them ; I have done concrete work ot 
every kind. I took a fancy to the work in this country even before the architects would use it. ifiat 
would be 25 years ago, when the architects were very chary of using concrete. I then used it extensively
and advocated its use as I do now—in its proper place. •. i i rm. B j.
11593. You have found it an awkward thing to deal with ? Yes, it is not so easy as it looks. Ifie first 
thing I may mention in connection with concrete concerns a matter as to which there appears to be some 
misunderstanding. Concrete never expands ; it contracts, but it never expands. It continually con
tracts, and the more clay there is in it the more it contracts.
11594. By clay you mean loamy substance? Yes. . „
11595. As to contract 77, which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. are carrying out—Do you know ot your 
own knowledge whether they are using crushed sandstone as sand ? Yes, I have seen it.
11596. They are using sand from crushed sandstone ? Yes, I have seen it. I know crushed sandstone by 
its texture. It is quite different from drift sand.
11597. You have seen it going into the work, have you not ? Yes. i. j i. n j.
11598. As to the excavation taken out of the streets in your municipality, your council wanted the ballast 
if it were of no use to the contractors ? Yes ; they had some of it, I believe.
11599. The contractors said it would be of use to them ? They said they wanted it.
11600. Por what purpose ? They did not say for what purpose.
11601. Your opinion of concrete in any great lengths is that it will crack, and keep on cracking? Yes
used in that way, undoubtedly it would crack. I think you will find that I am perfectly accurate in what 
I say as to this particular work. As far as I can understand it has already done so. I have not seen the

work
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work myself, but I am quite prepared to believe that that is the case. After all, I do not need to look J- Young, 
at it myself, because my experience tells me that it will crack.
11602. Tou are referring now to Contract 77 P Tes ; both of those aqueducts you will find will crack. 7 Aug., 1896. 
VV e shall see by and by who is right and who is wrong.
11603. As to Nepean sand, do you not think that in a work of such importance it would have been 
better to use that sand ? Tes. It would have stood a much better chance if that sand had been used.
11604. Will the iron assist the work ? I think it will. No doubt iron is beneficial in concrete. There 
is something about iron and its use in theory which I have not found in practice. If iron contracts and 
expands, and if concrete or compo. contracts only, there must be a movement of the iron in the concrete, 
and that cannot be beneficial, because it destroys the bond. Still, although that is the case, it only proves 
one thing: it shows that concrete and iron is not the durable thing which brick or stone would be. It 
shows that there would be a movement in the structure, and that movement going on continually year after 
year must have an effect upon the material. That effect must be that the structure will not last so long.
11605. It is a common practice to build concrete roofs to houses ? Tes ; I have done so myself.
11606. But in all those buildings has it been the practice of the builder to keep the concrete mass in 
small quantities like chequers running between the girders ? The more you have in one piece the better.
11607. Always allowing for the play of the iron P Tes.
11608. The reason being that iron requires more play than concrete ;—is not that so ? Tes; the iron 
has a different movement from concrete. The concrete shrinks, and shrinks continuously up to a given 
time that is, until it is thoroughly dry. Then I admit it does not shrink. In the meantime the iron 
goes on expanding with the heat and contracting with the cold.
11609. Have you to put under the girders roller plates ? Tes ; that is done to allow for the expansion 
and contraction. .
11610. The less iron put on the better ? Tes.
11611. Did you ever hear of tenders being called for plans made by the Department, and of one con
tractor being allowed to substitute his own plan upon prices the details of which are not given ? I do 
not see what is the good of the Department if you do that—that is, if you allow someone else to come in 
and practically supersede it.
11612. In your long practice have you ever been allowed to do such a thing ? Certainly not.
11613. Have you looked over Mr. M'Credie’s quantities in the substituted Monier design for Contract 
77 ? Tes.
11614. What do you think of them ? I have made an estimate of the quantities given me, assuming 
them to be correct, which shows that there is a saving by the adoption of the Monier work in the 
aqueducts that is, a saving in material—amounting to £3,361. | V/th' Appendix Isu. 46.]
11615. That estimate is quite independent of Mr. M‘Credie’s estimate ? I know nothing about his 
estimate. That is my estimate.
11616. If his estimate is £4,000 it would be fairly close to yours ? I think I have been a little liberal.
I understand as well as possible what this class of work costs; I know exactly what it can be done for to 
a trifle.
11617. Have you ever ventured upon the use of a cement structure for the purpose of keeping out water ?
I have tried it over and over again, but I find that it will not do so.
11618. Tou have not succeeded ? No ; you have to asphalt, and then you can keep out water.
11619. What is considered to be a fair builder’s profit ? I think they should get 10 per cent.
11620. What would that include ? Superintendence, among other things.
11621. Would it include plant? It might or might not. Of course a contractor may have a good deal 
of plant; and if he can utilise it he does not charge much for it.
11622. With reference to the labour upon the general scaffolding work and centering work, the putting 
together and forming is not supposed to be the highest,class of labour? Bor centering you want good 
carpenters, or else they get out of square or are not straight. It is a rougher kind of carpentering than 
you would require for joiner’s work. Although you do not want a joiner, you want a man who can work 
accurately.
11623. Did you ever know of an engineer in charge of a work for some other person, and being responsible 
for that work, taking as a surety any man having an interest in the contract ? I should have thought he 
would have been precluded from doing so. I know that I have never given as a surety' any man con
nected with my contracts. I have given some one totally outside.
11624. Have you heard from anyone whether the aqueducts at White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek, in 
time of rain, keep the water from going through ? I have not seen them myself during rain, but persons 
have spoken to me about them. I remember some one saying to me, “ What you said about the compo. 
and concrete in those arches, Mr. Toung, is perfectly correct. I was there the other day, and saw water 
coming through.” They say that that is happening already.
11625. Water is coming through, you say ? Tes.
11626. His Honor.'] Tou have not overhauled the work yourself ? No.
11627. Mr. ParTces.] Coming back to the question of concrete, you will notice in the Monier structure a 
succession of mastic joints in the carrier, but there is a disconnection between that and other parts of the 
work. With one part of the work rigid, and with the other part moving, would there not be some danger ?
Of course there would be if one portion is rigid and the other is allowed to contract and expand.
11628. Do you think an 80-foot span would be safe for concrete without a crack ? I do not think it is.
I would not like to go 80 feet with an arch of that character.
11629. As to sand made from crushed sandstone, Professor Warren says that, according to his tests and 
analyses, there are only very small particles of clay in it ? Whatever clay there may be in it, 1 know 
from long experience that it is unfit for concrete.
11630. Tou say that from your practical experience ? Tes.
11631. Tou know all about the method of testing ? I do not believe in these tests.
11632. Is there much reliance to be put in the tests ? No ; I being a practical man, other persons may 
think that I am prejudiced, but I am not. There are a good many things which are right in theory which 
do not come out right in practice. ,
11633. As to the tests with hydraulic pressure ? I have seen these things done by Professor Warren, my
self, but I do not believe in them. •

11634.
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J. Young. 11634. A jerk of the handle by the man working the machine, and it is all up ? Tes ; there are 
atmospheric influences and a variety of things which come in to interfere with and upset these tests.

7 Aug., 1896.11635. Can they be properly carried out? There is nothing like absolute practice—doing the thing itself. 
That is the best test. .
11636. I believe the Pyrmont bottom-block stone is the best in the city ? Tes, but even that shrinks. 
11637. If top-surface stone stood a test under the hydraulic pressure method, better than bottom-block 
Pyrmont stone, what would you say as to the testing ? I should feel inclined to smile. _ _ .
11638. Practical experience as to such matters, after the material has been put in position, is the best 
test? Tes, I think so.
11639. Do you see any reason to alter the opinion which you have previously expressed as to the different 
classes of sand ? None whatever. ,
11640. In the case of Contract 77, if there were a powerful shrinkage in the concrete, do you think the 
iron would stand the tension put upon it ? I take it that the iron follows the curve of the arch, and if the 
arch gives, the iron goes down.
11641. Mr. Davis.~\ Supposing the calculation of the arch showed it to be stable, would that alter your 
opinion upon the question of stability ? I should like to know how you make the calculation. The only 
calculation I would agree to would be one founded upon experience. No calculation in figures would 
have any effect upon my opinion.
11642. Suppose the calculation were based upon actual experience ? Then I should want to know the 
material used, where it was used, and how it was used. Material varies in so many places. Calculations 
made in Europe and other places would have no application to work here.
11643. A great many of the opinions you have expressed this morning are based, I presume, upon your 
theory ? Upon my experience. .
11644. Tour experience being that concrete does not expand, but merely contracts ? Tes ; that is 
my universal experience. _ _
11645. Supposing you happen to be wrong, that would necessarily militate against the opinions you have 
expressed ? Tes ; if I am wrong. ,
11646. Eor instance, with respect to the oscillation of the iron in the concrete or compo.;—assuming, as 
you do, that the iron qxpands or contracts, and that the compo. or concrete only contracts or shrinks, you 
might be right; but there would be no oscillation supposing the concrete to expand and contract in the 
same ratio with the iron ? Tou can suppose what you like ; I am only telling you what has occurred in 
my own experience, which has been continuous year upon year. If it upsets your theories I cannot help it. 
11647. Tou say that concrete does not keep out water ? Certainly not. _
11648. Tou know of your own knowledge that most of the reservoirs which have been built in this Colony 
are built of concrete ? Tes. ,
11649. What would you say in the face of that? I should say that every one of them wept more or 
less. A drip-stone will hold water, but it will let it through, and so wilf concrete.
11650. There would be a certain amount of percolation, you think, through concrete ? Tes.
11651. But beyond that it is all right? Tes ; for certain purposes.
11652. Will you turn to your estimate ;—you said that you made the difference between the cost of the 
Departmental design and the Monier design £3,361;—what is the amount of your estimate for the 
Monier structure?—£7,846.
11653. What does that include ? It includes 1,533 cubic yards of material above the skewbacks, comprising 
383 cubic yards of compo., 1,150 cubic yards of small bluestone concrete, and 37 tons of iron in the grill. 
11654. How much have you put it down for-? I have put it down at 56s. 6d. per cubic yard nett.
11655. Without any profit ? Tes, without anything of that sort.
11656. What have you put down in the case of the Departmental design? I make a total of £11,207. 
11657. Tou arrive at that conclusion from the estimate you have made ? Tes ; but I must tell you that 
the quantities were supplied to me.
11658. Assuming the quantities to be accepted by both parties, your estimate is £11,207 ? Tes.
11659. Tou have had very large experience in tendering for works; which would you say was for all 
practical purposes nearer the value of the work, an estimate that is made as you have made yours, or a 
tender which you receive from a good substantial man ? The tender of a good substantial man, if he 
gives an honest tender, would be the best guide, that is if the quantities are correct. _
11660. Tour tender for this work, according to the quantities supplied, would be £11,207 ; supposing 
another tender came in for the same work for (say) £9,000, that would be less than your amount, and 
the other contractor’s idea of the value of the work would be less than yours; but if the contractor 
were a good substantial man, and were able to carry out the work, would his tender not be for all practical 
purposes the value of the work itself ? Tes, if the man were capable of carrying it out.
11661. Would it not be a more tangible valuation than a mere estimate? Then again, you have to bear 
in mind that persons make mistakes in tendering. A great many persons do that. I used to do that myself 
occasionally.
11662. Supposing that you were going to build a house, and that you did not want to build it yourself;— 
supposing you made an estimate that it would cost £10,000, and on inviting tenders in the open market 
you received one tender for £7,000 and another tender for £7,250,—you would say to yourself, “ I must 
be mistaken ; this man who has tendered at £7,000 is a good, substantial man ; he is able to carry out 
the work ” ;—that being his idea of the value of the work, would it not be the value of the work for all 
practical purposes ? If he were capable of carrying out the work, and gave the necessary sureties, it 
would be so.
11663. If you got another tender at £7,250, would you not feel inclined to say that the first man was 
not so far wrong after all ? Possibly.
11664. Coming to Contract 77, you will find upon page 163 of the Parliamentary return a list of the 
tenders received in connection with that contract, and you will see that the lowest tender is that of 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 28i per cent, below schedule, and that the second lowest tender is 
that of J. M'Sweeney, at 25) per cent, below schedule ? Tes.
11665. Looking at these two tenders would you regard Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. as ordinarily 
stable men ? I believe they are.
11666. And what is your opinion of Mr. M'Sweeney ? He is a very good man.
11667. Does he know what he is about ? I think so. 11668.
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11668. What would you say in this case, seeing that there was a tender of 25i per cent, below schedule J. Young, 
from Mr. M bweeney and a tender of 28| per cent, below schedule from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? ^
I should think it was a reasonable difference of opinion. . 7 Aug., 1896,
11669. You would say that tender No. 1 and tender No. 2 were, approximately, the value of the work ?
Yes, it they are good men.
11670. You have spoken about cracks in this concrete work ;—do you think that the cracks that would 
be liKeiy to occur would occur within three years after the structure was finished ? Yes.
11671. bo that, supposing you were going to carry out a structure similar to Contract 77—the structure ' 
contained m these aqueducts and you got a stable man to give you a guarantee for three years, you 

SxtlS , ? 1 have read the conditions. There is a guarantee of £12,000 and two sureties of
fi o' maklnS a guarantee of £24,000 to cover a work costing £15,000. {Vide Appendix No. 24.1 

l2' ,ncern,riS a portion of the work (say one-half of it), there could be no question—I mean 
the tunnel portion. There is only the superstructure concerning which there could be any question, and 
11r connection with which the guarantee would be given. It has been stated in evidence that this portion 
Svtao WOr1 j ruliC°st £7’500—would you say that the £24,000 in addition to a fixed deposit of over 
£700 would be sufficient? I think the_security is so great as to be absolutely ridiculous. Of course if 

°U.t °* a ProPortion, it might be to the interests of the parties to evade the conditions 
m cfo r/t *:0 comPletcly out °f the thing, unless they have a tangible security in money.
11673. Ilis Jlonor.] What you mean is that the excess of the cover makes you suspicious as to the 
bona-Jides ot the whole thing ? Yes. A man who has nothing at all may give you £100,000 security, but what is the use of it. - j o j > j,
11674. Mr. Davisi] buppose the man is so thoroughly persuaded that his wares are good, that what he is 
going to give you is of first-class quality and will stand every test—that it does not matter to him what 
security he gives ? All I can say is that I am very sorry for him,
11675. He might give heavy sureties to show his confidence in the work ? I say, again, that I am very 
sorry for him. J
y67®- WiU youturn to page 275 of the Parliamentary return—you will see there a schedule attached to 
Contract 79 ? Yes. [Vide Appendix No. 47.]
11677. Will you read the note at the head of it? Yes ; it says that the quantities in the schedule are 
not guaranteed.
106o8' now r.ead tlle heading of the column where the quantities are givenwhat does that
say ? “ Probable quantities.”
11679. Taking that heading in conjunction with that note, would you say that the quantities are expected 
to be increased, decreased, or otherwise ? I think that that is the mischief of the whole thing. You give 
quantities m your schedule, and what I have been accustomed to understand from these quantities all 
through is that they should be as near the probable quantities of the work which has to be done as it is 
possible to get at them. -
II co?’ Tj^a^ sh°Unld objnct, y°u think ? Yes ; certainly not anything else.
11681. Put you think that that is not the object in this case? When you find that they are multiplied 
three or four times over you cannot say that that is so.
HeS2 But what would you conclude from the heading of the column and the note combined ? I should
^roo wthauthe 9uarLtltles.were not exact to a foot or two, but they ought not to vary more than 5 per cent, 
llboo. xou nave had experience in the building of tunnels for sewers ? Tes
11G84. Prom your experience is it possible to say, even to 5 per cent.', what 'the nature of the ground in 
the tunnel is likely to be before it is driven ? You can tell the quantities in the tunnel before it is 
driven.
the mateHaHtseif111 ^ natUre oJ:'the &rourL<1 ? 0f course not; I am speaking of the quantities, not

11686. Confine yourself to the quantities then. Suppose the ground turns out to be soft, and that when 
the quantities were put into the schedule it was expected that the ground would be hard ? It could be 
tested so that you would know the ground. You ought to know what the ground is.
11687. YV ouid you say that the same thickness of lining would be required in soft ground as in rock such 

loo q find m bottom block Pyrmont stone ? That is a matter for calculation.
8 'TPPo^r'g you were wanted to put in a thicker lining, the ground being not what it was antici

pated it would be, would you expect to be paid for it ? Certainly. ,
11689. And if you did any extra excavation consequent upon the ground not being what it was expected to
i y°U ®Xp6Ct be pald for 1<; ? Tes- 1 do not see anything in that.

8uPP°sl“S y°u ^nci that the final vouchers of the quantities of a tunnel job did not correspond 
with the probable quantities given m the schedule before the job was let, would you be surprised1? I
timeslhappen SUrprlSed at an allowance being made for it- Of course something unexpected will some- .

11691. Take item No. 4 upon page 333 of the Parliamentary return, “Excavation in shafts—road surfaces ”?
f7 hlS mwg.urd t0 that ,item-y°u bav® 75 cubic yards. I presume there would ' 

be no difficulty m ascertaining what the road surface consisted of, or how much of that work there would
anything There 18 ^ underground busmcss about that. If you cannot measure that you cannot measure

11692. Will you turn to page 275 ;—you will see there the schedule of quantities and prices for Contract 
kt a \l W1 „ x?6 tba*.not only r°ad surfaces but other elements are included in the item of excavation 
fi -l i Excavation m road surfaces, sand, soil, clay, pipe-clay, shale and soft rock only”? I
take it that it means road surface m any of those materials. The item is only for surface, that is what it

11693. But would you think that it should vary at all? Not to the extent that you have put down here.
deal offfiYuJy °nS 0Pml0n ^ meth°d °f CaUing f°r tenderS- ^ is calculated to do an immense

11694. You do not see any reason why the quantity should vary at all ? If you cannot tell what is on
the surface you certainly cannot tell what is underneath.
11695. Supposing the work extends some distance below the surface—suppose you get shale 20 feet under 
the surface where you expected hard rock, would that not cause the probable quantities to be increased

on
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J. Young, on that item P I presume you bored before you made your plans, and found out what the substrata 
were. You therefore knew exactly what you were going to do.

7' Aug., 1896. 11696. Suppose the boring is at every shaft ? Even if you bore at every shaft you know before you make 
your specification what the ground is.
11697. Suppose, after the bores are taken, that they do not give an exact criterion ? Then, of course, there 
would be a little difference; but it should not be very great.
11698. You know that bores do not always come out exactly right ? Not exactly ; but they are very near. 
11699. Will you turn again to page 333, and tell us a little more fully why you expressed such a strong 
judgment about the variation between the final statement and the final certificate ? I find here that in 
the quantities given upon which the contractors are to tender, there are 75 yards of excavation in shafts 
road surfaces. That is increased in the final certificate to 541 yards. That is an item which happens to 
be at a good price. That is one thing which makes me say so. . _
11700. Can you tell me of another ? I only looked at the schedule yesterday. If you were to give me 
a few days, I dare say I could find out a great deal more. I think there is enough in what I have already 
discovered to condemn the practice, in my estimation.
H7OO5. Suppose it is shown that when a contract is let for sewerage and other purposes the schedule 
containing all these quantities which you see there is sent to the Treasury and to the Auditor-General, 
and that from those quantities the vouchers sent in are checked by the officers of both the Treasury and 
the Auditor-General’s Department, would that alter your opinion that there has been a design in leaving 
the quantities out in the case of the final certificate ? Nothing would make me think that it is right, 
because I can see that it is wrong. .
11701. Who did you think had been deceived by the final certificate ? I think it is very probable that 
the Engineer-in-Chief was deceived.
11702. Supposing that the final certificate is always put before the Engineer-in-Chief, and that, moreover, 
the final statement is prepared for his information, and for no one else’s, at the time he passes the final 
voucher, will you say that he has been deceived ? I should censure him and others for doing it at all, 
because the thing is made out wrong, as you can see.
11703. But would he be deceived ? In this case.
11704. But suppose he had the final statement before him ? Of course, if he took the trouble to compare 
them and found that they did not correspond that would not be so.
11705. He would not then be deceived ? No.
11706. Who else would be deceived ? I think the practice of calling for tenders in this way is altogether 
wrong. I do not think such things ought to be received as tenders ; they are not tenders. This tender 
of Carter, Gummow, and Co., for Contract 77, is not a tender in the proper sense of the word. This 
method of calling for tenders is calculated to do one of two things. In the first place, the contractor is 
entirely in the power of the Engineer. On the one hand he can ruin him if he likes, and on the other hand, 
he can make his fortune. _
11707. Have you ever put in a tender yourself where only quantities have been supplied ? I take it that 
if quantities are supplied they should be as nearly as possible correct as far as the work which has to be 
done is concerned. As regards the tenders, certainly a lot of things ought not to go in at a penny which 
cost about £1. _ _
11708. You are speaking now of prices ; but have you tendered where only probable quantities were 
given in the schedule, and where you supplied your own prices ? If they were only probable quantities 
I would take them out myself. If a contractor has time to take out his own quantities, and to compare 
them with the quantities supplied by the Department, and if he finds that the Department has made a 
blunder, he can take advantage of it, and he deserves to got the benefit of it.
11709. Do you remember when you tendered for the Cook’s Eiver syphon ? No. "
11710. Was it not the same kind of tender as that in Contract No. 79 ? No.
11711. Was there not the same note at the head of the schedule? There might have been.
11712. Had it not the same heading at the top of the column of quantities ? It is a good while ago. 
11713. But it may have had ? Yes.
11714. It may have been precisely the same kind of schedule ? I do not believe it was. I would never 
have tendered upon such lines as these.
11715. Turn now to the schedule of Contract 69—you will see that the prices of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. are contained in the second column ;—do they not fairly represent the value of the work ? I do not 
think that is a proper tender at all. The prices are just what they ought not to be. _
11716. Take the item of filling in at the sides of the sewers, item No. 20;—what would you say is the 
ordinary value of that work ? Is.
11717. What is Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, price for it ? 6d.
11718. What is John Ahearn’s price ? Is.
11719. What is Kerle and Kerle’s price ? 2s. ■ _
11720. That 2s. would be twice as much as the work is worth in your opinion ? Yes; but mine is a genuine 
opinion.
11721. Take item No. 21,the timber and iron in excavation ;—what is the value of the timber used in the 
trenches, waling, struts, polling boards, and so on? I should say it would be worth from 3s. to 4s. a 
cubic foot.
11722. That would be a fair charge to make for timber in the trenches? Yes.
11723. What sort of timber is it ? Oregon. _ _
11724. What is the size of it ? It goes various sizes. There would be other work in connection with it, 
which I should include in my price. For instance, there is the form in which the timber would have to 
go in.
11725. Take an ordinary sewer trench ;—what would be the value of the timber in that case? Taking 
the price of the timber, the cartage, and the putting of it in place, I should say that it would be worth 3s. 
11726. No ironwork is included in that ? There might be a few bits of iron to keep it in place.
11727. A few spikes ? The timber for the struts would be round timber cut into proper lengths. What 
would the waling be ? 3x9.
11728. And the poling boards ? 2-|-.
11729. That would be hardwood ? Yes ; it would not be worth quite as much as Oregon.
11730. Taking it all round, it would be worth 3s. a cubic foot in position, including labour ? Yes.
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11731. What is Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s price for that P Id. . J- Young.
11732. What is John Ahearne’s price ? 2s. -v,
11733. And Kerle and Kerle’s ? Id. , 7 Aug., 1996.
11734. Kerle and Kerle appear to have given the same price as Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
11735. What is Mackenzie’s price ? 2s. 6d.
11736. And Mr. M‘Sweeney’s ? 3d.
11737. What is Holloway Bros.’ price ? 5s.
11738. What is Carson’s price P 2s. 6d.
11739. What is Dean’s price ? 6s.
11740. What is Langtry and Owen’s ? Is. ’
11741. What is Parry and Parlrey’s ? Is.
11742. What is Stewart & Co.’s ? Id. Owing to the uncertainty of what is meant by the specification I 
am not at all surprised at these different prices.
11743. The specification explains what is meant, does it not? Does it-,—that,is the question! I can 
understand these differences in price with that kind of specification.
11744. Clause 115, which appears upon page 96 of the Parliamentary paper, says:—“As the works 
proceed, all shoring, timbering, staging, temporary bridges, piling, sheet-piling, &c., shall he withdrawn, 
excepting all permanent timbering, planking, and piling below abutments, piers of aqueduct, storm-water 
channels, buildings, sewers, &e., as shown on drawings, where ordered under other works, and in all other 
cases where, in the opinion of the Engineer, the withdrawing of the same is impracticable, or would 
endanger the safety of the works, buildings, streets, and other surfaces over and adjacent to the works, 
when the contractor must obtain an order in writing, signed by the Engineer, to the effect that piling, 
sheet-piling, shoring, timbering, &c., may be covered up ?” I think a man might make almost anything of 
that. There is nothing in that that you can put down a price for. There is no definiteness about it at 
all. It is the most indefinite thing of the kind 1 ever heard of. It is of no use to call that a specification.
It might mean almost anything under the sun. A contractor reading that specification, when putting 
down his prices, would say, “ What the devil does it mean ? I suppose I must put down something.”
11745. Coming to subducts, you know the clause in the specification dealing with them;—what would 
you say would be the value of the work per lineal yard,—take item No 25, the 9-inch internal diameter 
subducts ? There are two or three kinds of subducts. I should say they would vary from 5s. to 10s.
[Vide Appendix No. 44.]
11746. What do you include in that price ? The cutting for the pipes, and so on.
11747. Suppose the schedule for excavations includes all the excavation in connection with the subducts, 
and that that excavation is not included in the items from 23 to 27,—what would you say is the value of the 
remaining work—suppose that all that remains to be paid for is the provision of and laying of the 
earthenware pipes;—what would be the price ? It would vary.
11748. Take the 9-inch pipes ? They would be 12s.
11749. Per lineal yard ? Yes, the prices would vary from 5s. to 12s.
11750. What is the value of a 9-inch pipe ? 18d. a length of 2 feet.
11751. That would be 2s. 3d. for 3 feet? Yes.
11752. Suppose you had not to include the cutting of the tunnel, and that that were included in some 
other item ? If that is so why put it in here.
11753. But is it there ? How do I know what your quantities really are.
11754. If it has been stated in evidence that the tunnelling is not included in this item, but is included in 
another item, what would you say ? Of course, I cannot contradict you.
11755. Take items 24 and 25, subducts as specified in clause 8 in more or less hard material, including dry 
and cement jointing stoneware pipes—that is clear enough ? Yes.
11756. What would be the value of a 9-inch pipe per lineal yard, including dry or cement joints ? I 
should want to look carefully into that question. As far as 1 can understand, the price would be 4s. 6d.
11757. John Ahearn’s price for item No. 25 is 8s., and Kerle and Kerle’s 5s. ? Yes.
11758. And you will see upon page 67 of the Parliamentary return that the total of the office estimate is 
£64,420 6s. 5d. ? Yes.
11759. If, when the work was finished, the office estimate of the quantities actually executed corresponded 
favourably with the quantities worked out at Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s rates, you will say, I suppose, 
that there was not so much in it after all ? I do not know what I should say. I should want to know all 
about it before I said anything.
11760. But you see that the prices in all these tenders are higgledy-piggledy ? Yes, they are indeed.
11761. You carried out some work for the Government years ago in connection with the fortifications ?
Yes.
11762. Where were your works? At Middle Head, Steel Point, and Bradley’s Head.
11763. Was the work considered satisfactory ? Yes, perfectly.
11764. Have you ever heard that Colonel De Wolski discovered defective work there ? Not in my work.
You are mixing things up. That discovery was made in connection with Macleod’s contract.
11765. I am referring to your contract ? It is the first time I have ever heard of it.
11766. Have you never heard of Captain Phillips having to repair any of it? Never; nor do I believe 
it is so. There has never been a breath of such a thing, and I am sure you could not prove it.
11767. Did nothing of that kind occur at George’s Head? I did not touch that. That was Macleod’s 
work. You are mixing things up. You could not say a word against my work at Steel Point, at 
Bradley’s Head, or at Middle Head. '
11768. Mr. ParTces.'] That was a case of putting in more stone than cement in proportion ? Whoever 
made the specification in that case did not know how to make it.
11769. Mr. Carter.] Have you been contracting lately ? Yes. •
11770. How long is it since you had your last public work contract ? About ten years.
11771. You said you considered Carter, Gummow, & Co. had shown in connection with one of their 
tenders a great amount of recklessness and chicanery mixed ? I still say so. I think it is a reckless 
tender.
11772. But you used the word chicanery? AVhat I intended to say was that it was reckless, and that it 
opened the door to fraud, collusion, and chieanerv.
11773. But you said distinctly that the tender showed chicanery ? I do not think I said so. What I 
intended to say, anyway, was that it opened the door to that sort of thing. 11774.
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J. Young. 11774. After seeing that other contractors’ prices are in and out to the extent that they are, are you still 
n of that opinion ? Yes.

7 Aug., 1896.11775. You would say, then, that your remark applies to all the tenders for that particular contract ? No. 
11776. But the prices are all in and out ? I do not blame the contractors ; I blame the officers.
11777. Considering that there is only 3 per cent, difference between McSweeney’s and Carter, Gummow, 
& Co.’s tender for Contract 77, would you consider that there was reckless tendering? I think it is 
reckless tendering on the whole prices. I think if a man prices a thing he should do so according to its 
value. He should not put upon one item ten times the price, and make it up upon another item. There 
are cases where the amount is ten times the amount of the Department’s price, and in other cases the 
price is thirty or forty times less. I call that reckless tendering. Perhaps I am using the wrong word. 
11778. Have you in tendering often put in prices in this way ? Never intentionally.
11779. You always charged the highest value for everything? No, but 1 got as much as I could get. 
Sometimes I have made mistakes. At times I have got a tender by making a mistake.
11780. Did it pay you? No, it did not. _ ,
11781. Did you ever see any test made in connection with the Monier plates ? No ; you invited me to 
one, but 1 did not go.
11782. Have you seen the test arches ? Yes.
11783. Is there any sign of crack in them at the present time ? I have seen none.
11784. They have been standing there eighteen months and you say that there is no sign of a crack ? I 
do not know anything about the time they have been standing there. I shall look at the arches in due 
time when I think the cracks are likely to take place.
11785. Respecting the building at the corner of Pitt and Park Streets,—does the concrete work there 
show any signs of cracking badly ? They would not hold water. ■
11786. Are they what you would call bad cracks ? There are cracks, certainly.
11787. Concerning profit—do you think 10 per cent, is sufficient to allow over the exact cost of a contract 
upon which you have to supply plant and supervision, and take the risk of the market rates, and other 
things of that kind ? Fifteen per cent, would be better. _ _
11788. Do you think 10 per cent, is enough ? I do not think it is; but we have to put up with it 
sometimes. _
11789. In making a calculation in connection with the Monier work, and the exact cost of the material 
and labour, would it not be a fair thing for the contractor to add to that exact cost a certain amount for 
supervision and plant ? Certainly.
11790. His HonorP\ Have you ever had anything to do with the making of three to one compo. as 
distinguished from concrete ? I have made it hundreds of times in a similar manner to this, with this 
exception—that I have not used crushed sandstone.
11791. I mean have you made it to use in bulk apart from rendering ? Yes.
11792. Have you associated it with iron ? Yes ; I have used it with iron hooping interlaced. It makes
a good structure. The iron is flat, of course.
11793. You have not seen any of the work going on in these arches ? Yes ; I pass them every day.
11794. But you have not been on the work when one of these arches was being turned ? No ; but I have
seen them doing it. I know how they do it; because I pass close to it. _ _
11795. You have not been able to compare the state of dryness or moisture in which the compo. is put into 
the work with the work which you have done ? No ; I have not compared it, but I see that they use it in 
a state in which they can shovel it down into the arch, and it must be tolerably liquid to admit of that. 
11796. When you have used it, in what state has it been when it has been put into the work before 
ramming? Not too wet. You could not ram it if it were very wet.
11797. Comparing it with ordinary mortar, in what state would it be? Not so wet as that.
11798. Would it be so dry that you might almost call it a damp powder? Pretty nearly, or you could 
not ram it closely. _ _
11799. You are aware, I suppose, that the compo. is rammed ? I have seen them ramming it, and I 
knew that it could not be in a very wet state, or it would be all over the place. They would not be able 
to ram it.
11800. Hr. ParJces.~\ The main point in the schedule to Contract 67, in the tender sent in by Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., is that a number of items, totally different, all in connection with various kinds 
of excavation, are put down at 27s. 6d. The point is this—could a contractor put down these uniform 
prices unless he knew beforehand the exact one which was going to be selected ? That is what makes it 
look so bad.
11801. Unless he knew that he was going to be paid upon the special items upon which he has been paid, 
could he have put down these uniform prices ? No.
11802. That shows there can have been no competition, and that some understanding must have been 
arrived at beforehand ? Yes. '
11803. The tender all through is alike ? Yes. _
11804. It is quite dissimilar from the other tenders? Yes. There is an attempt at valuation in the 
other cases.
11805. If the contractor who was the lowest tenderer had the right beforehand to substitute a plan of 
his own on a lump-sum tender would you consider that it would be right for the Department to accept 
that lump-sum tender without knowing if they were getting proper value or not? Certainly not.
11806. In subterranean structures where they use timber as scantling for support one contractor will 
often have old material which he can-use, while another contractor will have to buy it ? Yes.
11807. The timber used is often old round stuff that you would scarcely burn, so that in these circumstances 
the price might be Id. or 3s. ? Yes.
11808. The specification, so far as you can see, says nothing about the timber which is put under ground 
being of a particular kind;—there is nothing to guide you as to whether the timber may be old timber or 
not? No. _
11809. You have made the estimate you have handed iii in detail? Yes. Each item is given as I have 
worked it out.
11810. Will you furnish the Commission with the details, so that they may be printed as an appendix to 
your evidence ? Yes.

Thomas
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Thomas Williams sworn and examined :—
11811. M.r. ParTces^\ What is your occupation? I am a contractor.
11812. Have you executed any sewerage contract ? Yes.
11813. Have you carried out any sandstone concrete ? I have done a little of it.
11814. Had you to fork the ballast ? Yes. ?
11815. You were one of the contractors who tendered for Contract 77 ? Yes.
11816. Did you know when you were tendering that another contractor was going to send in a lump-sum 
tender, with a plan of his own ? Yes. '
11817. And yet you sent in your tender ? Yes ; I happened to meet one of the partners in the firm of 
Carter, G-ummow, & Co. I mean Mr. Snodgrass—some five or six days before my tender went in. He 
asked me -whether I was going to tender, and I said “ yes.” He said, “ It is not of much use your 
tendering:, because we are going to tender so low that we shall get the work, on the Monier system.
11818. That is one of the things which induced you to come to me with other contractors to make a 
complaint? Yes.
11819. Did Mr. Snodgrass say anything further to you ? He said it would not be worth my while to 
bother about tendering.
11820. You had not put in your tender then ? No. ’
11821. Tffs Honor.] You had made out your tender ? I had made it out at 16-f per cent, below schedule 
Tates, but when Mr. Snodgrasss told me what I have just mentioned I put it in at 0] per cent. I knew 
that it was no use tendering with any expectation of getting the job.
11822. Mr. Par]ces.~\ Did Mr. Snodgrass say anything further to you about his own tender upon the 
departmental plan? No ; not that I recollect. '
11823. Did he say words to this effect: that the firm would not take up their tender if the Monier system 
were not accepted ? Yes ; he said that if they were called upon to take up their tender upon the depart
ment ai design they could not do so. Mr. Gummow also told me so later on—some two- or three months 
after their taking up the job.
11824 What did he say ? The conversation came up in this way : I was driving with Scrutton & Co.’s 
traveller^ It was one day at the crusher near Nelson-street. He said, “ McSweeney is saying that 
Carter, Gumrnow, & Co. do not know their business.” We were referring to this particular job, and he 
said, He might have thought us mad to tender so low, but we should not have taken it up at that price 
iicm' ivj^/r cal ed uPori to so-”. He was referring to their tender, 28i per cent, below schedule. 
1182o. Did Mr. Snodgrass say anything to you at any time about a promise that they should get the job 
upon the Monier plan ? Yes ; he said his partners had had an interview with the Minister, and he had 
promised them this that providing they were the lowest tenderers he would consider their proposal for 
the work on the Monier system.
11826. Did he say anything further? I do not remember anything further.
11827. If you had had a chance of tendering on the Monier system there was nothing to prevent vou as a 
Ci 1,0rn carr-v^nS out He work had you been the successful tenderer ? I do not think so”
11828. Have you looked at the Government quantities ? I am not an engineer, but I had a man to take 
them olt tor me. .

T.
Williams.

Aug., 1896.

1L829. WTat would you say would be the value of the compo. work with the iron grill running through it 
on the Monier plan, making every allowance for such work as you would have to put into it ? It all 
depends upon the gauging.
11830. As the quantities are 3 to 1 for compo. and 5, 3, and 2 of fine concrete, what would be the value

mi. • ®tl?b?ring- boxi.nS> an(i centering ? I should think from £2 to £2 5s. a cubic yard.
11831. lhat is inclusive of the ironwork ? Yes.
11832. Have you looked into the details ? No.
11833. Viewing the work as a whole, do you think, from your knowledge as a contractor, that it is a cheaper 

m construction than the original departmental design on which you tendered ? Yes.
>9 ^NT ^ an^ mem^er ®rm Carter, Gummow, & Co. tell you that they expected to do well with

1183o. You did not hear from them as to the value of the work they were putting into their substituted 
plan f W ell, Mr. Snodgrass said they would make a lot of money out of it.
11836. What -would be your feeling with regard to tendering with an office which acted in this way ? 
xrom my experience I should not think I had any show with the Department.
11837. Have you tendered since ? Once or twice. ■
11838. Would you feel sure that you would get the work if you were the lowest tenderer? I was the 
lowest tenderer some six or seven years ago, but I could not get the work.
11839. Why ? In the first place they were going to give it to another tenderer whose tender was 
informal. When I kicked up a row about it, they called for fresh tenders. That was the Blackwattle 

-Day job—a storm-water sewer.
They would have done so if I had not seen the11840. They did not give the work to the next tenderer?

Minister about it. It was pretty well arranged.
11841. You were the lowest tenderer? Yes; I made an error of £100 in one of my additions. The next 
man was lower than I was by rectifying that error, but his tender was actually informal. He was allowed 
to lili m several items to keep him below me.
11842. Who was the next tenderer ? Mr. Wright. '

aihej tho!1Sht j4 necessary to re-tender in that case? Yes. I went to see Mr. MHachlan and 
Mr. Barling, and I also had an interview with Mr. Bruce Smith, who had called for fresh tenders. 
Ibey kept me waiting for six or eight weeks for the job—in fact I sent to England for the buckle-plates 
thinking that we had the contract. Mr. Bruce Smith said that if I were not the lowest tenderer he would 
see that the next tenderer took the buckle-plates off my hands. .
Nhfifthat'l know ofW ^ ^ M<Svveney at tbat time ha<i any ill-feeling towards Carter, Gummow, & Co?

11845. Not in connection with Contract No. 112 ? Not that I know of.
11846. Did you ever hear M'Sweeney say that he desired to beat Carter, Gummow, & Co. in tendering ?

11847. When you waited upon me on the occasion which has been referred to, you complained, did you 
. not,
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T. not, of the way in which Carter, Gummow, & Co. were allowed to send in their tenders according to 
Williams. | scheduJe? Tes.
/'"“■“'''■"'“N 11848. His Honor.~\ "What was said about that ? I never complained about their doing that. Of course

7 Aug., 1896. every contractor can make up his schedule to suit himself.
. 11849. Mr. Parhesi\ Was it not pointed out that Messrs. Carter & Co. were treated in a different manner

from other contractors when they had favourable items in their schedules? Tes.
11850. His Honor.'] What was said as to that ? It was said that if the items worked out in their favour 
they were paid on those items and the items were increased in comparison with the quantities given in 
the schedule. It was said that their big prices were increased and that the quantities in the case of their 
small prices were decreased. I remember that the bluestone pitching upon Contract No. 69 was one item 
which was increased. *
11851. What was said to me as to the treatment of other contractors in that respect? I do not quite 
remember.
11852. Mr. Davis.] Was any other item referred to when it was considered that Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. had an undue advantage given to them as to Contract 69 ;—was any other item apart 
from the bluestone pitchers mentioned ? No, I do not think so in connection with Contract 69.
11853. How many times did you see Mr. Parkes? It might be ten times, or it might be more.
11854. On the first occasion on which you saw him with whom did you go ? With Mr. Maddison.
11855. And on the second occasion? There were five or six. Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Butcher, and Mr. 
Ewing were among the number.
11856. There was a regular deputation then ? Tes. What we went chiefly about was the cutting of the 
drain for the storm-water in connection with the work at Johnstone’s Creek. We estimated for that 
work in tendering. We allowed £300 or £400 for the cutting of that drain, and when we saw that 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. got it done for nothing we thought we had a right to complain.
11857. Did you ever do any work for me ? No.
11858. Did I ever speak to you before? No.
11859. Did you ever do any work for Mr. Hickson ? No.
11860. Did you ever speak to him ? No.
11861. Have you done work for the Water and Sewerage Board ? Tes.
11862. Principally pipe work ? Tes.
11863. Did you ever have a job at the Glebe ? Tes.
11864. Did that work out all right ? Tes.
11865. Tou know something about the fixing up of schedules ;—did you not practice your hand at it on 
the Glebe job ? I might have had more knowledge of the district than the Department had. ,
11866. Did you make use of your knowledge ? To a certain extent.
11867. To what extent ? On some items I made a little money and on others I lost it.
11868. What was the price for the excavation in rock ? Three shillings.
11869. What was it worth ? It would be worth about 10s.
11870. What is the work worth in soft ground ? About 3s.
11871. How much were you paid for it ? Ten shillings.
11872. Tou were paid 3s. for rock and 10s. for muck ? Tes.
11873. What was the amount of the contract according to tender ? Something over £14,000.
11874. And through your fixing up your schedules what did it work out to ? I think to between £16,000 
and £17,000.
11875. There was £2,000 or £3,000 difEerence in the amount ? Tes.
11876. Coming to the Pyrmont-Bridge-road work,—you said something about the second tenderer filling 
up items ;—what did you mean ? He told me so himself. I am referring to Mr. Wright, who used to be 
an inspector in the Department.
11877. Do you say that he was allowed by the Department to amend his tender after it had been put 
into the tender box ? Six weeks afterwards.
11878. Tou are speaking from what he told you ? Tes ; I went and saw Mr. M‘Lachlan, who said that 
something like that was going on. Then I went to Mr. Barling, and afterwards to Mr. Bruce Smith. 
Mr. Michael Chapman introduced me to Mr. Bruce Smith. They were both members for the Glebe at 
that time. As to the Glebe job to which you have referred—the Water and Sewerage Board do not 
bore to find out the kind of ground, whereas in your Department you do, and I made use of my local 
knowledge.
11879. His Honor.] In getting round the Water and Sewerage Board ? Tes. They did not put down 
trial bores. ■
11880. Mr. Davis.] How do you make your price for the Monier work from £2 to £2 5s. ? Take two 
casks of cement—that would be £1, and a yard of sand, say 3s. ■
11881. What kind of sand ? The kind of sand you would get in the district from crushed sandstone. 
11882. What is the balance made up of ? Labour.
11883. And what have you allowed for labour ? Pour shillings and sixpence for mixing.
11884. And what for putting it into position ? I have included the putting of it in position in that amount.

, 11885. That would be altogether £1 7s. 6d.;—how do you make out your £2 for the Monier structure? 
When Mr. Parkes asked me his question I understood him to mean the iron as well—the whole design 
in fact. I would allow 6s. for iron and 5s. for timber. I find I made a mistake as to water and labour— 
I should have said 6s. 6d.
11886. Is there anything else you have omitted ? No.
11887. Do your prices include plant and profit ? No, not profit.
11888. What would you say the profit should be ? It all depends upon the quantities you are going to 
put in.
11889. I suppose it is as much as you can get? The more concrete and compo. the less profit per yard 
there would be.
11890. What would be the profit on this work per yard do you suppose ? I should say 20 per cent. 
11891. Tou say you have never had a chance of tendering for the sewerage branch ? I suppose I have 
been too high.

' 11892. That then has been the real reason. Tou happen to have had an extravagant idea of the value of
the work and your tender has been correspondingly high ? I do not think I have been so very high. I 
was third lowest the other day. 11893.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 363

11893. You have seen Mr. Parkes frequently during the sittings of this Commission P I do not think I 
have seen him more than once in six or seven weeks since this Commission has been sitting.
Ilo04. Do you know Mr. Milner, of the Sewerage Branch ? Tes. ■

are pretty famdiar with him ? No ; I have talked to him a few times.
11896. Have you seen him just lately ? Tes.

SnCe,the Commissi°n has been sitting ? Tes; I met him in King-street one day.
11898. Tou had a conversation there ? Tes.
11899. What was the substance of it? I do not remember it just now.
n 1 i!-j ^0U Sa^ anythlllS a^ou^ Mr. Hickson during that conversation ? I cannot remember.
11901. Did you say anything about me during the conversation ? No.
11902. I suppose I did not cross the horizon of your thoughts ? I do not remember saving anything about you. - o ^ c
11 no^ say anything about Mr. Hickson or myself ? I cannot remember doing so just now.
11904. Did you say anything about Mr. Hickson and myself in conjunction with this inquiry ? We were 
talking about this inquiry—about sandstone, concrete, and one thing and another. I said 1 did not think 
the way m which stone was taken from Johnstone’s Creek and allowed to be used in the works there was 
fair when Pyrmont stone had been specified or stone equal to it. «
11905. But did you mention in connection with this inquiry Mr. Hickson’s name or mine ? I might have

11906. In what connection ? I cannot remember.
11907. Have you any strong opinion as to Mr. Hickson’s conduct" in connection with the inquiry ? No, 
1 have not, and I do not see that I have any reason for it.
11908. Have you any strong opinion as to my conduct in the past? No : I have not had any business 
with you. •'

I011Mr. Milner the object which you and others had in moving Mr. Parkes ? No.
11910. Are you quite sure of that ? Tes.
11911. Will you swear that you did not ? Tes.
11912. Will you positively swear that you did not mention my name or the name of Mr. Hickson in 

t11 ™ls m<luiry ? .1 might have mentioned you, but not as you are alluding to it. 
iioit -iv: ^ way am ^ ^Mding to it ? Tou think I was spiteful in doing so.
11914. I did not say so ; I want to know in what way I was alluding to the matter ? The only thing that 
sWfted16^ t0 WaS * thmk I said that if it were proved that these things were true you ought to he

11915. Tou said that you would not he content until Mr. Hickson and myself were moved out of the 
Department, and that that was the object of the whole thing ? I never said that.
11916. Did you say anything tantamount to it ? No.

J’ou ariy reason for saying such a thing ? No. If Mr. Milner says I told him that, he says 
that which is not true.
11918. Tou will swear that you did not say it ? Tes.
11919. Is not that what you had in view in moving in the matter ? No ; that was not my motive. What 
we wanted was to be put upon an equal footing with Carter, Gummow, & Co. at the tender box. That 
was my only motive.

^r' ^ar^er^ M7!!! you tell me who was present at the conversation which you say you had with 
Mr. Gummow near the stone-crusher ? No person was present beside Mr. Marr and Mr. Snodgrass, who 
was standing about 50 yards away. "

You say that Mr. Gummow told you that we would not take the contract up at 28| per cent, if 
called upon to do so ? Tes.
11922. Tou are quite sure of that ? Tes.
11923. Tou know that Mr. Gummow is not a very talkative man, I presume ? Tes.
11924. Tou know also that Mr. Snodgrass and Mr. Gummow are looked upon in the light of authorities 
m sewerage matters, and the taking up of tenders ; they have had a large experience and a good training :
;^Lha^SSlsteiy0U arld other colltractors, have they not, in making up tenders ? Not me.
11925. Did not Mr. Snodgrass assist you ? No.
11926. Have you never come to him for advice on the subject ? No.
H927. Not in connection with the Blackwattle Bay contract? No ; I think he is too slippery a man to 
ask tor advice on such a matter.
11928. Mr. Parkes^ In connection with Contract 118, did you estimate for that work which was done 
tor the unemployed ? Tes.
11929. Do you know if the other contractors did so ? I think so.
11930. Do you know it for certain ? Tes.
11931. That others did so ? Tes.
11932. And it was the unemployed who did that work ? Tes, I think so.

y0U 866 them ? 1 s,aw that a question was asked in the House about it; I saw the report.
11934. Ihe answer was that the unemployed did the work ;—but it was supposed to he done by the 
contractors, was it not ? Tes. We understood that we had to make provision to pump out the water. 
irr'T'j' "N* Pams-\ In the list of tenderers in Contract 118 your name stands the seventh ? Tes.
11936. Your tender was 9 per cent, below schedule ? Tes.
11937. And the successful tenderer was 20i per cent, below schedule ? Tes.
11938 So that, even supposing what you say to he the case, yon would not have been successful in getting
the ion t l\n • T Hn net thmt oe Ob

T.
Williams.

Aug., 1896

MONDAY,
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MONDAY, 10 AUGUST, 1896.
Alexander Dean recalled and further examined :—

A. Dean. 11939. Mr. ParJces.~\ You have read the specification as to subducts in connection with Contract 69 ? Yes.
'^11940. What work would you, as a contractor, think was included in that? Excavation and everything, 

10 Aug., 1896. i ghould say.
11941. With such a clause in the specification, the contractors, although tendering honestly, might vary 
very greatly? Yes ; the prices might be higher or lower. One man may have a speedier way of doing 
the work than another.
11942. It is an uncertain thing what subducts are required ? Yes.
11943. But you would take the specification to mean that some subducts would be required ? Decidedly, 
or the clauses should not be there at all. '
11944. So.that, if you allowed in your tender £1,600 for these subducts, you did so thinking that you 
would have to put them in to facilitate the working of the contract ? Whatever we saw in the specifica
tion we measured it up, ascertained exactly what it would cost, and put an amount in the schedule.
11945. But you think that with such a clause as that contractors might easily vary from £600 to £1,200 
or £1,600? Yes. I see that our price was 20s.
11946. But the contractors would not put down a price ridiculously low for work of that kind if they 
thought they were going to do it ? No ; I cannot make it out at all. As I said before, the specification 
was laid before us. We read it carefully, measured up the work, and then put in our prices. I see the 
prices of the other contractors for this particular work all vary. The prices are irregular.
11947. Does that look like bond fide contracting or not? Yes.
11948. But what would you say with regard to the price of Id. in Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s schedule—is 
that bond fide ? It does not look very like it. I see the office rates are 4s., 5s., 6s., 7s., and 8s. Our price 
might show, perhaps, that we did not understand so well what was required ; but the price given in our 
schedule is our own estimate. That is all I can say.
11949. As a contractor, would you dream of putting the price of Id. in ? Never.
11950. If you put in such a price would it have the appearance of your having an understanding that the 
work was not to go in ? As I said last week, I am not up to these matters at all. I have no knowledge 
at all of the internal working of the office.
11951. Take the different items in Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s schedule at 27s. 6d.; you will see a whole series 
of them beginning with “ excavation less hard ” and ending with “ excavation in hard rock (heavier 
blasting)”; the whole of those items are at 27s. 6d.; would it be possible for contractors to work out 
prices uniformly in that way, tendering bond fide ? No ; I do not think so.
11952. Is the plan of Contract 69 clearly marked with regard to the nature of the soil of the ground 
through which the sewer goes ? The plan shows clay, iron band, and shale. I do not see any rock there 
at all.
11953. Therefore, it might be termed all more or less soft? Yes, with the exception of the iron band. 
11954. Have you ever seen a schedule of prices such as that of Carter, Gummow, & Co. accompanying a 
plan such as that of Contract 69 ? It was so issued that ■we could understand it, I think, and we tendered 
according. I do not see anything the matter with the schedule.
11955. But would you not think that the schedule should follow the plan as to the nature of the ground ? 
Certainly ; the sections you have shown me on the plan show only clay and soft stuff, whereas the schedule 
makes provision for soft and hard rock, and so on.
11956. Ilis Honor.'] If you refer to the schedule which is jtrinted upon page 26 of the Parliamentary 
return you will see that the probable quantities are given ? Yes ; but you will see the different classes 
of excavation enumerated there also—for instance, there is excavation in road surfaces, sand, soil, pipe
clay, shale, soft rock, 19,320 yards. The heading also says “ excavations and open trenches in more or less 
hard materials.”
11957. Mr. Parkes.] Does such a specification give a contractor who is in the know an advantage over 
other contractors? I do not quite know what you mean.
11958. Look at Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s schedule prices, and you will see that they have a uniform 
figure for all these items of excavation;—would a uniform figure be likely to come out if a proper 
valuation were made ? No ; it would be utterly impossible.
11959. I want you to turn to Contract 77; clause 164 says :—

164. In conjunction with the concrete surrounding sewer, where the latter is built upon arches and in embank
ments, the contractor to provide, fit, place in position, and v'all-in with the concrete, longitudinally, in each corner at top 
and bottom of concrete lining, f-inch diameter bond-rods in 16-foot lengths. The ends to overlap 12 inches, and tied 
together with binding-wire, and, transversely, jj-inch diameter bond-rods 4j inches above soffit of sewer of such lengths as 
to fit between the outer brick lining, or as shall be directed, spaced 10 feet from centre to centre. The cost of providing, 
fitting, placing, and walling-in, said bond-rods to be included in the schedule price per cubic yard of concrete.
Does not that clause provide for ptractically the same iron bonding which is contained in the substituted 
Monier plan ? I do not know anything at all about that; I have no knowledge of it.
11960. You have not looked at the ironwork there ? No.
11961. But you know that there is ironwork in the contract? Yes.
11962. Do you not know the description of ironwork ? I have no knowledge of it whatever.
11963. Iron put in concrete in one form or another has the same effect of binding the material together—■ 
that is the object of it ? Yes.
11964. Do you think the ironwork in the concrete would stop it from shrinking if it be inclined to shrink ? 
I do not think so. Iron and concrete will not work together. If the concrete in itself will not stand, 
no amount of earthwork or iron will keep it together.
11965. In the Monier plan from underneath the invert to the top of the piers there is no mastic joint; 
at the top of every pier, however, there is a slit of about an inch or an inch and a half ;—if there is to be 
any shrinkage would it be detrimental to the structure or otherwise to have one portion fixed and another 
portion movable ? If the arches stand in position I do not care very much what you put upon the top of 
them.
11966. But would the one part of the work, being without mastic joints, have any effect upon the other ? 
I think not; but I must confess that I am more in the building line. I am only speaking in this matter 
from my general experience. I have not actual experience of the working of that description of thing.

11967.
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11967. Mr. Davis.] It often happens, when tenders for building construction or engineering construction l>eal1; 
are invited, that the principals or their engineers ask you to take the risk of the ground which is to he 
excavated, and to give such a price as will cover any risk arising from the softness or hardness of the 10 Aug., 1896. 
ground ? Tes ; I have built stores, for instance, wdiere the foundations have been uncertain—where the 
foundation has been cut across with a line, and wdiere we had to take the risk.
11968. Does it occur to you that the object of taking borings along a line of sewer—such borings as you 
have been looking at in connection with contract hfo. 69—would be to minimise, as far as possible, the risk 
which the contractor might have to take ? Tes; of course, the more information the engineers can give 
to contractors the better.
11969. Do you not think that that is probably the reason why there are so many items to be found in 
the schedule ? Ido not think so.
11970. The open cutting work is different from tunnelling ? Decidedly.
11971. So that you might have a variation there? Tes.
11972. And taking open cuttings by themselves, would it not be probable that in an open cutting such as 
you have seen in the section you have examined, there would be soft ground not requiring blasting and 
hard ground requiring blasting ? Decidedly.
11973.. Would not that be a very proper subdivision to make? The strata of the whole of the ground in 
the neighbourhood of Sydney are different. They change very much.
11974. Would you not be likely to find in an open cutting in the vicinity of, say, Marrickville, soft ground 
not requiring blasting and hard ground requiring blasting ? Tes. ”
11975. So that the subdivision in the schedule would be a very proper subdivision to make? Tes ; the 
bores put down give the contractors every information that they could possibly get.
119/6. Tour notice has been directed to the fact that Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. had put in a 
uniform price in the case of each cutting—that is, 9d. a cubic yard for soft ground, and 9d. a cubic yard 
for rock ? Tes.
11977. Would not the solution to that, both as regards open cuttings and also excavations for tunnels, 
be that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., instead of adopting the Department’s idea of reducing the risk 
connected with work of that description, had thought it wise to take the risk of putting in a uniform 
price ? No ; I think not.
11978. Would it not occur to you that that might be the case? I should not imagine that anyone would 
think of doing such a thing. The usual practice is to take measurements, according to the nature of the 
ground, and I, for my part, would nevpr think of guessing at a thing of that kind.
11979. But suppose that, rightly or wrongly, that has been done ? I do not know how Messrs. Carter,
Gummow, & Co. may have done it. All that I can say is, that I would not do such a thing myself.
11980. I do not think many persons would do so, but Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. appear to have 
done so for some reason ? Tes ; at the same time I cannot account for it.
11981. As to the schedule disagreeing with the longitudinal sections, is it not a fact that the schedule 
attached to Contract 69 agrees with the longitudinal sections in every respect ? It does not appear to do 
so. In the schedule of Contract 69, hard rock is mentioned ; but there appears to be no hard rock shown 
upon the plan.
11982. First of all the schedule provides for excavation in open cutting and in tunnel, does it not ? Tes.
11983. Do you see the words, “open cutting,” occurring on the sections? Tes. •
11984. And do you also see the word “ tunnel ” ? Tes.
11985. Do you notice that “ tunnel ” is divided into two classes—tunnel in rock and “ tunnels in more or 
less hard material ” ? Tes ; I see that. It escaped my observation just now.
11986. Take the item “ excavation in tunnels in more or less har'd materials ” for sewers, pipe sewers, 
subducts, &e. ? Tes ; I see that.
11987. Do you sec that on the longitudinal section ? Tes ; the words, “ more or less hard material,” 
occur there.
11988. And does the schedule agree with the longitudinal section in that respect? Tes.

< 11989. Then, take the item, “excavation in tunnel in solid rock ” ? Tes ; I see that also on the longitudinal 
sections. I did not see it at first. I only noticed “ clay and iron band ” before.
11990. Tou notice that there are a number of bores given in the longitudinal section, indicating the ■
nature of the ground as far as possible at the position of those bores ? Tes.
11991. Tou see that these bores in some instances are 5 or 6 chains apart, and in other cases they are 
closer ? Tes.
11992.- Do you not think that between these bores there is room for a variation of material such as you 
spoke of just now ? I do not think so. It would not vary very much anyhow.
11993. Take, for iustance, the bores on the IllawarraBoad at 3 miles 24 chains, at 3 miles 30 chains ;—do 
you not think there is sufficient distance between those bores to allow for a variation of the ground in 
the tunnelling ? Look at the natural surface of the ground. I should not expect myself to find very 
much difference. The formation would lead me to suppose that there would not be much difference.
11994. But does not the ground in the neighbourhood of Sydney jump up and down in the most 
unaccountable way ? Tes ; in building I have found pockets of ironstone, and I have also found pipe
clay in the heart of rock, as it were. "
11995. I suppose that those who have been actually engaged in the execution of this tunnel work would 
be likely to know whether the ground goes up and down ? They would have more experience than I 
have in that matter. I have no experience in tunnelling.
11996. Does not shale differ very much ? Tes ; some is very close and some is open.
11997. And some is soft and some is hard ? Tes.
11998.. Coming now to your own prices for Contract 69, I would like you to say, in connection with item
21, timber ordered to be left in the trenches as specified,” whether you consider that your 6s. per cubic 
foot is a fair price ? Tes ; it would not have been there if we had not thought it a fair price. We went 
into these quantities upon our own knowledge, and nobody else’s. We may be high, or we may be low, 
but that is our opinion. ■
11999. Take the 9-inch internal diameter subducts, item No. 25:—what do you say about that price ?
That is a fair price. J J r
12000. Do you know what it includes ? It includes the 9-ineh pipes, I suppose. The office rate is only 6s.
It would show that we tendered too high, I suppose. 12001,
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A. Dean. 12001. The schedule would show that Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co., in the case of that particular item, 
came absurdly low ? Tes.

10 Aug., 1896. 12002. Then take your price for glazed stoneware pipes, 9-inch diameter, item 39 ? Tes ; it is 5s. Tour 
price is also 5s., singularly enough.
12003. How is it that there is such a difference between item 25 and item 39 ? I cannot tell.
12004. There is a marked difference in your prices, is there not? Tes.
12005. And apparently for the same work ? Tes.
12006. His Honor.'] Might it be that you take one item to include the excavation ? I expect that is so. 
The subducts in hard rock would include the excavation.
12007. It is evident to you that you have included what was not specified, and, moreover, what was not 
included by the other contractors, looking at their prices? Tes.
12008. Mr. Davis^] Will you tell His Honor what you meant by your answer to Question 11,420 when 
you said that the amount would be £3,000 below Carter, G-ummow, & Co. when the work was completed, 
and that you had not gone into the figures ? My sons told me that they bad gone into the matter. They 
told me that if they had taken the figures as Carter, Gummow, & Co. had done—that is, so many items at 
9d,, so many items at 4s., and so many items at Id.—it would have brought down our estimate so much that 
we should have been £3,000 below Carter, G-ummow, & Co.
12009. In other words, if you had tendered at Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s rates you would have been £3,000 
less than they were ? Tes.
12010. How can you explain that ? I cannot say ; my sons went into that matter.
12011. What you mean to say, in other words, is that if you had put in a different tender it would have 
come out differently? Ho ; there is no meaning in that. What I mean is that if we had adopted the 
plan adopted by this firm our tender would have been much lower. I am giving you this information not 
from my own figures, but from what my sons have told me.
12012. His Honor.] That would be by lowering those items which look as if they were not intended to 
be carried out at all ?• Tes.
12013. Mr. Davis.] Tou said the other day that you did not like fatty sand? Tes.
12014. Had you in your mind the Bourke-street drift sand or crushed sandstone ? Crushed sandstone. 
12015. Have you used any ? Bor mortar. It makes very fine mortar.
12016. Where did you get your crushed sandstone from ? From the rock near the work.
12017. I suppose you would say that the sandstone of Sydney varies very much in character ? Tes ; of 
course some is much cleaner than others. ’ .
12018. Suppose you knew that tests had been made of crushed sandstone, and that in those tests, when 
compared with other tests made under precisely the same conditions with sand from the Nepean Eiver,

' the crushed sandstone came out at the top, higher than the Nepean sand—would you say that that 
would prove that it was the better sand ? I do not believe in those tests at all; I believe in actual work- 
I would rather have the tests of bricklayers or plasterers than all your scientific tests. I have no faith 
in them.
12019. I once heard of a man who said that he could tell the strength of cement by tasting it; do you 
believe in that ? No. I do not wish to be taken as speaking disrespectfully of scientific tests. All I say 
is, that tests can be applied equally well in a practical way in connection with actual work.
12020. His Honor.] Do you not know that science after all is only practice put into a definite, clear, and 
regular, form ? Exactly. '
12021. Mr. Davis.] What you would be afraid of in connection with the crushed sandstone would be the 
shrinkage? Not only that, but the fatty nature of the sand kills the cement. It has a different effect 
upon the lime.
12022. Would you be afraid of the shrinkage ? I should.
12023. When do you suppose that that would take place ? I could not tell.
12024. It would take place in connection with the setting, or when ? It might be a year or two before 
it would take place.
12025. Do you think that any shrinkage which would take place would occur within three years ? I 
could not tell you. What I say is, that I would not use sandstone for cement, speaking from my own 

• practice, because I know it to be of a fatty nature tending to kill tho cement. In mortar it is a very
good thing, because it enters the key very freely.
12026. Did you say that you agreed with Mr. M:Credie in his statement in connection with Contract 77 ? 
Tes. He sent me some prices and asked me if I thought them fair, and I said I did.
12027. What items did he send you ? I really forget now.
12028. I am speaking of prices, not quantities ? They were sent in to me, and I gave them to my son and 
asked him to compare them with our own rates. He did so, and said that the prices were very fair.
12029. Tou are not prepared to go into the details of those items ? No.
12030. Perhaps your son will be able to do so ? Tes.
12031. Have you been on to the work at Johnstone’s Creek? No.
12032. Mr. Garter!] What did you understand by Mr. Parkes’ question as to our being in the know ? I 
said I could not tell. "
12033. Suppose you took it to mean or to imply that Carter, Gummow, & Co. had had a large and varied 
experience in sewerage construction—do you not think as a contractor that they, with all their experience, 
extending over ten or twelve years, in nothing but sewerage works, would have an advantage over 
contractors like yourself who confine their operations almost exclusively to building construction ? 
Decidedly ; every man to his trade. With reference to the information afforded by the sections, and, 
speaking from a builder’s point of view, what I mean to say is that if I were erecting a building under 
such conditions and were asked if I expected to find.three or four different strata according to this plan, 
I should say that I did not, and that I expected to find nothing but one stratum all through the particular 
section to which I referred.
12034. But suppose these particular contractors, through their large experience, risked a little and plunged 
in their prices as it were ? I should not like to do so.
12035. But your opinion would not govern the action of other persons ? The opinion of a man who had 
had twenty or even fifty years experience might not deter another contractor from taking his quantities 
out at a guess.
12036. Suppose you call it taking a risk rather than guessing ? I should not call it so.

12037.
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12037. But that might be the case ? I impute no motives ; all I say is that I would not do such a thing. Dean.
I do not believe in it. ■»—
12038. If a contractor’s prices include only payments to him covering material and labour, do you not 10Aug.,1896. 
think that 10 per cent, is rather a low amount to put on for profit, supervision, plant, and everything 
else ? I should be very glad to get it upon all my contracts, and I suppose I have carried out as many 
contracts as has any man living in this city. Brains and plant will enable one man to do a thing cheaper 
than it can be done by another man. One man may not have the ability, or having the ability he may not 
have the experience, and it may cost him more to carry out tlje work on that account. Of course, if a 
contractor happens to possess plant, it will enable him to tender for a job more cheaply than another 
contractor who perhaps has to buy the plant; or, if he has ability, he may be able to get work done more 
cheaply than it can be done by a man who has no brains.
12039. Sis Sonor.1 Still you put in something, I suppose, for wear and tear of both plant and brains ?
Of course ; but the possession of plant enables us to take a job more cheaply than we could take it for if 
we had to buy the plant. '
12040. Mr. Carter.'] Suppose the prices given to include the exact cost of labour and material, are we 
not supposed to get more than 10 per cent, in addition to that in cases where we have to find plant and 
supervision and take the risk ? I should be quite satisfied with 10 per cent.

Benjamin Rhodes sworn and examined :—
12041. Mr. ParTces.] What is your calling ? I am a contractor. B. Rhodes.
12042. Have you had much experience in contracting ? Yes; I have had a great deal of experience in ^
sewerage work—in fact, since I was 13 years of age. 10 Aug., 1896
12043. What sewers have you built for the Government? We have constructed a great deal of work for .
the Water and Sewerage Board. We have undertaken contracts at Waverley, Woollahra, Itedfern, and 
The Glebe.
12044. In connection with these sewerage contracts had you to fork the sandstone ballast? Yes; we 
had always to fork the sandstone. We had always to take the fine stuff out.
12045. Will you describe the method adopted by the Government inspectors and engineers in getting 
concrete made for these sewerage works ? In the case of the Lewisham job—the first job we ever had 
under the sewerage construction (a storm-water sewer)—we had to fork the whole of the stone, and the 
fine stuff which came out of the stone we had to screen. For a while we were allowed to use a certain 
proportion of that with Nepean River sand. •
12046. Sandstone in conjunction with Nepean River sand ? Yes ; but after some time we were stopped 
from doing that, although the sand was washed. We washed a lot of it, and one day Mr. Davis came on 
to the job and condemned the heap we had washed, and would not allow us to use any more crushed 
sandstone for that class of work. He said we must use nothing but Nepean River sand. We had a 
great deal of trouble over that matter, and were put about a good deal. I consider that we were dealt 
with rather unfairly, and I have kept a sample of the Nepean River sand which was condemned in 
connection with that work. It was condemned on account of its being rather fine. I thought it rather 
unfair that wre should be allowed to use the crushed sandstone with the Nepean sand for some time, and 
that then the practice should have been suddenly stopped. There must have been something wrong about 
that.
12047. What I want to know is this—in the making of the concrete were you compelled to fork the 
sandstone ? Yes.
12048. What portion were you allowed to use of the stone which was not forked ? We used the forked 
portion and the residue we had to screen. We were allowed to use a certain proportion of that with the 
Nepean River sand.
12049. In the making of concrete have you ever tested the quantity of cement in the proportions of four 
two and one of bluestone concrete ? Yes ; bluestone concrete made with l-j-inch metal, and mixed in the 
proportion of four, two, and one, will give about 20 cubic feet for one cask.
12050. That is from your experience ? Yes.
12051. And what will sandstone concrete in the proportions of five, two, and one, make ? About 24 cubic 
feet.
12052. Have you ever used any of the seven, three, and two, concrete ? No, I cannot say that I have.
12053. I suppose the Government inspectors are strict in seeing that you get a uniform proportion of 
cement through your work ? Yes ; they are very strict. From what I can hear we had two of the most 
strict inspectors in the ^Department sent onto our work directly we started. They were sent from a 
contract at North Shore—one of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contracts.
12054. Who were they ? Reid and Harris.
12055. Did you ever have any conversation with either of them as to their coming to your work ? No; 
not on that matter.
12056. What sort of man did you find Reid? He was a very strict man—very strict. A good man for 
the Department, no doubt. I consider that in that class of work there should always be a certain amount 
of give and take. Reid kept us strictly up to specification.
12057. Did he quarrel with your men? No ; he was not a quarrelsome man. He was a very fair man in 
that respect. .
120o8. \ou tendered for Contract 77, did you not? Yes. I took a great deal of pains in going into 
that job. It was a job I should very much have liked to get, and I took extra trouble, going into the 
matter most minutely. I think it was only right that there should be absolutely fair fighting between 
contractors for a job of that kind. If the Department considered that a lump sum tender was necessary 
for a job of that description, then we, as well as the other contractors, had a right to put in a lump sum 
tender.
12059. Was there anything to preclude you from carrying out the work upon the Monier" system ?
Nothing whatever.
12060. Did you expect that the Department would have called for tenders upon the Monier system if they 
wished it adopted ? I thought there should have been a plan on the table for the work upon that svstem, 
so that we might have put in alternative tenders. "

12061.
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B. Rhodes. 12061. Do you recollect the specification in Contract 77 sufficiently to say that it contained a clause 
providing for iron tie-rods in the concrete wired together ? Yes; I do remember that. There were some 

10 Aug., 1896. tie-rods to be used in the sewer itself. There were no tie-bars or anything of that kind in the arch work. 
12062. But there were in the carrier ? Yes.
12063. If any ordinary contractor could put that work in, could he not put in the Monier work ? 
Certainly. -
12064. Do you know of anything which would preclude an ordinary contractor from carrying out the 
Monier system ? No ; I do not.
12065. Have you, since this contract was let to Carter, Gummow, & Co., had a look into the quantities of 
the Monier plan and prices ? I had a look at the quantities.
12066. And you have priced them ? Yes ; for instance, take the 3 to 1 compo. I consider that the 
material and labour of the 3 to l compo. would be worth £1 6s. 7d. per cubic yard. There would be 
two casks of cement at 9s. 6d.; 24 ft. of sand at 3s. 6d.; the labour in mixing and watering, Is.; and the 
placing in position, 3s. 6d.; making a total of £1 6s. 7d. for the compo. Then the special 5, 3, and 2 con
crete comes out as follows:—1 cask of cement, 9s. 6d.; 10 ft. of metal, at 11s. 6d. per yard, 4s. 4d. ; 6 ft. 
of sand, at 3s. 6d., 9d.; or a total of 14s. 7d.—or say £1 7s. per yard. I allow for the -labour in mixing 
2s. 6d., and for the placing in position 3s. 6d., making a total of £1 13s. The ironwork would be worth 
about 6s. a cubic yard and the centering 3s., bringing the total up to 43s.
12067. If you were tendering is that the price you would submit ? I should be perfectly willing to 
construct the work at that price.

t 12068. Would you be bound in a full value penal bond for the construction of the work at that price ?
Yes; certainly. ,
12069. You would have been willing to take the risk at that price? Yes.
12070. So that there would have been nothing at all to preclude.you from tendering if you had had the 
opportunity ? Nothing whatever. _
12071. In the making of the concrete is it not a good thing to have the stone so proportioned as fo allow 
of about an ith joint between different particles of the stone ? Yes ; it is a very good plan for binding 
purposes.
12072. What would be the effect of a joint as fine as a piece of paper? That would be rather too fine. 
12073. Is flat stone a good thing for the making of concrete ? No ; I would rather have it rough ; the 
rougher the better for the concrete.
12074. In what shape ? Angular in. shape would be best.
12075. In pretty uniform bulk? Yes.
12076. You were one of the contractors who waited upon me with some complaint ? I was one of four 
who waited upon you one day. I went to see you simply on account of what seemed to me very unfair 
treatment. I thought we ought to be put on the same footing as other contractors, who, I thought, were 
getting an undue preference.
12077. Take Contract 79 ; was my attention called to the manner in which the substitution of blasting 
for guttering and gadding had been made ;—was that one of the things pointed out to me ? I do not 
recollect it.
12078. Sis Sonor.'] Do you remember the schedule being produced ? No. _
12079. Mr. Parkes.] Was any complaint made to me with regard to the letting of Contract 79a without 
tender ? Yes ; that was very much spoken of. . _ _
12080. Do you recollect my attention being drawn to a certain item -in that schedule in connection with 
excavation work ? No ; I do not recollect that.
12081. The schedule was not produced; but do you not recollect the statement being made as to a certain 
item in the schedule ? I do not recollect anything about that.
12082. Mr. Paris.] Who was with you on the occasion when you went to see Mr. Parkes? On the first 
occasion, Mr. Williams, Mr. Butcher, and Mr. Ewing.
12083. On how many days did you see Mr. Parkes ? I saw him twice.
12084. On the second occasion who was there ? Mr. Gilliver was with us then.
12085. Who else in addition ? Mr. Williams, Mr. Ewing, and Mr. Maddison, if I remember rightly. 
12086. What took place on tho first occasion ? I met Mr. Williams, and he spoke to me on the matter. 
AVe talked the thing over, and we thought it advisable to see Mr. Parkes in reference to the maimer in 
which Carter, Gummow, & Co. got Contract 77. That was the principal reason of our going to him. I 
considered that we had a perfect right to put in a tender at a lump sum as well as had Carter, Gummow, 
& Co.
12087. Did Mr. Williams suggest that you should go and see Mr. Parkes ? Yes ; he and I talked the 
matter over, and we thought it advisable to see Mr. Parkes. •
12088. Mr. Williams is acting as general organiser to you contractors ? No.
12089. Have you seen Mr. Parkes more than twice ? I have seeu Mr. Parkes twice during the inquiry— 
that is two days on which I have been sent for. I saw him one day last week.
12090. What occurred on the second occasion, when you waited upon him as a deputation ? Nothing in 
particular transpired. We talked over several matters in connection with contracts.
12091. But nothing in particular was said ? No.
12092. Your grievance seems to have been that you were not allowed a fair show at the tender-box, as 
you think, in connection with the letting of Contract 77 ? Yes ; I was very much dissatisfied with that. 
12093. As far as the tendering for the departmental design is concerned, I suppose you have no reason to 
complain about that? No.
12094. What was your tender ? Thirteen per cent, below schedule.
12095. How did you rank in the number ? I suppose we ranked seventh or eighth on the list.
12096. So that you were quite out of it? Yes; certainly. At the same time, I thought when I was 
tendering for it that it was a most elaborate design. I thought, somehow, that it would never be carried 
out. It is a funny coincidence that I made that remai’k to my partner. I told him I thought the design 
would never be carried out.
12097. Sis Sonor.] Why was that ? I thought it rather an elaborate design for a sewer.
12098. Too ornamental do you mean ? Bather too ornamental—too costly.
12099. Mr. Paris.] Did you think Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price was very high considering 
the class of work they had to do ? No ; I thought 28| per cent, off was a very low price.

12100.
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12100. Do you think Mr. McSweeney should know anything about work ? He should do so; he has B. Rhodes, 
carried out a lot of it.
12101. In view of the fact that Mr. McSweeney is only 3 per cent, above Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price, 10 Aug.,1896. 
what would you say ? 3 per cent, makes very little difference.
12102. What do you think of your own tender ? I should like to have got the job at that price.
12103. Assuming that the Monier structure, according to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender, is of the 
same value as the departmental proposal, would you not have been proportionately higher in your tender 
for the Monier work ;—is not that probable ? No ; I do not think so.
12104. Tou would have been specially low for the Monier design, you think, if you had had a chance to 
construct it ? Tes. •
12105. That accounts for your price of 43s. per cubic yard ? Tes.
12106. Tou think that is a low price? No ; I do not think it is a low price. It is a fair working price.
12107. Would it be at all on the same lines as your tender for the departmental design ? Tes.
12108. About in proportion ? Tes.
12109. As to the sandstone concrete, did you use crushed sandstone when you made concrete at Lewisham ?
Tes ; and Nepean Eiver sand.
12110. Was it not at your request that the forking was done ? No ; we were compelled to fork it.
12111. On account of what was that ? The inspectors compelled us to fork the stone.
12112. Were they doing anything outside of the specification ? I do not think they could have compelled 
us under the specification ; but, of course, if we had objected to it we might have been compelled to screen 
it, which would have been more costly.
12113. In other words, it was cheaper to fork the stone than to screen it? It was a little cheaper. Of 
course, in this case, there was screening to some extent after the forking.
12114. It paid you to screen it to get sand for use on the contract ? Tes. The fine stuff being much 
cheaper than Nepean Eiver sand.
12115. The sandstone you have spoken of was broken on the ground in heaps ? Tes.
12116. It was broken on clayey ground, was it not ? Tes ; on good hard ground, principally.
12117. After the sand had been broken, and when it was forked up into the gauge-box, there would be 
left behind a quantity of'sand and small stuff, would there not ? Tes.
12118. Would that small stuff not be mixed to some extent with material from the ground on which the 
stone had been broken ? It would, certainly.
12119. Was not that the reason why its use was objected to? No.
12120. Are you in a position to say that ? Tes. I am perfectly satisfied that that sand was equally as 
good as the sand that we are using at tho present time.
12121. And are you in a position to say that the reason I have mentioned is the reason why the sand was 
condemned? It is a funny thing that after it had been washed, and after it had been in use for some 
time, it should have been condemned.
12122. But can you say that that was not the reason why it was condemned? I am perfectly satisfied 
that it was not condemned on that account.
12123. Have you carried out much bluestone concrete ? A considerable extent of it, especially in man
holes.
12124. In small man-holes ? Tes.
12125. What sort of stone have you used? One and a half inch metal.
12126. Where was it obtained from ? Principally from Puller & Co.
12127. Was it hand-broken or machine-broken? Machine-broken.
12128. What shape was it—was it flaky or angular? It was inclined to be flaky.
12129. So that the metal which Mr. Parkes asked you about just now you have actually used? Tes.
12130. It is a general practice to use it ? Tes ; ordinary 1^-inch metal, broken in a machine.
12131. It is very flaky as a rule ? Tes.
12132. Very fine ? Of course, you get a lot of fine stuff with it. It pays the contractors to get all the 
fine stuff they can. It is disallowed, I know.
12133. Why ? Because it would be more bulky after being mixed—the fine stuff being mixed with the 
coarse stone. * -
12134. It makes more concrete ? Tes.

• 12135. Have you read the specification as to the bluestone to bo used in concrete ? Tes.
12136. What impression have you as to the intent of the specification with regard to the size of stone 
that is to be used ? It is supposed to be l^-inch blue-metal, gauged in the proportions of 4, 2, and 1.
12137. Has anyone ever objected to your using stone below li-inch, provided there was no dust in it?
It has been objected to.
12138. By whom? By Inspector Coulson principally.
12139. In any work I have had to do with have you ever found it objected to ? No ; I have used very 
little concrete under you in the way of bluestone concrete. It has been principally sandstone concrete.
12140. Tou said just now to Mr. Parkes that you did not think the other contractors, as compared with 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., had been treated properly;—you said you thought that undue preference had 
been given to Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
12141. Upon what grounds do you say that ? On the ground of their tender being accepted for 
Contract 77 for tho construction of the work on the Monier system.
12142.. Have you any other ground ? Tes ; I do not think it is fair that they should have got the North 
Shore job without tenders being called. I refer to the extension of Contract 79a.
12143. Tou thought they should not have got that work ; but suppose the Minister of the day, who had 
the. matter in his hands, thought differently from you—suppose he thought they had a perfect right 
to it ?. 1 suppose he had a right to please himself. He had the power in his hands. Of course, I was 
dissatisfied. 1
12144. Itis Honor.~\ What is the reason you object to the screening ? Because the forking was cheaper.
12145. How comes the forking to be cheaper than the screening? In forking the metal you just run the 
fork in under the heap of metal. If you have to cart it you throw it into a cart. If vour gaugiog-board 
is sufficiently near you fork it off the heap into the gauge-box. ' '
.12146. It is the labour that is saved in forking? Tes.
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B. Rhodes. 12147. You save the metal in screening and iho labour in forking ? Yes. We were using Nepean sand, 
-n and it did not make much difference to us. We were not allowed to use more than a certain proportion 

10 Aug.,1896. of screening from the stone in the gauge box with the Nepean River sand, and I thought it unfair that 
we should have been allowed to use the screening and Nepean River sand for a lot of the work, and should 
suddenly have been prevented from doing so.
12148. Your screening would make a good deal of stuff useless to you ? Yes.
12149. You would get a good deal more stuff from the screening than you would be allowed to use ? Yes. 
12150. So that you would have no object in screening for that purpose ? No.
12151. Still it would save the stone in the concrete, and give you better bulking ? Yes.
12152. Labour however, came in as an element, making it cheaper on the whole to fork? Yes. .
12153. Mr. Davis.'] As to your price of 43s. per cubic yard for compo., have you had any experience to 
guide you in arriving at that conclusion as to the value of the work ? I have had a good deal of 
experience in concrete, in different proportions of concrete, and it does not make a great deal of difference. 
12154. You think there is very little difference between the work which is being carried out on the Monier 
system at Johnstone’s Creek and ordinary concrete work ? There is a little difference.
12155. On that basis you arrive at the conclusion that the work is worth 43s. per cubic yard ? Yes. 
12156. Mis Honor.] You have produced to-day a sample of the Nepean sand which you say was 
condemned ? Yes.
12157. You say that that was rejected by Mr. Davis ? Yes.
12158. On what grounds ? Because it was considered rather fine.
12159. Mr. Davis.] As a matter of fact two qualities of Nepean sand are provided, are they not ? 1
think they are. . .
12160. They are at different rates, are they not ? Even if they are, I am under the impression that we 
paid the higher rate, but my partner would be better able than I am to give you particulars as to that. 
12161. At any rate the sand specified in the sewerage specifications is the best Nepean sand? Nepean 
sand or sand equal to it as per sample in the office.
12162. That sample is the best Nepean sand? Yes.

■ 12163. But there is another quality beside that ? I know that we were paying for the best. _
12164. His Honor.] Perhaps you were not getting it ? Perhaps it was not quite as coarse as the sand in 
the office, but I am quite prepared to say that Nepean River sand is far before the crushed sandstone 
which we are using at the present time. It may be a little bit detrimental to me to say so. I remember 
making the remark to my foreman upon the work that if I were an engineer I would not allow that fine 
stuff out of the stone to be used in with the Nepean River sand. _

' 12165. What are you using crushed sandstone in now ? In the contract we are doing at Double Bay
under Mr. Davis.
12166. Is there concrete work there? Yes; it is principally pipe-lying. There is concrete round the 
pipes and there are concrete manholes.
12167. How long have you been allowed to use crushed sandstone there ? We have been allowed to use 
it since we started.
12168. When did you start ? About 8 months ago. _
12169. Who is in charge of the contract—who is. supervising it for the Government ? Mr. Davis.
12170. So that he seems to pin his faith to crushed sandstone, as far as you are concerned? Yes ; he 
has been perfectly satisfied up to date. . _
12171. Did you request to be allowed to use crushed sandstone, or how did you come to use it on that 
job ? Because the other contractors had been using it. _
12172. Did you ask leave to be allowed to use it ? No. I had a sample sent to the office which passed 
the required test.
12173. And you went on using it without any objection? Yes. _
12174. Mr. Davis.] You requested that the sample should be sent? I do not remember that. I think 
I sent a sample without being asked.
12175. His Honor.] Where does the stone come from ? Prom North Shore.
12176. And some of it is considered good? Yes. It is considered very good. Some of it is, of 
course, inferior to the other ; there is no doubt about that. No doubt there is good stone there. If you 
could get first-class sandstone it would compare favourably with the Nepean River sand.
12177. You do not know whether the sand from this stone has actually passed a better test than the 
Nepean River sand ? No, I do not.
12178. Mr. Darter.] Where do you get the crushed sandstone from at North Shore ? That I could not 
tell you. _
12179. I ask you because in your estimate for compo. this morning you allow 3s. 6d. per yard for sand ? 
Yes. That would be Is. less than we are paying—4s. 6d. Knowing you had a crushing machine at Annan- 
dale I made my estimate accordingly. _
12180. I may tell you that our sand comes from North Shore, three miles further off than does your 
sand. Do you think that, under those circumstances, 3s. 6d. would be a fair valuation ? No; I should 
think 4s. 6d. would be a fair valuation. _ _
12181. Supposing we pay 5s. ? Of course, I was under the impression that you were using some of the 
stone that came out of your tunnel; I thought you were crushing a lot of that stone out at Annandale. 
12182. If we had the stone given to us for nothing it would not be fair for you to take that into con
sideration in valuing the work. You would have to take the market rates in making your valuation. You 
must not take the rates which we as individuals are paying. You must take the market rates 12 months 
ago ? We will call it 4s. 6d.; I will put on the extra shilling.
12183. Referring to the Monier system, do you know as a matter of fact whether we had a patent for 
that system ? The specification distinctly states that if there is any patent in the contract the contractor 
must pay the royalty on that patent. _
12184. Were you prepared to pay the royalty, and do the work for the price you have mentioned? Yes. 
12185. Do you know what the royalty is ? Prom what I have heard 1 think it is 15 per cent, on the iron
work. .
12186. Referring to the putting in of a lump sum tender, had you not as much liberty to put in a lump 
sum tender as we had ? There was nothing in the specification as to that.

■ 12187.
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12187. But there was nothing to prevent you from putting in a lump sum tender had you chosen to do Rhodes.
so ? I think it would have been against the rules and regulations of the Tender Board. I know I thought ,---- ■'i
so at that time. 10 Aug., 1896.
12188. Are their any rules bearing upon that point—to what rule do you refer ? I mean the rules for 
the system of tendering upon schedule rates. I do not know of anyone else doing what you refer to. I 
know that you also put in a lump sum tender for the Manly contract, and that it was not accepted.
12189. Our lump sum tender in that case you say was not accepted, so that there 'must have been some 
special reason for the acceptance of our lump sum tender in the case of the Balmain contract? Yes.
12190. Mr. Parhes7\ In answer to Mr. Davis you said, as to the concrete in No. 77, that you took it as 
ordinary concrete—7, 3, and 2 ? What I thought I said was that it was similar work.
12191. The concrete used is 5, 3, and 2 ; would that be superior to 7, 3, and 2 ? Yes ; I should think it was.
12192. What makes it superior ? There would be less stone in it.
12193. And more cement ? Yes ; more binding power.
12194. That is what makes it superior ? Yes.
12195. It is not by Crowding in stone that you make concrete stronger ? No.

Samuel Butcher, sworn and examined :—
12196. Mr. Parkes.] What is your occupation ? I am a contractor. S. Butcher.
12197. Have you carried out any sewerage works ? I have carried out .a good many of those works for .---- —■
the Water and Sewerage Board, but I have not done much of it for the Public Works Department. 10 Aug., 1896. 
12198. Have you done much concrete work ? Yes, for the Water and Sewerage Board, for manholes, &c.
12199. As to the bluestone concrete 4, 2, and 1—that is a Water and Sewerage Board specification, is it 
not ? Yes.
12200. How much cement goes to a yard in that case ? About a cask and a third to the cubic yard.
12201. Have you ever measured up sandstone concrete to see what it will go ? A cask will go to about 
24 feet.
12202. In mixing that concrete, do you use a fork to lift the metal? Yes ; that is customary.
12203. Is it a regulation of the Department that the metal must be forked ? Yes ; we always do that.
12204. Do the Inspectors make you fork it? Yes.
12205. Have you ever done any work lately under the Department? Yes ; I have a contract at Blue’s 
Point—No. 122. Previous to that I have carried out a pipe contract for the Department.
12206. Of what does Contract 122 consist ? It is mostly tunnel work—bluestone concrete and brickwork.
12207. In that case are you made to fork ? I have not started the concrete yet. I am not ready for it yet.
12208. Which makes the most adhesive concrete—that which has a fair joint of cement running through 
it or that which has a thin joint of cement in the interstices ? I should think the cement with the thicker 
joint.
12209. The concrete has to rely upon the cement? Yes.
12210. Mr. Davis ] Did you wait upon Mr. Parkes ? Yes ; I was one of those who waited upon him as a 
deputation in the interests of contractors to try to prevent the letting of contracts privately without 
calling for tenders, and also the granting of concessions to certain firms.
12211. What were the contracts privately let to which you referred ? There were three extensions at 
North Shore let to Carter, Gummow, & Co. without tendering, at a cost of £16,000 or £17,000. These 
extensions have been completed some months ago, and the work cannot be utilised for some time to come.
We thought it unjust that contracts should be let in that manner.
12212. What other contracts had you in your mind? That is all, with the exception of Contract 77, 
which was tendered for at schedule rates, and was let to Carter, Gummow, & Co. upon their lump sum 
tender.
12213. That you objected to ? Yes.
12214. I suppose you would grant that even while the contractors are entitled to fair play and justice 
the Minister would be supreme in all such matters ? I cannot answer that.
12215. With regard to the thick joints in between the stones in concrete—what would you say the 
thickness of a joint should be ;—have you any very decided opinion as to whether there should be much 
or little ? No.

'12216. You have not gone into that subject from a scientific standpoint ? No.
12217. Has the sandstone you have used been knapped stone? Yes ; broken with a hammer.
12218. And you say the fork has been used by regulation ? Yes.
12219. Where do you find the regulation ? In the specification.
12220. Which specification ? They always order it to be forked in lieu of screening.
12221. But what specification are you referring to ? The Water and Sewerage Board’s specification.
12222. You do not know whether in connection with Contract 122 any forking is specified there ? I have 
not noticed it. It is all bluestone concrete on that contract.
12223. Is there not a clause as to the elimination of sand, as in all other contracts ? I believe there is ; 
but I have not noticed it.

George M'Credie, recalled and further examined :—
12224. Mr. Parkes.] I believe you wish to make some alterations in your former evidence in which you G. M'Credie. 
described how you made your tests for your brickwork, and referred to the quantity of cement going into ^
it;—I believe you wish to illustrate what you then said? Yes. On 31st July, Mr. Davis asked me 10 Aug., 1896.
some questions as to the size of the bricks. You will see the matter to which I refer at Question 10,459.
On reading the evidence after it had been handed to me for revision, I thought I had, perhaps, made a 
mistake, but on getting the bricks I find that that is not so. I have brought you some bricks to-day 
which were used in our tests, and you will be able to see the exact size of them, so that there may be no 
mistake.
12225. Mr. Davis] Did you select the bricks ? They are taken out of the stack we tested.
12226. But did you select these bricks specially? No.
12227. They are a fair sample of the bricks you used ? Yes ; they measure 9 inches long, and they are 
barely 4J inches wide. I remember your asking me how closely we put the two bricks together in the

9-inch
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G. M'Credie. 9-inch work, and you implied that there would be an inch joint. As a matter of fact, the bricks were 
only 4i inches. I produce to-day some of the bricks we used in the wall test, and also some of the 

10 Aug., 1896. bricks we used in the arch test. You will notice that in the bricks used in the arch there is no frog.
They are rough, wire-cut bricks. We found that it took half a cask to do a yard in the arch, and in the 
wall we found that it took more.
12228. Mr. Parkes^] Where the bricks are specially radiated, the joint would be smaller ? The joint 
would be a little smaller.
12229. The other day you inadvertently said 4 inches instead of 4i inches P Yes. _
12230. Mr. I)avisThat would allow for a collar-joint ? It allows for what you call a collar-joint in 
9-inch work. '
12231. You have therefore allowed for a collar-joint P There is a clause in the specification which says:—

112; Wherever concrete is to be built on to and against brickwork, or brickwork on to and against concrete, the latter 
in each case to be well wetted and grouted, and then to be covered with a coat of cement mortar, collar-joint, t inch thick, 
before the concrete or brickwork is built against it.

113. Prior to commencing any concrete or brickwork which has to be built on to and against rock faces, all shaken and 
loose rock to be removed, all rock surfaces to be well cleaned, washed, and wetted, and all beds, open joints, and spaces 
between concrete or brickwork and rock faces, to be carefully filled in with cement mortar, and flushed and grouted every 
course as the brickwork proceeds ; and the cost of thus preparing rock faces, washing, grouting, flushing, &c., to be included in, 
and covered by, the Schedule price per cube yard for the concrete and brickwork herein referred to.
Clause 11 also says:—

11. Bricks to be double-pressed, of well-mixed material of approved quality and uniform fineness ; to be new, sound, 
hard, and well-burnt, kiln bricks, free from cracks and all other defects, equal in every respect to the sample brick to be seen 
at the Engineer’s otfice. They are to have sharp arrises, and to be of approved dimensions, form, and colour, and, when 
ordered, to be specially moulded. Radiating and specially-formed bricks to be provided for all segmental shafts. All bricks 
to be subjected to the following tests

(а) Tensile strength.—The tensile strength to be tested, in the departmental testing machine, by laying the brick 
horizontally on its base of 3 inches, between supports 7 inches apart, and the strain applied across the centre of the 
brick. An average breaking strain of twelve bricks to be taken, which must not be less than 8,000 lb.

(б) Torosity.—Bricks immersed in water for twenty-four hours must not increase in weight more than 3 per cent.
Should the twelve bricks fracture under the foregoing average strain, or prove more porous than 3 per cent., then the

Engineer may reject the whole stack of bricks from which the twelve bricks were taken.
12232. Mr. ParisesP\ You have made further tests of what concrete will consume in the way of cement, 
if carried out entirely with all the small stone and everything in, in relation to the contracts which have 
been referred to ? Yes.
12233. Will you read your report ? Yes ; it is as follows :—

Dear Sir, 250, Pitt-street, Sydney, 10 August, 1896.
As requested by you, we have made a further test of the sandstone and bluestone concrete as specified by the 

Sewerage Construction Department, dispensing this time with the use of the fork.
The ballast in each case was shovelled from the large heaps upon which it had been knapped, and placed upon an 

eighth of an inch screen. There it was washed, and all that did not pass through the screen was shovelled into the gauge- 
box. We followed the same method of testing as previously described in our report of the 23rd ult., and the ballast con
tained a very large proportion of stone the size of a pea.

The results were as follows :—
First—Sandstone concrete. Proportions specified—1 cement, 2 sand, 5 stone. The sand and cement entirely disap

peared in the sandstone, showing that it would require 1 ’35 casks of cement for each cubic yard of concrete, as we previously' 
reported.

Fecond—Bluestone concrete. Proportions specified—1 cement, 2 sand, 4 stone. This showed a slight increase in 
bulk, amounting to one-twenty-fourth, or equal to 1'6172 casks of cement per cubic yard.

Providing that the Department did not insist on having the ballast forked, and allowed the concrete to be made as 
we have done in this test, the deduction of cement would be 553 casks in Contracts G9, 79, and 79a, and ten casks in the 
remaining contracts.

We may say that these tests w'cre, as in the former instances, made in the presence of Messrs. A. L. M'Credie and 
Geo. Donald. We are, &c.,

• GEORGE M'CREDIE,
Varney Parkes, Esq., M.L.A., Public Works Inquiry Commission. W. THOMPSON.
I should like to point out that Mr. Davis asked me the other day where I got the description of the 7, 3, 
and 2 concrete. I find in looking up the papers that it came out of Contract 77. The clause is as follows :—

11. Concrete Work.
The concrete to be used in foundations of all piers, and in all piers and abutment piers, for the 12-foot, 33-foot, 48- 

foot, and 57-foot, span arches up to level of springing and top of plinths, in haunches and spandrels, between and over all 
arches between external brick-facings, up to level of underside of string-course (6 inches below' invert of sewer), in retain
ing walls along road deviations and roads, round storm-water discharge pipes, round stoneware pipe where directed, and 
where ordered in any situation in the construction of these works, to be sandstone concrete of the quality specified in clause 
142 of the schedule to specification.

The concrete to be used in inner sewer lining (between brick facings) of aqueducts to be special bluestone concrete 
of the quality specified in clause 141 of the schedule to specification, except that in this instance the bluestone metal to be 
broken to a size to pass freely with its largest dimensions through a ring of f inch in diameter, to be screened and washed 
as specified in clause 140 of the schedule to specification.

The concrete to be used in lining sewers in tunnels, open cuttings, in ventilating shafts, drops, weir-chambers, 
inlets, flushing, gas-check, and other gas-chambers, and where ordered in the construction of these works to be bluestone 
concrete of the quality specified in clause 140 of the schedule to specification. The whole of the concrete work comprised 
in this contract to be commenced, executed, and completed (including the iron bond-rods in concrete lining of sewer on 
lines of aqueducts as described in clause 164 of the schedule to specification), as shown on drawings, and as specified in the 
schedule to specification in clauses 140 to 171.
12234. Will you now turn to clause 164 of Contract 77 P Yes. It is as follows :—

In conjunction with the concrete surrounding sewer, W'here the latter is built upon arches and in embankments, the 
contractor to provide, fit, place in position, and wall in with the concrete longitudinally, in each corner at top and bottom 
of concrete lining f-inch diameter bond-rods in 16-foot lengths. The ends to overlap 12 inches, and tied together with bind
ing-wire, and, transversely, §-inch diameter bond-rods 4J inches above soffit of sewer of such lengths as to fit between the 
outer brick lining, or as shall be directed, spaced 10 feet from centre to centre. The cost of providing, fitting, placing, and 
walling-in, said bond-rods to be included in the schedule price per cubic yard of concrete.
12235. Is that clause not similar to the clause in Contract 112 dealing with the hond iron ? It appears . 
to be the same.
12236. If that work were presumed to he effectual in Contract 112, would it not he effectual in Contract 
77 ? I should think so.

12237.



12237. You have not before seen the clause in the specification which you have just read ? No ; I saw it Gt. M'Credie. 
tor the first time on Saturday. ,
12238. Therefore, you did not include that iu your prices of the departmental design? No ; it is not a 10Aug,, 1896. 
very expensive item. It seems to me to he the Monier system pure and simple. The Monier system does 
not consist of the distance between the rods, but relates to the method of fixing them.
12239. As to the concrete, what was the object of putting special concrete 5, 3, and 2, in these aqueducts in 
Contract 77 ? I could not tell you. r o L u
i ooi!?’ QS all<^ a suPeri°r concrete to 7, 3, and 2 ? I could not tell you unless I went into the matter.
12241. Purely your knowledge of concrete ought to instruct you to that extent ? It depends upon what
you are going to use it for. .
12242. Is it superior or inferior concrete to 7, 3, and 2 ? It ought to be better concrete.
12243. Have you observed the carrier of Contract 77 ? Yes.
12244. Is there in it any association of small sandstone ballast with the bluestone ? There is a small 
TJ^kity °f sandstone. You can see the sandstone inside the carrier associated with the bluestone.
12245. Showing on the surface ? Yes.
12246. Is that work fairly open and irregular on the face ? Yes. Before it is rendered.
12247. Its efficiency has to rely upon the rendering ? Yes. Of course, the rendering would so well into 
that surface.
12248. Sis -Honor.] Do I understand you to say that the irregularity of the surface is an improvement ?
It is. no detriment. It makes the rendering hold on to it.
12249. It gives a better bond ? Yes.
12250- Parses.] Do not some of these inequalities penetrate almost through the whole mass of stuff?

V4.ii 6 lr0^ , ow? though on the top. It does not seem to go in as closely as it might do. You can 
ioo OH ® Pa,fOcles^of metal up against the iron. It will want well grouting when it is rendered.
12251. Ihe iron shows occasionally ? Yes, but only at the top of the carrier. It maybe that, if it is very 
carefully rendered, the rendering will go right in round the iron.
12252. Sis Honor.'] The rendering will be better than the original substance of the concrete itself—it 
will be a richer material ? Yes.
12253. Mr. JJavis.] You have told us each time you have been here that you are satisfied with the results 
wnicii you have obtained from the experiments you have made and with the figures you have put before 
the Commission are you satisfied on this occasion? Yes.

^ <i0eS slr^e yGtl your being satisfied this time is rather inconsistent with the satisfaction 
which you have expressed previously ? I do not understand what you are trying to get at. I want it to 
be understood that m dealing with these matters which have been brought before the Commission I have 
come here to tell the Commission exactly what I find. Mr. Davis is apparently endeavouring to lead me 
up to gf^e some answer which may mislead the Commission; but I have come here simply to tell the 
truth ; 1 have nothing to hide; I am here only to do my duty, and I consider that I have done it. If Mr.
Davis has any straight question to ask me, I will give him a straight answer.
1^2o5- Sts Honor.] As far as the comparison of 5, 3, and 2, and 7, 3, and 2, concrete goes, I suppose you 
would put it in tms way : That 7, 3, and 2, would be as strong a piece of concrete, if properly mixed, but 
that o, 3, and 2, would probably have better adhesive power to the iron, because of there being less 
likelihood of metal m immediate contact with the iron than would be the case with the 7, 3, and 2, 
mixture? Yes.
122q6. There \voiild be less chance of its non-adhesion from pieces of stone coming straight in contact with 
the iron bars r I cs. o D
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William Thompson recalled and further examined
12257. Mr. Parkes.] In conjunction with Mr. M'Credie, you have made further tests as to the quantity W. 
of cement which wmuld go into the various concretes ? Yes. Thompson.
12258. Will you describe to His Honor the effect of your tests ? I have already made a report upon the , 
subject, which I understand Mr. M'Credie has read. ' XOAng., 1896.
12259. You endorse that report ? Yes.
12260. You did not, in connection with Contract 77, take into your estimate of the cost of the original 
departmental plan the ironwork which is provided for in the specification, and which missed your attention ?

12261. I believe the specification provides for ironwork similar in its nature to that provided for in the 
specification of Contract 112 ? Somewhat similar.
12262. You have nothing upon which you desire to comment in connection with your concrete tests 9 
No. J
12263. Do you wish to in any way alter your evidence as to the rest of the cement tests you have made ?
No; only as indicated by our report.
12264. The object of your making the alteration to which you now refer was to keep literally to the 
meaning of the specification ? Yes ; using the screen instead of the fork.
12265. Not that it makes a great deal of difference ? No ; especially in the sandstone concrete.
12266. You yourself know very little about concrete ? No ; I do not profess to know much about it.
12267. You are a quantity surveyor ? Yes.
12268. In carrying out your profession it is necessary that you should have an understanding from day 
to day of market values ? Tes ; I suppose I price a job twice a week at the very least, sometimes daily.

WEDNESDAY, 12 AUGUST, 1896.
William Thompson recalled and further examined:—

12269. Mr. Parkes] Have you prepared a return showing the items upon which Carter, Gummow, & Co. W. 
are paid m connection with Contract 69 ? Yes. [Vide Appendix, No. 43.] Thompson.
12270. _Will you read the numbers of the items upon which they were paid at the completion of the work ?

„ ltems are 1’ 8’ll’ 12’ 14’ 16’ 19’ 20> 21> 22> 28> 29> 30> 3l> 32> 33) 34. 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 12 Aug., 1896. 
43, 45 to 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 95, 96, 97, 99, and 100. 12271
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W. 12271. Ton have seen in the Parliamentary papers a return showing the tenders of the various contractors 
Thompson. an(j jie£ajig 0f ^]le prices which they have affixed to the quantities supplied by the Government? Tes.

12272. And upon that you have made a calculation showing what the prices paid on the completion of 
12 Aug., 1896. the contract were, including the extra quantities ; showing also what would have been the position of the 

various contractors if they had been instructed by the Department to construct the work upon the 
particular items upon which Carter, Gummow, <& Co. were paid? The return I have made shows the 
relative amounts of the various tenders received, based upon the quantities actually paid for. [Vide 
Appendix, No. 48.]
12273. Will you give the totals of the various contractors, taking Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s total first?

• Tes. Their total was £54,320 7s. 7d.; Ahearne’s was £48,002 8s. 8d. ; Kerle and Kerle’s, £56,998 15s.
lOd.; M'Kenzie’s, £51,494 9s. 2d.; M‘Sweeney’s, £59,376 Is. 9d.; Holloway Bros., £54,823 12s. 2d.; 
Carson’s, £55,489 5s. 5d.; Dean’s, £57,456 19s. 7d. ; Langtry and Owen’s, £66,579 12s. lid.; Parry and 
Parley’s, £66,913 14s. 2d. ; Stewart’s, £75,570 5s. lOd.
12274. Will you read the amounts of the tenders originally sent in by these contractors ? Tes. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s tender was £45,207 8s. lid.; John Ahearne’s was £47,061 3s. 9d.; Kerle and Kerle’s, 
£52,735 10s. 9d.; M‘Kenzie and Sons’ was £53,505 2s. 7d.; M‘Sweeney’s, £54,623 18s. 2d.; Holloway 
Bros., £55,104 8s. 9d.; Carson’s, £57,239 Os. 9d.; A. Dean and Son’s, £58,165 10s. 8d.; Langtry and 
Owen’s, £59,676 16s.; Parry and Parley’s, £63,095 11s. lid. ; J. Stewart & Co.’s, £68,171 6s. 9d.
12275. Take John Ahearne’s tender ;—what is that tender, taking the original items, in excess of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. ? £1,853 14s. lOd.
12276. If John Ahearne had worked upon the schedule selected for Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., how 
much less would the amount have been ? £6,317 18s. lid.
12277. That is, on the final voucher ? Tes. *
12278. What are the particulars as to other contractors in a similar relation ? Kerle and Kerle, who 
stood third, would actually have been higher than Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.; M‘Kenzie would 
have been less.
12279. Would Kerle and Kerle’s tender have been reduced? No; it would have been £4,263 5s. Id. 
over. M‘Kenzie’s tender would have been reduced by £2,010 13s. 5d.
12280. And M'Sweeney’s ? He would have been increased by £4,752 3s. 7d.
12281. And Holloway Bros. ? That would have been reduced by £280 16s. 7d.
12282. What about Carson’s? That would have been reduced by £1,749 15s. 4d.
12283. And Dean’s ? That would have been reduced by £708 11s. Id.
12284. The others would have been increased? Three would have been increased.
12285. How many contractors, upon the schedule selected for Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., would 
have been below on the completion of the work ? Two of them—Ahearne and M‘Kenzie.
12286. Have you prepared a sheet showing the items upon which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were not 
required to work—that is, the items which are eliminated ; and does that return show the relation of the 
items eliminated to the tenders of the other contractors ? Tes ; the return gives a list of the items 
omitted, priced out at the respective schedule rates. [Vide Appendix, No. 49.]
12287. Will you read the numbers of those items ? 2, 3, 4. 5, 6, 7, 13, 15, 17, 18, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 37, 
44, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94. •
12288. Will you give the relation between the price of Messrs. Carter & Co. and that of the other 
tenderers on that basis ? Tes ; Carter & Co., £4,853 2s. lid.; Ahearne, £6,814 19s.; Kerle and Kerle, 
£6,523 ; MTvenzie, £8,070 ; M'Sweeney, £8,447 12s. 6d.; Holloway Bros., £9,698 15s.; Carson, 
£7,962 7s. Od. ; Deane, £8,682 15s. ; Langtry, £9,847 14s. 6d.; Parry and Parley, £9,534 Os. 2d.; 
Stewart, £12,691 7s. 6d. n
122S9. Does your return show that the costly items were eliminated to the advantage of the contractors ? 
The item subducts was omitted amongst others.
12290. But, taking the average of the list, are the cheaper items or the costly items omitted ? The 
cheaper items are omitted in seven or eight instances. _ _
12291. Will you look at item 34 ;—what is cement facing put down at by Carter, Gummow, & Co. in their 
tender ? 5s. a superficial yard -§■" thick—1 to 2.
12292. Is that an excessive or moderate price ? It is a very excessive price. _
12293. Look also at the item of timber and iron in excavations ;—what is Carter ,Gummow, & Co’s, price 
for that ? Id.
12294. Turn now to the schedule of Messrs. Carter, Gummow,■& Co.’s prices upon page 76 of the Par
liamentary return, and tell me what it amounts to ? 9,000 cubic feet.
12295. Turn now to the payment upon the final voucher ;—how many feet are given there ? 9,818 feet.
12296. Therefore, that would be 818 feet in excess of the item given in the schedule ? Tes.
12297. If Mr. Hickson said in his evidence that there would be 9,000 feet extra, that would be a mistake? 
An evident mistake.
12298. The cement facing at 5s. will return the contractors far more than double the loss upon the timber, 
will it not? Tes, certainly. Tou cannot count the whole value of the timber as lost, because the cost 
of the timber is put into the excavation.
12299. But taking the proportion of these two items ? The timber, I suppose, would cost about £740, 
and the cement facing is an item of £2,690. The profit on that item, the net value of which is about 
Is. 6d. per yard, would far outweigh any loss upon the other.
12300. There is not such a serious loss upon the timber, then, when you have regard to some of the other 
items upon which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were paid ? No.
12301. Coming to the item of subducts at Id.;—if those subducts had been put into the contract, would 
they not, as a matter of fact, have facilitated the work ? Tes ; of course that depends upon the nature 
of the country passed through.
12302. If water ran through these sewers while they were in course of construction it would carry 
material away with it ? I presume so Of course I do not know much about the construction of sewers.

. I do not pretend to do so.
12303. Tou have had a great deal of experience in the making out of tenders and quantities; can you ' 
understand how items in the tender, measured up, would come.out uniformly, item after item ;—could 
that happen? No; each particular class of work is supposed to have a special value. The values would 
differ naturally. 12304.
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12304. Can you imagine why uniform prices should have been put into Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, tender;— W. 
with what object would it be done ? I cannot say ; I cannot make that out. Thompson.
12305. Coming to the item of excavation ;—it is divided into excavation in the tunnelling and excavation in 
the shaft;—as to excavation in the shafts, can you understand how it is that it is put at 4s. in the hard 12 Aug., 1896. 
rock with light blasting, and also at 4s. under the heading of soft material ? No ; there ought to be some 
increase in price.
12306. Can you also understand why heavy blasting should be put at 4s. and guttering and gadding 
should also be put at 4s. ? No. .
12307. Then, coming to the item of excavation in less hard material,' at 40s., can you understand the 
sudden difference in price ? No ; that is the cheapest of the whole of the classes of shaft work. It 
should not be at that price on the face of it.
12308. Tou could not, as a quantity surveyor, honestly, in making up a tender, put in figures like that, 
could you ? No ; it could not be done unless one knew the quantities likely to be exceeded.
12309. Supposing you did put in such figures, would they not be disastrous to your client ? Unless one 
knew that there would be more of a particular item and less of another. Then it could be done safely.
12310. It could be done if the contractors had information beforehand, but not otherwise ? The- 
information might be gathered in various ways. , '
12311. Sis Sonor.~] The table you have handed in is a correct comparative statement of the whole of the 
contractors’ schedules ? Tes ; I have carefully checked the items.
12312. I suppose the table explains itself ? The headings explain it. .

James Symonds recalled and further examined:—
12313. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou have paid a visit to the Monier culvert at Strathfield ? Tes. J. Symonds.
12314. Is it in good order ? Tes, it is in fair order. r——->
12315. Have you made an estimate on the comparative cost of this culvert carried out by the Department, 12 Aug., 1896. 
and the cost of a brick arch F Tes. [Vide Appendix, So. 50.]
12316. Sis Sonor.] I suppose you mean a brick arch of the same capacity ? Tes.
12317. Mr. Parkes?}, What is the thickness of the brick arch you have estimated? I have taken out a 
9-inch brick arch and a 14-inch brick arch.
12318. As a substitute for the Monier work a 9-inch brick arch would have to be used ? Tes.
12319. It would be 9-inch radiated brickwork, laid in cement mortar? Tes.
12320. Is your 14-inch work also laid in cement mortar? Yes ; both of them. The area of the arch is 
351 superficial feet. The cubic contents of the d-j-inch work are 4f cubic yards ; of the 9-inch work,
9f cubic yards, and of the 14-inch work, Id-J cubic yards. The estimated cost of the 9-inch work at 45s. 
per cubic yard would be £21 18s. 9d., or equal to di-inch Monier compo. work at 90s. per cubic yard.
The estimated cost of 14-inch brickwork in a cement arch would be, at 45s. per cubic yard, £32 18s. 1-id., 
or £4 2s. less than the actual cost of the present Monier arch, which amounts to £7 11s. 6d. per cubic 
yard, or a total of £37.
12321.- Where did you get your amount of 90s. per cubic yard for the Monier compo. work ? That is the 
price you gave me.
12322. That is what you saw in the printed evidence pointed out to you by me ? Tes.
12323. Do you know what it actually cost ? £7 11s. 6d. per cubic yard. •
12324. What would that cost be composed of ? It is principally due to supervision, and the arch was 
carried out by day work. There was some hindrance after the first section was put in. They had to wait 
some time before they could let the traffic over it. They waited, I think, nearly a fortnight.
12325. That increased the cost ? It increased the cost, because the men were not doing much. They 
were merely preparing the stone. That is what they were doing on several days.
12326. Are you still under the impression that a barrel drain would have been sufficient for the purpose ?
Tes ; I think a 3-foot barrel drain would have been sufficient.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
12327. Were you supervising engineer upon Contract 69 over all the other engineers? Up to April, J. Davis.
1895. /---- a__ _ -
12328. Tou wrote the following minute :— 12Aug.,1896.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 9 May, 1894.
Rtt&yect .'—Contract No. 69, Eastern Branch, Western Suburbs—Pitching round Man-hole Covers.

As some of the man-holes on this contract are being constructed, I should like the Engineer-in-Chief’s decision as to the 
kind of pitching, if any, which is to be put round the man-hole covers.

Twelve square yards of squared bluestone pitching were included in the schedule of quantities, which the contractors 
have priced at £50 per square yard. The quantity likely to be used if the whole of the man-holes are to be pitched will be 
35 square yards, which, at schedule rates, will amount to £1,750.

Special bluestone concrete will answer the same purpose as bluestone pitchers, and will only cost—9 cubic yards, at 
50s.—£22 10s. r J J

The fair price for bluestone pitching is about 25s. per square yard, and, as the schedule rate is so much higher than 
the market rate, the question arises whether the pitching should not be omitted. If, however, this course is considered to 
be unfair to the contractors, then only the quantity included in the schedule of quantities need be carried out.

. ' . . . . ------- J-1*-. We cannot in fairness omit an item for which, no doubt, the price is absurdly high, while we know that on other 
items the price is equally low. Where bluestone pitchers are shown on drawing contractors must be paid for same at 
schedule rates.—R.R.P.H., 11/5/94.

Mr. Millner to note.—J.D., 11/5/94. Noted.—W.J.M., 11/5/94. Mr. Davis. File.—J.D., 15/5/94.

When you wrote that minute you pointed out that this item could be omitted ;—on what grounds did you 
do that ? I went on the general ground of the clause attached to the contract and contained in the 
general conditions giving the engineer power to omit or to increase work at his will. The question is, 
how far that would apply in a ease of this sort—equitably, I mean.
12329. There is such a clause in the specification ? Tes.

12330.
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J. Davis. 12330. If that clause is put in to assist the Engineer-in-Chief or his sub-officers from being bested in the 
rigging of schedules, what would you say to that ? I should not say that that was the reason for putting 

12 Aug., 1896. it in. The reason is that exigencies might arise in connection with the work—that is, during its progress— 
which would necessitate an alteration of the design, with possibly an omission or increase. I should say 
that that would be the primary reason for the insertion of that clause. .
12331. It is practically the same thing? I do not think that general conditions contemplate the rigging 
of schedules to the extent that we had in Contract 69.
12332. Tou say, “ If, however, this course is considered to be unfair to the contractors, then only the 
quantity included in the schedule of quantities need be carried out.”—Tou referred there to 12 yards in 
probable quantities ? Tes.
12333. In connection with the substitution of a single for a duplicate sewer, will you read Letter No. 25, 
which appears upon page 127 of the Parliamentary papers ? Tes ; it is as follows :—

Subject :—Western Branch,

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 21 September, 1894.

Minute Paper.
Western Suburbs, recommending that a single sewer be substituted for the two sewers 

originally proposed.
In the original scheme for the drainage of the western suburbs two sewers are provided to run side by side from Premier- 
street to a point in the Terrace Road where the Canterbury sewer branches off to that suburb, a length of 70 chains. Over 
twelve months ago the survey was completed for the two sewers, and in anticipation of their being continued the length of 
tunnelling and lining from Premier-street to the Illawarra Road was included in the contract for the eastern branch. The 
tunnel is now driven for the two sewers for this length, and the lining will be proceeded with in a few days.

With a view of seeing how the cost of a single sewer would compare with that of a double one, estimates have been 
prepared, which I attach. They show that the double sewer—■ '

For the length from Premier-street to Terrace Road, exclusive of shafts and aqueduct, £ s. d.
to be .................................................................................................................................... 22,867 3 9

And the single sewer, 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in., to be, on same basis....................................... 13,758 13 9

Saving in favour of one sewer............................................... 8,108 10 0
To this must be added saving in shafts.................................................................................... 1,000 0 0
And saving in cost of aqueduct ............................................................................................... 1,500 0 0

Total saving in favour of one sewer .................................... 10,608 10 0

12334. Who prepared the original plans for the duplicate sewer ? It was Mr. Stayton’s proposal, passed 
by the Public Works Committee. "
12335. Who was chief of the Department then ? Mr. Bennett.
12336. The successor of Mr. Bennett cured the mistake? I w'ould not regard it as a mistake, because I 
know the object they had in view in putting in two sew'ers at the time they were adopted. The survey 
that wras made was very rough indeed. It was a question as to whether by raising the flow line a foot 
they could get through some of the depressions that existed, so that I should not regard it as a mistake 
by any means. I took advantage of the fuller knowledge we had, and made a proposal w'hich will have 
the effect of saving over £10,000.
12337. That is not a saving though, is it? It is a saving.
12338. The work has not commenced ? It is in hand.
12339. But when this minute was written the work had not commenced ? It had practically commenced. 
If the original design had been put in between Premier-street and the Illawarra Bead, then the whole of 
the 70 chains must have been constructed in that way. It was a question of arriving at a decision at that 
stage for the carrying out of the proposal.
12340. Will you read the further letter which yon wrote, and which appears upon page 131 of the Parlia
mentary papers—I refer to paper No. 26 ? Tes ; it is as follows

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sewerage Branch, 11 October, 1894.
Referring to the conversation which I recently had witli you, and to the interview which Mr. Millner had with 

you two weeks ago respecting the substituting of a single sewer for the double one, shown on contract drawings, between 
Premier-street shaft and the shaft at the Illawarra Road, I have the honor to inform you that the Engineer-in-Ghief has 
decided to substitute a 7-ft. 8-in. x 6-ft. 8-in. sewer for the double one, and that you will be allowed for the expense you 
have been put to m_connection with the double sewer, as arranged with Mr. Millner, viz., £37 10s.

The cross section of sewer will be as shown on attached tracing. Drawings will be forwarded in a few days of the 
shaft at the Illawarra Road, and of any slight alteration it may be necessary to make in the inverts of the Premier-street 
shaft chamber.

In the meantime you will please proceed with the construction of the single sewer, as shown on the tracing attached.
I have, &c.,

J. DAVIS,
Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

12341. Will you read the next paper ? Tes. It appears to be a letter from Carter, Q-ummow, & Co., to 
the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, and is as follows :—

Sir, Marrickville, 11 November, 1894.
In reply to your letter of 11th October, with regard to alteration of design between Premier-street shaft and 

Illawarra Road, we beg leave to state that we will accept the terms therein, provided a special item be arranged for the 
filling at the rate of 5s. per cubic yard. Yours, &c.,

CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.,
---------- Contract No. 69.

Mr. Davis.—R.H., 11/11/94. Commissioner for Roads.—D.C.M'L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 15|11|94. Will Mr.
Weedon please let me have quantity of filling.—J.D., 17111(94. Quantity of filling, due to alteration in design, 410 
cubic yards.—S.H.W., 20(11(94.

12342. Will you read your recommendation, which appears upon page 132 on the Parliamentary papers ? 
Tes.

The schedule rate for filling is 6d. per cubic yard, but it is manifest that the contractors, in giving this low price, 
did not contemplate doing the kind of filling required in connection with the western branch sewer, between Premier-street 
and Illawarra Road. The 5s. asked is, I consider, a little high, but I suppose, as they will lose something by the reduction 
of concrete and brickwork, occasioned by the alteration, it will be just to take this into account, and allow them ’what 
they ask. There will be about 400 cubic yards of this filling, which, at 5s. per cubic yard, would amount to £100. I 
recommend that the price named be approved.—J.D., 21(11(94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, 
and Sewerage.
12343. Is not fliat rather an excessive price? No doubt it is a little high. 12344.
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12344. Is it not treating the contractors rather generously to reduce the £750 they undertook to forfeit J- Davits, 
after making an arrangement with them to do the work under these conditions ? I do not think it is 
treating them so very liberally. It must be considered that they met us very fairly. They had everything l2 Aug., 1896. 
ready to proceed with the two sewers, and I saw that what we proposed was going to be an advantage to 
us. They met us fairly and willingly, and I thought that they were entitled to consideration.
12345. Did you not think that they had got the best of the bargain? I do not see how they could. The 
only advantage would have been in about a shilling a yard for the price of filling, which would have 
amounted to about £20.
12346. Contractors, in their arrangements, generally take care that they get the best side of the bargain ?
Contractors are very much like other persons. I find that they like to do the best they can for themselves.
You have to watch them.
12347. Will you read Mr. Hickson’s minute, under date of 21st November, 1894? Yes ; you will see it 
upon page 132. It is as follows :—

This addition is caused by an alteration in the original design, which has the effect of reducing the cost of the work in 
this contract by about £750, and a further reduction on the whole work of £10,000. Kecommended for approval.—E.H.,
21/11/94. *

For approval.—J.B., 28/11/94. Approved.—J.H.Y., 29/11/94. Koads.—D.C.M'L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 29/11/94.
Seen.—E..H., 30/11/94. Mr. Weedon to note.—J.D., 4/12/94. Noted.—S.H.W., 6/12/94. File.—J.D., 7/12/94.
I ought to explain that that amount is really £10,800.
12348. The work was not in course of construction ? Not at that time.
12349. Suppose you take the £750 and deduct the £L00 for filling and £37 10s. for centering?
The question is whether it should be deducted. It is probable that it had been deducted by Mr. Hickson 
in connection with the £750. I do not know that it had been. I cannot speak -positively about it; but 
that was probably the case.
12350. Is there not a grave error in the comparative estimates which appear upon page 131;—you will 
see there an estimate of an 8-ft. by 7-ft. single sewer; then there is an estimate for double sewers 6 ft.
10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in.;—you say that the excavation had been done ? The 
excavation had been done for the 6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. and the 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. sewers, and in 
the ordinary way the contractors would be paid for it. [Vide Appendix No. 51.]
12351. If that is so the quantity of 1,541'3 yards should not appear in those estimates, because it is 
common to both ? No ; I think you are looking at the matter in the wrong way. The excavation for the 
sewers 6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. would come in to some extent. It would not 
be thrown away. '
12352. The price paid for the 8-ft. x 7-ft. sewer is £3,452, and for the double sewers £4,173. That makes 
about £750 of difference, but you forget that the excavation was done in both cases. Therefore the £750 •
disappears ? The excavation was done for the duplicate sewer, but there would be required in addition to 
that a certain amount of excavation in order to put in a single sewer. Part of the excavation in the 
duplicate sewer would go for nothing. •
12353. The whole of the excavation was already done for the duplicate sewer, and you were about to put 
iu a single sewer;—in making a comparative estimate with the 8-ft x 7-ft. sewer you must add the 
total of the excavation ? Not necessarily, because more excavation would be required for the single sewer 
than for the duplicate.

. 12354. There is a difference of £750 or thereabouts in the two estimates? That would seem to be the 
case as far as I can see.
12355. The actual difference is £721, is it not ? Yes, apparently.
12356. There is nothing saved between the last two comparisons given upon page 131—I mean the totals 
of £4,068 and £4,173they are practically the same, so there is no £750 saved there, and there is 
certainly not a saving of £750 in the comparison given above ? I will look into that matter. I really do 
not understand these estimates myself at the present moment. I do not see why two sets of estimates 
should have been given in the first instance at all in connection with the 8 x 7 sewer. Dor the moment I 
cannot think why that should have been done.
12357. But on the face of it, if the excavation is done it must be common to both estimates ? In so far 
as the excavation would serve for the larger sewer.
12358. If it were increased for the larger sewer there would be an addition to the 1,541 yards? Yes; but 
I should be glad if you would kindly defer your questions upon this point. I will look into it, and I shall 
then be able to say precisely what did take place.
12359. Did you yourself check the final voucher for Contract 69 ? No ; I had not charge of the work at 
that time.
12360. Who would be responsible for it ? Mr. Darley, the Engineer-in-Chief; and Mr. Griffiths would 
be immediately under him.
12361. As you go along with the measurement of excavations, what is the course of procedure of the 
inspector on the work ? The course is this : as soon as the shafts are bottomed, and we know precisely 
the kind of ground the tunnel has to be driven in, the contractor is instructed what size to drive the 
tunnel.
1236*.. Before he proceeds ? Yes, you may say that. I do not know that he would stop his men until he 
got a letter, but that is the first thing done. As soon as the shafts are bottomed the contractor gets 
instructions what size he is to drive a tunnel. Those instructions may be varied during the progress of 
the driving until the tunnels meet.
12363. And the contractor is paid upon that? Yes ; upon what is ordered.
12364. Are those instructions noted in any book ? They are letters. '
12365. Can you show us the letter-books? I believe so ; I believe you will find all the letters there.
12366. When did you leave this job ? In April.
12367. Y7as the excavation all done before April ? I believe so. There would be very little to be done 
then. J
12368. Was there any in the tunnelling to be done after April? I scarcely think there was, but I am 
not sure.
12369. Did the material vary much between the plan and the actual tunnel ? It varied in this wav : 
where we shewed shale from the borings we found shale, but the shale varied in hardness. In some cases '
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J Davis. ^ would stand without timber; in. other cases timber had to be inserted, and where timber had to he
^ _|^1 inserted, then the tunnel was necessarily very much larger. Where the tunnel was driven without 

12Anr. isofi liuiber in the shale, then it was driven for two-ring work. _ ,
»•’ ' 12370. Could you mark on the plans the place where the hard shale occurred? I think there is a plan

in existence showing the work as carried out, and you will see from that precisely what is done. If you 
have not got the plan here, I can supply it. .
12371. Do the inspectors keep a record book containing the orders they give the contractors ? They give 
no orders to the contractors. They have no discretionary power whatever.
12372. You alone do tbat ? I or the Engineer-in-Chief would write the letters. The engineer upon the 
work makes reports from time to time, any changes in the size of the tunnel, or anything else of that 
kind which may occur. That is approved in the proper way, and the contractor is informed by letter. 
12373. Would those letters appear in the letter-book ? If Mr. Hickson wrote the letters they would be 
in his book, and if I wrote them they would be in mine. . .
12374. Could you. furnish the Commission with particulars of the whole of the letters in connection with 
this particular contract ? If they are not already printed, but I am inclined to think they are printed in 
connection with the Parliamentary return. I know that at the time the contract was let, in view of the 
fact that the contractors’ prices were so very peculiar, to say the least of them, the utmost care was 
exercised so that we might get as good a result as possible. I know there were comparative estimates 
made of the shafts to find out whether it would be better to put in brickwork or concrete. _
12375. Can you refer me to the letter in the Parliamentary papers containing the order as to the size the 
tunnel was to be driven ? I think you will find that upon page 121 of the Parliamentary papers, paper 
No. 7. You will find there that the cross-sections are all shown. You will see that comparative estimates 
have been made of the different kinds of lining. _ ,
12376. Were the sizes not to be increased above those given there? No; those were the maximum sections. 
12377. The maximum sections for which they would be paid ? Eor excavation ; then there is the margin 
for what we call the packing. _ _
12378. How much would that be ? I could not say. The measurement book would show it. _
12379. Would it be 4 inches ? It might be more. I am not sure whether in the specification there is 
any limit. _
12380. Have you the measurement book here ?. I see that there is no limit to the packing in the case of 
this contract. The measurement book would show precisely what packing was paid for.
12381. And would the payment for excavation be limited to the cross-sections shown in the document to 
which you have referred ? Eor excavation, certainly. The payments will be limited to whatever was 
ordered during the progress of the work. In addition to the concrete there would be the timbering on 
the outside. The plan I have sent for would show that. According to the contract the contractors 

‘ would be entitled to excavation to the outside of the timber.
12382. By how much would the timber exceed these sections ? Eirst of all there would be a space 
between the outside of the concrete and the inside of the timber to admit of boxing being put round the 
concrete. That would be the first thing that would have to be allowed for. Then there would be the 
thickness of the leg or prop, and then behind that again there would be the poling boards. They would 
take up probably a space of 41 inches. ,
12383. In your instructions the size of that margin would be allowed ? Yes ; there seems to have been a 
sketch upon my letter No. 9. I will read the paragraph referring to it. Eor instance, I say, “As to 
tunnels in more or less hard material which require timbering, I have to request that you will excavate 
the same to the cross-sections shown in the margin.” _
12384. Are the sections shown in the Parliamentary return marginal sections ? I a,m referring now to a 
sketch on the margin of my letter. Carter, Gummow, & Co. will have that letter if it be in existence 
at all. _ _
12385. Ought not the sketch to be shown in the copy of the letter ? No ; because it is usual to send the 
letter to a draftsman, and any sketch which it is necessary to put on the side of it would be put in with 
Indian ink, and that would not copy.
12386. Would you not keep a record of it? I have no doubt there is a record, but I do not know where 
it would be. ■
12387. Do you recollect what the size was ? It would he about the size I say.
12388. About what size is that ? I can only give it to you approximately. It wmuld be about 2 ft. 6 in. 
wider than the concrete—that is, going to the outside of the timbering. There would be about 15 inches 
on each side.
12389. Would there be as much as 15 inches on the outside of the concrete on each side? Yes.
12390. I suppose that in no case where timber was used would the 15 inches be exceeded ? That is an 
approximate measurement. That would be the usual size which would be allowed for the excavation. 
12391. With reference to the surplus material, do you know where it wras carted to, or whether it was 
carted away at all ? I do not know what became of it. The contractors either took it away or arranged 
for it to go away. That is all wre were concerned with. In that particular contract we did not want the 
material ourselves. Had we wanted it we could have ordered it to be taken to wherever we required it; 
but, it not being required, the contractors were left to dispose of it as best they could. <
12392. Deferring to the Premier-street shaft, was any portion of that shaft done under Contract No. 62 ? 
Yes; the shaft was sunk. I am not sure about the dimensions, but I think it was 5 feet by 12 feet. 
12393. Who had Contract No. 62? Mr. McSweeney. _
12394. Did he do any work in connection with the shaft besides sinking it ? No, I think not. He sank 

' the shaft and used it to drive his tunnel. That was lined up to within a short distance of the shaft, and
Carter, Gummow, & Co. would of course start driving their tunnel from that point. I ought perhaps to 
explain that it was originally proposed by Mr. Bagge that a very elaborate staircase should be put into that 
shaft, but Mr. Hickson, from motives of economy, had the drawing which Mr. Bagge had prepared cancelled, 
and another drawing was substituted before tenders were invited, with an ordinary plain shaft. Mr. 
Bagge then proposed to increase the size of the shaft to get the penstock up and down. It was a good 
idea, no doubt, but of course it wmuld cost money. During the progress of the work, after taking the 
matter into consideration, I recommended that the shaft should not increase in size, and finally the shaft, 
as left by Mr. McSweeney, was lined with concrete and covered in at the top.
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12395. Will you read your minute of 23rd March, 1895, which appears upon page 133 of the Parliamentary J- Davis, 
papers? Tes. It is as follows n

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 23 March, 1895.

Minute Paper.

12 Aug., 1896.'

Subject:—Shaft at Premier-street.
The present size of the shaft at Premier-street, excavated under Contract No. 62, is 12 ft. x 5 ft. In Messrs. Carter & Co.’s 
contract, No. 69, provision has been made for enlarging the shaft to 14 ft. x 7 ft., and to line it with brickwork. The top. 
oi the shaft is left open, and surrounded by an iron railing, which would not prevent children and others getting into this
Silent.

I do not think that there is any necessity to make the shaft larger than it is at the present time, and the iron railing 
would certainly be dangerous.

I recommend that the shaft be not’increased in size, that it be lined with bluestone concrete, and that it be arched 
over, and a manhole cover be put on in the usual way. The saving that will thereby be effected will amount to £50. ,

* J.D.

_T Approved.—B,.P.H., 25/3/95. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 25/3/95. Mr. Millner to note.—J.D., 25/3/95.
Noted.-W.J.M., 29/3/95. Mr. Davis. File.-J.D., 30/3/95.
12395/-. If that £50 represents the only saving, it would not have been so much more costly ? Well, £50 
is £50.
12396. Would there not be a greater saving than that effected in the abolition of the stone staircase 
alone ? This recommendation has nothing whatever to do with the stone staircase. Mr. Hickson himself 
before the contract was let cancelled the original drawing, and the word “cancelled” was written right 
across it. That was before tenders were invited. The £50 refers merely to the enlargement of the shaft 
from 12 feet by 5 feet to 14 feet by 7 feet. Besides, you might say that the man who took care of £50 
would be likely to take care of £50,000.
12397. Suppose the amount happened to be £150 ; the stone,staircase is in the schedule, is it not ? It 
may be included in the probable quantities, but it is not specifically mentioned. The drawing was prepared 
for a spiral staircase, but when the contract was submitted to Mr. Hickson he had that drawing cancelled 
and another drawing substituted.
12398. Then why did you not take the item out of the schedule? There is no such item in the schedule. 
What I said was that the work of the spiral staircase shown in the drawing might be covered by the 
schedule. -
12399. The item of iron railing you say would be omitted, but, as a matter of fact, is it not paid for in 
the final voucher ? It would not be paid for in the final voucher unless it were put in. I should be 
very much astonished to find that it was paid for. '
12400. What is the price given by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. in their schedule upon page 67 of the 
Parliamentary return ? That would be for the second design to which I have referred.
12401.. Tou say in your minute of 23rd March that the top of the shaft is left open, and is surrounded 
by an iron railing ; that iron railing was done away with, and a dome was put over the shaft? Tes. I 
myself did not carry out the work, but I recommended that that should be done, and I presume it was 
done.
12402. I think you will find that they were paid £10 17s. 5d. for the railing ? I do not know whether 
they were paid for it or not, but if they were paid for it it might be accounted for in this way—that 
the contractors would get the railings before the alteration was made in the plan, and the Department 
might have to take them over on that account.
12403. But that would not include the fixing? I do not know of mv own knowledge whether that would 
be included or not. '
12404. Have you not been to the work since? Not to the Premier-street shaft.
12405. But if the amount has been saved it ought not to appear in the schedule, ought it ? The railing 
could only have been paid for as you suggest, upon the supposition that I have just mentioned, if it were 
not actually used in the work. It would then be in stock for other use. It might not be worth the 
amount which you see put down in the papers, but it would be worth something.
12406. Mr. Norrie^\ Might not the iron you refer to*in the schedule have been fixed in the staircase below 
ground ? I think it would be much better to ask Mr. Griffiths questions as to what was done with that 
railing, because after all he had to do with the matter.
12407.. Mr. Parhes.'] "Was the plan you now produce showing the work which was actually done on Con
tract 69 made under your instructions ? It was commenced during the time I had charge of the contract, 
and was finished off afterwards, when the final voucher was submitted.
12408. Complete measurements of the work can be obtained from this plan ? I believe so, as far as I 
know. I have not checked it myself, but it should correspond with the final voucher.
12409. Sis Sonor.-\ As to the bluestone pitchers ;—do I understand that you contend that it was within 
the equity of the contract and specification that if more than the estimated quantity of work were ordered 
at an exceptionally high rate you could not take advantage of the condition in the contract enabling you 
to vary the nature of the work, and then to bring the work to be done under a lower rate ? I think that 
by straining a point I might do that; but the question is whether it would be treating the contractor 
quite fairly. 1 know that I did that in respect to the guttering and gadding at North Shore, and it was a 
question with some whether I had not gone a little too far. However, I felt that it was the right thing to 
do under the circumstances, and I recommended it; I took the responsibility of it. In regard to the blue- 
stone pitchers, I felt that it would be scarcely equitable to cut out the bluestone pitchers altogether. .It 
was questionable in my mind whether the clause in the general conditions dealing with excess and reduc
tion would quite cover such an action. I felt that perhaps if we gave them what was put in the schedule 
they could not complain. Mr. Hickson, on the other hand, thought that if we gave them what was shown 
on the drawings it would be as much as they were entitled to.
12410. Twelve yards were given in the estimated quantities ? That 12 yards must be either a mistakc'on 
the part of the quantity surveyor or it must be a printer’s error.

^ understand you to mean that the original drawings showed 32 square yards? Tes; whereas 
the quantity given in the schedule is 12 yards. There must have been a clerical error there. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. detected it, and took advantage of it—there is no doubt about that; and the question 
under the circumstances was, what had best be done ? . .
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J. Davis. 12412. That is how the quantities come to difler. It was not that an increase of quantity was put in ?
^ No ; it must have been an error. The pitching shown upon the drawings amounts to 32 square yards or

12Aug.,1896. thereabouts. Some of the manholes which are shown were not to be pitched. Mr. Hickson took 
advantage of that, and decided that only those which were shown, should be fixed. Before the pitching 
was carried out, however, the works were passed over to Mr. Darley, and he appeared not to be aware of 
Mr. Hickson’s decision. That is the reason why the quantity was increased from 32 to 38 yards.
12413. Then I understand that Mr. Hickson considered himself bound to the drawings, although the 
estimated quantity in the schedule was less, in error ? Yes.
12414. Mr. Hickson refused to go any further than the drawings ? Yes.
12415. And afterwards, somehow, the contractors were allowed to go further than the drawings? Yes. 
They got about 38 square yards, I think.
12416. No doubt you are right in saying that special bluestone concrete would have answered the purpose 
quite as well ? Yes ; although it might not have been quite as convenient for the contractors, because
they put the pitchers in one day and use them the next. In the case of special concrete a certain time
must be allowed for it to get hard.
12417. How long would they have to be protected ? Tor eight days or so—not less than that. That 
would enable the concrete to harden. Another aspect of the case is this : The specification provides for 
the whole of the manholes to be pitched. The specification and drawings were at variance. Mr. Hickson 
took advantage of that in deciding that the drawings should be adhered to in this case, and not the 
specification.
12418. Mr. Parlces.~\ Can you tell me where the 38 yards of freestone pitching was to go to ? That had 
to do with the culvert; it had nothiug to do with the covers. It had to do with a culvert on the Illawarra 
Hoad. An alteration was made in that culvert during the progress of the work.
12419. The pitching was omitted,—it was not carried out? That had nothing whatever to do with the 
covers. It stands to reason that if you put sandstone pitching round the manholes you would have to 
renew them in a month’s time. *
12420. His Honor.They would have to stand the wear and tear of the street ? Yes.
12421. Mr. Parlces!\ Will you show me from the plan where the bluestone pitchers go ? Yes ; I think 
you will find all the covers pitched in that way. I may mention that No. 1 is not pitched ; it is on 
resumed land, and there would be no traffic over it. Mr. Griffiths, however, knows more of this matter 
than I do. I have explained it to the best of my knowledge. ,

George Christie recalled and further examined :—
G-. Christie. 12422. Mr. Parlces^\ You have prepared some statements as to the papers concerning Contract 69. In 

the first place, you have prepared a memorandum showing the papers which have been omitted from the 
12 Aug., 1896. Parliamentary return ? Yes, it is as follows :—

Memo. No. 13.
As to additional papers referring to Contract 69.

(a) In the return furnished by the Department of Public Works to the Legislative Assembly in compliance with an 
order dated 10th October, 1895, the following important papers having reference to Contract 69 were omitted :—

Registration
So. Date. Writer. Subject.

93-1,446 4/11/93 Holloway Brothers, Goulburn 
(Letter to Minister for Works)

“We are desirous of tendering for Contract No. 69, Sydney 
Sewerage, but the cash deposit stands in our way. Wc, 
therefore, ask if you cannot accept a less cash deposit in our 
case, say £1,000, and sureties for the balance? * * 55

93-1,446 17/11/93 Under Secretary (Letter to 
Holloway Brothers).

The Minister cannot consent to any reduction in the cash 
security required.

95-153 29/5/95 E. Hungerford (Memo, to J. 
M. Smail, Acting-Engineer- 
in-Chief, Metropolitan 
Sewerage).

Drawing attention to the necessity of obtaining Ministerial 
authority for the payment of contractor’s claim in excess of 
the amount of the contract.

95-508 3/5/95 
(3/6/95)?

J. M. Smail (Minute)............. RecommendingMinisterial sanction to an excess of £2,634 13s. 4d.

95-508 11/7(95 C. W. Darley, Engineer-in
Chief, Metropolitan Sewer
age Construction.

Requesting Ministerial sanction to an excess of £6,200. (This 
includes the above £2,634 13s. 4d.)

95-897 18/9/95 E. M. Clark, M.P. (Letter to 
the Under Secretary for 
Public Works).

Urging extension of Carter, Gummow & (Jo.’s Contract (No. by) 
at Marrickville.

(6) The following important papers hear dates subsequent to the order of Parliament:—

Registration
No. Date. Writer. Subject.

05-1,077 28(10(95 C. W. Darley, Engineer-in
Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage 
Construction (Minute).

Requesting Ministerial sanction to a total excess payment of 
£9,100 (being £2,900 in excess of the £6,200).

96-836 27(2(96 Same (Minute) ..................... Reporting completion of works, Contract 69, and recommend
ing that penalties be remitted and final account (£9,100 
above the estimate) paid in full.

96,409 27(3(96 Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
(Letter).

Requesting refund of costs (£272 19s. lOd.) incurred in defend
ing certain actions at law.

(c) The whole of the above papers are marked as registered in the departmental registers, and the entries appear in 
those registers and in the indexes thereto.
I 112(8(96. GEO. C. 

12423.
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12423. Tou have also prepared a memorandum with reference to the letting of Contract G9 ? Tes. It ^ Christie, 
is as follows :—

Memo. No. 14. 12Aug., 1896.
Re the letting of Contract 69.

(а) Tenders were originally advertised to close on 15/11/93 for the works, at an estimated cost of £78,162 18s. 2d. 
Consequent, however, on Mr. Hickson’s minute of 7/11/93, the time was extended to 13/12/93. When the plans and 
specifications were finally submitted, the Department’s estimate of the cost was £64,420 6s. 5d.

(o)^eleven tenders were received, of which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s was the lowest, at £45,207; the next 
lowest being that of Mr. John Ahearn, at £47,061. The report on the tenders, dated 14/12/93, appears on pages 66 to 69 of 
the 1 arhamentary return. In this Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender was recommended for acceptance, 
mi • i Ihe acceptance of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender was notified by letter from the Under Secretary on 27/12/93. 
Tins letter contains two special conditions First, that the contractors are to/aecept funded stock in payment; and, second, 
that the becretary tor rubhc Works is willing, in response to your verbal request, to accept two approved bondsmen, in 
the sum of £4,520, as security for the due performance by you of the contract.” Though not specifically stated, these 
bonds for £4,o_,0 were m lieu of the cash security (£2,260) which was required in terms of the specification. See on page 
118, clause 29 of the general conditions, as follows

5 fourteen days after the notice of the acceptance of his tender shall have been given to the contractor, 
or posted to the address of his last known place of business or residence, he shall deposit with the Minister, or at the option 
of the Mmister m some bank or banks in Sydney, upon fixed deposit in the name of the Minister, a sum calculated at the 
rate ot £5 tor every ilOO or part thereof on the amount of his tender up to the sum of £100,000, and at the rate of £1 for 
every £100 or part thereof, in addition, for any amount over that sum, to be held by the Minister as security for the due 
and proper performance and completion of this contract until the Engineer has certified that the whole of the work in the 
said contract has been completed to his satisfaction, or until this contract has been cancelled by the Mmister under the 
power given to him in that respect under clause 32 of these conditions, in which last-mentioned event happening the money 
so deposited shall become forfeited to the Crown, and shall be held by the Colonial Treasurer, for and on behalf of Her 
Majesty the Queen, as liquidated damages. If, however, this contract shall not have been cancelled under the said clause, 
and it the wm ks comprised in this contract are not completed within the time mentioned in clause 31 of these conditions, 
the liquidated damages which, under the last-mentioned clause, are made payable to the Minister, may be deducted and 
taken from the money so deposited. ” > v
oenoin^/^eSSrS’o9?rter’ ®urnmow> & Co. assented to the terms of acceptance of their tender by letter of same date, 
27112(93 (see page 81). . 1 GEO. C„ 12/8196.
12424. Tou have also prepared a statement as to acceptance of sureties in lieu of a cash deposit of 
£2,260 on Contract 69 ? Yea ; it is as follows

Memo. No 15.
As to the acceptance of sureties in lieu of a cash deposit of £2,260 on Contract 69.

(<x) The security required by the general conditions (see clause 29 on page 118) was, on the amount of Carter, 
Gummow, & Go. s tender, a cash deposit amounting to £2,260.

(б) Some seven weeks prior to the acceptance of Carter, Gummow, & Co’s tender, in which the Department agreed
to accept two approved bondsmen in lieu of the above cash security, Messrs. Holloway Bros.’letter, of 4/11/93, was 
submitted to Mr. Hickson, to the Board of Reference, and to the Minister. In their letter, that firm of contractors 
requested thao the Department would accept a cash security of £1,000, and sureties for the balance. Mr. Hickson’s minute 
is as loilows Ihe cash deposit is in accordance with the revised general conditions, and I do not see my way to 
recommend a departure therefrom. As, however, there is no doubt that good contractors find it difficult, at the present 
time, to lulrn this obligation, it might be advisable to discuss the matter at the next meeting of the Board of Reference.” 
Ihe document is then marked “List to refer to Board. J.B., 7/ll|93.” Following which appears—“Submitted to 
Minister, Order No. 3>o89, and maiked by him as under :—‘I do not think the deposit is too large for a contract that may 
cost from £80,000 to £100,000.—J.B. J
Messrs. Holloway Bros, were informed accordingly, as follows
93,1‘^6 f;-8' 17 November, 1893.

Gentlemen, *
*5(h reference to your letter of the 4th instant, in which you state that you are desirous of tendering for 

Gontiact ho. 69, */y°ney S®werage, and ask whether, in the event of your being successful, a cash security of £1,000, in 
lieu of the specified sum of £3,900, Mould be accepted, I am directed to’iuform you tbat the Secretary for Public Works 
considers that in a contract of this magnitude the amount specified is not unreasonable, and he cannot, therefore, consent 
to any reduction. j have, &c , ’ ’

J. BARLING,
Under Secretary.

(c) After the acceptance of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender, they, on 8/1/94 (see page 82) in a letter as below 
addressed to the Under Secretary for Public Works, informed him that Messrs. Charles James Henty (of Parbury, Henty, 
& Go., merchants, Pitt-street) and Frederick Lassetter (of Lassetter & Co., Gcorge-street) were prepared to become the 
required sureties :—

Contract No. 69.—Western Suburbs Sewerage.
®'r’ _ Box No. 10, North Sydney, 8 January, 1894.

itn reference to the acceptance of sureties in lieu of the fixed deposit security for the above contract, we have 
the honor to inform you that Messrs. Charles James Henty, (of Parbury, Henty, & Co., merchants, Pitt-street) and 
Frederick Lassetter (of Messrs. Lassetter & Co., George-street, City) are prepared to become such sureties, and will sign any 
necessary documents m connection with the same when called upon to do so. We are, &c.,
mi TT ^ Q * f T) 11* tit 1 CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.The Under Secretary for Public Works. _____

Are names satisfactory ? Commissioner for Roads.—D.C.M’L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 9/1/94. Yes.—R.H., 10/1194
Mr. Norrie.—D.C.M'L. (pro U.S.), 10/1/94. > i i

c i (see PaSe 121), Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. wrote submitting the name of Mr. R. L. Scrutton in lieu
of that of Mr. Lassetter, as follows :—

Sureties—Contract No. 69.—Western Suburbs Sewerage.
*’ir’ w-.l. , , . Box No, 14, North Sydney, 29 January, 1894.

VVitn reference to the above we have to inform you that Mr. Frederick Lassetter will be unable to sign the 
necessary documents m connection with the same, owing to his immediate and permanent removal to England, 
o ^ w® have, therefore, to ask you to be good enough to allow the name of Mr. Robert LeNeve Scrutton (of R. L. 
scrutton & Go., merchants, City) to be substituted for that of Mr. Lassetter. We are, &c..
TT , Q , f "DiT vv i ci i • CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.Under Secretary for Public W orks, Sydney. _____
. ■*-s (lame (proU.S.), B.C., 30/1/94. Commissioner for Roads. Yes.—R.R.P.H., 1/2/94.
Mr. Rome.—D.C.M L. (pro U.S.), 1/2/94.

(d) The minutes at foot of each of these letters show that they were referred to Mr. Hickson to report as to whether 
the proposed sureties were satisfactory, and in each case he replied, “ Yes.”

(e) Reference is again made to these sureties in the contractors’ letter of 20/9/94 (see page 127). In this letter the
contractors ask for the return of £1,000 of the retention money, and speak of their sureties as being the firms of Parbury, 
Henty, & Co. and R. L. Scrutton & Co. Mr. Davis, in his minute thereon, also refers to the sureties as follows “ *
and the personal surety being Messrs. Henty & Co. and Mr. R. L. Scrutton (firms, I suppose, which are safe) ' *”
Henty'aiid'Mr Scruttoi^IVen ^ 8ePar*;men* was n0^ th® firms, but was the individual personal security of Mr.

, ,, acceptance of these personal securities the usual declaration as to the possession of property to the amount
of the bond was not obtained from either Mr. Henty or Mr. Scrutton. GEO. C., 12/8/96.

' ’ 12425.
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G. Christie. 12425. You have prepared a return as to advances on material, and also as to the return of the retention 
money to Carter, G-ummow, & Co., in connection with Contract 69 ? Yes, it is as follows

12 Aug., 1896.
Memo. No. 16.

As to advances on material and return of retention money to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., Contract 69.

(a) On 27|3|94, an agreement was made in the name of the Minister for Works for advances up to £1,000 on material 
(seepage 71 of printed papers). Advances were made to the contractors on cement to the extent of £450 at one time as 
follows :—

£ s. d.
In certificate No. 2, 16(3/94 .......   450 0 0

,, 3, 19(4(94 ................................................. 450 0 0
„ 4, 22(5(94 ................................................. 270 0 0
,, 8, 21(9(94 ................................................. 337 10 0
,, 9,23(10/94............................................... 157 10 0

(b) On 20(9(94 (see page 127 of printed papers), the contractors applied to be paid £1,000 from the retention money.
The request was granted, and from that time forth (namely, from certificate No. 8, 23/10|94, £31,161 3s. 5d.), the security 
required by the specification was deficient by £1,000. The final certificate is to 23(10(95, £54,320 7s. 7d. ; so that the 
amount of work done after return of this retention money was £23,159 4s. 2d. .

(c) In neither of these cases is there evidence that the advance on material or the return of the retention money was
made with the sanction of the sureties. . . r,n r

(d) Following on the stoppage of the issue of funded stock, which is referred to in connection with Contract ;9, at 
page 328 in the printed papers, the sureties were parties to a document under which the contractors agreed to accept either 
cash or funded stock in payment. This agreement appears on page 126 of the Parliamentary Return, and is now referred 
to as evidence that it was deemed necessary to have the sureties as parties to any alteration in the terms of the contract.

The agreement is as follows :—
Sir, North Sydney, 6 July, 1894.

With reference to our Contract No. 69, Sydney Sewerage, we are willing that the Government shall exercise the 
option of paying us all sums now due or to accrue due in respect of this contract, either in cash or funded stock, as may be 
thought fit. We have, &c.,

JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOORHOUSE GUMMOW

(By his Attorney, John Carter). 
D. G. SNODGRASS.

Witness,—Robert Miller, J.P. GEORGE MADDISON.
PETER EWING.

We, the sureties named in the bond in connection with the above contract, consent hereto. 

Witness,—Fred. Wooloott-Walley, J.P. ■
CHAS. J. HENTY. 
R. L. SCRUTTON.

Treasury informed, 9/7/94. For approval.—J.B., 10/7/94. Approved.—W. J.L. Accountant, Roads, to note.
F.C.P., 24/7/94. Seen;—Mr. H. to note.—O.C., 24/7/94. Mr. Wallwork,—Please place with Bond Ct. 69.—
E.H., 24/7/94. _ _
12426. In your opinion, as a business man, would the return of that money affect the sureties in any 
way ? Yes.
12427. You think it should not have been done ? Hot without their consent.
12428. You have also prepared a memorandum as to the excessive payments to Carter, Grummow, & Co., 
in connection with item 36 in the schedule of Contract 69 ? Yes ; it is as follows :—

Memo. No. 17.
die the excessive payments to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., in connection with item No. 36 in Schedule, Contract No. 69.

(a) Item 36 in Schedule is:—“Squared bluestone pitchers, in any situation, as specified in clause 17.”
The office estimate was as follows :—

12 square yards at 30s. = £18. (See page 67.)
(6) The prices quoted by tenderers were as follows (see pages 67 to 69)

Carter, Gummow, & Co........................................ £50 per square yard
John Ahern .......................................................... 15s. ,,
Kerle and Kerle ................................................... 60s. ,,
H. McKenzie and Sons .....   20s. ,,
J. McSweeney......................................................  45s. ,,
Holloway Bros....................................................... 30s. ,,
J. F. Carson.......................................................... 20s. ,,
A. Dean and Sons ............................................... 30s. ,,
Langtree and Owen.........................   20s. ,,
Parry and Farley.........................  20s. ,,
J. Stewart & Co..................................................... 30s. ,,

= £600 
= 9
= 36
= 12 
= 27
= 18 
= 12 
= 18 
= 12 
= 12 
= 18

(c) The actual payment to Carter, Gummow, & Co., under this item (No. 36 of Schedule) was as follows :
' 36J square yards at £50 = £1,825. (See final certificate to 23(10(95.)

(d) Reference is made to this item in the schedule in Supervising-Engineer Davis’s minute of 9/5/94. This minute 
points out that 35 square yards will be required, which at schedule rates would cost £1,750 ; whereas “ special bluestone 
concrete,” which would answer the same purpose, would only cost £22 10s. This would be a difference of £1,727 10s. The 
minute reads as follows :—

Minute Paper.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 9 May, 1894. 

Subject:—Contract No. 69, Eastern Branch, Western Suburbs—Pitching round Man-hole Covers.
As some of the man-holes on this contract are being constructed, I should like the Engineer-in-Chief’s decision as to the 
kind of pitching, if any, which is to be put round the man-hole covers. ....

Twelve square yards of squared bluestone pitching were included in the schedule of quantities, which the contractors 
have priced at £50 per square yard. The quantity likely to be us'ed if the whole of the man-holes are to be pitched will be 
35 square yards, which, at schedule rates, will amount to £1,750.
' Special bluestone concrete will answer the same purpose as bluestone pitchers, and will only cost—9 cubic yards, at

50s.—£22 10s. i. i • u tLThe fair price for bluestone pitching is about 25s. per square yard, and, as the schedule rate is so much higher than 
the market rate, the question arises whether the pitching should not be omitted. If, however, this course is considered to 
be unfair to the contractors, then only the quantity included in the schedule of quantities need be carried out.

Mr. Hickson’s minute thereon, and the recording by subordinate officers, reads as follows :—
We cannot in fairness omit an item for which, no doubt, the price is absurdly high, while we know that on other 

items the price is equally low. Where bluestone pitchers are shown on drawing, contractors must be paid for same at 
schedule rates.—R.R.P.H., 11/5/94. . ..

Mr. Millner to note.—J.D., 11/5/94. Noted.—W.J.M., 14/5/94. Mr. Davis. File.—J.D., 15/5/94. (e)
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(e) The Department’s estimate of quantities, taken from the schedule, is 12 square yards. Mr. Hickson’s minute 
practically authorises payment only for that quantity, which would have equally a cost of £600. There is no further 
written evidence of authorisation of the use of any additional quantity beyond the 12 square yards at this excessive rate of 
£50 per square yard, excepting that the officers signed the progress certificates.

(/) These certificates show that the contractors were paid for bluestone pitchers under item 36 as follows —

G. Christie.

12 Aug., 1896.

Date. Certificate No. Quantity to date. Amount.
£ s. d.

23|7|94 6 5 250 0 0
7|8|94 7 6 300 0 0

21|9|94 8 9 450 0 0
23|10|94 9 , 9 450 0 0
19)ll|94 10 9 450 0 0
17)12)94 . 11 10 500 0 0
22)l)95 12 16 800 0 0
20)2)95 13 16 800 0 0
19)3)95 14 17 850 0 0
20)5)95 15 21 1,050 0 0
4/7)95 16 22 1,100 0 0

16)10)95 17 36'45 1,822 10 0
23)10)95 Final. 36-50 1,825 0 0

(g) The above certificates were signed by the following officers, viz. Mr. Hickson, as head of Department, 
signed Nos. 6 to 14, inclusive ; Mr. Bagge, as Chief Assistant Engineer, signed Nos. 6 to 13, inclusive ; Mr. Davis, as 
Supervising Engineer, signed Nos. 6 to 14, inclusive ; Mr. Griffiths, as Supervising Engineer, signed Nos. 15 to 17, inclusive ; 
Mr. Milner, as Resident Engineer, signed Nos. 6 to 9 and 11 to 14, inclusive ; Mr. Gibbes, as Resident Engineer, signed 
Nos. 15 to 17 and final certificate ; Mr. Smail, as head of Department, signed No. 15 ; Mr. Darley, as head of Department, 
signed Nos. 16 and 17 and final certificate.
12/8/96. Geo. C.
12426. In conjunction with that report, I will ask you to read clauses 16 and 17 of the specification. You 
will find them upon page 116 of the Parliamentary papers ? Yes—they are as follows :—

Extra Works—Omissions of Works.
16. If at any time whilst the works are in hand it shall be deemed expedient by the Engineer to order material or 

work of a different description to that specified, or to increase or diminish the dimensions or extent of any works to be done 
under this contract, or to alter their situation or vary the form or dimensions of any of the said works, or of any part 
thereof, or to make any deviation or to substitute one class of work for another, he shall have full power to do so, and to 
order and direct any such increase, diminution, alteration, deviation, or substitution : and the works involved in any such 
increase, alteration, deviation, or substitution, shall be executed by the contractor, if of the class of works provided for in 
the schedule of prices, at such schedule prices ; and no such increase, diminution, alteration, deviation, or substitution of 
work, shall in any way annul or set aside this contract, or extend the time for the completion thereof, unless the Minister 
shall see fit to grant such extension ; but such additions or alterations shall be measured and paid for, or deducted from the 
contractor’s account, as the case may require, according to the schedule of prices. Provided that if any portion of the works 
so ordered to be done shall not be, in the opinion of the Engineer, of the same value or class of works provided for in the 
schedule of prices, the same shall be executed by the contractor at such prices as may be agreed upon with the Engineer ; 
but, if the contractor and Engineer cannot agree as to the price to be paid, the Engineer may order and direct the same to 
be done by such person or persons as he may think fit. Before any extra work, or work of an altered value or class, is 
undertaken by the contractor, it shall he imperative for him to procure an order in writing from the Engineer for carrying 
out such extra or variation of work, and the contractor shall not be entitled to any payment for such extras or variations 
unless he produce the written order for the same, as aforesaid, and he shall not be entitled to plead that the Engineer 
omitted to give such written order, as it is to be distinctly understood that the onus of obtaining such order shall be on the 

. contractor. The contractor shall not be entitled to any other rate than the schedule rate on any plea that the work was in 
a different position or of a different class from, or in a more difficult position than, that shown on plan or specification, or 
carried out under circumstances not contemplated in the specification, unless an agreement entitling him to payment by 
other than the schedule rates shall have been previously made and signed by the Engineer and the contractor.

Valuation of Omissions.
17. The Engineer shall have the power to direct the omission of the carrying out of any part or parts of the said 

works, but not amounting to the omission of the whole ; and the value of such work so omitted in such case, calculated at 
the schedule rates, or, in the event of there being no schedule rates, calculated on the basis of the proportionate value which 
such work bears to the lump sum, as ascertained by the Engineer, whose decision on that point shall be final, shall be 
deducted from the contract sum, subject, however, to arbitration clauses Nos. 36 to 41.
12427. You have prepared a report having reference to the final certificate in Contract 69 exceeding the 
tender by £9,113 ? Yes ; it is as follows:—

Memo. No. 18.
Re the Final Certificate in Contract 69 exceeding the Tender by £9,113.

The aggregate amount of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender was £45,207 3s. lid. The amount of the final certificate 
was, however, £54,320 7s. 7d., being an additional sum of £9,113 3s. 8d.

The departmental records having reference to the reporting of this excess to the Minister, from time to time, were not 
included in the papers laid before Parliament. From these records (which are enumerated in Memo. 13), it would appear 
that three separate applications were made for Ministerial sanction, viz. :—

On 4/6/95, to pass £2,634 13s. 4d.
On 12/7.95, to pass an increased amount, making the total £6,162 16s. Id.
And on 29/10*95 (after the date of the Parliamentary Return), to pass a further increased amount, to make a total in 

all of £9,100.
The reasons stated in the various applications for the Minister’s sanction are that the excess on the original estimate 

was due to the ground turning out different to what was contemplated.
12/8/96. GEO. C.
12428. Mr. Davisf] As to the retention money. Will you turn to page 120 of the Parliamentary return 
and read the last paragraph of clause 34? Yes; it says, “ The like liability also shall hold as to the 
obligation of the contractor in the event of any advance being made to him from the retention money or 
on material on the ground and not in situ.”
12429. What would you conclude from that—would you not conclude that the return .of retention money 
together with an advance of material on the ground is contemplated ? Yes ; provision appears to be 
made for that.
12430. So that supposing the retention money were returned, and that an advance were made on 
material, that would not nullify the contract ? I have not said that it would do so.
12431. Will you now turn to page 118 and read clause 27 ? Yes ; it is as f ollows :—

Conditions not to be waived.
_ 27. None of the conditions of this contract shall be varied, waived, and discharged, or released either at law or in

equity, unless by the express consent of the Minister, testified in writing under his hand.
12432.
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G. Christie. 12432. It would therefore appear that, even supposing the return of the retention money were not 
contemplated in the contract at all, and an advance were made on material, and sureties accepted in lieu 

12Aug., 1896. of cash deposit, the Minister under his hand has power to waive the contract in any respect? That 
clause supports the contention that any alteration should have had Ministerial sanction, which does not 

‘appear. , .
12433; To what do you now refer when you say that there was no Ministerial sanction ? I mean Minis
terial sanction to the consent of the sureties to the withdrawal of the retention money. _ _ _
12434. But confine yourself to Ministerial authority—to what do you refer when you say that Ministerial 
authority was not given ? To the authority allowing the sureties to approve of the withdrawal. You 
cannot show me, I think, any document where the Minister has approved of the sureties agreeing to the 
withdrawal of any of the retention money or to anything else of that kind. _
12435. But has not the Minister absolute power to alter the conditions of the contract without any reference 
whatever to the sureties? No ; I do not think so.
12436. Not under that clause ? Certainly not. _
12437. Coming to Holloway Bros.’ letter, do you observe that that decision as to the request which 
Hollowray Bros, made as to the acceptance of sureties in lieu of cash deposit is dated before it was decided 
to pay for the work upon Contract 69 by funded stock ? I should say that if there wrere to be any 
alteration all the tenderers should have been informed. Holloway Bros, with the rest should have been 
informed of that alteration.
12438. But was there any alteration before the tenders were received? I am not aware of any.
12439. So that Holloway Bros.’ case stands quite by itself, before the tenders were, received ? No. 
What I should say is this—that you altered the conditions of tendering without informing the whole of 
the tenderers.
12440. What I wrant to know is whether it is not a fact that Holloway Bros, sent in their letter before 
the tenders were received ? When the first advertisement appeared. . .
12441. Have you found anything in the papers at all antagonistic to the decision arrived at with regard to 
Holloway Bros.’ case before the tenders w'ere received ? I find this : that Holloway Bros, "were refused a 
concession which Carter, Gummow, & Co. subsequently received, for what reason I am not prepared 
to say. _

• 12442. That is not an answer to my question. I want to know ■whether there was any variation of the
conditions of tendering before the receipt of the tenders. Were not all the tenderers treated precisely 
alike. Did they not all pay preliminary deposits ? It seems to me that up to the time of receiving the 
tenders they were all treated alike. They all tendered upon the one condition. .
12443. In spite of the decision of the Minister, Holloway Bros, put in a tender for this particular work ? 
Yes ; understanding that no one could get such a concession as that for which they had asked.
12444. That is your own conclusion ? Yes.
12445. Coming now to the next point—have you not gathered from the papers that the reason why 
sureties were accepted in Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s case, and also in connection with similar contracts, 
was that they requested to be paid by Bunded Stock ? What I gather from the papers is this—that the 
Department wanted to make certain conditions with Carter, Gummow', & Co. They accepted the contract, 
taking it, I suppose, that it was to their own interest to do so, and they then got other concessions. The 
concession in favour of the Department does not amount to much as regards the Bunded Stock. Even 
supposing they sold at 2 per cent, discount,"it would not amount to a very large sum of money.
12446. Mr. Norrie.'] Not 2 per cent, upon £45,000? The security should not he jeopardised even for 2 
per cent.; but we know what was done in that matter. The loss did not amount to much.
12447. Mr. Navis.] Will you now read paper No. 2 on page G ? Yes ; it is as follows :—■

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 7 November, 1893.
Minute Paper.

Subject: Main Eastern Branch Sewer.
I find it will be quite impossible to be ready for inviting tenders for this - work on the loth instant. Specifications and 
plans on which tenders were to be invited are over two years old, and since that time considerable modifications and 
alterations in our sewerage plans have been suggested. The work is of too important a nature to rush through without full 
consideration. I therefore recommend that the time for the receipt of tenders be postponed till 13th December.

ROBT. HICKSON.

Extend time.—J.B., 7/11193. Mr. Mitchell. Noted, Gazette and papers.—7|11!93. Approved.—W.J.L., 14/11(93. 
Roads.—D.C.M‘L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 15/11(93.

Public Works Df.partment.—Sewerage Branch.
Construction of Eastern Main Branch Sewer, Western Suburbs Sewerage.—Contract No. 69, Sydney Sewerage Works. 

Herewith is submitted for the approval of the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief, plans and specifications, in triplicate, 
for the above work.

Amount available, provided for in vote, £830,000, for Western Suburbs Drainage, Loans Act, 53 Vic. No. 2o. 
Estimated cost—£64,420 6s. 5d.

Plans and specifications to be exhibited at the Sewerage Office, Public Works Department.
Tenders to close at 11 a.m., Wednesday, 13th December, 1893, ,

C. H. OHLFSEN BAGGE,
The Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief. Chief Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

Herewith is forwarded for the approval of the Secretary for Public Works, and for insertion in the Government Gazette 
aud local papers, an advertisement inviting tenders for the above.^ 1 ROBT. HICKSON,
The Under Secretary, B.C. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges Branch, Sydney, November, 1893. _ 
Tenders will be received up to 11 o’clock a.m. on Wednesday, 13th December, 1893, for the construction of Eastern Main 
Branch Sewer, Western Suburbs Sewerage Works, Contract No. 69, Sydney Sewerage.

Tenders to be addressed to the Sewerage Office, Sydney, where specifications, &e., may be seen.
12448. It would appear from that that Mr. Hickson seemed very anxious that the very best should he 
done in respect to that particular contract ? It is shown that a week before that he wrote a minute iu 
connection with the tendering upon the old plan. I do not think he is entitled to any credit at all in the 
matter, because he ought not to have submitted the first plan, 12449.
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^ ^~r' ^ar^er-^ Having noticed that the tenders in the first instance were based upon cash payments,
and that an arrangement was afterwards made under which we were paid in funded stock, do you not 
think it would have been a fair thing to put that in your report ? I have no wish to be at all unfair; I 
think I have been absolutely fair in the matter. I stated that there were special conditions. The papers 
are there, and speak for themselves.
12450. But knowing that the circumstances were as I now state them, do you not think it would have 
been fair to mention it in your report? I have mentioned it.
12451. Will you read the paragraph ? Tes. I say, “ The acceptance of Carter, Gummow, & Go’s, tender 
was notified by letter from the Under Secretary, on 27th December, LS93. This letter contains two special 
conditions first, that the contractors are to accept funded stock in payment, and, second, that the 
Secretary for Public Works is willing, in response to your verbal request, to accept two approved bondsmen 
in the sum of £4,520.”
12452. Is that a fair way of putting it ? I thought so.
12453. Mr. ParJces^] Mr. Davis has asked you to read various clauses of the specification. I will now 
ask you to read clause 30, of page 119, of the Parliamentary return? Tes. It is as follows :—

Payments,
30. Progress payments may be made once in every month, unless the same shall become not payable by reason of 

anything contamea in these conditions, on the certificate of the Engineer, as the work proceeds, in the proportion of 80 
per cent, of the value of the work returned, until the sum retained reaches the amount of the deposit provided for in the 
preceding clause, when no further deductions will be made. The amount of the retention money will be held by the 
Mmister, in addition to the cash security, unless otherwise provided for in the specification, until the Engineer has certified 
that the whole of the works have been satisfactorily completed, and the period specified for the maintenance of the said 
works has expired, and all accounts finally adjusted ; when the retention money, in addition to the cash security, will be 
paid to the contractor ; and it is expressly declared that until a certificate has been given by the Engineer to the Minister 
that the work done by the contractor has been executed and completed to his satisfaction the contractor shall have no 
right or claim in respect of any work done or materials provided, nor to the payments from time to time to be made under 
this contract, or to the final payment upon the whole of the works being finished.

Thomas Griffiths recalled and further examined:—
12454. Mr. Parkes.~\ Were you in charge of Contract 69 as Supervising Engineer ? Tes, for part of the 
time.
12455. Eor what portion of the time? From early in April, 1895. 12Aug., 1896.
12456. Could you tell me on what date ail the tunnel excavation was completed on Contract 69 ? No.
12457. Was it finished before April ? Tes.
12458. Then as to the certificate which was paid upon 4th April, and which showed in connection with 
the tunnel work 13,294 cubic yards of excavation, how could that be increased between that date and 
the date of the final certificate by over 1,000 yards ? I presume that the first voucher you refer to would 
be a progress voucher. We never measure up exactly for progress vouchers. They merely represent the 
payment of something on account. The final voucher would give the adjusted account. May I also 
say that all the final vouchers are afterwards checked in the office.
12459. Would the item of 14,373 yards be the total of the excavation ? I could not say from memory.
12460. Will you now turn to page 76 of the Parliamentary papers, and look at the items 5 to 11, at 
27s. 6d.;—there would be an excess on that excavation of something like 4,900 yards ? Tes.
12461. How was that made up ? That was before my time. I had nothing to do with that.
12462. Then only Mr. Davis can give us evidence on that point? Tes.
12463. Turn now to the item of £50 for bluestone pitchers; can you give us any particulars in regard 
to that ? No ; I do not think I can, further than this : that they were fixed according to the plan.
12464. Will you take the site plan and point out where they are situated ? There are no pitchers at shaft 
No. 1; it is on resumed land. With the exception of a shaft in, I think, Sydenham Road the whole of 
the remaining shafts have pitchers. There would be altogether, I think, about thirty-four.
12465. What is the size of the manhole covers ? When the cover is open for a man to get down it is 
about 22 inches across.
12466. What is the rim ? That would make it wider, of course.
12467. What about the bluestone round it—that is about 4 inches ? No : it is 9 inches wide.
12468. I presume that in the total of these manholes there would be about 12 yards of bluestone pitching ?
There would be T23 yards to each manhole.
12469. That would not come to the total of 38 yards ? It all depends upon the number. If there were, 
say, thirty-four manholes, I should say that it would come to 38 yards, because there is over a yard to each 

■ manhole.
12470. Does the price not appear to you to be enormous? Tes, it does.
12471. In adjusting the contract when paying the final voucher, do you not think it would have been a 
fair thing to give an equitable figure for any excess quantity not provided for in the contract ? I saw it 
was a big price, but I saw also that in some cases we had exceeded the office estimate upon items where 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. had very low prices. In timber, for instance, I think the item ran into nearly
1,000 feet more than the office estimate. The price they had was Id. per cubic foot.
12472. How did there come to be that 1,000 feet more? I am speaking from memory. I think the estimate 
was 9,000 cubic feet at Id., and we actually used and paid for 9,818. I think we paid about £40, and the 
timber would have been worth from £1,200 to £1,500.
12473. What about the excavation in the shafts ? So far as excavation is concerned, if you look at the 
excavation in the road surfaces you will find that they had 9d. a yard, and I think the work would cost 
about 3s. 6d.
12474. They anticipated that, I presume? I do not suppose they expected to lose 2s. 9d. per yard.
12475. Tou did not do as much of road surface excavation as is given in the schedule, did you? Very 
nearly ; there is only the difference between 19,230 and 19,320 yards. I may mention that the excavation 
I supervised was in connection with the syphon.
12476. The certificate which you signed in April would be the first certificate you signed ? Tes ; I know 
nothing about the work prior to that.
12477. As to the shaft at Premier-street, the ironwork was done away with, was it not? There was an 
■altered design there ; but there is, nevertheless, a lot of ironwork fixed in the Premier-street shaft.

140—3 C 12478.

G. Christie. 

12 Aug., 1896.

T. Griffiths.
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Griffiths. 12478. But,’as regards the top of the shaft, it was not left open with an iron hand-rail round it P No.
12479. But you will notice that that ironwork is paid for in item 73? Tes; the ironwork was on the- 

Aug., 1896. groun(i before the Department had definitely decided what it would do.
12480. What became of the ironwork? It is stored at our depot at Liberty-street, Newtown. I saw it. 
a few days ago.
12481. But fixing is included in the item to which I refer ? I cannot speak as to that from memory.
12482. Does not the schedule say “ providing and fixing ” ? I expect so. As a matter of fact, there is 
not much work in fixing, and the iron had to be carted from 2 or 3 miles away. I suppose the carting, 
would almost cover the cost of fixing.
12483. Would it be part of the £50 which was supposed to be saved. I could not say.
12484. Was the sewer rendered throughout? No.
12485. What portions were not rendered ? The arch was not rendered.
12486. Do you know what became of the material from the excavation which was not used in packing ? 
As I have said, until that part of the work was almost finished, I had nothing to do with that contract. 
12487. The material had been disposed of before you went there ? Yes; I think the municipality took 
a great deal of it.
12488. Is the section of the single sewer which was substituted for the double sewer the largest section 
of sewer in this work ? Tes.
12489. Eight by seven, therefore, wmuld be the largest section? Tes.
12490. How far does that run ? To the Illawarra Road—about 8 chains, I think.
12491. What is the next section ? That is not constructed.
12492. What is the size of the northern branch? 5 ft. 6 in. by 4 ft. 6 in.
12493. And what is the size of the eastern branch ? 6 ft. 8 in. by 5 ft. 8 in.
12494. What is the smallest sized sewrer upon the contract ? 4 ft. 6 in. by 3 ft. 6 in.
12495. Was Mr. Millner the officer who preceded you ? I took Mr. Davis’s place.
12496. His Honor.~\ Was there any question for Mr. Darley to settle as to the substitution of concrete 
for bluestone pitchers round some of the shafts where bluestone pitchers wmre not shown on the drawing? 
No, I think not. I can only remember, one case wffiere there was none, and that was on resumed land,, 
where there would be no necessity for pitching.
12497. Mr. Parkes.^ Where was all the freestone pitching to go? It w’as to go round the top of the-
shaft in the original design. There was a sort of coping to the shaft, and the railings had to be let into it.
12498. There were 38 yards, we are told ? It must have been a contingent item, I think.
12499. His Honor.What was used at Premier-street? That is on land which is not occupied. There 
was no necessity to put any pitchers there, because there is no traffic, the surface being grassed.
12500. Mr. Parkes.~\ Was Mr. Gibbs upon this job all through? No ; only during the time I was on it. 
12501. Mr. Davis ] Tou have had a good deal of experience in connection with tendering since you have 
been in the colony ? Tes; under the Water and Sewerage Board. _ _
12502. What, briefly, has been your experience as to the way in which contractors have sent in their 
schedules ? Well, they have sent them in in various ways, and at last it got to be so bad that we had to- 
alter the system.
12503. What was so bad ? The method of tendering. In one case, for instance, we had rock at -Jd. 
a yard in excavation, and I think, in the same tender, the soil was given at 10s.
12504. His Honor.] Whose tender was that ? That was at the Glebe. In another case we had the same 
items at 2d. and 3d. a yard, and at 9s. 6d. The tenders were those of Williams & Co. and Butcher Bros. 
12505. Mr. Davis.] The rigging of the tenders got to be so bad that after you had tried several ways of 
checkmating the contractors, you had, finally, to alter the whole system ? Tes; we altered it about the 
same time that you made an alteration. I think that, if anything, we might have been a contract or so 
before you.
12506. The object of altering the system of tendering was to do away with speculative prices ? Tes ; to 
prevent the rigging of the schedules.
12507. Did the Board allow any of the tenders to be altered after they were received? No.

- 12508. They were either accepted or not? Yes ; the lowest tender was accepted—in fact, I cannot think
of a single case in which it was not accepted.
12509. Tou did no.t reject a tender because the prices were in some instances absurdly low, and in some 
instances absurdly high, without any apparent reason? No; each tender would be reported on, the 
schedule would be examined, and the lump sum would be noted against each name. The tender which 
happened to come out the lowest would be recommended for acceptance.
12510. Were all the tenders you received from contractors affected to a greater or lesser degree in the 
way you have described ? Not at first, but latterly they nearly all seemed to get into one groove and acted 
accordingly.
12511. You had some experience before you came to the Colony in connection with contracting ? Tes ; 
in Wales. I was a contractor’s engineer there for ten years.
12512. Do you know whether the same practice was in vogue there among contractors ? Tes ; as far as 
I can see it seems to be about the same all the world over.
12513. Can you give His Honor any instances from your own experience ? It is rather difficult to 
remember them at a moment’s notice, but I do remember one case which affords a very good illustration.
It was the last contract of which I had charge in the old country. We had to construct a large reservoir 
for the Cardiff Corporation. The first item in the schedule was clearing the site of the reservoir of all 
vegetation. It was clearly specified, and to the best of my knowledge—I will not swear to it—we put 
down a sum of £5,01)0, the work being honestly worth about £500. I might say, in explanation, that we • 
had about £20,000 worth of plant on the ground and we had also to deposit 10 per cent, on our tender of 
£100,000, so that there was ample security as tar as the Cardiff Corporation were concerned. Another 
instance I remember v\ as in connection with the waterworks we constructed at Aberavon. In that case we 
had local knowledge which other persons had not. We knew of a site for a puddle-field right alongside the 
work, that is—within 200 yards of the embankment. We put in a good price for that item because we 
knew that everyone else thought that the puddle would have to be brought from 6 or 7 miles away. 
The land, as is generally the case wbere waterworks are constructed, was pretty hilly, and it would be 
supposed, as a consequence, that the cartage would be very heavy. I think we got something like 5s. 6d. 
per yard for puddle, whereas it cost us about Is. 2d. 12514.
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12514. In other words, your prihcipals had knowledge which other contractors had not, and they turned T. Griffiths, 
that knowledge to account ? Yes. I know of one firm in particular who spent hundreds of pounds in - 
preparing their tenders. They sent a man to explore-the country for weeks, with the object of preparing 12 Aug., 1896. 
-a tender to the best advantage.
12515. Mr. Garter.'] Taking into consideration the fact that Contract 69 was finished entirely to your 
satisfaction, as far as workmanship is concerned, could you possibly object to paying us upon the items in 
the schedule ? No.
12516. Have you known such a thing to be done anywhere? No; not when once the tender has be'en 
-accepted.
12517. Referring to the bluestone pitchers, are you sure that no more than the actual number shown 
upon the plan had been paid for ? I am certain of that. ■
12518. As to the fixing of the ironwork in the Premier-street shaft, from 10s. to £1 would be a fair 
thing to allow, I suppose ? Yes. It seemed a light bit of work, and the cartage to the depot would 
-about cover it.
12519. Mr. Parkes.] Do you not see clearly that if you had carried out the conditions of your own con
tract, and Had1 abided by your own schedule, these things could not have occurred? I did not prepare 
the schedule.
12520. But at the heading of your quantities you have these words, “ probable quantities.” Why cannot 
you fix something fairly approximate instead of, for instance, subsequently altering the quantities, and 
■substituting blasting for guttering and gadding, and that kind of thing—why not prepare the work more 
accurately in the first instance ? I had nothing to do with that.
12521. If that were done, would it not prevent the rigging of the schedules ? You cannot foresee every
thing in works of this kind.
12522. Take the schedule for Contract 79, do you not think that as regards the guttering and 
gadding it is framed in such a way as to invite contractors to rig their schedules? I do not see that.
When a man prepares his tender he puts so much on or takes so much off the Departmental rate.
12523. But the percentage system will not help you in the matter. You ought to fix your quantities in 
some approximation to the work which you are going to carry out. If you are going to gutter and 
gad then gutter and gad ; if you are going to blast, then blast ? You cannot foresee the exact 
quantities in public works of this kind.
12524. But some contracts show that you can do so. In Contract 69 you had a clause allowing you to 
substitute one material for another, leaving it open to any contractor to get the best of you ? I do not 
look at the matter in that light. I should like to know in what way the contractors could get the best of 
us from the existence of that clause. '
12525. An engineer who makes up a schedule has it in his power to prevent contractors from rigging 
their tenders, has he not ? We do our best, of course.
12526. But is it not in the power of an engineer to prevent the rigging of tenders ? It does not matter 
what engineer happens to prepare a contract", you will find that contractors will rig their schedules.
12527. Could not a conscientious engineer saxe the State money? I could not have saved a penny in 
this case; I looked after the work to the best of my knowledge.
12528. Mis Manor.] Had you anything to do with the acceptance of tenders? No.
12529. Can you say whether if a tender were drawn up, as Mr Parkes suggests, containing prices more 

-absurd—four or five times as absurd if you like—than £50 a yard for bluestone pitching, it would be the 
regular custom to throw that tender out ? Ido not know what has been the practice with the Public 
Works Department. I had nothing to do with it in any shape or form up to twelve months ago.
12530. You have had nothing to do with the accepting or rejecting of tenders anywhere else? No;

■except, as I have explained, that I was a contractor’s engineer for ten years. ’
12531. You are only speaking from your experience on the contracting side—not on the accepting side ?
Yes ; I have given you instances of how contractors at home rig their schedules. I know, from my own 
experience, that the prices put in are sometimes absurd. I know that, in connection with the Board of 
Water Supply and Sewerage, the prices received were sometimes absurd. I have given you instances of 
that already.
12532. But the question is, what extent of absurdity in price would justify the rejection of a tender ?
That is a matter for the Board to say. The matter was usually sent on to Mr. Smail, and it would be for 
him to make a recommendation.
12533. Have you ever known a tender to be thrown out for what may be called a superfluity of absurdity 
in rigging ? No.
12534. Mr. Parkes.] In the case to which you have referred, where the price of a farthing a yard for 
excavation in rock was given, was any distinction drawn in the schedule-between the excavation in hard 

..and soft material ? Yes ; there were so many yards of rock and so many yards of soil.
12535. Were bores taken ? We take no bores under the Board of Water Supply and Sewerage. We 
have comparatively shallow trenching. The contractors have to satisfy themselves as to the nature of the 
ground through which they go.
12536. They have to do that, you say ? Yes. You will find that one man will have better local knowledge 
than another, and will rig his tender accordingly. The Glebe contract was one in point. There the 
tenderer had better local knowledge than had the Board’s officer.
12537. You throw on to the contractor the responsibility of finding out the nature of the ground ? Yes.
Under the new system we tell them what we consider a fair price, and they put in a percentage above or 
below. ’
12538. If payments were allowed to be made upon specially selected items, as in the case of Contract 69, 
percentage tendering would not help you ? In that case we should not put down a price of £50 a square 
yard for bluestone pitchers.
12539. But you are liable to make mistakes ? Yes, but not absurd mistakes.
12540. Take Contracts 117 and No. 77—two contracts right against one another. You have put down 

■ excavation at £3 10s. in one case, and £1 18s. in the other ? I did not put down those prices. I am not 
in any way responsible for them.
12541. After all does it not rest with an engineer to control the matter to see that work is carried out at 

-a fair and reasonable rate ? Yes.
12542. There is no doubt about that ? No. 12543.
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T. n s. 12543. If a tender is accepted, the work is presumed to be done for a certain amount of money ;—there
' ^ may be a little increase in quantities, but suppose there is an increase of 30 per cent., what would you say

12 Aug., 1896. to that ? Tou can never estimate the exact quantities in any public work when completed.
12544. But you ought to be prepared to go fairly and reasonably near the quantities ? It all depends 
upon what you call reasonably near. I have had twenty years’ experience iu such matters, and I should 
be sorry to say that I could give the exact quantities that would be required in any work when completed.

■ 12545. How is it that engineers outside of the Department can do so ? I have never known a man
outside of the Department to do so. Take the Manchester Ship Canal. Some of the best engineers 
in England estimated the Manchester Ship Canal to cost from 6 to 8 millions, whereas it cost from 13 to 
14 millions. If men of that stamp can make mistakes, surely smaller fry may be expected to do so.
12546. But that would be in connection with water;—the engineers would have to deal with water 
coming in upon them? Tes. Take also the Panama Canal; that has ruined thousands of persons, 
although they have had the advice of De Lesseps and some of the most eminent engineers in the world. 
12547. His Honor?\ Is this your first experience of what you call percentage tendering? Tes ; it has 

. been in operation under the Board of Water Supply and Sewerage for about two years.
12548. Who started the idea first of all ? I have an idea that it emanated from the Tender Board and 
Mr. Smail. I think Mr. Smail had something to do with it. I think the Board’s tenders were first 
advertised in that way.
12549. Tou have not heard of the system in any other part of the world ? Ho.
12550. Erom your experience as an engineer, what do you say about its expediency, as compared with the 
old schedule form of tendering ? I think it prevents, to some extent, the rigging of schedules.
12551. Tou think it is an improvement ? I think so. Of course, if I were speaking from the point of 
view of a contractor’s engineer, I should probably say that it was not an improvement. .
12552. But speaking from the public point of view ? Erom that point of view, of course, it is an 
improvement.
12553. Was the system formerly adopted by the Works Department—the schedule system—generally 
adopted all over the world ? Tes. In the old country, in the case of large contracts, the schedules are 
prepared, not by the engineer himself, but by a quantity surveyor. The surveyor would charge about 5 
guineas for a schedule of quantities. The quantities are prepared to the best of the man’s knowledge, 
and when the tender is accepted he gets a fee according to the size of the job. The contractor then fills 
in his prices. Each contractor can get a copy of the quantities by paying for it.
12554. Each tenderer tenders upon that schedule ? Tes ; that is the universal practice in the old country 
upon all big works.
12555. It has developed a system as remarkable for the rigging of schedules almost as that said to be 
adopted by solicitors in the making out of their bills of costs—-possibly, even worse ? Tes.
12556. Tou think, then, that the Department have now made a good departure ? I think the present 
system is as near perfection as possible.
12557. Mr. Garter.~\ I suppose you know that outside of the Public Works Department all private 
engineer’s work is carried out on the lump sum system ? I cannot speak as to the outside practice.
12558. Mr. Davis.'] Did it ever come to your knowledge that Mr. Hickson, as an official member of the 
Water and Sewerage Board, proposed the present system ? I think that is how it came about; I think it 
was done through Mr. Hickson. I believe Mr. Smail recommended it to the Water and Sewerage Board, 
and I know that I received instructions to get all other tenders out in that form.
12559. Tou think that ihe idea may have originated with Mr. Hickson himself? I do not know ; but I 
am pretty well certain that it came from Mr. Hickson and Mr. Smail. I do not know who originated it.
I think the Board were the first to prepare a contract under the new system.
12560. Mr. Parkes^] Was "the recommendation to which you refer in writing ? I do not know for certain, 
but I believe the system was mentioned to Mr. Smail by Mr. Hickson. I remember Mr. Smail saying,
“ Tou see what a difficulty we are having with our tenders ; it would be much better to have a system 
under which the contractors can tender at a percentage off or on.”
12561. His Honor.] Had there been much talk in the Department about the rigging of tenders ? 
Tes; Mr. Smail and I had had many chats about the matter.

FRIDAY, 14 AUGUST, 1896.
John Charleton Graham sworn and examined:—

J. (J. Graham.

14 Aug., 1896.

12562. Mr. Parkes.] Tou work for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
12563. Have you been working long with them ? Eight or nine months.
12564. Upon what works ? None in particular. I have been doing anything they gave me to do.
12565. On what jobs have you been ? On the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct from the Lillie Bridge side to 
the White’s Creek side.
12566. Did you work on the aqueduct part of the contract ? Tou mean on the arches—yes.
12567. Were you working there in January, 1896 ? I believe I was.
12568. Do you recollect on what part of the work you were then engaged ? No.
12569. Were you then working on Contract 77 or on Contract 118? I do not know the numbers of the 
contracts, and I could not say for certain where I was working at that particular time.
12570. Where were you working generally ? I did everything which was given me to do—pick and 
shovel work, or anything that was going.
12571. Were you concrete mixing? I sometimes did a little bit of that; at other times I was muck- 
shifting, and at other times wheeling the barrow.
12572. Have you done much concrete mixing ? A good bit, off and on.
12573. Before you came to Carter, Gummow, & Co., had you done much concrete mixing? No.
12574. What quantity is it that is called a batch ? I could not tell you ; I never filled the boxes.
12575. Is a box-full a batch ? I could not say. All I had to do with the concrete was to turn it over. 
12576. How much stone goes to a batch? I could not tell you.
12577. Did you never hear the term used ? No; I had nothing to do with the filling of the boxes, but I 
did the turning over sometimes. 12578.
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12578. Were you engaged in concrete work in iast June or July? I could not say. ^ *-'• Graham.
12579. Do you remember what work you were then doing;—I mean in June and July of the present 
year? I could not say. . 14Aug., 1896.
12580. Could you tell me the names of the men who worked at the concrete work on Carter, G-ummow,
& Co.’s jobs upon which you have been engaged ? I do not know their proper names. I only know them 
by their nicknames, by the names by which they went on the job.
12581. Could you tell me some of them ? It would be hard to do that.
12582. But you must surely remember the names of some of the men who are doing concrete work when 
you were mixing the concrete ? There were so many of them.
12583. But tell us the names of some of them ? Martin Byrnes was one of the men on the board. There 
was also a man they called Scroucher.
12584. Where is he working now ? He was working over at White’s Creek yesterday.
12585. He is still on the works ? Yes. ’
12586. Can you give us the names of any of the others? There would be myself and Jack Kerwick.
Those are all the names I can remember.
12587. Are all the men who are working on Contract 77 in June, still working there—I mean the men 
who were then doing concrete work ? I think so as far as my knowledge goes.
12588. They have worked at it since June ? I could not tell you. •
12589. Did you do any of the concrete work at all in the case of the Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct apart 
.from concrete mixing ? I was on the board throwing it on to the boards at the top, as it were.
12590. When you used bag cement on this job was it carried to the work in a cask ? I never saw any 
bag cement used. „
12591. Was no bag cement used on the job ? Not to my knowledge. ’
12592. Is there any in the shed? There is some in the shed.
12593. How much ? I could not tell you.
12594. Is there any cask cement there? There was some there.
12595. Is there any there now ? I could not tell you that. ■ .
12596. Who was the inspector on the job ? Clymer.
12597. Who is the foreman ? Jack Cottle.
12598. Is Bandeen a foreman ? He was.
12599. He is not on the job now ? No. .
12600. Where is he now ? I could not tell you.
12601. Where did you last do any cement work upon the storm-water channel? That must have been 
before last Christmas.
12602. Do you remember when you came to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract ? Yes.
12603. On what date was that ? I could not say to a certainty.
12604. About what month of last year was it ? I think it must have been last October.
12605. What was your work then ? I was wheeling metal.
12606. What sort of metal ? White metal.
12607. Do you know where it came from ? No.
12608. Did it come from a crusher ? I could not tell you. .
12609. Did you wheel it from a heap ? Yes ; it was a bit too far to shovel; we had to wheel it.
12610. Where was the board ? On the ground.
12611. In what position was it in relation to the contract? It was about ten yards away.
12612. Who brought it down to the board ? A carter.
12613. Who was it? I could not tell you.
12614. Do you not remember his name ? No ; I knew no one when I went on to the job. I could tell 
you the name of hardly anyone on the job for a certainty.
12615. Do you know whether the carter brought the stone from a crusher ? That I could not tell you.
12616. How far away would the shed containing the cement be from where you were, working when you 
were mixing the concrete ? Sometimes it would be a quarter of a mile, and in other places, say, 50 yards.
12617. The cement would be carted to you ? Yes.
12618. In casks ? Yes ; the casks were all branded.
12619. Do you know where the sand came from ;—do you know anything about the sand ? I could not 
tell you that.
12620. You do not know whether it was crushed sand-stone or not ? No.
12621. Can you tell me whether Contract 118 is yet completed ? I do not know whether you would call 
it completed, but there is no one working on it.
12622. When did they cease to work there ? I could not tell you.
12623. Do you recollect when you last worked upon it recently ? The last time I worked upon it was in 
connection with the flood-gates.
12624. On what date did they finish those ? That I could not tell you.
12625. You cannot even remember the month ? No.
12626. Mr. Carter.! Mr. Parkes has asked you a lot of questions regarding your duties on our contracts.
As a matter of fact you were a general workman. You would be here to-day and at some other place to
morrow ? Yes.
12627. You were on the concrete board when there was a vacancy and at other times you would be on the 
scaffolding or wheeling metal or doing anything that was necessary. You had no stated work ? That is 
so.
12628. You were not a regular concrete hand ? No.
12629. His Honor J] Was the stone you have spoken of stone which was ready broken when it was brought 
down ? Yes.
12630. Broken for going into the concrete ? Yes. If it was in any way large the inspector would have 
it broken with a little hammer.
12631. He would go over it ? Yes. He would rake it over and if there were any big lumps in it he 
would have them broken. The inspector was always on the board, to my knowledge.

John
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J. Driscoll. 

14 Aug., 1896.

John Driscoll sworn and examined :—
12632. Mr. Parlces.~\ Tou work for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
12633. How long have you worked for them P About ten years, I think.
12634. Tou have lately been working on the aqueduct contract ? No.
12635. Did you work in the storm-water channel? Tes ; I was putting in concrete.
12636, Were you doing that continuously ? Tes.
12637. When was the last concrete put into that work ? I could not tell you.
12638. Was any concrete put into it in June last ? I could not say.
12639. Was there any put in in March? I could not say.
12610. His Honor.Tou know, I suppose, about how long ago concrete work would be done there ? 
No ; I never took any interest in it.
12641. Mr. Parkes.'] How long ago is it since you were at work there putting inconcrete? About six 
months ago.
12642. Did you recollect when the concrete work was completed upon Contract 118 ? Tes.
12643. When was it? I could not say when exactly.
12644. Was the cement brought down to you ? I had nothing to do with the cement. I had to put 
concrete in the ribs.
12645. Did you mix the concrete? No ; I never turned a shovelful of concrete.
12646. Can you tell His Honor the names of some of the men who mixed the concrete there ? No ; I was 
a chain or two away from them, and I never went to the board. The men on the board would have to go 
on a different direction from me. I never went near them.
12647. What was the size of the board ? I could not say.
12648. Was it 10 x 10? I could not say.
12649. Was it shifted about ? Tes.
12650. To where you would be working ? Tes.
12651. Therefore it would be pretty close to you? It would always be about 2 chains away from where 
I was working. •
12652. Could you not see the men who were working on it ? I had plenty to do myself without watching 
other men.
12653. But you would observe the men who were working at the board ? No ; I never knew one of them.

George Eogers sworn and examined: —
G. Rogers.

r£

14 Aug., 1896.

12654. Mr. Parkes.] What are you ? I am a labourer.
12655. Tou have been working for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
12656. Dor any length of time ? About four years off and on.
12657. On what jobs have you worked for them ? At Shea’s Creek, at Marrickville, and at Johnstone’s 
Creek.
12658. Tou worked on both contracts at Johnstone’s Creek ? Tes.
12659. What has been your particular work ? Taking out rock.
12660. Did you ever do any concrete work ? A little ; not much.
12661. Did you do any mixing ? 1 did a little for a few days.
12662. Where ? At Johnstone’s Creek. . .
12663. At what date ? I do not remember. It would be about the time we first started.
12664. On what date did you start ? I could not tell you that.
12665. Did you ever have to carry cement? No.
12666. How was the cement brought to you ? On drays.
12667. Do you recollect the names of the men who had charge of the drays ? I do not.
12668. Will you give me the names of some of the men who were mixing concrete at the same time that 
you were ? There was Driscoll and a man named Moore.
12669. Do you remember anyone else ? No ; I do not.
12670. Can you think of no other name ? No; I cannot remember any. There were so many coming 
and going.
12671. Were there not regular men working on the board ? No.
12672. Do you know how many men were working on the contract altogether?
12673. Did you go into the cement shed? No, I did not.
12674. Tou have never been into the shed ? No ; I do not think so.
12675. Can you tell me when the Johnstone’s Bay contract was completed as 
concerned—I mean the storm-water channel? I cannot tell you.
12676. Not even to a month ? It was in March, I think.
12677. Is all the concrete work completed now ? Tes.
12678. It was all completed in March, you think ? As far as I know.
12679. When was it completed to the flood-gate? It was completed when I left on the 17th March, as 
far as I could see. Whether more work was done there afterwards, I could not say.
12680. Where are you working now ? At North Shore.
12681. On one of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s jobs there ? Tes.
12682. Tou say that when you left the Johnstone’s Bay contract all the concrete work was finished? I 
should not like to swear that it was. I left the job on 17th March, and some work may have been done 
afterwards.
12683. But the whole of the channel was complete ? I did not notice ; I cannot say positively.
12684. Tou did not observe it ? No.
12685. Was the concrete work kept going continuously in that channel? No; it was stopped for some time. 
12686. Did it follow up the excavation ? Pretty well.
12687. It would be fairly continuous then ? Tes.
12688. Did you ever see the mixing of the concrete done ? I saw some, but not much.
12689. Will you describe the method adopted ? The box is filled with stones ; then water is put on to 
the stone ; then so much sand is put on, and spread over the stone, and the cement is put on the top of 
the sand. That is turned over three or four times. 12690.

No ; I do not.

far as concrete work is
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12690. Is there a gauge-box used ? Yes. G. Rogers.
12691. What is the size of gauge box ? About a yard I suppose ; I never saw it measured.
12692. You could not tell the exact size ? No. 14 Aug.,1896.
12693. What would be the depth of the box ? I do not know;
12694. Could you not tell from observation ? It might be 12 or 18 inches deep, or it might be more.
12695. How many of these boxes would be used in one mixture? Only one. •
12696. Then the cement would be put upon the top of the stone and sand ? Yes.
12697. Did you do any mixing upon Contract 77 ? You mean for the arches—no.
12698. Did you do any of the work in connection with the putting in of the concrete ? No.
12699. Most of your work was rock work—excavating? Yes; most of the time I was working at the 
stone crusher.
12700. Where did the stone come from which went through the crusher ? Out of the quarry at 
Annandale. .
12701. On what job was that stone used ? On the storm-water channel. *
12702. And on the other job as well? I do not know if it was used on the other job, but I know that it 
was used on the storm-water channel.
12703. Did Carter, Gummow, & Co. use the sand which came from that crusher ? Yes.
12704. Did they crush any of the stone which came out of the tunnel itself ? I do not know.
12705. You did not notice that ? No.
12706. Did you notice where the sand which was used in connection with Contract 118 came from ? Some 
of it came from the crusher.
12707. Where did the rest come from ? I think it all came from the crusher, but I cannot be certain. '
I was on the concrete board, and the crusher was half a mile away.
12708 Did you see any men carting the sand ? It was taken in trucks to the concrete board.
12709. Do you not know whether any bag cement was used upon the contract at Johnstone’s Creek ? I 
did not see any. No bag cement was used when I was on the board.
12710. How did the casks come to you? In drays, as far as I remember. ’
12711. Who drove the drays ? I could not tell you. '
12712. How is the cement put on to the stone and sand ? The cask is rolled up on to the top of the 
heap, and it is then chopped up with an axe, the cement being levelled over the heap.
12713. Was that done in every case ? In every case I saw.
12714. Did you ever see any casks upturned on the heap ? I did not see them.
12715. Did you ever see a bag discharged on to the heap ? No ; I never saw any bag cement used when 
I was at the board. It was all in casks.
12716. Was an inspector of the Department always standing over you ? Yes ; Lougheed.
12717. "W ho was the contractor’s foreman ? Bandeen.
12718. Did he stand over the board ? He was generally on the board.
12719. Can you remember the names of some of the others who were working there with you ? Only 
the three I have mentioned, who were turning with me.
12720. Can you think of any others ? No others who were turning with me. Others would be at work 
near the board. There would be Murphy, for instance; but he is in Queensland.
12721. Any others? Yes; John FitzGibbons was, I think, another.
12722. Do you know where he is now ? I think he is working for Carter, Gummow, & Co., at Annandale.
12723. Do you know the names of any of the others ? Yes ; there were Byrnes and Eady.
12724. Any others ? I do not remember any others ; hut there were a great many more, if I could only 
call them to mind.
12725. Do you recollect the names of any men who left the job before you left ? No ; I remember some 
men being put off when the job was finished. •
12726. Can you tell me the names of some of them ? No ; I do not think so. A number of them who 
were put off that job are now working at North Shore.
12727. But you could not tell us the names of any of them ? No ; I do not think I could.
12728. Can you not remember the names of any of those who have altogether left Carter, Gummow, &
Co.’s works ? No.
12729. In mixing the concrete, to what distance in the channel did you work ? I could not tell you ; I 
was a week turning the concrete.
12730. Do you remember the distance in the channel you went when you were doing that work? No, I 
do not.
12731. How many lots of concrete would you mix during the day? I suppose fifty or sixty, perhaps more.
12732. Would that quantity be placed in position ? Yes.
12733. Did you notice the depth of the invert in the storm-water canal ? No.
12734. How was it put in—were there any boards to keep back the earth ? Yes; there were boards 
where necessary to prevent it from falling in.
12735. How was the concrete put in ? It was run off the concrete board to another board from which it 
was tipped and put in its place.
12736. It would then be rammed in ? Yes.
12737. Were there any sticks to indicate the thickness ? Yes.
12738. Do you recollect what length those sticks were ? No.
12739. Xou did not fix any concrete at all upon Contract 77 ? No.
12740. Can you tell me where you worked in January last;—upon what portion of the contract were you 
then working ? I was working at the crusher at that time.
12741. Where were you working in February ? At the Johnstone’s Creek sewer.
12742. Mining? No; moving concrete then.
12743. Where would you be working in March? I should be doing the same thing.
12744. Wheeling concrete for the Johnston-street sewer ? Yes.
12745. Would you be wheeling it during the whole of those two months ? I think so, but I could not 
be sure.
12746. How far do you have to wheel it ? Not very far—about 20 or 30 yards.
12747. In those two months you would have a good opportunity of seeing concrete made ? No ; I just 
emptied my barrow and went away for another. " ” 12748.
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G. Rogers. 12748. But you would look on sometimes ? I had no time for that.
12749. But your eyes would be about you ? I had no time to notice others.

14Aug., 1896. 12750. You can surely tell us the names of all the men who were working there? Where so many men
are working on a job one is apt to forget names. .
12751. Do you not know all the men on the job ? I might know them if I met them, but I might not 
know thfeir names.
12752. Mr. Carter.~\ You have said that Driscoll was working on the board—do you know whether he was
working on the board or at the ribs ;—do you remember that ? He was working in the ribs.
12753. Not on the board ? No ; he was working on the ribs.
12754. You have not much time to straighten your back when you are on the concrete board? No. 
12755. Mr. Parhes.~\ I presume you talk to the men who are on the work ? No ; we are not allowed to 
talk. _
12756. Mr. Carter.~\ How long is it since you were mixing the concrete for the week to which you 
referred ? It was about the time we started.
12757. And that would be twelve months ago ? Yes.

Thomas Eady sworn and examined :— .
T. Kady. 12758. Mr. Parkes.'] You worked on the concrete at Johnstone’s Creek sometimes ? Sometimes.

12759. At what time would that be ? Whenever there was any need for it.
14 Aug., 1896. 12760. When you used bag cement on that job did you carry it to the works ? A few bags were broken, 

and the contents of those bags were put into a couple of casks or so and carried on to the work.
12761. What time was that ? I could not say. I did not take particular notice.
12762. Was it about March ? Not that I know of.
12763. In what month was it? I could not tell you.
12764. Do you not recollect at about what date it was ? No ; I do not.
12765. Can you not recollect the month approximately? No ; I never remember things of that sort. 
12766. How did you fix up the casks—did you put the tops on again ? Yes.
12767. Did you nail them down ? No ; they were just laid on.
12768. You did not nail them down then ? No; the top was left open. There were only a few casks 
filled altogether. . _
12769. When you got the casks on to the job, what did you do with them then ? I did not go to the job 
with the casks. I stopped in the shed.
12770. Do you recollect the date approximately on which that was done ? No.
12771, You are sure of that? Certain of it.
12772. Do you not remember in about what month it was ? No.
12773. When you sent bags down to the job were they broken on the top of the concrete ? Yes, on the 
concrete board.
12774. You are sure the bags were broken there? Yes.
12775. How many bags go to a cask ? Three bags. _
12776. When was the floodgate on that job completed ? I saw them working there up till Friday last, 
but the men did not belong to Carter, Gummow, & Co.
12777. When was the storm-water contract at Johnstone’s Bay finished ? I could not tell you.
12778. Cannot you recollect at all ? No.
12779. You cannot recollect in about what month ? I cannot.
12780. You cannot think of it at all ? No.
12781. How much bag cement is there in store there now ? I could not tell you. There are a good few 
hundred bags there.
12782. Five hundred ? Yes, 1,500.
12783. How many casks ? I could not tell you.
12784 A hundred ? Yes, more. .
12785. What is the size of the shed ? I have never measured it.
12786. As to the mixing of concrete, what do they call a batch ? It depends upon the stone. In some 
cases there are 16 feet, and in other cases 20 feet. Added to that there would be 8 feet of sand, and 
4 feet of cement.
12787. What would be the 16 feet stone ? Bluestone.
12788. How much of sand would that take ? 8 feet.
12789. And how much cement ? 4 feet.
12790. Then in the sandstone concrete, how much goes to the batch ? 20 feet of stone, 8 feet of sand, 
and 4 feet of cement.
12791. To what size is bluestone broken on the Johnstone’s Creek work ? I have never gauged it.
12792. But you could tell by your eye pretty well, could you not ? No, I could not tell you the size.
12793. What does the specification say? 1 do not know anything about that.
12794. What would be the largest stone roughly ? I could not tell you.
12795. Would it be 2-|- or 3 inches in the case of the bluestone ? Nothing like that. It is small metal..
12796. In the case of the sandstone, what would be the largest stone? I could not tell you, I think it is 
supposed to be 2i-inch.
12797. Roughly speaking, what would be the size of the largest stone ? I could not tell you.
12798. Have you worked from the beginning to the end of Contract 118 at Johnstone’s Creek ? Yes. 
12799. How long have you worked for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 1 have been working for some of the
company a good few years. I worked for some of the company before Carter and Gummow came into it. 
12800. You have a superior position as compared with the ordinary men? No.
12801. What wages are you getting ? Eight shillings.
12802. Can you give me the names of the men who have been working on the concrete board, as a 
general thing ? Some of the men who worked there I have never known. I was not always on the 
concrete board ; I was off and on.
12803. Where did you work particularly ? I took out some of the excavation, and I was also a good 
part of the time at the crusher.

12804.



PUBLIC WOEKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 393

12804!. What did you do at the crusher? I filled the trucks from the crusher.
12805. Do you know the names of the men who were feeding the crusher ? No ; they were strangers 
to me.
12806. Where did the stone which went into the crusher come from ? I could not say.
12807. Did any of it come out of the excavation ? Not that I know of.
12808. Can you tell me the names of any of the men who have lately left this work? I cannot. You 
might be there months before you took any notice of a man’s name, unless you happened to hear it called 
out at the office on pay-day. ,
12809. Did you do any work upon the aqueduct in Contract 77 ? I do not know what you mean by 
aqueduct.
12S10. Did you never hear the word in your life before? No ; if you mean the arches, I was working 
there.

. What was the mixing of the concrete in that case—what went to the batch ? Twelve feet of stone, 
G feet of sand, and 4 feet.of cement. One cask of cement went to the batch. -
12812. Did you see the cask broken on the concrete ? Yes.
12813. Will you swear that ? Yes.
12814. Where was that concrete carried to ? It was taken up on to the carriers.
12815. Where was it put ? Into the sewer. -
12816. Into what part of the sewer ? Into the invert.
12817. Do you mean into the sides ? Yes.
12818. Was it rammed? Yes.
12819. Was it W'ell rammed ? Yes.
12820. Was any bag cement put into that work? No.
12821. Is the whole of the material wheeled in a barrow ? Yes.
12822. It is not pulled up in buckets and put into the work with spoons ? No ; the barrow was pulled 
up by a horse. In some cases it was wheeled straight on to the work.
12823. Where did they get the sand to mix with the material which went into the arches ? I think it 
was obtained from North Sydney. .
12824. Who brought it on to the works ? That I could not tell you.
12825. Where did they get the sand which went into what you call the invert ? That was North Sydney 
sand, I think; but I could not say where we got the sand from.
12826. Did you ever take any sand from the crusher for this work ? Not for the arches.
12827. Where was that sand used ? In the storm-water channel. .
12828. Was any of it used in the piers ? Not that I know of ; I was not working on the piers.
12829. Who was the foreman at Johnstone’s Creek ? A man named Bandeen. . '
12830. Was the Government inspector s name Lougheed ? It might be ; I never inquired his name. 
12831. Did you do much concrete mixing for the aqueduct work ? No. '
12832. How much did you do ? I could not tell you.
12833. How long were you at it ? I was there a tew days when they were doing the work.
12834. Did you shift from one part of the work to another while the work was being done ? Not while
the Johnstone’s Creek work was going on. When that was finished, I went for some days on to other
jobs, and so on. ■'
12835. Have you seen the concrete mixed on the Johnstone’s Creek job ? I have seen some of it mixed. 
12836. Is it not the fact that two batches of stone were used to one cask of cement? Not that I am 
aware of.
12837. But think distinctly about it ? It w'as not done that I am aware of.
12838. You are sure of that ? Certain of it.
12839. You never saw such a thing done? No.
12810. Did you ever mix concrete yourself? Yes; I have mixed a lot of concrete.
12841. Mr. Carter.'] As to the broken bags of cement, how many, roughly, were there—were there forty 
or fifty ? I do not think there were that number. There might have been about twenty. I sewed up 
some of the broken bags. J ^
12812. But some of them were too bad to be sewn ? Yes.
12843. So that there was no other practicable means of taking the cement down to the board except bv 
putting it into casks ? No. 1 J
12844. How many bags did you sew up ? A good few. -
12845. Mr. Parkes.] Do you know a man named Moore who worked on this job ? I have heard of him, 
12846. What did he do ? The last time I saw him he was working at the muck.
12847. At what time was that ? When we were taking out the excavation.
12848. In about what month ? I could not tell vou.
12849. You cannot recollect dates ? No. "
12850. His Honor.] What time of year was it—was it summer or winter ? I think it was in the summer 
12851. Mr Parkes.] Do you remember distinctly a man named Moore—are you sure the man you are 
thinking ot was named Moore ? God only knows ; I do not.
12852. Is he still working on the job ? No.
12853. Has he left it ? Yes.
12854. Long ago ? Over six months, anyhow.
12855. Where was this man working six months ago—was he working on the muck then ? Yes • the last 
time I saw him. ’

1 iett J ohnstoue s Creek at12856. Was the muck being taken out about six months ago ? 1
lime and went to work on the piers and arches.
12857. When did Moore leave ? I do not know. '

You are sure he is not still working on the job ? I do not think so.
You think he has left Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s employ ? I think so.
Do you know where he has gone to ? He may have gone to Western Australia for aught I know

12858.
12859
12860

T. Kady. 

14 Aug., 1896.

140-3 D John
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Yes.
those men were

It is excavation.

the men included in that sheet were

John Carter recalled and further examined :
J. Carter. 12861. Mr. Parkes.'] The last pay-sheet entered in your book is dated 21st May, 1896 ?
'''■‘“'-''-""n 12862. Are all the men included in that sheet all the men working on the job . All

14 Aug., 1896. wor]ijrig on the-job that pay-gheet was made out. . ,
12863. "Would there be any others ? Not necessarily. One might be omitted, but there would not be
more than one or so omitted. _ , ,
12864. Have you shifted any from this job to North Shore? Yes ; we shift them about.^ iney ge wor 
if there is work to be given. The North Shore work is different from other work.
There are plenty of men who are not fit for excavation.
12865. Taking the pay-sheet under date of 21st May, 1896, all 
working on that date ? Yes. . , . ,, ,
12866. And the inference would be that men whose names did not appear m that pay-sheet would nave 
left the works ? Yes. It does not mean that they have necessarily left our employment. ’
12867. But some of them would have done so ? Yes, a few. tvt qv,
12868. Where would those who have not left your employment have gone. To North 
12869. Can you give us the names of any of those who have been transferred from North Shore . xes , 
Bandeen is one.
12870. When did he go to North Shore? At the commencement of the contract say,
months ago. , . unn ■ i
12871. Are there any others ? Yes ; Driscoll, Rogers, Kerwick, Davidson, M Delian, IVL t^uirk.
has gone to Coolgardie.
12872. When did he leave ? I could not tell you. .
12873. The pay-book would show? Yes, I dare say it would. If his name did not appear in one pay
sheet he would probably have left between that date, and the date of the preceding pay-sheet.
12874. You say he is gone to Coolgardie? I could not say definitely where he is gone, borne ot them 
go up on to the rivers cane-cutting. .
------ G-alvin was working up to what date ? Up to 7th May, 1896, according to the pay-sheets.

Has he been working for you since ? He may have been working at North bhore tor aught i

four or five

Galvin

12875.
12876.
know.
12877.
12878.

How long was Moore with you before he left ? He is an old sewerage hand. ,
How long had Galvin been working with you before he left ? He was another old employe. 

Some of them were employed by members of the Company ten years ago ; before I was m the farm at all. 
12879. Kady has been a long time with you ? Yes ; ten or twelve years, I expect.
12880. Could you tell me the names of any other men who have lately been sent oft your works . JN o , 
1 do not send them off at all. I see their names in the sheet on pay-day. That is all Lknow of them. 
12881. But you would hear of their being removed ? That is no.part of the firm s business. Ihe ganger 
removes the men. "We do not interfere with the men. They go to the office and get their pay, and that
is all we know about it. , . .
12882. Can you tell me when you completed the Johnstone’s Bay sewer ? I am not sure that it is com
pleted yet.
12883. There is some concrete work to be done there ? There may be. 
up. Practically, however, the job was finished some months ago. _
12884. Were you not putting in concrete there in March? We might have been.
12885. You were not finished down to the tramline in March ? Yes.
12886. Was the concrete completed? We were working the other way.
12887. Prom the bay upwards ? Yes. _ ,
12888. What were you doing there last March ? I have not the faintest idea, 
rendering I suppose. _____________________________

It has not been finally measured

We wmre concreting and

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 12889. Mr. Parkes.] Mr. Hickson, in his minute in reference to Contract 69, says there was a saving of 

£750 made upon the alteration from a double sewer to a single sewer. That is the 10 chains ^running 
14 Aug.,1896. from Premier-street to the Illawarra Eoad ? Yes. Mr. Hickson, in his minute, says, “ This audition is 

caused by an alteration in the original design, which has the. effect of reducing the cost of the work in 
this contract by about £750. There is a further reduction on the whole work of £10,000. Kecommended
for approval.” . -.oa j toi r j-t. o r12890. If you turn to the comparative estimates which appear upon pages 130 and 131 ot tne iariiamen-
tary return you will see that you have a measurement of 1,329 cubic yards of excavation; that was done ; 
the next portion of the sewer, viz,, 6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in., has an item of 
“ excavation, 1,541 yards,” which is again carried forward ? The last four estimates were estimates that 
were prepared at the time the alteration was under consideration. They were estimates which were not 
adopted, but they were necessary in order to lead up to the one which was adopted. You will observe 
that the first two estimates referred to, the one at the bottom of page 130 and the one at the top of 
page 131, are both for an 8 ft. x 7 ft. sower. The sewer that was adopted was 7 ft. 8 m. x 6 it. 8 in. _ It 
was found, eventually, on more careful calculations being made, that a smaller sewer would be sufficient 
to carry away the whole sewage ; consequently the smaller size was adopted instead of the 8 ft. x 7 i ., so 
that these four estimates, while they were necessary in order to arrive at a conclusion, scarcely bear upon 
Mr. Hickson’s minute. Estimates 3 and 4 relate to sewers 6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. and 5 ft. 2 m. x 4 ft. * m. 
The first one is for two-ring brickwork and the second one is for one-ring brickwork, and that explains 
the difference between the total amounts of £4,173 12s. 6d. and £4,068 14s. 5d. 1
12891. That is clear enough ; but that is not the explanation I wanted ? It was necessary that i 
say that in order to lead up to the estimates which were adopted. The estimates which were adopted 
are given on pa^e 130. Even there there is a little confusion. The printer seems to have transposed the 
estimates. The”estimate of the 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer, properly speaking, relates as to the details 
to the first item in the comparative estimate for the construction of sewers, western branch, western 
suburbs sewerage. Then follow the estimates for the 6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. and 5 ft. 2 m. x 4 ft. 2 m. 
sewers. That is their proper order. They have got a little muddled up, and I confess that the other day 
I was not able to follow them. ^
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12892. Who would make these calculations ? They would be made in the drawing office, under Mr. Bagge. Davis. 
12893. Who made them, as a matter of fact? Mr.'Cutler, assisted bv M‘Kay. They are in Mr.
M‘L_ay s handwriting partly, and partly in that of Mr. Cutler. The sewers in the original contract were 14 Aug., 1896 
6 ft. 10 in. s 5 ft. 10 in., and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in , and the question was whether the substituted sewer 
should be 8_ft. x 7 ft. or 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in.
12894. Which was adopted ? The 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. The estimates at the bottom of page 130, and 
at the top of page 131, do not apply, as a matter of fact.
12895. But if there were a lesser sewer there would be less saving ? Mr. Hickson’s minute relates not 
to 8 ft. by 7 ft. sewer, but to the one adopted.
12896. But the saving upon,the large one, the 8 ft. x 7 ft., would not be £750? You will find that Mr.
Hickson is well within the mark.
12897. According to these estimates he would not be ? According to these estimates he would be, as I 
say, well within the mark. Take the saving, as stated by me, of £10,608 10s., and assume that the 
length of the sewer between Premier-street and the Illawarra Hoad is 10 chains, and that £10,608 is 
saved in the 70 chains, the saving between Premier-street and the Illawarra Road would be one-seventh 
of that; that is to say, it would be £1,500 or thereabouts.
12898. That is if the work had never been excavated ? That is if the work had not been touched.
12899. If it had not been excavated ? That is the case, so that Mr. Hickson is well within the mark in 
saying that £750 would be saved. If you take 8 chains, then the saving would be a matter of £1,100.
12900. But you have a set of estimates and quantities ? It is on those estimates that I make the state
ment that the saving would be £1,100.
12901. But that is not borne out ? I think Mr. Hickson, as I said before, was well within the mark. I 
do not quite remember how he arrived at the £750, but he was certainly well within the mark.
12902. It was only a guess after all ? I will not say that it was a guess. It was his idea of the saving.
.12903. But actually the amount is not saved ? Decidedly it is.
12904. Pirst of all you have to take off it two amounts of £100 and £37 ? Mr. Hickson probably made 
a very large reduction from the £1,100 to bring it down to £750.
12905. But the details of the actual work and the work to be done in these sewers are actually given— 
the details separate from the general saving;—what I want to know is, if the details are taken out, 
whether it is not clearly shown that the item of 1,541 yards for excavation should not apply to both 
estimates? You are referring now to the first two estimates upon the top of page 131. They have no 
bearing upon the case. ■
12906. It seems to me that they have a big hearing upon it? They are headed “ Construction of Sewers—
W estern and Canterbury Branches from chamber, Premier-street, to shaft, Illawarra Road.” They have 
an indirect bearing upon the case inasmuch as they led up to what was adopted. But these estimates 
were not adopted, and it was not on these estimates that the recommendation was made.
12907. But you say that you have lessened the sewer, and that would reduce the estimate again ? The 
estimate for the 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer appears upon page 130.
12908. That is for the whole sewer ? That is so.
12909. After that you worked out in detail what would be the proportion to be saved in this actual 
section ? The details to which you refer were worked out before that, and were set aside after it was 
concluded that the proper course to follow was to adopt the 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer.
12910. Every yard of that excavation is put down at 27s. 6d.;—will you roughly work out what value 
that would be in the excavation alone? The cost of the excavation of 8 chains of tunnel for the 6 ft. 
10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in., and the 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. sewers, is £27l Is. per chain. The excavation for 
the 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer is £166 7s. 6d. per chain; so that if you multiply each one of those 
amounts by 8 you will have the difference. They are respectively £2,168 and £1,331—a difference of 
£837 8s. in favour of the 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer. .
12911. That is in the excavation for 8 chains ; but the excavation had’been done—that is the point;—all 
the excavation was done when you made this arrangement? The excavation was done for a 6 ft. 10 in. 
x 5 ft. 10 in., and a 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. sewer.
12912. So that really, as regards the estimate appearing upon page 131, they would be correct if the 1,541 
yards were applied to both ? The estimates to which you refer on page 131 have really nothing, except 
indirectly, to do with the matter.
12913. In calling for tenders you say with every schedule “ the quantities are not guaranteed as 
correct, but are merely for the guidance of tenderers, who must satisfy themselves as to their accuracy, 
which is not in any way guaranteed by the Government; they are subject to deduction, omission, or 
alteration ; ”—you notice that ? Yes.
12914. Therefore, when you call for tenders, you take to yourself the power*to alter the contracts in any 
way you wish ? Yes ; a general power is taken in the general conditions, and the note to which you refer 
is in conformity with that.
12915. So that a tenderer, when he sends in his tender, knows that it is in the power of the office to regulate 

. lender while it is in course of operation in the form of a contract equitably as between the two 
parties concerned ? I would not say “ regulate.” I would not use that word. I would say that we 
take power under the contract to omit or increase where the exigencies of the work and the circumstances 
that may arise necessitate that course.
12916. But the position of an engineer is that of an arbitrator between the two parties, is it not—the 
one who is. employing the contractor and the contractor himself ? The position of an engineer, as I 
understand it, is this -that he represents his principal, but he represents his principal in doing what is 
just and equitable both towards his principal and the contractor. '
12917. And in framing specifications and schedules, is it not the practice of engineers to so frame them 
as to have an equitable arrangement between the two parties ? Yes ; I should say so.
12918. You are speaking now from your practice as an engineer? I certainly think that an engineer 
should not use any power that might be given to him under a contract to oppress. I should say that he 
would be wrong if he did that.
12919. The object of this specification is to enable him to do what is fair between the two parties ? I 
think so. ' r
12920. For instance, you have in your specification a clause which allows of your taking off or putting on

work
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J. Davis, work in connection with any job ? We have the general power, hut it is questionable how far it would 
be equitable to put that power into operation for small things. No doubt that is the case. Suppose that 

14Aug., 1896. after a shaft has been put down circumstances arise requiring the design of the shaft to be altered, in 
that case the engineer, I should say, would have the right to alter the shaft to any extent so long as he 
provided for the same kind of work as was originally shown, and he would have a right to expect that 
work to be done at schedule rates. If he introduced work of a more expensive kind than that originally 
shown it would be questionable how far he should ask the contractor to carry it out without allowing 
him a compensating amount.
12921. Tou yourself have said in your evidence that you have put into your schedules every item you 
could possibly think of ? I do not think I said that. I said that we had to provide for every conceivable 
emergency that might arise in a contract in order to get a fair price for the work which had to be 
carried out.
12922. In the case of 69, however, you put in items for the excavation of material not shown by your 
bores ? No ; I do not think so. [Vide Appendix, No. 52.] .
12923. Did your bores show every one of these different descriptions of excavation ? Yes, generally 
speaking.
12924. You did not show them on the plan ? As far as it was practicable to show them on the plan we 
have shown them, and what we had on the plan we have shown in the schedule. We know pretty well 
from experience what the nature of the ground is which is likely to be met with in these tunnels, and we 
provide in the schedule for that ground.
12925. What is the object of your putting in special bluestone to be placed in any situation where 
required, or, where ordered, 1 to 1 cement? If you refer to item No. 88 you will find that it is placed 
with a number of items which may or may not occur. The probable quantity is given in that case as 
10 cubic yards. That is given merely to get a price from the contractors. It is the same as the items for 
labour and Oregon timber and other things of that kind. In order to get a price from the contractor we 
put in a small quantity.
12926. Lately, even under this new form of schedule, in connection with which you say you make such a 
saving, there appears an item of £8 a cwt. for iron instead of per ton ? Ido not think I have said that 
we should make such a great saving. I say, and I think I can support what I say, that the old system 
was unsatisfactory, and we thought that it would not do to continue such a system, when we received 
tenders such as we did in the case of Contract 69. At the same time—taking the work over a number of 
years—I can show that while on some occasions the contractors made on other occasions they lost. I 
will take the contracts which we let to Carter, G-ummow, & Co., extending over six years. 1 find that 
the work which they had finished for the Department, according to the final vouchers, comes to £304,466, 
while the amount of the tenders works out at schedule rates at £292,975, there being a difference of 
£1,149. The final voucher exceeded in some cases the tender through the speculative tendering, but 
in other cases there was a saving to the Department, so that the one counterbalanced the other. In the case 
of Contract 69, the amount in favour of the contractor was great; still, taking the whole of the dealings 
of these contractors with the G-overnment, extending over a period of six years, there was only a differ
ence in favour of their own pockets of £1,149. I would like to go further in that matter. I have 
a list here of the whole of the contracts let since the initiation of the Sewerage Department. All these 

• contracts are finished, and, with very few exceptions, they were upon the old system. They will show' that 
the amount of the tender, as worked out at schedule rates, upon the whole of the works completed since 
the initiation of the Sewerage Branch, amount to £1,440,225, while the amount of the final vouchers is 
£1,433,186, a saving, if you choose to call it a saving, in favour of the Department of £7,038. So by 
taking the system as a whole the Department did not lose. I certainly say, as I have said on former 
occasions, that I think the system which has been adopted is the best for the Department. It is the most 
satisfactory.
12927. The totals you have given represent comparisons with the office estimates? I am leaving the 
office estimates out of the question. I am taking the tenders as received from the contractors, and com
paring them with the amount of the final vouchers,, both in regard to Carter, G-ummow, & Co., and also in 
regard to all the contractors who have carried out work for the Sewerage Branch.
12928. But taking the tenders, if you alter, remodel, and adjust the items in the schedule, upon which 
those tenders are founded, you cannot tell what the profits are ? We have not altered the schedules or 
adjusted anything. We have carried out the work since I have been connected with the Sewerage 
Branch—a period of thirteen years—in a legitimate way. I believe wre have, as far as I can judge, done 
the work satisfactorily. The figures I have given you represent the results.
12929. Ilis Honor.'] What you mean is that you have compared the tenders on the probable quantities— 
that is, the totals shown in those tenders—with the actual cost ? "Xes.
12930. And comparing the two in that way, you find the results which you have given ? Yes ; the result 
shows that, while in some cases, as in Contract 69, the contractors certainly did get an advantage over the 
Department, in other cases, if you can call it an advantage, the Department got it. That was due 
entirely to the speculative tendering. It is impossible before the work is carried out to say whether a 
particular item would be required, or, in some cases, what quantity of any particular item would bo 
required; but. putting one thing against the other, the returns referred to show clearly that the Depart
ment did not lose, but that, on the contrary, it gained.
12931. Of course Contract 79 is an earlier contract than Contract 69, although numbers go the other 
way ? Yes.
12932. I notice that the schedule is very much more elaborate in the case of Contract 69 than in the case 
of 79—that is, there are more details in the schedule? You are referring, I suppose, to the excavation. 
The explanation of that is simply this:—The nature of the ground is entirely different at North Shore. 
There could be no question that, in that ease, the whole of the tunnelling would be in rock, whereas in 
the case of the Marrickville contract the borings showed that portions would be in rock, and the schedule 
had to be fixed up for that; portion would be in the open cutting, and the schedule had to be fixed up < 
for that; and then a portion would be in doubtful ground—shale, soft or hard clay, or whatever it might 
be. It is impossible to say what it would be until the tunnels were driven. That is the reason why the 
schedule in the case of Contract 69 is much more extensive than the schedule in Contract 79.
12933. While we are upon that point I may mention that there is one detail which has puzzled me. I 
refer to the excavation in “ solid rock” in shafts, shaft chambers, and sumps, as specified in clause 3. Tou

will
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will see that that appears between items 11 and 12, and that item No. 12 is for excavation inroad J- Davis. 
surfaces, soil, may, pipeclay, shale, and soft rock ;—is the “solid rock” which appears there a mistake in 
printing, or has it a special meaning there? The explanation is simply this—that in the case of the 14Aug., 1896. 
Marrickville contract, although we did our best to say precisely where the solid rock would commence and 
where it would finish, I could give instances where in similar cases the ground is so uncertain that con
tractors have found in a length which was shown on the drawing, and supposed to be, solid, rock, soft 
ground, and in that instance, although the ground was soft, and would onlv cost a few shillings to take 
out, they got paid for solid rock. “
12934. Where was that? In Harrington-street, in Jones and Atherton’s contract. They were very 
rightly paid, because there was no schedule to cover such an altered condition. That is the reason why 
the heading of that section reads in “ solid rock.” Tou will observe that solid rock is in inverted commas.
That refers to a length of sewer shown in the drawing to be solid rock. Something might be in that 
length which was not solid rock, and to meet that emergency item No. 12 was put in. That has reference 
more especially to shafts. Of course, in the case of shafts, there would be soft ground at the top.
12934-|-. The solid rock would seldom come to the surface? No; items 12, 13, 14, and 15 would be for 
the length designated on the contract drawing as in “ solid rock,” but in that length necessarily there 
would be the surface at the top of the shaft, and that would not be solid rock.
12935. You explained that the reason why you put in subducts as a heading in this schedule was that 
subducts might be required anywhere ? Tes.

• 12936. But the experience of the Department has shown that subducts are hardly ever required ? . Tes ; 
they are quite the exception.
12937. Tet you put in a substantial amount for subducts, not a nominal amount;—you put in a sub
stantial length, of a subduct, and that might have an effect upon the tendering ? That is the case, and I 
can only explain it in this way. Mr. Bagge prepared these schedules. He had certain little fads of his 
own, and he used to put in subducts.
12938.. But was he a great believer in subducts, in point of fact, do you know ? No ; but he was an 
exceptionally careful man—a most cautious man—and his idea was that if they were left out of the 
schedule and they were required he would be to blame. In order to cover himself he put them in.
12939. It did not strike him that it would increase the chance of rigging the schedules, so as to bring, 
perhaps, the larger, tender out to be apparently the lower one—that is, the putting in of special items for 
these particular things which were not likely to be done? That is so. Mr. Bagge thought that, if a 
quantity were not put in the schedule and subducts were required, he would be to blame for having the 
contract exceeded. I believe their being put in is due entirely to Mr. Bagge’s cautiousness.
1 2940. As far as you can-understand it, it was his doing ? Entirely. He prepared all the schedules. I 
used to confer with him and give him the best of my advice, founded upon the experience which I had 
gathered from day to day. '
12941. These schedules could be revised and altered only bv Mr. Hickson? That is so.
12942. And Mr. Hickson, as a general rule, could not go into such details as that ? He could not. Mr.
Bagge was a very conservative old gentleman. He did not like interference. I know that, as a matter of 
fact, Mr. Hickson had the greatest trouble with him to get him to alter the system. He had been going 
upon the old lines for so many years that he could not see the force of the alteration. Mr. Hickson had 
a great deal of trouble in getting it done at all.
12943. Mr. Parkes.^\ "Will you describe how the alteration took place;—is there any record in the '
Department of any correspondence preceding the change ? I believe not. The only thing I ever saw in 
writing was at the time Mr. Hickson decided to adopt the new system. It would be in January, 1894, I 
think. He then sent up to Mr. Bagge, on a sheet of note-paper, instructions to that effect. Beyond 
that I never saw anything in writing, except that at the beginning of last year, about the time of the 
reorganisation of the Department, Mr. Hickson wished the system to be generally adopted in the Depart
ment, and asked the three principal assistant engineers to take the matter into consideration and to see 
how the change could be brought about.
12944. Do you know whether in the latter part of 1893, or in the early part of 1894, there was a notice 
of motion given in the Legislative Assembly for a change in the contracting system and the determination 
of public contracts under the Public Works Department? I am not aware of that, but I know that you 
have been most persevering for a very long time.
12945. Did you ever hear of such a notice of motion ? I may have done so, but did not pay much atten
tion to it. It certainly had nothing to do with the change, if that is what you want to knoxv. I talked 
with Mr. Hickson very many times about the whole system. I saxv that, the rigging of the schedules was 
getting worse and worse, and that something would have to be done. After conferring with him severs 
times upon the subject, we came to the conclusion which I have indicated. .
12946. Did you ever hear in the office that the Minister of the day had been requested to make a change 
in the method of issuing specifications and schedules for public contractors ? No ; I do not know that I 
did, except in a general way. No doubt anything which took place up at the Legislative Assembly would 
get to be known down here, and it would probably become the subject of general conversation, but I 
remember nothing special about it. ' .
12947. Have you no letter in the Department bearing upon the subject ? Not to my knowledge. I have 
already said there were no papers in existence. I should have known of them if there had been any.
Mr. Hickson has given nothing but verbal instructions with the exception of the writing of the sheet of 
note-paper to which I referred. - 0 .
12948. What would become of that ? Mr. Bagge would have it. He may have it in his possession 
now, but I cannot say positively, of course.
12949. Sis Honor.'] Would it remain in his personal possession or would it be filed in the office ? Search 
has been made for it, and no record can be found. It was never registered. Mr. Bagge must have kept 
the paper himself. Whether he destroyed it or has it still I do not know. The system was initiated at 
the beginning of 1894. The first tender under it was received in March. The tenders for Contract 69 
were received in the previous December. The change was made more particularly as the result of the 
tender received from Carter, G-ummow, & Co. in connection with Contract 69.
12950. Mr. Parlces.] Did not numerous contractors complain to you that the way in which the specifica
tion was drawn and schedules issued allowed you to destroy certain contractors and benefit others ? My 

- . experience
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J. Davis, experience of contractors goes to show this, that the generality of them are never particularly satisfied 
■"N with either specifications or schedules. I have never heard from any contractors of undue preference 

14 Aug., 1896. being given to particular contractors. .
12951. Have no contractors ever asked you to adopt another system, which would admit of greater equity 
in tendering as between themselves and other contractors ? I do not remember any such case,
12952. Have contractors ever asked that they might have the plans and specifications put before them 
without any schedules at all, so that they might take the risk in a lump sum? No, I think not; and I 
think, also, that, in regard to sewerage works, that system would be most undesirable for the Department, 
and most undesirable for contractors. It would be most undesirable for the Department, because it 
would be quite impossible to get any idea of what the work would cost.
12953. Have contractors never told you that they would be content if you put down bores, and showed 
them the cores of every shaft? No.
12951. They never have ? No.
12955. You have never been approached in that way ? No.
12956. Not by contractors desiring to have a change made ? No.
12957. Do you know whether Mr. Hickson has had such representations made to him ? That may be so. 
I do not know what may have taken place in his case. 1 think the change you suggest would be most 
undesirable for the contractors, on account of the risk they would have to take, and on account of the 
amount they would have to put on to cover the risk.
12958. But you have said yourself that contractors necessarily had to take a risk ? This schedule may, 
to those who are not accustomed to it, look elaborate ; but with this kind of work there -is much uncer
tainty as to the nature of the ground, and as to the thickness of the lining which has to be put in, and a 
hundred other things. It is for the well-being of the Department to reduce the risk of contractors to a 
minimum. '
12959. Suppose the contractors had to take the risk, that would not be likely to increase the expense with 
competitive tendering ? The contractor would have to put in a tender on the off-chance of his having to 
carry out the work, and he might not have to carry it out. The object in all these schedules is simply 
to pay for what you get done. If you get a yard of rock excavated, you pay a fair price for it; if you 
get a yard of concrete done, you pay for it; and so on. We do not want the contractors to take any risk. 
We know that if they do they will have to be paid for it.
12960. Take an ordinary contract under your present system ; you may have certain items stated by the 
Department 100 per cent, in excess of their value, whereas the value of other items may be understated ? 
I would not say that. What 1 say is, that there is room in a number of these matters for difference of 
opinion. I may say that concrete, taking all circumstances into consideration, would be worth 40s. a yard, 
and put it down in the schedule at that price. Mr. Alexander Dean, having a plant at hand and being 
prepared to give supervision for nothing, may think that he can do the work at 35s. a yard.
12961. But take the differences exhibited in the prices in your own schedules ; take the Schedules of 77, 
and the Schedules of 112 and 118; take also the difference between the Schedules of 79 and 79a ; 
you have some items at an excessive price and some items at a low price ? I do not say that that is the 
case. The tenders we received for the contracts you have specified were all belowT the office prices, and 
they certainly varied. The successful tenderers varied from those prices, but they were pretty near. 
12962. But after all, to give the contractors data, would it not be better to put down your prices and 
prepare your specification and permit the contractors with their knowledge, which, as you say, is greater 
on the part of some contractors than on the part of others, to compete ? That would no doubt be to the 
advantage of the men who knew the locality particularly well. They would be able to turn their experience 
and knowledge to account; but it would certainly be most undesirable for the Department, from every 
point of view. There would be endless disputes in the carrying out of w7ork. During the progress of 
work, all kinds of changes have to be made in the design to meet altered circumstances ; and, when these 
changes were made, the contractor, even if he had no claim, would make one. They do so upon every 
conceivable pretext.
12963. Why did you depart from your rule and let Carter, Gummow, & Co. two contracts at lump sum ? 
If you will take one contract first, and ask me a question about it, I will endeavour to explain it.
12964. Take Contract 79a ? That was regarded as an extension of Contract 79. Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. asked to be allowed to get it as an extension, and Mr. Lyne decided, as he has already stated, to give 
them the extension on the office estimate at lump sum.
12965. The other contract is No. 77 ? It has already been fully explained, with reference to the two 
tenders of £15,757 and £15,500, why the latter was accepted. The Department considered that it was 
wise to try the new Monier system.
12966. Have you gone into any details as to the cost? There was something done, but nothing very 
much. Subsequently, however, the matter has been very fully gone into.
12967. What was done to find out the real cost of Contract 77, according to the substituted plan ? I 
think Mr. Hickson’s minute states precisely what was done. I do not think anything more was done at 
that time. As far as I am aware, nothing more was done.
12968. Mr. Norrie.~\ When you draw specifications and schedules, have you any other interest in view at 
the time than that of the public? Certainly not. We try to conduct the business of the Department on 
the best business lines. We also try to conduct it economically.
12969. Mr. ParJces.1^ You do not draw up the schedules ? I do now ; but I did not "at that time. I gave 
Mr. Bagge credit, however, for being a most conscientious and careful old gentleman.
12970. Mr. Norrie.~] You do not think that Mr. Bagge, when he drew the specifications and schedules, 
was actuated by any motive other than the consideration of the public interest ? I am positive he was not. 
12971. Mr. Parkes.~\ Did he draw them ? Yes, with his own hand, and he would not allow anyone else 
to touch them. If you suppose anything to be wrong you must begin with Mr. Bagge and go to the 
Chief Draughtsman, and you must then include all the draughtsmen in the office. They must all be in 
league together to sell the country. It is impossible for anything of that kind to be done without the 
whole of them knowing it. One officer would prepare the quantities, another would check them, then 
they would come on to Mr. Bagge in a schedule and be sent to the printer, and so on. It would be 
impossible for anything of the kind -which you suppose to have taken place.
12972. Mr. Norrie.~\ As to the power vested in the engineer under the general conditions, have you 
always, according to your judgment, acted reasonably in that matter ? I think so. Not always in the 

‘ ’ way
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way which has satisfied the contractors ; still, I think we have always done that which was reasonable ^ Davis, 
and equitable. '
12973. Mr. Parkes asked you just now whether you remember having noticed at any time a motion in 14 Aug., 1896. 
the Legislative Assembly for a change in the system of public contracting in connection with the Public 
Works Department;—I have a paper of the Legislative Assembly under date of April, 1892, and I will 
ask you to read notice of motion 78 which appears upon that paper ? It is as follows :—•

Mu. Parkes to move,—
(1.) That, in the opinion of this House, it is expedient, for simplifying the machinery of government, and for 

economy, that all the permanent professional branches of the service, such as engineering, surveying, 
architecture, law, and photography, shall be abolished, and the work performed by independent practising 
competitors, acting under instructions direct from the Minister under whose control the particular matter may 
be, and for whose advice a consulting officer alone shall be retained.

(2.) That the above Resolution be communicated by Address to His Excellency the Governor.
I do not know what Mr. Parkes wished to infer when asking me a question just now about that notice of 
motion. I presume he wished to assume that the effect of it was to stir up the Department. If that 
were so, and I do not know that it was, I should think he ought to be gratified.
12974. Mr. Parlces.'] How do you know that the notice of motion which you have read was not based 
upon information similar to that which I have received recently ? I do not know anything about 
it. I have never before seen it, to the best of my recollection.
12975. Might not the particular notice of motion I referred to have been founded upon information of a 
similar nature to that upon which this inquiry is founded ? It might be. I know nothing about that.
12976. The object being to have an inquiry similar to this ? Yes.
12977. Mr. Norrie.] As to the adoption of the percentage system of tendering, do you know whether Mr.
Hickson from time to time consulted me as to the change ? He did. I know that in talking to him 
about it he thought the legal difficulties were so great that they were simply insurmountable, and I know 
that he consulted you as to how they could be overcome.
12978. Do you know whether on one occasion he asked me to see Mr. Bagge and talk the matter over 
with him, and to endeavour to bring him round to Mr. Hickson’s view ? ' I do not remember that.
12979. Mr. Carter.] Beferring to lump sum tendering, are you aware that in outside practice the 
adoption of lump sum tendering leads to grave disputes arising out of claims for extras, compensation, , 
and so on ? I should say so, decidedly. I know as a matter of experience that it is so. "When a lump 
sum tender is accepted in the Public Works Department there is always a schedule attached to it 
containing all the work in the contract, so that if any additions are made they may be paid for at the 
schedule rates attached to the contract, and so that if any deductions are made the lump sum might be 
reduced by the quantity multiplied by the rates attached to the contract.
12980. Have you heard that the Metropolitan Board of Works in Victoria has adopted the same system 
of tendering ? Yes.
12981. Mr. Parlces.] When was that? I cannot give you the particulars, but it was at a comparatively 
recent date. .
12982. You heard of it incidentally? Yes.
12983. When did you hear of it? A short time ago.
12984. A month ago ? It may have been longer, or it may not have been so long; but it is not a long 
time ago.
12985. Bis Bonor.] As to the question of taking advantage of the clause enabling the engineer to vary 
the work, I understand that you consider that the engineer has no right to vary the work merely for the 
purpose of putting the contractor on to his low items and off his high items, the quantities having been 
originally shown him before he tendered ? That would certainly be a very unjust course.
12986. Mr. Norrie.] Might not the clause lead to a great deal of abuse if used in that way ? Undoubtedly.
12987. Mr. Parlces..] But should the clause be used for the elimination of all the cheap items and the 
acceptance of all the dear ones ? I say that it is improper to bring that clause into the question at all.
The duty of the engineer, so it seems to me, is to disregard the prices altogether as far as possible and to 
administer the work according to the quantities given and the items of the schedule.
12988. Of the schedule of the Department ? Of the schedule accepted by the Minister for Works. If 
the Minister accepts a schedule and subducts have to be carried out, and if the contractor has a bad price 
for them, so much the worse for him.
12989. Mr. Norrie.] Clause 16 is only used when certain contingencies arise ? Yes ; where alterations 
are required and where those alterations necessitate omissions or reductions of a minor description. ■

John Moore Smail sworn and examined :—
12990. How long have you been an engineer upon public works? Since 1875. J. M. Smail.
12991. Have you been always engaged in sewerage works? I have been engaged upon sewerage and —, -
hydraulic works for nearly thirty years. 14 Aug., 189 6
12992. You were at one time with the City Council ? Yes. ’
12993. When were you transferred? I resigned from the City Council and joined the G-overnment 
Service in 1875. I was transferred from the Public Works Department to the Sewerage Board on the 
formation of the Sewerage Department under the new system.
12994. On what date was that? In 1889.
12995. You have since that date carried out your duties independently of the Public Works Department?
Yes ; the Board carry out certain portions of the work, and the Government Construction Branch carry 
out the other portion. •

‘ 12996. What was your system of tendering under the Water and Sewerage Board ? The same system 
as that in vogue in the Public Works Department when I left it. *
12997. What was that? The schedule rate. We gave the quantities, and the contractors would fix their 
own rates.
12998. When was the change made from that system? We made a change about two years ago—on the 
7th July, 1894. J °
12999. Did you submit the proposed change to your Board? Yes; the matter came up in this way. We 
had two contracts at the Glebe, and we had, upon the best information we could get as regards strata,

fixed



400 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

J-'M. Smail. £xe(j the quantities of soil and rook excavation. Two contractors evidently knew more of tlie locality 
than did the officers of the Department, and they fixed their prices in such a way that they had a very 

14 Aug., 1896. small price for rock, and a very handsome price for soil. The consequence was that, before the work was 
completed, we had over-run what you might call the bulk sum. I then drew the attention of the Board 
to the matter. I said that it was only fair to contractors that they should be paid at their schedule rate for 
soil, because if it had turned out that much excavation in rock was required it would have cost them 30s. 
a yard, whereas their price'was 6s., and they would have had to carry out their contract. It was just a 
stroke of luck that they knew the strata better than did the office. It was to prevent such rigging as 
that that I fixed all the prices at what the contractors were to tender, and tenders were received at par or 
at a percentage above or below. Since then we have had no trouble. _
13000. Have the correspondence or minutes between yourself and the Board been kept ? There was just 
one report, which I forwarded to the Board.
13001. Did you originate that report ? Certainly. .
13002. It came from you alone ? Tes. Of course the district officers may have drawn my attention to 
the matter.
13003. But it emanated in your office F Tes.
13004. "Would you have the papers in the matter ? Tes, I dare say they could be produced.
13005. And your report ? I presume so.
13006. Then as a matter of fact you did not get instructions from the Public Works Department that 
you were to carry out this new system ? No. . ,
13007. Tou are the sole originator of it ? I was not the sole originator. I was simply copying the 
practice which we had had in the Water Branch in the laying of mains by contract. The items there 
were comparatively few, but it was considered that we might apply the same system to larger contracts. 
13008. How long had you been using the system ? It had been in use in the Water Branch for three or 
four years before I introduced it into the Sewerage Branch. It was not a new thing, and I do not claim 
any originality for it. .
13009. Who was in charge of the Water Branch ? Mr. Trevor Jones. I succeeded him. He was at that 
time engineer for water, while I was engineer for sewerage. ^
13010. Had he used it for some time as engineer for water? I think so. The prices were fixed for rock 
and soil, or whatever the item might be, and the contractors had to tender at par or above or below those 
prices.
13011. When you submitted the matter to the Board who were present ? The whole Board, I presume. 
13012 In the general administration of contracts is it not possible for the engineer in charge ot the work 
to prevent the contractors from getting the best of him ? The engineer generally tries to prevent the 
contractor from getting the best of the Department. _ ...
13013. It is in his power to do so ? Tes. It is his duty. At the same time it is his duty to see that 
the contractor gets justice. _
13014. He can do so under the contract ? It depends upon how the contract is drawn. If the contract 
is drawn equitably the contractor would have the right of appeal against the district officer if he thinks 
that officer is not treating him fairly.
13015. Tou have had no difficulty under the now system ? No.
13016. Even under the old system of schedules you had no difficulty then? Our trouble was to get the 
extra money', and that was the only trouble we had. We had no trouble with the contractors. There 
was the schedule rate, and the material had to be paid for according to that rate. The contract was for 
the contractor as well as for the Department. The contract was at schedule rates, and the contractor was 
bound by it just as much as was the Department. _ _ ^
13017. If you found any glaring absurdities in the schedule, had you not the power to eliminate them r 
No ; they were schedule rates. As a matter of fact we had some very glaring instances. I think in one 
case Id. a yard for rock was put in. That, of course, was absurd ; in another case a man put in £500 
for maintenance, and put in an absurdly low price for all the items.
13018. But if he put in Id. per yard for rock he would have to carry it out? Tes.
13019. In the cases to which you refer you carried out all your schedules ;—you have not had a number of 
schedules containing items which you have not carried out ? Of course, some items are put in for 
contingencies, and if the contingencies do not arise they would not be used.
13020. But they are put in only for contingencies ? That is all ; in fact I do not know why superfluous 
items should be put in. The specification is gone carefully through, and the schedule items are drawn out 
in accordance with the specification. _ _
13021. In your work have you abided by your own quantities solely ? They come out pretty, fairly. 
Sometimes there will be a surplus of rock, and in that case there will be less soil; the one thing will 
balance the other. There has been no very marked discrepancy except in the two or three contracts to 
which I have alluded.
13022. What is your present position? I am chief engineer in the Water and Sewerage Board. . 
13023. When did Mr. Jones leave the Service ? He has not left the Service yet; he is engaged in the 
Department. He ceased to be water engineer in the early part of 1894. He was given twelve months 
leave and I took over his Department. I have been in charge of the Water and Sewerage ever since. 
13024. Did the report which you put before the Water and Sewerage Board, as to the tendering, contain 
details ? I referred to particular contracts, and in my recommendation I sa'd that a certain course would 
have to be adopted. ^
13025. Did you use any illustrations drawn from methods of contracting in use elsewhere? No; I 
simply dealt with the method which we had been following in the Water and Sewerage Branch for years, 
I found that it would not suit, and I said we should have to introduce something new.
13026. Do you know if the system you suggested was in use anywhere outside of the Colony ? No. 
13027. Tou do not know w'hether it was in use in Melbourne. No. .
13028. As to Williams’s contract, it was pointed out the other day, I think, that Williams really had 
been paid for rock where mullock occurred ? That is not so. It was his contract w'hich brought about the 
change of system. I fixed the quantities of soil and the quantities of rock from the best information I 
could get without going to the expense of boring.
13029. No bores were put down ? No. Wo worked up to the quantity of soil, and we found that 
the quantity of soil was being exceeded. When wre balanced the items we found that as regards soil we

were
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were very much on the wrong side. When the contract was completed we found that there was 75 per J- Smail. 
cent, of soil instead of 50 per cent, of soil. Mr. Williams’ superior knowledge of the district enabled him 
to fix up and rig his schedule to his advantage, and to prevent this in future I recommended the Board to 1896.
alter the system and adopt the percentage system.
13030. How much did Mr. Williams make by that arrangement ? Contractors never [make money, you 
know. .
13031. But what was the difference ? He got about £4,000 above the bulk sum of his tender.
13032. When you altered the system you communicated with the Public Works Department ? No ; I 
think Mr. Hickson and I had a conversation. He was a member of the Board at the time.
13033. Did he send for you P No.
13034. Did you put the matter before him ? Mr. Hickson, as I have explained, was a member of the
Board at the time, and when my recommendation went down to the Board Mr. Hickson, as an advising .
member on sewerage matters, would take the matter up. I believe the system was afterwards introduced
into the Grovernment Construction Branch. That is as far as my recollection serves me.
13035. Mr. Davis.~\ Are you quite sure who introduced the change first—the Water and Sewerage Board 
or the Department of Public Works? I am perfectly sure of what I say—that the system was actually 
in existence in the Water Branch years before I adopted it in the Sewerage Branch.
13036. Tou are sure of your facts ? Tes.
13037. Would you not be surprised to find that a tender was received in the Department of Public 
Work8 on the new system in March, 1894 ? I should he very much surprised. It is the first I have heard 
of it. The final voucher in the Glebe contract was signed on the 27th November, 1894. That was when the 
trouble arose, and when the new system was introduced, as far as our sewerage work was concerned. I 
should be very much surprised to find that Cook and Webb’s contract, to which, I suppose, you refer, was 
accepted in March, 1894.
13038. Tou have frequently visited Ahearn’s contract, at Arncliffe—I mean No. 101? Tes; about three 
or four times, when I was acting Engineer-in-Chief.
13039. Did you observe any cracks in the concrete ? Tes. '
13040. Were there many ? I never counted them.
13041. Did you regard them as serious ? Tou mean to the stability of the structure—no.
13042. Tou would say that they were of no consequence, as regards the utility of the sewer ? I should 
say they were not. Tou will find similar cracks in the other aqueduct on the other side of the farm.
I remember that I wrote a report to the Minister upon that matter.
13043. The same thing which occurred in the concrete on the Botany side of the farm has occurred in 
the concrete on the Arnelifie side of the farm ? Tes ; there are hair cracks—cracks due to the contraction 
of material.
13044. Would you say that such cracks might be expected in a structure of that description ? I should 
think so.
13045. I suppose you would go so far as to say that they are unavoidable? There is no doubt about that. 
I have seen few concrete structures in a mass like that without them. It would be'surprisino'if you 
found no cracks. * &
13046. As to the horizontal crack running along the aqueduct at the springing of the arch of the sewer, 
to what do you attribute that? It occurred to me, from looking at it, that it might he the partition 
between two pieces of concrete work; one having been put down at one time, and the other being put in 
afterwards. One has drawn away from the other. The same thing is visible in the old carrier as well as in 
this one.
13047. Mr. Parlces.'] It is due to the want of a grouting joint? In Mr. Toung’s contract, on the other 
side of the farm, where the grouting was carefully done, the same thing occurred. It might be due to 
variation in the temperature—for instance, if the first lot of concrete were put in on a warm morning, 
and if it were chilly in the afternoon, contraction would take place. ’
13048. Mr. Davis.] The contract on the other side of the farm was carried out by Mr. John Toung 
Tes. b
13049. Do you think the cracking is due to there being bluestone concrete in the invert of the sewer, 
and sandstone concrete in the arch ? That might have something to do with it. One would be richer 
than the other, and they would have a tendency to draw apart more than if there were one. homogenous 
mass of bluestone concrete.
13050. His Honor 1] The upper half of the sewer would contract, with a falling temperature, at a faster 
rate than the lower half ? Tes.
13051. Not being so rich and being also sandstone instead of bluestone concrete it would contract more 
for a similar fall of temperature? Tes. The stone in the sandstone concrete would be more porous than 
the stone in the bluestone concrete. Then there is a general contraction of the material itself.
13052. ATould that be due to a general contraction going on gradually or to the ordinary contraction 
following upon the low temperature on cold nights ? No ; I think there is a natural contraction as well. 
That might be increased by a wide range of temperature. '
13053. There is a natural contraction in the concrete after it has set ? Tes; there is no doubt about that. 
13054. Quite apart from changes of temperature? Tes. I am speaking now from actual observation of 
the carrier which is on the older part ot the farm. A crack appeared there in which it was quite possible 
in winter-time to insert your pen-knife. In summer-time you could not find that same crack! That 
demonstrates that there is expansion and contraction going on between the two segments of concrete. 
13055. That would show really that change of temperature "was the cause of the cracking? Tes. There 
is a natural contraction in the concrete itself when setting.
1 3056. But after setting does the concrete contract apart from changes of temperature ? I should say 
that in this ease the cracks were probably due to the two descriptions of concrete. The crack thus caused 
would open and shut in winter and summer.
13057. That would show' that there is an unequal contraction and expansion going on from changes in 
temperature only ? Tes. 5
13058. There is no general contraction of the whole body ? No ; I think not.
13059. Tou have seen the other cracks—those peculiar cracks over the crown of the arches in Contract 
101 all drawing the same way—do they not indicate a general contraction from the north-west end as if 
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J. M. Smail. 

14 Aug., 1896.

that end were fixed, and there were a general dragging by contraction, the whole of the upper part of the 
structure contracting more than the lower part ? It might be attributable to the unequal contraction 
and expansion of the upper part as compared with the lower part. There is a free end as far as the 
superstructure is concerned, but not as far as the arches and piers are concerned. One part being free, 
there would be a tendency for it to go that way.
13060. Mr. Davis.'] Would not the shape of the cracks, which have been described by His Honor, be due 
probably to the junction of lengths of concrete? Tes; the cracks appear to follow the line of the 
stepping. It actually occurred in the main carrier which was put in over ten years ago with bluestone 
concrete.
13061. It open and shuts ? Tes.
13062. Mr. Darkest] What becomes of the liquid ? The carrier is on the farm, so that it really does not 
matter. When the sewage gets into the carrier it will make the temperature more equable. The slime 
gets into the slight cracks and fills them up in time. _
13063. Has that happened in the other case ? Tes, the cracks extend down towards the invert, but they 
do not go through the invert. I have seen no sewage coming out. _
13064. That carrier is partly underground ? No, the part referred to is all above ground ; in one part 
it is 12 feet from the ground to the top of the side wall.
13065. What length would it be ? From 80 to 90 feet. _
13066. Not half a mile ? No, but the same principle applies. The sewer is built upon the surface of 
the sand. .
13067. Sis Sonor.] Supposing that carrier had originally been built in such a way as to allow of motion 
at intervals of about 82 feet, there being elastic cross-joints put in ? I do not think it would make much 
difference. Tou cannot say in respect of any arbitrary segment of concrete that it will expand or contract. 
Tou may have an expansion joint at one particular point where through unequal setting there may be hair 
cracks.
13068. But it would allow of motion afterwards ? Tes, but very slightly ; you cannot get free of cracks. 
13069. These cracks existing in the blocks of material would probably crack the rendering ? Tes.
13070. If the rendering had been put on after the cracks had shown themselves ? Tes. _
13071. Mr. Davis.] It has been stated that the only thing that can be done with Contract 101 is to 
remove the upper part of the structure down to the invert of the sewer, and to substitute in place of 
the concrete an iron pipe ; do you consider that that is necessary ? No. ^
13072. What would you say as to such a proposal;—would you say that it was money well spent or 
money thrown away ? I should say that it was money wasted. _
13073. Because in your opinion the substitution is unnecessary ? Tes ; I do not see that there is any 
need for it. ...
13074. In the original contract a bank was shown to cover the sewer, but it was not carried out in con
struction, it being thought unnecessary ? Well, if it were not necessary in the one case it would not be 
necessary in the other.
13075. Going to Contract 64, the aqueduct between Eocky Point Eoad and the Illawarra railway, what 
do you think of the small cracks there at the base of the spandrels ? I look upon them as atmospheric 
cracks. They are not structural defects.
13076. Mr. Darks.] What about the one which goes through the centre longitudinally ? I saw no such
crack.
13077. His Honor.] There is a crack in the centre of each pier excepting one ? All the cracks I saw 
were at the springing of the arch as if there were a lifting up of the concrete. I did not see^ any 
transverse cracks. I remember seeing one crack that had been filled up, but it did not go rouna the 
intrados of the arch. Considering that these piers are on thirty piles right down on the rock, and that 
there is no lateral movement to speak of ; I should say there is no fear as regards the stability of the 
sewer.
13078. Tou do not say that the crack to which you refer necessarily passes through the invert of the 
sewer at all ? If so, you would find it in the intrados of the arch, but the arch seems to be perfect. I 
should say, however, that I was there on a very wet day. I do not think the crack to which Mr. Parkes 
has referred extends right up into the invert of the sewer.
13079. Mr. Darkes.] Ho you know whether that crack has been filled up lately ? I could not say.
13080. His Honor.] The sewer is not yet in use ? No.
13081. Tou think that sewa'ge passing down a carrier which has some cracks in it, providing the cracks 
are not large open cracks, will actually fill them up? Tes. We have known it to occur in other
instances. . .
13082. Instead of the various organic acids acting upon the concrete and destroying it, you think that 
practically the effect will be that the cracks will fill up ? The slime that comes down with the sewage does 
not appear to have any effect on the concrete. Of course if there were any large crack it would have 
to be cut out and filled in with some give and take material. I would recommend that as regards No. 101, 
nothing should be done to the structure until the summer comes, when probably a number of the cracks 
which are now visible will disappear.
13083. But will they not open in the ensuing winter ? We want to see whether they are fixtures, or 
whether they are due to expansion and contraction. As far as I can see they are atmospheric cracks. 
13084. Mr. Garter.] Eeferring to the subject, of schedule prices, you gave an instance this morning of an 
extraordinary price of £500 being put in for maintenance in connection with one contract;—did you 
contemplate interfering with that item ;—did you not pay it as a matter of course ? I do not think the
tender was accepted. _ f>--r>rvo tj j.
13085. Supposing the tender had been accepted, would you have interfered with that £500? 1 do not
know what I might have done.
13086. It is not the practice to do so ? No, we take the schedule as it stands. The contractor has to
abide by it. ,
13087. Mr. Parkes.] Had there been 10 yards of bluestone pitching provided m a schedule at £o0 a yard, 
would vou have paid for 38 yards at the same rate ? If I were convinced that there had been an error on 
the part of the man who took out the quantities, and that the work were actually required, I should take it
nt schedule rates and pay for it at schedule rates and no more. oaoc13088.
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13088. At £50 a yard ? Of course, it seems a very high price. A Mi Smail.
13089. His Honor.'l Did you notice the price of £50 a yard for bluestone pitchers? It was brought —n
under my notice, " . 14Aug., 1896.
13090. Do you know what happened in regard to that item ? The information I got was this—that the 
item was put down at £50 a square yard, and that only 12 square yards were put in the schedule. Of 
course, quantity surveyors and engineers are as liable to make mistakes as are other persons, and sometimes 
quantities may be a little understated, and sometimes.a little- overstated, not from design, but from 
accident. As regards the 12 square yards of bluestone pitching, I knew from the number of manholes 
that more than that quantity would be required. I made some inquiry in reference to the matter, and I 
was given to understand that the Engineer-in-Chief had settled it in such a way that no alteration could 
he made afterwards. I was only the locum-tenens for the Engineer-in-Chief, and I had to accept the lines 
which had been laid down in the first instance. The work had been going on for months before I took 
charge of.it.
13091. The manholes had been put in ? Tes. .
13092. And you did not know whether a series of mistakes were made in regard to this matter? No.
13093. At any rate, you came in too late to remedy any mistake ? Tes ; whatever agreement there may 
have been between the contractors and the Engineer-in-Chief I could not alter it.
13094. Mr. Davis.] Although the price was so manifestly ridiculous, and although the quantities were 
probable quantities, these pitchers were shown upon the drawings;—would you consider the decision 
arrived at by Mr. Hickson to allow the contractors to put in what were shown on the drawings to be 
unreasonable ? If the pitchers were shown on the plans, and the plans were exhibited to the contractors, 
they would have a fair claim to them.
13095. His Honor.] Tou think that the drawings must stand, and the schedule fall, if the schedule 
evidently shows a mistake; in other words, you think that what is shown on the drawings must be taken 
as the contract, and not that which appears in error in the schedule ? If the plan showed fifty manholes, 
and each manhole took a yard, there must manifestly have been an error in the schedule. The contractor 
was clearly entitled to go by the plan, and not by the schedule. Very often, when extra manholes are 
wanted, it is the custom to pay for them at the rate shown in the schedule, of course. The contractors’ 
engineer will frequently endeavour to get a higher price for the extra quantities. So far as this particular 
contract is concerned, I believe, speaking from memory, that a large quantity of timber which was used 
had to be left in the trenching. The contractor got Id. a foot for it, and I am confident that it must have 
cost them thirty times that price.
13096. Mr. Parkes.] But do you know that they got 5s. a yard for cement rendering ? Some of the 
cement rendering would be honestly worth it from the position in which it had to be put—for instance, 
a rush of water might come down and destroy a whole day’s work.
13097. But if there were subducts you would not have a thing of that kind happen ? I believe subducts 
were left out of this particular contract.

MONDAY, 17 AUGUST, 1896. .
Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge recalled and further examined:—

13098. Mr. Parkes.] Were you in the habit of making up all the schedules for sewerage contracts before C. H. 
you left the Department? I made up all the schedules from the date of No. 3 Contract. Ohlfsen-
13099. Did you prepare the schedules yourself or were they prepared by the officers of your Department? ®aSge"
I generally prepared the schedules myself; but the quantities were taken out by a regular staff, I used
to inspect the quantities. 17 Aug., 1896.
13100. Who put in the prices? They were put in virtually by all of us. Eor instance, I looked to Mr.
Davis to inform me carefully of what changes had taken place in connection with outside work, because 
I had nothing to do with that. Then we had a consultation about the prices in vogue at the time, and ’
the schedule was drawn up accordingly.
13101. In connection with which contract was that? That applies to all contracts. As each contract 
came out we had a consultation, because the prices were constantly altered.
13102. What was your position in the Department ? I held the position of principal assistant engineer.
I was nominally in charge of the whole of the work ; but, as a matter of fact, I had nothing to do with 
the outside work. That was^undertaken by Mr. Hickson and by Mr. Davis, acting under him.
13103. What was Mr. Davis’ position ? He was supervising engineer. He first came to us as a drafts- •
man in the office ; but he could not make headway in that capacity, and he applied to Mr. Bennett to send 
him outside on account of ill-health. He was thereupon sent to the Bondi sewer, under Mr. M‘Mordie, * - 
as an assistant. Afterwards, when the Water and Sewerage Board were appointed, they took my best 
men~-M-r- M‘Mordie, and Mr. Smail, and others were taken away. My branch was reduced to a certain 
number of hands, and Mr. Barling at that time was very anxious to have Mr. Stayton in my place. Mr. . 
Bennett, however, opposed that course. When Mr. Hickson took charge he one dav said to me, “ Mr.
Barling says there ought to be three Bagges in your position instead of one. It is absurd that you should be 
responsible for the whole of the work. What do you propose ?” I said, “ The only thing I can suggest is 
that the work should be divided, I remaining in the office in nominal charge of the whole work, and super
vising all the designs.”. Mr. Davis being the only one of the higher officers left who had any knowledge of 
the outside work, nothing was left for me but to recommend him so far as that part of the work was 
concerned. Mr. M'Mordie had left us, otherwise he would have been entitled to the position ; but, he having 
left us, I recommended that Mr. Davis should be supervising engineer, and that Mr. Mollison should be 
chief surveyor. That proposal was accepted by Mr. Barling, as far as I understood, and under that 
arrangement we started our work. If I had had other officers in these positions I must have obtained 
them from outside, but sewerage work is of a peculiar kind, necessitating the employment of clever men, 
who know what they are doing. I therefore said to Mr. Hickson '* If,we take outsiders they may run us 
into a lot of trouble during the next year.” He said “ Tou are quite right—we will take Davis and put 
him in charge of the outside work.” I spoke to Mr. M‘Mordie about Mr. Davis, and I also spoke to Mr.
Smail about him, and they said that it would be far better to take him than to take an outsider. Tou 
can well understand that the supervising engineer, having regard to the complicated nature of the work 
we were undertaking—architectural work, work in connection with steam engines, tunnelling and storm
water channels-^would require to be a man thoroughly versed in designing and construction, and that

Mr.
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Mr. Davis was not. There lay the difficulty. Many of the troubles which arose were from blunders in 
connection with supervision. Mr. Davis charged me to Mr. Hickson with those blunders, and several 
times I had occasion to say to him “ If I w^ere allowed to see these works whenever I thought I ought to 

a isqfi see them, I could prevent much trouble.” He said “Tou can go and look at them whenever you like.
7 uk-, • was ye;ly flne . flut; my position was in the office. My outside functions were merely nominal, 

and I was not taken out to the wTorks wffien I ought to have been taken out., It was Mr. Davis duty to 
have come to me and said “ Come out; we are in trouble about this or that.” Had he done -that I could 
have prevented a lot of trouble.
13104. Do you recollect the compilation of the schedules for Contracts 69 and 79 ? Tes, I recollect one 
of them. If you are referring to the contract in w'hich some of the contractors rigged their tender so 
extraordinarily. [Vide Appendices Nos. 44 and 45.]
33105. Was that the first case of rigging? I do not mean to say that it w7as.
13106. Why do you say that some of the contractors rigged their tender so extraordinarily ? I will tell 
you. The schedule of prices was in vogue in Victoria, and when I came over here I found that it was also 
in vogue here. Mr. Bennett would not have the system altered, although in course of time I improved it 
as much as I could. Experienced contractors, however, were finding out certain items upon which there 
would be sure to be increases. They would say, for instance, “ The Department cannot calculate this 
item correctly. There is bound to be an increase.” They would then put down a stiff price in connec
tion with that item. Experienced contractors acted in that way until we reached, I think, Contract 79 
or 69. In connection with that contract they put in an immense price for shaft excavation. I re
member going to Mr. Hickson with the tenders at the time, and saying to him “ These figures 
are most extraordinary. If any strange contractors had tendered for the work at such prices I 
should have said these gentlemen will sink their shaft and then they will take off their hats and 
say, ‘ Good morning; you can get the rest of the work done by someone else.’ ” Of course, Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. are an old firm, who have done a quarter of a million pounds worth of work for us, and I 
can well understand that they would have no intention of dropping the work. Still there may be trouble 
in the money market in the getting of money, and my opinion is that they are simply endeavouring to 
raise money out of this part of the contract with which to complete the remainder of the job. I told 
Mr. Hickson further, that I thought the tender ought to be sent back to Carter, Gummow, & Co., with a 
request that they would re-arrange their prices in proper proportion, not exceeding the sum total of the 
contract. Mr. Hickson, however, said that would not do, and that we must stand by the jirices. I told him 
that in Victoria a contract such as that would be returned to the contractor with a request that he would 
remodel his prices. I remember that when this rigging occurred in Victoria the district officers of the 
Public Works Department reported the matter to Mr. Wardell, Inspector-General of Public Works, and 
complained about the practice. The matter was sent to the Crown Solicitor, and that officer wrote a 
minute to this effect : He said that the engineer was responsible to his employers for the work being 
carried out within the sum tendered, and that if, therefore, a contractor gave speculative prices upon certain 
items, he should not be paid those speculative prices, but must be allowed only so much, permitting of the 
remainder of the work being constructed within the amount of the contract if an emergency should arise. 
We acted accordingly in Victoria, but Mr. Hickson said “We cannot do that. That will not do. If the 
prices are fixed we must pay them.” I remember saying to Mr. Davis at the time “ It is all very well for 
Mr. Hickson to say that, but we do not know what may occur. We cannot tell what trouble there may 
be in store for us. Don’t you pay the full quantities, whatever you do ; be sure to keep sufficient money 
in hand to cover the contract.” That, I honestly believe, Mr. Davis did. I remember his saying “Tou 
need not feel afraid ; f do not return the full quantities. I always keep sufficient money in hand to render 
us perfectly safe.” Mr. Davis acted in such a way as to protect the Department. The work was carried 
out at the prices which had been given by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., although I thought, as I have 
already explained, that they had no other intention in view but that of raising sufficient money out of that 
part of the work to carry on the job. It must be borne in mind that there was at that time a difficulty in 
getting money.
13107. Do you recollect whether Contract 79 was let in March, 1892 ? It would be somewhere about 
that date, I think. _
13108. Contract 69 was let in 3 893, twelve months afterwards, was it not ? I believe so.
13109. In connection with Contract 69, do you recollect an item of £50 for bluestone pitchers in Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s schedule of prices, and do you also recollect a certain uniformity of price in connection 
with other items in their schedule ? I remember drawing Mr. Hickson’s attention to the extravagant 

. price in connection with the bluestone pitchers.
13110. Did you point out that to Mr. Hickson before the tender was accepted ? Tes; whenever a tender 
came to me and I saw there was any incongruity in it, or that it contained anything out of the common, 
I at once spoke to Mr. Hickson about it, and drew7 his attention to the matter. In this case I remember 
Mr. Hickson’s saying “Well, I do not see how we can alter that unless we can substitute something else 
for it.” The thing happened a comparatively long time ago ; but I distinctly recollect speaking to 
Mr. Hickson about it, and I remember his saying that the thing could not be altered. If I remember 
rightly, there w7as some mistake in our quantities in connection with that very item. It is possible that 
the contractors may have found that out, and that that is w7hy they put in such a high price in connection 
with the item. .
13111. Tou are referring now to the bluestone pitchers ? Tes.
13112. Have you any idea of how the mistake occurred? When work like this is rushed—when 
quantity surveyors are rushed in this way—slight errors may creep in. It would be almost impossible to 
avoid them. _ .
13113. Tou have no doubt that an error was made ? I think it was an error—in fact, Mr. Davis after
wards told me that we did not give a sufficient quantity.
13114. If you count the shafts shown upon the plan, you will see at once that a mistake must have been 
made ? I am quite sure that there was a mistake. _
13115. Have you seen before the plan now exhibited ? Tes. I distinctly recollect Mr. Davis, telling me 
that there was an*error in the quantities in connection with the item of bluestone pitchers.
13116. Did that occur previous to the letting of the tenders ? No, afterwards.
13117. But you had a conversation with Mr. Hickson about the price of £50 for bluestone pitchers 
before the tender was accepted ? Tes. ' 13118.
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ISllS.^Do you remember the effect of that conversation ? Mr. Hickson said “ We cannot help our
selves. He seemed to have a fixed idea that when a tender was given in, no matter what the prices were, 
we must pay according to those prices. In Victoria we did not do that. We used to send the tenders iu 
sucn cases back to the contractors, with a request that they .would remodel their prices, so that in the 
aggregal;e they would not exceed the sum total of the contract. If the contractors had not done that they 
would not have got the contract.
13119. Vou will see from the plan that there are twenty-four shafts in the main line of sewer? Yes. 
13120. How many would there be in the branches ? Pour or five.
13121. Evidently that would take more than 12 yards of bluestone pitching? Yes, decidedly.
13122. When was the mistake found out ? It was found out during construction. To the best of my 
belief, Mr. Davis one day told me that a mistake had been made in the quantities. I think he suggested 
on one occasion that bluestone concrete should be used around the manholes, so as to reduce the 
expenditure. I think he did his best at the time to reduce it.
13123. What actually took place after that ;—what course did you take? To the best of my belief, we 
paid for pitching, where it had to be done, at the contractor’s price.
13124. Were you compelled to do that ? According to Mr. Hickson’s idea, we were compelled to do it. 
13125. The tender of Carter, G-ummow, & Co., in connection with Contract 69 was a most startling 
instance of rigging, was it not ? It was the greatest event of the kind in the way of tendering that I ever 
saw. It caused a sensation afterwards ; and from that moment Mr. Hickson began making alterations in 
the schedule. There were, as far as I can recollect, one or two alterations before the matter was finally 
settled. We used to consult about the matter. He sometimes sent for me; and when the Board of 
^Reference were appealed to they finally decided upon the latest mode of tendering. I recollect that, at the 
time, I said to Mr. Davis that this thing was not new to me, because, in 1844, all works in Germany were 
tendered for upon exactly the same land of schedule, except that we had no specification, each item 
specifying the work comprised in it. The prices for the different kinds of work ivere published in a technical 
journal every morning. The contractors tendered at a certain percentage above or below rates, or at par. 
I thought at the time that the system might give us some trouble. At the same time, I think the schedules 
which were afterwards drawn were the best which could have been adopted, under the circumstances, with 
a view to prevent rigging.
13126.. But there is no absolute obligation on the part of the Department to accept the tender if it looks 
suspicious ? No ; but they, always do so here. The lowest tender is always accepted unless the contractor 
throws it up. In Victoria, if there were any incongruous prices in a schedule, the contractor would be 
expected to remodel it as I have already explained.
13127. Will you tell His Honor what experience you have had as an engineer, both at Home and since you 
came to the Colony ? I commenced as an engineer in the North German Railway Department. Before I 
started I had, as is the invariable rule in Germany, to learn a trade belonging to the profession. I learnt 
the trade of a mason and bricklayer. It is necessary also to pass an examination, and in the evening 
when you have been at work all day upon the scaffolding you have to attend a technical school. Hntil 
you have passed your examination as conducteur, as it is called, you cannot be employed by the State. 
In- the winter season you have to attend lectures at the University. In my case I attended lectures at 
Hanover and Kiel.
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13128. After you became a master engineer, what works did you carry out ? We built one of the lines 
through the Marsh-lands, 75 miles in length. I was then ordered to the Department of Inspector-General of 
Dykes. I ought to explain that these dykes protect the land from the German Ocean. I was there eighteen 
months, drawing all the railway crossings on the dykes according to instructions from the Dyke Depart
ment. I had afterwards to go back to the railway office and prepare the necessary work in connection 
with the dyke crossings. After I had been there for three years or so I went to Great Britain, and at 
Glasgow I was under Mr. Neil Robson, one of the principal engineers there, and 1 carried out some water
works for the Duke of Hamilton. At the end of 1847 I went Home and entered the army, and at the end 
of 1848.1 went with a number of others to South Australia. We chartered our own ship and I came to 
Australia, landing in Adelaide. There I started surveying and architecture, and on the discovery of the . 
goldfields in 1851 I came to Victoria. I then went to Governor Latrobe with a gentleman who 
had once been Colonial Secretary in Adelaide, and I obtained an appointment as chief clerk of 
works on the goldfields. I there had to build all kinds of works, and I was engaged in that 
way for about eighteen months. The head-quarters camp, as it was called, was then abandoned, 
and I started practice in Melbourne. I was in practice there for about six years, and I then entered 
the Victorian Railway Department. I -was on the eve of getting a good appointment there when some 
200 officers of the Public Service were all turned out. During this time 1 had to do some work 
for the Chief Assistant Engineer for Public Works, and Mr. Wardell told me that he would endeavour 
to get me a good departmental appointment. He said I must pass the examination as a water 
and sewerage, engineer, and I did so. I subsequently obtained an appointment as engineer for 
the Ballarat district, the best goldfields district in the Colony. During the time I held that -appoint
ment we constructed all the goldfields reservoirs. My reservoirs all stood, whereas reservoirs which had 
been built by other gentlemen all washed away. Einally they handed over to my charge the whole of the 
reservoirs, and I had to reconstruct-those which had been washed away. I completed about forty-six 
schemes of water supply. Mr. Wardell told me not to go away, as there was plenty of work for a man of 
my stamp. He said, “Immediately! see a good appointment you shall have it.” I remained in the 
Public Works Department, having very little to do in the old water branch, when the Chief Assistant 
Engineer one day asked me whether I would draw plans for a graving dock. I offered to do so, and I 
subsequently did that work. I afterwards went to the Ballarat Waterworks. I carried out those works, 
and following upon their completion came Black Wednesday, when I came to this Colony.
13129. Since then what have you been engaged in doing ? I had letters of introduction to Mr. Cope
land and Sir John Robertson, and I was promised the post of Resident Engineer on the railways. I was 
afterwards told that I was wanted at the Sewerage Office, and that I must go to Mr. Bennett.
13130. How long have you been in the Government service here ? Pifteen years.
13131. During that time you have carried out a good deal of sewerage work ? Yes.
131o2. In carrying outthe works you have enumerated, I suppose you have had considerable experience 
in concrete ? I have during the whole of my life been engaged in large works, and when I say that, you 
can.understand that I have had as much experience in concrete structures as any man living during that 
period could possibly have had. I have been continuously at work. I think I have built everything which 
could possibly be drawn. 13133.
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13133. What is your opinion of concrete used in long lengths above ground in any sort of work? My 
experience is that if bluestone concrete of a certain thickness is put in it will stand better than sandstone 
concrete. I do not like sandstone concrete at all for sewerage work ; but we have here not only to combat 
difficulty of construction, but we have also to keep in view the necessity of constructing the works as 
cheaply as possible. Frequently we have put in walls as thin as our calculations would permit of their 
being made, whereas we should in many cases have put them thicker except that it would have increased 
the expenditure upon the work very much.
13134. When you were last examined you spoke of a concrete aqueduct at, I think, Rose Bay ? ies. 
13135. Did the concrete in that work crack ? Tes. I was living at the time at Darling Point, and, 
speaking from memory, I took the sewer to be the Rose Bay branch. I remember Mr. Davis coming to 
me and saying “ Tou ought to see that work.” Not only was the archwork unsatisfactory, but we found 
that the lining of the sewer was practically sand instead of mortar. Mr. Davis was very much annoyed, 
because he said he had put there the best foreman he had. I remember his saying “ It just shows how 
persons may be mistaken in these things.” I said “Thank goodness the work is not underground, or you 
might never have seen it again.” I think I am right in saying that the foreman was afterwards dismissed. 
13136. What was the size of the cracks in the concrete work ? There were not merely cracks; some oi 
the work had tumbled down altogether. As regards the brick lining, I remember putting my penknife 
in and finding it all sand in the joints.
13137. Did you make the plans for Contract 101 ? Tes.
13138. Did you make them yourself? No ; but I gave instructions for them to be made.
13139. What was provided in connection with that contract—what description of work? I have been 
thinking over Ahearn’s contract since I was last here. I have made a few notes which may, perhaps, 
throw some light on the matter. They are as follows :

Contract No. 101.
For this contract Mr. Stayton also designed an embankment, as viz. :—
The low ground (area of Sewerage Farm) was to be raised 5 feet above high-water level with sand-filling, upon which 

he proposed to build the triplicate sewer, and this was to be covered with an embankment.
2. To build the sewer on this sand-filling would, however, mean constant settlement, sufficient to crack all the work.
3. To avoid this the sewer for this contract was designed to be carried by low flat 20 feet span arches on piers with 

stouter (abutment) piers at regular intervals. On completion of the sewer, a strip of the Sewerage Farm to be filled up on 
both sides of the sewer 5 feet high, and upon this the embankment covering the triplicate sewer to be raised.

4. Instead of this Mr. Hickson ordered the lower filling and the embankment to be left out, and the sewers (which 
were designed to be built of bluestone concrete) to be built the lower parts only of bluestone concrete, and the upper parts 
(the closing arch) of sandstone concrete, covered on top with a thin layer of asphalt.

5. The embankment was, therefore, erased on the contract plan and the asphalt covering substituted as ordered.
6. I informed Mr. Hickson at the time that the work would crack, but he said it would not.
7. File foundations were also designed to bo executed upon all bad ground, but Mr. Hickson objected to any piling,

as, in his opinion, simply a waste of money. I remonstrated with him, and at last he permitted me to provide for it in 
the specification and in the quantities, to be executed when ordered. _

8. Therefore if Mr. Hickson did not order any pile foundation on bad ground the responsibility rests with him.
9. It has been reported to me that this work has cracked badly; if so, it is due to settlement, expansion, and 

contraction, for which Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis are solely responsible.
13140. Supposing the piers have not sunk at all? Whether that he so or not the work has cracked. 
13141. But supposing the piers have not sunk, what would the cracking be due to ? The sandstone 
concrete and the bluestone concrete act differently. There is a different contraction and expansion in 
the two kinds of concrete. It was a mistake, I think, to put in the sandstone concrete, merely because it 
was cheaper. Even if the foundations had not given way the concrete was bound to crack from the 
unequal contraction and expansion of the two kinds of concrete.
13142. When you built the reservoirs at Ballarat, to which you have referred, at the time when the other 
reservoirs had washed away, of what did you construct them? There were earthen dams and some 
concrete embankments.
13143. Was there concrete with puddling at the back? No ; it was pure concrete work.
13144. Did the reservoirs hold water ? They were as tight as drums.
13145. What was the thickness of the concrete ? In one case it was about 5 feet thick at the top.
13146. Will concrete hold water ? If the work is properly done. •
13147. Was the plan No. 101 which you see before you made under Mr. Stayton or under yourself? 
That is the plan as ordered by Mr. Hickson to be carried out. The work was to have been covered in 
with an embankment.
13148. Will you explain what alterations were made ? The work was intended, as I have just stated, to 
be covered by an embankment, because, if the sewage farm were raised 5 feet, it would leave the work just 
on the surface, and, it being such a long structure, it .was considered unsafe to leave it exposed to the 
weather unless it were constructed in a totally different manner. Mr. Hickson said it was plenty thick 
enough, and that we were far too extravagant. He therefore cut down the bluestone concrete at the top, 
and put in sandstone concrete in its place for cheapness. The side walls, if designed in accordance with 
similar work exposed to view at the farm, should have been 1 ft. 9 in. in thickness, whereas they are only 
1 ft. 4 in.
13149. Did you draw the specifications for Contract 101 ? Tes.
13150. Why did you insert clause 175 as follows:—“In conjunction with the concrete surrounding sewer, 
where the latter is built upon arches and in embankments, the contractor to provide, fit, place in position, 
and wall in with the concrete, longtitudinally, in each corner at top and bottom of concrete lining, fth inch 
diameter bond rods in 16 feet lengths, the ends to overlap 12 inches and tied together with binding wire, 
and, transversely, -fth inch diameter bond rods 4J inches above soffit of sewer of such lengths as to fit 
between the outer brick lining or as shall be directed, spaced 10 feet from centre to centre. The cost of 
providing, fitting, placing, and walling in, said bond rods to be included in the schedule price per cubic yard 
of concrete ” ? That clause was probably put in for safety’s sake, with the view, possibly, of preventing 
the concrete from cracking.
13151. Do you think it would stop the cracking ? It would have a tendency to prevent it from cracking. 
13152. In the schedule signed by the contractor, you will find the following item, “ Supplying and fixing 
hardwood round timber in piles, including the providing and fixing of iron shoes and other ironwork used 
in fixing same, as specified in clause 5, 7,400 lineal feet ” ;—does that refer to the piling ? Tes.
13153. Do you recollect why the piling was taken out ? Mr. Hickson was dead against the piling. He 
said we had -wasted a lot of money in piling in these works. I said “ Tou had better allow us to put it 
in the specification, and then you can put it in where you like as you go on with the work. If you find

bad
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bad ground you will have the specification there for the piling. Otherwise it will be an extra, and the 
contractors will be able to charge practically what they please.” That being so, he permitted me to put 
in the clause.

^ was not carried out? No; it was only to be carried out when ordered. It was left to . 1SQ. 
Mr. Davis to report to Mr. Hickson. If he reported that piling was necessary, it would be done, and if f U^” * 
he did not report that it was’ necessary, then it would not be done.
13155. Xou see that concrete is set down in the schedule as follows : “ 8,700 cubic yards of sandstone 
concrete, and 4,180 yards of bluestone concrete ” ; but the quantities actually were 10,190 yards of the 
former, and 3,416 yards of the latter ? Tes ; I see that the bluestone was diminished and the sandstone 
increased.
13156. But the increase was in greater proportion than the diminution ? Tes.
13157. Why was that ? That I cannot say.

'5S- Would the sandstone be likely to be increased on account of the piling being done away with ?
That is very likely the case. They might have gone deeper with the foundations, and have put sandstone 
concrete in the bottom. •
13159. What is the amount set down for piling ? £1,480.
13160. So that there would not be a very great saving ? No ; it is better to be safe than sorry afterwards.
13161, In regard to the packing, you specified for concrete packing in certain cases, and afterwards the 
packing was changed to other material;—what was the object of specifying concrete for packing if other 
material would do ? When sewerage works w7ere started in Great Britain the work was constructed in a 
comparatively flimsy way. It was thought that, the sewers being out of sight, if they leaked a little it 
would not matter. In the streets .of London there were various tunnels under the streets—some for 
water-piping and some for gas-piping, and so on—and it happened that when the men went down to 
repair the pipes and lighted a lantern, there was suddenly a terrific explosion. This was said to he due 
to defective tunnel work, and a great deal of mischief resulted. The repair necessitated the expenditure 
or a very large sum of money. The Americans built a large tunnel in rock under a lake, by means of which 
the waterworks at New Tork were to be supplied. That tunnel was similarly built—that is to say, there 
was a brick lining packed behind with sand. When the work was officially opened it was found that the 
water had gone into the sand packing, and. that the whole tunnelling had collapsed. It cost several 
millions of dollars to rebuild the tunnelling in the proper way. It had been found out in England that 
slovenly-built tunnelling would not. do for gas, water, or sewerage, and it was provided in consequence that 
the sewer should be bound to the sides of the rock, forming one watertight joint by means of concrete 
packing at the back. I remember that these accidents occurred in Mr. Bennett’s time, and that he told 
me that we must be very careful in such matters. I do not remember at this moment the exact locality 
as far as the London work is concerned, but Mr. Bennett, I think, showed us the papers of the British 
Institute of Civil Engineers. There were also articles in the public press on the matter.
13162. About what date would that be ? It would be about fourteen or fifteen years ago. It caused us to be 
very careful, and as a consequence we specified for concrete packing round the brick lining. When you build 
single-brick lining, it does not matter how careful you are, you will find that every joint will not be full of 
cement. Eor instance, in a small sewer, one bricklayer will be at work in front and the foreman will be 
seated behind him. The foreman will, perhaps, have half-a-dozen shafts to supervise. The brickwork 
lining is started from each shaft, and the foreman cannot be everywhere. The consequence is that if the 
bricklayer is not an honest man you will find numerous joints containing nothing at all, and if there is no 
concrete packing behind the brickwork you will find that the drainage over the sewer will form a water
way, and in course of time very serious trouble may arise. Eor instance, all our city sewers receive the 
sewerage from the old corporation sewers, and they are built very shakily in places—in fact, it was 
extremely difficult to intercept them. In a heavy storm, when those sewers were brimful, we received 
far more flood-water from them than our sewers were calculated to carry. Some of them, therefore, 
would be, under pressure, brimful; and, under those circumstances, if you had hundreds of joints 
without any mortar, and if you had no lining behind the brickwork, the sewer would collapse. It was 
found out. upon one of the contracts that the contractor had left out the packing and had put in shale and 
other stuff in its place. Mr. Davis was a little annoyed about it, I daresay, and he made a handle of that 
incident to recommend to Mr. Hickson that the sandstone concrete packing behind the sewer lining was 
ridiculous. There was some correspondence on the subject, and I think the papers will show that the 
Minister was informed that sandstone concrete packing would not be introduced afterwards. I 
remonstrated with Mr. Hickson about this, and told him why we put it in. I told him that it had been 
put m on account of the terrible expenditure which had been necessitated in Great Britain and also in 
America from the absence ot the packing, but he did not take any notice of my remonstrance. I remember 
writing a minute to Mr. Hickson about the matter, and he returned it to me without a single word upon it.
13163. Sis Ronor.'] I suppose you agree with Professor Warren that every joint is properly filled with 
cement mortar then the.packing may be almost anything so long as it is substantial; but you want to 
provide for the risk, which you say is a very common one, of the bricklayer leaving some of the joints 
open ? 1 do not agree with Professor Warren at all, and I never would. He was put into my office as a
drattsman, and when the position of Professor at the University was advertised'he asked me what I 
thought ot it. I said, “ By all means take it. I am afraid you will never be a civil engineer.”
1316*4. Mr. Parlces.'] Was he a calculator? That reminds me that we calculated the strength of the 
Bondi sewer at the point where it goes under the sandhills. Mr. Hammer, the chief draftsman, said to me 

It will never do for one of us to do this work,” and I agreed with him that we should all do it together 
each in our own. way, and then see what result we arrived at. I said to Professor Warren “ Ton are a 
Dublin University man, you ought to be a good calculator.” He said he was. Those who were making 
the calculation were Mr. Hammer, the chief draftsman, Professor Warren, Mr. Cardew, and myself.
Mr. Lardew, I may mention, is a surveyor, and is a very good calculator. We all, did this work together 
and when we came to compare matters, Professor Warren was nowhere. He got stuck in the middle of 
the work. Mr. Hammer, Mr. Cardew, and I, came out very closely. I recollect that we calculated all 
tbe thicknesses ot the sewer, and that one day afterwards Mr. M'Mordie came to me and said “Tour 
sewer m the sandhills is gone.” He asked me whether I did not remember that Mr. Bennett had in one '
instance reduced.the thickness of the sewer considerably, and while we were speaking about that matter I 
was asked to go m and see Mr. Bennett. He said “ Tour Bondi sewer has gone.” He told me the place,
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and I asked him whether he would allow me to go to my desk for a minute. I told him that, when he had 
proposed the alteration, I had regarded the matter as a very serious one, and I remember asking min it 
he would take the responsibility of reducing the thickness. He had said that he certainly would. On 
going to my desk, I found the memorandum, from which it appeared that on a certain oay, at such and 
such an hour, Mr. Bennett had come to me, and we had spoken about the different thicknesses ot the 
Bondi sewer, that Mr. Bennett had said that at a certain point he would allow 2 feet instead ot 3 teet, or 
whatever it may have been. Mr. Bennett roared with laughter when I pointed this out to him, and said 
“ That is where you have me. You had better put the thing to rights again.
13165. The schedule and specifications for Contract 79 were made out by you ? Tes. _
13166. Let me draw your attention to your minute of 13th of March, 1894, in connection with Contract 
79a, which appears upon page 335 of the Parliamentary Beturn. Do you recollect that minute. Yes. 
13167. You say in that minute “ By way of comparison I have prepared an office estimate of the cost ot 
this extension according to present prices, amounting, as per detail statement attached, approximately to 
£12,831 19s. 6d. —if you turn to page 337 you will see the schedule of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, &
Co.’s prices for Contract 79, an extension from Mount-street to the junction of Campbell and Jeffry 
Streets, with branches—I want you to compare that with the office estimate upon page 339 ; having done 
that, will you tell- me whether the office prices were made up by you ? Yes.
13168. Do you recollect how you made up that schedule ? As I said before, I always consulted with 
Mr. Davis to ascertain whether prices had dropped down before we settled upon the schedule. ^We put 
down, not what the contractors would probably tender at, but what we thought was the value of the work. 
Of course prices have dropped immensely since then. _
13169. Did you do this particular work yourself ? I could not be quite sure. _
13170. Did you take into consideration the schedule of No. 79 when you made this particular schedule . 
^ -r - - - -i-xi.j t------- .-i.------- that I should have consulted Mr. Davis,

We would probably go
I may have looked at it. In any case of the kind I am quite sure t _
and should have asked him whether there was any alteration in the prices, 
through the prices together. . .
13171. But would the amount of money set down hero fairly represent the difference between blasting 
and guttering and gadding? Yes; gadding is very nasty work. . .
13172. Why did vou put in a certain amount of money for guttering and gadding if you knew that it was 
not going to be done ? In travelling over the surface we would come to the conclusion that the people 
from such and such a point to such and such a point would naturally object to blasting altogether, and 
that if any mischief were done it would possibly cost a tremendous lot ot money for compensation. Upon 
that supposition we would put down guttering and gadding at that point. In another locality we might 
come to the conclusion that if injury were done there by blasting, the compensation might also amount to a 
considerable sum of money; but still the sewer might be at a certain depth, and in that case we might allow 
so much blasting with 2-inch charges of powder. In another case we might allow blasting with 4-inch 
charges of powder. A distinct clause would be put in so that we could use either blasting or guttering 
and gadding, as necessity arose. You must always in a contract like this put dowm a certain quantity. 
13173. If you look at Contract 79, you will see that all the guttering and gadding work there was done 
away with in favour of blasting ? That was very likely. ..... .
13174. Why was not the guttering and gadding work carried out ? We always make provision for it, and 
if afterwards no one complained of the blasting, the work would be done by blasting. Of course, the 
work would be done as cheaply as possible. .
13175. Ultimately, in the case of both 79 and 79a, blasting was used? That is very likely the case. 
Probably, if persons did not threaten us writh lawsuits and so on, in that case blasting would be pro
ceeded with. The contractors do not like guttering and gadding ; it creates too much dust down below, 
and we have heard of a good many cases where men have died from consumption contracted while doing 
guttering and gadding -work. _ _
13176. Sis Honor^ Do you think that guttering and gadding is very much worse for the men than 
blasting? Yes. . . .
13177. Where there is fair ventilation ? Yes ; it is always worse, because, it being done chiefly m smalt 
sewers, you have one man seated at the end of the work, and with the very best of ventilation, he must 
inhale the fine stuff from the gadding. All kinds of things have been tried, but it has been found-that a 
certain number of men have died from the gadding when it has been carried out. _
13178. Mr. Parlces.^ This specification seems to be general; there are clauses in it which are never carried 
out; there are clauses in it for instance having reference to interpretation of terms, supplementary 
specification, and all sorts of things which are not carried out;—why not have a complete and definite 
specification for each work ? That is what I have always advocated. I have been writing specifications 
since the year 1844. In Victoria we took the Crown Solicitor’s opinion upon this matter, and he was of 
opinion that the specification for each contract simply described the work comprised in that contract ■ 
neither more nor less. Mr. Hickson, however, was very anxious to introduce novelties, and^he said to me 
“ Your specifications are far too long.” Possibly they were long, but there was a rule in Victoria that if 
a man forgot anything, in the specification for a big job, which ought to have been contained in it, he was 
fined from £5‘to £20. I have drawn specifications in Victoria for big jobs—graving docks, lunatic 
asylums, hospitals, fortifications, and numerous other works. I told Mr. Hickson that I had never been 
fined for any omission, and he said he could quite believe it. I was careful that my specifications con
tained everything which wras necessary. However, Mr. Hickson said the specification should be shorter, 
and he asked me why I did not generalise. I asked Mr. Hickson how it was possible to do that when 
there were so many different descriptions of work to be done. I said it would make a book. All the 
different Departments, I believe, were requested to do the same thing, but they all protested. They did 
not like the idea. Mr. Hickson, however, was very peremptory. He once sent a specification back to me 
with a few words upon it to the effect that what he wanted must be done at once. I was very much 
puzzled as to how 1 could carry out what he wanted, but I finally completed the work and Mr. Hickson 
seemed satisfied with it. I believe the specification I drew has since been used in all the different 
Departments. After a time it was still thought too long, and Mr. Davis and others were asked to curtail 
it. I believe they did so, but it did not contain what, in my opinion, it ought to have contained.
13179. Is the form printed in the Parliamentary papers the curtailed form ? Yes, I think so.
13180. How much greater was the original specification which you say made a book? It would be 
several pages bigger than the specification you have there, 13181.
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13181. Was there any reference to supplementary clauses and things of that kind? There may have 
been. It is quite possible that things may have been omitted. As I say, I do not like that form.
13182. You prefer a specification for every individual job ? I do. It would not take us a very long time 
to prepare it, because if a work similar to the one already carried out were proposed the clauses in 
reference to it would be cut out of the preceding specification. It would not take very long to prepare 
the specification, although it might have cost a little more in printing.
13183. You think there should be a distinct specification for every work? Yes. It is impossible, in a 
general specification, to specify everything. If, for instance, you are constructing a sewer, you will find 
it necessary, in many cases, to add another specification.
13184. Mr. Davis.'] How long did it take you to make the schedule to the specification which you say 
was so voluminous ? A good deal of time. I had other work to do.
13185. How many months did it take you ? It may have taken me three months for aught I know. 
13186. The clause read by Mr. Parkes in reference to the bonding rods in Contract 101 was a general 
clause which would come in where it was considered that it would apply ? I could not say. If it is in 
the specification, it may be a general clause.
13187. Do you know the practice in Victoria at the present time as to the system of tendering ? I think 
there is in Victoria, from what I have seen, a schedule of prices.
•13188. That is to say the contractors fix their prices ? I could not tell you that.
13189. Was it before or after the receipt of the tenders for Contract 79 that you saw Mr. Hickson with 
regard to the big rates for shaft excavation ? It was after receipt of tenders.
13190. With regard to Contract 69 ;—was it before or after the receipt of tenders that you saw Mr. 
Hickson with regard to the price of £50 per square yard for bluestone pitchers ? If I saw Mr. Hickson 
it would always occur when the tenders were sent up to me. The tenders would come up to me from the 
Board. I then looked through them and recommended the acceptance of a certain tender. If I saw any 
incongruity in connection with a tender, I would direct Mr. Hickson’s attention to it.
13191. Are you sure that you went to Mr. Hickson and pointed out to him this price of £50 for bluestone 
pitchers ? Yes.
13192. You are sure of that ? Yes.
13193. Why did you not put it in your recommendation ? Por the simple reason that Mr. Hickson told 
me that it was of no use objecting, and that we should have to pay the price given. He insisted upon the 
price in the schedule being paid. I suggested that the tenders should be sent back to Carter, Gummow, 
& Co., and that they should be asked to revise their prices, but he said that that could not be done.
13194. Do you not recollect that that matter arose in connection with the first certificate that was made 
out ? Not at all; it arose immediately the tenders were sent to me for my recommendation.
13195. You will see from page 66 of the Parliamentary return that you sent in the eleven tenders, and 
recommended the acceptance of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender of £45,207, and that in recommending 
the acceptance of that tender you pointed out certain slight irregularities ? Yes, that may be.
13196. AVas it not your custom to include in your recommendation anything which you had to say as to 
the tender which you recommended ? Not at all.
13197. .Why did you do it in that case? I forgot for the moment that a question had arisen in connec
tion with the ironwork; but I remember that I consulted Mr. Hickson about the £50 per square yard 
for bluestone pitchers. I remember that when the tenders came up I called you in to see me about the 
matter, and I went down straight to Mr. Hickson with the tender. I told him that a price of £50 per 
square yard for bluestone pitchers had been sent in, and asked him what we were to do with it. He said, 
“ It cannot be helped ; we shall have to pay it.”
13198. You are quite clear in your mind that you saw Mr. Hickson before you recommended the accept
ance of the tender ? Yes. I put in my minute that which I thought Mr. Hickson would be prepared to 
accept.
13199. Supposing other officers of the Department are prepared to swear that this matter was not detected 
until the first certificate came to be made out, will you still persist in saying what you do ? The officers 
of the Department are at the present time labouring under a reign of terror, and I would not believe a 
single man in it.
13200. And upon that ground you stick to what you said ? I do, most decidedly. I could have had many 
witnesses here if I had not thought that the unfortunate fellows might lose their positions.
13201. Have you tried to get them here ? No ; they offered themselves to me, but I declined the offer. 
13202. Did they say they would not come because they were afraid of losing their positions ? No ; I said 
to them, “I could have obtained summonses for you, but I will not do such a thing, because if you love 
your bread and butter you would not state the truth.” ■
13203. AVill you give us the names of those officers ? No, I will not.
13204. Mis honor.] What is the reign of terror you speak of—does it arise from the operations of the 
Public Service Board ? The position of matters is this. A Public Service Board has been appointed, and 
the only professional man upon the Board is Mr. Coghlan. We all knew in the Public Works Depart
ment that Mr. Barling was practically Engineer-in-Chief. We all knew it, because whenever Mr. Hickson 
told me of any change, he said, “ Mr. Barling wants to do so-and-so.” I should explain that Mr. Barling 
was originally chief clerk of the Harbours and Rivers Branch, and I say that it is a slap in the face of 
every professional man in the Service that they should be ruled by a gentleman who understands 
nothing about professional matters. Mr. Barling made a number of professional appointments, and I say 
it is a slap in the face.to every professional man in the Service that he should be under his rule.
13205. What I wish you to explain is what you meant when you spoke of a reign of terror—did you refer 
to the action of the present Public Service Board or to the action of any other authority ? I am dealing 
with things as they are at this moment. The Public Service Board has removed such a number of public 
officers as to practically bring about another Black Wednesday. In the A^ictorian case the Black 
Wednesday was the cause of about a dozen suicides among the Civil servants. Here so far it has caused 
only one. What I mean to say is this—that if you go through the Public AYorks Department at this 
moment you will not find a single man in it who has a happy feeling with regard to his position ; they are 
terror-stricken. They do not know at what moment they may be turned out of doors.
13206. Then, in alluding to a reign of terror, you do not allude to the present heads of the Department 
but to the Public Service Board itself? I do not believe there is a head of a Department at this moment 
who does not shake in his shoes quite as much as do other officers in the service. .13207
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13207. Mr. DavisJ] You mentioned that you were terribly afraid that Mr. Stayton was about to supplant 
you, and you went so far as to state that Mr. Barling intended to appoint Mr. Stayton in your stead is 
that the case? I was not exactly afraid of Mr. Barling doing it, but I knew that he wanted to do it from 

17 A ISQB beginning. As far as I myself was concerned, at that time I could have got a better living outeidc. 
uS-i • Even at the present time I can make a living outside where other people would starve.

13208. Have you any special grounds for making the assertion that it was proposed to put Mr. Sfeiytoij 
in your place ? Mr. Stayton came to the office at the time to which I refer. I may mention that it was 
then considered a novelty to take into tbe work of the Department as many strangers as possible. Mr. 
Stayton was appointed by Mr. Bennett to make a report upon the western suburbs sewerage, and he came 
to me and asked me for all kinds of information about it. I said “ How is it that you come here. You 
are supposed to have all the latest ideas at your fingers’ ends. Why should you come.to me for all this 
information?” He said “I am not such a fool as not to know that you fellows are doing the work, and 
that you have it at your fingers’ ends, whereas I have not. How can I introduce anything which is new ? 
I cannot show you anything which is new.” Mr. Stayton is a good speaker, and he is a clever man in 
many senses of the term. He wrote a report and got my best men to help him to do so. I repeat that 
Mr. Barling, from all I know, intended to have Mr. Stayton in my position. .
13209. Is not that a mere surmise on your part ? I do not think so. At that time there was a Parlia
mentary party who went down to examine the sewage farm. At that party it was stated that Mr. Stayton- 
ought to have charge of the work. Mr. Bennett said^“ No ; I am not aware that Mr. Stayton has carried 
out any work ; but I know what Mr. Bagge has done in my own office: As long as I am alive Mr. Stayton 
shall not supplant Mr. Bagge.” That is where my surmise comes in. .
13210. But Mr. Barling had no connection with that ? Mr. Hickson came to me and said “ You know 
Mr. Barling says it is absurd to have you alone in charge of this work. All the responsibility rests upon 
you. There should be at least three Bagges.” I consider that for a man like Mr. Barling, who was the 
chief clerk of another Department, to say that I was not competent to carry out this work, and to have 
the responsibility of it, was going rather too far, seeing that I carried out very extensive works. I consider 
that that matter alone affords quite sufficient ground for me to grumble about Mr. Barling’s interference. 
1321]. Going back to the arches to which you have referred, will you tell His Honor where this branch 
sewer was at Bose Bay ? I thought it was Bose Bay, but I have come to the conclusion that I must have 
been mistaken. You yourselves must know perfectly well where it is, and if you think I am wrong tell 
His Honor where you think the arches were which we saw. You drove me out to the sewer, and you 
know perfectly well where it is. .
13212. His HonorDo you think you could point out the spot now ;—there seems to be some doubt in 
your mind as to whether it was at Bose Bay or not ? Yes ; I have not the slightest doubt that I could 
point it out. I know I was living at Darling Point at the time, and that the work was out in that 
direction. .
13213. Mr. Davis.'] “Was it part of the main sewer which comes above ground? No; it was a branch 
sewer going into the main Bondi sewer.
13214. A branch sewer in what district ? I could not remember at this moment, unless I went over the 
ground and saw the sewer. .
13215. On which side of the main sewer did it come in—was it on the northern side ? I think so. If I 
went out to the place I could find it; I have not a shadow of a doubt of that.
13216. You think it was not at Double Bay ? No, I think it was at Bose Bay.
13217. Mr. Garter.] Beferring to the question of defective work of which you were talking just now, and 
which you presume is in Bose Bay—was it not, as a matter of fact, upon Double Bay, upon our contract 
going through the Chinese gardens ;—do you not remember coming out and looking at some of that work ? 
I recollect Mr. Davis coming to me in the office one day and telling me about the work to which I refer. 
13218. His Honor.] In going to it did you drive down the new South Head Boad ? Yes. _
13219. Mr. Carteri] Do you not remember that the work to which you refer is in the Chinese gardens 
upon the Waverley contract, and do you not remember that the cause of it was a faulty design on the 
part of the Department—there being insufficient foundations in bad ground;—do you not remember that 
the design was altered, and that they paid us for the foundations ? I do not remember that. I remember 
that there was a great quantity of sand in the work that I saw, and I remember telling Mr. Davis that 
the centering had not been watertight.
13220. Beferring to Contract 79 at North Shore, and the items for guttering and gadding, did you ever 
contemplate guttering and gadding at the depth at which that contract was carried out—250 from the 
surface ? It was not all that depth.
13221. But a good deal of it was, was it not ? The guttering and gadding was supposed to be done in the 
neighbourhood of shafts. When a shaft has been sunk, and when they begin blasting, there is a terrible 
concussion, which has been felt on the surface to such an extent that in some cases it has been known to 
blow out the fanlights of houses. We always allowed a certain amount for guttering and gadding.
13222. But you never contemplated that the whole contract should be carried out by guttering and 
gadding—say, 1J mile ? No ; only a small quantity was given.
13223. So that if Mr. Davis tried to make us carry out all the work by guttering and gadding he was 
exceeding his power under the specification ? It was not intended that the whole work was to be carried 
out by guttering and gadding. That is why I fixed a certain quantity. Supposing we had put down 360 
cubic yards, and 1,000 yards were suggested, I would consider that it would be wrong to make the 
contractors do that quantity. That is why we fixed the quantity as nearly as we possibly could.
13224. Beferring to financial matters, how did you arrive at the conclusion that the prices in connection 
with Contract 79 were fixed at a very high rate for the first few items for financial reasons ? ' I am an 
old practical man in these matters, and I have dealt all my life with contractors, and when I saw this 
extraordinary rigging the only conclusion at which I could arrive is that which I have stated. I knew 
that money was tight at the time; I had heard so from outsiders; and I said to Mr. Hickson that the 
only reason for these prices was that the contractors wanted to raise money out of the items with which 
to carry on the work. ,
13225. Were you told that money was tight with us, as far as we were concerned, or that it was tight 
generally ? Tight generally.
13226. You have no knowledge of our financial affairs ? No.
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Iqooo' ^rr ■®a**s-3 How long is it since you were retired ? I think it is very near a year ago. 
iqooq r 0lc . difficulty in getting the question of compensation settled, had you not? Yes.
LdAAy. In tact, it has been settled only within the last few months—is not that so ? I received it a day 
or two over the three months after the 31st of January.
13230. In the meantime you bought a house at Minto ? Yes.
13231. And you found that in order to carry out your ideas you had to make certain alterations to that 
house ? Yes. .
13232. Did you find any difficulty in carrying them out ? Certainly. I will tell you how the matter 
stood 1 met Mr. Snodgrass one day ; he stuck me up in the street, and he said “ I hear you are going 
to build out there. You take my advice and come to us for your building material. We will let you 
have it at the same price we give ourselves—that is wholesale. If you get it for yourself you will be 
taken in nicely. I said “I will think over it.” Mr. Snodgrass then added “There is no obligation at all in 
T6 inr‘ • X0U 1 get the material at tlle same price at which we get it ourselves.” I said “ What I 
should like is a good carpenter. The tenders I have got in are such extraordinary ones that I am afraid 
to tackle the work He said “ I will recommend you a tip-top carpenter. He has built houses for us, 
and so on. I said All right. He sent me this carpenter. He was a smart fellow. I took him out 
thereand he engaged other carpenters. The building was constructed of the material which I obtained 
trom Carter, (iummow, & Co. at their prices. The prices were very moderate indeed—in fact, the people 
in the neighbourhood said that I should not be able to buy the material myself at the same prices. 
Afterwards, when I was building again, I went to Mr. Gummow, and he said “ You will find that you 
have the material at the price which we paid for it. I had got into a fix because Mr. Barling did not pay 
me my money when it was due, and I had speculated with every penny of it. However, he kept me 
waiting, and I could not stand hat in hand in front of the offices of the Department waiting until it 
pleased Mr. Barling to pay me the money. I was not earning anything, and I had to lay out my money 
to make an existence for myself and family, and that I have done.” 
if233’ Sut you £ot hiaterial you required from Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
13234. Did they not in addition to that lend you money ? When Carter, Gummow, & Co. gave me the 
material I said to them “ You must wait until I get my money from the Government; if I get it on the 
31st January I will pay you for the material on that date.”
13235. But did they not lend you money ? I worked on as far as I could; I had borrowed on my 
insurance policy, and I was stuck up. I had about another fortnight’s work to do, and I said to the 
carpenter You will have to clear out.” He said “ I am sure Carter, Gummow, & Co. will advance you 
r A" Sfld ^ not ik® to them for it.” He said he would see them about it, and he did so. 
1 gave Carter, Gummow, & Co. a promissory note for the £20 and for an amount sufficient to cover the 
cost ot the material. The moment I got my money from the Government I went to Carter, Gummow & 
Co., and paid them every shilling I had owed them.
13236 What did you repay to Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I paid them £150 for material and £20 for 
their loan—m all £170.
13237. What was the date when you made arrangements with them to get the material and money, 
amounting m all to £170 . I could not tell you the exact date. I remember meeting Mr. Snodgrass once 
by accident and he asked me what I was doing. I told him, and I said I had a great mind to do the work 
by day work. I remember his saying that it did not matter about the money, as they would let me have 
the timber and get the money when I got it from the Government.
13238. Did they charge you any interest ? Not a 6d.
iSm Were they not for some reason or other, very liberal and obliging. Yes. I believe they were 
actuated by no other feeling than this—that I had been in the Government service for a number of years 
and that the least they could do for me would be to let me have the material at wholesale price. 'They 

eal m those things wholesale, and it was next to nothing out of their pockets; besides, when times are 
baa, they are a farm who like to keep things going, as it were.
Mked forto7 did n0t eXpeCt t0 g6t any advantage f1,0™ you b7 accommodating you ? No ; they never

13241. Mr. Paries.] When you bought this material, and got this carpenter from Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
had you left the Service ? Yes. > > >
icoff' Sldy0U1evef have any financial transactions with them while you were in the Service ? No 
13243. It their bank-book shows a cheque under date of. April 2nd for £170, that would probably be for 
the payment or the money you owed them ? Tes. r J
18244. How long was it before that date that you made arrangements with them for the carpenter and for 
the timber ? It would be about four or five months before that date.
13245. It was only a business transaction after allyou paid for what you had ? Yes.

m,Url?g tlie !lme y°u were in tbe office no approaches of any sort were made to you ? No.
13247. 1he firm had no favours to buy from you ? No.
13248 And they would not be likely to pay you anything for calling attention to their rigged schedule ? 
No ; 1 should say that m no case did I speak a bad word, or anything of that kind of anyone if I 
could possibly help it. j >
j-3249. -JA’. Garter Mr. Parkes has put the transaction between us in the light of a business transaction— 
as a matter ot tact, was it a friendly transaction or a business transaction ? In one sense of the word it 
was a business transaction. When Mr. Snodgrass offered me a good carpenter, and offered me the 
materials at cost price, it was a friendly transaction.
13250 Did we not lend you our best carpenterwere you not thoroughly satisfied with him? I was 
not. He spent about £50 more than he ought to have spent.
18251. Did we not guarantee your account at the timber merchants—you must remember that we do 
not deal m timber ? That I do not know.

Do we sell timber? No; but Mr. Snodgrass said “Get your material through us. You will 
get it cheaper than if you were to buy it yourself.”
^2;53; ,4® reSards the packing of the lining of the sewer, in saying that it is very important
that it should ot itself be of watertight material, I understand you to say that that is principally: if not 
?ook4 a ejC^U^e c^ailce a J0^ bere and there being left open in the brickwork? Tes.
13254. And it is^unfortunately, a peculiar weakness of the Australian bricklayer to leave -joints open 
when he can ? We calculate upon the brickwork being watertight, but, unfortunately, it is not always so.

It
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c. H. it jg almost impossible to rely upon there being watertight joints in the brickwork, and the packing, of 
course, would cover any loose joint.
13255. If you were quite sure that every joint was actually full, then, as a general rule, any solid 

17 Aug. 1896. Packing, whether watertight or not, would be sufficient P Tou must look at the matter in this light. If 
’ the sewer were built outside it would be surrounded by concrete, in order that it might hold itself up, and 

the moment the solid packing is taken away from the sewer you simply leave the di-inch brickwork, and 
that is not sufficient. _ ,
13256. But any substantial packing that fills up the interspace between the outside of the lining and the 
tunnel walls would generally be sufficient if every joint of the brickwork were really full, would it not ? 
No ; it would not. The packing should be concrete. . .
13257. Tou think it is better that it should be concrete ? Tes; of course, when I speak of open joints, 
it must be understood that even with the best supervision loose joints will creep in, and I think the 
4 j-ineh brickwork ought to be packed watertight up to the rock in which it is built.
13258. Even if the brickwork is absolutely watertight throughout ? Tes. I generally calculate that 
single-ring brickwork will be watertight for from five to six years. I would never trust it of itself.
13259. Does the brick change its character then ? No; but you must not forget that the mortar is not 
always of the consistency at which it leaves the mortar-box when it goes in between the bricks. Little faults 
will creep in here and there, and sometimes a joint is dry. Sometimes also the mortar is weaker in one 
place than in another. Take the case of stoneware pipes, the joints of which are filled with 1-to-l cement. 
Tou can test the joint up to 50 lb. of pressure if good cement is used, but in the case of the mortar 
which is put into these tunnels you must remember that it is handled at the top and shifted about at the 
bottom. Tou cannot always rely upon its being of the proper consistency. Then, again, in these tunnels 
you have to consider the waterwear from outside drainage. That may become a very dangerous thing. 
13260. Suppose the sewer is built in a tunnel of solid rock ? Even in a solid rock it should be packed 
watertight, because you never know where a fissure may end, and it is a well-known fact that if you sink 
a shaft in solid rock, in the course of time, if there is any water-bearing fissure in the neighbourhood, it 
sucks and sucks the water in. Once water gets through it increases the cavity, and in course of time you 
might get serious waterwear round your sewers. Theoretically, packing may be deemed unnecessary here 
and there, but it is not so in practice. They found that out in Great Britain very much to their cost.. 
13261. Mr. Parkes.^] Are there used in this country any porous bricks? Plenty. Ordinary building 
bricks will soak up from three to four times as much water as sewerage bricks.
13262. Will plastic double-pressed bricks keep wrater out? I cannot say, speaking from memory, what 
quantity of water they will soak up, but they all soak up some water. Of course, the finer the brick the 
less water'it will soak up. . _
13263. Double-pressed bricks will not keep water out of a house ? They ought to if the bricks are good.

Thomas Williams recalled and further examined :—
T. Williams. 13264. Mr. Parkes.I want you first of all to explain the exact nature of your contract with the Water 

and Sewerage Board in connection with which you obtained some advantage ;—in the first place, were 
17Aug., 1896. there any bores put down? No; none whatever.

13265. Did the plan indicate tbe material through which you had to drive ? No.
13266. Did any officer of the Department object to paying you your claim? No; but when the work 
had progressed to a certain extent, and when money had been expended up to the amount of my tender, 
they wanted to stop the contract. _
13267. How many contracts have you carried out for the Water and Sewerage Board? Aboutfive or six. 
13268. And this is the only case where you had an advantage ? That is the only case.
13269. Tou had a dispute in this matter with the officers, had you not ? No ; except that they wanted 
to stop the work and not go on with some portions of it.
13270. There was an appeal to the Water and Sewerage Board ? Tes.
13271. And was Mr. Hickson the strongest man at the Board for paying you your claim ? I was told he 
was, but this is the letter I received :—“ Sir—In reply to your letter of 7th instant, requesting that the 
necessary information might be furnished you in order to carry out the schedule of work enumerated 
therein in connection with your Contract 78, the construction of pipe-sewers in portion of the Borough of 
Glebe, I am directed to inform you that the Board of Water Supply and Sewerage have approved of your 
contract being carried out to the extent shown on the plan.” I am told that Mr. Hickson proposed that 
I should be allowed to do that.
13272. Therefore, you have no ill-feeling towards Mr. Hickson ? Certainly not. It would be rather the 
other way about.
13273. He has been your friend to the extent you name ? Tes.
13274. With reference to your conversation which you are supposed to have had with Mr. Millner, where 
did you meet him ? In King-street.
13275. What was the conversation ? I do not remember it very well, but I think I gave it you as nearly 
as I can remember it when I was here on a former occasion.
13276. As a matter of fact, was it not Mr. Millner who gave you a lot of particulars about Government 
contracts which you gave to me ? He was the first man who told me of the cutting of the storm-water 
drain at Johnstone’s Creek by the unemployed. He used to pass my house nearly every time he went 
across in that direction, and he told me once that the unemployed were cutting, a drain for Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co. He told me that Mr. Davis was actually against the work being done by the unem
ployed, but that Mr. Hickson passed it.
13277. He said that Mr. Davis opposed it, and that Mr. Hickson passed it ? Tes. _
13278. Was Mr. Millner also the gentleman who gave you most reliable information—information which 
you most relied upon—as to the action of the Department with regard to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s 
extensively-rigged schedule ? Tes ; he told me about that affair. He told me, also, with regard to 
Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s contract, that Mr. Davis condemned the use of the sandstone taken from the 
district in connection with the contract, but that Mr. Hickson also passed that.
13279. The conversation among the lot of you was one of general condemnation ? Tes; Mr. Millner 
said he would not take the responsibility of doing it.

13280.
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13280. How many more were present besides your two selves ? When he spoke to me about the storm- T. Williams, 
water sewer there were only our two selves present, but Mr. Millner approached me last Saturday in 
Moore-street, and wanted to apologise for what he had previously told Mr. Davis. 17 Aug.,1896.
13281. He came to see you last Saturday, you say ? Tes.
13282. Did you, prior to the letting of Contract 77, or after the letting of that contract, have an interview 
with Mr. Gummow ? Yes ; it was after the work was started.
13283. What conversation took place ;—did Mr. Gummow say anything to you as to the way in which he 
had arranged the schedule for the Monier work ? No. .
13284. Xou are sure of that ? Tes ; I do not remember anything about that.
13285. Tou do not remember any conversation with him about that? No; and that is the only con
versation I have had with him for three or four years.
13286. Did Mr. Gummow at any time give you information as to how the lump sum of £15,500 was 
arrived at in connection with the Monier arches ? No.
13287. Mr. I)avis.~\ Tou have seen Mr. Millner pretty frequently then ? Tes ; he came across to where 
I was standing in Moore-street on Saturday, but that is the only time I saw him since the conversation 
in King-street, about which you asked me the other day.
13288. The conversation in King-street took place about how long ago ? About two months ago.
13289. Did you see Mr. Millner on any other occasion at about that time ? I do not recollect it just now.
13290. Did you see him pretty frequently at one time ? Yes, while he was supervising the work at 
Johnstone’s Creek. He then used to pass my house about three or four'times a week.
13291. Tou say that you received information from him which you imparted to Mr. Parkes ? He was 
the first man who told me anything about the cutting of the storm-water sewer by the unemployed at 
Johnstone’s Creek.
13292. What did he tell you ? He told me that the unemployed were cutting the drain, and that it was 
a great saving to the contractors.
13293. Did he say anything else about it ? Well, after Mr. Parkes had brought the matter up in the 
House, by asking a question of the Minister, and after the Minister had replied that the work would cost 
about £70, Mr. Millner told me that it would cost nearer £400.
13294. When did he tell you that? A day or two after the Minister’s reply to Mr. Parkes.
13295. Did he give you any other information which you handed to Mr. Parkes ? No.
13296. Did he give you any other information which you did not hand to Mr. Parkes? I do not 
remember any just now. If you can mention any I may remember it. .
1329/. Was there anyone present at the interview which took place between yourself and Mr. Millner in 
King-street ? Tes; I told you before that Mr. Wright, Mr. Ewing, and Mr. Madison were there. They 
four were standing together, when I came up. We were alone when Mr. Millner spoke to me about the 
cutting of the drain at Johnstone’s Creek.
13298. When you made the remark respecting Mr. Hickson and myself, you say that Mr. Wright, Mr.
Ewing, and Mr. Madison were also present ? Tes.
13299. Tou know several of the officers in the Sewerage Branch, do you not? Only just through meet
ing them.
13300. Will you tell us those with whom you are most intimate? I am not intimate with any of them.
13301. You do not know any of them intimately ? No, I only know them through meeting them casually.
13302. Did any other officer of the Department besides Mr. Millner give you information which assisted 
you in coming to the conclusion at which you arrived ? I do not think so. I have heard men talking 
about different things, but when you say officers, I presume you mean engineers. °
13303. I mean engineers or superintendents ? Of course, 1 have heard your inspectors say a good bit.
Eor instance, ex-lnspector Brown said he went to see you, and that you shook hands with him, and he 
was very much surprised at your doing so.
13304. Have you heard anything from any other inspectors besides ex-Inspcctor Brown ? No ; I do not 
recollect anything now.
13305. Do you know any of the engineers besides Mr. Millner? Tes; I have met them at various 
times—Mr. Smith and Mr Budolph, for instance.
13306. Do you know Mr. Smith ? Tes, through meeting him.
13307. Do you know Mr. Budolph also ? Tes, I have just met him.
13008. Did Mr. Budolph give you any information ? No.
13309. Did Mr. Smith give you any ? No.
13310. No information at all ? No.
13311. Pou swear that ? Tes.
13312. Tou had a talk about this Commission to him, did you not ? It came up two or three times, but 
I do not think it was referred to particularly. I remember at one time talking to Mr. Smith about the 
Commission. I remember saying that if it had not been for the Monier business, and one or two things 
like that, the thing would never have cropped up.
13313. That is what you said, but what did he say to you ? I do not remember his answer.
13314. He is not like ex-inspector Brown ? I do not think he said anything in particular.
1331o. "Would you tell us what occurred on Saturday in Moore-street ? Nothing in particular occurred, 
except that Mr. Millner said that he was very sorry that he told you what you asked me about.
13316. What xvas it he said he was sorry for ? To think that he should have repeated a conversation.
He said that, I think, in the presence of Mr. Ewing, Mr. Madison, and Mr. Wright. The same party 
happened to be together again, and Mr. Millner said that from that time forth his mouth would be closed.
13317. Mr. Parkes^] Tou did not tell Mr. Millner that you contractors wanted to get Mr. Hickson and 
Mr. Davis out of the office ? No.
13318. Would you have any object in such a course ? No.
13319. As long as you have a fair chance of tendering that is all you want ? All we want is a fair go.
13320. Mr. Carter.'] Beferring to the conversation which you say you had with Mr. Gummow, you say 
you had only one conversation with him in three or four years ? Yes, as regards the works.
13321. I do not like to throw any doubt upon your statement, or to infer in any way that it cannot be 
true but I suppose you are quite sure about it ? Tes; I met Mr. Marr at the time at Johnstone’s Creek, 
and he was going down to the crusher for a firebar.

13322.
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T. Williams. 13322. And you say that the only time that Mr. G-ummow spoke to you in three or four years he spoke 
to you about his business secrets ? There was not much business secrets at all, but the thing cropped up 

17 Aug., 1896. jn connection about what Mr. M'Sweeney might say.
13323. Mr. Parkes^] Tou did not quite understand my question, I think, in reference to the conversation 
you had with Mr. G-ummow—was it after Contract 77 was let or before it ? I think I have made a mistake 
in the name. I think it was with Mr. Snodgrass that I had a conversation. That was before the job was 
let.
13324. Tour conversation, you say, was with Mr. Snodgrass? Tes.
13325. What was the conversation ? He told me that he and Mr. Carter saw the schedule of quantities 
before they were printed in connection with jobs, and that they had them fixed up to suit themselves. 
13326. Where was he when he told you that ? He told me that one day in the tram after Contract 69 
was let. That is the contract I am referring to particularly now. I think it would be about May two 
years ago. It was on the day when Mr. Carter, Mr. Snodgrass, and Mr. Davis had had an interview with 
Mr. Hickson about the bluestone pitchers.
13327. And what do you say Mr. Snodgrass said ? He told me that they always saw the schedule of 
quantities before they were printed.
13328. Was there any conversation about Contract 77 at that time ? No.
13329. Not about the Monier work ? No.
13330. That was not specially referred to ? No.
13331. Mr. Davis.1 Are you sure Mr. Snodgrass was not chaffing ? He might have been; he was often 
given that way.
13332. Was he sober? I think so. He had been with you that morning, and you would be the best judge 
of that.
13333. Mr. Norrie.~[ Did you believe him ? I did not take much notice of what he said.
13334. Mr. Carter.~\ Mr. Snodgrass was very much given to chaffing ? Very much.
13335. His Honor J] Is he a thirsty man ? I do not think so.
13336. Is he a man who likes his whiskey ? I think he knows enough to look after his business first. 
Whiskey might come in afterwards.
13337. Mr. ParTces] He is one of the shrewdest men in the firm, is he not ? He has the name for it.

John Moore Smail recalled and further examined :—
J M Smail 13338. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou produce a copy of the papers placed before the Water and Sewerage Board 

‘ \ ‘ relating to the change in the system of tendering? Tes. I was requested to produce some papers
17 Aug., 1896. relating to that matter when I was last here, and the papers which I will now read are copies of those 

papers:—
Copy of Records, No. 94-43 (Sewerage), of 10(1/94.

Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, Sydney, 13 December, 1893. 
Compulsory Dp.ainage—House Connections.

I have the honor to submit herewith a revised specification and schedule for the drainage of houses under the compulsory 
powers of the Act.

I would suggest that, in calling for tenders for such work in the future, a yearly contract should be entered into on 
the basis of a percentage above or below schedule rates, such rates to be fixed by the Board, as being more workable, and 
saving time in cases where it is a matter of urgency to proceed with the work.

Under the present system, where works exceed a certain amount, tenders have to be called, and delays ensue which 
would not take place if they were carried out in the manner suggested.

. HENRY E. RIGGS.
-------- Engineer.

Make alterations as directed, and resubmit on Friday.—J.M.S., 18(12(93. Mr. Riggs. Alterations made as 
diSjeeteii.—H.E.R., 21(12(93. Engineer. Forwarded.—T.G., 21/12/93.

In view of legislation re recovery of costs of work carried out under the compulsory clauses of the Act, I recommend 
tla® an annual contract at schedule rates be let for the whole area under the jurisdiction of the Board. This course will 
simplify the work under this head, and economise clerical work. Before any district is operated upon, a list of properties, 
upon which notices have been served and not complied with by the owners, will be submitted to the Board for approval to 
carry out work. On Board approving, instructions, accompanied by plans, will be issued to contractor to proceed with 
work, the work will be inspected and measured up by the officer-in-charge of house drainage, and owners charged for same 
at schedule rates. The previous system was to call for tenders for a number of houses, but as soon as some owners found 
out that the Board intended carrying out tbe drainage of their properties they asked to be allowed to do it themselves. 
This was agreed to, and in nearly every case where plans w-ere withdrawn the owners fulfilled their pledges. The with
drawal of plans from contract caused some trouble and complication, and to obviate same in the future a yearly contract at 
schedule rates is proposed.—27/12/93. Secretary. Submitted to the Board.—28/12/93.

Deferred until next meeting, in the meantime Messrs. Hickson and Lander promised to look into the matter.— 
R.B., 28/12/93. Submitted to the Board, 6/1/94. Deferred. Submitted to the Board, 9/1(94. The report of the 
Engineer was adopted.—R.B., 10/1(94. Sewerage Engineer. Have specification printed and instructions shown in my 
minute to be carried out.—J.M.S., 10(1/94. Assistant Engineer. Noted.—T.G., 11/1/94. Mr. Riggs. Noted.-
H.E.R., 11/1/94. Requisition for fifty copies of specification, &e., as per draft herewith.—T.G., 11/1/94. Clerk. 
Requisition made out.—J.R.M., 13(1/94. Have the copies of specification been printed?—T.G., 1(2(94. Clerk. 
The Act will shortly become law. I wish this matter pushed on.—J.M.S., 2(2/94. Assistant Engineer. The specifi
cations are all ready and drawings.—T.G., 3/2(94. Engineer. Have list prepared for submittal to Board of properties 
to be dealt with, separating them into boroughs.—J.M.S., 7/2/94. Assistant Engineer. Mr. Riggs.—T.G., 8/2/94.

Sir, , 56, Broughton-street, Glebe, 7 May, 1894.
Re Contract 78, Glebe Sewerage, I have the honor to request that the levels, depths, and lines, of the sewers 

enumerated in the Schedule herewith, and forming part of my Contract No. 78, may be ascertained and set out, and the 
necessary data given to me in order that I may proceed with the works forthwith.

I have requested your Engineer to furnish the above information, but he refuses to do so, and states that he purposes 
calling for fresh tenders for the remainder of my contract.

Such being the case, I am compelled to apply direct to your Board.
I have, &c.,

To the President of the Board of Water Works and Sewerage. THOS. WILLIAMS.

Schedule op Sewers.
Parramatta Road; Old Parramatta Road; St. John’s Road; Upper Road; Cross, Ross, Foss, Davis, Junction, 

Charles, Hereford, Alfred, Arthur, and Albert, Streets ; Wigram-lane; Lines 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 25a, 25b, 
26 (part), 26b, A, AB, 35, 37, 38, 40.—T.W. The
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accompanying tracing shews the position of sewers enumerated in above schedule. Owing to the manner in J. M. Smail. 
which schedule of rates has been fixed the amount voted for the contract is not sufficient to complete the works. Area 
tinted pink in tracing being the portion for which an additional authority will be required, in this'area, lines underlined in 17 Aug. 1896. 
red m above schedule of sewers occur, and cannot therefore be set out ; in reference to the other lines enumerated above, *
they have been allowed to stand over at the request of the contractor, but will now be set out without delay. It might be 
pomted out that the contractor tendered, according to schedule rates, to do the works at £2,376 per mile; this inehsies 
tunnelling and rock excavation ; the works actually executed have cost £3,168 per mile ; those portions not yet set out will 
cost about £2,428 per mile, whilst the portion tinted pink, in which there is neither rock tunnelling nor other expensive 
work, will cost £3,326 per mile ; at fair rates this could be executed for half that amount or (say) £1,700 per mile.—T. G.,
12|5|94. Engineer.

Contract Nos. 78 and 86, Glebe Sewerage.
. Mr. Vi illiams reasons for my not giving lines on his Contract No. 78 are not correct. At his interview with me he 

was informed that some of the lines at western portion of his contract, shewn by pink tint on tracing, were to be proceeded 
with as I did not intend he should pick all the plums out of the contract. He was under the impression that his contract 
was to be considerably reduced ; on this point 1 informed him that at least the contract would extend to aggregate amount 
of schedule. The lines shewn on tracing are being set out, many of which were not dealt with at contractor’s request to 
District Engineer. .

The crux of the complaint is this, that the contractor “ rigged” his schedule on his knowledge of the district; and, 
the result of the excavation turning out in his favour, he is under the impression that the Board would only extend the 
contract to the amount of such schedule. It is quite competent for the Board to strike out a number of lines of sewer 
under the terms of General Conditions, but it is questionable if such action would be equitable, as, in the event of the 
excavation turning out the other way, the contractor would be required to complete, as per plans.

^-|le information obtained by the officers led to the apportioning of the excavation as 66 per cent, rock, and the 
balance in soil. In the absence of correct borings, it is impossible to correctly fix the quantity of each class of excavation.

The aggregate amount of contractor’s schedule is £13,887; and, from careful inquiries, it is anticipated that the 
excavation item will be £3,000 in excess, or £16,887. The official estimate was £18,076, and the next highest schedule to 
Williams’ was Carter and Gummow’s, at £15,970.
. The question to decide is whether the contract is “ lump sum ” or schedule. By the terms of contract and bond, it 
!S the latter, and we are therefore bound by the schedule prices as well as the contractor. Under the circumstances I 
think it would only be equitable in this and adjoining contract, which is on all-fours as regards excavation, to complete 
the contract at the schedule rates on the same ground that if the schedule prices had turned out unfavourable for the 
contractor I would have called upon him to do the same.
i coo ^5ntract ^°‘ 11. and S. Butcher, is on all-fours with Contract No. 78, being let about the same time—September,
1892. Here, however, the rock excavation, of which 707 cubic yards have been executed, is Is. per cubic yard, and 
excavation in soil 9s. The estimated excess on this contract will be about £1,350.

I would like to state that both contractors, pending the approval of the Minister of acceptance of contracts, carried 
out some lengths which were urgently required through rock formation at their schedule rates—3s. and Is. per cubic yard 
respectively, on which they lost considerably. '

Some, months ago I informed the Board that all contracts woitld he let on a different J:asist viz., per cent, above or below 
schedule. This will effectually stop manipulating the schedule of contracts. In some instances where schedules have been 
so fixed the result has been unfavourable to the contractor, and resulted in a credit to the contract. I recommend that the 
schedule be adhered to on the foregoing grounds.

„ . J.M.S.,The Secretary. -------- 14|5|94.
Submitted to the Board, 15|5|94. The report of the Engineer was adopted.—R.B., 15/5|94. Inform. Informed 

No. 421, of 17|5|94. Sewerage Engineer. The contract to be carried out on lines laid down in contract, but economy 
is to be practiced in every instance. The lines on western side are to be pushed on without delay, and not left to the 
last. J.M.S., 21[5|94. Assistant Engineer. Voucher No. 2,259, in favour of R. and S. Butcher, for £1,360
forwarded to the Treasury 15|8|94 for payment (5th progress payment).—M.G., 20|8|94. The Secretary.
There is one mattcr I should like to mention. Mr. Davis asked me a question as to a certain contract, 
and I was misled as to the date. In that respect I should like to amend my evidence. Mr. Davis alluded 
to Cook and Webb’s contract. The copy which misled me showed that the date of letting was 28th 
March, 1895, whereas, as a matter of fact, it should have been 1894; so that the Government Construc
tion Branch certainly got the first contract out under the new system. Our first contract under that 
system was not let until some time afterwards. I should like, also, to mention that, Mr. Hickson being a 
member of the Board and also Engineer-in-Chief for Construction, this matter was discussed by him and 
by me for some time. He had noticed in his Department, as I had in mine, that this manipulating of 
schedules was going on, and, as I mentioned in my evidence the other day, we tried to check it. I claim 
no originality for the new system. . * ’
13339. It had been in vogue for some time in your Water Branch, had it not ? As a matter of fact, the 
Water Branch had carried out the system since 1888 in small contracts.

WEDNESDAY, 19 AUGUST, 1896.
James Morrison Dean sworn and examined:—

13340. 3£r. Parlces.'] What is your occupation ? I am a partner in the firm of Alexander Dean and Sons, J. M. Dean, 
builders and contractors.
13341. Have you tendered on many occasions for Government work ? Not on many. 19 Aug.,1896
13341^. Did you tender for sewerage contract 69 ? Yes.
13342. When you tendered, did you notice in the schedule the number of different kinds of excavation 
and other things of that sort ? Yes.
13343. Did you take the schedule as being a distinct intimation that such work would be carried out ?
Yes; I understood that more or less of each item would be done. ’ '
13344. Did you understand that any item would be eliminated ? No. ■
13345. Will you look at Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, prices according to the schedule upon page 67 of the 
Parliamentary return ;—you have seen those prices ? Yes.
13346. Upon pages 133 and 134 you will see the 16th progress return ? Yes.
13347. You will notice that in connection with items Nos. 8, 11, 12, 14, 16, and 19, of the excavation 
their prices were 27s. 6d. for each item ? Yes.
13348. What prices did you put down for 8 and 11 ? 18s. for No. 8, and 25s. for No. 11.
13349. Will you look at item 16 and tell me what Carter, Gummow, & Co. put down for that ? £2.
13350. What price did you put down ? 12s.
13351. Were you prepared to carry out the work at that price ? Yes.
13352. You are quite sure of that? Quite. ~
13353. Then look at item 36—squared bluestone pitchers;—what was your price for that ? 30s.

13354.
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19 Aug., 1896.

J. M. Dean. 13354. Will you turn to page 105 ;—you will there see the following clause dealing with squared blue- 
~ ~ stone pitchers:—

Squared bluestone pitchers, in channel bottoms, round manhole covers, ventilating-grates, valve-covers, and where 
ordered in any situation in the construction of these works, to be set in sand, in regular 9-inch courses, lengthwise across 
the channel, in the most approved bond, and in single-ring or course round manhole-covers, &c. All stones to be dressed 
and.picked so as to ensure the joints all through not to exceed -1 inch in thickness. No stone to be less than 9 inches x 
9 inches x 9 inches, but to be longer, curved, and radiated, as shall be directed.
Did you take it that the quantity would be regulated—that it would be more or less ? Tes.
13355. What did you take the clause to mean? I took it to be provisional—that there was some 
uncertainty as to the quantity.
13356. Were you content with your price ? Quite.
13357. Take items 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27 what were your prices for those ? Tou mean subducts. Our 
prices were 20s., 10s., 15s., 18s., and 20s., respectively. _
13358. What did you include in those prices ? The piping and the excavation.
13359. And the labour ? Tes.
13360. Tou included everything in connection with the subducts ? Tes.
13361. No portion of them went into any other items? No. _ _
13362. Why did you put that price upon them ? Because, from reading the specification, we took it that 
the excavation was included.
13363. Did you visit the site at all ? Tes ; my brother and I went out.
13364. Did you form any opinion as to whether the subducts w’ere required or not ? I cannot say that 
we did; but, the items being in the schedule, we took it that a certain quantity would be required. It is 
over two years ago now, and I cannot state the exact reason 'why we arrived at the conclusion we did. 
We took it, however, that, subducts being in the schedule, a certain number of them would be required. 
13365. If you had known the true bearing of these items—that a certain number of them would have 
been eliminated as against others—would that have affected your tender? We should not have cared to 
take the risk unless we had certain knowledge given by the Department that such and such things would 
not be done. _ _
13366. Did you ever experience tendering such as that of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. in this case ? This 
was the first tender we ever sent in in connection with sewerage work.
13367. What do you think of such tendering ? I cannot understand it. _
13368. Would you be likely to tender again where such, tendering was allowed ? We gave up tendering 
with the Water and Sewerage Department some time ago.
13363. Why ? We thought we had not sufficient knowledge of sewerage matters.
13370. Por no other reason ? I do not think so.
13371. Tou could never come near the prices ? No.
13372. But could you expect to come near the prices if tendering such as that of CarLer, Gummow, & 
Co. were allowed? No, I do not think we could. We estimated a fair price, as we thought, for each item. 
13373. Did you consider that you would be allowed to speculate on any of the items ? No.
13374. Have you ever met with anything of this sort in private practice ? No.
13375. And you have tendered upon schedules ? Tes.
13376. Do you think that a tender such as that of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. would be accepted by a private 
firm ? I do not think so. I do not think a schedule would be made out in this way in private competition. 
13377. When I drew your attention to the schedule some months ago, did you make any remark to me ? 
I cannot say that I remember it; I may have done so.
13378. Did you not say that that accounted for your being unable to get Government work ? Tes, I 
admit that. _
13379. Are you aware, if your tender had been accepted upon the items upon which Carter, Gummow, 
& Co.’s tender was accepted, that, with all the additional work put in, you would be £800 less than they 
were in your tender? I understood so from seeing Mr. Thompson’s quantities.
13380. In the original form of tender, would you have been able to beat them if your prices had been 
taken upon these special items ? I do not think so
13381. Not with reductions ? I have not worked it out. I understand that we worked out at about 
£3,000 below ; I was informed so. _
13382. Sis Sonor J] Tou never entertained the idea of, and you never had any experience in, what is 
known as schedule-rigging ? No. _
13383. That is outside of your line altogether? Tes; the whole matter of sewerage construction is 
outside of our line; but business was quiet, and we thought we would tender for sewerage work as others 
were doing so.
13384. Tou never heard of such a thing in any other line of tendering ? No ; it was totally foreign to 
our knowledge.
13385. Mr. Davis.'] I suppose that before you put in your tender you looked carefully through the 
specification ? Tes.
13386. Do you say now that you are under a misconception in regard to the subducts, and that therefore 
your price was higher than it otherwise would have been ? Tes. .
13387. That is your explanation of your price for subducts ? Tes.
13388. What would you say with regard to item No. 21—timber and iron in excavation? We thought 
we were giving a fair estimate for that. We were high, as it happened, in comparison with the others. 
13389. It being the case that you put an exceptionally high price upon timber and iron in excavation, 
and also upon subducts, and no doubt other things, would that not explain why you were generally out of 
sewerage-work contracts ? These particular items I admit we were high in, but I do not think we were 
exceptionally high, taking the whole schedule.
13390. Take your item No. 1—excavation in shafts ;—whaQwas your price for that ? 3s.
13391. What was Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price ? 9d.
13392. Take item No. 2—excavation, hard ;—what is your price for that ? 12s.
13393. And what is Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price ? 9d.
13394. So that you would be above them in soft and hard excavation ? Tes.
13395. Look now at item 14—excavation in hard rock, heavier blasting;—what is your price for that ? 20s. 
13396. What was Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s price? 4s. 13397.
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13897. So that in some cases jour prices would be higher than Carter, Gummow, & Co.; in other cases j. m. Dean, 
they would be higher than you? We put in a fair price for each item, thinking that it would be carried
loono TT • '19 Aug., 1896.
13398. You put in such rates as you could live at ? Yes.
13399. I suppose you will admit, from your knowledge of work in general, that, if a contractor has had 
special experience in any particular kind of work, he would have an advantage over other men who might 
have had special experience in other kinds of work ? Most decidedly.
13400. Take your own caseyou have had special experience in large buildings; and Carter, G-ummow, &
Co., from their special experience in sewerage matters, would have an advantage over vou in sewerage 
matters? Yes. n j n
13401. Do you not think that that explains a great deal? It may explain certain items. I admit that in 
regard to the two items to which you have referred—timber and subducts—Carter, Gummow, & Co. seem 
to have had better knowledge than we had. Of course, speaking generally, we give way to Carter,
Gummow, & Co. in their knowledge of sewerage matters.
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I do.

About two months, I

William James Millner sworn and examined :—
13402. Mr. Davis.^ What is your position ? I am a civil engineer. W.J. Millner.
13403. What is your position in the Department ? I am Assistant Engineer at the present time.
13404. In your official capacity, you frequently have to do with contractors ? Yes. 19 Aug., 1896.
13405. And you come across contractors who are carrying out work as well as those who are not carrying 
it out ? I do. J °
13406. Do you remember meeting Mr. Williams, the contractor, a short time ago ?
13407. Where was it? I met him several times.
13408. Do you remember how long ago it is since you met him in King-street ? 
should think.
13409. Who were present ? Mr. Ewing, Mr. Madison, and Mr. Wright.
UIto. What took place on that occasion between yourself and Mr. Williams? Nothing took place 
specially between myself and Mr. Williams. There was a general conversation with reference to the 
Commission. •
13411. Did Mr. Williams express his opinion? Very decidedly.
13412. Did the others express their opinion ? They had nothing to sav.
13413. Did you express your opinion ? I had something to say "
13414. Will you tell us first of all what Mr. Williams said, and in what connection? I cannot exactly 
relate all the conversation which took place. I know he wound up by saying that the only obieet he had 
m the thing was to remove Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis from the Department 
1^15. Did he give any reason for saying that ? No ; one thing led up to another.
13416. You positively swear that he did say that? Yes. He was talking on behalf of the different 
contractors. He constantly used the word “ We.” For instance, he would say “ Our obieet,” and then 
again, We intend to get Davis and Hickson shifted,” and so on.
13417. Did he say why ? He did not give any definite reason. I said I thought he was bringing a lot 
ot personal spite into the matter when he expressed himself in that way 0
10^0 wi70U rcm?:n^ meeting Mr Williams in the street last Saturday ? Yes ; he stopped me.
13419. Where was that ? Opposite the Post Office, in Moore-street.
13420 What occurred then ? ^ There were some conversation. He said “ I see you repeated to Mr.
Davis the conversation we had ; and he added “ I think you put it a bit stronger than what I said.” I 
said I did not think so. He said he had not said what Mr. Davis had accused him of saying, but I told 
him that I had only related what had taken place. J
13421. Did you lead him to suppose that you regretted having told me ? He said he thought it was 
rather a mean trick to repeat a private conversation. I said that if he and the others considered it a 
?o7ooe 70r11lversat,0n: ] regretted having mentioned the matter without first speaking to them.
13422. When you told me of it, did you not do so with the object of bringing the matter before the 
Fe0eHngSstoodWhen ^ Wl iams 'vaa esamined ? I told y°u with the object of letting you know how the

13423. Did you not know that I was going to ask Mr. Williams about it ? I said that if Mr Williams 
were examined you might remember it.
13424. And after Mr Williams’ examination did you not ask me if I had asked him about the matter?
I cannot say whether I did so or not.

^'7 14 was with your concurrence that I asked Mr. Williams about the matter? Yes 
;JS6- , ^en th,e J°hn8tone 8 Creek work was being executed you had to pass Mr. Williams’ house on 
•To^ot 7 d0rnJt0,the wo7\? Yes ; 1 111 ust have passed his house three or four times.
13427. You had charge of that work for portion of the time P I had
14428. Did you see him frequently during that time ? I might have seen him on about half-a-dozen 
occasions.
13429. Mr. Williams, in answer to question No. 13276, said
vou crave to Mr-Ml'11nf who gave you a lot of particulars about Government contracts which
you gave to me . He -was the first man who told me of the putting in of the storm-water drain at Johnstone’s Preek hxr
thP »neniP\0ye^‘ He usei-t0 paS j 1lous® nearly every time he went across in that direction, and he told me once that 
the unemployed were cutting a dram for Carter, Gummow, & Co. He told me that Mr. Davis was IctualN a “a^t tbc 
work being done by the unemployed, but that Mr. Hickson passed it. actually against the
What have you to say as to that ? It is not true.
iSKSO. Did you on any occasion have a conversation with Mr. Williams relating to the drain which was
nbn Yth6 UnefmpKed? TjTes Tad °nen conversatlon- whicl11 remember pretty well. He asked me 
about the cost of it. He said “ I see they say it was £70, but I suppose five or six times that 
amount would be nearer the cost.” I said “ You know, Williams, you can make figures prove anythin? 

raadethcm prove something to your advantage in the Glebe contract.” P J g"
him that ld y0U y°UrSelf Say that the work>instead of c°8ting £70, had cost £400 ; No ; I never told 

140-3 G 13432.
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W. J.Millner. 13432. Did you tell him that you would take the responsibility of the works being carried out. I do 
' take all the responsibility.

19Aug.,1896. 134,33_ Williams gave the following evidence,—
13278. AVas Mr. Millner also the gentleman who gave you most reliable information—information which you most relied 
upon—as to the action of the Department with regard to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s extensively-rigged schedule . Yes ; 
he told me about that affair. He told me, also, with regard to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract, that A.r. Davis con
demned the use of the sandstone taken from the district in connection with the contract, but that Mr. Hickson also 
passed that. ^
13279. The conversation among the lot of you was one of general condemnation? Ales; Mr. Millner said he would 
not take the responsibility of doing it.

Is that true? No. _
13434. Did you tell him that I had refused to sanction the cutting of the drain at Johnstone s Creek, and 
that Mr. Hickson, in spite of what I had to say in the matter, passed it ? No ; I could not have said that. 
13435. Was it the fact ? No; it was not the fact.
13436. Will you tell His Honor how the question of cutting the drain arose ? It arose upon my recom
mendation to Mr. Davis.
13437. Then it was you who raised the question of cutting the drain first of all? Tes, I went to you 

, and I said that it was not fair that the pumping should go on drowning the contract out. They were
pumping and working alternately, and I thought it would be better for the pumping, to stop until after 
that portion of the work was in, and that if they did not discontinue pumping some provision should be made 

: to take their own water away without its being thrown on to the contract.
13438. Had the contractors made provision for dealing with the water on the contract? Tes ; they had 
two steam pumps there. ■ . . , i
13439. Was that ample to deal with all the water that would drain into their excavation ? They kept that 
down all right. .
13440. But would it deal with the additional water they got from the sand pumps ? No, it would not. 
13441. When you had reported the matter to me there was an end of it as far as you were concerned ? 
Tes; you said you would see the Engineer-in-Chief and get him to go out and look at the work, and 
ascertain whether what I represented was reasonable. I remember that you went out, and when you 
came back you told me that the matter ivould be put all right. _
13442. Sis Honor.~\ Did Mr. Hickson go out and look at the work ? Tes, he went with Mr. Davis. 
13443. Sr. Davis.~\ Did you at any time have a conversation with Mr. Williams as to the rigging of. 
schedules ? We had talked about it on several occasions. He prides himself very much upon the way in 
which he on one occasion rigged a schedule.
13444. Could you tell His Honor what you said to him in reference to that matter ? I could not 
remember the words now. _ _
13445. Did vou say anything to him which he could make use of in the way he indicates ? No..
13446. Where did you speak to him about the matter? It may have come up in conversation, but I 
cannot recollect where. ' , _
13447. Did you ever say anything to him as to the sandstone in the district being condemned by me and 
passed by Mr. Hickson ? No ; it never was.
13448. That would not be true ? It would not be true.
13449. Mr. Parlces.'] Have you known Mr. Williams for many years ? Perhaps three or four years. 
13450. Tou are a good friend of his,—you are companionable with him ? No. .
13451. How often did you see him during the time you have mentioned ? Perhaps six or seven times. 
13452. Six or seven times in all those years ? Perhaps twenty times in the three or four years ; it might 
be fifty.
13453. Do you ever go out to his house ? No. ‘
13454. Never in your life ? I have never been inside Mr. Williams’ house. I looked over his new house 
before the building was completed. Mr. Jenkins was there, and he asked me to have a look at it.
13455. Were you the engineer supervising Contract 69 ? Tes.
13456. During the wrhole construction ? No.
13457. Eor how long? About fifteen months.
13458. That would cover all the earlier period of construction ? Tes. _
13459. Did you know Mr. Williams during that time ? Tes ; I knew him before that contract was 
started.
13460. When did you tell him about the £50 a yard for bluestone pitching ? I do not know that I ever 
told him anything about that.
13461. Will you swear that you never told him anything about that ? I will swear that I never did.. 
We may have had some conversation in reference to the matter, because it has been a general topic of 
conversation.
13462. Tou were not the person who first told him about the matter? No.
13463. Tou are sure of that? Certain of it.
13464. Did you ever have a drink with Mr. Williams ? I have.
13465. Have you had many drinks with him ? I might have had half-a-dozen. _
13466. Tou never got into any conversation with him on those occasions ? Oh, yes, we had conversations. 
13467. As a matter of fact, did you not tell Mr. Williams that the rigging of schedules was causing 
robbery? No; 1 do not think so. ' _
13468. Tou never said anything about the rigging of schedules causing injury, and that it ought not to 
be allowed? I may have said that. _
13469. Did you never give Mr. Williams any information about the North Shore contracts—did you ever 
speak to him about them ? No.
13470. Were you ever on the North Shore jobs? No ; I never knew anything about them.
13471. During the time you were upon Contract 69 did you ever complain about the contractors’ men;— 
did you ever make any complaints ? That is a big order. _
13472. But did vou have to find fault with the work? I did have to find fault with the work sometimes. 
13473. To whom did you report it ? I probably had it put right myself. I do not think there was any 
serious complaint which would need reporting. . _
13474. As to Contract 118, were there any other witnesses present when you had a conversation with 
Mr.’Williams about that? I cannot say that there were. 13475.
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13475. .Were you. two alone when you spoke to him about the drainage being done by the unemployed ? W. J.Millner. 
He may have spoken to me about it. *^
13476. Was anyone else present ? I do not think so. 19 Aug.,1896.
134//. Where did that happen? I could not say exactly where it was. He might have been waiting for 
a tram, or I might have met him in passing down to work.
13478. AVhen you had charge of the Johnstone’s Creek work ? Yes.
13479. Are you still in charge of the works there ? Yes.
13480. How long have you been in charge ? Ifrom the start.
13481. Was there any other Government Inspector there ? Yes ; Mr. Lougheed.
13482. Is he still m charge ? No ; the work is practically finished.
13483. Was he in charge of the conduct of the work ? Yes ; but he was away about a fortnight.
13484. But lie was tliere with, you—you were acting together ? Yes.
13485. What did the drainage cut by the unemployed cost ? I could not tell you ; I have not any idea.
13486. How many men were working there ? I do not know.
13487. Did you not see them ? No.
13488. But you were on the job ? No ; I was on 118.
13489. But if they were working at Johnstone’s Bay they would be within sight? No; they might be 
working perhaps a mile away from where I was.
13490. You have said that the water was flowing in from the contractor’s works ;—what part of the works 
were going on to allow the water to flow in ? Down by the tramway.
13491. Were you not inspecting that part of the work'? Yes.
13492^. INyou were down as far as the tramway would you not notice how many men were working at the 

13493. You never looked ? No.
13494. Have you sent in returns of the work done on the job ? Yes.
13495. Would you not report upon that particular matter? No. . ,
13j9-^ At^ t0-the conversation in which you say Mr. Williams said that he wished to remove Mr. Hickson 
and Mr. Davis, are you aware that Mr. Williams has done no work under Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis?
1 remember asking Mr. Davis whether Mr. Williams had done any work under him, and I think he 
said “No. .
13497. Then what object would he have in wishing to remove Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis ? I could 
not say.

Sa^ an^ 0^.l.ec* view ? Ho ; but the reply I made to him was that we all knew
hat.Mr. Parkes had a grudge against Mr. Hickson, but that I should like to know what they had against 

Mr. Davis. 63
13499. How do you know that Mr. Parkes has a grudge against Mr. Hickson ? That is the general 
opinion outside.
13500. But how did you come to form it ? From conversations I have had with a few people.
13501. Supposing Mr. Parkes does not even know Mr. Hickson ? I do not know about that I am 
giving the reply I made to Mr. Williams.
13502. But on what is it founded ? It is not founded on anything ; it is my own opinion. . '
13503. But how came you to entertain that opinion ;—do you know me at all ? I have never seen you 
before that I know of.
13504. How did you come to form such an opinion ? What I say is that it is generally supposed 
that you have a grudge against Mr. Hickson. _ 1
13505. What reason would Mr. Williams have for wishing to remove Mr. Davis from the Department ? 
I could not say. '

k® assign any reason ? He said something about the treatment which had been meted out to 
the O Neills.
13o07. But Mr. Williams has nothing to do with the O’Neills ? That is what was mentioned in the1 
course ot conversation. '
13508. Asa matter of fact, did not Mr. Williams say that the smaller contractors wanted to get a fair 
opportunity of tendering for public works ? He said they wanted freedom at the tender-box.
13509. Have you ever spoken to other contractors ? Yes.
13510. About these same matters? Yres; I have had several conversations with them, and they have 
all had a chip in. ■ J
13511. What they tell you ? I cannot say at this moment what they said.
13512. Did they mention their object in coming to me? They said it was mainly to do away with 
the favouritism shown to Carter, Gummow, & Co. “
135 !3 Have you ever heard any of the other contractors make remarks to the effect that they wanted to 
get rid ot two officers of the Department particularly ? No.

^01-1 ^ear<i aily reason which would lead you to suppose they would have an object in getting 
rid ot these particular officers ? No. b
13515. Did. Mr Williams say in either of the conversations you repeated that he had any venomous 
feeling against Mr. Hickson or Mr. Davis ? No. J
13516. Do you not know that, as a matter of fact, Mr. Davis is looked upon as a fair administrator of con
tracts r Yes ; I know that he is considered strict.
13517. But he is fair and impartial ? Yes. .
13518. Then would there be any object in removing him, as far as the contractors are concerned? 
dhat is not tor me to say. '
13519. But you have attributed certain remarks to Mr. Williams, and I want to know what reason he 
Davis laVe i0r t le maklng SUC1 statements ? I remember asking him myself what he had against Mr.

13520 And what did he say ? He mentioned that Mr. Davis had tried to crush the O’Neill’s, or some- 
tning to that ettect.
i ^kat, as far as you know, is the only reason he would have ? Yes.
Office mere dld yOU meet Mr- Williams last Saturday ? I was going across Pitt-street, near the Post

13523.
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W.J.Millner. 13523. Did you stop him, or did he stop you? I was half-way across the street, when he yelled out 
' ' “ Here, I want you.” I then walked over to the footpath. He stopped me ; I did not stop him.

19Aug., 1896. 13524,. Mr. Davis.] When was it that you left Contract 69. Could you give us the date? I think it 
would be about April of last year.
13525. Was the excavation finished at that time in the tunnels and open cuttings ? Pretty well.
13526. Was it wholly finished in the tunnels ? I think so.
13527. Had you to do with making the measurements for excavation up to April, 1895 ? I made all the 
measurements for excavation with Mr. Ewing.
13528. Did you make the measurements for the contract up to the date you have named ? Pretty well, I 
think. .
13529. Can you swear that the measurements you made were correct, and that the}' were put into the 
measurement book, and there calculated with a view to their transfer on to the progress vouchers ? I 
think so. I am not sure whether they were put into the book, but I know that I made out all the details 
of the work. The final measurements were made with Mr. Gibbs some six or seven months afterwards. 
I remember that I went over there for a day or two.
13530. Do you recollect the branch sewer leaving the eastern branch at Emily-street ? Yes.
13531. What was the size of that? 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in.
13532. What was the tunnel driven in ? In shale.
13533. Did you put any lining in in that branch sewer ? Yes.
13534. What was it packed with ? Muck. ^
13535. Who instructed that soft earth should be put in over the brickwork ? I did. _
13536. What was paid for the packing? It was actually not paid for at all. In making out the certificate 
Mr. Snodgrass said, “ We will not bother about that; if we do not get it as filling we will get it as 
surplus material.”
13537. That is, if it were not paid for as filling, it would be paid for as surplus material, which amounted 
to the same thing ? Yes.
13538. It was not paid for as sandstone concrete packing? No. _
13539. Could you explain why it was that the freestone pitching specified and included in the schedule 
was not executed ? It was not actually in the contract. _
13540. Where was it intended for ? At a place near the railway—that is in connection with a culvert. 
The railway was being constructed and the culvert was wanted. The work was done by McSweeney, and 
it was cut out of Contract 69.
13541. Then Contract 69 was let during the progress of Contract 62—McSweeney’s contract—and as the 
Marrickville-Enfield railway was being constructed across the Illawarra road, the question arose as to 
whether it would not be a saving of money to get that length of sewer constructed. Was not that-the 
case ? Yes.
13542. Was the culvert constructed ? Yes.
13543. In conjunction with that culvert were freestone pitchers shown ? On the drawing, yes.
13544. Would those be the freestone pitchers referred to in the specification and schedule of quantities ? 
That is the only place where they would have come in. ...
13545. And would that be the reason why the freestone pitchers were not carried out in connection with 
Contract 69? Yes.
13546. Was there any idea at any time of putting these freestone pitchers round the manhole covers, or 
did the specification prescribe that they should be so placed? No.
13547. The specification provided for bluestone pitchers round the manhole covers ? Yes.
13548. If a witness has said that during the progress of Contract 69, as regards the filling up of the 
sumps, lumps of wood and all kinds of rubbish were put in instead of sandstone concrete, what would you 
say as to that ? The wood must have been put in unknown to me, if it were put in at all; but I do not 
think the statement is true ; one lump of wood may have gone in.
13549. Why do you say that one lump of wood may have gone in ? Because it could be easily covered 
up. It would be quite accidental if it did get in. • ...
13550. As far as your knowledge goes, there was no rubbish or wood of any description put into the 
sumps instead of sandstone concrete? No ; so far as I know they have been filled in properly.
13551. Have you any reason to doubt the integrity or fidelity of the inspectors who were supposed to be 
on the ground supervising the work ? Of course, if the inspector were there it would not be allowed ; 
and I certainly do not think they would go out of their way to have it done.
13552. Sis Honor^ But Mr. Davis’ question related to the honesty and ability of the inspectors ? I 
think you will find as good a class of inspectors in the Sewerage Department as you will find anywhere. 
13553. Mr. Davis.] It would be their duty to be present while the concrete was being mixed and put into 
position in the sumps ? Yes.
13554. It would be their duty first of all to see that the sumps were cleared of all timber and wood of 
every description before the concrete was put into position ? Yes.
13555. You have every reason to believe that that was done ? Yes; I myself saw some of the sumps 
filled in in Contract 69, so that I feel pretty certain about the matter.
13556. Do you remember a change being made in the branch sewer leading from Premier-street to 
Illawarra-road ? Yes, it was changed.
13557. In conjunction with the alterations made, did you make a valuation of the centering that had been 
made and put into position by the contractors ? Yes.
13558. Do you recognise your estimate, which appears upon page 131 of the Parliamentary return ? Yes, 
that is my estimate.
13559. Will you tell his Honor how you arrived at the £16 and the £2 10s. included in the £37 10s.— 
did you measure up the timber yourself? We took a general valuation as to what it was worth. The 
cubic feet were not actually gone into. We took the whole thing as being worth so much.
13560. With whom did you value the work ? I think Mr. Ewing, or perhaps Mr. Snodgrass, was present; 
at any rate, one of the members of the firm.
13561. If a witness has said that he made the valuation, and that the centerings were worth something 
like £5 or £6, would that be correct ? No.
13562. Did Darcus, who was the carpenter on that job, as you know, make the valuation, or did you ? I 
made the valuation, with the contrastors. 13563.
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iQre^' S?? ®arcus anything to do with it ? He was not present at all. W.J.Millner.
you S®* a valuation from Mr. Snodgrass ? He wanted £25 for them, and I told him what I ' *---- '

j. ongot they were worth, and what I would recommend. I said “ It is of no use your putting in a claim *9 Aug., 1896. 
anything more than that, because I would not recommend it.”

3 65. Sis Honor J] How was the £16 arrived at;—did you split the difference? We fixed a price 
tqscc tnought was just and fair; there was no splitting the difference.

• 566. How did you arrive at the £15 for the concrete in pats ? We went by the number of gaugings 
that were put m. J e o &
13567. Mr. Davis.~\ Coming to the bluestone pitchers, will you tell his Honor when you first noticed that 
iQdcBVewipU j-jWn a*' Per S(luare yard ? At the time the first certificate was made out.
13568. W hat did you do when you observed that they were put down at such a high rate ? I thought 
my copy must be wrong. Mr. Snodgrass, however, who was making up the progress voucher with me, 
assured me that the amount was right. I sent the matter into the office, and you said that I had made a 
serious blunder in charging £50 for the bluestone pitchers. You said that you had turned up your own 
copy, and that the amount given there was only 50s. You said that I would have to make out the return 
agal'1' sent down and got the bond, and saw that the copy given to Mr. Davis contained the amount
ot 50s., whereas in the other case it wms given as £50.
losvo WaS quite evident t0 J011 from what I said that I did not know the price was £50 ? Yes. 

rpau y°u da*:e when this happened ? It would be about July, 1894.
-^hat was when you had the conversation with me which you have just spoken of ? Yes.

18 .j72 . Mr .Carter. ] When any complaints were made, had you any difficulty in getting the contractors, 
either Mr. Madison, Mr. Ewing, or Mr. Eorrest, to carry out the desired alterations ? They always put 
things right without further trouble.
13o73. Do you remember how many bluestone cubes were shown on the plan, and what was the area of 
each set r 1 could not say from memory. *
13o74. fifr. Parses.] What was the size of the shaft opening, and what was the margin where these blue- 

ers wen^ i were the manholes all circular ? Not all; some were square.
13575. How many were there ? I could not tell you.
13576.1 What quantity was taken for each manhole ? There were 1'23 square yards of pitching at each

iocvo' -vir11 ij0 V0*' ^now k°w many shafts there were ? I could not tell you from memory.
13578. Would there be twenty-four ? I could not tell you. Up to the time I left, I think I paid for only 
sixteen or seventeen ; I was not there until the finish of the job.
13579. What was the width of the pitching ? About 9 inches.
13580. In the specification both sandstone and bluestone pitchers are specified to go in at the bottom of 
open channels ? As far as the freestone pitching is concerned, that, as I have already explained, relates 
°aP0ri0? the contract which was cut out; it was done before the contract was advertised.

13o81. And why did it appear in the specification ? The specification was written before the portion was 
cut out. r
13582. As to the bluestone pitchers which were to go in at the bottom of open channels, where would 
they be r There were none. .
13583. That was only probable work ? • Yes ; we might have substituted bluestone for sandstone pitchers 
in the portion ot the work which was cut out.
13584. Then there is a specification for valve covers where ordered—where would they be ? In the 
outlet and inlet walls.
13585. You did not put bluestone there ? That was done after I left.

put it in, do you know ? I believe so ; I could not say.
13587^ The valve chambers would be the manhole covers ? They are in the same 
be tor raising up the penstock.
13588. No bluestone pitching was put into the bottoms of open channels ? 
situation is shown only on the culvert which was carried out by Mr. McSweeney.
13589. How many sumps do you say you saw filled in ? I did not inspect the work ; 
going on as 1 was walking along. '
13590. How long does it take to put in a sump ? There would be six or seven mixings : 
couple ot hours perhaps. °
13591. Did you look at any in particular ? No.
^orr!o 5°y°U know Daruus ? Yes ; I know him from seeing him on the work.
±3593. Did you make any measurements with him ? No ; all the measurements I made were with Mr.
Ewing ; 1 never made any measurements with Darcus. I do not deal with the men but only with the 
contractors. :
sewer H°W ^ ^ mea8urements of a sectio11 of the tunnel made ? We have a proper section of the

13595. That would be a drawing made before you started ? No.
13596. The drawing was made then after you had given in the measurements ? It would be made on the 
section and measurements. We put pats in all along the bottom of the sewer. A model of the sewer is 
iotnJ)UTr11 and the WOrk Proceeds round that. The measurements are taken upon that at every 10 ft 
13597. it you put your measurements m your inspector’s book would you have any further record of 
those measurements for instance, when you give the contractor instructions as to what size you are 
planf ^No^ ”lm f°r CaC^ °ne t^le sections of excavations, do you give him any written authority or

13598. You simply measure the excavation as he has made it? We measure the excavation before the 
concrete lining is put in to see if it is up to size. .
iS5". There are no written instructions as to what you allowed there was no record kept of what you 
allowed ? The plan would be made at the time. 3
iseca What plan is that ? I saw it here yesterday. It is made during the progress of the work, as each
^m wifrt WaS,u°ne' sectl10ns would be plotted before the excavation was finished.
i Qfino u 18 the reC°r£ aS t0 6 the seotio118 were Plotted ? I do not know ; I left them behind me.
1361)2. Hut there were such records ? Yes.
13603. Did you take the sections yourself ? Yes, I took the sections. 18604;

chamber; they would 

No. Pitching in that 

I simply saw it 

it would take a
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W.J.Millner. 13604. Did you send in a rough section to the Department? I gave the man who made the drawing 
' ' rough sections.

19 Aug., 1896. J30O5. In your own hand ? Tes.
13606. What would they be on ? They were on some sheets of paper, as far as I can remember.
13607. His Honor.~\ I understand that as you went along the sewer it was for you and the engineer, who 
is your superior, to determine what the size of the lining should be ? When we get the shaft sunk, and 
we start driving, we generally instruct the contractors what lining he is to drive for. We take notice of 
the rock, and if we think that one-ring lining is enough we order them to drive proportionately.
13608. Tou allow then a certain margin of packing round the lining ? Yes, a 3-in. margin.
13609. And all that they put in in excess of that is put in at their own loss ? Yes.
13610. That is, they are not paid for it ? No. . .
13611. Then what is your object in measuring if a drive has been put through after instructions . We 
do not give them 3 inches if it does not go to that. They are allowed only 3 inches. If it went to 
2 inches, or 1 inch, that is all they wrould get. A portion of this particular contract was in such easy 
ground that the driving was very neat in places. .
13612. What was the object of measuring the drive ? To get the sections.
13613. What you want to see is not how little but how much the contractors have excavated ? Yes.
13614. If you find they have excavated up to a certain amount and, then, beyond that limit, the excess
excavation is at their own loss ? Yes. _ . .
13615. So that you do not go into the maximum extent to which they have excavated. We take it just 
to show that we have given the measurement as we found it. . _
13616. What I mean is this—if you 1old the contractors to excavate 4x5, then anything beyond 4 x 5 
would not be paid for in any way. If, under those circumstances, a contractor had knocked out a hole 
running 2 or 3 feet in, you would have no object in measuring that? No. We might just measure 
the section to show what it ivas. The driving might be very tight in another place, and that would make 
up for it. One section might be tight and another large. We do not say that the limit is to be 3
inches in any particular spot. We say that the quantity is not to exceed that.
13617. Your principal object in measuring is to discover that the contractor has excavated enough. 
Yes ; to see that there is room for the lining. _
13618. Mr. Davis.As to the margin—the 3-inch margin is a new idea ? Yes. . _ _
13619. Is there a clause limiting the packing in Contract 69 ? Yes ; I think there is a 3-inch maximum. 
13620. Will you look at clause 63 of Contract 77 ? Yes, I see that. . . _
13621. Provision is made in that clause for limiting the concrete packing, over and above the excavation 
ordered, to the extent of 3 inches, is it not ? Yes. _ _
13622. Do you find that clause in Contract 69? The specifications do not appear to be the same. _ 
13623. You think that clause 80 of the schedule to the specifications connected with Contract 69 limits 
the packing to 3 inches ? Yes. . .
13624. Mr. Carter.'] As to the measurements—did Darcus, the carpenter, ever assist you m your 
measurements ? He never made any measurements with me in the tunnel.
13625. If he says he poked a measuring stick up into the deep places and left out the shallow1' ones he 
would be wrong ? He might have measured the chamber excavations ; after I left there was nothing but 
No. 1 shaft to be measured. _ . _
13626. Mr. Parkes.] On what date did you leave? I think it was about April, 1895.
13627. All the excavation was done then ? I think it was done. _
13628. ll.is Honor.] Do you remember anything peculiar in the history of the bluestone pitchers after it 
was discovered that they vrere to be charged at the rate of £50 ? No ; I do not recollect any.
13629. Was there any order—I mean, as to the way in which the manhole rings were to be put down ? 
No; I do not remember anything special.
13630. Did you hear that Mr. Davis had made a suggestion that special bluestone concrete should be used 
instead of bluestone pitching ? Yes.
13631. Do you remember hearing that Mr. Hickson had made any order upon that? I think the papers 
were sent to me in reference to that matter. _
13632. Do you remember looking up the matter to* see how many pitchers were shown upon the plan- 
It was looked up in the office, but not by me. _ .
13633. Of course you have no idea as to how* that 12 yards got into the schedule? No; that is an 

, office matter. _
13634. Do you remember it’s being discovered that it was a mistake ? Yes.
13635. Was it discovered in the office, or was it by you ? It might have been by me ; I could not say 
when wo came to make up the returns, we found that we should run over the quantity; the price of £50 
being discovered by Mr. Davis made him look into the matter.
13636. You were not on the contract up to the final payment? No.

W. Gilliver.

William Gilliver recalled :—
13637. Mr. Parkesi] With regard to clauses 16 and 17 of the general conditions I suppose you know 
them by heart ? I have every reason to know those particular clauses. (Vide Appendix No. 36.) .

19 Aug., 1896. 13638. Take also clause 36, which appears on page 120 of the Parliamentary return ; I suppose you know 
that and the other clauses there very well ? Yes. _
13639. They occur in most contracts of the Government ? Yes ; in the Sewerage Branch. .
13640. How do you, as a contractor, interpret those clauses ? My contention has been this—that the 
Department could not alter the character of our work. Wo say that when we take a contract, with 
signed plans and specifications, we should be allowed to do the work. If you turn over to the tender 
form, I think you will see that that bears out my contention. For instance, it says “ And we do hereby 
agree that any additions to or deductions from the said work shall be paid or allowed for, as the case may 
be, at and after the rates or prices mentioned in the schedule of quantities and prices annexed hereto, or 
if not in schedule at a price to be agreed upon at the time.” I take that to mean that if there is any 
variation of the contract the prices must be fixed by the clause in the contract which gives the Depart
ment power to call in an outsider to do the work if the contractor and the office cannot agree about the 
price. 13641.
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13641. Have these clauses been used with an opposite effect against you ? Yes. W. Gilliver.
13642. Will you describe in what way ? That is what we objected to in connection with the Rookwood 
contract. The plans which I now exhibit are a plan of the original work and a plan of the substituted 1896-
work. I have said on a former occasion that the bridge on that contract was held in abeyance. The 
bridge was the only means we had of getting our material from the railway station without incurring an 
additional mile of cartage.
13643. Had you a good price for a bridge ? A very fair price ; but it was not altogether the loss of profit 
on the bridge, but the additional loss on cartage.
13644. Who instructed you that the bridge would be knocked out of the contract ? We had a letter from 
the Engineer-in-Chief. In the first place, after we had' sent in a complaint, Mr. Davis told my partner,
Mr. Curtis, that it was not likely that the bridge would be built, and that it would have to be left in abey- 
apce for the time being. The following are copies of letters which we wrote to the Department in connec
tion with the matter :— -
J. Davis, Esq., Supervising Engineer, Sewerage Department, Sydney.

Dear Sir, 24th July, 1894.
As we are now ready to take on the work at creek, in connection with laying the iron pipes, we shall be glad to 

know if the piers shown on sketch sent us are to be built of sandstone or bluestone. We should also like you would fix a 
price for same, together with the excavation for piers. As you are aware, this class of work is entirely outside of our contract, 
which says, “ if no price in Schedule, at a price to be agreed upon.” Building these small piers will be very expensive, the 
whole requiring timbering, and, when complete, no measurement in them.

We are, &c.,
. _ . G I LLIVER & CDRTIS.

J. Davis, Esq., Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
Sir, August, 1894.

. We beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 9th instant, wherein you say the Engineer-in-Chief has
decided to support the pipes by means of piles and braces, as shown on contract drawings. Will you please say if we are to 
build the bridge complete, as per drawing in detail for same; or do you mean us to build only the centre piles and head- 
stocks. If only the latter, we think you would not ask us to do it at Schedule rates for piles, as when we tendered we clearly 
understood the bridge was to be built as per detailed plan.

Tours obediently,
. . GILLIVER & CDRTIS.

J. Davis, Esq., Supervising Engineer, Sewerage Construction, Public Works Department.
Sir, _ _ 15th August, 1894.

_ Me duly received, through your Mr. Smith, your letter of 13th instant, wherein you say, respecting the erection of 
the bridge, you were informed at the commencement of your contract that this work was not to be done. We admit your 
telling our Mr. Curtis it was doubtful if the bridge would be built. In the face of this, how can you expect us to erect a part ,
“the most difficult—of the bridge at our schedule for piles, girders, &c. ? We have no objection to build any portion if you 
will-give us a price that will even cover the actual cost. We think that Mr. Hickson, the Engineer-in-Chief, would not ask 
us to do this work without an increased price. We might as well be asked, in fairness to us, to build the invert of tunnel 
only as this part of bridge, more especially in the face of the fact of your saying it was not to be erected.

Tours faithfully,
, . . GILLIVER & CDRTIS.
J. Davis, Esq., Supervising Engineer, Sewerage Branch, Department of Public Works.

Sir, 21st August, 1894.
Tour letter of the 20th instant duly to hand, wherein you direct us to erect piles for pipe supports across creek.

We will at once take the work in band and build as you direct; but it is understood that we do it under protest—our 
contending that you are entirely departing from contract. We have signed to do the work in accordance with plans and 
specifications, and amongst others we signed plans of bridge; and, by your directing us to build a portion only, you are, in our 
humble opinion, entirely altering the character of the work we contracted to do. We need hardly point out that the portion 
of bridge you have instructed us to build is the most expensive portion, and consider that it is beyond any doubt unfair to us, 
except at a price to be agreed on, as per contract ./or work outside of Schedule,

We are, Sir,
Tours obediently, ■

. GILLIVER & CDRTIS.
Mr. W. Smith, Resident Engineer.

Dear Sir, _ ‘ 25th October, 1894.
Can you make it convenient to call here at once. The piers of brickwork in creek are at a standstill, owing to the 

whole of the bricks having to be cut by your inspector’s order. We would not do the labour for the 60s. per cubic yard, much 
less find the material.

We understood that Mr. Davis arranged with us that the piers were to be built perpendicular.
■ Pending your arrival, we have stopped the work, as we cannot conceive that you cau expect us to do the work in this 

■wsy* Tours truly,
■ GILLIVER '& CDRTIS,

(per G. B. S.)
13645. Was the bridge built after the contract was completed? It is in course of construction now.
The Secretary for Public Works gave the local Council £100 towards the erection of it.
13646. So that in that case the Engineer-in-Chief did alter the contract ? Yes ; he wrote to us and referred 
to the clause in the contract giving him the power to do so.
13647. Clause 16 I suppose he meant ? Yes. ‘
13648. That is the clause quoted by Mr. Hickson ? Yes.
13649. Do you know of any other instance of the kind? Yes. Upon the same contract the plans will 
chow concrete round the earthenware pipes. Afterwards we put in the top with concrete and left the 

- bottom out. That was entirely different from the contract plan.
13650. His HonorWas the bottom portion filled in with different material ? No ; the pipes were 
bedded in earth in the usual way.
13651. M.r. Parkes.~\ One of the letters from the Engineer-in-Chief to which you refer would he as 
follows:—“ Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of 15th instant respecting the supports for carrying the 
cast-iron pipes across the creek, I have the honor to inform you that the matter has again been laid before 
the Engineer-in-Chief, and he directs me to state that he does not agree with you that an injustice is being 
done you in asking you to do work which was specified and is included in the Schedule of prices attached 
to the contract. Will you therefore please carry out the work as directed.—Yours obediently, J. Dayis.”
Another one was in these terms:—“ Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of 24th ultimo as to the price as 
arranged for the concrete and excavation required for the piers under the cast-iron pipes at the crossing . 
of the creek I have the honor to inform you that, as you appear not disposed to carry out the work referred 
to at Schedule rates for concrete and excavation, the Engineer-in-Chief has decided to support these pipes 
as shown by the contract drawing, viz., by means of piles and braces, prices for which are included in the

Schedule
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W. Gilliver. schedule attached to the contract. Will you therefore please execute the work accordingly. I have the 
iqa k°nor ^e> gentlemen, your obedient servant, J. Davis.” Yes; we should have had to get a pile engine,

ug” ' ram, &c., at a cost of £60 or £70, and £1 a foot would not have paid us for that portion of the work.
13652. Was clause 16 the clause upon which that decision was made ? Yes, I take it to he so. I may 
say that I remember seeing Mr. Davis personally more than once about the matter, and pointing out the 
additional expense to which we were put in carting the material. The bridge was to be left in abeyance 
until the contract was completed. I think we put in a claim of £80 for extra haulage on account of the 
non-erection of the bridge, and a sum of £40 for loss of profit. The other claims were allowed by Mr. 
Davis as far as he could allow them, but I went to see the Engineer-in-Chief, and he disallowed these. 
I had not an interview of more than one minute’s duiation with him. He had apparently made up his 
mind what he would do in the matter.
13653. Did he state the clause under which he acted ? He told me that he had threshed the matter out 
previously and was tired of it, or something of that kind.
13654. And he would not sanction it ? No ; his mind was apparently made up.
13655. Mr. DavisP\ You are an alderman of Rookwood? Yes.
13656. So that you know a good deal about this bridge apart from the fact of your being a member of the 
firm of Gilliver and Curtis ? Yes; I have been living in the district for the last ten years, and I know 
pretty well the whole country round there.
13657. Do you know what was the object of leaving out the bridge ? To save expense, I take it.
13658. You did not gather that the motive was to oppress you ? No. We were perfectly satisfied that 
the bridge would be left out after Mr. Hickson had given his decision; but at one of the meetings of 
contractors which took place at Mr. Parkes’ rooms, I heard one of the contractors say that the Engineer- 
in-Chief had allowed Carter, Gummow, & Co. to do the whole of the bluestone pitchers upon Contract 69 
at £50 per square yard. Then the bridge came into my mind. The rule 1 go on in the matter is, that 
what is good for one contractor is good for another. I take it that all contractors should be dealt with 
fairly and justly.
13659. Did it not occur to you that the cases of the bridge and the bluestone pitchers were rather 
different ? Not in the slightest; you could have substituted bluestone concrete round the manhole covers. 
There is a place on the Parramatta Road upon which there is probably more traffic than upon any other 
road in the Colony, and in the centre of the road there is a manhole cover with special concrete round it. 
13660. Did you regard the two cases as being parallel ? I regarded them as being on all fours; one 
decision being given as regards one contractor, and a directly opposite decision as regards another.
13661. You would say, would you not, that the clause to which Mr. Parkes referred gave the Engineer-in
Chief power to alter or substitute work where in his judgment that was necessary ? That was his rule 
with us.
13662. Is that your opinion ? He has done so with us ; but there has been a decision given by the full 
court in Queensland, and that is why I have written so strongly about the matter. The point was 
referred home, I think. It was decided there that the Government had no power to alter a contract once 
the plans and specifications were signed. That is what was running through my mind at the time I wrote 
so much about it.
13663. Have you ever compared the Queensland contract with the contracts you have had under the 
Sewerage Department ? Only in my mind.
13664. So that there might be substantial differences ? I have the specifications belonging to some Queens
land contracts, but I have never actually compared the two.
13665. Then there might be a substantial difference ? There might be.
13666. AVould you consider it a legitimate use to make of the clauses to which you have referred, to take 
advantage of the prices that are given in the schedule, and to execute work at a low price or at a high 
price, just to suiQthe Department ? I do not think for one moment that you would do it. You have always 
give us fair play. I believe you are a perfectly straight man. I do not want to flatter you, but I think 
you are an honest man. That at all events is my experience of you. You have allowed us in the seven 
or eight contracts we have carried out fair play. There is no doubt in the world about that; but what I 
say is that, as regards the decisions of the Engineer-in-Chief, what is good for one contractor is good for 
another.
13667. Coming to the bridge itself, when it was decided not to construct the bridge, and you received the 
first sketch—taking the concrete prices, you wanted a special rate for concrete ? Yes.
13668. And then the Department, in order that we might get our pipes supported in such a way as to 
cover the contract, ordered you to revert to the piles—is not that so ? You were very undecided about 
it. In one case you sent us a sketch for the building of concrete piers with six piles.
13669. And the second time you got instructions as to supporting the pipes it was with piles ? Yes, the 
letters will show what happened.
13670. Coming to the brickwork, was it not put in at your suggestion so as to get over the difficulty ? 
We had £3 a yard for brickwork, and I think there were 8 cubic yards when it was cubed out. We 
wanted to get the contract completed. I suppose you know that we are not in the habit of being behind
hand with any contract we take up. We always wish to be beforehand, instead of coming cap-in-hand to 
the Department to ask for an extension of time. I remember writing to you and saying that wre would go 
on with the work at once, but that we considered that you were departing from the contract.
13671. But in regard to the brickwork, was it not put in in order to get over the difficulty ? I think Mr. 
Smith and yourself suggested the brickwork in the first place.
13672. And you concurred? Yes, under pressure.
13673. I would like to ask you one more question about Mr. Hickson. Did not Mr. Hickson treat you 
fairly when he considered your proposal to take on the extension of Contract 70, amounting to almost as 
much as the original contract? We asked to be allowed to do the extension. As to the Parramatta 
contract, our price was 20 78 per cent, below schedule, and w'e offered to take the extension of it because 
we were on the ground, and we had men there we did not know what to do with. We were prepared to 
take it on, but you would not give it to us, and called for tenders. We tendered at 10 per cent, below 
and got the contract. My object in writing to you was that we had a good deal of plant on the ground, 
and also men. I believe myself that if tenders had been invited we should have got from 15 to 20 per 
cent, more for the work.

13674.
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Hickson recommended it ? Tes ■ we W- Gilliver.13.6/,4' 14 answered your purpose to get the extension, and Mr. 
i tv.U C1 d° 14 m°re chcaP1.Y than anyone else.

WaS CUt °ut °f the £ook'TOod contract ? Tes ; the bridge was in 19Aug.,1896.
in abeyance We it 6 tende" was accePted by Mr. Lyne up to sketch you sent us the bridge was 

abeyance. We did not know whether'we should have to build it or not. Tou had told Mr Curtis 
I believe, that it probably would not be built. Gurtis,
protect VI y°U ^ m y°Ur Claim a§ainst the Government, or when you entered your

there WaS a ver^ large 8Um 0f —y ? No ; directed

i^TO^ved^t^ere'p^^In1!1^8^116^ P^'ckers on. our contract, a very much larger amount would have been 
times that quantity ' ^ haVmg 12 yards 88 sPecified “ the schedule, you were allowed four

beenln ourPn°nsiHne am0U^t of P,r°fit "lvolYed in the bluestone pitchers amounted to £2,000, and you had 
, position, would you then have dropped your claim so easily as you dropped it when it had reference to the comparatively small amount of £200 P We never droppecl it. The maSer lvas left in

buifdbrthfbriSeT^ Wa\COmpllte- Then we Put in our claim ^extras and loss of profit on not 
we got nothing in connecdonwftrthe bridge" ^ Cartage thr0Ugh the non-erectl011 of the bridS« 5 but 

i^uftsn Eventually you dropped it ? We were wiped out.
tries to bh!ffnus ““S ^ aU th»* as reSards small amounts the Department often
absolSel^nothlng Cann0t 88y that' 1 llave nothing to complain about inPthat respect-

13681. But do they not often try to bluff us out of small amounts ? No ; as regards the Harbours and
^for t^Enefneer ^n Ch"Sf fepartments> 1 have noting to complain about, but I do not think it ia 
another. ngmeer-m-Chief to give one decision for one firm of contractors and one decision for

J°iU See that 12 yard.s of bluestone pitchers are provided for in the schedule but it has been 
nnnn ^ that,we were °nly paid for the exact quantity shown upon the drawingwhich would you claim
Z tenYerS " ItTs ? ^ the "UeSti°n i8’ ™re ttey in Xn

ti^thlvT^ nhei ,that, we signed ? If there are the number you say in the drawing, how is it
^ou anv harm j L ™ ?chedule. That is not our experience. I do not want to do
you any narm. 1 am merely fighting a principle.
13684. .Efts Honor.] Supposing the larger number were shown in the original drawing and that onlv twelve
^ ^PlieM^SSe,1“ " the Sh0Wn Up0n the drawiEg W0UM

vUpp08-ng a,,misfcak1e were made ? 1 do not know anything about that,
allowed^UPP0Slng SUch amistake had occurred and had been admitted, would you not claim to be
not for mersa/wha^I^ouM d'o aCC° S t0 ^ draWiag’ ^ ^ aC°0rding t0 the Schedule? ^ »

13687. Mr. Parkes.] Did you ever notice, in the specification, clause 113, which is as follows —
everv exPr,essl.yunderfoo‘i that the contractor is bound to completely and thoroughly inform himself of

‘ - -'
Lei thev^kch0Ugllt Under the C°ntraCt the dePartment eould practically make a contractor do what- 

3 3688. Under this remarkable clause ? Tes.
13689. There is plenty of provision to safeguard the public ? Seemingly so.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
or Tt0’ ¥r' BaSSe> m his evidence, spoke of an aqueduct carrying pipes at either Eose Bay
St W h? »“» '“P™^"i*l> youiTc„ you licto tie mjk toVbicl he referf? I dj
XY tI I d h h re±ers; the,re 18 nothing of the kmd at Darling Point or at Eose Bay.

18691 But do you not remember going out with him to see an aqueduct ? I have been out with him 
many times ; we have frequently been out together.
of the Waverlev and'wwdl^h6!. t0 ^ ParAticula" work at D°«ble Bay ? There is a short length 
Yqcoo TyaTerley and Woo a,kra branch sewer constructed on arches at that point S

jk? »?i doViriro<: 8rou*i“s th6 io“'’ ,‘o ^ ^ >
contraction.1'6 th°Se aTClleS cracked ? 0ne of the arckes bad cracked a little; that, I think, was due to 

13695. Was the work taken down? Tes; the brickwork I have spoken of; I forget now who the 
takenlffthe works"" 6 ^ fully de8lt with ; the bricks — condemned,Ind were fina%

sS ir^the arclles 4aken down and rebuilt ? I do not think so-in fact, I think I am quite right in 
W nf h * tbey 7er+e not\ tblnk a crack occurred at the end of the aqueduct. I will tell you to the 
est of my recollection what took place. There were four arches of probably from 15 to 20 feet snan •
LTpIh M Z worT a°f ^ wWe tW -a8 a ““ tL tunnefwJthe

last part ot the work and after it had been finished the balance of the aqueduct was put in • it was at the
junction that the crack occurred; the crack developed a long time after the junction was made and before 
the embankment was put over I do not know whether that is what Mr. Bagge referred to. What I think 
he refers to is something which occurred in the culvert at that same place 

140—3 H '

J. Davis. 
19AugYl896.

13697.



426 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

J. Davis. 13697. What occurred there ? On the upper side of the sewer, to enable the drainage above the
' —s embankment to pass under the sewer, there was a culvert. The portion of the culvert onthe up-s ream si e

• 19 Aug.,1896. was built upon rock, but on the lower side of the sewer, on the down-stream side, the foundation was
exceptionally bad. A portion of the culvert, therefore, was built upon rock, and the balance ot it wa
built upon very bad ground. . . j £
13698. Which contract was that? Contract 53—Carter & Co.’s. The best job possible was made of 
the foundation before the culvert was put in. There was a lot of rubble from the tunnel put m o 
to consolidate it, and the culvert, which was very light, was put on, and stood all right until the emban - 
ment was put on. When the bank was put on, it proved too much for the foundation, and it settled a 
little in one corner, causing a crack near the springing of the arch.
13699. Had that to be pulled down ? I believe a portion was taken down ; but it was not done at the 
contractors’ expense. The contractors had absolutely nothing to do with it. If it were taken down i 
would be done at the expense of the Department; but I would not be sure now of what was done m the 
matter. The thing happened a long time ago, and I should have to look at the papers before 1 could say
positively what did happen. . , , • ?
13700. Was not the greater portion of the aqueduct carrying the pipes taken down and put up again . 
There were no pipes ; it was simply a concrete structure, with the exception of the arch ot the sewer,
which was of brick. . 9
13701. It was what you would call an egg-shaped sewer, and would answer the same purpose as a pipe.
yes ^
13702. Was it not taken down and put up a^ain? 'Not to the best of my recollection: very little, V any> 
was taken down. To the best of my belief the work done was of a very trifling character, and would not 
have amounted, as a whole, to more than a few shillings in value. That is the only place to which I think 
Mr. Bagge can refer, although I admit that from the description of the work which he gave i cannot

13703Tlfis Honor.'] Was there never any question of bad mortar in connection with this particular 
work ? There was the bad brickwork of which I have spoken. . . ,
13701. Would that be bad bricks or bad mortar? Bad bricks—they were not properiy jointed. 1 ey 
were simply laid upon the centering with the intention of pouring the grouting on to them, lhat is not
13705?yMr. PflrLs.] Were the arches cracked ? They were all right with the exception of the crack to 

which I have referred, at the junction. . , „ _
13706. His Honor.] The brickwork to which you have referred was m the same arches ? Xes ; there were
four arches, I think, going across the valley where the sewer crosses the Chinese gardens, just below the

13707. And it was in the building of these arches that defective work was found defective bricklaying 
work, bad bricks being used—there being grouting instead of trowelling? Yes ; but I think you mis
understand. The defective brickwork was not in the arches themselves, but m the arch ot the sewer.
The arches themselves were of concrete. , . o ■.
13708. Mr. Parkes.] Mr. Bagge said that sand had been used instead of cement, and that the arches 
were taken down ? Yes; I have heard him give his evidence. „ . ,
13709. Mr. Garter.] Do you remember exactly where the defective brickwork occurred did it not 
occur some hundred yards further on towards the Bondi sewer instead of in the arches of which you have 
spoken as a matter of fact, was not the defective work in an open cutting, and not m an embankment 
at all ? The sewer from the main Bondi sewer up to the valley is treated m the same way, and 1 should 
not like to say at this moment where the bad work occurred—whether over the arches or m the sewer
leading up to the arches. , „ , . . , • ______
13710. You do not remember definitely whether the defective work of which you speak was m the open 
■cutting? It may have been in the open cutting leading up to the arches, but it does not make any 
difference, because the brickwork had nothing whatever to do with the arches; it was part ot the sewer. 
13711. As to the arches themselves, the whole thing was a trivial matter ? A very small attair.
13712 So small that we have all forgotten about it ? Yes. „ „
13713. His Honor.] Do I understand that all the arches are covered up with an embankment . tes; 
the failure of the culvert was entirely due to the foundation. The difficulty w-as to know what to do with 
it without going to a good deal of expense in piling. The arch that carried the sewer corresponded wi
the arch of the culvert on each side of it. ^
13714. Then the culvert extended out from the sewer—from one of the arches bearing the sewer to the 
edge of the embankment ? Yes, to form a waterway. , . . , . . . g
13715. Mr. Carter.] You do not remember the inspector who had to do with the detective brickwork . 
I believe it was McDonald ; but I would not like to say positively. . , , , ,, ,
13716. You may recollect, perhaps, that the grouting was carried out by the inspector s orders, and that 
there was some trouble about it afterwards ? I think it was Hamilton who was doing the work now 1 
•come to think of it; he has not since been in charge of work of that description. ,
13717. Did the Department sack him ? I believe he was suspended, but he was finally brought back at
about half money and given work of a very inferior kind.
13718. You do not remember whether he actually ordered the work to be done in the way in which you 
found it, in opposition to the bricklayers’ wishes ? I believe the whole responsibility lay with him. _ hirs 
of all, he had passed the bricks; and, so far as the bricks were concerned, therefore, we were in the 
contractors’ hands. Then he ordered the work to be done in the way I have described. Ol course, e 
contractors were not to blame, except that their men traded on the man’s ignorance. .
13719. His Honor.] What was the matter with the bricks ? They were very rough, to begin with. Ihey 
were badly made, and the material in the bricks themselves was really bad; they were third or fourth rate 
bricks
13720. Were they radiated bricks ? Yes, specially made for sewer work.
13721. Mr. Carter.] Suppose we had taken a determined stand against the alteration ot this particular 
piece of work, should we not have been justified in doing so, seeing that your inspector had passed i . 
Hot only did the inspector pass the bricks, but I think the papers will show that he went to the brickyard 
and passed them before they left the yard. I made a recommendation that the bricks should be condemned
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in spite of the fact that we were in the contractors’ hands. I felt so very strongly about the quality of 
n o'Ln10 rr let the consequences be what they might, I thought they ought not to he put into the work. 
i.67Z2. His Honor.] Were they not put into the work ? No.
i oi7o^ ^as any comPeDsation paid to the contractors ? To the best of my recollection none was paid. 
13724. Mr. ParkesWere the contractors paid for alterations to the culvert or bridge or arches ? Not 
tor alterations as far as the culvert itself was concerned. To the best of my recollection we did that 
ourselves.

J. Davis. 
19Aug^l896.

13725. Mis Manor.'] What Mr. Bagge says is this, that he recollects your taking him out to show him 
some concrete arches to see how well they would stand, but that when you got there you found something 
wrong with the work. Tou cannot remember anything of that kind P 1 think myself that Mr. Bagge 
has muddled the two things together. He has the brickwork mixed up in his mind with what occurred at 
the culvert. I remember that he did go out with me, and, as regards the brickwork, he quite agreed with 
what I did; furthermore, 1 remember that he went out to look at the culvert. I wanted his opinion as to 
the cause of what had happened, although it was a little matter, still it was a failure in the work • and I 
regarded it as important to get his opinion as to the cause of the failure.

John Carter, recalled and further examined :—
]kr. Parkes.] In questioning Mr. Bagge on the last day on which the commission sat you asked J- Carter.

him it he did not recollect the collapse of a culvert on a work of yours, and whether the department did ---------- -
not pay the contractors for it, because it was due to their faulty design. Can you give anv explanation 19 Aug., 1896. 
ot that matter ? The thing explains itself. What I had in my mind was this—that some five or six 
years ago there had been some trifling dispute over this particular culvert. I was under the impression 
that we substituted concrete foundations under one of the piers, and that we were paid for it -1 am not 
positive upon the point.
13727. Was it in an aqueduct? There were a series of small arches carrying the sewer across a small 
creek m Double Bay Valley.
13728. What happened ? One of the abutments or piers of the arches and culvert at the creek settled a 
little owing to the soft foundation.
13729. Were the arches cracked ? No. .
13730. Did not the settlement crack the arches P Not that I know of ; it may have done so after I last 
saw the work.
13731. Was the work all taken down again ? No ; certainly not.
13/32. How much was taken down P Nothing ; a little sandstone or bluestone concrete was put under 
one ot the piers to give it a bearing on the muddy foundation.
ISISS Mis Honor.] Was it a pier of the culvert only ? Dor one corner of the culvert. It acted as a 
sort ot pier tor the arches above.
13734. Was it part of the pier that carried the sewer, or was it a pier which carried the culvert and the 
bank . I am referring to the culvert. I know nothing about the arches at all, that is from the point of 
view ot bad work. I do not believe anything did occur as to the arches. As to the defective brickwork 
1 am positive that the brickwork which was condemned by Mr. Davis was 100 yards further on and had 
no connection with the arches.
13735. It was further to the north ? Tes.
13736. Does not the aqueduct come very near the main sewer ? It is 15 or 20 chains away.
13737. This sewer meets it at right angles ? Tes ; 1 think Mr. Bagge referred to the arch of the sewer 
when he spoke of defective work. I do not think he referred to the arches in the valley at all.
13/38. What was wrong with the brickwork? It was simply filled in with grouting. Mr. Bagge said 
something about picking it out, and I quite believe that he could.
13739. Was that altered ? Tes.
13740. Were you paid for it ? No.
13/41. How came the grouting to be done? I think it was done by the consent and instfuctions of the 
supervising inspector, who was ignorant of that particular part of the work. We were in the position of 
having brought passed material to the ground, and having carried out the work according to the inspector’s 
ideas. Afterwards the work was condemned, and we replaced it at our own cost.
13742 Were not your men trying to play a trick on the inspector ? It is very likely that they took 
advantage of his ignorance, but they did as he told them. Personally, I know nothing about the matter. 
13743. Mr. Parkes : It is possible to put bricks in position dry and grout them up afterwards? Not in 
tunnel work.
13744. Not if you had your centre underneath the arch ? I only say that I am not a practical brick
layer, and know nothing about those matters. .
13745. Mis Honor: Who was in charge of that part of the work for you ? Mr. Snodgrass.
13746. In personal charge ? Tes. Mr. Porrest would also be there; he might remember something 
that occurred. &

-M-r- Borrest and Mr. Snodgrass took advantage of the inspector ? It is very 
probable. It is only human nature that if they struck an ignorant man they would take advantage of 
him as much as they possibly could.

Edward Hungerford recalled and further examined ;—
13748. Mr. Parkesk] Tou have made inquiry at my request concerning the claim paid to M‘Namarra the
wool scourer, in connection with Contract 72. Will you describe how that claim for stoppage of water- Hungerford.
flow came up ? I do not think I can. It was a Harbours and Rivers matter, and had no connection at all
with Contract 72. 19 Aug. ,1896.
13749. But it was owing to the work upon Contract 72 ? I do not think so.
13750. The matter was contained in the portfolio comprising the papers in connection with No. 72 ? The 
Contract 72 papers were called for in connection with the Harbours and Rivers case ; but the case, as far 
as 1 know, was in connection with the Shea’s Creek canal.
13751. But it was in connection with Contract 72 that the stoppage of flow took place? I could not say 
anything as to that. That is a matter for an engineer. 13752
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E- 13752. But do not your papers show it ? I have not the papers, but I asked the Crown Solicitor whether
Hungerford. a^ythjjjg had been paid, and he said that nothing had been paid yet, because there were certain counter-

iq a" Toon claims to be settled.
u°'’ ' 13753. Have you a statement in connection with the amount of costs which has already been paid in

connection with the case ? The only statement which I am able to make in connection with the case is 
contained in the document which I handed you this morning, and which is as follows:—

Macnamaba v. The Queen.
£ S. d. £ S. d.

1894. 1895. Brought forward ... 1,839 17 0
June ... ... Crown Solicitor ... ... 500 0 0 March ... . . Crown Solicitor ... ... 4,107 12 11

... J. Robertson ... ... 26 5 0 December . . Sir J. Salomons ... ... 7 19 6
July ... ... E. Beaded ... ... ... 1 0 0 •5 * . J. Garland ... ... 38 10 0

... Crown Solicitor ... ... 1,000 0 0 1896.

September
... T. Houghton ... ... 12 12 0 February .. . E. Barton ... ... ... 14 10 6
... Crown Solicitor ... ... 300 0 0 April ... .. . Crown Solicitor ... ... 100 0 0

. J. Garland ... ... ... 8 15 6
June ... .. . Rowe and Curtis ... ... 0 7 9

.. ............. . H. S. Williams ... ... 24 9 5

Carried forward £1,839 17 0 Total £6,142 2 7

These are the amounts which have passed through the books of the Works Department. Most of them 
have been placed to the credit of the Crown Solicitor for meeting law expenses.
13754. They are all legal claims ? The Crown Solicitor is the only man who could say that.
13755. What money has been paid to Macnamara? Hone yet.
13756. The case is still in litigation ? At your request, I asked the Crown Solicitor this morning whether 
anything had been paid, and he said that nothing had been paid yet.
13757. Did you get information as to whether the case was settled ? He said he could not reply to that 
question, because the clerk who dealt with the matter was out.
13758. There is no further information you can give me on the point ? Ho ; it had nothing whatever to 
do with sewerage matters, so that it never came under my notice.

7 J. Davis. 

19AugH896-

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
13759 Mr. Parses.] Clause 83 of the specification, upon page 92 of the Parliamentary Return, is as 
follows:—

In all cases where a greater thickness of lining, or a greater cross-section area of tunnel or shaft, is ordered to be executed, 
from whatever cause, after the length of tunnel or shaft in question has been excavated to the profile ordered in the first 
instance, the excess of excavation so ordered shall be paid for at schedule rates for tunnel or shaft excavation as the case may
be, and as the Engineer shall classify and direct at the time. If such extra excavation, in the opinion of the Engineer, shall 
require special timbering and shoring, the same shall be dealt with in strict accordance with clause 114.
Turn now to clause 114, upon page 95, you will see that it is as follows :—

Shoring, Timbering, Piling, Temporary Bridges, <f-c.—During the excavation for sewers, buildings, piers of aqueduct, 
abutments, storm-water channels, shafts, cast-iron cylinders, &c., the contractor to adopt every precaution, and provide all 
materials, as planking, strutting, shoring, timbering, piling, sheet-piling, all packing materials, as straw, asphalted felt, bags, 
tarred gasket, puddle, &c., and all labour; and carefully execute, at his own cost (unless where otherwise specified), all 
piling, sh»et-piling, &c., as shown on drawings ; and, where ordered, and wherever considered necessary by the Engineer, 
and to his entire satisfaction, all sheet-piling, temporary scaffolding, staging, bridges (over rivers, creeks, water-courses, and 
open drains, underneath lines of railways, tramways, streets, or footpaths, so as to ensure during the period of the contract the 
undisturbed traffic and flow of water as the case may be in all channels, drains, water-courses, creeks, or rivers, and the undis
turbed traffic along all railways, tramways, streets, &c.), and strong shoring, and in sandy, water-charged, or loose soil, close 
timbering, piling, and sheet-piling ; and provide all appliances, and have all packing materials, as above enumerated, close to 
where they are required, and with the same carefully and securely close up and pack against the outside of the timbering all 
joints and open spaces between poling-boards, sheet-piles, or wedges, wherever they occur, and caulk open joints where 
directed, and execute whatever may be required to prevent any buildings, or other superstructures, road and other surfaces 
over and adjacent to the line of sewer, from settling, cracking, being shaken, slipping, or falling in, and to prevent any portion 
of the floors, sides, roofs, and end faces, of excavation, beyond the exact cross sections and dimensions determined on, from 
slipping, falling, running in, or being forced through joints and open spaces in the timbering and sheet-piling, and maintain 
said timbering, piling, shoring, temporary bridges, &e., where and when directed, till completion of the works, to the entire 
satisfaction of the Engineer.
What is the meaning of those two clauses ? Clause 83 has reference to cases where, after the tunnel is 
driven, it is found necessary for some unforseen reason to enlarge the tunnel. Clause 114 deals generally 
with shoring, timbering, bridges, and so on—work which has to be done by the contractors at their own 
expense unless the engineer for some reason or other thinks it impracticable to withdraw the timber which 
has been put in. He may order it to be covered up, and in that case it is paid for at schedule rates. 
13760. Where is the clause which says that it shall be paid for ? Clause 115 on page 96. Tou must 
take that clause in conjunction with clause 116. ■ ■
13761. But you seldom withdraw the timber? It is very difficult and dangerous to withdraw it in the 
case of tunnelling, and in that case it has to be paid for. In the case of open cutting it is usually with
drawn, and in that case it is not paid for.
13762. Clause 284, which appears upon page 113 of the Parliamentary Return, is to this effect:—

It is to be distinctly understood that, on completion of the works, the Engineer shall have the power of ordering and 
having the main sewers, or portions of same, &e., closed, in such order as he shall direct, and the whole of the sewers and 
aqueduct tubes, &c., filled with water for such a time as he may deem necessary, for the purpose of testing the works; and 
any injuries, faults of whatsoever description, leakage, breakage, &c., of valves, tubes, pipes, iron, masonry, brickwork, concrete- 
work, &c., caused by or detected in consequence of such testing to the work, of every description, joints, &c., shall be at once 
repaired, replaced by new work where ordered, and made good. The whole expense incurred, in plant, materials, and labour 
required’to replace with new work, effect repairs, and make good, any faults, leakage, damage or injuries to any portion of the 
works, shall be borne solely by the contractor; and after the completion of these repairs, replacing with new works, and 
making good any damages, injuries, faults, &c., the whole of the works shall again be tested, as before described, until they 
shall have been proved perfectly watertight, sound, clean, and in first-class working condition, to the entire satisfaction of the 
Engineer. If the result of the test or examination be satisfactory, the work will be formally taken over by the Engineer, who 
will issue a certificate to that effect, whereupon the period of maintenance shall begin.
Is that test ever carried out ? Tes. 13763.
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13763. Was it carried out in the case of Contract 69 p There was no necessity for it, I think, but I would J- Davis, 
not be sure. I was not in charge at that time. The only case where it would apply in that contract would '— 
be the syphon at the Illawarra Road. It is probable that that may have been tested. 19 Aug., 1896.
13764. Is not the clause to apply to the whole of the work ? There is a qualification giving the Engineer 
power to order. The object is to test aqueducts and things of that kind which would be above ground 
All those tubes at Arncliffe, for instance, were tested. ’
13765. Was 101 tested ? That I do not know ; it was taken over while I was out of the Sewerage.
13766. What quantity of water would be over each of the arches supposing the sewer were full?
I could only give you the quantity approximately at a moment’s notice ; but, as a matter of fact, the 
sewer never would be full. I suppose you mean the quantity when the sewer is charged up to the flow 
line ? or
13767. What is the meaning of clause 286 of the specification upon page 113 of the Parliamentary 
return -does not that throw the responsibility upon the shoulders of the contractor of accepting any .
incongruities in the plan and specification ? I think the whole intention of the specification, from 
beginning to end, is to put everything possible upon the shoulders of the contractor. The question is 
whether some of these clauses, do not almost nullify themselves by their severity. Tou would have to 
take.into consideration in conjunction with a clause like that what was equitable and just. •
1376S. Would not that clause assist you in equalising the payment in the case of such an extravagant 
charge as £50 a yard for bluestone pitchers ? It might be brought forward as an argument.
13769 But would it not hold good if you used it ? Really I do not know. It might be my opinion that
it would or that it would not, but I do not know that that would make very much difference. That I 
think, is rather a question of law. ' ’ ’
13770 But you have to administer the contracts? I would go strictly according to the specification
until I was stopped, consistently with doing what would be equitable and right. I do not see how you 
■could have any other clause than that one in the specification. No doubt it is a very severe clause and 
the object is to put the responsibility on the contractors. ’
13771. Tou know the clause dealing with bluestone pitchers, on page 105 of the Parliamentary return ?

13772. Tou, and also Mr. Hickson, h^ve said that you had the power to do almost exactly what you liked 
m that matter ? It means that we have the power to have them put in any other situation than the places 
mentioned by the specification. J
13773. There is no reason why you should not have declined to order them to be put round the man
holes? That is another question. The specification specially stales that they are to be put round the 
manhole covers, and the drawings with the exception of a few instances show it.
13774. Coming to clause 72, when that contract was started, if anything occurred, according to this 
■specification, by which the channel which the contractors had excavated were filled by flood-water the 
responsibility would lie upon the contractors, would it not ? Tes and no ; I would say both ; but, speaking 
generally, certainly yes. The contractor would have to take all the responsibility of completing' the work 
in accordance with the plan and specification, and handing it over to the department in perfect trim as 
far as it could be perfect, but circumstances might arise which would modify that to some extent. ■
13775. But do you not throw the entire responsibility upon the shoulders of the contractors according 
to your specification ? Tes ; the intention is to put all the responsibility we can upon the shoulders of 
dhe contractors. •
13776. What clause is that? I think you will find it in the general conditions.
13777. Do not those clauses make it imperative upon the contractor to make good any damage from flood- 
water ? Any ordinary damage, certainly. &
13778. Was this not a case in which, owing to the carelessness of the contractor, his trenches were filled3 
Not to my knowledge. ‘
13779. Was not a certain length filled up with flood ? Not to my knowledge.
13780. Were you supervising engineer when this work was carried out ? Tes.
13781. Who was the engineer in charge of the work? There were two or three men in charge but I 
know ail about it. ” ’
1L78?AW^ntliere correspondence about the silting up of the channel ? There was no correspondence 
about the filling up ot the channel, but there was correspondence with reference to the deposit of some 
earth m a channel running along the line of the Shea’s Creek canal.
13783. But it was in a sewer channel, was it not ? It was in work excavated by Carter & Co 
13784. Eor a sewer channel ? As an outlet for the channel. •
13785. The flood filled up the trench ? No; I do not say that it filled it, but it deposited a small 
quantity ot earth in the bottom of the channel excavated.
1^86. For what length ? Principally at the ends, but the channel would be affected for 20 chains or so. 
13787. There is a clause in the specification of 72 Contract—clause 4, upon page 152 of the Parliamentarv 
Return, which is as follows:— • j: jr o j

. The contractor is to execute in like manner and with the same quality of materials, as provided for the works expressly 
mentioned m specification and drawings, any extensions, additions, deviations, alterations, or extra works, which the Engineer 
may require by an order m writing. 5

fThrt,W0 fi. execuled under this clause will be measured up and paid for at schedule rates in the same manner as pro
vided for the other works under tins contract; and, if it comprise any work not specified in contract and in schedule of prices 
such workSrCemUnt te made betWeen th® En8lneer and tlle contractor, and signed, at the time of giving the order for

,.. . . In S?, tlle abo.ve-u^mc<i parties shall be unable to agree on the value of such extra work, the Engineer shall be at 
liberty and fully authorised to have it executed by whomsoever he may think fit.

No extra work extensions or any additions, deviations, or alterations whatever, which may be claimed by contractor 
will be recognised or admitted imder any circumstances, if done or executed without, or contrary to, an order in writing from 
for themmeer ^ aforeSald’ and the Productl011 of such order shall be a condition precedent to contractor’s receiving payment

^ . . The. Minister, or the Engineer acting on his behalf, may from time to time by writing under his hand require the 
■omission of any particular portion or part of the works described in the specification or shown on drawings • and the con
tractor shall have no claim for loss of profit, sustamed damage, or other compensation, on account of any such omission.
Tou could, according to that clause, take out a portion of the work ? It is a general clause, sucb as you will see in all public works contracts. * ^

13788.
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J. Davis. ]3788. Take clause .3, upon page 141:—
3. It is to be understood that the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until the Engineer gives a 

19 Aug., 1896. written order to fcbat effect. and the Engineer shall have the power to suspend the execution of these portions of work or 
any other part of the contract, or to reduce the length of the contract by the extent of the said 13 or 27 °f
part of the sewer shown on the drawings that he may consider necessary, and the contract shall not thereby be mvahda , 
nor shall the contractor be entitled to any compensation on account of such temporary suspension ot any part or parts ot 
contract or permanent reduction of same. _
What do you say as to that? That is partly special and partly general. The special part of it refers 
to the lower part of the channel. The general part of it is simply a reiteration of what you have read
from the general conditions. , . , . ,. ,..11 , • ,
13789. Sis Honor.'] What is the reason of 13 and 27 chains being mentioned m the clause which Mr. 
Parkes has iust read ? It was a question of funds at the time these contracts were advertised. We did. 
not know what the tenders would be, but we knew what the estimate was. _ We knew that the estimate 
was higher than the funds at our disposal to cover the work, and that proviso was put into the contract 
to reduce it when the tenders came in, supposing the tenders were for a greater amount than we had 
money to cover. That is the reason why 13 and 27 chains at the lower end of the channel were men-

13790 How is it that 13 and 27 chains were the special lengths provided for ? Mr. Bagge, at the time 
the specification was drafted, thought that either 13 or 27 chains might be omitted. It we got a very 
favourable tender in, it was thought that we might have done the whole of it. If not, then we could omit the 
13 chains. If we got a very big tender, involving a large expenditure, then it would be necessary, in 
order to bring ourselves within the amount which we had in hand, to omit the 27 chains at the lower end

13791. These lengths represented particular points? Yes, they were supposed to discharge at convenient

13792. Mr. Garter.] Referring to Mr. Parkes’ question as to the responsibility of contractors for 
damage done by storm-water, or anything of that kind, suppose your Department, or the Harbours and 
Rivers Department, came along and pumped the whole of our works full of silt and water, could you 
reasonably ask us to take the responsibility of all that, and to clean it out from time to time . 1 do not
think it would be a reasonable thing to do. .1,
13?’93. So that you would have no right to interfere with the land m the neighbourhood of where we 
were working until our contract was completed;—you would have to leave it practically m the same 
condition as when the contract was signed ? Yes. Speaking as a layman, I think that if we did anything^ 
and damage resulted, there might be another way of looking at it. You would have an action at law 
against us the same as would any other individual.

FRIDAY, 21 AUGUST, 1896.
Richard Green sworn and examined :

R. Green, 13791. Mr. ParTces.] What is your occupation?
bossing sometimes. _ ,

21 Aug., 1896. 13795. Have you had any experience of working in sewers ?
off between seventeen and eighteen years. , „ o t
13790. Have you worked in sewerage works in any other colony besides Hew South Wales. 1 was
working four-and-a-half years in Christchurch, New Zealand.
13797 Where have you been working mostlv ? I did some work for Mr. Rhodes, at Alexandria. Before 
that I was bossing on the sandhills. I was also bossing for Wilmott and Morgan for nearly three years

13798. In the formation of sewers is concrete a good material, unless it be of a very superior order ? It 
is all right if it is properly mixed. Then, no doubt, it is a good thing. _ , ., . .
13799. In the formation of a sewer is it better to put in an invert of concrete with an arch ot brick, or 
what do you think ? If you put concrete into a sewer great care must be taken m the way in which it is- 
put in. You must not let one lot of concrete stand and then put another concrete on the top ot it, because 
if vou do that the two pieces of work will never unite, and you will probably have a leak.
13800 Do you know of an instance of defective concrete work in sewerage construction . 1 remember 
that at Bondi, under Mr. MAIordie, the concrete gave way at the springing to such an extent that Mr.
M’Mordie could put his rule right into the work. , , , , ,
13801. What was done in that case ? It sank below the foundations, and we put a good body ot concrete 
in as much as we could get in back to the timber to make it solid again. . „
13802. It is necessary, in your opinion, to have the most superior kind of concrete for sewer construction . 
Yes. Bluestone is supposed to be stronger than sandstone, because of the porous nature ot the sand
stone. It would take more cement in the case of sandstone than in the case of bluestone concrete,, 
unless the sandstone be very hard. ...13803. You think the sandstone would absorb more cement? Yes ; because it is more porous.
13804. Have yon any idea what quantity of concrete a man ought to mix in a day if he mixes it properly . 
He must be a good man if he mixes a gauge in an hour. • j 4. j 0 mi. + to
13805. Will you describe the method of mixing which you have generally seen adopted ? ihe stone is 
turned out of the gauge-box, and the sand and cement added. The material is then turned over twice 
dry and twice wet. It is then removed from the board to the place where it has to go into the work. 
He must be a good man who will mix the gauge in less than an hour. A man ought to put about 8 yards 
in position, but a good deal depends upon what the work is like. • 0 r ,1 +
13806. Have vou ever known instances where excessive returns have been made ot gaugings . i do not 
know any more than this. The Inspector on the works will take a note of what is done in the way ot 
concreting—that is to say, how many gaugings have been done in the day’s concreting. lhat, 1 believe, 
is entered in the Inspector’s book every night.
13807. Do you know whether it is the custom in sewerage contracts to pay men extra it they manage to 
get in a greater number of concrete gaugings than could be fairly done ? A strong man at the board will 
get another sixpence. I have seen a leading man at the board get a little extra in that way. o808

I am working at anything I can get just now. I do- 

I have been working in sewers on andYes
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13808. Does he get that for putting in improper material? No doubt the contractors do not give it to R- Green. 
Trim for nothing. /—
13809. Did you work upon any part of Carter, Gummow,& Co.’s contracts? I worked on the Glebe job, 21 Aug., 1896. 
hut I had nothing to do with the concrete there. I worked also on the Camperdown job.
13810. Have you seen concrete mixed on any of their jobs ? I, have seen them putting it down on 
several occasions on different jobs on which I have not been working.
13811. Did you notice whether, on those occasions, the concrete was well mixed ? I have seen itin many 
•cases turned twice dry and then shovelled down the shaft. •'
13812. Tou say ^ou have worked at the Glebe ? I worked there under M‘Lean. I and some others sank 
the shaft at the top of Bay-street. Then I went to work at Camperdown and sank a shaft for Mr.
Gummow there. He then wanted us to start a drive at 25s. a yard, but we would not go at that 
price. Two of the men working with me at that job have since died. We then went back to the Glebe 
to work, and we sank a shaft at Lillie Bridge Hill, and later on I went back to the Glebe. I know nothing 
about the concrete on that job, except that I have heard it said that a piano-case was put into the bottom 
of one of the sump holes. *
13813. It is customary to fill the sump-holes with concrete? They are supposed to be sunk 6 feet deep.
I do not know about the filling of them afterwards.
13814. Do you know of any case where they have been filled with concrete? Well, I have heard it said 
that they are filled up with rubbish ; but I cannot prove anything of the kind. I do not know anything 
-about it.
13815. Did you ever hear of a man named Coyle speak of the way in which he had filled up a sump-hole ?
No ; I do not think he was on the concrete.
13816. Did Coyle ever tell you that defective work was done ? No ; a man named James .once said some
thing to me about it, but 1 cannot prove anything.
1381/. In the case of Contract No. 72—the Shea’s Creek job, do you know how they mixed the concrete?
I was not working there ; but not being at work at the time I was often over there, and I saw a lot of dirt 
and stuff being shovelled up with the stone which went in with the concrete.
13818. Have you a good knowledge as to how concrete ought to be mixed ? Tes. I take it that my 
experience of twenty or thirty years ought to tell me how concrete should be mixed.
13819. How was the concrete mixed, in your opinion, on the Shea’s Creek job ? I have no fault to find 
with the mixing. What I find fault with is the kind of stuff which was nut into the concrete. Tou 
know that when sandstone is broken a lot of it goes very small, almost like sand. The stuff was shovelled 
up from the ground where it had been broken, and with it was a lot of sand and dirt.
13820. What effect would that have upon the cement? AY e]I, there would be more sand in the work 
than there ought to-be to begin with, to say nothing of the dirt; and the sand, I should say, would take 
the strength out of the cement in any case. ^
13821. Have you noticed whether, as a rule, there are experienced men on these works as inspectors ? A 
man named Andrews was inspector at Camperdown. He is a bricklayer by trade. There was also quite 
a young fellow there who was inspector. He was certainly not an experienced man—in the case of 
miners, anyway.
13822. In the contracts in which you have worked, has special care been taken to have good work put into 
the sewers ? As regards looking after the work, I have nothing to say against the inspectors. I have 
nothing to say against them as a rule, but you cannot expect, for instance, a man who does not know 
anything about shooting to know whether a man has enough stuff in a hole to shift the ground or not.
13823. But is the concrete that goes into these sewerage works always of the best? No doubt the Emu 
Plains gravel makes the best concrete you can have.
13824. But what do you think of the sandstone concrete wdiich you have seen generally used ? As I have 
said, I have always understood that sandstone concrete, on account of its spongy nature, should have more 
cement put into it than you would put into bluestone concrete.
13825. Can you give us any.idea from conversation you have heard as to the shaft at the bottom of which 
the piano-case would be likel\r to be found ? That is only talk. I have no proof of it.
13820. AVho is the man who is supposed to have put it down the sump-hole ? I do not know who did 
the concreting on that job. Coyle was there fettling, but I do not know whether he had anything to do 
with the concreting or not. I was not on the job a great while.
13827. Have you any men in your gang at Katoomba who have been working for Messrs. Carter,
Gummow, & Co.? There are men who have been doing sinking for them, but none, I think, who have 
done any concreting.

^0U knovy any merl wko have lately gone on to the works upon which you are now engaged 
who have been working on Carter-Gummow’s contracts ? There is a man named George Somers.
13829. AThere did he. come from ? He was doing sewerage work. I believe he was gauging for brick
layers for some years. He has been working at AVffodford for some time. He is working in the cutting 
above me now. '
13830. Have you noticed whether concrete which has been put in the sewers shrinks or not ? I do not 
Know about its shrinking, but concrete which has lain any time has not the same tendencv to set which it 
would otherwise have. '
13831. Have you noticed whether sandstone concrete shrinks more than bluestone concrete ? I have not 
had suflicient experience to speak as to that.
13832. Mr. Daw's.] AThere are you working now ? At Katoomba.
13833. AThen did you come down ? Last night.
13834. Specially to give evidence ? Tes; on summons.
13835. Referring to the shooting, and your objection that some of our inspectors are not able to properly 
supervise it. Suppose a clause of the specification provides that a certain charge of compressed powder, 
and no larger charge than that, shall be put into a hole, would not most of our inspectors be intelligent 
-enough to know when such a charge was put in ? The young fellow to whom I refer never used to come 
down to see us in any case. Andrews had not had any experience in shooting. It was the first contract 
he was on where shooting had taken place.
13836. ATould it take a man very long to know whether a 4-inch or 6-inch charge of compressed powder 
were used ? Sometimes when there is an insufficient charge it makes a loud report, and an inexperienced 
^inspector would, perhaps, think that there was a greater charge than there ought to be. 13837.
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R. Green. 13837. Tou think that, at all events, an inspector would be able to tell whether there were two or three 
t—plugs in or only one ? I should think so.

21 Aug., 1896. 13838. As to the forking, which you say did not take place upon Contract No. 72, supposing the metal 
is not specified to be forked ? If it is not specified to be forked they would not be doing wrong in 
shovelling it. #
13839. As to putting the concrete down the shafts, you said that it was usual to turn the'material twice 
dry, and then put it down the shaft without turning it wet ? Tes ; I have seen that done.
13840. Do you not think that if concrete which is being put down a particular shift has to fall, say, from. 
70 to 100 feet, that that would be a good way of mixing it ? No doubt the stones fly all over the ground 
when it gets down the shaft. In many cases the concrete has not the labour put into it which it ought to- 
have. I worked at concreting for Lemon and Spencer. Reid, who was the inspector there, made us- 
turn it over twice dry and twice wet, and it was then put down the shaft. But in hundreds of cases I 
have seen it done the other way.
13841. Have you ever examined the concrete when it got to the bottom of a shaft ? I have seen it,, 
but I have never examined it. *
13842. Have you not noticed that the sand, cement, and stone have been thoroughly incorporated? 
There is no doubt about there being sand and cement, but the stone, as I have said, would fly about all 
over the place.
13843. When you said that the contractors paid a little more to a man supposing he were a strong man 
at the concrete board, what did you mean;—did you mean us to infer that he got the extra money for 
doing extra work ? They would be given an extra 6d. to push along, and get as much done as they could. 
13844. As to the Bondi sewer, do you know what caused the trouble there ? Pumping underneath it, I 
think. .
13845. That caused a settlement, you think? Not only that, but if concrete stands for three or four 
months, and you then put new concrete on the top of it, it never unites properly.
13840. Tou think there is no union between new concrete and old ? That is so.
13847. As to the crack of which you have spoken, and into which you say Mr. M‘Mordie put his rule? 
at the springing of the arch, you think that that was caused through settlement ? Tes.
13848. His Honor.~\ The sewer was constructed in sand ? Tes.
13849. Mr. Garter.^ Did you ever work for us—concreting ? No. ^
13850. So that you know nothing from actual experience of what occurred upon our works as to that 
particular class of work ? No.
13851. As to that historical piano-case, I should like to ask you a few questions ? I do not know any
thing about it.
13852. Would it not be rather a diflicult matter to get it down the sump hole in the first instance ? Tou 
could get it down a 6 foot by 6 foot shaft all right, and you know that it would take up the room of two 
or three yards of concrete Tou could get a piano-case for 7s. 6d. perhaps.
13853. Do you not know that we are paying 15s. for them, and that they are being sold by one contractor- 
to another for £1 each ? Tou ought to be able to get as many as you want for £1 each.
13854. They are kept on the jobs for tools ? Tes. _ _
13155. Asa matter of fact, what you have heard about the piano-case is merely hearsay;—it is only 
talk ? Tes.
13856. As to the shovelling of metal on the Shea’s Creek job,—do you not know that it was broken on 
clean, short grass ? Tes ; but as it is broken it makes a lot of sand, and when the men come to take it. 
up they take up a lot of rubbish with it. If you go there now you will find that the place is full of 
holes where the stone was broken and shovelled up.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
J. Davis. 13857. Mr. Parkes^] As to Contract No. 53, was there any condemned cement upon that contract;—I 

_ — a — mean the contract referred to by Mr. Bagge the other day ? The contract was in the course of construc- 
21 Aug., 1896. tion for over two years, and I think it is probable that during that time there might be a good deal of 

cement that would be condemned. On one occasion I remember that they had some Kangaroo cement 
on the job at Double Bay, if that is the contract to which you refer. The first lot delivered on to the 
work was approved, and the second lot was condemned. I remember that distinctly. It is very likely 
that some of the other cement was condemned.
13858. But was there not some cement condemned about the time the bricks which have been referred to 
were condemned ? It would be impossible for me to say now.
13859. I mean about the time the aqueduct was built ? It would be impossible to say without referring 
to the papers. # r .
13860. Have you any correspondence with reference to defective work on Contract No. 53 t It is 
possible that Carter & Co. may have written as to the condemnation of the bricks; I think they did. 
13861. Did they write in reference to the condemnation of the cement? It is not usual to do so. The 
cement would be submitted for testing. If it passed the test, well and good; if it did not pass the test, 
it would be condemned, and would be ordered to be removed from the work.
13862. Is there any correspondence in the office at all with reference to Contract No. 53 ? There would 
be no correspondence about the brickwork itself, because that was pulled down and the bricks were con
demned, and taken off the work. There would be something about the bricks, either in the journal or 
in the papers.
13863. Was the cement which w-as condemned taken from Carter and Gfummow’s works to one of the 
Water and Sewerage Board’s contracts ? Not to my knowledge. I do not know the condemned cement 
to which you refer. .
13864. Did you not condemn some cement upon the contract about the time you condemned the bricks? 
I have already said that no doubt there would be cement condemned during the course of the contract, 
but to what extent, and on what dates, I could not say without looking up the information.
13865. Will you obtain for the Commission all the information you can as to the condemned cement ? I 
will endeavour to do so. ,
13866. Would the intimation to the contractors about the bad bricks be in writing ? The bricks were 
condemned, but whether the contractors were informed verbally or in writing, I do not know. They 
would probably be informed in writing. 13867.
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13867. And would they also have been informed of any alteration you wanted them to make in the grout- J- Davis.. 
mg ot the brickwork ? That was done in violation of the contract. ,---- -
13868. But your intimation to them would be in writing ? I should have to look into the matter before Aug., 1896. 
1 could say.
13869. Sis Honor.~\ If an engineer hears that something is going on in connection with a contract, and if 
on going out to the work he finds that there is something wrong, and there and then gives a verbal order ,
m reference to the matter, would there be afterwards any letter written ? In some important cases there 
would be. In other cases an entry might be just made in the journal. It would be impossible to keep a 
record ot everything that occurred in connection with a contract.
13870. Anything important, however, would go into the journal, you think ? Tes.
13871. The journal would virtually contain a history of the whole thing ? Tes. In this case, I think, the 
i<qq»to ^,0 sjv’° Mr. Parkes the whole of the information he wants concerning the bricks.
13872. Mr. Carfer.J Referring to condemned cement, you are aware that sewerage contractors purchase 
cement at the merchant s risk that is to say, it has to undergo the G-overnment test before the contractor 
actually takes possession of it P I believe that they purchase the cement provisionally.
13873. So that if it is condemned the merchant would be at the expense of carting it back to the city?

13874. It would not, therefore, be to the advantage of the contractor to try to use it ? To: I have always 
understood that what you say is the custom among all the contractors.

G-eorge Christie recalled and further examined :—
A’ar&e.s.] Tou have prepared a statement setting forth facts relating to the financial position G-. Christie, 

of the sureties m connection with Contract 77, as illustrated by affidavits and by information which has /—^ 
j11 J®. ere<^ Commission, showing also their position at the time at which they became sureties, 21 Aug., 1896.

and their position at the present time P Tes. I have prepared the following report:—
Memo. No. 19.

Relative to the financial position of Messrs. James Gillan and George Forrest on 16th May, 1895, on which date thev 
gave separate bonds m the penal sum of £6,000 each in connection with the maintenance of the works comprised in Con
tract No. 77.

(ct) The clause of the supplementary specification” under which these bonds were required is as follows •—
Ihe contractors shall continue to maintain the said works at their own cost after the period of maintenance set forth 

m the general conditions for a further period of three years, computed from such date, to the satisfaction of the Engineer, 
whose decision shall be final and conclusive upon all points concerning workmanship and materials, and the permanency • 
a?7Mdo nnnllltyi .■ it Sald 'L°r.ks ’ and t.lle contractors shall enter into a bond to Her Majesty the Queen in the penal sum 
or £12,000, and lind two sufficient sureties to enter into separate bonds in the penal sum of £6,000 each, to secure the 
removal oi so much of the said works as shall have been eonstructed on the “Monier system,” if the Engineer shall be 
dissatisfied with the same at anytime during the said periods of maintenance, and to re-erect and construct the said works 
at their own cost and expense m accordance in all things with the specification, schedule to specification, and plans 
therein referred to; within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon so to do

(6) The bonds were completed on 16th May, 1895, and' the statutory declarations madb by James Gillan and 
George r orrest were as follows :—

Statutory Declaration.
Ji. d,A®IES Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and affirm 
that I am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and that such property consists of cash at 
bankers, freehold and other property. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid according to the 
law m this behalf made, and subject to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement in any such

Taken and declared at Sydney this 27th 
of May, 1895, before me,—

Harold F. Norrie, J.P.
JAMES GILLAN.

Statutory Declaration.
I, George Forrest, of Marrickville, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and
afiirm that 1 am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and- that such property consists of_
Freehold property, £5,700 ; cash in bank, £300 sterling. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid 
according to the law m this behalf made, and subject to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement in any such declaration. j j *
Taken and declared at Marrickville, this 1st day! 

oi June, 1895, before me,— J
Robert Anderson, J.P.

(c) A statutory declaration made by James Gillan, in Adelaide, on 
declaration is as follows :—

GEO. FORREST.

17/7/96, was put in evidence on 31/7/96. This
In the matter of the Public Works Inquiry Commission.

I, James GiLlan, of Clarendon, in the province of South Australia, contractor, do solemnly and sincerely declare as 
tollows :— J

1. All the property now beneficially held by me is of the value of not less than £6,000, as I verily believe and 
consists of the items following, that is to say :— J ’

In the Bank of New Zealand at Adelaide ..........................................................................................
In the Bank of New Zealand at Sydney ............................................................... . . . . .............................
Bank fixed deposit receipts and interest ............................................................... . . . . . . ...........................
Personal effects in South Australia, including furniture, piano, horse, harness, and sundries—market

value.................................................................................................................
Six shares in Adelaide prospecting syndicate—market value ............................................... ........
Shares in Town and Country Building Society, Sydney—market value......................................................
Money due me by Carter, Gummo w, & Co., for money lent .................................. ..................................
My interest as partner of Carter, Gummow, & Co., in the surplus assets of that firm .

Approximately. 
£550 0 0 

115 0 0 
1,015 0 0

300 0 0 
60 0 0 
50 0 0 

1,000 0 0 
3,100 0 0

£6,190 0 0

C vr 2-, oil P,erso“al liabi],it’.®s' exclusive of my liability (if any) under the bond for £6,000 executed in or about the month 
ot May, 1895, do not exceed £20 to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

3. There are no mortgages or bills of sale on any of my said property. 
s iAnd d lnal5e this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by virtue by the provisions 

of an Act made and passed'm the sixth year of the reign of His Majesty King William, the Fourth, intituled “ An Act to-

140—3 I Repeal
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Repeal an Act of the present Session of Parliament, intituled ‘An Act for the more effectual Abolition of Oaths and 
Affirmations taken and made in various Departments of the State, and to substitute Declarations in lieu thereof, an or 
the more entire suppression of Voluntary and Extra-Judicial Oaths and Affidavits, and to make other provisions tor le 
abolition of unnecessary Oaths. ” JAMES GILLAN.

Declared at Adelaide the Hth day of July, 1896, before me,—
Wm. Henderson,

Notary Public.
The total of the eight items which comprise the property stated by Mr. Gillan to be held by him on that ^ate 
£6,190 ; but of this sum £4,100 was due to him as a partner of Carter, Gummow, & Co. Of the remaining £AUyo, xu U 
consists of cash and personal property definitely outside of this Colony. As to the bank fixed deposit, £l,01o, it is no 
stated where or with what bank that amount is invested. The only definite items of property m New fc>outn Wales are 
thus (according to his declaration) reduced to £115 in the Bank of New Zealand, Sydney, and shares in the lown an 
Country Building Society set down at £50. . *. j +

(d) From the attached statement furnished by the Bank of New Zealand, Sydney, it would appear that, at the date
of the execution of the bond, James Gillan had a credit balance with that bank of £48 13s. 6d. . _ - ot/k/qk

(e) It will be noticed that Mr. Gillan’s statutory declaration, made in connection with his bond, is dated Z7/D/y£),
whereas his bond is dated 16/5/95, eleven days previously. 4. » -u f

In that declaration he says that his property consists of “cash at bankers, freehold and other property. .out 
Mr. Gillan’s declaration, dated Adelaide 17/7/96, does not include in his assets any freehold property. I urthermore, in his 
declaration of 27/5/95, Mr. Gillan is described as “ of Dulwich Hill, in the Colony of New South wales, householder, 
though at that time he was resident at Adelaide. ^ . • u i • u ^ * laixidK

(f) It will also be noticed that Mr. George Forrest’s statutory declaration, in connection with his bondol lo/o/yo,
is dated some sixteen days subsequently, namely, on 1/6/95. •, r + -a

{g) Mr. Forrest gave evidence before the Commission relative to his declaration on 26/6/96 and 3/7/96. In that evidence
he stated that he had an interest in a property known as “The Lodge,” at North Shore, and that he owned certain property 
at Dunedin. Subsequent evidence has shown that “ The Lodge ” at North Shore is valued at £7,500, is mortgaged tor 
£4,500, and that the title is in the names of John Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, and George Forrest. The records oi Mr. Garter 
& Co’s banking account show that the deposit on the purchase of this property was paid with partnership money, and tna
the proceeds of the further mortgage were placed to the credit of the partnership account on 10/4/95.

{h) Following on Mr. George Forrest’s statements in evidence regarding his New Zealand property, a letter was 
written from the Commission to the Town Clerk, Dunedin. To this a reply dated 25/7/96 was received, as follows

Town Clerk’s Office, Dunedin, N.Z., 25th July, 1896.
B. Harry Friend, Esq., Secretary, Public Works Inquiry Commission, Chief Secretary’s Office, Sydney, N.S.W.

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 2nd instant, making inquiry as to the property 
of Mr. George Forrest, in Macandrew Road and George-street, Dunedin. _ T ,

In reply, I beg to inform you that, as Macandrew Road is in the suburban borough of South Dunedin, 1 nave
forwarded a copy of your letter to the Town Clerk thereof, and asked him to kindly reply to you direct.

There is no record in the city rate-books of any property owned by Mr. George Forrest, but as there is a possibility 
'that he may be the owner of land which is leased for a term of years, which would cause the lessee s name only to appear 
in our books, I would suggest that further inquiry be made by you from the Commissioner of Taxes, W elhngton, w ose 
records for general taxation contain fuller details than the city books, and who would ^also supply particulars ot any 
taxation charges upon the property. Information as to titles can best be furnished by the Lands Registry (Juice, wnicn is 
also a Government Department. . , . . . .

I may mention that the description of the sections as being “ at the corner of George-street and the mam street in 
which the tramline runs” is slightly misleading, in that George-street is itself portion of the main route of the city tramway. 
I may also add that there is no vacant section at all in'the portion of George-street through which the tramway is lam, an 
but three or four altogether in the remaining part of the street where there is no tramline.

~ Ihave, &c.,
* WM. B. BAYLEY,

Town Clerk.
It is stated in the above letter that the inquiry has been passed on to the Town Clerk, South Dunedin. From this 

latter official a reply dated 31/7/96 has been received : it is as follows :—
Valuation of Mr. George Forrest’s property in South Dunedin, New Zealand.

South Ward.
Section 12, Block X, containing 1 rood, situate in Macandrew Road, Borough of South Dunedin ; on which is £ 

erected a 6-roomed dwelling house: valued at £325, made up as follows, viz.—land, £100 ; house, £-^5...... o2o
Section 13, Block X, containing 1 rood, situate in Macandrew Road aforesaid, on which two houses, ot three

rooms each, are erected: valued at £200, made up as follows, viz.,—land, £100 ; houses, £100..................... 200

Hast Ward.
Sub-division of Sections 1, 2, 3, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, Block VI.— . -n ...... n r

Allotment 4, situate in main street, South Dunedin, in name of Elizabeth Forrest, wife of the said George £
Forrest, containing5‘27 poles, vacant : valued at................................................. ...................... .............. ^

Allotments 24, 25, 26, George-street, South Dunedin, also in name of Elizabeth Forrest, on which are
erected two 4-roomed cottages : valued at £245, made up as follows, viz.,—land, £45 ; houses, £200... 24o

£790
South Dunedin . THOMAS R. DODDS,

Slst July, 1896. Valuator of the" Borough of South Dunedin, under the Land and Income Tax Act.
The whole of the property in Mr. George Forrest’s name, in Dunedin and South Dunedin, as disclosed in these 

letters, is—
Block X of section 12 ............................................................. 325

and Block X of section 13 .............................................................. 200

Total..............................................................£525
(i) At the date when Mr. Forrest made his statutory declaration, there was to his credit .with the Bank of New 

Zealand, Sydney, the sum of £310 3s. 4d., as shown by the accompanying statement furnished by the bank. ^
It would thus appear that on 1|6|95, when Mr. Forrest stated in his statutory declaration that he was possessed 

of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and mgre, and that such property consisted of freehold property, £5,700, cash 
in Bank, £300 sterling,” he was not possessed of the freehold property so declared, as the only freehold property m his
sole control was that in South Dunedin, valued at £525. 4 r 4-r -d r

(/) The following is an extract from Mr. Hickson’s minute of 5/4/95, as it appears on page 209 of the Parhamentarj
'RetU™ Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own ‘ personal sureties for the amount named,i.e , £12,000 (an 
amount which they do not dispute), ‘should be taken for its completion and maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee tor
the properrarrymg are < a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to the Department
as contractors.’ This is quite true ; they are a firm in which I have every confidence They have done a great deal of 
work under me, and I can testify that their aim always has been to turn out the very best class of work possible. At the 
same time, misfortunes happen the very soundest firms of contractors, and the Department must look a little way into
the future. Their own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough m the meantime to
become bankrupt.

PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. '
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fipm-o-p ** the suretles should be insisted upon. They give the names of two men, Mr. G. Christie.
thP^P^ wLp o i James Gillan. From inquiries made, I believe these men to be financially sound ; and I think if 
reasonably possibleTo be6” ^ ^ Suretles m tile Penal sum of £6>°00 each the department would be secured as far as it is 21 Aug., 1896.
contrapt)I^eS77tiiafipri-ana ?0;’s.an,d ldess!'f- 9arter’ Gummow, and Co.’s joint financial position at the period when this 
was was stored into is dealt with in my memo, of 10/7/96, as it appears in printed evidence, page 232. It
H WeedonP d’ Ilamely, 011 18/6/95> that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Co. borrowed the sum of £2,000 from Mr. S.

Messr^k1^epVent °f the ,w°rH <??.nst2lcted. OP the Monier system under this contract having to be removed, and '
Forrest W ont^Tot Ph’ ^ •C°' fallmg fi“anolally> the small amount of assets which Messrs. James Gillan and George

n0tabs0rbed in meetiag &m’s engagements) be only very inadequate
21/8/96' GEO. C.

James Gillan, Esq., in account with the Bank of New Zealand, Sydney. Cr.

1895. ' £ s. d_
April 4......  To Daily Telegraph ................. i n 0
May 22...... Cash........................... 30 0 0
June 12...... - Town and Country Company 15 0

30...... Balance ................ ] a $

1895. £ s. d,
March 31 ... By Balance ............................... 74 3 6
April 8... Cash ......................................... 5 10 0
June 13... „ ........................................ 5 10 0

£85 3 6 £85 3 6

June 30 ... By Balance.................................. £52 18 6

Bank of N"ew Zealand. rp t* /■■ti'VDTZ'TTT80th J„„e, 1896. T' ^ ““gf A„untln,.

I)r- George Forrest, Esq., in account with the Bank of New Zealand, Sydney. Cr

1S95. ’ £ s. d.
May 1......  To Forrest ................. in n q
T” 21 ...... .............................................. 20 0 0
June dU......  Balance................. 353 in n

„ 1895. £ s.
March 31 ...By Balance............................. 253 10 0
April 3 ... Cheque   43 6 8
May 3 ... „   43 6 8
June 6 ... „   43 6 8

£383 10 0 £383 10 0

June 30 ...By Balance................................ £353 10 0

Bank of New Zealand,
Sydney, 30th June, 1896. T. E. CORKILL,

Assist. Accountant.

13876. The papers submitted to Parliament show, do they not, that the declarations of the two sureties 
were taken some time after they had signed the bond ? Tes ; the two declarations are here. The bond 
appears to have been completed on the 16th May. The declaration taken in the case of Mr. Porres't is 
iqott5 w l6 ±“llowil?g> and m tlle case-of Mr. G-illan on the 27th May following.
3877. Was the bond m the case of Mr. Gillan’s surety originally in the handwriting of Mr. Carter? 

Ihe form of dec aration, other than the printed matter, is filled in by a clerk. Then Mr. Carter’s writing 
Norrie °WS = ^ bankerS ’ freebold and otlier property.” The declaration was made before Mr.

13878. It is not filled in with the handwriting of Mr. Grillan ? No.
13879. Upon page 305 of the Parliamentary Eeturn there is a document relating to the substitution of 
blasting for guttering and gadding, and on pages 317 and 318 there are further papers dealing with the 
same matter ; you have prepared the report, from which it appears that a clear advantage was given to 
the contractors by this substitution ? Tes ; it is as follows

Memo No. 20.
Statement of the gam to Messrs. Carter & Co. consequent upon the rearrangement and substitution of schedule items,

Contract No. 79.
(a) ^Reference is made to my memo. No. , given in evidence 22/7/96 (page’297), and to Messrs M'Credie and

MessTM-CreTe and Sompson^aslolte:-^’ ^ ^ °f t0 ^ contractOTS as Per that reP°* of
Schedule Item— -p „

N°-1 ................................................................................ 4 2 n

4  :....................................... 1,680 7 5

Total .................................................................. £3,230 17 5

[Mr. Davis objected to Mr. Christie's reading his memorandum dealing with Messrs. M'-Qredie and 
Ihompson s report of 24/7/96, upon the ground that he considered that it was based upon a false assumption.]

Mi .Christie.] In preparing evidence for the Commission I have been very careful not to submit 
anything that would tend m anyway to mislead, and I have in this case gone carefully into Messrs. 
MGredie and Thompson s evidence and the Commissioner’s examination thereon. There is only one 
item m which the schedule of 79a was referred to, and that is a fair comparison.
., . \Mis Honor said he would allow the memo, to go in as evidence, but he would at the same time direct 
that a note be taken of Mr. Davis objection.]

[Mr.
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Mr. Christie.'] The following papers have reference to this matter:—
92/1,123.—Minute—Supervising-Engineer Davis to Engineer-in-Chief, 19|o|92. Re driving tunnels.

Letter—Supervising-Engineer Davis to Carter & Co., 27(5/92. Re driving tunnels.
92/1,216.—Letter—Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis, 2(6/92. Accepting terms of letter (No. 2t). 
93/1,050.—Letter—Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis, 10/8/93. Asking for increased cross-sections. 
93/1,074.—Minute—Supervising-Engineer Davis to Engineer-in-Chief, 14/8/93. Re increased cross-sections.

Letter—Supervising-Engineer Davis to Carter & Co., 21/8/93. Granting additional measurement. 
93/1,175.—Letter—Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis, 28)8/93. Accepting same.

Sydney, 21/8/96. ‘ GEO. C.
The papers are as follows :—

Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Minute Paper.

Subject .-—Contract No. 79—North Sydney Outfall Sewer.—Driving of Tunnels.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

Sydney, 19 May, 1892.
The tunnels from some of the shafts on this contract will be commenced in a few days, and it is, therefore, necessary that 
it should be settled how they are to be driven, whether with 4-inch charges of compressed powder, 2-inch charges, or 
without blasting.

With a view of arriving at the method which would give the least annoyance to the residents in the vicinity of the 
sewer, consistent with economy, I have made comparative estimates.

The excavation by “guttering and gadding ” will cost 3s. per cubic yard more than with 4-inch charges of com
pressed powder, but, as it is impossible to drive the tunnel by blasting to the exact size desired, considerably more concrete 
has to be used in lining when the driving is done by blasting than when done by “ guttering and gadding and, taking 
this into consideration, I estimate it will cost about £1,250 less to do the tunnels without blasting compared with doing it 
with 4 inches of powder.

The 2-inch charges, with the extra supervision that would be required, would be the most costly of any.
I wish, however, to point out that while it would save annoyance and money to drive the tunnels without explosives, 

it would take longer to do the work.
, J. DAVIS.

Messrs. Carter & Co. have undoubtedly fixed their schedule prices speculatively to increase their profits on the 
contract as much as possible, and, if so, to the loss of the Department. Mr. Davis seems, therefore, justified in the sug
gestions made, as they would likely cause a saving of £1,000, and clause 55 of the specification is.no doubt a saving clause 
against speculative prices.—C. H. Ohlfsen Bagge, 19/5(92. The Engineer-in-Chief.

Ask contractors to see me on Thursday morning.—R.H., 23/5/92. Messrs. Carter & Co., 23/5/92.
While I think the Department would hardly be justified in adopting this unusual method of carrying out the work, 

it is very clear we should aim at getting our work done as economically as possible. Blasting may, therefore, be allowed 
on the understanding that the average allowance of 4 inches for concrete packing over and above specified size of tunnels 
be reduced to 2 inches.—R.H., 26/5/92. Mr. Davis.

Contractors informed. Copy of letter attached.—J.D., 27/5/92.

G. Christie. 
21Aug!^1896.

Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter & Co.
Gentlemen, 42, Elizabeth-street, 27 May, 1893.

Referring to the conversation which your Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass had with the Engineer-in-Chief 
respecting the mode of driving the tunnels in your sewerage contract No 79, and to your verbal agreement that on condition 
you were allowed to do the tunnel excavation under item No. 3 of the schedule of prices, by blasting with 4-inch charges 
of compressed powder, you would not ask to be paid for more than 7 inches of lining, such 7 inches to include the g-inch 
thickness of cement rendering, I am directed to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has approved of the above agreement, 
without prejudice to his right, under clause 55 of the specification, to order the excavation to be taken out otherwise should 
he deem it necessary to do so.

. The cross-sections will be taken in the usual manner, and you will be paid for the excavation ordered, and for a 
maximum of 2 inches of concrete lining in excess of the excavation ordered.

Would you kindly write, intimating your acceptance of this arrangement. Yours, &c.,
• J. DAVIS.

Messrs. Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis.
Contract No. 79, North Sydney Outfall Sewer.

Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney Post Office, 2 June, 1892.
In reply to your letter of the 27th May, we. hereby agree to accept the terms of the same, viz. :—That the 

excavation (tunnel) on the above contract shall be carried out under item No. 3 in the schedule of prices, and that the lining 
shall be paid for to a maximum thickness of 2 inches over plan dimension, making a total thickness of 7J inches instead of 
7 inches as set down in your letter.

We are, &c.,
CARTER & CO.

This is according to contract drawings. —J.D., 6/6/92.

Messrs. Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis.
Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney, 10 August, 1893.

Referring to our letter of 2nd June, 1893, in which we accept a maximum thickness of 2 inches over plan 
dimension as the quantity to be paid for lining tunnel on Contract No. 79, North Sydney sewerage, we beg to state that 
this was agreed to on the supposition that the ground would admit of such dimension being practicable.

In this contract, as in some others of a similar character, notably Contract No. 53, Waverley sewerage, the ground 
met with is of such a nature as to render it impossible to keep within the usual limits.

The 2 inches referred to was fixed as being 2 inches less than usually works out as an average cross-section, but 
owing to the foregoing reason, and to unavoidable errors in the alignment, we ask to be allowed cross-sections equal to 
those of Contract No. 53, less the 2 inches which was intended to be deducted.

• We are, &e.,
CARTER & CO.

Register and connect papers.—J.D., 9/8/93. Previous papers 92/1,216 herewith.—E.C.P., 10/8/93.

Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Minute Paper.

Subject:—North Sydney Ontfall Sewer, Contract No. 79—Contractors write asking that the question of thickness of lining
in tunnel should be reconsidered.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 14 August, 1893.

In June of last year, at the time the tunnelling was commenced on this contract, the contractors undertook, if they were 
allowed to do the excavation under item No. 3 of the schedule of prices, they would not require payment for more than 7J 
inches lining, or a margin of 2 inches over the cross-sections of the tunnel excavation ordered. The
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Ihe tunnel excavation is nearly finished, and the first length of about 18 chains of lining is in progress. 
reconsideredCOntraCt°rS n°W Wnte askins that the <luestion °f the thickness of the lining to be paid for should be

Wo ?hey gioutid met with in the tunnels was of an exceptional nature, and similar to that on the
Vie+ e«.an Woollahra branch sewer (Contract No. 53), and they therefore desire that they be allowed cross-sections 

equal to those paid for on that contract, less 2 inches.
T^e tunnels at Waverley and North Shore is certainly alike, and a number of “ floors ” and “ faces ”

Irl|<( a 0 Piaces M Inch materially increased the area of the tunnels. The cross-sections, as a consequence, were 
unusually large at V\ averley the average margin of the lining over the excavation ordered being about 51 inches, 
ilimculties of the same nature have been experienced at North Shore, and the cross-sections are likely to work out equally as large as the Waverley ones. J u j

The ptperj that when the agreement was made it was thought that there would be no exceptional difficulties 
to be encountered m the driving, and that the lining would not exceed the cross-section of excavation by more than 4 inches. 

lnder?an^ Mes®rs- Carter f Co- offered to forego 2 inches of the lining if they were allowed to do the excavation 
+15 d‘ r cl17®stl1cm now a?'ises whether (seeing that the rock has proved to be similar to Waverley) they should 

have the agreement modified so as to be paid on the basis of that contract.
ji evideatly the intention of the Engineer-in-Chief for the contractor to bear the expense of 2 inches of lining,

and the contractors ask that by regarding Waverley and North Shore as parallel cases this should be done.
1 therefore beg to recommend that the 2 inches to margin of tunnel-lining be increased to 3i inches in thickness.

J. DAVIS.
informS—J1!) ^T/S/^011 °£ ^ Engineer'in Chief-—C- H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 15/8/93. Messrs. Carter & Co.

If !« WaS deoided1 uPon on the assumption that the average allowance for concrete-packing was 4 inches. As
adopteJ—R H t15/8/93ly °Ut ^ ^ mcheS’ Mr' I)ilvis’s suggestion is only fair and equitable, and may therefore be

Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter & Co.
Urentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 21 August, 1893.

wL.vu fL„ V i i aoknowledge.tlm receipt of yours of the 10th instant, stating the nature of the ground through 
*> innli iinne s lave passed is not what it was anticipated, and that therefore the maximum thickness of
2 inches over the cross-section ordered for the excavation (see my letter 27th May, 1892) is not sufficient, and asking that, 
tL k 6 °f t'ie,rock IS S11mlar to that passed through in the tunnels of the Waverley and Woollahra branch sewer, 
the case be regarded as parallel, and that you be allowed the cross-sections equal to those on that contract less 2 inches, 
m^rlif,, fkeply’1 1aVtt0 ™°.nn/c(u tlla* the Engineer-in-Chief has decided, on account of the nature of the rock, to 
fLi .L ^ eagreement, contained m my letter of 27th May, 1892, to the extent of increasing the margin of 2 inches 
lettCTto^emain'imaltered 6 cross'seotlon of excavation ordered, to a maximum of 3J inches. Otherwise the terms of the

wklnk Bb^erstood that this additional allowance in the lining is to cover the cost of any extra concrete
shafts Nos b3eandU4lred thr°Ush uuav0ldable elTors in the levels and alignments of the tunnels, including those between

writing.
Will you please accept this modification of the agreement previously made respecting the lining of the tunnels, in

I have, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

Supervising Engineer.

Sir,
Messrs. Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

, , , , , , Alfred-street, North Sydney, 28 August, 1893.
r' r f at ^n-vr6 Ti0 b0j0r to acknowledge your letter of 21st August re maximum of lining to be allowed in tunnels on 
contract JNo. / J, North Sydney Sewerage, and to inform you that we agree to accept the same according to the terms of 
your letter. We have, &c.,

Please put with other papers.—J.D., 30/8/93. CARTER & CO.

re^erence to the advances on cement, which are made on a sort of bill of sale, is there, in 
the Parliamentary papers, or in any of the papers before the Commission, any minute showing that these 
transactions received Ministerial approval? I have not been able to discover any.
13881. Will you see what these papers contain ? They are agreements under which certain advances were 
made to the contractors in respect to Contracts 79, 79a, and 69.
13882. Are these the agreements referred to in your previous report, when you said they were a risk to 
the trovernment? Tes; they have been referred to in one of my previous reports.
13883. They have received no Ministerial sanction ? I have searched through the papers to see if there 
was any such sanction, but I have not succeeded in finding any. As far as I can see, the highest 
authority is that of Mr. Hickson. b

/°U read t ie letters wtlch .YOu referred to in Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s memo of 
15/7/96, which appears upon page 255 of the Parliamentary Eeturn ? These are the documents referred to. 
1 may explain, with reference to one of them, that there is an inaccuracy in the date—the figures “12” are 
apparently wrong. I ought to explain that there a're the following pencil memoranda which do not appear 

^lntATP^P^ ]Sro‘ 3 in the Parliamentary Return, thev having evidently been ignored by the printer 
Will Mr. Mitchell see me with tender papers, 30/12/91.” That, I understand, is in Mr. M‘Lachlan’s 

i Thei1 tbere.18 11118 minute, “ Will Mr. Hickson kindly see me about'this at his convenience,
o(7 (7/ni Thlne^ 18 • ^r.ee contracts submitted.—P.C.P., 14/7/91” Then they are resubmitted 

on 27/7/91. Pmally there is this minute, “The question of funds not yet decided; to be held over 
tor one month. I ought to explain that the words “ for one month ” are somewhat doubtful. It is 
rather difficult to decipher the pencil-marks. The date in paper No. 4 should be 7/9/91.

Original Papers in connection with Contract 79, referred to in memo, given in evidence on 15th July (page 255). 
91/1,524.—List of tenders received for Contract 79. .
91/1,523.—Letter—Carter & Co. and Gummow & Co., to President of Tender Board, 10|6|91, protesting against 

acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender. r b h
902 099 ~T M'tClark’ to Minister for Works, 30/7/91, urging that the work be proceeded with,
ni m’*1(70* Detter Same to same, 18/8/91, again urging that work be proceeded with, 
no Go ?.01!d. alhd Hudson t0 Minister for Works, 28/9/91, withdrawing tender.
92/118. —Minute—Prtos of case up to withdrawal of Bond and Hudson’s tender, 29/1/92.
Q1IO 970 hl?£ cJ;erk to Tender Board, 23/2/92—withdraw notice inviting fresh tenders.
91/2,373.—Letter—Under Secretary to Carter & Co, 10/3/92, notifying acceptance of their tender.

. G.C., 21/8/96.
The

G. Christie. 
2IA^1896.
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G. Christie. 
21Aug^l896.

The papers are as follows :—
Schedule of Tenders received by Tender Board.

Wednesday, 10 June, 1891.
List of Tenders received for construction of the North Shore Main Outfall Sewer, from near Long Bay to Mount-street.

Number of tenders received
Estimated amount ..............
Amount of lowest tender ... 
Name of lowest tenderer ... 
Vote ....................................

Seven.
£43,494 10s. 6d.
£36,900.
Messrs. Bond and Hudson. _
Balance of £107,000, North Shore Drainage. 

53 Vic. No. 23.
Amount. Deposit. Nature.

1. Bond and Hudson..................................................................... £36,900 0 0 £369 Cheque.
2. Carter & Co............................................   39,890 0 0 400 „
3. Gummow & Gillan.............................   40,840 0 0 410 ,,
4. D. Sheehy ................................................................................ 45,980 18 8 500 „
5. J. McSweeney ......................................................................... 48,146 12 4 480 ,,
6. Lemm and Spencer..................................................................... 56,563 10 0 500 ,,
7. Jno. Taylor & Co........................................................................ 58,011 0 0 500 „

D. C. M'LACHLAN, 10/6/91.
I recommend acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender at schedule rates.—R.H., 10/6/91. Under Secretary. 

J. Barling, Vice-President of Tender Board.
Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Gummow and Gillan to the President of Tender Board.

Sir, Sydney, 10 June, 1891.
We have the honor to enter our protests against the acceptance of the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for 

Contract No. 79, North Shore sewerage, on the following grounds :—
1. That the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for Contract No. 56, Potts’ Point sewerage, was accepted by your

Board and not taken up by them.
2. Upon fresh tenders being called, the tender of Mr. G. E. Hudson was the lowest, but was not accepted by the

■ Board, in accordance with their Rules and Regulations.
Upon these grounds we, as tenderers for the North Shore sewerage, beg to protest against the tender of Messrs. Bond 

and Hudson being now accepted. • We have, &c.,
GUMMOW and GILLAN. 
CARTER & CO.

Let me have papers re Bond and Hudson’s tender for Contract 56.—R.H., 10|6|91. Herewith.—J.C.P., 10|6|91.
Mr. Hickson for report.—J.B., 10/6/91. .

In January, 1890, C. S. Bond (afterwards Bond and Hudson) tendered for Sewerage Contract No. 56 at a ridiculously 
low figure, and,' as anticipated, had to throw up the contract and forfeit deposit. They were the lowest again when fresh 
tenders were invited, but did not get the work, they being ineligible under the Tender Board Regulations, clause 14. The 
same firm now (some sixteen months later) are the lowest tenderers for Sewerage Contract 79, and it is contended by the 
writers of the within letter that their tender should not be accepted. I cannot recommend that this course be taken. It is 
true, under clause 14, they can be excluded from competing for other works at the pleasure of the President; but in all 
fairness there must be some limit (when no fraudulent action has taken place) to this prohibition ; and it seems to me, after 
sixteen months, all bar to their tendering should be removed. See recommendation on face of tender.—R.H., 10/6/91. 
Under Sec.

Will Mr. Hickson kindly see me about this at his convenience.—J.B., 13(6/91.
Re-submit with the other tenders held in abeyance.—J.B., 10/7(91. Contracts submitted.—P.C.P., 14/7(91.
Re-submitted.—27/7/91. Question of funds not yet decided. To be held over for ten days more.
Re-submit when we deal with the tender.—J.B., 30/12/91.
Mr. Mitchell see me with the tender papers.—30/12/91.

E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to the Secretary for Public Works.
Sir, Parliament House, Sydney, 30 July, 1891.

I understand that tenders were accepted some time ago for the outfall sewerage to Long Bay, St. Leonards. 
The successful contractors were, I understand, Messrs. Bond and Hudson ; and, as the work is a very urgent one, I think 
they should be compelled to go on with the work.

Trusting you will hurry the matter on. I have, &e.,
EDWARD M. CLARK.

Resubmit with the tender, which I do not think has been accepted.—J.B., 3/8/91. Tenders for Contract No. 79 
(91-1524) and all previous papers submitted, 13/7/91.—R.H., 3/8/91. All papers herewith.—D.C.M'L., 4/8/91. To 
stand over.—J.B., 7/9/91. Roads, B.C. Seen.—R.H., 8)9/91.

E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to the Secretary for Public Works.
Sir, Parliament House, Sydney, 18 August, 1891.

I shall be glad to know how far the matter of proceeding with the “ outfall sewer to Middle Harbour,” in my 
electorate has progressed.

I might say I wrote you on the matter a fortnight ago. Yours, &c.,
EDWARD M. CLARK.

91/1,991, and all previous papers, sent Under Secretary, 4/8/91. Tenders are awaiting acceptance; amount, 
£36,900, loan.—J.B., 19/8/91. Submitted.—J.D., 19/8(91. Inform must stand over until the question of further loan 
expenditure has been determined.—B.S., 21/8/91. Inform to-day.—J.B., 21/8/91. E.M. Clark, Esq., M.P., 21/8/91.
Seen.—R.H., 24/8/91.

Messrs. Bond and Hudson to the Secretary for Public Works. '
In re Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works.

Dear Sir, 88, Sussex-street, Sydney, 28 September, 1891.
On 10th June, of this year, we had the pleasure of submitting a tender for the above works, and, we believe, 

were successful in being the lowest tenderers.
We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but, not hearing from your Department, 

we have, in the meantime, entered upon other obligations, and must consequently respectfully ask you to permit us to 
withdraw our tender, and to return us the deposit attached thereto now lying in your hands, viz., £369.

We are, &c.,
C. B. BOND

(Bond and Hudson).
How does this matter stand ?—D.C.M'L., 30/9/91. Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender was recommended for

acceptance on 10|6|91. Papers herewith.—F.C.P., 1/10/91. Return deposit.—J.B., 2/10/91. Accountant to
return deposit, 2/10/91. I recommend that fresh tenders be invited.—R.H., 6/10/91. Undersecretary. Sub
mitted.—J.B., 9/10/91. Approved.—W.J.L., 22/2'92. Insert notice, 22(2/92. - Notice to Gazette, 22/2/92.
Tenders for 9th March, 1892.

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91, complications have arisen with Carter & Co., re their Contract No. 72 having 
been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, some of which no doubt could not be entertained, but on 
some items they have made a good ease. They are prepared, if they obtained this work, to waive all claims on No. 72. As 
their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 below the estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this course 
were adopted, work would be given at once to a large number of men.—R.H., 23/2/92. Under Secretary. Important.

As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compensation 
on Contract 72 (Moni-street, partly), should they be willing to forego this claim, their tender may be accepted for con
struction of the main outfall sewer, North Sydney—£39,890, as worked out at schedule rates. If this firm will not agree to 
the condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.—W.J.L., 23/2/92. ■ .

Mr. Hickson.—D.C.M'L., for U.S., B.C., 23/2/92. Please see me with Messrs. Carter & Co.—J.B., 23/2/92. 
Mr, Hickson.

Prdcia
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Precis of case up to return of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s deposit!
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 29 January, 1892.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—North Shore Outfall Sewer, Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works.

Tenders were received on the 10th June, 1891, for this work, that of Messrs. Bond and Hudson, at £37,254 10s., being 
t e lowest. On the same date Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Gummow and Gillan conjointly wrote in protesting 
against the acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender, as that firm had, on a previous occasion, thrown up a contract; but 
the protest was not allowed on account of the lapse of time, and as no fraudulent action had taken place ; their tender was 
thereiore recommended for acceptance. j
n P? ®ePtenjk®r> 1891, Messrs. Bond and Hudson wrote in asking for the return of their deposit, and to be 

engagements k°raW ten(ler, owing to the delay in acceptance of same, and their having entered into other large

T1?e deposit was returned accordingly on the 7th October, 1891.
Ihe Engineer-ih-Chief for Sewerage. , F.E.P., 29/1/92.

Seen.—R.H., 1/2/92. File.—R.H., 10/3/92. . ’

G. Christie. 

21 Aug., 1896.

. The Chief Clerk to The Tender Board Clerk.
' Department of Public Works, Sydney, 23 February, 1892,

Minute Paper.
. Subject:—Main Outfall Sewer, North Sydney. •

Withdraw notice inviting tenders for the above.
Done, 23/2/92. Put with the papers, 25/2/92.

The Under Secretary for Public Works to Messrs. Carter & Co.
. ®'rs> . Department of Public Works, Sydney, 10 March, 1892.
t , . . 'iave the honor, by direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated 10th 
June last, is accepted for construction of the North Shore Main Outfall Sewer, from near Long Bay to Mount-street— 
Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage—at your schedule of prices.

The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the several contract exhibits relating to this contract, and to 
be completed within twenty-four months from this date.

^ ha;ve to refer you to the Commissioner for Roads for further information, and to request that you will call upon 
the omcer m charge of Bonds and Contracts at this office, for the purpose of executing the necessary documents for the 
due observance of your contract. f am

’ J. BARLING,
Under Secretary.

1388o. As to the retention money upon Contract No. 72; in that case, as in the other contracts, the 
Parliamentary papers show that some portion of it was returned ? Yes.
13886. In what position did the return of this money leave the Glovernment ? Upon certificate No. 9 of 
20/1/92, £930 was returned ; upon certificate No. 11 of 9/6/92 a further sum of £500 was returned ; 
and upon certificate No. 15 of 23/9/92 a further sum of £330 was returned.
13887. Up to the time when the temporary stoppage of the works took place on Contract No. 72 what was 
the money held in hand? Upon the certificate prior to the return of any money there were £1,804 in hand. j j >

Joseph Barling recalled and further examined:—
13888. Mr. Paries.'] As to Contract No. 79, which was let upon the 10th March, 1892; that contract j. Barling, 
was let, evidently after some considerable delay, to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Co., the former r——n 
successful tenderers, Messrs. Bond and Hudson, having withdrawn their tender ;—do you remember what 21 Aug., 1896. 
actually took place in regard to the negotiations at that time ? The only thing I know about it, as far as 
my recollection will serve me, is the receipt of a letter on the 28th September, 1891, which appears upon 
page 270 of the Parliamentary return, and which is in these terms :—

Dear Sir, On 10th June of this year we had the pleasure of submitting a tender for the above works, and, we 
believe, were successful in being the lowest tenderers. We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some 
months, but not hearing from your Department, we have in the meantime entered upon other obligations, and must conse
quently respectfully ask you to permit us to withdraw our tender, and to return to us the deposit attached thereto now 
lying m your hands, namely, £369. We alfe;

C. B. BOND
(Bond and Hudson).

That was at once acceded to. I would first draw attention to the fact that this tender was received on 
the 10th June, and on the 2nd October, nearly four months after its receipt, the deposit was returned.
The reason the work was kept over was the extreme financial difficulty the Colony was undergoing. Our 
loan money was practically exhausted, and the proceeds of the loan which had been floated had been 
hypothecated. The whole thing is a matter of history, but I may refer you to the speech made at the 
time by Sir George Dibbs, who had then taken up the Government. You will find it recorded in 
Hansard of the 8th December, 1891, page 3413, as follows:—“I will read to the House a few 
items from the document laid upon the Table this afternoon by the Colonial Treasurer. Honorable 
Members will then see whether it will take three or four years to cover this amount of £4,208,000.
We have not a farthing to our credit here, nor have we a farthing to our credit in England; and 
there will have to be a balance to our credit in both places on 1st January.. With a liability of 
£4,000,000, in addition to a deficit of £600,000 in the Consolidated Revenue Account, we have to face 
a very great difficulty.” That will serve to show you the financial difficulties the Colony was then 
undergoing. Previous to the date of the return of this deposit a somewhat similar difficulty had occurred.
A gentleman named Erogley, who had put in a tender for some work—it is not important at the 
present moment what it was—wrote a letter from Wickham, under date 20th June, 1890, in which 
he complained of the long time which had been occupied in settling the matter of his tender. With 
reference to his preliminary deposit, he said he did not like to withdraw it, because he was afraid 
that that might jeopardise his tender. I wrote upon that: “ This is quite a mistake, for if he had 
written he would have got his deposit without injury to his chance of getting the contract. Perhaps, 
however, it would he as well to make a rule, that in the event of any tender not being accepted 
within a month, all deposits shall be returned.” That rule was acted upon. When application was

made
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J. Barling. ma(je for the return of the deposit in the case referred to, as the G-overnment were not ready to accept 
^ie lender, not having the money with which to do so, the deposit, under that Ministerial rule, was 

uS-> • returned. The matter was at once submitted to the Minister, Mr. Young, and he could not deal with 
it on account of the financial difficulty. When Mr. Young left office the papers were returned to me, 
and were not dealt with for the reasons I have stated until the 22nd January, 1892, when Mr. Lyne 
approved of fresh tenders being called. That is to say, that, dating from the time of the receipt of the 
tender, the Government were not ready to deal with the tenders for a period of nearly eight months. 
13889. The Department did not send to Bond & Hudson to see if it could induce them to abide by their 
tender, although they had had their deposit returned ? I do not exactly remember now what was done, 
but the main thing is this—that the Government were not ready to deal with the matter.
13890. Do you know that Mr. Hudson made repeated application to your officers to know whether the 
Department were going on with the contract ? I should think that that would probably be so, although 
I do not remember seeing him myself. I may have done so, but I do not think I did.
13891. Were the matters in connection with Contract No. 72 put before you? I saw the claim, but it 

. was not decided. I did not go into the matter at all.
13892. What conversation did Mr. Hickson have with you about it ? I do not think he had any 
conversation with me about it at all—at least I do not remember any. The facts of the case are these, as 
far as I can remember them. Mr. Lyne directed that tenders be called, and we took action upon the 
matter. What took place then I cannot tell, but I believe, as far as I know, that it was this—that Mr. 
Lyne sent to Mr. Hickson, and had a conversation with him which lead to the acceptance of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s tender. That was the result of an interview which took place between Mr. Lyne and Mr. 
Hickson, at which I was not present.
13893. Do you know the effect of it ? What I remember is that Mr. Hickson sent down a paper which 
he noted “ important,” embodying, as I took it, the result of his conversation. The paper merely came 
through my hands to be sent on to the Minister, committing to writing the arrangement which Mr. 
Hickson and Mr. Lyne had come to in the matter. [ Vide Appendix No. 79.]
13894. That would be the paper dated 23/2/92 ? Yes.
13895. Did Mr. Lyne send for Mr. Hickson ? I understand Mr. Hickson to say that he did, although I 
cannot speak positively upon that point. He did not go with my knowledge; and, except in the way I 
have described, I had nothing to do with the matter.
13896. Do you know whether Mr. Hickson’s minute of 23/2/92 was written before Mr. Lyne’s 
minute of the same date ? No, I think not. What I understand to have taken place was this—of 
course Mr. Hickson can correct me if I am wrong—after Mr. Hickson had seen the Minister he went 
upstairs immediately and wrote that minute, which was sent in by me to the Minister as being the result 
of the interview which had taken place between himself and Mr. Hickson.
13897. The Minister then wrote this further minute of 23/2/92 ? Yes.
13898. But I presume you would not have agreed to Messrs. Carter & Co. having this contract without 
tender had you known that Bond & Hudson were willing to take it up ? Certainly not. Most certainly 
not—it would have been a wrong thing to do.
13899. If you had known at that time that Bond & Hudson had been bought off by Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., would you have accepted Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Go’s, tender? I should say most 
certainly not.
13900. Is not the system of re-tendering generally adopted ? It is often done, but it is very often not 
done, because, when there is no suspicion of any collusion, it is thought fair to the second tenderer—if 
his tender be below the office estimate—to give him a chance of doing the work. It is thought an unfair 
thing to a contractor, after his price has been exposed, and after he has gone to a large expense in 
preparing a tender, to throw him aside just simply on account of a mistake which the first tenderer may 
have made. I quite admit that it is a system which deserves the very greatest care in its administration. 
Only in cases where there is no suspicion of collusion, and where the tenderer is below the office estimate, 
should the work be given to the second tenderer. A good many instances could be shown where it has 
been done.
13901. Supposing there is no more than one tenderer below the office estimate ? You would naturally 
take the second tenderer.
13902. But have they not all a right to a fair show ? I should hardly think that No. 3 could urge a claim 
as against No. 2 any more than No. 4 could urge a claim as against No. 3, and so on. The matter is one 
which is always decided by the Minister, but I admit that in dealing with anything of the kind the greatest 
caution should be exercised.
13903. What would there be to prevent contractors from setting up bogus contractors, and from buying 
one another off ? The system requires the utmost care, there is no doubt about that.
13904. Where does the unfairness come in to the second tenderer if his tender is not accepted ? Suppose 
the first tender is a perfectly bogus one—a tender which showed that the contractor had taken no care at all 
in the matter, that it was a mere speculative tender, that it was really not a serious offer—it would seem 
rather unfair, in such a case, to throw out the second tenderer ; but, as I say, the matter is left to the 
option of the Minister. I am sorry to see from the papers that in this case there has apparently been 
collusion ; but the office was in absolute ignorance of it.
13905. The minute which has been referred to under date of 30/12/91, was considerably after Messrs. 
Bond & Hudson had withdrawn their tender ?. Yes.
13906. His Honor.'] Will you look at page 270 of the Parliamentary return ;—you will see there aminute 
by yourself, under date 30/12/91: “ Be-submit when you deal with the tenders.” The question is how 
that comes to be so long after the former dates given ? That seems to be a little bit out of its place 
there ; the minute is easily explained. I was well aware that we were not able to deal with the tenders 
on account of the financial difficulties of the Government.
13907. That paper must have come before you again on the 12th ? It may have done so; I cannot 
remember, it is so long ago. When you recollect that this happened five years ago, it is not very much 
to be wondered at that I should not remember an incident of that kind.
13908. Mr. Parkes.] Would it not have been a fair thing to re-tender this contract when there was a 
difference of nearly £3,000 between Bond & Hudson and the next tenderer? I submitted it for fresh 
tenders to be called and the Minister approved of that being done, and it was only when these other 
considerations, with which I had nothing to do, came in that another course was taken. 13909.
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13909. Was it your belief as Under Secretary that fresh tenders should be called ? Speaking for myself, J- Barling,
I would rather have seen fresh tenders called, but I can quite understand that if a claim were submitted ' 
for delay in the carrying out of Contract No. 72 it may have been the wisest thing to accept the tender of 21 Aug.,1896. 
Carter, G-ummow, & Co. In the other case, however, as I explained, I was not present when that was 
arranged.
13910. Supposing the claim in connection with Contract No. 72 were untenable? Then I most 
certainly think that a better way would have been to call for tenders. [Vide Appendix No. 33.]
13911. Tou said that that claim was never put before you ? I think I said that I had seen it, but that I 
had never dealt with it. ‘
13912. Did you have any discussion about the matter at all? I do not remember it.
13913. The claim was simply shown you ? I remember seeing the paper, and I suppose it must have 
passed through my hands.
13914. Did you form any opinion upon the claim ? No ; it naturally would go to Mr. Hickson.
13915. Did it go to Mr. Young ? 1 cannot say, but the papers will show whether it did or not.
13916. Do you know when Mr. Young left office? On the 22nd October, 1891. He had only held office then a 
very short time.
13917. Do you recollect whether the matter went before Mr. Lyne ? That I cannot remember. I do 
not think it was ever reported upon by Mr. Hickson to me, but he evidently must have discussed the 
whole matter with Mr. Lyne at that interview, because it is referred to in Mr. Lyne’s minute. I was not 
present at the interview, however, and I cannot say what was said. I may be mistaken in the dates, 
because I am speaking entirely from memory.
13918. With regard to Contract 77, and the substitution of the Monier arches, had you anything to do 
with the sureties ? I think I explained that I had nothing to do with the sureties, except that it was 
reported to me by Mr. Hickson or Mr. Darley that they were sufficient sureties.
13919. Do you recollect what took place in connection with the letting of Contract No. 72 ? I cannot 
say that I have a clear recollection of the contract, except, as far as I remember, that there was 
powder taken in the specification to omit or delay certain portions of the work.
13920. Do you know why ? On account of there not being sufficient funds, I think.
13921. Do you recollect whether the contract exceeded the funds at your disposal by £5,000? I do not 
remember the amount, but I believe the funds we had were not sufficient.
13922. When the contractors took up the contract, you understood that you were to expend only the 
vote ? I do not know that.* I think, as I have said, that there was an understanding that if there was 
not sufficient money we could cut out the lower portion of the work. Instead, however, of cutting out 
the lower portion, we cut out, for the time being, the first portion.
13923. Did you not give the contractors extra werk ? I do not remember the case sufficiently to answer 
that question.
13924. Was that contract submitted to you before it was signed? No; the work is not done in that 
way. I should not go into the details of the matter at all. As I explained before, the Works Department 
has to deal with from 3,000 to 4,000 contracts annually—in railway construction, in the construction of 
public buildings, in the erection of wharfs and docks, and many other works quite apart from sewerage 
contracts. No one man could possibly take in the details of the whole of those contracts. The Under 
Secretary of the Public Works Department, in dealing with works of this sort, is not like the head of a 
private office, where everything sometimes goes through the hands of one person. We are dealing in this 
case with a great office ot State, and it would be impossible for any one man, even if he were an engineer, 
to go into all the details.
13925. But you would have to go into the question of finances ? Undoubtedly I should see that the 
contract was not let if we had not sufficient funds for it.
13926. You would see that it would not exceed a given amount without provision being made ? I should 
see that in the acceptance of the tender we would not overrun the amount, but I have nothing to do with 
the matter afterwards. The papers would not come through my hands. I am not the accounting officer 
for payments on account of contracts. I submit the tenders to the Minister, and it is my business to see 
that we do not enter into obligations which we have not the money to fulfil. When it comes to the carrying 
out of the contract I have nothing to do with that. That is left to the heads of the engineering branches.
13927. Did you see that there wras provision in this particular case? It was probably reported to me 
that arrangements had been made by which the Government would have to cut out certain portions of the 
work in order that the funds at our disposal might not be exceeded. Unless a legal question arose, I do 
not suppose I should see the plans and specifications.
13928. I suppose you would instruct your officers to make provision for the contract ? In submitting 
the matter to the Minister, I should so submit it that he would not be committed to an expenditure for 
which funds had not been provided. That is the full extent to which I should go.
13929. As to the letting of Contract 79a, we do not appear to have any papers relating to that 
matter beyond the letter of Mr. Clark asking that the work might be proceeded with on account of 
the want for work in the district;—there must be further papers in connection with the matter?
Not that I am aware of. If there are further papers they are unknown to me. As I explained before, 
with reference to the papers put before Parliament, it was impossible for me to have gone into the matter 
personally, but I gave instructions that all the papers should be put in, and I understand that that was 
done. It was only wrhen you delivered your speech that the idea suggested itself to me that some papers 
may have been omitted, but I am perfectly certain from what I know of the officers that if any have been 
omitted they have been omitted purely from mistake and nothing else.
13930. Did any correspondence further than appears in the papers pass between the Minister and any 
officer of the Department (say Mr. Hickson) in reference to this matter ? No; I do not think so. It 
■was arranged, I think, between Mr. Lyne and Mr. Hickson at a personal interview, at which I was not 
present; therefore I cannot speak as to what took place. Mr. Lyne sent to Mr. Hickson, owing to 
personal efforts which were made by Mr. Clark, to get the work proceeded with. The main thing, I 
understand, which influenced Mr. Clark was that Contract No. 79 was about completed, and that if other 
work were not found a large number of men would be thrown out of employment. Mr. Hickson was 
anxious to have the work re-tendered; but if that had been done there would have been a gap of six 
weeks, and in the meantime the men referred to would have been out of employment. I suppose it was 
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J. Barling, the representations which Mr. Clarke made to Mr. Lyne which induced him to consent to the extension 
^einS given to Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.

Aug., 896. 13931, Did no correspondence at all dealing with the matter pass through your hands? I do not think 
so. If so, it ought to have been printed with the papers. I can quite understand why there should be 
none there, because the matter was arranged verbally, as far as I know.
13932. Did Carter, G-ummow, & Co. and Mr. Clarke have any interview with Mr. Lyne ? Mr. Clarke may 
have had many interviews with him on the subject, but he had no interviews with me that I know of. 
13933. As to Contract No. 69—the Marrickville contract—were the Schedules ever put before you ? 
Before tendering—certainly not. That is a thing I have nothing whatever to do with.
13934. You are the Chairman of the Tender Board;—what are the proceedings of the Board in such a case? 
The practice of the Board is this : The Board comprises the engineering heads of branches, and 
they bring their tenders with them. Each officer takes charge of his own tenders, and he reads out. 
a tender for so-and-so, the lowest tender, the estimate being so-and-so, recommending that the tender be 
accepted. That is generally put to the Board, and passed without a word, when the lowest tender is 
recommended, and when the amount is below the estimate. It is utterly impossible for anything else to 
be done. Each member of the Board has his own whole branch to attend to, and it would be impossible 
for members of the Board to go into details. Even if they were all engineers they could not do so.
13935. You said in your report that members of the Board did go into details ? So they do, whenever 
there is any question. I think, if you look carefully into the part of my report to which you refer, that 
you will find a modifying clause. Details do sometimes come up when there are critical questions to be 
considered, and then the utmost care' is given to the case ; but when a member of the Board says “ This 
is the lowest tender, and it is below the estimate,” there is no question to go into. If a question arises 
from which it is evident that there is a necessity to go into the matter, it is always most carefully gone 
into by the Tender Board.
13936. But the acceptance of the tender is left to the head of the Department—to the recommendation 
which he makes to the Board ? Yes ; it would be impossible for anything else to be done. The Board 
is constituted to be an advisory Board to the Minister, and among themselves in questions of difficulty. 
The Board generally give up their own private time to the carrying out of their functions, and no fees are 
attached to the work. The Board generally have to sit after office hours.
13937. The object of the Board is to secure the proper consideration of everything which goes before the 
Minister ? Any question which requires consideration. If the Board went into every matter, whether 
any question has been raised in reference to it or not, the thing would be found to be utterly imprac
ticable. Eew people appear to realise the magnitude of the work which is carried on by the Works 
Department. I have heard a great many remarks as to why this and that is not done, but as a rule it 
would be utterly impracticable to give effect to these suggestions. You would require, not ony divisions,

. but many sub-divisions to carry out the work as some persons think it ought to be carried out.
13938. You mean that there is too much for one Under Secretary ? I do not mean that at all; but the 
Under Secretary must depend upon the officers of the Department. By no other arrangement can the work 
of the Department be carried out.
13939. Suppose the head of the engineering department had drawn your attention to the Schedule of 
Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co. in connection with Contract No. 69, would you, as .a member of the 
Board of JReference, have accepted it ? You mean as to anything improper in it ?
13940. I mean as it was sent in ? It would be considered by the Board of Reference.
13941. But I ask you whether, as a member of the Board, you would have accepted the tender, had your 
attention been directed to the Schedule ? I have not gone into that matter.
13942. Take the item of £50 per square yard for bluestone pitchers ? I could not have gone into that 
matter. If Mr. Hickson, however, had said, “ This is an improper amount,” I should have taken exception 
to it. It would take me a couple of days to go through the Schedule properly. You will see, therefore, 
that it would be utterly impossible for me to give my attention to such details.
13943. If you were building a house, would not that price strike you as being too much ? I do not go 
into a single detail of that kind. It would be utterly impossible for me to do so.
13944. You depend for everything of that kind upon the heads of the branches of the Department ? 
Undoubtedly.
13945. Sis Honor.'] The question is whether, if your attention had been called by one of the heads of the 
Department to this particular item, you would have agreed to the acceptance of the tender? If my 
attention had been direeted to it as a member of the Board of Reference, then of course exception would 
have been taken to the tender.

' 13946. And the Tender Board would then have gone into the question ? Undoubtedly.
13947. Mr. Hickson.] When were you appointed Undcr-Secretary for Public Works ? In 1888.
13948. At that time I was in Newcastle ? Yes.
13949. 1 think you were mainly instrumental in having me appointed Acting Engineer-in-Chief for 
Harbours and Rivers ? I was. I recommended you to Mr. Bruce Smith.
13950. After that you were mainly responsible for my appointment in connection with the sewerage 
works ? I was.
13951. You are now a Member of the Public Service Board ? Yes.
13952. Since you have become a member of that Board you, with your colleagues, have approved of my 
being made permanent head of the Department ? Yes ; certaiuly.
13953. During the whole of the time that I have been in Sydney, since 1888, you and I have been in 
close touch? Yes, on all official matters.
13954. Hardly a day would pass when we -would not see one another about various matters ? Yes.
13955. Did you ever consider, for a moment, that I was prejudiced in favour of any particular con
tractors with the Works Department ? Never.
13956. Was there ever anything which would indicate such a state of things to you ? Nothing ever 
indicated to me that you favoured one contractor more than another.
13957. I suppose that if such a thing had crossed your mind, you would have objected to my being made 
permanent head of the Department? Certainly.
13958. Let me direct your attention to page 254 of the printed evidence—to the last few lines of Mr. 
Christie’s report upon that page ;—will you read the report, and tell me whether you know of anything 
which would warrant Mr. Christie in making such a statement ? Not the slightest. 13959.
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13959. Have you explained how these papers were prepared for Parliament ? Tes. I explained on a J- Barling, 
former occasion that I directed that all the papers asked for in the motion should he carefully supplied. r"—
13960. To whom could Mr. Christie have referred when he said papers were knowingly withheld;—had I 21 Aug., 1896. 
anything to do in connection with the preparation of the papers ? No ; I do not think I had any 
conversation with you on the subject. Mr. Davis was the officer who principally dealt with the papers.
I think he more particularly prepared them, and they were afterwards checked, I think, by Mr., 
Hungerford.
13961. Then you cannot account for Mr. Christie’s coming to such a conclusion as that stated ? No; I 
cannot. .
13962. As a matter of fact, a few papers were left out ? Tes; but I have not the slightest doubt but 
that they were left out by accident. ‘
13963. Tou will find at page 259 of the evidence a list of the papers omitted in connection with 
Contract No. 72 ? These papers were not asked for. They relate to the Alexandria and Erskineville 
contract. When the matter came before me I gave instructions for papers to be prepared. When I first 
looked at the matter I thought that the Marrickville contract w*as referred to. I myself do not know the 
contracts by their numbers, and I gave instructions that all the papers should be included. The clerks 
told me that the papers could not be found. They said they had been left at the Court, they thought; 
and I was wondering what could be done, when Mr. Davis came to me and explained that the papers 
related to a contract altogether different from that referred to in the motion ; that the motion referred 
to the Marrickville contract, whereas the papers for which we were searching related to the Erskineville 
and Alexandria contract. Inasmuch as the bond was referred to in connection with Contract No. 79, it 
was thought, however, that the papers we had should be put in. There is not a single paper or memo
randum, not a single word of mine, that I could have the slightest wish to keep back from Parliament or 
this Commission.
13964. Tou said that the number of contracts dealt with by the Public Works Department annually wras 
between 3,000 and 4,000 ;—do you not know that last year we had 5,050 contracts ? I am very glad of 
the correction. I merely mentioned the matter without having gone into the matter carefully.
13965. Would you be surprised to hear that within the last two years the Department has dealt with over
10,000 contracts ? I was not aware of that.
13966. Mr. ParTces^] With a perfect system, does it matter whether there are 500,000 contracts or 5,000 
contracts ? Certainly not; but the persons who finally deal with the contracts cannot possibly go into 
all the details. There ought to be such a system that when the matter comes up finally the head officer ’
can accept the certificate of the engineer, or of his subordinates. •
13967. In other words, if one Dnder Secretary is not enough for the work he should have an assistant?
The Under Secretary, as far as engineering matters are concerned, must accept the reports of the 
engineers of the Department, and so also must the Minister.
13968. In a well-regulated office pressure of work is no excuse for mistakes ? No. There may have been 
an unusual pressure of work at particular times, and then, as in all human undertakings, mistakes may have 
been made.
13969. Mr. Hickson.'] With regard to the number of 5,050 contracts, do you happen to know how many 
of those pass through my hands ? 1 should say the larger part of them.
13970. Would you be surprised to know that the number is 4,500 ? No; I should not be surprised at 
that.
13971. Eollowing up your own argument, I suppose it would be physically impossible for me to examine 
the details of all these contracts ? Tes.
13972. I have to accept the reports of my subordinates ? Tes.
13973. Mr. Parkesi] Members of Parliament have also to deal with things generally;—they do not know 
the details of all these contracts ? No ; but in preparing papers the rule is to liberally interpret the 
motions of Members.
13974. When the motion refers to copies of papers and correspondence in connection with contracts at 
Marrickville, and when there are three contracts at Marrickville, why are not all the papers given ? No.
72 was not at Marrickville at all. It was at another place altogether. It turned out to be at Alexandria 
and Erskineville. Of course, I merely took the explanation given to me.
13975. Is not that only a quibble ? No ; it is a different contract altogether.
13976. Marrickville extends all over the lower portion of the contract? Not that I am aware of. I was 
informed that it had nothing whatever to do with it. I say, with due regard for the solemnity of the 
occasion, that my anxiety was to give every possible information in my power. There is not a scrap of 
paper, there is not a single document, there is not a single conversation in which I have taken part, but 
which could be exhibited and reproduced to the whole world, as far as I am concerned. I would not mind 
the whole world seeing and knowing all that I have done in administering the Department. I have had 
over thirty-six years in the Government service. I have held some of the highest posts under the 
Government, and I think my word ought to be taken.
13977. If the papers connected with Contract No. 72 bore materially upon one of the other contracts, 
surely they should be put in ? All the papers that did bear upon that contract were put in. • The tender 
was put in, the final certificate was put in, the bond and contract was put in. It was intended that the 
bond should go as an Appendix, because it was recited in connection with Contract No. 79. Had it not 
been recited there none of it would have gone in.
13978. Tou put in part of the papers only ? We put in only the papers referred to in the motion. We 
put in the other papers, as I have just explained, because the bond was recited in connection with Contract 
79. It was really intended to go in, not as part of the papers generally, but in the shape of an Appendix.
13979. Was the claim not referred to ? Tes ; the full amount of it was given.
13980. But not the particulars ? The amount was given. It was put in incidentally to Contract No. 79.
13981. But if it were worth mentioning at all the whole papers should have been put in ? Supposing 
that all the papers had been put in in connection with Contract No. 72 there would have been almost as 
many papers again as are contained in this return.
13982. But I mean the papers bearing on the claim? I honestly thought that we had put in everything 
that could be fairly asked for' in fact, more than could be fairly asked for. There is not a single paper in 
connection with that work that I could have any wish to keep back from you or anyone else. There is

not
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J. Barling. no£ a sjngiG thing in connection with these contracts which I would mind you or the whole world knowing. I 
„/T A~TQnfi notice that Mr. Bagge, a former officer of the Department, made some remarks about myself which, I 

U8'’ ' ' think, I can afford to look over. I wish to say with regard to Mr. Bagge, however, that during the whole 
time that I was Dnder Secretary 1 do not think I ever had one unpleasant word with him, nor do I think 
I ever had one unkind thought with regard to him. It was not often that I saw him. He was not retired 
upon my recommendation, but on the recommendation of the Engineer-in-Chief, in which I concurred. 
He is an old gentleman—£ think he is over 70 years of age—and he has arrived at that time of life when it 
is regarded as natural that a man should retire. He had rather less than fifteen years’ service, I think, 
and he went out with a gratuity of £800 or £900 and six months’ leave of absence.
13983. His Honor J] Before he retired, had his memory begun to fail at all ? I did not see him often 

• enough to be able to form an opinion as to that. But sometimes when I have sent for him I have found 
it somew'hat difficult to make him understand things which I have explained to him, he being so very deaf. 
I think that if you ask Mr. Young, the present Minister, you will find him of my opinion.
13984. Mr. Bagge was a good officer ? Yes, in his day ; but I think he has passed his day so far as active 
service is concerned.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
J. Davis. 13985. Mr. Parkes.~\ With a register so perfectly kept as that produced, and with so copious an index, it 
'A ' would be impossible to miss a letter, no matter what Branch of the Department it might be in, you would 

u®'’ ' think ? If that register were examined it would indicate what papers were in existence with reference to
any particular contract or any particular subject. .
13986. In any part of the Department ? I do not know that it would indicate where they were ; but it 
would indicate whether they had been registered or not.
13987. His Honor.~\ Do I understand that that is a register of all the papers in connection with each 
particular contracts Yes ; all the papers when they are received by the Branch are sent to the record 
office, and are there recorded. They are then issued to the officers concerned.

MONDAY, 24 AUGUST, 1896.
William Caughey sworn and examined : —

Mr. Parlces.~\ What is your occupation ? I am a dealer at present.
Were you a labourer previously ? Yes ; I was a sewerage miner and labourer both.
Have you'worked on many of the sewers ? Yes, on a good few.
Have you ever worked on Carter & Co.’s works ? Yes.
Which works ? In Yictoria-street, at Waverley, at North Shore, and at the Glebe.
In connection with the works at Waverley, do you recollect any material being condemned there ?

Do you recollect any material being put in the works there which was not good material ? Into 
the sumps.
13995. At Waverley ? At the Glebe.
13996. Not at Waverley? No ; I never had anything to do with concrete at Waverley.
13997. Did you ever have to do with the mixing of cement for brickwork there ? No.
13998. You do not recollect a portion of the work having to be taken down on account of the bad brick
work ? In Waverley I heard of it, but never saw it.
13999. Do you know what the work consisted of ? No.
14000. You never saw it ? I do not recollect what it consisted of there. All I know is that it was 
brickwork.
14001. You do not know whether any brick arches were taken down ? I could not say.
14002. At the Glebe, did you do any of the concrete work for the sewers ? Yes.
14003. You did some of the concrete ? I did some of the concrete for the sumps, perhaps.
14004. How was it mixed ? Not too well. The gauges were rather filled over, and sometimes a bit 
more was thrown in than ought to have been. _
14005-6. There has been evidence given here—heresay evidence certainly—that a piano-case was put down 
one of the sumps ;—do you know anything about it ? No ; I don’t think such a thing was put down a 
sump. I don’t think a piano-case would go into a sump properly.
14007. Did you build many of the sumps at the Glebe. A few in Derwent-street, such as No. 12 and 
No. 11, and down as far as No. 10.
14008. How were they filled up ? No. 11 was filled up very badly in the bottom.
14009. What was it filled up with ? Principally big stones in the bottom, but not a great quantity 
altogether ; you might say 2 feet of it was thrown in roughly.
34010. In the others, what sort of material was put in ? Principally metal.
14011. Did you do any of the invert between No. 12 and No. 13 ? No. We put down the pats for the 
labourers to start on.
14012. Do you recollect what height they were above the surface ? I could not exactly say. Some varied 
a little. In some places the level was a little bit lower, and that was filled up mostly with concrete. _ 
14013. What was the bed of the foundation of the sewer, rock or shale ? Principally shale. It is all 
shale from No. 12 down.
14014. Do you recollect about the average height of these pats ? I could not say exactly their average height. 
14015. Were they 6 inches ? Some of them might come to 6 inches, some to 5 inches, and some to 7 
inches.
14016. Any less than 6 inches ? I would not bo certain.
14017. Was the concrete put in to form the invert good? Mostly what I have seen put there was. I 
never did any of the concrete along the invert from No. 12 to No. 13. I never mixed any concrete 
for them.
14018. Where did you mix concrete for ? No. 8.
14019. Was that good or bad ? Part of it. Some gauges went down properly, and some did not.
14020. What would you call a bad gauge ? Say about a dozen shovels overfull.

W. Caughey. 13988.
13989.

24Aug., 1896. ygggo.
13991.
13992.
13993.
No.
13994.

14021.
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14021. "Was all the work done by shovelling ? Where it was badly mixed.'
14022. Did you see any of the sandstone and the sand for the concrete sifted ? No.
14023. Was it screened ? I never saw any of it screened.
14024. Was there a screen on the job ? Not where I was.
14025. How was it mixed together ? The gauge was filled with white metal, and then the sand and a 
cask of cement would go on the top.
14026. Was it screened metal ? It may have been screened before it came there.
14027. Was not the sandstone-metal screened P It was not screened on the job. It may have been 
screened before it came there, but not at the shaft.
14028. How was it taken out of the heap—shovelled or forked ? Shovelled at the shaft.
14029. How was it lifted before it came there ? I could not say.
14030. It would have to be tipped by the cart? Tes, at the shaft.
14031. And then shovelled ? Yes.
14032. Do you know where it came from? I could not say exactly wherej It came from different 
places all round.
14033. It did not come from the job itself? I could not say exactly.
14034. Was it brought there ready mixed ? Not ready mixed.
14035. Where did the sand come from ? I could not say where. It was fetched there in carts, but I 
could not say where it was fetched from.
1403&. Did you work on the Annandale job ? No.
14037. What shafts did you work in besides Nos. 11 and 12 ? I put the pats between Nos. 12 and 13. 
14038. What else did you work at ? At the driving.
14039. You were a miner ? Yes. I was doing that. At the latter end, I was scabbling.
14040. Was the work blasted or taken out by gadding and guttering ? It was all blasted along the Glebe 
job.

W. Caughey. 

24 Aug., 1896,

14041. In the shale ? In the shale and in the rock—all bar the muck.
14042. In scabbling you went after the blasting ? Yes.
14043. What was about the average of the margin left from the inside of the sewer to the side of the ‘ 
excavation ? I could not recollect perfectly ; we always had to measure from the centre line. We marked 
it along with a stick ; we went along from the line up with a stick. We had one for the top, one for the 
bottom, and one for the sides ; we took it off according to that measurement. It is a good while since I 
was on that job. The last job I worked on was at North Shore.
14044. Who gave you the measurements in the Glebe contract ? Generally, the carpenter, by Mr. Reid’s 
instructions.
14015. Was he the manager? Mr. John Reid, manager for Carter & Co. .
14046. Do you know Mr. Chiene, the engineer? Yes.
14047. Was he the engineer on the Glebe job ? Yes.
14048. Did he ever have a conversation with Jack Reid or work with him ? I suppose he had a word 
with him, but I could not say.
14049. Do you know Jack Reid very well ? Yes.
14050, Did you ever have any conversation with him on the Glebe job ? I have spoken to him on the 
job when he was general manager—on the top mixing concrete and such like.
14051. Did you know a man named Goddard who was on that job? Yes ; I think his name was Harry 
Goddard. .
14052. Did you ever hear Reid and Goddard have a conversation? No.
14053. You don’t know whether Goddard ever threatened to expose any bad work ? I could not say. 
14054. You never heard such a remark made ? I do not recollect anything of that.
14055. Was Reid a man who insisted upon your doing good work or asked you to do bad work? No. 
After the mixing of the concrete, we had a man who was supposed to be over us, and we had to go by his 
instructions.
14056. Who was that man ? He is not alive now. It was George Humphreys. He was the man I 
worked under principally then.
14057. Would he instruct the men to do good work or bad? He would start doing inferior work, and 
we would have to do the same.
14058. How many sumps did you work on? Only No. 11 and No. 12.
14059. At which one were the stones put down ? No. 11.
14060. What was put down in No. 12 ? It was pretty fair ; not so much stone went into that.

' 14061. What would be the thickness of proper concrete in the form of the invert for the sumps ? From 
the top of the stone in No. 11 to the top of the sump, I daresay there would be 4 feet of concrete, or so. 
Sumps are supposed to be 6 feet deep.
14062. Did you ever work at Annandale ? No.
14063. Or at Johnstone’s Creek ? No.
14064. I suppose the Glebe was the last job you worked on? No; at North Shore.
14065. Did you ever notice defective work on any other of Carter & Co.’s jobs ? No.
14066. Was the concrete generally of the description you stated on the works—on the Glebe job, for 
instance ? At the points where I was working it was.
14067. On the other works ? I could not say. I never had anything U> do with them. ,
14068. It was your only experience of concrete ? Yes.
14069. Who was the Government inspector for the Glebe job while you were there ? Mr. Gledhill, I 
understood.
14070. Would he be at hand when you were putting iu too large stone? No; there were inspectors 
under him.
14071. How many were there altogether ? I do not remember the name of the one who was mostly along 
with us.
14072. WasitCorpe? No.
14073. Was his name Dick ? Yes.
14074. Was it Dick Eyre? Lcould not say ; his name was Dick. '
14075. What other inspectors were on that job ? I could not say.

14076.
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W. Caughey. 14076. Who was the resident engineer supervising over all ? I think Mr. Rudolph was.
14077. Did he go much to your works ? Tes; he used to be along pretty often. Of course he might be 

- ug., . jjjjgjg many a t;me when we were underneath at tunnel-work and we never saw him.
14078. Did you do any of the filling at the back of the shafts ? A. little.
14079. What was put in there? Most of it stone, as a lining behind the work.

. 14080. Any concrete ? In places. _ •
14081. Do you mean stone without concrete ? In large openings there would be stone put in and 
concrete put over the top—that is, towards the surface.
14082. What shafts were these;—Nos. 11 and 12 ? That was No. 8, if I do not make a mistake.
14083. Would it be No. 9 ? I could not tell exactly whether it was No. 8 or No. 9. I think it was 
No. 8. I only filled up one or two, but I would not be certain.
14084. As far as the cement is concerned, do you know where they got this cement from ? No.
14085. When the barrel was brought on to the works, what was done with it ? Principally smashed up 
and taken away. All the barrels I had anything to do with were.
14086. Did they have the ends in them ; were they complete barrels ? No ; they were all cut right along. 
We used to take them away and give them to children about.
14087. When they were brought to you were they intact ? They seemed to be all solid and complete. 
All the casks I ever cut seemed to be as if they had come from the town or the bond.
14088. In that invert of the Glebe sewer did they ever mix up shale with the concrete instead of blue- 
stone ? I never saw shale mixed up.
14089. Would the deepest portion of the batch you put in be 7 inches ? I could not say exactly. We 
had the measure there, but it has run out of my head. ATe always put them along to the right height. 
They were not all of the same height. ,
14090. Did the Government inspectors fix the height of these pats ? Mostly. The inspector generally 
saw that we had the level of them.
14091. Did they fix the depth of the filling ? Not that I am aware of.
14092. Mr. Davis.'] AVith regard to the shaft filling ;—you spoke of the shale and other soft material you 
put between the brickwork and the shaft excavation? Tes ; it was stone and such-like round about the 
shaft.
14093. The ordinary filling ? Tes.
14094. Tou did not refer, then, to the concrete ? No.
14095. As a matter of fact, pretty well all the shafts at the Glebe are small brick shafts, and then the 
space between the outside of the brickwork and the inside of the excavation of the shaft is filled up with 

' that kind of material ? I could not say. It was a little bit I did. I could not be sure whether is was
No. 8 or No. 9.
14096. The shafts you referred to were done in that way ? Tes.
14097. The pats you spoke of were put in between Nos. 11 and 12 ;—what were they put in with ? 
Concrete.
14098. What kind of concrete ? Proper concrete.
14099. What was the stone which was used to make up the concrete ? I believe it was bluestone.
14100. Did you mix it ? I helped to mix it.
14101. On the job ? On the job.
14102. Did you put in the pats ? The pats were put in, I understand, in the proper material.
14103. Were you working at the pats below or mixing concrete on the top ? I did both.
14104. Tou were sometimes on the surface and sometimes below ? Tes.
14105. So that you had an opportunity of seeing what kind of concrete was used ? Tes.
14106. In that concrete was the proper quantity of cement put ? Tes. All the pats I put in were put 
in with the proper material as far as I was aware.
14107. Did you see any of this bad filling you spoke of in sump No. 10 ? No.
14108. Did you see any bad filling in sump No. 12 ? There were other men working there, and I was 
down by No. 11 sometimes.
14109. Did you see any of it put in No. 12 ? Tes.
14110. What was it you saw there? A kind of shale and stone in the bottom.
14110^. Was this left in the bottom of the sump, or was it put in? It was put in.
14111. Where was the shale got from ? Round the shaft.
14112. Was it flung down the shaft from the top ? It was thrown down the shaft.
14113. Before you started to concrete ? Tes.
14114. Was that what occurred at shaft No. 11 ? Tes.
14115. Not at No. 12 ? At No. 11 and No. 12.
14116. To a greater extent at No. 11 or at No. 12 ? At No. 11, I think.
14117. How much of that shale would be flung down from the surface into the bottom of the sump before 
you started to concrete ? It might be a foot or 18 inches. I do not know that it would average that 
much all over.
14118. How did you see it done—with shovels or with the hand ? With the hand.
14119. Large pieces ? Large pieces—that is, lumps about the size of my head, and so on.
14120. What size was the shaft ? 5 feet x 6 feet. •
14121. The depth of the sump—6’feet ? They were supposed to average that.
14122. What you say is that a small quantity of shale, to the extent of 9 inches or a foot, was put in
before they started to concrete ? It might come to a foot, or it might come to 18 inches.
14123. Tou did not go down to see how it was ? No.
14124. Was the inspector present when that occurred? No. .
14125. How was it you came to do it ? We did that when it was over the time.
14126. Tou mean after hours? Tes. I would not swear whether it was done after time in No. 12, or
whether he was up at No. 11.
14127. Tou were ready to start concreting ? Tes.
14128. Before you put the concrete down you put the shale down ? Tes.
14129. The inspector knew nothing about it ? No.
14130. How was it you came to do it ? The man who was over us was supposed to order us what to do. 
14181. His Honor.] Who was that? He is dead. It was Mr. Humphreys. 14132.
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ght be a dozen;

14132. Mr. Davis.'] Did he order you to put down the shale ? Tes. He says, “ Put this stone in,”— W. Caughey. 
and when you are doing things like that you do not speak too plain. \
14133. A kind of a wink was as good as a nod to a blind horse? Tes. 24Aug., 1896.

^r°U an^ concreting at the Glebe except in the pats between Ho. 11 and No. 12 shafts, 
and the sumps at No. 11 and No. 12 shafts ? I mixed some metal at No. 8. I mixed some on the top 
and sent it down for the inverts;
14135. Tou helped to mix that concrete ? Tes.
14136. That was bluestone ? Tes.
14137. What was put in the sumps Nos. 11 and 12 ? Sandstone was put in No. 11 and No. 12 on top of 

lni 6 b0^om- There is supposed to be white nietal concrete in the bottom of the sump, 
i in qo W’*'61’ ^10,u 80 much white metal in, you started to put in bluestone ? I only put in white metal.
14139. xou told us just now the way you did it—you put in a few extra shovelfuls into each gauge?
That was at No. 8 shaft.
14140. That did not occur at No. 11 or No. 12 ? No. It did occur at No. 8.
14141. How many shovelfuls did you put in extra to the gauge ? Sometimes it 
sometimes it might be less.
14142. Ton piled the box up a little bit, I suppose ? Tes.
14143. Did you put any extra sand in it? It might be a shovelful or so.
14144. It was not the custom to get a straight edge and level the stuff off, was it ? No ; you were sup
posed to fill the box level. ^
dfdthey^r6 SIlPPose^ ancl then to leave it; but the inspectors never split straws,

14146. What you say is that a few extra shovelfuls went on top of the gauge-box ; you made it round 
instead of, as you thought it should be, flat ? Tes.
14147. Tou say that a piano-case or a piano could not possibly be put into a sump ? I do not consider 
a piano-case would go down a sump properly. ’

im' /ti0° 1'n^° a sumP ? It would not fit properly in a sump, I think.
TTiTn n Gfter-'' ^ w.ould 1)6 a very difficult matter to put a piano-case down in any case ? Tes.
4150. Considering the size of the shaft, a piano-case could not be put down without being lowered into 

i xi <ciUmw wl™1 proper tackle ? No ; I do not consider a piano-case could go down very well.
141.51 Tou never received any instructions from any member of the firm of Carter & Co. about putting 
m a little detective work or throwing boulders down ? Never. °
14152. Or from Mr. Eeid, their manager ? No.

did it entirely, if you did it at all, on your own responsibility ? Practically the responsi- 
Dility rested ■witn the man who was over us. r
14154. His Honor.] Tou say there was never a Government inspector about when you were doing what 
you thought was bad work. There was no inspector about at the time. His eyes were off us when any
thing like that was being done. J
14155. Mr. Paries.] Used you to work late at night and early in the morning ? When I was at work 
early m the morning it was mostly for scabbling in that line.

r*" 3°U "eyer 9ame early in the morning in order to get the defective work in ? Never. 
t a Vko' w011 night? I did it late at night. That is how the sumps were done.
14158. Ion said that proper cement was mixed for the pats between No. 11 and No. 12 ; what was the 
balance ol the material that went down ; a pat would not be very thick what size is a pat ? It would 
be 8 or 9 inches across. ' r
14159. How far distant would they be spaced ? I would not be certain.
14160. What was your levelling rod ? They were just these common boning-rods.
14161. What distance would it be ? I do not recollect exactly.
14162. Would they be 10 feet ? I do not think they were 10 feet.
14163. Were they 6 feet ? That would be about it. I could not say whether it was 5 feet or 7 feet It 
was not 10 feet.
14164. Did you put in the filling? No.
14165. His Honor.] When you spoke of the pats being of a certain thickness, what sort of ground were 
you working m then ? It was pretty firm shale. ■ &
14166. Mr. Paries.] Was there a piano-case kept on that job as a tool-box ? There were a number of 
piano-cases tor us to keep our tools in at most of the shafts.
14167. I suppose they could break up a piano-case and drop it down, supposing it was too big to go 
down. It could be broken up and put down. I never saw it done.
14168. What are the dimensions of a piano-case—they are only about 4 feet high, are they not? A 
piano-case might be 2 ft. 6 in. wide and 4 ft. 6 in. or 5 feet long. ’
14169. What would your shaft be ? It would be about 5 feet x 6 feet
IdWO It could go_down the shaft? If it was lowered down properly ; but if thrown down from the top 
it certainly might jam against the sides. ■
of that ^ ROn°r^ :t WOuld g° d°Wn end °n ? It might jam against the sides. I do not think much

14172. It would do as well as the stones and lumps of shale as big as your head once it got down p Once 
it got down it would. 6

d°i“?t Iuit,e understand what you mean as regards the concrete at the top of the shaftwas 
the filling at the back of the brickwork stone ? I mean when it comes near where the casting comes they 
generally put concrete round that. 6 •'
if lit tuT’ 1>avls-} 18 Put °u to the brickwork ? It was just thrown round the top behind the brickwork.
14175. Ifie concrete forms the top of the shaft? Tes.
14176. His Honor.] The foundation of the pitchers, I suppose ? The shaft I principally allude to is

14177. Mr. Paries.] What is the size of the stones put at the back of the shaft-large stones ? Some
times a shaft is pretty wide, and the stones might be the size of your head
some8ofI might" be® Shi^6 °f SPallS ? S°me °f * be r°Und’ S0Ine °f * might be 3 inchcs’ and

14179.
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W. Caughey. 14179. What is the earth surface on the bank—is it shale? No. 8, I think, was shale,
o/a *~isqr 14^0. Shale at the back of the stone ? I could not say.

uS-> • 14181. What is the nature of the earth above the layer of shale ? I cannot say.
14182. How far up does the shale go? I could not say exactly. Some of these shafts, No. 8 and No. 9, 
I think, were all shale.
14183. What is the thickness of the brickwork—9-inch ? I could not say.
14184. Is it built in cement ? Tes. I never had anything to do with the mixing of the cement for brick
work.
14185. What is the depth of the shafts, No. .11 and No. 12 from the surface? I forget the depth.
14186. Twenty feet or 30 feet ? More than 30 feet.
14187. Is it 50 feet ? I. think No. 12 must be about 50 feet, but I would not be certain.
14188. What is there at the bottom of the shaft above the roof of the sewer—any concrete ? I could not
say.

William Burcombe sworn and examined :—
W.

Burcombe.

24Aug., 1896.

14189. Mr. Parhes^\ What is your calling ? I am a contractors’ carter.
14190. Did you draw the material for Contract 79 on North Shore? Tes.
14191. Did you draw it all ? Mostly all.
14192. That was a contract of Mr. Carter’s ? Tes.
14193. What material did you draw ? I carted cement.
14194. Did you draw the whole of the cement ? No.
14195. Tou carted a great portion of it ? Tes.
14196. Do you know who else carted the cement ? A man named Booth carted some.
14197. Who else beside yourself and Booth carted cement ? J. Molloy.
14198. Were you three the only people who carted cement ? No ; there was also a man named Walsh. 
14199. Would that be the lot ? Tes.
14200. Were they working for you ? Walsh was working for me.
14201. Booth was not ? No.
14202. Where did you generally cart it from ? Prom a good many places. I have carted a considerable 
lot from the foot of the hill at Milson’s Point. I have carted cement from St. Leonard’s Station ; I have 
also carted cement from Shea’s Creek.
14203. How much did you cart from Shea’s Creek ? I could not say how much. I carted a considerable 
lot from Shea’s Creek. v
14204. How much sand ? I could not say. I never kept any books. I could only guess it. I made a 
memorandum from day to day, so as to know how to get my money.
14205. How many weeks were you carting ? I had two double teams each drawing twelve casks. I 
suppose they were carting on and off for about three weeks.
14206. Mis Manor?\ How many loads a day did you draw ? Three loads a day and 12 casks in each load. 
14207. Mr. Parkes^\ Do you keep books ? I do not keep any books except from day to day, in an 
ordinary school exercise-book.
14208. Could you produce these books? No; except for iust the ordinary work I am doing, at the 
present time.
14209. When you were carting from Shea’s Creek which way did you go ? I did not cart myself. I did 
not go myself. The men always took the shortest way. I could not say what way they would go.
14210. Did they go over in the punt ? Tes.
14211. Did you cart sand? I carted a considerable lot of sand.
14212. Where from ? I carted a lot of sand from Bourke-street.
14213. Did you cart any sand from Mossman’s Bay ? No ; from Balmoral I carted a lot of sand.
14214. Did you ever cart any sand from the beach at Mossman’s Bay? I did not cart sand from there. 
I am sure Booth carted sand from there.
14215. Have you no books at all which you could produce ? No.
14216. How were you paid ? Every fortnight.
14217. In what ? In notes.
14218. Not by cheque ? No.
14219. How much were you paid, roughly ? Well, I have had as much as £40 and £50 a fortnight. 
14220. Tou were never paid by cheque? No ; I have been paid by cheque a small amount casually. 
14221. At odd times ? Tes ; but very seldom.
14222. Did you give a receipt for your payments ? No ; I would not give any receipt.
14223. How did you render accounts to Carter & Co. ? By ordinary bills.
14224. Were you not asked to receipt these accounts ? No.
14225. Never? Never.
14226. On no occasion were you paid by cheque for a full fortnight’s carting ? Never.
14227. In what way did you appear on the pay-sheet ? I suppose I appeared as an ordinary working 
man on the pay-sheet. '
14228. In your own name ? Tes.
14229. Did you sign any pay-sheets ? Never.
14230. Not for your money ? No ; I always got my money handed to me at the door.
14231. Tou never signed a receipt? No.
14232. Tou got £40 without giving a receipt? Tes.
14233. Mr. Davi$.~] Can you remember when it was you carted that cement from Shea’s Creek to 
Contract 79 ? No.
14234. Do you remember the work being stopped at Shea’s Creek between Mitchell Hoad and the bottom 
of M‘Donald-street ? Tes. "
14235. Was it about that time ? It was.
14236. Do you remember what cement it was you carted ? No.
14237. Tou do not remember the brand ? No.
14238. What you say is that you had three double-horse drays carting for about three weeks, and that 
each dray would take twelve casks at a time, and would make three trips a day ? Tes.
14239. Mr. Carter.] Tou have been working for us a long time? Tes. 14240.
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14240. At day-wort, piece-work, and every otter sort of work in the carting line ? Yes.
14241. You are always carting cement from one contract to another ? Yes.
14242. Also material of various kinds ? Yes.
14243. When we ran short of material on one job you went yourself or sent someone else to another job for 
material in order to keep us going—that is a fact f Yes. ’
14244. You say you were never paid by cheque? Yes.
14245. You always got your money at the door like other men ? Yes.
14246. The other carters got their money in the same way ? Yes.
14247. You were paid fortnightly ? Yes.
14248. Did you ever know anyone to give a receipt for wages or for work done on our contracts ? No. 
14249. Or on any other contract apart from our contracts ;—on Mr Pritchard’s or anyone else’s ? No. 
14250. Contractors do not take receipts from their workmen ? No.
14251. Regarding the sand supposed to have been carted from Mossman’s Bay ;—are you sure that Booth 
carted it from Mossman’s Bay ? He carted crushed stone, and that is where I think he got it.
14252. All the sand you carted was from Balmoral Beach and Bourke-street ? Yes.
14253. Mr. Parhes.'] Did you ever cart cement from North Shore to any other contract? No.
14254. You never carted cement from there to Annandale ? No ; I nevet carted cement from North 
Shore to Annandale.
14255. Did you never cart cement from North Shore to Johnstone’s Creek ? No.'

W.
Burcombe.

24Aug^l896.'

George Christie recalled and further examined :— '
14256. Mr. Parkes.~\ When your evidence was interrupted the other day you were reading a number of 
compilations of papers. With reference to papers omitted from the Parliamentary return, was there any 
difficulty in finding out where those papers were by the books m the Government office ? No.
14257. Have you perused the index to the register and the register kept by the Department ? Yes. 
14258. Is every paper there carefully minuted ? Yes.
14259. Will you explain to His Honor the nature of the index and the register ? I may say that, in the 
first place, I have extracted from the index, as regards Contract No. 72, for the purpose of placing it before 
His Honor, this list of papers, being a total number of 106 papers. In my previous evidence I merely 
enumerated fifteen papers, which, perhaps, were considered the more important of the papers.

\_Mr. Davis inquired of His Honor whether, seeing that Mr. Parkes did not ask for these van errs, it 
was competent for Mr. Christie to go further into the matter.
Mr. Christie stated that the fifteen papers he originally submitted connected Contract 72 with Contract 
79, and that these particular papers were material to Contract 79.
His Honor said he would admit the evidenced]

Mr. Christie: All the papers originally submitted in connection with Contract 72, in the Parliamentary 
return, are numbered there 1, 2, 3, and 4, and they appear in the registers. The other documents, which 
are not included, are as per this list. The mode of procedure, which it would seem would be the correct pro
cedure m taking out documents for a Parliamentary return, would be, first, to refer to this index, and from 
that to get a schedule of all the papers referring to that contract—-(the papers, I understand, of each 
contract have been put away in various bundles)—then to refer to the bundles, and check over the papers 
W jii.eX1S^ ^er®W1^ ^he papers as per this list. By so doing, a full list of the papers can be obtained, 
and their whereabouts can also be ascertained. A registration of the papers in connection with Contract 
72 first appears at page 46 of index No. 3, which is the index to register No. 3. The documents in register 
No. 3 are recorded with progressive numbers, commencing with No. 1 of each year, and the papers are 
numbered as regards Contract 72, commencing with the year 1891. The first number which appears to be 
indexed and recorded m the register reads as follows: “Progressive No. 91-151; when registered 
January 23; from whom C. H. Bagge; date, 22/1/91; nature of application and representation! 
Advertisement, Contract No. 72, Munni-street.” There are columns for the issue and return of the papers 
marked • Referred to whom, and when.” This shows that the papers had been issued out on 23/1/91, and 
returned on 27/1/91. Polio wing on in the same way the whole of these papers in connection with Contract 
. have originally been entered in the registers, and have been indexed in the indices. Where the papers 
in any case have been issued there is a record of their issue, showing to whom they have been issued, so 
that at any time if a paper is called for the person keeping the registers can turn up and give information 
as to the person m whose possession the papers are.
14260. His HonorP\ If they are not shown to have been returned ? Yes.
14261. And if they are shown to have been returned they ought to be found in the bundle ? Yes 
14262. Mr. Parkes.] With reference to Contract 79, will you turn up the index ? Contract 79 is in No 4 
register. ’
14263. Does that appear to be kept as fully as the others ? Yes. 
14264. And in the same form ? Yes.
14265. With regard to Contract 77, will you turn up the index ? 
registered paper No. 170—“ Advertisement.” Then follows 316 “ 
way as the others.

It commences in No. 5 index with 
Tenders —and goes on in the same

14266. It seems to be kept in just as complete a manner as the others ? Yes.
1^6.7- f ° riever milld where the papers referred to in all these matters might be, they could t

zh- „ Synte“ 18 Plalmed t0 be complete, so that all the papers can be produced.
14268. His Honor.] Do these books go in years? No; a register is used until it is filled up; a ne
index is started with each register ; No. 3 index applies to No. 3 register, and so on.
14269. All the contracts come under the letter “ C ” ? Yes.
14270. The numbers you pick out as they go ? Yes. ’
14271. Mr. Parkesi] The letters are kept in a similar fashion ? The letters written by the Departmer 
are copied m the letter-book, and are indexed more particularly to persons than to contracts. This seen 
not to be quite m keeping with the registers. In some of the letter-books they have been registered b 
reference to contract. The system has not been uniform as regards the letters from the Department

MO 3 L 1 14272

G. Christie. 
24Au^7l896.
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G. Christie. 14272. Have you prepared the papers in connection with the claim of M'Namara, the wool-scourer, for 
damage done to him by the withdrawal of water from his dam ? These papers have been picked out; they 

24 Aug., 1896. are not quite put in proper order. '
14273. Will you first read Mr. Waller’s report on the scheme? Tes ; it is as follows :—

WALLER, T. F.
Report on claim made by H. Macnamara for damage through Sewerage Works, Shea’s Creek.

70 Pitt-street, Sydney, 5th March, 1892.
Macnamara’s Claim v. Sewerage Board.

Sir,
Agreeable to your instructions I, on the 1st instant, in company with Messrs. Hickson, Davis, M‘Elhone, and 

Wilson, visited Mr. Macnamara’s wool-scouring premises, inspecting the dam, as also Shea’s Creek, the “stormwater 
channel,” the bed of the old creek, and the dam belonging to the wool-scourers above Mr. Macnamara’s works, and on the 
same creek marked “ C ” on plan, also the land intervening between Macnamara’s dam and what is known as the “ earthen 
drain. ”

I subsequently revisited the ground so as to make myself more thoroughly acquainted with the matter in dispute, 
and the effect, if any, caused on the water supplying Macnamara’s dam by reason of certain works undertaken by the 
Department, and I now append my report, with sketch plan, which I trust will be found explanatory and satisfactory.

Should you desire any further information I shall be happy to supply it, as also to wait on you with Mr. M'Elhone, 
as I understand from that gentleman that he expects you will interview him after receiving my report.

' I have, &c.,
The Hon. the Minister for Works, Sydney. T. F. WALLER.

Ack., 8(3192. Register and re-submit 'with other papers, 7(3/92. Done, 8(3(92. P.P., 92/2/81 herewith.
"Submitted.—J.B., 11(3/92. Seen; Mr. Waller’s report appears very conclusive, and shows that Mr. Macnamara has
no claim upon this Department.—W.J.L., 12/3/92. B.C., Mr. Hickson to see.—J.B., 14/3/92. Seen.—R.H., 14(3/92.
Should not Messrs. Williamson and Williamson be informed?—R.H., 15(3/92. Under Secretary for Public Works.

_ Best to do so.—J.B., 15/3/92. Approved by Minister, Order No. 1,221.—D.M‘L., 19 Mar., 92. J.B. Inform.—
" J.B., 21/3/92. Messrs. Williamson and Williamson, 214/3(92. These papers should go to the Crown Solicitor with

94-2,805, H. and R.—R.H, 29/3/94. Undersecretary.
Macnamara’s Claim v. Sewerage Board.—Summary of Report.

Storm-water Channel.—No damage has been caused to Mr. Macnamara by its construction, but rather a benefit, as 
the sewerage water is now under control, as it can be connected to, or cut off from, the dam as may be considered most 
advisable.

2. No additional sewerage water has been introduced into “storm-water channel.”
3. “ Storm or surface water,” the result of rain, can still be conducted to Mr. Macnamara’s dam, which will be, as 

heretofore, mixed with sewerage.
Shea’s Creek—The statement that the supply to Mr. Macnamara’s dam from this creek is in any way interfered 

with by the “storm-water channel ” is contrary to facts and cannot be upheld.
Earth Drain.—The statement that this drain, which extends between the “storm-water channel” and the canal, 

drains Mr. Macnamara’s dam is also groundless, as the original surface of this drain is some feet lower than Mr. Macnamara’s 
dam, and cannot therefore be upheld. I, therefore, find that the only loss sustained by Mr. Macnamara by reason of and 
during the construction of the ‘ ‘ storm-water channel” is the loss of sewerage water, totally unfitted for wool-scouring 
purposes, and of some of the “ storm-water” which might have fallen during the construction of the “storm-water 
channel,” but which “ storm-water ” would have been of little (if of any) service to Mr. Macnamara, as it would have, 
under any circumstances, been mixed with the sewerage water. The surface or rain water lost (if any) could not have 
been of much value, and the amount of such surface or rain water would depend entirely upon the season. For confirma
tion of remarks in this summary, vide my report and sketch plan attached.

T. F. WALLER.
Macnamara’s Claim v. Sewerage Board.—Report.

Storm-water Channel.—Owing to storm-water channel completed by the Sewerage Department, and filling up and 
levelling in some cases of the creek or watercourse, as also the deepening of the said creek or watercourse in such cases 
where it is made use of for the “ storm-water channel,” the sewerage water, as also the “ storm-water ” conveyed by the 
creek or watercourse to Macnamara’s dam, has undoubtedly been diverted from that dam during the carrying out of the 
work up to date ; but it must be borne in mind that the water so diverted would have been always sewerage water, 
except at such times when heavy storms took place and the sewerage water would be mixed with rain water, and in my 
opinion the sewerage water was not and is not fit for wool-scouring purposes. By a system of “stop-boards,” marked 
“B ” on plan attached, the sewerage water can be held until it rises sufficiently high to re-enter the old bed of the creek 
at the point marked “ stop-board ” on the plan : and by the drain pipes which are connected with the sewer on either 
side the storm-water in the catchment area north of Macnamara’s dam, and which would naturally have flowed into the 
creek before it was interfered with, will now be drained into the storm-water channel and mixed with the sewerage water, 
and can eventually be conducted by means of the “ stop-boards ” into the old course of the creek to Macnamara’s dam. 
In fact so far from the storm-water channel having permanently injured Mr. Macnamara, or cut off the water from him, it 
has had the contrary effect; inasmuch as it is now possible to prevent the filthy sewerage water going into his dam, o r if 
he desires it he can obtain it, as well as any storm-water which may fall, in even greater quantities than before. The ‘ ‘ stop- 
boards ” are not in position, but will be placed immediately Mr. Hill’s authority is obtained. Any loss, therefore, which 
Mr. Macnamara may consider he is sustaining is not attributable to the Department, but rather to Mr. Hill, and is plainly 
a matter to be settled between Mr. Macnamara and Mr. Hill. For my own part I do not think that the Department or 
Mr. Hill would be benefiting Mr. Macnamara by sending the sewerage water down to his dam.

Introdueing oj new sewerage wader into storm-water channel. —Examination, as also the statements by Messrs. Hickson 
and Davis, satisfy me that the claim advanced, that extra and more objectionable sewerage matter has been introduced 
into the “storm-water channel” than previously found its way into the old creek or channel cannot he upheld.

Shea’s Creek.—The contention that the Department has diverted the water from this creek is absolutely untenable, 
inasmuch as Shea’s Creek is carried over the “ storm-water channel ” at the point where it intersects the creek, and the 
concrete flume now forming a portion of Shea’s Creek is of the same size as the original creek, and therefore no stoppage or 
obstruction to the flow of water exists.

Earth Drain.—The statement that the earth drain which continues from the “ storm-water channel,” at the point 
marked “ D,” vide plan, is quite incorrect, for the natural fall of the water is to the “ open earth drain ” ; and whether it 
was there or not, the water would not find its way to Macnamara’s dam, as the cross-section levels taken by the Depart
ment show that the surface of the ground or bank of the earth drain is considerably, say 5 feet, below the level of the 
dam. If there is any water in the catchment area west of the “ earth drain ” which would, owing to the contour of the 
ground, naturally find its way into Macnamara’s dam, it will so continue, as the drain will not interfere with it.

The statement that there is a short supply of water in Macnamara’s dam and in no way equal to that contained in 
Eves’ dam, which is above him on Shea’s Creek and marked “C” on plan, is quite correct; hut it is not correct to saddle 
the Department with being the cause of the scarcity of the supply. Examination shows the following to be at least some 
of the causes fairly attributable for the scarcity of water in Macnamara’s dam

1. Large quantities of water are intercepted by Eves and others living above Macnamara, who only allow their surplus
water to continue down the creek.

2. Irrigation by Chinese gardeners, who systematically divert the water from Shea’s Creek subsequent to its leaving
the flume and re-entering the creek.

3. The dirty state of Mr. Macnamara’s dam, which has been allowed to silt up to a considerable extent, owing, beyond
a doubt, to the sewerage water which previously found its way into the dam.

4. The leaky condition of the dam, which allows two streams of water to escape, the volume escaping at time of
inspection being, I should judge, quite sufficient, if retained, to amply supply Mr. Macnamara’s dam.

T. F. WALLER.
14274.
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14274. Tou have a copy of the claim put in by McNamara—the number of the paper is 92-42 ? It does G-. Christie, 
not seem to be amongst these papers. /——s
14275. According to that report by Mr. Waller, does it not seem that the claim was made on account of 24 Aug., 1896. 
Contract 72 ? The papers are with Contract 72 papers. They are dealt with as Contract 72 papers.
14276. But regarding Mr. Waller’s first report, does it not seem that claim is made in connection with 
Contract 72 ? If I had his plan I could say definitely, but the inference to be drawn from these 
papers is that it is so.

Joseph Davis re-called and further examined :—
14277. Sis Honor.'] Tou desire to make an explanation with reference to Mr. Waller’s report on the J-Davis, 
claim put in by Mr. McNamara ? I do. This was not the first report or paper in connection with this case,
Some eighteen months previously Mr. McNamara got an injunction out and stopped the construction 0f 24Aug., 1896. 
the Shea’s Creek canal just below his works. Mr. Waller’s report really arose out of that, although the 
immediate occasion of it was the construction of the storm-water channel which came on twelve or 
eighteen months afterwards. The two things were mixed up.
14278. Mr. Parkes.] Was this cost of £6,800 charged against the Shea’s Creek relief works ? It was 
charged against the Shea’s Creek canal.
14279. That is the Shea’s Creek relief works ;—would it not have been proper to have charged it against 
this contract? I do not know. The case arose from the canal primarily.
14280. From No. 72 Contract? No, from the Shea’s Creek canal.
14281. In what way ? Before the channel was thought of.
14282. Where are the papers to show that ? I cannot tell you where the papers are. I know that is the 
fact. The first thing done by Mr. McNamara was to apply for an injunction against the Department to 
stop the Shea’s Creek work on account of the loss of water he was sustaining at his dam; and the 
injunction was granted.
14283. His Honor.] This Shea’s Creek work was the straightening, deepening, and regulation, of the 
channel of Shea’s Creek ? It was an entirely new channel. It is really a canal 200 feet wide.
14281. Bepresenting Shea’s Creek ? Shea’s Creek at that point is no creek at all. It is simply swampy 
land.
14285. It is an old mangrove swamp, I suppose ? Tes ; there is no defined creek when it gets into the 
level. That was the way in which this case originally arose.
14286. Mr. Parkes.] Then, when the storm-water channel—that is Contract 72—was commenced, Mr.
McNamara made certain representations through Mr. McBlhone ? I do not know whether they were 
made in writing or not.
14287. According to your register, on 6th January, 1892, a complaint was made that water was being 
drawn from McNamara’s woolwashing dam at Shea’s Creek, Alexandria ? Tes ; it was merely a complaint.
There was no formal claim made at that stage.
14288. His Honor.] What had become of the old complaint by Mr. McNamara at that stage ? The 
injunction was still in force.
14289. The issue had not been tried ? No.
14290. The issue was tried after Contract 72 was begun ? Eighteen months or so afterwards.
14291. Were these works then made material evidence in the case—did they come in as aggravating his 
claim? Tes.
14292. The original claim being founded on the making of the original channel ? I do not know that he 
had any claim at that stage. What he complained of was that he was likely to have one, when he got 
out the injunction. Then a channel was constructed, and Shea’s Creek was continued afterwards. They 
moved in the Court to get the injunction dissolved, and they succeeded, and then they proceeded with the 
canal work.
14293. That was before Contract 72 was begun ? Contract 72, at that stage, was finished.
14294. Were the Shea’s Creek canal works in abeyance from the time the injunction was first taken out 
until the time it was dissolved after the beginning of Contract 72 ? That is the case.
14295. Contract 72 only came in as a sort of incidental head of the damage done ? It aggravated the 
case, so Mr. M‘Namara said. The two were mixed up together, and I do not think it would be possible 
to separate one from the other, because they were taken together in the Court.
14296. Mr. Parkes.] Is the case settled yet ? I do not think the money has been paid to Mr. McNamara.
I think there is some adjustment to be made before the amount of the award is given.
14297. His Honor.] Did Mr. McNamara succeed on the trial of the issue ? Tes, he succeeded in getting 
from the jury £10,000, which was reduced on law points to £3,000 odd.
14298. The final result was that £3,000 was allowed by Mr. Justice Owen to stand as the judgment of 
Mr. McNamara against the Department? Tes. Then there was a point as to whether it should go to 
the Privy Council. I think it did go before the Full Court, and that point eventually was given up.
14299. Mr. Parkes.] What was the total legal cost paid to Mr. McNamara ? That I could not tell you.
14300. Did it exceed that £6,000 ? I do not know the amount that was paid.
14301. Mr. Hungerford said he would get that information by to-day—has he got it ? I do not know.
14302. Mr. McNamara had another claim for damage done by smoke ? Tes, at the time the original 
channel was being cut along the site of the canal.
14303. Did he succeed in that case ? He did not press it, I believe. It was against the contractors. I 
never heard of any money being paid. The fact is it would be rather difficult to prove any damage. What 
he alleged was that the smuts from the fires they were making to burn off the reeds were deposited on 
some wool he was drying in a paddock.
143035. Is this case cleared up ? I do not think so.
14304. It is still hanging fire ? I suppose he has abandoned it, or we should have heard something about it.
14305. His Honor.] What contractors were these ? Carter & Co.
14306. For what contract ? For the storm-water channel—that is, Contract 72.
14307. Mr. Parkes.] Tou wrote a minute on the 1st May, 1891, stating that the contractors were liable 
for this damage ? I presume 1 would say that. I have not seen the minute for many years.
14308. Here is Mr. Carter’s reply ; will you read it ? This reply is dated April 28, and my minute, which 
is ’dated 1st May, seems to have been made on that letter.

14309.



452 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

• J. Davis. 14309. What does Mr. Carter say to that? He says in his letter :—
24Aua 1896. ^ave honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of April 28th, re damage caused by fires at Shea’s Creek,

’ Contract 72, and, in reply, to state that we recognise no liability in the matter.
That was his view, and my view was different from that.
14310. The case is not settled yet ? I do not know.
14311. Has the final voucher of Contract 72 been paid? Tes. [Vide Appendix No. 54.] _
14312. His Honori\ Do I understand that the work on the part of Contract 72 which was alluded to in 
the original contract as the parts which might have been cut out was done? Tes. _
14313. That part of the contract was completed ? Tes. It .was the upper portion where the question 

• arose later on, when the funds were exhausted. . _
14314. Mr. Parkesi] There was a letter written by a resident of Macdonaldtown complaining that brick

• • spalls from an old house which had been pulled down were being put in the concrete instead of stone,
and there is a minute of yours with regard to that letter;—do you recollect the case. Tes.
14314J. The paper is 92-1,166 ? I do not remember the old house, but I remember the brick spalls. 
14315. Will you read'the letter ? The letter, which was addressed, I presume, to Mr. Darley, was in these 
terms:—

I hope that you are cognisant of the fact of Messrs. Forrest and Carter’s contract of continuation of concrete sewer, 
via Macdonaldtown, the above firm of contractors are building with old rubbish of bricks instead of stone, as was in the 
case of Messrs. Parry and Farley. As a property-holder of the borough I enter my protest. Hoping that you will see 
at once into this important state of affairs I will withhold my name and address.
I do not observe anything in the letter about an old house. ' _
14316. I presume the spalls came from one of the houses that had been pulled down ;—can you give the 
particulars of this case ? I can tell you that they were vitrified bricks.
14317. Will you read your minute on that letter ? My minute is as follows :—

The broken bricks referred to are far stronger than the ordinary sandstone which we use in our concrete works. 
They are vitrified, and are, in my opinion, equal to bluestone.
That I say now.
14318. Were did they get them from ? I could not tell you what brickyard they got them from. There 
is a brickyard close at hand. They were very hard-burned bricks. The bricks had been exposed to the 
fire to such a degree that they had run together and resembled bluestone more than sandstone.
14319. His Honori] Were they kiln-lining bricks ? They were bricks which would be in-the flue of the 
kiln. ,
14320. Mir. Parisesi] Don’t you think the Government ought to have had the benefit of the difference 
between the cost of these bricks and the cost of the metal which ought to have been used ? I should 
say myself that the bricks would cost as much as the metal.
14321. More than bluestone? I should say they would cost as much as sandstone.
14322. Sandstone would have had to be carted ? These bricks would have had to be carted from the 
brickyard.
14323. If they were vitrified bricks they would be only waste ? Tes. I do not know whether the 
contractors had to pay anything for them—probably not; but they might have.
14324. His Honor 1] How were they broken—with a machine or with a hammer ? They were knapped. 
It was an advantage to the Department to get these bricks, as they made better concrete than sandstone 
would.
14325. Mr. Parkes.'] Paper 92-1,416 is a letter from the Council Clerk of Alexandria objecting to the 
contractors using their stone bridge or culvert;—can you explain the matter ? I remember the case very 
well, but I cannot quite call to mind what was done. I do not know that it was their bridge. I think it 
was a Government bridge.

^ 14326. Will you read the correspondence ? Tes. It is as follows :—
* gir Town Hall, Borough, of Alexandria, June 21,1892.

* I am directed by resolution of Council to ask whether Contractor Forrest, who is constructing the Munni-street 
Stormwater Sewer from Macdonaldtown through Mitchell Road, has any. right under his specification to the stone which the 
Mitchell Road Bridge was constructed of. It appears that he exercises that right iu face of the Council’s letter to him, 
cautioning him against in anyway disposing of same. What is the usual practice in your Department in matters of that sort? 
An early answer will oblige. 1 remain, &c.,
J. Davis, Esq., Engineer for Sewerage, J. MADDEN,

Harbours and Rivers Department, 42, Elizabeth-street, Sydney. Council Clerk.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, June 27, 1892.
Minute Paper.

Subject:—Contract No. 72. Shea’s Creek Stormwater Sewer. Bridge at Mitchell Road.
It has been the custom, unless provision was specially made in the specification, for the contractors doing the work to have 
for their own use any old materials which they might have to remove in order to execute the new work. In the case of the 
bridge at Mitchell Road, as there was nothing in the specification about the ownership, I think the contractors should be 
allowed to make whatever use of it they think fit.

Under clause 50 of the specification, I think we might ask the contractors to cart this bridge or any other material to 
any place we decide upon; hut it would be rather straining the clause to use it to apply it to the ownership of the bridge m
question. ’ .

I recommend the Alexandria Council be informed in terms of the first paragraph of this report.
M!r. Bagge. t

For the approval of the Kngineer-in-Chief.—C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 28/6/92. Write.—R.H, 28/6/92. Council Clerk,
Alexandria, 29/6/92.

Copy, Letter Book No. 5 (269), marked D, page 175.
gjj. 29 June, 1892.

' ln reply to your letter of the 21st instant, asking whether the contractors for the stormwater sewer from Munni- 
street to Shea’s Creek have any right to the stone which they have taken out of the Mitchell Road Bridge, and what the usual 
practice is in this Department in matters of the kind, I have the honor to inform you that it has been the custom, unless 
provision were specially made to the contrary in the specification, for contractors^ to have for their own use any old materials 
they might have to remove in order to execute a new work. In the case of the Mitchell Road Bridge, as there is nothing m the 
specification about the ownership, the contractors are entitled to make whatever use of the old materials they think fit. 
r I have, &c.,

ROBT. HICKSON,
Council Clerk, Alexandria. Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

• 14327.
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14327. There is a difference between your minute and the letter which was sent to the Council Clerk. J* Davis. 
In your minute you say, “ I think the contractors should be allowed to make whatever use of it they 
should think fit,” and in the letter you say, “ The contractors are entitled to make whatever use of the "** u^-’ '
old materials they think fit” ? That is simply to make the letter readable, I presume. It is Mr. Hickson’s 
alteration.
14328. Did they make concrete of the old material ? No ; I do not think so. .
14329. What did they use it for ? As far as I remember, they used it for the pitching of an inlet over 
Mitchell Eoad, to allow the local drainage to get into the sewer.
14330. Ought not the Government to have had some advantage from that ? I think we had. I think 
we simply paid for labour, and the material went in for nothing.
14331. Tou paid for the full quantity of concrete—where is the item ? I think this inlet was done by 
day labour, as far as my recollection serves me, and that the stones from that bridge were used in this 
inlet.
14332. Can you give definite information on the matter ? I could by looking at the measurement-book, 
perhaps. It occurred four years ago.
14333. Paper 92-1,399 is a letter from Mr. Weedon about the silting up of the open outlet from the 
storm-water channel. Contract 72 ;—will you read it ? The letter is as follows -

Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 16th June, 1892.
Contract No. 72.—Silt in Open Outlet from Storm-water Channel.

Sir, _
I have the honor to furnish herewith cross-sections of above outlet, on which the silt to be removed is shown in 

red. The top of the concrete channel is 12 ft. 3 in. wide, and the bottom width of the outlet, as shown in red, is 12 ft. 0 in. 
down to the 22nd chain, from which point the full width of the old work (as it now stands) will be cleared out; the original 
bottom was 21 feet wide.

The total quantity of excavation by the cross-sections, allowing an average area of 6'32 square feet between 33'50 and 
38'28 chains (the end of the outlet, which was covered with water, and therefore I could not see what silt was laying in it), is 
1903'33 cubic yards, giving 2'26 cubic yards to the yard forward.

I have, &c., ‘
STEPHEN H. WEEDON,

J. Davis, Esq., Supervising Engineer. Resident Engineer.

14334. Will you now read the minutes on that letter? The minutes are as follows :—
• Since the earth which was reported in June of last year (91/1527), was washed into the open channel, which was 

excavated along the line of the proposed Shea’s Creek canal as an outlet for the Shea’s Creek to Munni-street storm-water 
sgwer, there has been no proper outlet for the sewer. To give an outlet, as shown on the accompanying cross-sections, it will 
be necessary to excavate about 1,900 cubic yards of earth, which will cost at schedule rates :—

£ s. d.
Ex. 1,900 cubic yards, at 2s. 6d......................................................................... 237 10 0
Surplus material, 1,900 cubic yards at 6d.; half-price filling ..................... 42 10 0

Total ...................................................................£280 0 0

I recommend that this be done.—J.D., 17/6/92. Mr. Bagge. For the approval of the Engineer-in-Chief.—C. H. 
Ohlrsen Bagur, 20/6/92. Stand over for the present.—R.H., 20/6/92.
14335. Have the contractors been paid for tbe clearing out of that silt ? No.
14336. They will not be paid ? No ; they did not do the work.
14337. Who did the work ? We did.
14338. After the contract was done ? Some time after. I do not know how long after. It was done 
by daywork. It did not cost as much as this, because these rates were a little high.
14339. Was not the contractor, under the specification, compelled to take that risk? I do not think 
so ; I think it was an extraordinary risk which would not be included in any clause of the contract. 
14340. How long did it remain unattended to ? I suppose it must have been twelve months.
14341. It remained for twelve months unattended to ? It was that time in the state described by Mr. 
Wheedon in this minute.
14342. Before it was attended to ? Before it was cleared out.
14343. That was during the time Carter & Co.’s contract was on ? Part of the time.
14344. Was it cleared out after you signed the final certificate ? I cannot say positively ; but I think it 
was.
14345. It was cleared out after you finally paid them ? At any rate, I know they did not do it.
14346. Here is a curious thing I would like you to explain. In carrying out this contract, what was the 
length of that relieving channel you had to excavate ? I think it was 50 chains, or thereabouts.
14347. That never was filled in again—it was simply an open channel ? An open channel.
14348. When you signed the contract with Messrs. Carter & Co., there were 26,200 cubic yards of exca
vation, as stated on page 139 of the Parliamentary return? Tes.
14349. That, ultimately, was paid for as 53,410 cubic yards ;—did that 50 chains make up that difference ? 
That was the case.
14350. It made up the whole of that difference ? Tes.
14351. What was the length of the original contract? I will have to look at the plans if you want to 
know precisely.
14352. Will you get the information ? Tes.
14353. There was no filling done to that channel; it was left open ? Tes.
14354. The filling is 12,000 cubic yards of the original contract, at Is. a yard, and that is increased to 
27,961 cubic yards;—where is that filling ? I would have to look in the measurement-book as to that. 
I could not tell you at this moment.
14355. Does it not seem an enormous increase on the filling ? I do not know. There was a great deal 
of work there which had to be done. I know Mr. Hill was most particular that all these little depressions 
in every direction should be filled up. He had his ranger there constantly, and we had to do what he 
told us to do in that way. He insisted that any depressions which would be likely to be filled with water 
after we had finished the work should be filled up with the excavated material.
14356. At any distance from the contract—all over his paddocks ? Within a couple of chains of the side 
■of the channel.

14357.
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J. Davis. 14357. It was a really good contract at Is. a yard ? I do not think so. I think it would be worth that 
“s to put it in a cart and take it away. .

24 Aug. ,1896. 14358. Paper 92-2,000 relates to repairs to invert of sewer, recommending that brickwork he substituted 
for the concrete ;—will you read your minute? Tes; it is as follows:—

. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 8 September, 1892.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contracts Nos. 72 and 75, Shea’s Creek Sewer. Further, with reference to repairing rendering in invert of

sewer, which was washed away in March last.
When the sewer was finished from the eastern boundary of the Macdonaldtown Park to the open concrete channel below 
Mitchell Road, a length of about 44 chains, the storm-water had to be turned through before the rendering in the invert of 
the sewer had been allowed time to harden. It was absolutely imperative that the water should be turned in when it was, 
because, in consequence of the flood-water not having a proper channel, properties were being damaged. Through this, 
large quantities of the rendering were washed away, and before the work can be considered perfect, or in such a state that 
it can be taken over from the contractor, the invert must be repaired.

I saw Mr. Snodgrass (Messrs. Carter & Co.) and Mr. Farley (Messrs. Parry and Farley) this morning on the ground. 
They appear to think that there will be considerable difficulty in keeping the water off the invert of the sewer a sufficient 
length of time to admit of the rendering hardening, so as to resist the wash of the water. With this I agree.

In order to get over this difficulty they propose that 18 inches of the sandstone concrete be cut away along the 
invert of the sewer, and brickwork be substituted. The contractors, I understand, are willing to turn the water out of 
the sewer to enable them to effect the repairs, cut out the concrete, and substitute brickwork, provided they are paid for 
the brickwork at their schedule rates. This would make the extra cost as follows, viz. :—

£ s. d.
Messrs. Carter & Co., 17 cubic yards, 80s.........................................................  68 0 0
Messrs. Parry and Farley, 23 cubic yards, 61s.................................................. 70 3 0

£138 3 0
Considering that the contractors were obliged to use the sewer before it was properly finished, and as a consequence 

the repairs are necessary, and that the brickwork would make a more durable job than the sandstone concrete and rendering 
it is proposed to remove, I would recommend that the proposals made by the contractors, Messsrs. Carter and Co. and 
Messrs. Parry and Farley, be approved.
Mr. Bagge. J- DAVIS.

Approved.—R.H., 9/9/92. Messrs. Carter & Co., and Messrs. Parry & Farley, informed.—J.D., 10/9/92.,
This work has now been finished, and vouchers are being prepared; but in the case of Parry and Farley I understand 

that Mr. Farley waited upon the Engineer-in-Chief and pointed out that their price for brickwork was only 61s. per cubic 
yard, against 80s. paid to Carter & Co., and asking that they be paid at the same rate as Carter & Co. M ill the Engineer- 
in-Chief please say whether Parry and Farley’s brickwork is to be paid at 61s., their schedule rate, or 80s., Messrs. Carter 
& Co.’s schedule rate.—J.D., 28/11/92. .... . . , ,

As the schedule rate (61s.) is a low price, and the repairing referred to in the withm minute is something beyond 
the ordinary brickwork, as it includes excavating some of the cement work, I approve of the schedule rate for this.
special item being increased by.25 per cent.—.R.H.r28/.l 1/92................. ,

Mr. Weedon to include in voucher.—J.D., 28/11/92. When once storm-water and household-water has passed
for a time over concrete work, rendering will not bond with concrete ; hence the brick lining would certainly be the best and 
only remedy. I therefore recommend Mr. Davis’ proposition to the favourable consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief.— 
C. H. Ohlfsen Bagge, 9/9/92. The Engineer-in-Chief.
14359. Was hydraulic lime used in that concrete? No; Portland cement.
14360. It was all Portland cement ? Yes.
14361. Was hydraulic lime ever used on these sewers ? I think a little has been used at Botany, hut not 
very much. It was used very largely at Potts Hill reservoir.
14362. It did not answer the purpose ? It is a matter of opinion. _
14363. Did it not come to grief ? I do not know very much about it.
14364. It was not used in this case? No.
14365. Ought not good concrete rendering, if allowed twenty-four hours to set, to withstand the slow 
running of water ? Not with the velocity there is in that sewer.
14366. What is the fall in that sewer ? It is a high velocity.
14367. One in 1,000? No, 1 in 500.
14368. Would that he sufficient to wash away that material if it was good ? Tes. It is not merely the 
wash of the water, but this sewer drains the Eveleigh running yards, and a large quantity of clinker is 
brought down in the water and rolls over and over in the invert of the sewer, pulverising the rendering and 
concrete too, and then they get washed away. In my opinion, that was really the cause of damage. 
Although I may not have said so in my minute, that was in my mind when I recommended that brickwork 
should be put in. Although the water might have been kept off for twenty-eight days and certainly it 
would have been necessary to keep the water off for twenty-eight days to allow the cement to harden— 
I was afraid that the clinker from the running sheds would have pulverised the cement a second time and 
that the very same thing would have occurred. On the whole, seeing that the contractors were willing to 
bear a large proportion of the cost themselves in turning out the water and cutting out the concrete, I 
considered it was a fair and reasonable concession to make to pay for the brickwork.
14369. Paper 91-3,024 is a letter written’by Mr. B. C. Simpson, on 10th December, 1891;—will you read 
the letter ? It is as follows :—

My dear Sir, 113, Phillip-street, Sydney, N.S.W., 10 December, 1891.
. 1 *  _ 1 _   £       — — —4-7—a *-i 4- ^v-r 4- V, -vm 4- ri /4 w:Messrs. Carter & Co. have again seen me respecting their claim for compensation on account of the withdrawal 

of the most profitable portion of their Sewerage Contract No. 72, concerning which claim I wrote to you on the 19th
^ Mr. Piper, of your Department, called on me on the 3rd ultimo, and stated that ypu agreed with him as to the 
contractors’ right to complete their contract; but, pending this completion, Messrs. Carter & Co. allege that they are being 
put to continued expense, and desire that a settlement of the question should be arrived at. n .

They appear to want only what is fair, which I am quite sure you will be willing to give them, and I shall be pleased 
if I can assist in a satisfactory settlement. I shall be glad to call on you at any time that will be convenient to you.

Yours, &c.,
R. R. P. Hickson, Esq., Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, Sydney. B. C. SIMPSON.

Ask Mr. Simpson to call on Monday at 11 a.m.—R.H., 11/12/91. Mr. Piper. B. C. Simpson, Esq., 11/12/91.

14370. There is no doubt from that letter that the intention of the Department was to convey to Messrs. 
Carter & Co., as early as December, an intimation that this contract was going on ;—was not that so ? It 
appears that Mr. Simpson understood something of the kind from the portion of his letter where he says
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that Mr. Piper stated that Mr. Hickson agreed with him as to the contractors’ right to complete their J- Davis, 
■contract. I cannot tell what was in his mind, except that the completion itself was evidently before him. o/T 
14371. There is a minute by Mr. Griffith, in connection with Contract 79, making inquiries into Bond and 2 u?'’ ‘
Hudson’s tender ;—that minute was not included in the Parliamentary return ? I cannot say until I see • 
the minute. '
14372. "Will you make a memorandum of the minute ? Tes.
14373. There is a minute in regard to the same contract by Inspector Wagg, re Beid’s dismissal;— 
will you get tbe minute ? Tes.
14374. In Contract 77 there was a claim of £7 paid to Dickson for damage done to his house by blasting,
■out of petty cash, lately, by your authorisation—was not that so ? Not to my knowledge. ‘
14375. Was not that amount paid out of petty cash ? Not to my knowledge.
14376. Will you get that minute too ? I do not know of any such minute.
14377. The date of the minute is 26th Pebruary, 1896 ; in the 79 portfolio, on 26th August, 1895, there 
«,re minutes from yourself and Mr. Griffiths, backwards and forwards, authorising Contract 79a to be let 
without tender, and ultimately there is a minute, but these papers cannot be found anywhere ;—were 
such papers in existence ? Not to my knowledge. I do not remember ever to have had any communica
tion with Mr. Griffiths on the subject.
14378. I would ask you to look up these papers, bearing date 25th August, 1895 ? I will see if they are 
in existence.
14379. The papers are in the portfolio, for I made a memo, of them ;—if you recollect I asked you on a 
former occasion about a claim by Arnold for blasting work;—that was paid? I believe it was. It has 
to be deducted from the contractor. In all these claims the public have the right to sue the Department, 
and we, on the advice of the Crown Solicitor, have our redress with the contractors.
14380. Have you done that in every case ? I believe so in every case. As a matter of fact, very few 
claims for blasting have been paid by the Department. I think Arnold’s is the only one. There is another 
■case which has been dealt with during the last few days. I do not remember the name.
14381. What about Shell’s case ? He sued the contractors, and the contractors paid him, I presume.
We have not paid the contractors.
.14382. Have you finally settled the contract ? Tes.
14383. There is no chance of the contractors having a claim upon you ? The contractors think they have 
a claim still for that amount of money.
14384. That is not yet settled then ? It is not. It is settled, in so far as the claim made by the con- 
■tractors for a refund of the amount of damage paid was refused by the Department.
14385. Are they demanding payment now? They wrote about five months ago.
14386. In these papers you recommended that it should be paid, according to the minute which was read 
on the last occasion you were examined ? I do not think I recommended it. As far as I remember I 
thought it was a fair thing.
14387. A reasonable claim ? Tes ; but I do not think I recommended it.
14388. Referring to Contract No. 79a, in the voucher, which appears in the Parliamentary return on page 
■372, there is this item : “ First advance on difEerence between lump sum and value of work at schedule 
Tates, £2,000 ”? I can explain it, still I had nothing to do with the work at that time. It is the difference 
at that time between the measurements which had been made and the working them out at schedule rates 
;and the lump sum.
14389. Did you make that distinction throughout the certificates to contractors ? I do not think so. It 
was dropped in the end ; £12,534 19s. 2d. was paid. '
14390. It says, “ First advance on difference between lump sum and value of work at schedule rates — 
was there another advance made them ? That advance of £2,000 was made.
14391. At what date? On 23rd December, 1895.
14392. Was there no advance made before that? That was the first, according to this paper.
J.4393. Does it not appear in other certificates before this ? It might have done so ; but it would only 
'be £2,000 in the end.
14394. What gave them a title to be paid on that ? As I have already explained, the quantity at schedule 
rates worked out to a certain amount—£11,563 8s. 6d.; and the lump sum they were entitled to for the 
'work was £12,534 19s. 2d. It seems that Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Darley, at the time the certificate was 
made out, assessed that the value of work done on the contract up to that date was £13,700, in view of the 
fact that they were to get ultimately £14,331 Is. 4d. for the whole of the work.
14395. As a matter of fact, they made a substantial profit on that job ? I think that £2,000 is the 
amount. The work when finished, worked out at schedule rates, would have come nearer £14,331 Is. 4d.
'than £13,500. There would not have been a difference of £2,000 between the contract as worked 
out at schedule rates and the lump sum.

George Christie recalled and further examined :—
14396. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou have prepared a list of the additional papers relating to Contract 79a, which G. Christie, 
were omitted from the Parliamentary papers? Tes. ' —'
14397. Will you indicate the nature of the papers, which I will ask His Honor to admit as Appendices? 24Aug.,1896. 
Paper 94-1,471 is a letter from Jones and Jones, solicitors, re claim of Foster against the Metropolitan 
Board of Water Supply and Sewerage. That was followed up by 94-1,497, a minute of J. Davis in 
reference to alleged damage by blasting; paper 94-1,356 is Jones and Jones’ preceding letter of 3rd 
August with reference to Mr. Robert Foster’s claim ; paper 94-1,497 is a further minute of Mr. Davis 
on 25th August, 1894, re Jones and Jones’ correspondence; paper 94-998, dated 12th June, 1894, is a 
minute from J. W. Boys, Contract 79a, North Sydney, relative to the complaint of workmen not receiving 
their wages, and Mr. Davis’ minute of 12th June, 1894, thereon ; paper 94-307 is a letter from Carter & Co. 
on 1st July, 1895, asking for an advance of £3,000 from the retention money, with further minutes 
therein; paper 95-830, dated 28th August, 1895, is a minute of T. Griffiths, approving of extension 
of High-street branch at schedule rates.
14398. These are the main papers relating to Contract 79 which were left out of the Parliamentary 
return? Tes ; there are other papers, but these are papers of an important character which should have 
been included in the return. 14399.
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O. Christie. 14399. In connection with Contract 79, there are certain papers which are omitted from the Parliamentary 
t return ? Tes. I think these papers were read at the last sitting of the Commission. There are certain

24 Aug.,1896. papers in Contract 79a which are in the Parliamentary return, hut which have not been read.
14400. Do you produce the papers relating to Contract 72 which were omitted from the Parliamentary 
return ? I do.

J. Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 14401. Mr. Parhes.^ Is this a letter from Inspector Wagg ? Tes.

—- 14402. "What contract does it refer to ? Contract 79.
24 Aug.,1896. 14403. Will you read the letter ? Tes ; it is as follows :—

Sir, Sewerage Works, North Sydney, Contract No. 79, 16|11|93.
I beg to report that when filling in No. 8 shaft around the brickwork, some feet high, the workmen were 

putting in some very large stones with the muck. I told them to throw them on one side. They broke them up instead, 
ileid, the contractors’ manager, told them to put them down as they were. I objected, and he became very abusive and 
openly defied me. The work also being improperly rammed, I objected to any more being done unless done as I requested. 
This man openly defies all the Inspectors. I have known an Inspector wishing to go below and the engine-driver hiding in 
the bush and dodging the Inspector, thus preventing him inspecting the work. The driver, when asked the next day about 
his conduct, admitted the fact, but said he was acting under instructions. Some measures ought immediately to be taken 
with this man, who really carries things too far, openly defying the Inspectors, and also tells the workmen to take no 
notice of us whatever. .
J. W. T. Boys, Esq., Resident Engineer. Yours, &c.,

INSPECTOR WAGG.
14404. What did you write upon that letter ? I wrote this minute :—

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 18 November, 1893.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 79—North Shore—Inspector Wagg’s report re Reid’s conduct.

Upon Mr. Boys handing to me Inspector Wagg’s report, I arranged for a meeting with the contractors on the following 
morning, which took place in the presence of Mr. Boys, and Inspectors Wagg and Fowle.

The contractors admitted that Reid was entirely in the wrong in the course of conduct he had pursued, and stated 
that they had already rebuked him for it, and would further do so. I gave them to understand that as Reid was acting as 
their foreman he must at all times be willing to carry out any reasonable request the Inspectors made to him, and unless 
he did this, if it was only for the purpose of maintaining discipline, he must be removed. But beyond this such conduct as 
Reid has been guilty of could not for one moment be allowed. The Inspectors must be supported in their endeavours to 
get the specified quality of work executed on the contract, and if this man Reid does not mend his ways, or if he shows any 
more insubordination, the matter must be at once reported. Will Mr. Boys kindly note this.

J.D.
Mr. Boys. Noted and returned, 20/11/93. J.W.T.B. Put away.—J.D., 22/11/93.

14405. This man Eeid seems to have been somewhat of a nuisance to you all through, does he not ? I 
would not go as far as that, but still he was a man I did not care very much about.

WEDNESDAY, 26 AUGITJST, 1896.
Thomas Wright recalled and further examined

T. Wright. 14406. Mr. Parhes.'] Do you desire to make a statement as to what took place yesterday, when an 
examination was made of the invert of the storm-water sewer on Contract 61 ? I do. I do not think 

26Aug.,1896. thg trial was a fair trial. I find by talking to two men (one of them is at the Post Office), who have a 
great knowledge of this matter, that, if the material was there, in place of taking about an hour and a 
half it would take about six or eight hours to hunt through these things.
14407. PLis Donor.] To do what? To put these four holes in. If the quantity of concrete was there, 
in place of taking an hour and a half, which they took, it would take six or eight hours to bore the four 
holes they bored yesterday. They commenced them after 11 o’clock and they were done after 1 o’clock, 
and at the time you were away they did nothing at all.
14408. Did you not go in and sound the depth of the holes ? They are not through the concrete yet. 
Tou think they are in concrete, but there is no concrete there. When they drove the drill down they 
kept a piece of metal in front of the drill right through. I know what the bottom is there ; it is a nice 
black, loamy, tough kind of soil. I believe they could go out to-day and get 18 inches of concrete there. 
I spoke to four men this morning, and one of them says that he cannot put a hole through bluestone in 
less than three hours. The concrete you saw was as hard as any bluestone. The first hole they put in was 
Hi inches, the second was 10| inches, the third was 9i inches, the fourth was 9 inches. It runs 3 feet 
6 inches. I can drive a hole which any two men in New South Wales can do. If they had spent six or 
eight hours putting in holes you might suppose the stuff is there; but the stuff is not there. I am 
confident that it is not. I could see by the way the drill worked that they were keeping stuff in front 
of the drill and following it down. The hammer was only 2-j lb. or 31b. weight. It would hardly make a 
mark in the concrete at all. There was no room to strike it. One man would have done more than two 

. with a single hammer, because there is not room for the two. With a 7 lb. hammer he would have drilled
as quickly as with two. I think that if a piece was cut out by some independent man, or by two men not 
interested in the matter at all, it would be more satisfactory. If you looked at these men they shook ; 
and when you see a man trembling he is doing something which is not right. I know the drill was not 
worked right. I have not been in the employ of the Grovernment for twenty years, concreting and 
cutting holes, without knowing what it is- I know I could not do it. Por over twenty years I have been 
at concrete—at the fortifications at Botany, and at several other places—and I know the dodges they can 
work with the drills. That stuff all went down in front of the drill.
14409. Mr. Parhes.] Do you want a small section cut out ? ' Tes.
14410. It is as easy to cut out a bit as to bore a hole in it ? If I had got a hole through you could have 
gone in underneath and seen it; I am confident that the stuff is not there. The man in the Post-office 
says it could not be done by them in less than six hours.
14411. Is there anything underneath that concrete ? I do not know.
14412. Is there any other bottom ? In two places—one near where the office was—I believe they put in 
some dry coarse sandstone. 14413.
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14413. Did they put it in the bottom where you say the thinness is ? I do not think so. I think the ^ Wright, 
place I mean is there yet; to the best of my belief it is there. 9r""a
14414. His Honor.~\ The bottom where you say it was then is black sand ? It is all black soil until you 261896. 
get to the office, and there it is white sand.
14415. That is, black sand in the Chinese garden ? It is more like black loam ; the drill would punch 
through there. It would be like pushing something through a piece of tough cheese. Tou would think it 
was doing a lot of work when it was doing nothing at all.
14416. Mr. Parhes^} Do you mean that down the small space of the drill-hole they push nietal ahead of
it ? On the bottom side of the concrete it is rough, and that follows in front of the drill. They can '
keep that in front of the drill until they go as far as they like. ,
14417. Is it not possible that you have been mistaken in your idea ? I do not know. I cannot see how
I could be. Unless there are fairies or witches in Hew South Wales, I do not know how it could be done
in the time. It must be there. .
14418. His Honor.y Don’t you think that you may have mixed up the places? No. There was a man
hole there at one time. I think it was at the bend. I went in one day to the plasterer, and he could not 
get the invert made straight with a straight edge. He was picking it, and he said to me, “Tom, this is 
very thin; I am afraid of going through it.”
14419. How far from the mouth is the man-hole ? I was asking yesterday. I could not find it. It was 
only put in as a convenience for putting down the stuff, and it was built up again. I do not know where 
the plasterers are.
14420. Mr. Davis.~] You were not working the whole of the time at Alexandria ? No.
14421. Part of the time you were working at North Shore ? Tes.
14422. Does it not occur to you that, while there might have been something wrong in the way you have 
indicated, it is possible that during your absence at North Shore it might have been put right ? It might 
have been.
14423. That is where the mistake has arisen? It might have been put right, but I firmly believe it '
was not. ‘
14424. It might have been ? I do not think it was ; I firmly believe it was not done.
14425. Supposing there was a little mistake made in the levels, and when you came to set the ribs you 
discovered that mistake—and remember it occurred six years ago—and then you went to North Shore 
and this thing was put right, as it appeared yesterday was the case, for we found the concrete all right;— 
do you think it is possible that it might have been done ? It could have been done, but I do not believe 
it was done ? At the first hole I was satisfied that the thing was not there when they went down 11|- 
inches. I know Jim Eogers would not put in 11^ inches for 9 inches. It was not through the metal 
then. In the last hole it sounded as if it was striking bell metal
14426. This place where you say some dry sandstone was put in was near the office? Tes.
14427. The office was nowhere near where we put these holes yesterday? No.
14428. So that the dry sandstone which was put in the concrete could not have been what we were 
drilling in yesterday ? No.
14429. Are you satisfied that what we were drilling in was concrete ? I am satisfied there was concrete 
on the top; it was not all through. I am satisfied there was a bit of bluestone on the top.
14130. Tou did not say anything about this yesterday? I did not think it was any business of mine to 
speak.
14431. His Honor.~\ Tou were there with every opportunity to see if the holes were properly done?
14432. Mr. Carter.] Did you ever work for two consecutive days at the Alexandria sewer ? Oh, yes! and 
more than that. “
14433. Tou are quite sure that you worked for two consecutive days ? Tes. I used to go with Billy 
Allen.
14434. Tou are quite sure that you worked there for two days at a stretch? Tes, and more than two 
days. I was paid there two or three times. I do not think I was awray a day from Alexandria until it 
was nearly finished, when I went to North Shore.
14435. Where did you make the ribs for the job ? I made them on the ground.
14436. Tou did not make them in Webb’s yard ? I did not make the centre in Webb’s yard.
14437. Don’t you remember that Mr. Snodgrass and myself marked out the centres for you on a door in 
Cook & Webb’s yard ? I think he marked out the centre to take the mould for the two other places, I 
took the mould, and it was shifted over to Alexandria. ■

Thomas Williams recalled and further examined :—
14438. Mr. Parkes.] Do you recollect ever being shown a letter, stating that it was supposed that the T- Williams.
condemned cement had gone from Contract 53 to your contract, and which was supposed to have been
written to Mr. Small, of the Water and Sewerage Board ? I remember—I think it was in 1891—getting 26Aug->1896.
word to go to the District Engineer’s office, and Mr. Cook showed me a letter stating that fifty casks of
cement were shifted from the sheds at Waverley to my work. He asked me if I knew anything about it,
and I told him no. • ° ’
14439. That was from Carter & Gummow’s job ? Tes ; I think it was Contract 53.
14440. Tou said “ No, it did not go to you ”? Tes.
14441. Did you remonstrate with Mr. Eogers, vffio was a partner in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ?
Yes. I saw him some time afterwards, and I asked him how he’eame to say that I had taken cement.
14442. What did he say ? I think he told me that Mr. Davis happened to go on the job, and asked him 
what had become of this cement, and he said “ Williams has taken it.” I said “ How did you come to 
do that, Eogers?” “ Well,” he said, “I did not know what to tell them.” I think he said thev put it 
from the casks into bags on the Sunday. “
14443. Did he say it was used on the job ? Tes, he told me they put every shovel of it on the job.
14444. Tou know Mr. Eogers very well? Tes. ’
14445. Tou have had lots of communications with him ? Tes.
14446. Tou could believe him as regards what he stated ? I think so, because the cement never came to 
my work. Of course, upon my telling Mr. Cox that I never saw anything of it, he initialled the letter and 
sent it back.

140—3 M 14447.
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T. Williams. 14447. That is the letter from Mr. Davis ? The letter from the Construction Department.
' 14448. It was initialled and sent back to them ? I think so.

26Aug., 1896. 14449 jy[r GarterHow do you purchase cement—at the merchants’ risk or at your own risk? 
Certainly I have purchased at the merchants’ risk.
14450. If it does not pass the test the merchants have to take it back at their own expense ? I think so. 

■ 14451. Would you consider then, that it would be any advantage at all to the contractors to use the
condemned cement ? I do not think so.
14452. What reason do you think Mr. Eogers had for saying such a thing ? The only reason he could 
have would be that it would delay the work.
14453. Tou are never short of fifty casks of cement while three or four contracts are going on ? That is 
all I know about it. The documents should be here.
14454. Mr. Parhes.'] I presume that if the contractor happened to have paid for his cement it would have 
to be used ? Oh no ! he buys it on the understanding that it has to pass the test.
14455. Does not all that depend upon an agreement being made ? I do not know. I have always bought 
on the understanding that it must pass the standard test, and if it did not pass that test they have taken 
it away.
14456. As a matter of fact, it would be possible for a contractor to make arrangements with a seller to 

. deduct a good portion of the cost of that cement ? I do not know.
14457. Would it not be possible for him to do so ? I could not answer that question. Of course, any
thing is possible.
14458. I suppose he who sells the cement would be willing, rather than take it back, to sell it at half
price ? I could not answer that question.
14459. Sis Honor.] What becomes of the cement, which does not pass the Government test, in the 
market ? Sometimes cement which comes out of a ship will not pass the test, but if you allow it to stand 
for a few weeks it gets all right.
14460. Then it is put to the test again, and it may pass ? Sometimes.
14461. If cement is all bad, what becomes of it in the market ? I do not know.
14462. Do you know whether private builders trouble themselves about tests or not ? I do not know. 
14463. Mr. Garter.] Tou know the test is a very severe one? Tes.
14464. What will not pass the Sewerage Department, very often, in fact repeatedly, will pass theEailway 
Department ? I have had no experience of the Construction Branch or the Bailway Department.
14465. Tou know, as a matter of fact, that the test is a very severe one? Tes, I think so.
14466. It is about the severest test in the Colony. I think it is pretty severe.
14467. Very often what you or I, or any practical man, would term good cement, is rejected under that 
test ? I cannot tell good cement from bad. I think the test is the only thing to tell its quality, and then 
I do not think you can always arrive at its quality.
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J. Brown. 14468.
/—14469. 

26Aug.,1896. 14470.
14471.
done ? 
14472. 
14473. 
14474. 
14475. 
14476. 
14477. 
14478.

John Brown sworn and examined :—
Mr. Parhes.] What is your occupation ? I am unemployed at present.
Were you at any time employed by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No.
Were you never upon the Glebe job ? I was Government inspector at the Forest Lodge job. 
While you were inspector there for the Department, did you ever notice any defective work being 
None whatever.

In no case ? No.
What part of the job were you working on ? I was mining inspector.
Tou were not working on the concrete ? No ; I was only working in the tunnels.
Do you know Mr. Thomas Williams, the builder ? Tes.
Did you have a conversation with him lately ? No, not lately.
Tou did not tell him, did you, that the Glebe sewer was worse than Bare Island ? No, never. 
Tou never said such words to him ? No.

Thomas Williams recalled and further examined :—■
Mr. Parhes.'] Do you know John Brown, the last witness who came in here ? Tes.
Have you had a conversation with him lately ? Tes ; some three or four weeks ago.
When he came back from Brisbane ? Tes.
Did he make any remarks to you concerning the Glebe sewer ? No, not then. I had heard them 

before he went to Brisbane.
14483. His Honor.] How long ago was that ? It was just before last Christmas.
14484. Mr. Parhes.] What did he say during that conversation? Well, I do not like repeating what has 
been said.
14485. Tou must give the evidence here, Mr. Williams ? He told Mr. Ewing and myself the Glebe job 
was rottener than Bare Island.
14486. His Honor.] That is the Glebe sewerage job ? Tes.
14487. Mr. Parhes.] Did he give you any detailed reasons for coming to that conclusion ? No, I do not 
remember anything in particular. I remember his saying that in the presence of Mr. Ewing.
14488. Was anyone else there besides Mr. Ewing? No.
14489. Did he not give any description of any defective work ? I think that was his meaning.
14490. His Honor.] Did he indicate the particular kind of work ? No.
14491. Mr. Parhes.] Did you make any comment on his remarks? No, I do not think so.
14492. It happened in general conversation ? Tes.
14493. Did Mr. Ewing hear it ? Tes.
14494. His Honor.] How did the conversation arise ? We were talking of Mr. Parkes bringing the thing 
before the House.
14495. In what street ? In Market-street, near Pitt-street.
14496. Did Brown come up when you and Ewing were talking, or did you all meet before this occurred ? 
W? were all together before this happened for half an hour. 14497.

T. Williams. 14479. 
/—' 14480. 

26 Aug., 1896. 14481.
14482.
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14497. Shouting for each other ? No, I do not think we are shouting men ; it was a general conversation T. Williams, 
about these charges which Mr. Parkes was bringing up in the House.
14498. And out of that this conversation arose? Tes. Of course Mr. Brown has always been a bit bitter 26 Aug’’189b' 
to think that he was badly treated by the Department.
14499. Was he dismissed then ? He seemed to think so.
14500. Had you a former conversation with him in which he mentioned the action of the Department in 
getting rid of him ? I heard him talking about the way he was treated. I cannot remember exactly the 
conversation. .
14501. Had he been out of work then for some time ? Tes, he must have been out some time, but I 
could not tell you how long.
14502. When he said the Grlebe contract was worse than Bare Island, did you or Mr. Ewing put any 
questions to him as to what the nature of the bad work was ? I do not think so.
14503. Do you remember what you or Mr. Ewing said to him ? I. do not recollect.
14504. Did you chaff him, for instance, about it ? I suppose there was a bit of chaff going on.
14505. He had been in charge of part of the work on the Grlebe contract ? I think so.
14506. Tou knew that he had been in charge of the work ? I did not know at the time that he had been 
in charge of that job.
14507. Not at the time this conversation took place ? Not before then.
14508. Did you not say “ How do you come to know this?” or make any remark of that kind ? No.
14509. Tou mean to say that you iust allowed what he said to pass by ? I do not remember what 
happened. '
14510. Tou have seen him since then ? Tes. I saw him after he came back from Brisbane. I think I 
said that in my previous evidence.
14511. Did any conversation of the same kind then take place? No.
14512. Hr. Davis^\ Was it said in a jocular tone—were you joking with each other at the time ? No ;
I do not think so.
14513. Tou took it seriously ? It was no business of mine, and I did not take much notice of it.
14514. Tou took him to mean what he said ? I could not help noticing what he said. Tou do not very 
often hear such expressions.
14515. Mr. Parhes.'] Has not that Glebe job been a topic of conversation amongst contractors and 
Government inspectors for some time ? I think that has been referred to a good few times ; still I cannot 
remember any conversation about it in particular. ■
14516. Have you heard workmen speak about it ? No. '
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John Brown recalled and further examined.
14517. Mr. Parhes.] Do you recollect meeting Mr. Thomas Williams, the builder, before you went to 
Brisbane ? I met him many a time on the street.
14518. Did you go to Brisbane about Christmas time? No, I went in April last.
14519. How long were you on the Glebe job ? About 8 months, I suppose, at a rough guess. I could not 
tell you without looking at my book.
14520. Was any concrete done during the time you were there ? I had nothing whatever to do with the 
concrete. '
14521. Tou had only to inspect the blasting ? That is all.
14522. What did the cut run through—shale, rock, or what ? Shale—in some places rock and sandstone. 
14523. Was it taken out to the full dimensions required by the plans ? Tes.
14524. Everywhere ? Tes.
14525. In your conversation with Mr. Williams, which you had before you went to Brisbane, did you hot 
make a remark to him that the Glebe sewer was as bad as, or worse than, Bare Island ? No, not that I am 
aware of.

J. Brown. 
26Aug^l896.

14526. Do you recollect ever meeting him ? I have met him many a time.
14527. I mean did you meet him on a special occasion before you went away? No; I saw him every time
I came to town.
14528. Did you ever meet him with Mr. Ewing ? I have met them many a time together, because they 
are always together.
14529. Did you then make any remark which might be interpreted to bear that meaning ? Not that I am 
aware of.
14530. Did you ever make any remark about the Glebe sewer at all ? If I did I do not remember it. 
14531. Can you not recollect whether you did make some remark about the Glebe sewer;—just think 
awhile ? I do not remember.
14532. How did you come to leave the Government employ ; did you resign ? No; I was suspended.
14533. Why ? Mr. Davis discharged me because he found on top of one of the shafts about two buckets
of concrete in which he reckoned there was not sufficient cement. That is why I was discharged.
14534. Whose job was that on ? O’Neill’s job.
14535. What time did that take place? On 5th November—two years ago.
14536. Have you been in the employ of the Government since? No.
14537. Have you any ill-feeling towards them for your dismissal ? I have none whatever.
14538. Did you ever make an application to get back? Tes.
14539. Did they entertain it ? Tes.

■ 14540. But they did not grant it ? I was reinstated twelve months ago.
14541. Where ? I have not been employed by the Government. I was reinstated by the Minister, but 
I have not yet been started.
14542. Tou are now eligible for reappointment ? Tes.
14543. On whose recommendation ? I could not say.

' 14544. Mr. Davis ? No; Mr. Davis discharged me. I think it was on somebody else’s recommendation. 
14545. Sis Sonar.] Supposing that Mr. Williams has positively sworn that you did state to him in the 

. conversation you had in Market-street, a little time before Christmas last—Mr. Ewing being present—dhat 
the work at the Glebe, that is, the sewerage work at the Glebe, was as bad as Bare Island, or wrorse than 
Bare Island ? I never said so. 14546.



460 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

J. Brown. 14546. Do you say that he has told an untruth ? I cannot say; I never said so.
/----  14547. Are you sure that you did not say so ? lam certain.

26 Aug., 1896. 14548. You did not like being dismissed ;—did you not think that you had been unfairly treated when 
you were dismissed on Mr. Davis’ recommendation ? So I was ill-treated.
14549. Was not this rankling in your mind for some time ? No.
14550. You knew last December that Mr. Parkes had asked certain questions and brought certain matters 
out in the House P Yes; I saw it in the papers. .
14551. That formed the subject of conversation, did it not, amongst a good many of the contractors ? I 
suppose it would do so in town.
14552. If you met a contractor, or if you met two or three contractors together, this topic of conversation 
was sure to crop up about that time ? Most likely it would.
14553. Do you not remember its cropping up on one occasion when Mr. Ewing and Mr. Williams were 
present ? I do not remember the occurrence at all.
14554. You positively swear that you did not say anything about Bare Island ? I say that I do not 
remember anything of that kind cropping up.
14555. You see Mr. Williams would not be likely to invent Bare Island if it was not mentioned ? I am 
not responsible for what Mr. Williams says.
14556. Did you not hear remarks about the nature of the concrete work which had been put into certain 
parts of that Glebe concrete ? You hear lots of remarks.
14557. You did hear remarks when you were working on the job ? I did not see anything wrong.
14558. You did hear remarks ? Not that I am aware of on the job.
14559. Did you hear anything about sumps having been improperly filled up ? No ; nothing at all. 
Perhaps the contractors would not speak to me like that because I was connected with the Government 
at the. time.
14560. I mean afterwards ? You can hear any amount of things talked about.
14561. Mr. Davis.~\ I suppose there has been a great deal of idle talk about these sewerage contracts on 
all hands ? I suppose so. •
14562. You have heard a good deal of it ? I have.
14563. Even supposing you cannot recollect having said anything to Williams with reference to the Glebe 
job, you were on the work at the time, and were in a position to see whether, from your own knowledge, 
there was anything wrong ? I never saw anything wrong.
14564. Bis Honor.'] Did the other inspectors ever have any conversation with you in which they 
mentioned that they had suspected or seen anything wrong ? No.
14565. Nothing at all ? No.
14566. Mr. Parkes.] Did you see any concrete work going in at all ? I suppose I have seen concrete 
work going in ; passing up and down the street, I was bound to see that.
14567. What do you mean when you say, “ passing up and down the street ” ? Going from one shaft to 
another on the street.
14568. Did you superintend the concreting? No ; I had nothing to do with it.
14569. His Honor.] You knew something about concreting before this ? Yes.
14570. When you were passing the concrete box as concrete was being mixed, was there anything which 
struck you about the concrete—about the mixing or the proportions, or the nature of the metal which was 
put in ? No ; as I said before, I never saw anything wrong.
14571. Nothing wrong at all ? No.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 14572. Mr. Parkes.] In connection with the Contract 53 at Waverley, and the defective work which 

was done there, will you read your letters with regard to the dismissal of the inspector? My minute is 
26 Aug., 1896. ag follows':—

A SHORT time ago a quantity of bricks were specially made by Messrs. Hart and Gallagher for use on Contract No. 53, 
but when the first were delivered I found that they were a mixed lot, and only a part of them would do for our work. 
To save the contractors the expense of carting bricks from Petersham to Waverley which might afterwards be condemned, 
I arranged with the contractors to have them sorted at the brickyard. I accordingly instructed Inspector Hamilton, a few 
days ago, to go to Messrs. Hart and Gallagher’s yard, and select any bricks, for use in the works, which were up to the 
required standard. Inspector Hamilton has committed an error of judgment in the bricks he has selected, as I find that 
the bulk of the bricks delivered are so inferior that they are totally unfit for our work, and I have, therefore, refused them.

Mr. Bagge and I had occasion to visit the work in progress on this contract this afternoon, and we found that, 
although Inspector Hamilton had nothing whatever to do except to look after one bricklayer and one plasterer, he was 
allowing the bricklayer to build the arch of the sewer in a most disgraceful manner. The bricks, where they were supposed 
to be bedded, were hollow, and several courses in the crown were being laid dry, with the intention, it is said, of grouting 
the joints afterwards. The mortar being used was not, I ain satisfied, the specified mixture, and the bricks were those 
described above.

I am exceedingly grieved to have to report Inspector Hamilton, as I had every reason to believe that he was an 
industrious, trustworthy man, but I should not be doing my duty if I did not do so.

I have had the br ickwork complained of taken down, and I have given instructions that the inferior bricks are not 
to be used.

Mr. Hamilton entered the Branch about two and a-half years ago at 10s. per day, and has gradually risen until now 
he is ranked as a First-class Inspector, at 15s. per day.

It must remain for the Engineer-in-Chief to decide what punishment, if any, shall be inflicted, but I am inclined to 
think that Inspector Hamilton should be suspended, and asked to show cause why he should not be dismissed from the 
Service. This may appear to be severe punishment; but if these men, who have to be trusted so largely, cannot be 
depended upon, they are worse than useless.
14573. Will you now read Mr. Bagge’s minute ? It is as follows :—

In forwarding Mr. Davis’ report, with which I fully agree, I am at the same time of opinion that inspectors who 
in such an unaccountable manner non-fulfil their duties must be considered useless to us—in fact, far worse than useless.
Mr. Hickson then writes:—“ I quite concur with Mr. Davis. Write to Mr. Hamilton accordingly.” 
14574. His Honor.] What was the “ accordingly ” ;—was he sacked ? I do not know, your Honor ; 
perhaps the letter is here.
14575. Mr. Parkes.] The letter is not here ; the papers have not been supplied in a completed form ? 
Then it must be in Mr. Hickson’s letter-book.
14576. His Honor.] Do you recollect, Mr. Davis, whether he was dismissed or not ? I believe he was ; 
I would not he positive, as I have not seen the papers for six years. 14577.
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14577. Mr. Parhes^ If you will read your minute of October 31, 1891, it wiil settle that point? The J. Pa vis. 
minute is as follows :— ,—
Thkee montlis ago Inspector Hamillon’s pay was reduced from 15s. to 10s. per day, on account of allowing very defective 
work to be done in tbe Waverley and Woollabra branch sewer. He has since been employed at the Glebe supervising brick
work and concrete, under Inspector Gledhill-----  .
14578. That was on Mr. Carter’s job again ? Tes.

and there has been no complaint; but, considering the serious way Inspector Hamilton failed to discharge his duties, I 
cannot recommend for the present that he be reinstated.
Mr. Hickson writes—“ Inform that at present I do not see my way to grant Hamilton’s request.”
-14579. Then Mr. Hamilton was not unacquainted with the construction of works ? Oh ! no ; he had had 
a good deal of experience in India, where he was engaged on public works for some years.
14580. He had been two and a half years in your employ before this happened ? So it appears from that 
letter. '
14581. Here is a letter which shows that he did not do this work through ignorance? This is before 
that time.
14582. It is his first application to the Department;—will you read the letter ? The letter, which is 
addressed to Mr. M'Mordie, is as follows :— •

,<^r> No. 2, Tivoli-street, Paddington, Sydney, 30 April, 1889.
1 hope you will kindly forgive me troubling you once more.

I very hard to push my tea, and earn an honest living out of it, and if I could get it to take, would do
very well; but it has not taken as yet, and although the gentleman from whom I import it has offered to assist me, still I 
will not be able to hold out, as I am near the end of my resources already, and, in consequence, am obliged to appeal to 
you once more for another chance in the Public Works Department. If you give it me, you will find I will appreciate it, and for which I shall ever feel thankful. » <= , j r-v .

I am very sorry for not having listened to the advice you gave me four years ago, and remained in the Department.
I trust you will kindly look over that, and give me one more chance.

I beg, &e.,
H. M. HAMILTON.

I may say, in explanation of that letter, that Mr. Hamilton in about 1884 or 1885 was in the Department 
for a short time, resigned, and. went back to India ; and then, his health or his wife’s health breaking down, 
he returned and did something in the tea way for a time, and finally got back into the Department.
14583. There is no doubt that he was not an inexperienced inspector? Oh dear, no ; I would not say 
that. Just at the time the bad work he did was executed, he seemed to be in a dazed condition. I could 
not quite make out the man.
14584. He had not taken to drink? He was a perfectly sober man. Whether it was
, being in a tropical climate for so many years, cr whatever it was, he seemed to me to be physically
deficient in some way or other.
14585. Mr. Parkes.] Where is he now ? He is employed in the Department.
14586. Still as an inspector ? No.
14587. What is he doing ? He is in charge of the cement in the bonds.
14588. Is he still in a dazed condition ? We all get times of indisposition.
14589. He would have to have his eyes skinned to be in charge of cement ? Tes.

Bonor.] Did he come right again? He is all right now. I’always felt the man was not 
altogether to blame. He seemed to me not to know what he was doing at that time.
14591. He was not putting into practice any peculiar Indian experience of his in bricklaying? I do not 
know. °
14592. Mr. Parkes.] I wish you now to read the whole of the correspondence in connection with his 
reinstatement;—will you read the first letter ? It is as follows : —

Your No. 91-1,871 of 17 July, 1891.
To R. F. Hickson, Esq., C.E., Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage,—

Slr’ vr-tu f ^ ^1. , No. 2, Tivoli-street, Paddington, Sydney, 17 July, 1891.
i ■ With reference to the unworkmanlike manner m which Messrs. Baggd and Davis found the arch of the sewer
being constructed, 1 beg to acknowledge that it seemed very careless on my part to allow such work.

The bricks are a little large, and I allowed a little less mortar in the joints in consequence. I am sorry that it 
escaped my notice that some of the joints were not quite filled, which was an oversight on my part. The bricklayer is a 
very careful and good workman, and would not, I am certain, Willingly do bad work. And as to the grouting-in of three 
courses in the crown of the arch, I allowed this to be done, as the grout was not so thin as to find its way out of the joints 

With reference to the bricks selected by me not being up to the Departmental standard, I beg to say that I was 
aware of this, and that out of all I selected I believe I could hardly find one brick that would be ; and that I understood 
the Department was avyare that the best of the bricks in Messrs. Hart and Gallagher’s yard would not come up to Depart
mental standard, and that I was to select those nearest to it, which I did—the best I could. The bricks were very dusty 
with ashes, &c., and it was difficult to distinguish good from bad in that state. Several loads of bricks brought on the 
works, 1 feel certain, were not of my selection.

,, 1to stiate t,llat 1 have always used the utmost care in the construction or repairs of any works I had to look
alter, and I beg to refer you to Mr. Davis as to my competency to have charge of work.

I further most humbly beg to state that I have not from want of knowledge, nor from carelessness, or any other 
cause, allowed work to be done and materials to be used contrary to specification further than what I have stated.

■ 1 a™ ™ I most humbly beg you will be so good as to forgive me this time, and I faithfully
promise that nothing of the kind shall ever happen again. Yours, &c.

H. M. HAMILTON.
■14593. Has Mr. Hamilton been reinstated in his former position ? No.
14594. He has never been reinstated ? Not as a first-class inspector.
14595. Did he ever receive his full salary ? No.
14596. What is he now receiving ? 7s. or 7s. 6d. per day.
14597. Tou may as well read all his letters, as you have read one of them ? The next letter is as 
follows :—
To R. F. Hickson, Esq., C.E., Engineer-in-Ohief for Sewerage,—

Slr’ t i i i i T , , , 3’ Tivoli-street, Paddington, Sydney, 22 October, 1891.
oi f tkbeg ^ aT 1 Wa,S ^“^on the 17th July, 1891, vide your letter, No. 91-1,871, of same date, and on

the 21st of the same month I was degraded and placed on 10s. a day. *
1 was sent to Contract No. 65, and told off to look after the bricklayers and plasterers, which I have been doum •' 

and, if you will kindly inquire of the resident engineer and the inspector in charge, you will find that 1 have paid strict 
attention to my work, and done it to the entire satisfaction of my superiors. r j
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I beg to say, which you will find from inquiry, that I have always been strictly sober and attentive to my work—• 
working early and late when required of me. .

I sincerely promise you that I will not again give cause for my supervision of work to be found fault with.
I beg to remark that if I had not met with the accident to my leg on the Macdonaldtown storm-water sewer, I would 

not have met with the misfortune that caused my suspension, and by which 1 am a loser, on this date, of £21 15s.
I trust you will be good enough to consider that I have been sufficiently punished, and kindly reinstate me in my 

former grade of first-class inspector on 15s. a day. Yours, &c.,
H. M. HAMILTON.

14598. Did lie make a further application ? The next application he made reads as follows :—•
R. F. Hickson, Esq., C.E., Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage,—

Sir, 3, Tivoli-street, Paddington, Sydney, 25 February, 1892.
With reference to your No. 91/2,668 of 5th November, 1891,1 beg to state that it is now over seven months since 

I was degraded, and that I have worked hard to regain what I lost. May I request you will be so good as to reinstate me 
in my former position of first-class inspector.

Yours, &c.,
H. M. HAMILTON.

I cannot recommend this application to the favourable consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief, as I do not think 
Inspector Hamilton, compared with the other inspectors, is entitled to rank as “ first-class.”—J.I)., 26/2/92. Mr. BaggC.
C. H. Ohlfsen-BaggA—26/2/92. Inform.—R.H., 29/2/92. Mr. Davis.—F.C.P., 29/2|92. Inspector Hamilton
informed.—J.D., 2/3/92.

Then, on 23rd February, 1892, he wrote the following letter to myself :—
J. Davis, Esq., C.E., Superintending Engineer of Sewerage,—

Sir, 3, Tivoli-street, Paddington, Sydney, 25 February, 1892.
I beg to forward, through you, my application to Engineer-in-Chief, to be reinstated to my former position of 

first-class inspector, which I hope you will give your kind consideration and forward on.
Yours, &c.,

H. M. HAMILTON.
14599. Will you now read his former applications ? They are as follows:—
To J. Davis, Esq., C. E., Sewerage Department, 80, Bathurst-street, Sydney,—

Sir, No. 2, Tivoli-street, Paddington, Sydney, 6 April, 1889.
. Having heard there is a vacancy for an inspector of works in the Sewerage Department under you, I most

respectfully beg to offer myself a candidate for the post.
You may rely upon me that I shall not be wanting in my endeavours to give satisfaction to those under whom I 

may be placed. Yours, &e.,
H. M. HAMILTON.

Mr. Hamilton applied for employment about four weeks ago, through Mr. McMordie, and as there was no vacancy 
at the time the Engineer-in-Chief ordered his name to be registered. As McKay has been dismissed there will be a 
vacancy for an Inspector when work is commenced on Contract No. 47, and resumed on Contract No. 42, Paddington, 
which will probably be in a few days. Mr. Hamilton served under me at Rushcutters’ Bay some four years ago, and he 
was found to be a steady, reliable man.—J. Davis, 8(4/89. The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, &c., &c.
Mr. Bennett writes something on that minute. I do not know what it is, but I think it is “ resubmit.” 
Then there is a letter on 19th February, 1889 ? It is addressed to Mr. McMordie in these terms:—

450, Oxford-street, Paddington, 19th February, 1889.
D. McMordie, Esq., C.E., Superintending Engineer, Government Sewerage Works,—

Sir,
I beg most respectfully to offer myself a candidate for employment in the Department under you.

I shall do my utmost to give satisfaction in whatever post you may place me, and feel very grateful, if you will 
kindly assist me.

I am in possession of first-class testimonials, and beg to refer you to Mr. A. F. Watson, District Engineer, Bathurst, 
to whom I am well known.

I beg to remain, Sir,
Yours obediently,

H. M. HAMILTON.
I have informed the applicant that there is no vacancy. He was employed in the Department some years ago as an 

inspector, and resigned. He is a steady man.—D. McM., 20(2(89. Engineer-in-Chief.

Mr. Bennett writes, “ Mr. McMordie to see me,” and then something follows that; but I do not know 
what it is. The next document is a memorandum by Mr. McMordie on 18th July, 1885, in these terms : —
Inspector Hamilton has resigned ; a sub-inspector will be required to fill his place on brick and concrete work.

On 8th March, 1885, Mr. "Watson writes to Mr. McMordie the following letter:—
My dear McMordie, Bathurst, 8th March, ISSo.

This letter will be handed to you by an old Indian P.W.D. overseer, Mr. H. M. Hamilton, who served under 
me in Bengal and writes that he has just arrived in this Colony. I have no vacancy in this district, but I thought if you 
would kindly tell him where to see any of the contractors under you in the drainage works he could then ask them to give 
him something to do. .

Mr. Hamilton had charge of a subdivision with a great number of buildings to look after, from a princely palace to 
a gaol, and including the fine double-storied barracks at Bahnpore which Sir Hope Grant said, and justly, I think, were 
the finest buildings of the class in India-----
14600. Sis Sonor.] It is hardly necessary to read all that letter, as it is simply a recommendation to Mr 
McMordie P Very well, your Honor. Then there is a letter to Mr. Hamilton which finishes the corres
pondence. _
14601-2. Mr. Parhes.'] There is no doubt that Mr. Hamilton was a capable man ? I believe him to be a 
fair inspector. He certainly is a very sober, trustworthy, industrious man. _
14603. There can be no question that Messrs. Carter & Co. were not imposing upon his ignorance—that 
they did not trick him to do wrong work ? I should not say that. I should say what I said before. That 
was always my notion about him. I never distrusted him. I felt that he was either mentally or physically 
incompetent at that particular time. _
14604. If bad work was being done at that time, it was being done by imposition? Workmen were 
certainly taking advantage of Hamilton. There can be no question that they were.
T4605. Was it difficult to find out that bad work ? It was all in the open. Anyone walking by could 
see it at a glance. ,
14606. There was no difficulty in finding it out? No. 14607.

J. Davis. 

26 Aug., 1896.
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14607. The contractors themselves could see it ? If they had been there, certainly. I had no difficulty J- Davis, 
in finding it out. As soon as I got to the work I noticed it, and I called Mr. Bagge’s attention to it. '“n
14608. Mir. CarterReferring to this supposed defective work, you say that it was quite easy for anyone ^-u8-> 1896.
to see it ? Tes. . ' '
14609. It was, in fact, a covered sewer built on top of an embankment, and it was open to everyone’s 
inspection ? Tes.
14610. So that the contractors, if they knew anything about it, would be running great risk in allowing 
such work to go on? I should say so. I do not blame the contractors so much. I know what the men 
are. A man may be a very good workman. If a man is doing something every day in the week, and 
every week in the year, he sometimes gets careless, and wants bringing up to the mark. The only way to 
do it is to keep him under proper control. *
14611. It was three-ring work ? It was two-ring work.
1.4612. This grouting would occur in the back ring, I suppose ? I am not sure whether it was in the first 
or the second ring. It was on the crown, where they could grout. It was not on the sides, where they 
could not grout.
14613. Beferring to the question of culling of bricks at the brickyard, was not that a concession to the 
brickmaker, not to the contractors ? I do not know. We regarded it as a reasonable thing to do under 
the circumstances. The bricks which were brought on to the ground—I remember now I see that 
memorandum—were not up to the standard, and we have a clause in the specification which allows the 
bricks to be picked, and the unsatisfactory ones are thrown aside to be carted away, and the approved 
ones to be used in the works. But, seeing it was evident that the kiln of bricks from which these were 
taken were all mixed together—I do not know whether the brickmaker asked for it or not, I expect he did 

I instructed Inspector Hamilton to go to the brick works and get these bricks culled to save the defective 
ones having to be carted to Woollahra, and then taken away again.
14614. Tou are aware, I suppose, as a matter of fact, that any loss which accrues through defective 
bricks being brought on to the ground always falls on the brickmaker ? I cannot say that I know it of 
my own knowledge, except from what I have understood. I understood that contractors generally buy 
their materials in that way, leaving the supplier to take the risk whether they pass the Government tester 
not. I do not know of my own knowledge whether that is the case in this particular instance.
14615. Mr. ParhesP\ If a workman is doing defective work, and he is paid by the day, what benefit does 
he get from that defective work? I should say from experience, in nine cases out of ten where workmen 
are discovered to have done defective work they do it simply to save their own bones.
14616. How would it save their own bones ? Because they are idle.
14617. But a workman, if he does defective work, saves time ? Not always.
14618. If he is doing quick defective work he is cutting his own throat ? That may be so in certain 
cases, but not always. ,
14619. If he were doing work to ease himself, it would be simply that he might loaf away the time ?

14620. How would he ease himself? In mixing up cement or mortar, for instance.
14621. Will you say in what way ? Suppose he does not put the cement into a batch, he has to mix it all 
the same. 1

14622. How does he save his bones ? In a case like that, unless it would be a question of fetching more 
cement, it would be clearly to the interest of the contractor.
14623. Supposing the cement is carted to the mixing board, does the labourer gain any benefit ? I should 
say not, if the cement were there to be used.
14624. In mixing concrete does he gain anything, and if he puts in more metal and sand than he ought to 
do, and less cement, how does he gain there ? I do not say that he would.
14625.. Can you point out any way where a labourer will save his own bones by doing defective work ?
Certainly ; in dozens of ways.
idese Win you say one way ? I am satisfied that that man Dawson left that hole at North Shore either 
through malice or idleness. The saving to the contractor is so trifling that it seems to me it must have 
been that which induced him to leave the hole.
14627. Have you instructed your inspectors to blackball men off Government works who have given 
evidence before the Commission ? I have not spoken to the inspectors about men who are giving evidence

14628. Are you aware that the contractors are blackballing all the men because of the inspectors ? I 
have heard nothing whatever about it. No instructions have been issued as far as I know. The inspectors 
have nothing whatever to do with the men. I should be very sorry to hear that they had anything to do 
with the workmen except in the way of administering the specifications.
14629. Will you see that as long as a man is not a bad workman he shall be allowed to get employment 
on Government works irrespective of his giving evidence here or not ? I would like you to say precisely 
what you mean. I am not going to enter into any undertaking.
14630. Will you give us an assurance that men will not be blackballed from the works for giving evidence 
before this Commission ? I certainly will give no instructions one way or the other. I have nothing 
whatever to do with the matter. It is a matter for the contractors. We have nothing whatever to do 
with the workmen.
14631. His Honor.'] As far as filling joints is concerned, what is your experience of bricklayers, 
puppose you instruct them to fill all through joints in brickwork perfectly, will they carry out your 
1?S^iUC^10n* ‘ ■^eJr will not. I have always said about bricklayers that their trade consists in doing 
the hypocrite. They will not properly butter their bricks ; and do what you may, if you take up the 
brickwork, in very likely 50 per cent, of it, although it may be fairly bedded, you will find some part in the 
hollow of the brick where the mortar is not rubbed home. We have had some trouble, especially in the 
Tr j i8’ m really solid work done. When the tunnels were first started, about twelve years ago,
1 had lengths of brickwork taken down repeatedly, simply because of the hollow joints. That was the only 
way in which we could get the work done at all satisfactorily. The men got to know that the joints were 
examined and raked out after they had finished a length, and that if they were not solid the work would .
be taken down. That meant that the contractor would be the loser, and that they would be discharged. ” ’
Inat is the only way we can get anything like approaching good work done. .

- 14632.
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J. Davis. 14632. Is every length of brickwork lining in the tunnel inspected for joints after it is laid. Yes. It 
is the inspector’s duty after the centres are struck, while the brickwork is green, to examine the joints. 

26Aug.,1896. y4,033_ How does he do it ? If he goes to the work immediately the centre is struck, and the joints are 
not filled in, it will appear. . . . . .
14634. Before there is any pointing done ? Yes. Sometimes from the difficulty of getting a brick into 
position a bricklayer cannot properly bed his brick ; sometimes he has to put mortar on the brick and put 
it into position in that way. In these cases the inspector, who is a practical man, endeavours to 
help the workmen, but where he sees carelessness on the part of the workmen it is his duty to report the 
matter so that the work can be taken down again. That repeatedly occurs. I know that in my own 
experience—not more in connection with Carter & Co. than in connection with any °tuev 
contractors—I have had to have chains of concrete taken down after it has been in perhaps a fortnight or 
three weeks. _
14635. Chains of concrete ? Chains of concrete are taken out of the tunnel. ,
14636. What was that for? The concrete did not properly set for some reason or other. Sometimes we 
have been able to discover the reason, but at other times we have not. Inasmuch as it did not set we had
it taken out. „ , ,
14637. Can you say, supposing the inspectors do their duty fairly well, that all the lining ot tne tunnels 
has full joints throughout ? Yes, I would say that, because the arch of the sewer is the only place where 
anything could happen, and in the majority of cases almost 99 per cent, of it would be either 4^ inch or 9 
inch work—probably 90 per cent, of it would be 4i inch work. That is very easily inspected. Ihe pack
ing over'the arch has always given us the trouble, and if the inspector’s back has been turned we find the 
workmen have been only too ready to take advantage of it.
14638. In relation 1o the necessity for watertight packing, I understood Mr. Bagge to say that one 
principal reason why it was necessary to have watertight packing was because of the great uncertainty ot 
having the joints of the brickwork regularly filled;—as to that reason, can you say whether he is 
whether he is mistaken ? I think the joints on the whole would be filled. I have examined a good deal 
of the work after it has been finished, and I find that in the majority of cases the joints have been fairly 
filled. I take that which we examined six weeks ago at North Shore.. Although the bricks were very 
much radiated—I suppose there was as much as three-fourths of an inch of a wedge on the brick—-it 
was probably three minutes before the man, using a 5-lb. hammer, could drive out one of those bricks. 
There was nothing behind the brick—indeed, I said to Dawson, “ That is solid, but it was hollow all the 
same. It was simply that the brick had been properly bedded, and the adhesion of the brick to the
mortar prevented it from going back. nl , i c t j-u-
14639. Did you find in this case that the brick would drive out whole, or did it generally break. in tnis
case it broke. <■ .v v • i o t14640. Showing that the adhesion of the cement was greater than the adhesion ot the brick i i was
astonished. ^ • i r
14641. Mr. J?arhesP\ Was it an iron hammer he used ? Yes; he was belting aivay at the brick tor three
minutes before he got it to move.
14642. His Honor.~] Driving directly on the brick ? Yes.
14643. The brick finally broke ? It smashed up before it would come. .
14644. That would indicate that the adhesion of the mortar to the brick and to itself was greater than 
the adhesion of the brick to itself ? That is the case. As far as the brickwork is concerned I have no 
difficulty whatever in speaking in the most confident way as to it. As regards the packing, I am not at 
all surprised to find that there was a hollow at N orth Shore. _
14645. Why do you say that ? Because I know the difficulty we have always experienced m getting the 
tunnels packed. Whether the men believe in it or not I do not know, but the moment the inspector s 
back was turned, if they had a big hole to fill, they would, if they could, get a.bar of concrete across the 
tunnel, so that the inspector could not see that there was a vacant place behind. Bor that reason the 
inspectors used to get bars and push into the concrete and see whether there was not any hollow place. 
14646. Did they often bowl the men out in that way ? They have in several cases..
14647. It is a common fact that it is one of the most difficult things to get bricklayers to fill joints, 
especially vertical joints ? It is so. They always seem to have an idea that if they could put a little 
mortar on the arrise of a brick that is all that is required in a vertical joint.
14648. In ordinary brickwork are bricklayers paid by the thousand or by time ? The contractors are not 
allowed to sublet the sewer works. .
14649. So that they are paid by time ? Yes. . . '
14650. In ordinary building are bricklayers usually paid by time or by the thousand ? In most cases by
the thousand. ,. , . ,
14651. So that it is an object to them to get through 1heir work as quickly as possible m ordinary brick
laying ? Yes. . _
14652. That cultivates, I suppose, the habit of leaving open joints ? I think so. .
14653. The habit, being cultivated, is so strong that, even though they are paid by time, they will indulge 
in it? It always appeared to me that it is so. . _ j c t
14654. ]\Ir. Parkes.~\ This is the first time I have heard of bricklayers being paid by the thousand . 1
do not know. I know that vertical joints in brickwork are nearly always open.. Our specification says 
that the bricks are to be rubbed home, but tbe difficulty is to get the men to believe that it is necessary. 
When they do not believe a thing, the first time they have a chance they will take advantage.
14655. His Honor.] They seem to be under a rooted impression that vertical joints may be left open ? 
That is my opinion.
14656. They will only go in for filling the bed joints ? Yes. .

Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge recalled and further examined :—
C. H. 14657. Mr. Parkes.] You did not know when you were here last time that the contract which Mr. Davis 

Ohlfsen. took you out to see was one of Carter & Co.’s contracts ? I did not.
Bagge- 14658. But you do know now that it was ? I do.

' ■“A“—' 14659. Having had a look at the plan and longitudinal section of Contract 53 on the easel, do you 
26 Aug., 1896. recoj]ec(; distinctly going out with Mr. Davis to see this work at Contract 53 ? Yes, we did go out^ Mr.
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Davis called upon me I think it was in the afternoon—and said “ Tou have never seen the arches on C. H.
this contract; you ought to come out and see them.” I said “ All right,” and he took me out. We drove
out; and, when we came to these arches, to his horror and astonishment they had collapsed. Several of the
arches had come flat down. Pieces of the arches had tumbled out. I took my penknife out of my pocket 26Aug. 1896.
and scratched, and found that instead of cement mortar being there it was sand. I said “ It is no wonder ’
that this thing has tumbled down Their centerings could not have been watertight, and the moment the
water comes out it takes the cement with it.”
14660. Would not that leave a good cement coat on it underneath ;—it would not all escape ? No; if 
the centerings are not watertight, when you put concrete on to the centering, the water in the concrete 
will ooze gradually out and take the fine cement with it and leave a quantity of sand behind. Of course, 
there is a shadow of cement left in the mortar; but extremely little. It collapsed on its own account.
14661. Are you of opinion that defective work was in the arch? I am of opinion that the work was 
downright rubbish. .

Will you describe from the plan the number of the arches that were broken ? It is extremely 
difficult now to say how many of these arches [pointing to Plan No. 2] tumbled down. There were two 
or three of these arches gone—there may have been at least three of them defective ; there might have 
been more; I cannot recollect distinctly, but one or two arches had collapsed flat. Large pieces had 
tumbled out.
14663. Were you the first that discovered that ? We came there together and jumped out. Mr. Davis 
wanted to show me this work as a piece of work which I ought to see, and to our utmost mutual astonish
ment we found the thing had collapsed through bad work. Mr. Davis was awfully taken aback, and he 
said to me “ I have had one of my best foremen. However this has occurred is a perfect riddle to me—
I cannot understand it.’ We ivent along the work, and at the lower end, where the sewer was being 
built, to his horror he found the brick lining was set in pure sand. Of course the work has been repaired.
I knew that he would see to that at once. But I said to him “ What a lucky thing that this work did 
not occur underground, where it might never be seen.”
14664. How much of the brickwork was defective ? To the best of my memory I fancy there was a 
length of about 50 feet or so which was bad. I cannot distinctly recollect how far it wras bad ; I can only 
assure you that both of us were horror-struck to see such a piece of work done in open daylight. We 
were thoroughly astonished. Mr. Davis looked ghastly pale when he saw it. He was wholly taken 
aback, and no wonder he was. .
1466o. Did you go to see what the work was like in the tunnels? No, we did not. W^e examined these 
arches. Mr. Davis, I think, went to the" tunnels, but I do not recollect whether I went there’. I do not 
think I did. We looked at these concrete arches and the continuation of the sewer. Mr. Davis was 
very much shocked, and he took immediate steps to have the foreman removed and have the work no doubt 
repaired. .
14666. What was the cause of the defect of the packing—was it that the grouting had not been put 
in, or that sand had been pi’t in without sufficient cement? The cause was either that the contractors 
built that work on open centerings where the water could escape, or bad concrete had been put into the 
a^c^n? ^ [vas either one or the other. It is very difficult to say which was done, because further on 
the brick-lining of the sewer was set in pure sand. He took bricks out and said “Good God, it is 
shocking.” It is pure sand.
14667. Who said that? Mr. Davis. He was thoroughly taken aback.
14668. Did you ever go out with Mr. Davis to'see work on any other contract? Tes. He frequently 
took me out whenever there was anything to be seen. He used to come to me and say “ Come out, I 
want to show you so-and-so.”
14669. Do you recollect ever finding defective work in a similar manner ? I recollect—I think it was at 
Alexandria Park the sewer was being extended and a new junction had to be built. This sewer carried 
a tremendous lot of water, and at this junction in order to bring that new upper sewer into it, the invert 
was built in a kind of ogee form. With sand and road metal coming down there was a tremendous scour 
on the invert. This invert therefore was to be built with l-j-inch brick lining to resist the scour of stones 
and things coming down. It was a particular piece of work which ought to be done well. We put 
brick lining in these inverts, because the corporations, when a storm comes on, open the gratings in the 
streets, and let all the rubbish, stones, and all, come down, which they should not do. Instead of cleaning 
out the gratings they open them and let everything pass through. Tou will see large stones coming down 
with a tremendous velocity and tearing everything to pieces. When Mr. Davis went down to this sewer 

"^"re ^011 com'rlg down?” 1 said “No; I have seen that before.” He went in, and all of a 
sudden he called out “ Mr. Bagge, Mr. Bagge.” I jumped out of the buggy, and I asked “ What is 
the matter? Come down here,” he said. I went into this sewer, and this brick lining, which should 
resist this scour, was set in dry sand. That was a similar case. It was done in broad daylight. He had 
thought he had a good foreman there. It was a work which had to be done in a most particularly careful 
manner. ■
14670. Do you recollect whose contract it was? I do not.
14671. Was it Parry and Parley’s job ? I could not positively swear whose it was.
14672. Might it have been at Macdonald Park, which is in the same district ? It might have been there ; 
it was by a pure accident that we drove past there. He said to me “ I must go down and look at this.”
I wish to say here that I do not look upon these things as trivial, when I see 50 or 60 feet or more of the 
sewer built in such a bad manner, and it is just by accident that it is seen. If it had been underground . 
it might not have been seen at all; it might have collapsed m a year’s time, and tumbled to pieces. It 
simply shows what an amount of supervision it takes to prevent these things occurring.
14673. Tou are of opinion that contractors should not always be trusted? I do not think that contractors 
should be trusted. They should be supervised, and they should have no chance of doing this; because if 
the work is of a very important nature, and it collapses, it might do very serious injury. Por instance: 
on the Continent, if a dyke gives way, and it is shown that it was done by carelessness or want of super
vision, the engineer can get up to twelve years on the road. These dykes protect valuable lands down 
below. It is a very serious matter in the case of a dyke.
14674. Sis Sonor.1 Do they hang the contractor or guillotine him ? If any man is seen by a farmer to 
injure a dyke the farmer is entitled to shoot him. If a large reservoir at the head of a gully is done 
badly it may be the cause of drowning a lot of people.
14675. Mr. Parkes.'] I suppose the dykes are built all right ? Tes.

140—3 N 14676.
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14676. Are you sure that the cement was bad in this brickwork ? I am quite, positively sure, that what 
I saw had next to no cement in it.
14677. Did you examine any other portion of that sewer ? hlo, we just went across the gully. When we 
saw the arches in this terrible state we went lower down, and we saw the brick-lining all set in pure sand. 
14678. I am referring to the contract at Macdonald Park, did you see any further defective work ? No. 
We simply happened to pass by when Mr. Davis said “ Ob, this is that junction ; I must go down and 
have a look at it.” He jumped off the buggy and looked at it, because he knew it was a bad place and 
wanted to see it.
14679. Do you recollect the invert of the sewer in that district having to be taken up and brickwork put 
in ? That was this identical place at Macdonald Park.
14680. Had the invert to be replaced for any distance P As far as I recollect we were building an 
extension there, and this extension caused this junction to be rebuilt, because the extension came in at a 
different level. The scour was so tremendous that it washed away the concrete of the first temporary 
inlet, and, therefore, we decided upon brick-lining this sewer, to protect this invert for a certain length, 
with 4^-inch lining on edge set in cement.
14681. Was that invert built in that fashion for any distance in the extension of the sewer ? It would be 
built long enough to receive the scour of the water. For instance, if the water comes down in an ogee 
form like that, it takes a certain distance before it runs quietly at the lower end. Consequently this 
distance—60 feet, or whatever it was—would be built with brick lining on edge from the top right down. 
Tou have to watch and see how far the scour will go. The velocity is continued until dead water comes 
and banks it back, and it finds its own level. It forms a kind of a wave when it banks back. Tou must 
gauge that point where the water runs quietly. It has to be protected.
14682. Do you recollect whether the whole of that brickwork was defective or not? That brickwork 
was built in sand.
14683. For any length ? No, only for the length of that junction. _
14684. Is that the only portion you looked at ? Tes; we were passing it. I did not intend to go down at all. 
14685. Is it your experience, as regards sewer works underground, that contractors will try to get out of 
putting in the full amount of cement? My experience is that if you do not supervise that work you 
cannot rely on it. My experience is that they will do you wherever they can ; not so much the contractors 
themselves, but their men are so impregnated with the idea .of “doing” you that they cannot get out of 
it. If you ask a contractor to lend you for, private work half-a-dozen of his men, and you pay them tip
top wages, these fellows will do you.
14686. According to this plan,it seems to have been executed in concrete? Tes ; that is concrete under
neath. I believe the part tinted indigo was washed out; it was the first temporary inlet.
14687. By that plan it seems that the whole of the invert was altered? No ; only for a certain distance, 
as far as I can recollect. It was originally a temporary concrete inlet; then the concrete was washed 
away, and brick was substituted for the invert of the new junction.
14688. In the contract adjoining that which you are looking at, and which was Carter, Q-ummow, & Co.’s 
contract, do you recollect the invert being washed out of that sewer ? It might have been, but I cannot 
recollect that it was.
14689. Tou cannot recollect whether it came before you ? No!
14690. According to this plan it is at Swanston-street, on Contract 75 ? Tes. _
14691. Mr. Davis^] Do you remember, when you made the designs for Contract 75, whether it was a 
brick or concrete ogee you provided for at Swanston-street, the place you have indicated ? That I could 
not tell you, unless I saw the plans. I fancy we put in brick lining afterwards. I fancy there was an 
alteration in connection with the continuation of the sewers.
14692. Do you remember, as regards the ogee shown on drawing No. 1, Contract 75, whether you showed it 
originally on the contract drawings ? The first junction, to my recollection, was with an existing culvert 
and built of concrete, and that was thoroughly scoured away. That was why we introduced the brick lining. 
14693. The drawing No. 3, showing the brickwork, is the one you speak of showing the brick lining ? Tes.
14691. Do you see a dotted line on the plan running down to the ogee ? Tes.
14695. Would not that be the invert of the sewer as shown originally ? It might have been.
14696. And then, when you altered the ogee and put brickwork in, you flattened it out a bit ? Tes ; that
might have been.
14697. Does that call it to your mind ? I think this sewer was originally connected temporarily with an 
existing culvert and built of concrete.
14698. Do you remember whether the concrete cut away, and brickwork was substituted by day-work ? 
That I do not remember. All I recollect is that we put brickwork in here when the alteration and 
extension of the sewer took place; we made the junction differently. I am under the impression that 
this was built in connection with the sewer extension at the time. We came to the conclusion that we 
would use brick lining. When we made these additions we took advantage of the opportunity to put in 
brick lining.
14699. Tou do not remember whether it was done by day labour or by contract? No.
14700. Do you remember on the occasion of your visit to Waverley, when you say we discovered that 
very defective work, whether at the same time we, as you say, discovered the cracked arches ? Tes. 
14701. On the same occasion? Tes ; you walked along the sewer and said “ Good God, they have put 
in all these bricks in sand.” _
14702. Tou would not say I was in the habit of making use of such language as that? Well, Mr. Davis, 
you were a very strange gentleman as regards the language. Tou might see a lot, but I am very doubtful 
whether your way of seeing a thing will lead you much further than my way of seeing it. I believe when 
we go to the next world I am just as ready as you are, for all I know.
14703. Do you remember a report with reference to the bad brickwork ;—do you remember my reporting 
bad brickwork to you after we went out there ? That is very likely. I am sure you would have repaired 
it instantly. _
14704. Do you remember whether I mentioned that these arches had collapsed in that report? These 
arches were built of concrete, not of brickwork.
14705. Do you remember whether I mentioned the concrete arches having collapsed in the report I wrote 
as to the brickwork? That I cannot tell you. I do not know whether I have seen your report at all, 
because most of your reports, unless I saw them quite accidentally, went straight to Mr. Hickson.

14706.
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14706.. If these arches were cracked as you have described—and it is no trivial matter, as you say, if C. H. 
they did—do you think it would be reasonable that I should mention in the same report this fact in OMfsen- 
conjunction with the bad brickwork you say we discovered ? In the first instance you would not report ®aSSe- 
to me at all, unless it was a miracle. Tou stood directly under Mr. Hickson. Mr. Hickson took the 26AiT"^1896 
supervision so clean out of my hands, and you were his assistant in the supervision. You did not write U.^ ’ '
any reports to me; you wrote directly to Mr. Hickson, and if you showed me a report I took it as an •
accident.
14707. If so serious a failure had occurred as tbe collapse of three concrete arches, and this failure took 
place at the same time as the defective brickwork you have called attention to, do you think it would be
reasonable if I reported the defective brickwork that I should report the collapse of the arches ?------

Sis Honor.That question is one which anyone could answer. It is an argument.
14708. Mr. DavisJ] Did you report the collapse of these arches? No; you were the supervising officer.
Tou recollect that three Bagges were wanted. The work was decided on ; you and Mr. Hickson were in
charge of that work. I had practically nothing to do with it. Tou took me kindly out for a drive to
show me a thing when you wanted to know something.
14709. If you did report on had brickwork would you be likely to call attention to the collapse of the 
arches at the same time ? I have not reported in the matter.
14710. If you did would you be likely to do so ? If I reported on the one I would have reported on the 
other, most decidedly. What you have done is a different thing.
14711. Are you satisfied from a perusal of the report I have just handed to you that it refers to the 
defective brickwork at Contract 53, of which you have spoken ? It expresses what occurred incorrectly.
I must have overlooked it at the time. It says :—“Mr. Bagge and I had occasion to visit the work in 
progress on this contract this afternoon, and we found that although Inspector Hamilton had nothing 
whatever to do except to look after one bricklayer and one plasterer, he was allowing the bricklayer to 
build the arch of the sewer in a most disgraceful manner.” This does not refer to the concrete arches at 
all. It simply refers to the arch of the sewer Tou did not report it at all. Tou simply recommended 
in this report that a foreman be dismissed on account of bad work done iu that sewer. Tou did not 
report at all about the concrete arches. You got them repaired. Tou knew the contractors were at fault, 
and I have not the slightest doubt that you simply thought in your own mind, “It is no use reporting it;
I will have it mended at once at the contractor’s cost; they have done bad work and they must put it to 
rights again ” ; but the brickwork in the sewer being set in sand—vou used as a sufficient reason to 
recommend the man’s dismissal. ‘
14712. Did the report pass through you ? It did. That was my minute.
14713. Did you say, when forwarding it to the Engineer-in-Chief, “I fully agree with Mr. Davis’ report”?
I say here ‘ In forwarding Mr. Davis’ report, with which I fully agree, I am at the same time of opinion 
that inspectors who in such an unaccountable manner nonfulfil their duties must be considered useless to 
us iri fact' iar worse than useless.” It is perfectly correct in one sense, but it simply deals with the 
sewer. It leaves out the arches. It never touched on the arches. It has nothing at all to do with the 
arches. If you had written another report about the arches it would have been a different thing. That 
report and my minute are quite correct, but they refer only to the sewer and the inspector’s misconduct.

^°n t you ^hink, Mr. Bagge, it would be like you when forwarding this report to the Engineer-in
Chief to call attention to further alleged defective work ? No. Tou were very shrewd in these matters, you 
know. Tou knew that I would not do anything like that which would throw a slur on your character. You 
would hide it in the most clever and delicate manner, Mr. Davis. Tou know the contractor had to do these 
arches over again. It was in your power simply to say “ Take them down and rebuild them,” and no doubt 
you did. That work was thoroughly had work. There was not a speck of cement in that stuff, for I stuck 
my penknife into it and scratched it. Tou were very shrewd, sir ; I know you too well 
14715. Mr. Carter.] If the work in Double Bay was so horribly had, why were not some steps taken to 
punish the contractors; why were they not debarred from tendering for six or twelve months ? I had 
nothing whatever to do with that. I simply state a certain thing. Mr. Davis took me out to show me 
these arches. We only came to see these arches, and to our astonishment we found them thoroughly bad.
14/10. Considering this work was so bad, why have you repeatedly spoken, if I may term it, so very 
D'ghly of the integrity and business-like way in which Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co., have 
carried out their contracts—in view of this language you state that it was so horribly had that it 
collapsed ? I simply spoke about these arches, which were thoroughly had, and that has nothing to do 
with any other traits of your character. _
14717. If we did wrong in one case you should remember it ? It has nothing to do with it. Mr. Gummow 
asked me one day about that outlet chamber at Bondi Sewer. It was a good piece of work, and I told 
him so. I know Mr. G-ummow is a very clever fellow; and I know Mr. Snodgrass is a very clever fellow ; 
but I know if you do not look after the work it is your own fault. That is my feeling, but it does not 
detract from your cleverness or your partner’s cleverness.
14718. I spoke of integrity? I have not used the word integrity.
14719. You have many a time to me personally ? I have not seen it then.
14720. Do not you remember saying such a thing to me ? I do not remember saying such a thing to you, 
to the best of my recollection; I always considered yours a good firm ; hut at the same time I would 
consider any engineer who would trust any firm of contractors without doing his duty and carefully 
supervising the work a tremendous fool.
14721. Regarding Mr. Davis’ report, do you think your memory of the facts that occurred then is as good 
after a lapse of five years as it was at the time ? When I am taken out of my office to a special exhibition 
ot a nice piece of work, and instead of seeing this nice piece of work we see a dead collapse, and both of 
us are thoroughly astonished, I never forget a thing like that.
14722. Tou did not put it in the report at the time ? I had nothing at all to do with the report. I did 
not report on these matters at all. Mr. Davis wanted to dismiss or punish this man for not doing his duty, 
rr® 110 j reP°.r^ on arcllea a,ih He knew you had to rebuild them. There was bad work, and you 
could not deny it. It was simply a matter of form with him. But, as regards the brickwork, he must 
give an excuse to the chief to get rid of the man who allowed had work to be done. That is why he 
referred to that sewer, and that is why he did not refer to tbe arches.
14723 Are you sure the arches ever collapsed? Tes; they flopped down. They were as flat as a 
pancake Large pieces tumbled out. There was no mortar in it; there was sand in it. Whoever built 
them I do not know at this moment. ‘ - 14724
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14724. If Mr. Davis omitted to report these arches, don’t you think it was your duty to do so ? No ; it 
was not. They appointed three Bagges—it was done by either Mr. Barling or Mr. Hickson—and they 
got these three Bagges and one of them to supervise their work under the personal supervision of Mr. 
Hickson. I consider that third Bagge was their own doing, and they are responsible for it. They had 
their three Bagges. If they had the old Bagge by himself it would not have occurred.
14725. Mr. Parkes.~\ Have you any recollection of any report being sent in by Mr. Davis other than that 
letter ? Unless the matter was referred to me a good number of these reports I would never see. They 
would never come to me at all. He speaks about the bricks, but he does not speak about the arches 
at all. _
14726. Do you recollect whether these arches were changed from concrete to brick ? I have not the 
slightest idea. I have not seen the work since then.

Mr. Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
^N 14727. Mr. Parlces.~\ Are these arches on Contract 53 constructed at the present time of brick or 

26 Aug. 1896. concrete ? Concrete.
’’ 14728. Is it a fact that one or more of them were taken down and rebuilt ? It is absolutely false.

14729. They were not taken down and rebuilt ? No. •
14730. Were they repaired ? I think they were to the extent I said in my previous evidence. A crack 
occurred at the southern end of the aqueduct, if you can call it an aqueduct, simply through the first part 
of the work being carried out some months, unavoidably, before the tunnel was lined and the concrete 
joined to the aqueduct. . .
14731. Did Mr. Bagge complain to you out on the site about the material in the arches ? Mr. Bagge iS 
entirely mistaken.
14732. Did he complain to you about the material in the arches ? I would not pretend to say what Mr. 
Bagge might have said at the time. I say absolutely that Mr. Bagge is entirely in error as to these arches. 
14733. Did you and Mr. Bagge look at the arches ? I am not sure that the arches were turned at the 
time that brickwork was condemned.
14734. Did you at any period go with Mr. Bagge to see the arches ? I might have done so. I was frequently 
out with him—almost every week ; sometimes two or three times a week.
14735. Were you out more than once at these points with him? Probably.
14736. Will you swear that you were not out there more than once with him ? I think we were out there 
several times.
14737. Did he at any time show you that there was bad material in the arches ? I do not see how he 
could.
14738. Did he ? You are asking me to say—■ .
14739. A man’s memory is not as defective as that; you can easily say whether he did or not ? To the 
best of my recollection, no. '
14740. Did he ever stick his penknife into the arches ? To the best of my belief, no, when I was present. 
14741. He never said a word to you about the defective arches ? Not to the best of my belief.
14742. Mr. CarterAs a matter of fact, were the arches ever defective? Not to my knowledge, unless 
you can regard the crack I mentioned as a defect. There was a defect at the culvert, and I believe 
Mr. Bagge went to look at that with me. The only explanation I can give of the evidence which he gave 
this morning, and previously, is that he has in some way or other confused the culvert in his mind with 
the arches. To me it is unaccountable, that he could have said what he has said this morning.
14743. Sis SonorWhat is your recollection about the ogee invert of that sewer ? When the contract 
was let tbe ogee was shown on the design in concrete, and very steep. It was finished and rendered, but 
a storm came on and a large quantity of ashes and clinkers were brought down from the Eveleigh sheds. 
That scoured to a very great extent the ogee away, left holes all the way down the ogee, and the invert 
of the sewer, probably from 4 to 6 inches deep. It then became a question what would be the best to be 
done. The work had not been taken over, but it had been finished by the contractors, and finished 
satisfactorily. Mr. Bagge took the matter into consideration, and then prepared another design, flattening 
the ogee, and saying that vitrified bricks were to be put in for a certain distance in the invert of the sewer 
and above and below the ogee. The concrete had to be cut away. In some places it was cut right away 
below the invert of the ogee, and when this was done the brickwork was inserted. That brickwork and all 
the alteration in connection with the ogee was done by day labour, to the best of my recollection; certainly 
it was no part whatever of the contract. ,
14744. Do you remember the occasion Mr. Bagge speaks of when you found, as he says, that these bricks 
instead of being laid in cement mortar had been bedded in sand ? Since Mr. Bagge has been speaking 
this morning, I have got some idea that something of the kind did occur, but it has not taken any very 
definite shape in my mind. It is possible that while the brickwork was being done a storm would come 
on, and if it did come before the compo. in between the bricks had time to set, the effect would certainly 
be the washing away of the cement; but otherwise I do not see any reason for supposing that it was the 
intention to do bad work, because, as I have already said, to the best of my recollection the work was 
carried out by day labour, and the materials used were paid for by the Department.
14745. Mr. Parkes.'] Surely that does not require to be a matter to the best of your recollection you 
must remember whether it was so or not ? Tou must bear in mind that a number of these things were 
going on at the same time, and I would not like to swear by my memory always.
14746. The matter of being paid by day labour or by tbe contractors could not escape your mind ? I do 
not know that, when you are carrying on £200,000 or £300,000 worth of work in the year.
14747. Sis Sonor.] Can you fix the date of the inspection ? No.
14748. Do you not keep a diary ? If I look up the diary I may be able to fix the date in that way. 
14749. Tou have kept a diary on all these jobs ? A journal. .
14750. Have you looked over the journal for the purpose of discovering what took place on the occasion 
Mr. Bagge speaks of in Contract 53, at Waverley ? Tes ; I did. The papers which have been put in 
this morning were referred to as giving an explanation of what occurred.
14751. As to the other one, can you look it up in your diary ? I will see what occurred. 14752.
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14752. If you can fix the date, the weather at that time might give some clue to it?' I have given J. Davis, 
-certainly the best explanation I can give. '——
14753. Mr. Parhes^\ Tou can give us the accounts of the day labour or the contract. It would settle 26Aug.,1890. 
that point in no time. Tou would not have your vouchers ? I can settle that by referring to the books.

Christian Herman Ohlfsen-Bagge recalled and further examined:—
14754. Mr. Parhes.Mr. Davis says you are entirely in error; that you did not find defective work in the C. H. 
arches ;—is that so ? I simply assure you that I have not a shadow of doubt about these arches being Ohlfsen- 
built thoroughly bad. I stuck my penknife into them. I showed Mr. Davis that there was no mortar in ®agge- 
it. The sand simply rolled out. They were that open that they tumbled down. The bad brickwork was 
an after consideration. 26Aug.,1896.
14755. His Honor J] What became of the wreckage of these arches? That I cannot tell. Mr. Davis 
would have it removed and put to rights again at once.
14756. Mr. Parhes.'] Do you mean that they were big particles or just the arrises broken off the arches ?
One or two of the arches, 1 recollect, had gone flat down. A large lump, three or four feet, dropped 
-down clean out of one arch.

FBI DA T, 28 AH DUST, 1896. .
Edward Hungerford recalled and further examined :—

14757. Mr. Parkes.] In your previous examination with reference to Shea’s Creek you undertook to get E. 
some information as to the details of the claim made by Messrs. McNamara & Co. on the Government in Hungerford. 
connection with Contract 72 ; have you seen the Crown Solicitor ? I could not see him, but I telephoned Tom-
up to his office and received this reply by telephone—that the action was brought against the Depart- u^'! *
ment in connection with tbe Harbours and Rivers Branch for diverting a channel out of its natural course; 
that the defence was that the Department simply restored the channel into its original course; that the 
jury found for Mr. McNamara ; that the verdict was £3,000 ; and that the plaintiff’s costs amounted to 
£1,057 2s. lid., and the defendant’s costs to £1,807 18s. 6d.
14758. What is the total cost of that claim ? As far as the Crown Solicitor’s people are concerned,
£5,865. The verdict was £3,000 ; the plaintiff’s costs, £1,057 2s. lid.; and the defendant’s costs,
£1,807 18s. 6d. Then £320 was paid into Court as a deposit, and that has been repaid to the Treasury.
14759. What is the full total ? £6,185 Is. 5d.
14760. Was that the amount you stated to the Commission the other day? Very nearly; but of course 
there was some expenditure by the Harbours and Rivers Branch which is included in the former return.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
14761. Mr. Parkes.] Will this general plan of the sewerage show the location of Contract 72 ? Tes. J. Davis.
14762. Will you point it out to His Honor ? The concrete portion of the sewer extends from Munni- 
-street, in Erskineville, formerly Macdonaldtown, to the swamp, originally Shea’s Creek, but now the site of 28 Aug., 1896. 
the Shea’s Creek canal. The original channel extends from the last-mentioned point to within about 
20 chains of Ricketty-street.
11763. Is that the earth channel forming an outlet to Contract .72 ? Tes.
14764. Does it run parallel with the Shea’s Creek ship canal ? In the centre of it. At the time the 
channel was cut the canal only came up to between McNamara’s works and Ricketty-street. Now the ,
-canal has been extended up beyond the outlet of the concrete channel which was constructed in 
Contract 72.
14765. It has swallowed up your smaller channel ? Tes ; the excavation which was done in Contract 72 
formed part of the excavation for Shea’s Creek canal.
14766. Not for the whole width ? No.
14767. His Honor.] I notice that the levels are different;—how do they join now'? The levels are 
-different. At present there is no junction. Tour Honor may have observed the other day that there 
was a temporary channel running down on the west side of the canal, and into that smalfehannel the 
concrete channel discharges. Ultimately it w’ill discharge into the canal.
14768. But does this small channel end off and spread out? It goes into the canal finally, but at present 
the channel is there to carry away all the drainage to enable the canal to be excavated. ■
14769. Where does this small channel discharge ? I could not say positively ; I think it comes out below 
Ricketty-street. All the drainage from the swamp and high lands above is at present collected in this 
temporary drain, and discharged below' the work which is in progress in the canal.
14770. To keep the canal as dry as possible ? Tes.
14771. This drain also takes the drainage from above ? Tes. It takes all the drainage above the canal,
And all the drainage from Surry Hills. '
14772. "Where does it head ? It goes up as far as Paddington Town Hall.
14773. Is it a storm-water sewer ? No.
14774. I mean, does this open cut extend above the junction ? Tes ; it simply goes above the head of 
the canal.
14775. Some distance up ? About 20 chains above the present outlet of Contract 72.
14776. Where did Contract 72 begin originally at the bottom—was the end of the concrete work the 
-starting-point ? Tes; but, to give a proper outlet to that, it was necessary to cut an earth channel 50 
chains long, so that anything might be drained away. The channel was cut on the site of the proposed 
canal, and the original channel has now become a part of the canal itself.
14777. The line of the canal is some distance away from the original channel ? The concrete channel 
will discharge into the canal when they are ready for it.
.14778. That is when the whole width is cut? Tes.
14779. If I remember aright, the cutting of the canal passes this point, and reaches further up ? About 

-20 chains further north than the present outlet of the concrete channel.
14780. The explanation is that the whole width is not cut ? It is not finished off yet. 14781.
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J. Davis. 14781. The east side is battered down and finished ? Yes; they are working on the other side. While 
being done, the water is excluded in the way I have described.

28 Aug.,1896. 24782. Mr. Weedon’s letter, which was printed at page 450 of the evidence, is headed “ Contract No. 72— 
Silt in open outlet from storm-water channel” ;—what is he alluding to when he speaks of the open outlet 
in the storm-water channel F He refers to the earth channel running down towards Eicketty-street. Thu 
first work which was done on Contract 72 was the cutting of that earth channel.
14783. That did form part of Contract 72 ? Yes ; it was paid for under Contract 72. After that had 
been finished some little time, and the work was proceeding above in the concrete channel, a very heavy 

■ storm came on. The woolwashing people had a series of dams right up Shea’s Creek into Surry Hills,
but they had no weirs. When their dams get full they open the sluices and pass it on to their neighbours ; 
and so it comes on until there is such an accumulation of water that the channel which used to carry the 
water from the head of the swamp round to MacNamara’s could not carry it, and the water would over
flow into the swamp. That had the effect of scouring out large quantities of earth above the point where 
the concrete channel discharges, or did discharge, into the earth channel The effect of that was to deposit 
this earth in the earth channel. That is what Mr. Weedon refers to.
14784. Was that a sudden remarkable rainstorm ? It was very heavy ; but I think what did the damage 
was the system which these men had of opening their flood-gates.
14785. Clearing out their silt whenever they get a chance P Yes. It is simply like the bursting of a dam 

' in a way. The water comes down on to the swamp at such a rate that no channel would take it.
14786. Each man clears out his rubbish—that is, the silt deposited in the bottom of his dam—on to the 
land down below ? Yes ; that is what caused the damage. '
14787. What is the “ old work ” which Mr. Weedon alludes to in his letter? I think the gist of his 
minute is that, in the first 20 chains of earth channel below where the concrete channel joins the earth 
channel, the silt to which I have referred as having been washed out after a storm was deposited then. 
Below the 20 chains the channel was as it had been excavated, and no silt had been deposited—that is to 
say, that the storm had no effect upon it.
14788. The original bottom was 21 feet wide at the cutting ? That was the width of the original channel 
which was cut along the centre of Shea’s Creek canal.
14789. It is not very clear from this letter ? I should be very glad to make it clear to your Honor. 
14790. Mr. Weedon says: “ The top of the concrete channel is 12 ft. 3 in. ” ;—that is the end of the 
concrete channel? Yes ; and the bottom width of the outlet.
14791. “ And the bottom width of the outlet, as shown in red, is 12 feet ” ;—that is the same outlet, I 
suppose ? The bottom of the outlet after the silt had been deposited was 12 feet. It had formerly been 
21 feet.
14792. Had the sides fallen in ? I think it was wholly due to the depositing of silt which had been 
washed out of the swamp above the point I have indicated.
14793. That would reduce the depth, but how could it reduce the width ? In this way : the velocity in 
the centre of the earth channel would be considerably more than on the sides, and the tendency of that 
would be to cause the silt to deposit in the angles at the bottom of the channel; where the slopes meet the 
bottom of the channel: the effect would be to deposit the earth there, and that would reduce the width—in 
fact I know that is what did occur.
14794. Mr. Weedon goes on to say: '“Erom which point the full width of the old work, as it now stands, 
will be cleared out by the old work he meant the channel as it had originally been cut ? That is so. 
14795. Not old except in the sense of original work ? Yes.
14796. “ The original bottom was 21 feet wide ”? Does that mean the bottom of the channel as originally 
cut ? Yes. I can quite see that that letter of Mr. Weedon’s presupposes knowledge which an ordinary 
reader would not have.
14797. He says : “ The total quantity of excavation by the cross-section, allowing an average area of 6'32 
square feet ” ; that is the area of the section of the .siltage I suppose? Yes. When the cross-sections 
were taken, after the silt was deposited, it was found that that quantity of silt was to be removed in 
order to restore the channel to 21 feet wide in the bottom with the slopes as they were originally.
14798. Mr. jPar&es.] With reference to Contract 53, did you not have to dismiss another inspector besides 
Mr. Hamilton on that work ? Yes. There wras some trouble with another inspector before that. I am not 
sure whether he was dismissed, but there was some trouble over him. He was either disrated or dismissed. 
14799. What was the nature of the trouble ? I do not know how it came to my knowledge. As far as I 
remember, he had been taking “ nips ” with the contractor—a man named Kogers.
14800. Did he not omit to get the packing put in that contract properly? That was another case. 
When 1 referred to the “ nipping,” I referred to a man named McDonnell.
14801. Was there not another man who got into trouble? There was another case, but I cannot 
remember his name.
14802. Was his name Vincent? Yes.

• 14803. Was he dismissed ? He was disrated.
14804. What was he disrated for ? The sum and substance of it is, that the bricklayer deceived him. 
Vincent ought to have been sharper, but the bricklayer certainly deceived him. The bricklayer allowed 
Vincent to suppose that he was going to pack a length of arch after lunch time. Vincent went away to 
get his lunch and went on to the surface. During the lunch time another officer went through the tunnel 
and examined the packing, and found that the bricklayer or a labourer had left a hollow space. Then 
Vincent, of course, was called to account for this thing, and that is the way he explained it. He was 
evidently taken advantage of.
14805. Do you recollect what size that space was ? " I could not tell you now.
14806. Was it 9 feet ? It is possible. I could not tell you now ; I can only tell you what I remember 
of the case. 1
14807. Do you remember the name of that bricklayer ? No.
14808. Was his name Eydleberg ? I believe it was. He was discharged.
14809. Has he not been working on Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works since then? Yes; he was dis
charged for twelve months, and then Carter & Co. wrote asking that, as he had been punished to that 
extent, he might be allowed to work. It was considered that the punishment meted out to him was 
sufficient, and he was brought back again. He was an exceptionally good bricklayer, but evidently too 
anxious to get on with work to do it properly.

William
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W illiam Allen sworn and examined :—
14810. Mr. ParTces.~\ What is your occupation—a labourer ? Tes.
14811. Where are you working now ? I am working for Mr. McSweeney, at Stanmore.
14812. Did you work for the firm of Carter, Grummow, & Co. ? Tes. . .
14813. On what contracts did you work ? I worked at Waverley, North Shore, and Alexandria.
14814. Did you ever work on the Glebe contract ? No.
14815. What were you doing at Waverley? I was concreting for a bit.
11810. What was the class of concrete put in there ? Sandstone concrete, bluestone concrete.
14817. Was it mixed up to the full proportions? Tes.
14818. In every case ? Tes, as far as I know.
14819. Did they put in the full quantity of cement ? Tes.
14820. Did they pack all the drums over the arch with concrete ? I know nothing about that. ‘
14821. Tou were only mixing ? I was in the invert.
14822. Putting it in ? In the bottom.
14823. Tou were not mixing it up ? I was ganger there at that time.
14824. Tou saw it going in ? Tes.
14825. Did you see it mixed up ? Tes ; I have seen it mixed up.
14826. Was it all properly mixed up ? Tes.
14827. What other work did you say you were employed at? I have worked at North Shore. .
14828. Did you have some trouble with Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No.
14829. They sent you to North Shore to work? They sent me there to work.
14830. Was it Contract 79 or Contract 79a ? I could not say.
14831. Was it the first contract they did ? I worked on both.
14832. Did you see any defective concrete going in there ? No.
14833. Was the packing all properly done on those jobs ? Tes ; what I did was.
14834. What portions did you work in ? In different parts of it.
14835. Do you recollect what particular portions ? I worked between No. 1 and No. 2 of the first 
contract.

W. Alien. 

28 Aug., 1896.

14836. Did you work on the second contract ? Not down below ; only at driving. 
14837. Tou never worked at the Glebe at all ? No.
.14838. Did you work on the Alexandria contract ? Tes. ,
.14839. Was that all properly done ? Tes.
14840. All the concrete was properly done as far as you know ? Tes.

Edward Moore sworn and examined :—
14841. Mr. Parkes^] Are you a labourer ? Tes. E. Moore.
14842. Did you ever work at Contract 118—that is one of Carter and Gummow’s contracts at Johnstone’s f—
■Creek ? Tes. 28 Aug., 1896.
14843. What were you doing there ? I was turning concrete over.
.14841. Did you see the mixing of the concrete ? Most of it. -
14845. Was it mixed of full proportions ? Tes.
14846. What was the cement used there—was it bag cement or cask cement ? Both.
14847. To any extent, how much cask cement was used ? I cannot remember.

, 14848. How much bag cement was used ? I could not tell you. Sometimes we might have a day on each.
14849. What time were you working at concrete? Erom July to about December on both jobs on and

■off. I think I was two months at Johnstone’s Creek.
14850. Were you working there after December ? No.' .
14851. Were you mixing concrete in December? No ; I was on the Monier job. ■
14852. Were you mixing concrete there? Tes.
14853. Was bag cement used there? No ; cask cement.
14854. Were the casks all complete when they came to the cement board ? Tes.
14855. Tou left in December ? Tes.
14856. Tou did not go back there? No.
14857. Do you know whether the full complement of cement was put in the concrete which went into the 
Johnstone’s Creek channel ? As far as I know while I was there.
14858. Did you see it mixed? I was one of the mixers. I had nothing to do with putting the cement

■on. There were men there for doing that.
14859. How did they gauge the various material ? 20 feet of sandstone, 8 feet of sand, and 4 feet of

•cement.
14860. That is the way they gauged them ? Tes.
14861. Had you a gauge-box to do that in? Tes.
14862. When the bag cdment was used did it come to you in casks or in bags ? In bags,
14863. Tou broke the bags? We cut them.
14864. Tou cut them on the slope ? I did not.
14865. But the foreman would ? No.
14866. How many bags would he cut on each heap of material ? Three.
14867. Would you see the amount of stone put in ? I had my own work to look after. I did not have 
much time to look around at others. .
14868. How long did you work at the concrete ? About two months, I think, at Johnstone’s Creek.
14869. Constantly ? Tes ; but not all the time at concreting. I was running the muck work too.
14870. Could you tell us the names of some men who worked with you ? I could not give you their 
names. I only knew them as Jim or Tom, or the like of that.
14871. Tou did not know their surnames ? I knew some of them who were on the board.
14872. Do you know any man who has left since January who worked with you ? No; I have not seen •
.any of them since I left. .
14873. Was it the pier work you were doing on the Monier contract ? The abutments.
14874. Not the arches but only the abutments ? Tes. ‘ ' . 14875.
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E. Moore. 14875. Do you recollect what sand was used ? No.
'' ' 14876. Was it crushed sandstone? I do not think so. I think it was carted. The sandstone was

28 Aug., 1896. cru8lled
14877. Do you know where it was carted from ? I could not tell you.
14878. Wasit crushed by a crusher on the works ? No; not the sand.
14879. What became of the sand that came out of the crusher—was that never used ? I think it was used 
on the stormwater channel.
14880. It was not used on the other job ? No. _
14881. Where did the white metal come from which went into the crusher? I believe it came from
Pyrmont.
14882. Did any come out of the tunnels ? Not to my knowledge.
14883. Tou did not see any come from the tunnels ? No.
14884. It came from Pyrmont ? I believe it did.
14885. Did any of it come from Annandale ? I could not say. I believe there were quarries there. I 
could not tell you whether it come from there. ^
14886. Tou do not know really whether it did all come from Pyrmont ? No.
14887. Mr. CarterTou do not bother yourself about where the material comes from particularly ? No.
14888. It is your business to work it up? Tes ; as long as I get my money on Saturday lam satisfied.
14889. Tou haven’t much time to be looking around and wondering where the stuff is coming from ? It
is not my business to do that. There are men paid for doing that.

Varney Parkes sworn and examined:—
V Parkes 14890. His Honor.Tou desire to make a statement to the Commission? I do. In June, I think, 

_ a 1891, I was a candidate for the electorate of Bast Sydney in the Legislative Assembly; and during 
28 Aug., 1896. that contest the city was in a somew'hat disturbed state, as far as the property owners were concerned, 

as to the inroads made upon properties by the Water and Sewerage Board. The sewerage system of 
the city was being constructed, and a great number of the sewers had been completed. There were 
constant comments amongst the people with whom I had to do—electors and workmen, contractors 
as to the defective method in which the sewers were being put down. That was the first intimation 
I received of such information as I afterwards obtained. 1 did not pay a great deal of attention to 
it at the time; but I came to the conclusion that to put an end to these rumours, even supposing they 
were not true, the public works should be managed on a different scope altogether. When I was 
elected, the late Sir Henry Parkes, my father, sent for me and said that he was taking into consider
ation the matter of appointing me as Minister for Wbrks, Mr. Bruce Smith going to the Treasury. 
I then mentioned these rumours I had heard of defective and costly works, and told him that 
anybody who was Minister for Works must put on a new footing altogether the Department, that he 
must establish a Board of Works and dismiss the officers of the Department, and only retain the heads 

. as advisers and as consulting engineers, with a small staff, the Board being responsible to the Treasury,
to manage the whole of the outlays on public works. Mr. J. H. Toung became the Minister. After 
that, I followed up the informatiou which I had obtained. I had in my employment an inspector of 
works wdiose name was AVebster, and it was he who gave me this information. He said that Mr. Hickson, 
when he was employed at Adelaide, as an officer in charge of public works, had had misfortunes with 
those works which had put the Government of South Australia to a considerable loss of money. I made 
further inquiries about this matter, and I found that Mr. Hickson’s works had come to grief in that 
colony. Then I became a little suspicious, seeing that he was controlling the sewerage works, whether 
the works were being constructed properly. After that I spoke to various Members of Parliament, Mr. 
Carruthers being one of them, about the establishment of such a Board of Works. We then tried to 
establish a society called the National Works Economic Society, the object of which was to govern the 
expenditure of public money, and to build up the basis of a National Board of Works. That brought 
about me certain contractors who gave me certain information. In every case I made an effort to find 
out the truth of their information. Of course, I found out that a good deal of it was false, and that 
some of it was true. I gave notice of a motion in the House during 1893 or the early part of 1894 to 
this effect, “ That a Select Committee be appointed to inquire into the methods, of contracting in 
connection with the letting of works by the Public Works Department. It was pointed out to me by 
the members of the Reid Administration that this really would be a vote of censure on the Government, 
so that my motion never saw the light of day beyond the preliminary notice. But I had a sort of 
indefinite promise from Mr. Reid, on consultatiun with him, that a Bill to establish a Board of WArks would 
be considered. After the election of 1894, 1 gave notice of another motion dealing more particularly with 
the matter, and asking for a Select Committee to inquire into the constitution of the Public Works Depart
ment with the object of making reforms. The reason why I moved these motions was-that the comments in 
the city amongst the builders and contractors were very serious with regard to this method of contracting by 
schedule— of obtaining tenders from these schedules ; and that report about the schedules of Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., was about the city certainly as early as the early part of 1894. All this information I 
did not act upon or make any very great efforts to find out the truth of until, in October, 1895, contractors 
Williams and Maddison called upon me and laid before me the whole of these statements which have 
appeared in my speeches. They told me in the first place that Mr. Maddison had been a member of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., that Mr. Maddison had knowledge, which knowledge they assured me 
of, that Mr. Hickson’s son was connected with the firm after their leaving it. I asked them to assure 
themselves of all these facts, because without a doubt they would have to go before some tribunal, 
where they would have to give evidence on oath, and even then I declined to take up the matter from 
them unless they brought a greater body of contractors who could vouch for the facts which they had 
placed before me. They then brought in other contractors. These other contractors, each of whom 
made statements to me, told me about the schedule of Contract 79, the schedule of Contract 69, and 
of Contract 72. They told me about conversations which Mr. Carter, Mr. Gummow, and Mr. Snodgrass, 
had had with them, very likely boasting statements, but some of which certainly have been established 
with the light of truth by subsequent evidence which has been given before, this Commission. They also 

■ told me of the letting of Contract 77 on the Monier system. They put it to me in such a way that it
' ‘ certainly



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 473

certainly appeared to me to be a very improper way of contracting. When I heard of this intimation of "V”. Parkes. 
a contract, a plan of which and the estimate of which had been'given by the builders, and that they had ' ~'A-' '
obtained a schedule, I recollected my conversation with Mr. Webster, and that it was of a somewhat 
similar nature; that in a former case in Adelaide the trouble had been that the contractor had there 
introduced his own plan and his own specifications and his own tender. After I heard of these particulars 
from these contractors, there were workmen who brought me tales, some of which they will not 
substantiate on oath. It is useless for me to state their names, as they did not appear before this 
Commission. Two or three others who did give me information have given evidence before this Com
mission, particularly Dawson. I w-as very careful to make sure that there was something in this before 
I moved; and, in the first speech I made in Parliament concerning Carter and Gummow’s relations with 
the Public Works Department, I only asked for a Committee to inquire into this matter ; but, although 
my motion asking for a Committee or Commission ran through the business paper, on no occasion could I 
get the Minister for Works to give me even half-an-hour’s opportunity of passing it. , While I was 
waiting for that opportunity I moved for certain papers to be placed on the Table of the House. These 
papers clearly bore out at least the gist of that information which had been given to me. I could 
see that the papers were not complete, and that there must be a considerable amount of information 
which ought to be obtained by a Commission before the matter was allowed to rest. I also looked up the 
Parliamentary records to sift these rumours of the Adelaide misfortunes of Mr. Hickson. I found out 
that the Parliamentary papers of South Australia contained virtually the fullest information on this 
subject, which bore out what had been told me pretty clearly. So I thought, in the interests of the public, 
with the knowledge which was before me, that I was compelled to place it before a Commission. With regard 
to the various contractors who waited upon me in the matter, I can give the clearest information if necessary.
In the first place, Mr. Williams and Mr. Maddison waited upon me. I said I would not take Mr.
Maddison’s statement unless it was backed up by Mr. Ewing, who he said was present. Then, on the 
second occasion, Mr. Ewing came with the rest of the contractors of whom I had spoken—I suppose 
ten or twelve of them. The gentlemen who were present were Mr. Gilliver, the Butchers, Mr. Williams,
Mr. Ewing, one of the O’Neills and his partner, Mr. Rogers, who was a partner in the firm of Carter,
Gummow, & Co., Mr. Benjamin Rhodes and his partner, and several others. After I got their information 
upon these particulars—all the particulars I have placed before this Commission were practically placed 
before me at that time—I asked the Minister for Works privately to have an inquiry into the matter 
which would have avoided altogether publicity; but he would not consent, and he accused me of having a 
personal grudge against Mr. Hickson. I would like to say, yobr Honor, ■ that, instead of having a 
personal grudge against Mr. Hiskson, I do not think I ever saw him before I became Chairman of the 
Public Works Committee, but perhaps once when I went to see him in connection with a bridge over 
George’s River at Liverpool; so that I had no ill-feeling towards him. But when the Public Works 
Committee was being elected in 1894 I made an effort to get on that body, with the object of trying to 
use that position to see whether the Government did make up their estimates on a schedule form, and on 
an unreliable form, as I thought it was. It was there I came into contact with Mr. Hickson. I felt 
convinced that the work which was placed before that Committee, the prices put upon the 'work, and the 
method of estimating, showed that very grave extravagance was being carried out. But more than 
that, it was in my mind, from the evidence which was adduced, that Mr. Hickson had put an extravagant 
cost on the bridge with the object of pressing a scheme for the resumption of the head of Darling Harbour 

' on the Committee. With all the knowledge I had of the different matters, with the knowledge I told 
you I have had, that was the only impression which was left on my mind ; but it was not one of personal 
hostility. I do not think I have at anytime shown towards Mr. Hickson personal hostility, and certainly 
not from any grounds which he could have given me, because towards me ho has been alwrays most 
courteous in all explanations. On matters where I have written to his Department, I have always received a 
courteous answer and business-like treatment. The information I have put before you is the reason of 
my moving for this inquiry. T^nd as to the motives—if I am to be examined as to the motives—the 
motives were nothing but those which would come to any man in public life, who felt himself compelled 
to act upon information which was placed before him.
14890!. -Mr. Smith.'] Who is this Mr. Webster ? He was, I believe, a resident of Adelaide.
14891. He was in your employment ? Yes.
14892. How long ? I suppose he .was in my employment for about three years, perhaps.
14893. When ? That would be from 1890 to 1892. •
14894. Do you know where he is now? I really do not know.
14895. When did you see him last ? He supervised the building of a bank at Brewarrina for me, and 
that is the last I had to do with him. I expect after he came away from that work he left me. That is 
the last I saw of him. '
14896. What was he ? An architect.
14897.* You do not know whether he is in the Colony ? I really do not know.
14898. Have you made any inquiries for him ? No. .
14899. You did not think, as you were going to mention his name here, that it would be advisable to 
know where he was ? No ; I had no need to bring him here, because the information which I had from 
him was to be obtained more fully from our own Parliamentary records. •
14900. From our own Parliamentary records ? No ; I mean from the records of the South Australian 
Parliament, which we have in our Parliamentary Library.
14901. Did you make a note of these records you are referring to ? I could tell you of them.
14902. Will you kindly tell us ? The Votes and Proceedings for the years 1879 and 1880, and the 
speeches upon the Public Works trouble of the year 1879.
14903. This information which you got from them rests entirely on speeches ? No ; it rests upon a 
Commission before which Mr. Hickson himself gave evidence. It rests upon his evidence.
14904. Was there anything else besides what you have mentioned there? I can give you details if you 
wish it of what is contained in them.
14905. I do not want to hear what was in them. Was there any other book that you referred to con
taining information on this matter ? No ; those are the books.
14906. It was in 1890 that Webster came to you ? It was perhaps in 1889.
14907. Was he in this Colony before then ? I really could not tell you.
14908. Did he bring any reference when you took him in? I do not think he did. I was joint architect for the 

140—3 O * 14909.
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Y. Parkes. construction of tlie Australian Mutual Provident Society’s Office at Adelaide, and I think he came to me 
oo/”a''~”A~"tqoc through some architect there recommending him.

ug-j • 14909. What was he there ? I really could not tell you.
14910. You do not know ? No.
14911. You do not know what his antecedents were ? No ; he came to me, and he seemed to he a man 
w'ho knew his profession, and I placed him on the job.
14912. So that you do not know anything about his antecedents before 1889 ? No.
14913. And since 1892 he has vanished from your sight altogether ? I expect he could he found.
14914. His Honor.'] I do not understand that he gave you any more information than you say is contained 
in the Votes and Proceedings of the House of Assembly of South Australia ? Not so much.

\_His Honor to Mr. Smith: The presence of Mr. Webster is immaterial. He would not be of any 
use if he were here.]
14915. Mr. Smith.] I think you said you were the Chairman of the Public Works Committee when Mr. 
Hickson was examined ? Yes.
14916. I think you said that Mr. Hickson was trying to force on the Committee a scheme, showing that 
the alternative scheme was so expensive ? Yes, I did.
14917. His Honor.] It was a substitution, by a closing up of the head of Harbour Harbour, for a Pyrmont 
Bridge ? The question at issue wras a new Pyrmont Bridge or a closing up of the head of Darling Harbour. 
14918. Mr. Smith.] I think you went to considerable trouble in getting outside evidence of experts ? 
Yes. •
14919. You went to a great deal of expense too ? £110. That does not seem a very great deal.
14920. In fact, there was a little trouble on the Committee about your having done that without having 
consulted the members of the Committee? Yes; but I did not do it without consulting them. They 
only complained of its costing that.
14921. Deferring to the minutes of your proceedings on the 7th November, 1894, I think a resolution 
was passed that the Committee proceed to consider the evidence with a view to reporting on the subject 
to the Legislative Assembly ? Yes.
14922. I think a timber bridge was to be recommended? Yes.
14923. Then, I think, you will find that, by consent, on 13th November, the chairman—that is, yourself— 
addressed the Committee ? Yes.
14924. After your statement a resolution was passed to reopen the inquiry in consequence of the state
ments you made ? Yes.
14925. Then I think you will find that on the next day Mr. Hickson was further examined ? I believe 
he was. '
14926. You remember that you cross-examined him on 14th November as to some supposed contradictions 
in his evidence ? Yes.
14927. He was cross-examined at great length by you ? I believe so.
14928. And Mr. Harley wfas examined too ? Yes.
14929. Then finally the report is drawn up, and after the examination on the 15th November you resigned ? 
Yes.
14930. Somewhere about that date ? Yes.
14931. A report is drawn up on 21st November in which this passage occurs:—

The resolution which contains the present Committee’s decision in their inquiry was passed on Wednesday, 7th 
November, but at the next meeting of the Committee, in consequence of certain statements made by the Chairman in 
condemnation of the proposed timber bridge approved of by the Committee, it was decided to reopen the inquiry for the 
purpose of further examining the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads and Bridges, and examining the Engineer- 
in-Chief for Harbours and Rivers. These officers were accordingly called before the Committee, and closely questioned on 
the points which had been raised by the Chairman. The evidence dispelled all doubt as to the stability of the bridge as 
designed, and confirmed the Committee in their decision to recommend its construction. The Commissioner and Engineer- 
in-Chief for Roads and Bridges pledged his professional reputation that the bridge will be thoroughly suitable,—perfectly 
safe, containing no structural defects, and serving the probable traffic between Sydney and Pyrmont. He would prefer, 
he said, an iron bridge ; but he recognised that it may not be desirable at the present time to erect such a bridge, seeing 
that his estimate of its cost is £220,000.
? Yes. •
14932. That is substantially a correct account of what took place according to the minutes we have gone 
through ? Well, it is what took place at the Committee.
14933. The Committee, whatever view you may have taken of Mr. Hickson’s evidence, based their report 
on the evidence of those two officers ? Yes.
14934. They did not agree with you at all events in your view of his evidence ? Of course that was only 
the report of the majority. You must remember that four members of the Committee tods the same 
view as I did.
14935. Then I think you stated afterwards that your reason for leaving the Committee was that you 
considered that the Committee was going more for the salvation of the officers of the Department than 
for the salvation of the public interest—was not that the expression you used ? I believe I did say that. 
I said that the Committee instead of trying to economise in the cost of the works took the evidence of 
the Departmental officers to sustain them in everything, eliminating altogether that of independent 
witnesses, and that, therefore, they were more looking to the salvation of public officers than to the 
interests of the country.
14936. Did you say this :—

I always thought the Committee was sworn to the salvation of the public funds, but I find the majority of the members 
are only bent upon the salvation of the interests of the official heads of departments.
? I believe I did.
14937. I think it was a majority of 9 to 4 ? I think so.
14938. Although there was that fullest inquiry, and that judicial finding on the inquiry, I think you 
afterwards told the House and the country that Mr. Hickson’s evidence on that occasion almost amounted 
to perjury ? I said— ‘
14938i- Did you or did you not say that? It would be better if you would read my Parliamentary 
speech and ask me on what appears there.
14939. Will you answer my question whether you did say that? I will tell you exactly what I said by 
looking at the speech. 14940.
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14940. I ask you whether you remember having said that ? What I recollect having said is that Mr. 
Hickson s contradictory evidence amounted almost to perjury—if I recollect aright.
14941. I will read you what you did say :— . '

V. Parkes. 
28Aug^lS96.

The evidence was so inconsistent and so varying, that having been given on oath, it almost amounted to perjury.
? That is practically the same.
14942. You think in face of what took place there you were justified in making that statement to the 
House ? I did, indeed. I thought I was absolutely justified.
14943. Do you think that is a fair discharge of your duties" as a representative of the people ? -----:-----
. His Honor (to Mr. We are going a good deal outside the question now. Mr. ParTces is not
vn, any sense on his trial before this Commission. If Air. Parkes had narrated facts which were material 
to this inquiry, some latitude might be allowed in cross-examining him as to his credibility. That question 
does not arise at all now. d.s to Mr. Parkes’ action as a Member of the Souse, it is going too far for us to 
go into that matter. ' ‘

Mr. Smith.] I submit, your Honor, that this statement of facts has been made in such a reckless way 
that X am entitled to show what this icitness considers to be a fair way.

. His HonorX say that that is going outside the question altogether. Mr. Parkes did touch upon 
his motives, but it was only to a very slight extent. XLs I have all along said, they are utterly immaterial'. I do 
not wish to go into questions tohich are not essential ivhen there is so much to consider which is essential.

Mr. Smith.I will be as short as I can, your Honor. That seemed to me to be a distinct charge, of 
almost perjury.

His Honor.~\ It may be well-founded or it maybe ill-founded; but the motive which induced the 
charge being made is immaterial.

14944. Mr. Smith.] When was young Mr. Hickson’s name first mentioned to you, and by whom ? It 
was mentioned to me the first time by Williams and Maddison. - 
14945. When ? Somewhere about the 20th September.
14946. That, I suppose, would be shortly before you asked that question in the House on 19th September ? 
What question was it P
14947. On 19th September, 1895, Mr. McCourt, for Mr. Parkes, asked a series of questions referring to 
certain contracts ■ but the principal questions are the following :— ■

(7.) What connection has a Mr. Hickson with this firm or with the works ? (8.) Is this Mr. Hickson a son of the 
present Engineer-m-Clnef ? .

Mr. Young’s answer to these questions was as follows :— '
(7.) He is engineer to the contractors. (8.) He is the son of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works : but the 

Ualmam contract referred to is being carried out under the supervision of the President of the Water and Sewerage Board 
and Lngmeer-in-Chief for Sewerage Construction, Mr. Darley. In the case of the other contract referred to, namely, the 
sewerage works at North Sydney, which was carried out under the supervision of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 
I am informed that Mr. Hickson, junior, had no connection with the work, being at that time in South Australia.
These two questions were asked by yon? Yes.
14947-2. You did not take that answer from the Minister as true, did you ? That was on 19th September. 
I must have asked these questions within a very short space of the time I received the information, but if 
1 asked these questions at this date I must have received the information from Williams and Maddison 
in before that, because before I asked those questions I saw the other contractors. The reason
why I did not take this answer-----
14948. I did not ask you for a reason ; I asked you, as a matter of fact, if you did or did not take that 
answer as correct ? I did not take it as correct.
14949. In fact, in your first speech, on the 26th September, on this matter, you said : “ I asked the 
Secretary for Public Works last week what connection Mr. Hickson had with‘the firm and with this 
work. I was told that Mr. Hiskson was the engineer to these contractors ” ? Yes.

1)1(1 70U g0 °n to sa:5r: “ But 1 ^formed upon the most reliable authority, that of a Mr.
- Maddison, the contractor who has left this firm, that Mr. Hickson took the position as a partner in the 

hrm, he being a son of the Engineer-in-Chief ” ? Yes.
Did you have any statement in writing from this Mr. Maddison ? Ho. I did not accept this. I 

said to aim, as I said to all those who came to me and urged me to get this Commission, u I£ you urge for
^^°^issi0n y0U muSt be PrePared on oat]l to state you state here,” and they said, “ We are.” 
14902. Who said that P Maddison and Ewing. I felt convinced and I thought to' myself that if a 
Commission or Parliamentary Committee was granted certainly the truth would come out.
14953. Then you go on to say :— ‘
., ^ Pan unfortunate position that this firm should have been allowed contracts under such circumstances as
these ;their engineer having to communicate with his father, who is in a position in the Public Works Department, in 
which he could grant all sorts of concessions. This firm are the only contractors who, during the last twelve months, 
have received these numerous concessions. I have it upon the authority of Mr. Maddison, who has undertaken to produce 
a copy of the telegram that a-wire was sent in March, 1894, by one of this firm of contractors, Mr. Carter, to another 
member of the firm Mr. Gummow, who was then in South Australia, to this effect: “ Mr. Hickson must be taken into the nrm at any cost. ’

Do you remember saying that ? Yes.
14954. Did Mr. Maddison then tell you that a telegram had been sent to the effect mentioned here ? He 
did, undoubtedly.
14955. You know that he denied it here on oath ? I have heard it denied: but I have heard a good 
many^ things denied on oath here. .
14956. At all events, you find now that he is not the reliable authority you thought he was—is not that 
so. Of course, I heard his denial of some matters on oath, but Mr. Maddison since he gave me that 
information fears that he is in the position of one of these contractors.
i49-37- How do you mean ? He becomes one of the firm of contractors by his former association, and 
that is the trouble.
14958. So he has come here and perjured himself—is that what you mean ? What I say is this__—
14959. Is that what you mean P What I say is this—by denying what he said before —

14960.
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Y. Parkes. 
2SAugl7l896.

14960. Answer my question—-yes or no ?
\_His Honor to Mjr. Smith : Mr. ParTces is explaining that something was said to him before, and 

that something else has been said on oath ; and the conclusion draws itself. It is one of those 
questions which I generally stop Counsel from asking.~\

He might have given me a wrong statement there and given me a correct statement here.
14961. Mr. SmithYou find out now, Mr. Parkes, that he is not a reliable authority? That seems to 
be so on some points. _
14962. There is no doubt, is there, that this reliable authority is absolutely unreliable ;—answer no or yes ? 
I must say that his statements look to be unreliable on some points. _ _
14963. This was the authority you were setting up against the oflicial information you had received ? 
Yes ; but you must change the position of time.
14964. Then we come to the next paragraph :—

It was about this time that Mr. Hickson left the Department, as his father said, on the score of retrenchment, and 
took up his position as an alleged partner in this firm ; or, as I have been informed by the Minister, their chief engineer.
Who told you that ? Of course I gained that information from these contractors too.
14965. You told the House that Maddison had not got his telegram—that a copy could be got from the 
Telegraph Department ? Yes. _
14966. Had you made any inquiries there ? I have, and I find that they destroy their records after 
twelve months. _ _ _
14967. When did you make these inquiries ? I made these inquiries after this Commission sat, with the 
object of producing the telegram as evidence here.
14968. Not till then ? No ; it is a remark which any man might make.
14969. You made inquiries, and you found the records were destroyed ? They destroy them after twelve 
months, they tell me.
14970. Did you ever ask Mr. Maddison to fulfil his undertaking, and get that copy for you ? When the 
Commission was granted ------- _
14971. Did you or did you not—answer straight ? When the Commission was granted----- ■
14972. I do not want to know about the Commission. I ask you did you or did you not ever ask Mr. 
Maddison to fulfil his undertaking ;—say no or yes, and explain afterwards ? When the Commission was 
granted I asked him to fulfil his undertaking—to go before the Commission and give his evidence and 
produce his facts. .
14973. It was not until the Commission had been appointed that you asked him that? That is so.
14974. You go on to refer to Contract 77—but I do not want to go into that matter now—and then you 
refer to the letting of Contract 79a without a tender. You refer to Mr. Hickson’s minute of. the 22nd 
March, 1894, and to his subsequent minute of 29th March, 1894 ; and after reading the minutes you 
say

This was on the 30th March, 1894. How sudden a change ? It is not the Minister who has to do with this. The 
Minister is generally led by the Head of the Department, it does not matter whether it is the present or the last Minister. 
The Heads of these Departments ought to be above reproach. There ought to be the greatest possible check put upon them. 
When we see a rapid change like this in a minute in a few days, after a son of the gentleman concerned has taken office 
under the contractors, then there is some suspicion.
You said tliat, did you not ? It is in the speech, I believe, if you read it correctly. .
14975. You told the House then that this second minute of Mr. Hickson’s, which you say is a change on 
his former one, was written in consequence of or in connection with the fact that his son had been taken 
in as a partner ? Are the minutes in Hansard ? .
14976. The minutes are printed in Hansard, at page 1201 ? I forget what they were. It is quite 
possible for a man who knows anything about affairs and who gathers partial information to make an 
erorr. It is very possible that they appeared in that form to me, because they are contradictory.
14977. You think they are contradictory ? Yes.
14978. At all events, Mr. Parkes, you told the House that it was a matter of suspicion that this change 
of front on Mr. Hickson’s part took place at the very time his son was taken in as a partner ? Yes. 
14979. It now turns out that your premises were absolutely false;—isn’t that so. Had you the 
definite information at that time that Mr. Hickson, junior, was taken in as a partner ? Of course, in
making my speech------ _ . .
14980 Did you have any definite information, or did you not ? Sufficiently far to guide me m my speech. 
14931. In dealing with the other answer which the Minister gave, you said that Mr. Hickson, junior, had 
no connection with the contract at North Shore, being at that time in South Australia, and you go on 
to say—

But Mr. Hickson has been going backwards and forwards between here and South Australia.
Who told you that ? Undoubtedly I was mistaken there. I was told by those who waited on me. _ _
14982. Do you remember who told you ? The contractors generally. I could not tell you the indi
vidual contractors who did. It might have been Mr. Maddison or it might have been Mr. Ewing.
14983. There has not been one word of evidence adduced here that anybody told you that? After all 
the point is not very material. _ , , j j r j o a j-
14934. Erom your point of view it is not very material whether he came backwards and forwards r At 
the time I made my speech it was in my mind that he examined all the work. In the light of his evidence
I see he did not. _ . 0 v
14985. At that time you were under the impression that he was looking after all th'eir works r les. 
14986. You remember the House adjourned in December ? Yes. *
14987. And shortly before the adjournment certain papers were laid on the Table of the House ? Yes. 
14988. The Minister ordered the laying of the papers on the Table on 19th December, 1895 ? Yes. 
149S9. Does Mr. Hickson say, at the bottom of page 2 of the Parliamentary paper—

My son is not now, nor ever was, a partner in the firm, and as he happened to be in Adelaide, and, as far as I 
know, knew nothing about the firm’s transactions in Sydney, he did not communicate with me, either directly or indirectly, 
in connection with the firm’s business.
Yes, he does; but what about that ? ... . ,, ,
14990. You see there that you have Mr. Hickson’s denial ? He says his son is in Adelaide “now, but 
his son was up here from at least August. 14991.
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14991. We will have the whole of the answer- V. Parkes.

I know nothing about the telegram alleged to have been sent in connection with the appointment of Iny sPn> 28 Auer.,isgg. 
having heard of it for the first time in Mr. Parkes’ statement, and cannot understand how it could have been sent, seeing ° ’ 
that my son left the Department in April, 1893, and that the telegram of March, 1894, is said to have been sent when he ■
had already been in the employ of the firm for nearly twelve months. ■
"When you saw that, did it occur to you then to make inquiries about that telegram ? No, it did not. .
14992. Did you make any inquiry at all about it ? No, because I intended to force this to a Commission, 
and I intended when 1 got that Commission that I should obtain all the evidence properly. You must 
remember that when you go privately to obtain information from a public department, you have very little 
chance of getting it if it causes trouble ; but if the Commissioner ordered the production of this document 
it would be produced. I applied to the Postmaster-General for information as to how I was to get this 
telegram, and then I intended to ask His Honor to give an order for its production here; but the 
Minister informed me that every telegram in the Department was destroyed on the expiry of twelve 
months. What was the good of my going any further then. As to getting information of a detailed 
character like that I never attempted to do so. I wanted to force this matter to a Commission. If I was 
wrong I -was wrong; but the information I received was sufficiently strong. I am quite willing to admit 
wherever I am wrong ; but, in any case, you see at once that it is only a statement of what is said to me.
It is asking for an inquiry to see whether the contents of that speech are correct.
14993. Although you had the undertaking of Maddison to produce a copy of the telegram, it did not 
occur to you to fulfil that undertaking ? It did. '
14994. It did not occur to you before May ? No. .
14995. Although you had distinctly a denial of the truth of his statement ? You know when I got-----
14996. Is it not so ? Yes ; but that report, although it was laid on the Table of the House on 19th 
December, I did not get until about six days before I made my speech.
14997. Your second speech ? No.
14998. You did not have it in your hand ? No ; in fact, it was a Member of the House who showed me 
the report, otherwise I should not have known about it.
14999. When you did see it you made no attempt to see who was right ? No ; I left everything to be 
cleared up by the Commission. You will see that I commented on it in my second speech.
15000. At the time you made your second speech, you had made no further inquiries at all ? Not on 
this point.
15001. Did you see Mr. Maddison? Yes ; I had many conversations with him on the matter.
15002. After you had seen the paper, and before you had made your second speech on 12th May, had 
you seen him ? I could not tell you. .
15003. You cannot remember whether you confronted him with what Mr. Hickson had said? No. All 
I know is the moment the Commission was granted-----
15004. I am not taking about the Commission at all ? It is the only way in which I can explain it to you.
15005. All I want to know is whether, between the reading of that answer by Mr. Hickson and the 
making of your second speech, you made any inquiries at all ? There were only six days in the meanwhile, 
and I did not. The reason -why I did not do so wms because I spent all my time in hurrying through to 
get this Commission granted. I used every effort to do it. After the Commission was granted I sent for 
all the witnesses who had given me information, and said, “Well, now you must prepare your material.”
I informed Maddison, amongst others, that he must get the particulars he had given to me.
15006. Without making inquiries you told the House in your second speech that Mr. Hickson’s statement 
was untruthful from beginning to end ? Where did I say so ?
15007. It is reported in Hansard at page 24 ? Did I say in this particular detail?
15008. You said, “ Let me take up this report of the Engineer-in-Chief; it is untruthful from beginning 
to end”; and you go on to deal with it in the very first sentence. Without making any inquiries you 
made that statement to the House ? Where did I comment on Mr. Hickson’s son in that speech ?
15009. In fact, you complained very much to the House about this statement being put before the House 
about the time it was put before the House, and the manner in which it was put before the House. You
thought it was intimidating Members of Parliament to do it ? No. I say-----  .
15010. Did you not say there would be intimidation if this sort of thing was allowed ? Head the words 
I used, and I will answer as to them. .
15011. You said in your speech :—

I want to point out to hon. members that under the course pursued the Engineer-in-Chief is allowed to come into this 
House as if he were a member of it, and abuse an hon. member who attempts to challenge his conduct as a servant of the 
State. If that is to be allowed the privileges of every hon. member are gone. The Engineer-in-Chief says :—Although it may 
be thought, as, indeed, it has been said, that I am making too much of this matter, and that no one really takes any serious ■
notice of these statements, I need hardly point out what a serious matter it would be if they were believed.
? I did.
15012. Again on page 37 you say-----  '

Nothing can so drag the privileges of Parliament through the mud as to allow of any intimidation against hon. 
members stating here their free thoughts on all subjects.
? “ Without reflections being made on them,” I should have added.
15013. You complained then of these papers being laid on the Table in this way ? Of their being laid 
on the Table on the last day of the session and as a Eeport on Public Works.
15014. How can you say it was an attack on you? Because of the first paragraph. While I was asking 
for a commission, which could have been granted on the following day, in the month of October, the 
Government blocked in every way the motion ; and at the end of the session, when the motion could not 
come on, the last thing which was done was to put this report on the Table of the House ; then would 
come a recess of, it might be, six months for all we knew, and it would have to remain there as a record 
of the House, and with that comment of Mr. Hickson contained in it.
15015. It did not occur to you then, after having made certain definite charges on certain facts against 
Mr. Hickson, that it was only a fair thing to give Mr. Hickson the earliest opportunity of replying to . 
those charges ? He ought to have had it. It was not my fault that he had not.
15016. In this speech, at page 24, you said :—■

I can prove by statutory declaration that he came over twelve months before with Mr. Gillan, one of the contractors.
Yes. 15017.
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Y. Parkes. 15017- Where is that statutory declaration? I had not one.
15018- You indicated it ? Yo.

" u^'’ ' 15019- Who made it ? One was not made. It was one undertaken to he made.
15020- You said, “ I can prove by statutory declaration.” You meant that some other reliable authority 
had sa id that he would make one for you ;—who was that ? That was, I think, Dawson. I am not sure- 
whether it was Dawson or whether it was Ewing; it was one of them.
15021. You never got that statutory declaration ? No. It is of little or no value. It was not worth 
while. •
15022. You did not consider it a very important statement? Nor does it matter very much at what time 
he came up.
15023. We know, as a fact, that he did not come up at all except on a holiday ? The evidence establishes 
that fact.
15024. Then you said again here, distinctly, Mr. Hickson’s son came up from Adelaide with Mr. Gillan to 
sign that bond ? Yes.
15025. Who told you that ? Maddison and Ewing told me that. If you were to read on further and ask 
me whether I made a statement as a continuation of that you will see the reason why.
15026. After that speech you say you made no inquiries at all until the Commission was granted ? I 
think the Commission was appointed within three or four days of that speech—certainly within a week. 
15027. I think the Commission held its first sitting on 27th May; did you make any inquiries before 
that date ? No. •
15028. You made no inquiries before 27th May as to the evidence to be adduced ? No ; except as to 
preparing the evidence.
15029. Did you make any inquiries with regard to young Mr. Hickson ;—did you see either of these 
witnesses, and find out whether they could substantiate their statement ? I told you that I waited until 
after the Commission was appointed.
15030. On the first day, did you make any inquiries ? I sent for all the witnesses to ask them if they 
were prepared to make their statements.
15031. Did you press them on the truth or otherwise of this charge about Mr. Hickson ? No.
15032. You made no specific inquiry about that ? No ; I was convinced in my own mind that they were 
correct. I was convinced that everything would come out exactly as they said.
15033. In spite of this distinct denial given officially twice ? Yes; but there are many things in this 
denial which would lead one to doubt it.
15034. It would depend upon who the one is, perhaps ? Yes.
15035. At all events you made no specific inquiry, although the truth of Maddison’s statement had been 
absolutely contradicted before 27th May? I made no inquiries for this reason—that there are two 
statements, and the Commission would elucidate the truth.
15036. On the first day the Commission sat, I think you formulated some charges, which you called—

Charges made in the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales as to improper conduct in connection with contracts- 
of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and referred by the said Legislative Assembly to a Koyal Commission for inquiry and report.
? Yes.
15037. One of those charges was—■

That Robert Hickson, while being an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, did act 
collusively with his son, George Hickson, a partner of the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., by which the said 
George Hickson obtained wrongly money belonging to the Crown.
Yes ; but I withdrew that charge.
15038. On the 15th June you withdrew that charge? Yes.
15039. And on that date you formulated this charge :—

That Robert Hickson, while an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, did allow of undue 
concessions being granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., contractors for sewerage works in the Colony of New South 
Wales—his son, George Hickson, being an interested party in the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
? Yes.
15040. "What took place between the 27th May and the 15th June which induced you to alter the form of 
your charge ? In the first place I thought the charge was worded in too harsh a manner, and in the second 
place, on the day before Maddison and Ewing came here, from their conduct they seemed to me so very 
anxious to get out of the affair altogether, because they were going to be brought in on defective work 
with the other contractors, that I was doubtful whether they would give me such full particulars as formerly. 
15041. I suppose that was the first time when you began to find out that your authority was not reliable ; 
is that so ? I really thought at the time that they would become adverse witnesses from the fear of being 
associated with the defective work.
15042. So you thought it wiser to alter the form of your charge? Mr. Hickson objected to his son’s 
coming up first of all. I never intended to put in this charge at all. I put it in in the first place with 
the object of getting full and truthful information before the Commission from young Mr. Hickson. He 
would not have come back without a pretty strong charge being made.
15043. It was a pretty strong charge of dynamite ? That charge was put in really with the object of 
inducing Mr. Hickson to fetch his son back here to give information. It was on information, which X 
considered to be so conclusively true, at the time, that it would be sustained. You must remember that 
I did not put this charge in until after I saw that Mr. Hickson, junior, would not come to the Colony. I 
thought it was absolutely essential to have him here, and therefore I put the charge in. If he had been 
coming I would not have made any charge at all; I would have taken the matter in Maddison’s and 
Ewing’s evidence and not made a charge. I asked His Honor too.
15044. At all events the main reason was that when you saw Maddison here, just before you called him on 
15th June, you began to see that he was wavering;—is that the reason why you altered the charge ? 
That is another reason I intended to alter the charge all along.
15045. What did you put it in for at the start ? I made the charge in the strongest language with the 
object of inducing Mr. Hickson to fetch his son back.

- 15046. You think that is a proper thing to do—to bring a serious charge like that of corruption against 
a public officer and leave it standing on the records of this Commission for upwards of three weeks with 
that object ? I was under the impression that I had absolute evidence to sustain it. It was a matter of 
kindly feeling to Mr. Hickson which made me not put it in in the first place. 15047.
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15047. What do you mean ? It was a consideration for Mr. Hickson’s feelings ; I thought his son would V- Parkes. 
not he here. ,—
Ti/r^T^' ^r°u say then that this charge was substituted on the 15th June, after you had had an interview with 28 Aug.,1896. 
Maddison, previous to his examination here ? Tes. '
15049. Then what took place at that interview induced you to alter the charge ? Tes. They came to 
me and protested that had work was being entered into ; that their names had been inserted in the 
Commission; and that they were making a “ whip for their own backs.”
15050. Did you ask them whether it was true what they had staled before with regard to young 
Mr. Hickson? Tes. 6 j s
15051. Why did you alter the charge if they still stuck to their statement? I never intended to put in 
that^charge till I had the information. I put it in strong in order to induce his father to fetch him here.
15052. Did you take legal advice ; did you consult Mr. White or any other solicitor with regard to that 
charge? Tes.
15053. M ere you advised that it might, amount to libel? Ho; he advised me that I could make my 
■charges as definite as I wished ; that, in order that the Commission might obtain the truth, this charge 
might be made as full as possible.
15054. Nothing further than that ? No.
15055. Mr. Hickson, junior, was examined here on the 17th June, and this substituted charge was put in 
on the 15th June, two days before. It was known at that time that he would be here. Was not that 
the reason that you thought it advisable to pull in your horns ? No ; that was not the reason. I was 
never more surprised than I was at the evidence that was given. I was fully convinced that the facts I 
had stated were true. '
15056. Tou heard young Mr. Hickson’s evidence ? Tes. ■
15057. He swore here what was the extent of his interest in the firm, viz., a salary of £5 per week ? Tes.
15058. Tou once thought he got a travelling allowance ? Tes.
15059. Tou heard the evidence of Mr. Carter confirming that? Tes.
15060. Tou heard Mr. Gummow, too, I believe? Tes.
15061. Tou still think there is a shadow of a doubt that Mr. Hickson, junr., had any interest in the firm 
beyond that ? It is not for me to judge of the evidence, but I have a doubt.
15062. In the face of the books you say that there is a shadow of a doubt ? I do. If Mr. Carter and 
Mr. Gummow had not given their evidence I would not. They made a statement in their evidence which 
•does leave me in doubt now.
.15063. When this substituted charge was put in you were required to put in particulars of the “undue 
concessions ” ? Tes.
15064. Tou included Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, of the charges on Contract 69 ? I did.
15065. And certain others and Nos. 1, 2, and 4, of Contract 79A? Tes.
15066. In this charge you say :—

That Robert Hickson, while an officer of the Crown, viz., Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, did allow of undue 
•concessions being granted to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., contractor for sewerage work in the Colony of New South 
V\ ales—his son George Hickson being an interested party in the firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
Do you mean to charge from that that, because George Hickson was an interested party, these “ undue •
■concessions were made ? AThat I mean is that Mr. Hickson’s son, having an interest with the firm as 
long as they had Government contracts, was kept there. It seems that during the period he was there.
This is .not for me to judge ; it is for the Commission to judge.
15067. All I want to know is the meaning of this charge;—do you mean to say that, because Mr. Hickson,

* junior, was an interested party, therefore “ undue concessions ” were made ? I conceived it to be so.
15068. Tou had not quite said whether that is what you do mean ? Prom information I had I conceived 
it to be so. "
15069. That is the way you want to put in before the Commission? As far as I could see that was so.
15070. Tou say that one of these “ undue concessions” on Contract 79a was “ with allowing defective 
TPrkt° k® done by which a loss is sustained by the Crown”;—you say that was done because voung 
Mr. Hickson had an interest in this firm ;—is that your charge ? Tes ; in a wav. ^
15071. Is it or is it not ? In a way.
15072. It is, in a general way, a charge? I would he acting the part of the Commissioner if I were to 
proceed with a reply.
15073. Mis Monori\ The question is not on what has transpired since, but on what was in your mind 
when you defined the charges in that way ? It was in my mind that that was so.
15074. Mr. Smithi] That this defective work was allowed to be done because young Mr. Hickson was 
associated with this firm ? Tes ; because contractors known to do defective work once should not,' I hold, 
be allowed to have a second contract from the Department. *
15075. What was the defective work you had in your mind with regard to Contract 79a ? In that case I 
thought I should be producing, and I have produced, evidence that there was a deficient quantity of material 
put m the contract. "
15076. Was there any evidence besides the evidence of Dawson which you had in your mind ? Tes • 
there is the evidence of Eeid, the Inspector. ’
15077. Of Eeid, the Inspector, and Dawson, and who else ? I think those are the two.
15078. AThat had Eeid to do with Contract 79a ;—did he lead you to believe that he bad anything to do 
with it. I thought you said Contract 79. I think Eeid was an Inspector for Contract 79a.
15079. Did you get any statement in writing from Eeid ? No; but I got a statement from him.
15080. It was a verbal statement; was there anything else ;—in fact. Dawson is the only one who has 
given evidence about.Contract 79a? No; there was-nobody else. '
15081. Do you mean to tell the Commission that you charge Mr. Hickson with allowing that defective 
work which Dawson told you of because of young Mr. Hickson’s interest in the firm? I was wrong in 
saying that there was not another witness. Tou must remember that Hansen, who was to give evidence,
•did give evidence before the Commission. He was dismissed from the job, and I had him in mind.
15082. Tou had Hansen in mind ;—what did he tell you, then? Before the Commission ?
15083. At the time you framed this charge ? Hansen did not tell me anything.
15084. AVhat had you in your mind ? I had been told that Hansen had done this defective work.

• 15085.
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V. Parkes. 15085. Was there anybody else besides Dawson whom you had seen, and Hansen whom you had in your 
—' mind ? Yes ; Eeid had told me that he believed there was defective work on that job, and that if he had 

28 Aug., 1896. i,een retained as the inspector he could have prevented it.
1508G. Was there anyone else who told you about this defective work ? Ho.
15087. Why did you arrive at the conclusion that this defective work had been allowed because young 
Mr. Hickson was associated with the firm ? I must admit that, in asking me to fix these charges, you 
set a fair trap for me. _ .
15088. Not a bit ? In the first place, I hurriedly enumerated those without looking at that; but 1 hold 
all the same that the head of a department, when he knows that a contractor has once done defective 
work, should take very good care that he does not do it again, and should see that an inspector who is 
preventing it is not removed from the work. , .
15089. Do you say, with regard to this, that I set a trap for you P It looks very much like it.
15090. You think, then, that when I applied for these particulars of this vague and general charge, and 
His Honor ruled that it was a reasonable request, 1 was setting a trap for you ? I did not at the time 
see your object, but I see it now. . .
15091. You do not think it was a reasonable thing, when a vague and vast accusation of this kind is made, 
that the man wrbo lays the indictment, as it were, should be pinned down to particulars ? Is it a vague 
and vast accusation ? . .
15092. Sis HonorJ] Now, Mr. Parkes, you have not answered that question so far as it requires an 
answer ? I do not think it is a reasonable thing—not before a Commission on public matters.
15093. Mr. Smith.~\ You think that a man ought to be allowed to make this general accusation and not 
specify what he means? I think he ought to have the fullest scope for his charges.
15094. In asking you for these particulars you think you were limited in that scope you are entitled to . 
I think you meant to limit it in some manner for your own objects.

Sis Honor (to Mr. Parkes') : (Remember you are not bound down by these specific charges, as I 
told you, at first.

Mr. Parkes : Yes, your Honor. _
15095. Mr. Smith.~\ With regard to Contract 79a, did you not know at the time the charge was framed 
that this contract was not under Mr. Hickson at all ? No, I did not. _
15096. This defective work was not done until December, was it ? But I did not know that Mr. Hickson 
had not control of this work.
15097. You did not know that ? I do not know at the present moment that he had not.
15098. Although you heard the evidence here ? I must not be the judge of the evidence.

His Honor.Of course, Mr. Smith, the contract ran for a time after the change took place. It 
began before the change took place.

Mr. Smith."] Hut toe have the evidence of Dawson, your Honor. _
His Honor.] It is hardly fair to put the question in that way. When Dawson got in the box it 

was cleared up, with considerable difficulty too, what date he intended to refer to as the date 
on which he said he knew defective work was done.

15099. Mr. Smith/] 1. think I will leave Mr. Hickson, junior, alone now. I want to ask you, Mr. Parkes, 
one question which does not appear to be a charge formulated. In your first speech, on 26th beptember, 
at page 1198 of Hansard, you said :—

There is a set of contractors whose names or titles are Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. They contract for various 
works in this country ; at present most of them are about Sydney. This firm of contractors are identified with the 
Government in the most suspicious fashion.
I want you to tell the Commission what you meant by the word “ Government ? The Government 
Department. _ _ , .
15100. Do yon mean that this firm of contractors is identified with the Ministerial Head of that Depart

15101. You do not mean that? I do not know whom they are identified with. It is a general 
statement. How is it possible for a Member of Parliament to obtain the exact facts of a case. In a 
speech, he is bound to make general statements ; and, on the information I had, it was a justifiable remark 
to make. . . ,
15102. Have vou, Mr. Parkes, any more evidence to produce? There is some overlapping evidence Mhicn 
I have not been able to obtain, but which I asked His Honor if he would allow to he brought in. _ 
15103. Have you any other evidence on which you base that charge of this firm of contractors being 
identified with the Government other than what you have called here ? Yes ; there is a good deal of 
evidence which might at any moment be available. During the time I conducted my case the Department, 
through yourself, brought in evidence which was not objected to ; and I intend to ask His Honor to allow 
me, should I get any evidence which has not been available to me, and which I had before me when I made 
that speech, to allow me to submit it; and I do not think you can take exception to it. _
15104. I certainly shall not object—that is, on this particular charge of this firm of contractors being 
identified with the G overnment in a suspicious manner ;—how many of these deputations waited upon 
you ? I suspect there were four or five. .
15105. Were they all before the first speech was made ? That I could not tell you; I cannot quite 
recollect.
15106. But Williams and Maddison were the prime movers in the thing ? They were the first two who 
approached me. They said they had been requested by a number of smaller contractors, who had no 
opportunity of tendering, to come and see me. They put the statements before me. I asked, "W ho are 
these other men ?” and they enumerated certain firms. I told them to bring them to me.
15107. Do you know why they came to you ? They told me the reasons, and the reasons are before the
Commission. . . .
15108. In fact, you were known to he a man who was very much against the present system ot adminis
tering this Department ? Yes. _ .
15109. You have told us this morning that these two induced you to table the motion . Yes. they 
asked me in conjunction with other contractors to bring the matter before the House.
15110. I think besides that there was that notice of motion you gave in April, 1892 ? Yes.
15111. Which was referred to in the evidence of Mr. Davis the other day ? Yes.

15112.
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15112. Tour idea in April, 1892, was to abolish all the professional officers ? Tes, and to 
national Board of Works.
15113. These contractors came to you, I suppose, knowing that ? I could not tell you.
15114. Williams and Maddison were the chief prime movers, and they brought the others ? 
the first who waited upon me, others came afterwards.

^ave half-a-dozen of them here;—we have had Butcher, Ewing, Gilliver, Rhodes, and 
Williams ? Tes. .
15116. Tou mentioned O’Neill;—he was one of them, wasn’t he ? I really could not tell you at this 
moment whether he was present at that deputation, but he was with me. They were rather straggling 
deputations. ■
15117. When did you last see O’Neill ? I saw O’Neill after I had made my speech in Parliament the 
last time.
15118. Why did you not call him ? Because he went back on everything he told me. I looked upon 
him as being an unreliable man.
15119. Then his tale was not true? How about Rogers;—has he gone back on you ? I never called 
Rogers, because I am not quite sure whether his evidence was material. There is nothing in question on 
which he could give any evidence.
15120. I think Crosbie was mentioned by Gilliver;—do you know him at all ? I do not know him. He 
might have been in the room.
15121. Tou referred to Mr. Carson in Gilliver’s evidence ;—you suggested his name to Mr. Gilliver ? I 
do not think so.
15122. These are the questions I referred to: —

5274. You have named eight or nine of them ? Yes. Tn addition to those I have named, there were Crosby and 
others in fact, pretty well all the small contractors. There are three contractors who are not on a footing with us— 
JVrSweeney, Carter, Gummow, & Co., and Ahearne.
5275. What about Carson ? He is engaged upon a railway. The balance present would be the small fry contractors.

That is a humorous remark. I wanted to know whether Carson was amongst the great contractors.
15123. His Hon or He was the remaining sewerage contractor whom you remembered? Tes.
15124. Mr. Smith.~\ Carson was not one of those who attended the deputation? I never supposed he was. 
It completed the list. It was not worth while to report the question.
1512o. There are no others, Mr. Parkes, whom you remember? No; I cannot remember now; but if 
you wish^to have the names I can give you the names, because I entered them up.
\5126. Tou have a list of the names of the small fry that Mr. Gilliver talked of ? There is sure to be a 
list in the office. .
15127. Each one of these contractors had his grievance, I think ;—hadn’t he his complaints when he came 
to you ? Tes.
15128. They all came with complaints, one and the other ? Tes.
15129. They were all men with a grievance? I do not know whether you can say a grievance. They all 
had some information.
15130. lor instance, there is Mr. Maddison, who said the grievance of the contractors was that they had 
not a fair go at the tender-box ? Tes.
15131. There were similar complaints ? Tes.
lol32. In fact, they were very jealous of Carter, Gummow, & Co., weren’t thev? I cannot tell you. 
15133. But didn t they say that Carter, Gummow, & Co. were in the swim, and that they were not, and 
that they were determined to burst up Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No. They said to me, “ Tou under
stand construction work, Mr. Parkes. Tou have taken some steps in connection with the Works 
Department, and you took some steps on the Public Works Committee. We can give you some informa
tion of something which has been done wrong in connection with the Sewerage Department, and if you 
like to listen to it you can correct it as it ought to be corrected.” That is about the gist of what they 
said. I might add to that that they asked me to get this corrected without bringing Mr. Hickson or 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. into trouble.
15134. They did say that they wanted to burst up Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No, they did not.
Did you say in the House:—

i i. ffi.ey say kj> “P Carter, Gummow, & Co. are clever enough to get this contract, that is all right; but we want
also to be m this sort of swim. They are in the swim at the present time, and we want to burst them up.”
Tou said it? If that is the correct reading.
1513o. Although the contractors never said one word of that to you, that is so ? After they put before 
me a considerable amount of detail, I was justified in saying that.
15136. Tou were justified in saying that, although they never said they wanted to burst up Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. ? They said they wanted to put a stop to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s manoeuvring 
ot the contracts into their own hands.
15137. Tou told the House that these contractors had said, “ We want to burst Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
up ;—they never told you that ? No.
15138. So that that statement is untrue ? It is incorrect.
15139. His Honor.'] Not in so many words? No. If you read that literally, it is incorrect; but the 
inference is that they wanted to put a stop to that firm’s receiving contracts in the manner in which they 
were doing. , J
15140. Tou understood that the contractors wanted to spoil their little game ? That is it.
lol41. Mt . Smith.] Tou could see that they wanted, if they did not want to burst them up, to spoil their
little game? Tes; and I want to spoil a lot of them.

eolfI(I s®e was their object—that they wanted to spoil their game, and that they had
all these grievances. I suppose that they wanted to have some justice done.
15143. That is what you understood, broadly, to be the position ? I understood that they wished to have 
a proper state of affairs, seeing that they were getting the worst of it under the system. ' They wished to 
have a proper state of affairs, m order that they might come in. If a proper state of affairs ruled they 
thought they would have a better show.

140—3 P (a)

establish a V. Parkes.
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V. Parkes. 15144. Seeing that, did it not then occur to you that, with men coming to you with a grievance like that, 
oifa ^ wou^ be just as well to sift their statements thoroughly before you ventured to speak on them ? Yes ;
28 Aug., 8 b. y0n must remember, Mr. Smith, that a Member of Parliament, when he hears a number of things 

from a number of men whom he knows himself to be pretty astute and pretty cunning, and which coincide 
with other information he has, and after he gets a number of papers placed on the Table of the House 
which corroborate it to a certain extent, is justified in asking that there be an explanation and a clearing 
up of the matter. Otherwise no public man would ever do his duty.
15145. One of the first matters you mentioned in your first speech is the letting of Contract 79a. There 
was this minute by Mr. Hickson of 22nd March, 1894, and his further minute of 29th March, 1894. You 
were in the House when Mr. Lyne made his speech, I suppose ? What speech ? _
15146. On this motion of yours in which he refers to this particular contract ? I was not in the House. 
15147. I suppose you took the trouble to read his speech ? I never did.
15148. You never read his speech ? No. _
15149. Before you formulated these charges, you never read his speech ? No. The only thing I ever 
saw of his speech was a comment at the bottom that he did not know that Mr. Hickson’s son was 
employed by the contractors.
15150. One of the charges in regard to Contract 79a is :—

Inducing the Minister on the plea of urgency to let the above contract to Carter, Gummow, & Co. without tendering, 
by which loss was sustained by the Crown.
The Minister referred to was Mr. Lyne ? Yes.
15151. You knew that, and yet you did not take the trouble to read his speech on this particular matter 
before you formulated that charge ? I-----
15152. Did you or did you not? No, I did not read his speech. I would like to make an explanation 
here. I spoke to Mr. Lyne privately about this matter. He said to me, “ I forget the incidents of the 
case, but I must have acted upon the recommendation of my officer. But why don’t you get the papers.” 
I pointed out to him that the papers were not in the Parliamentary return; and the first thing I did when 
the Commission obtained the papers from the Public Works Department was to look for these papers.

' I found a minute from Mr. Davis, written to Mr. Griffiths, of the Water and Sewerage Board, stating that 
all the papers in connection with the letting of Contract 79a are lost, and therefore the certificate on 
which the contract has to be paid will have to be made out without them. You will find that amongst the 
papers. So that, really and truly, if I had read Mr. Lyne’s speech, I should have had to wait until the 
information came before the Commission before getting the fullest facts.
15153. If Hansard is correct you were in the House when Mr. Lyne made his speech ? In what ivay ? 
15154. In the next column but one, page 1209, referring to Johnstone’s Creek, Mr. Lyne says,—
. I presume that what is referred to is the sewerage work further up in Johnstone’s Bay, which comes down from the 
head of the creek; but that has nothing whatever to do with the work that is going on upon the mud flats at the output at 
Johnstone’s Bay. I may be wrong in gathering what the Honorable Member referred to, but I took it that he meant-----
You interjected here, “ The storqiwater canalling”? I might have been there at the former portion of 
his speech, or might have just come in then ; but I certainly did not hear the whole of his speech.
15155. You did not take the trouble to read it in Hansard ? As a matter of fact, the only speeches I 
did read were Mr. Beid’s and Mr. Young’s.
15156. This is rather an important matter, isn’t it ? Yes.
15157. Is not a charge of inducing the Minister to let a contract in an improper manner rather an 
important matter ? Yes ; it is a general charge.
15158. I think it is a specific charge, isn’t it ? It is a charge founded upon finding information. Of 
course I laid before His Honor these charges with the full conviction that there was evidence amongst 
the papers to sustain them, from former knowledge; but they were never intended to hold absolutely 
good. They might be varied, and if they are wrong in any way I say to you “ Produce these papers.” 
15159. That is not the point;—you made a charge without taking the trouble to find out what the 
Minister had said in his place in the House on the matter? I did it with the knowledge that there were 
papers in connection with the letting of this contract, and I asked you to let us have these papers. 
15160-4. I do not know what papers you refer to ? "Where is the correspondence ?

MONDAY,
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MONDAY, 31 AUGUST, 1896.

Varney Parkes recalled and further examined :—
15165. His Honor.'] There is no other evidence which you wish to give before your cross-examination is V. Parkes. 
continued:' No; but I wish to correct my evidence in two particulars. I was speaking on Friday of /— 
inquiries I had made. I wish to say that 1 did ask your Honor to make inquiries of the Postal Department, Aug., 1896. 
and that you received this reply:—

[Urgent.] ,
S*r> Postal and Electric Telegraph Department, General Post Office, Sydney, 23rd June, 1896.

With reference to the request made by you in your communication of to-day’s date to be furnished, for the use 
of the Public Works Inquiry Commission, with copies of any telegrams which may have been sent by Mr. John Carter, of 
the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., to Mr. Frank Moorhouse Gummow, or to Mr. James Gillan, in Adelaide, during the 
months of April, May, or June, 1893, and to your inquiry by telephone respecting the matter, I have the honor to inform 
you that all telegraphic messages are only kept for one year, after which they, as well as any tapes on which they may be 
recorded, are destroyed.

It is therefore regretted that your request cannot be complied with.
I have, &e.,

The Secretary, Public Works Inquiry Commission, Chief Secretary’s Office, Sydney.

S. H. LAMBTON,
Deputy Postmaster-General.

That contains the same information as I gave in my evidence. In the other case I said I received 
information from Eeid, the Inspector. I find that I did not receive information from him prior to the 
Commission being appointed. He called upon me and spoke to me about matters, but he declined to give 
me any information, except to state that he could give information, and 1 did not get that information 
until he appeared as a witness here. I want to correct my evidence in that respect in justice to him, 
though I knew from other people that he was going to give certain information.
15166. Mr. Smith.] Do you know the Christian name of that Mr. "Webster ? I do not.
15167. Vou cannot tell us his Christian name ? I could to-morrow, by looking up his letter.
15168. I think when the Commission adjourned on Friday we were on the speech of Mr. Lyne, and you 
stated that you did not hear the whole of that speech ? I do not think I did. I do not recollect it. 
15169. Especially that portion which refers to Contract 79a P I will tell you why I do not think I heard 
the whole of it. In looking at the paper next morning I looked at the tail end, and I saw a paragraph in 
which Mr. Lyne said he did not know that Mr. Hickson’s son was connected with the firm, and that is 
the only thing I saw of it that I can recollect.
15170.’ At all events, you were in the House during a portion of the speech? That is apparent.
15171. You were there just before he spoke, apparently ? There is no doubt I was there during the first 
portion of his speech. .
15172. But you were there when he referred to Contract 79a P I do not think so. If I was I did not 
hear him. '
15173. After referring to Contract 79a, Mr. Lyne, at page 1208 of Hansard, goes on to say:—

If I remember rightly, on that occasion, I should state in fairness to the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, I do 
not think that he advised me to do this work. I think that his advice to me was in accordance with the- minute which 
has been read to-night, and that was, if anything, against doing the work in this way. But I considered that I was justified 
m the course I took, and I therefore took it. I am responsible for it, and I am satisfied that the work is well done.

You do not remember hearing Mr. Lyne say that? No; but I recollect that conversation in which 
he said to me, “ You will find all the information concerning that in the papers.” I have the document, 
which I referred to, about these papers. The document is as follows :— "

Department of Public Works, Engineer-in-Chiefs Office, Sydney, 28 August,' 1895. 
Minute Paper.

. Subject:—Contract 79a, North Sydney Sewerage.
As these works have exceeded the estimated cost, it would be as well to have the papers approving of the extensions in 
High-street at schedule rates.

T. GRIFFITHS,
. ... „ „ Supervising Engineer, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.Engmeer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

• Mr. Adams,—Obtain and attach papers.—C. D., 28(8/95. I have tried to get these papers from the Works Depart
ment, and was told they cannot be found.—S. Adams, 28(8(95. The Engineer-in-Chief. Are the papers with the
Board? Let me see the contract documents.—C.D., 29(8(95. The Undersecretary, Public Works. Mr. Davis for 

reTuu>e(l by Mr. Darley. Jno. P., 29(8(95. On inquiry I find that the bond referred to was handed over to 
the Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, with others, on 28(6(95.—T.P., Principal Assistant Engineer, 
Country towns \\ ater Supply and Sewerage, 3/9/95. Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. As 
the papers cannot be found we must pass in the voucher without them.—C.D., 5/9(95. Vouchers herewith —T G 
Supervising Engineer, MetropoUtan Sewerage Construction, 7/9/95. Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Con
struction. Voucher for £194 15s.- 2d. forwarded to the Treasury on the 10(9/95.—S. A.

I presume they never have been found.
15174. IA'Di not referring to any papers which cannot be found; I want to draw your attention to the 
papers which are before the Commission ;—you say that Mr. Lyne said that it was on his responsibility 
that this extension was ordered ? That is so.
15175. And he says that a reference to the minute will bear that out ? He says so here.
15176. At page 1201 of Hansard do you see Mr. Hickson’s first minute of 22nd March, 1894 ? Yes.

15177.
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V. Partes. 15177. it is a minute by Mr. Hickson substantially to tbis effect—that he cannot recommend that the
contract be carried out as an extension at schedule rates ? I rather think not seeing that the work is 50 31 Aug., 1896. per cent_ cheaper_
15178. Tou need not interrupt me, Mr. Parkes. Is that not so ? Tes.
15179. But he goes on to say “ I believe, however, if tenders were invited we could get the work done 
under the office estimate.” That is so? Then I say why— .
15180. Never mind what you say. Answer my question ? Tes; but anybody may write a minute like 
that. A man who writes a minute like that—•
15181. I would ask you not to go off. I want to deal with the minute as it stands. That is the effect of 

.it? Tes. ■
15182. He does not even recommend the calling of tenders for the work. He simply says “ I believe 
if tenders are called the work will be done under the office estimate”? I should take that as a 
recommendation.
15183. Tou go on to say “ It was about this time that Mr. Hickson, junior, became a member of the 
firm ” ? I did. ‘
15184. That of course we know is not the case ? No, I was in error.
15185. Then you go on to refer to Mr. Hickson’s minute of 29th March, which begins in this way—
“ Referring to the Minister’s intimation this morning that he was prepared to let Messrs. Carter & Co. 
carry out this work as an extension ”—that is what he says ? Tes.
15186. So that he clearly refers there to an intimation which he had had from the Minister? Tes ; but 
I should have thought that he would have protested if he knew that the work could be got cheaper than 
the office estimate.
15187. So you see that Mr. Hickson refers to a distinct intimation which he had from the Minister to a 
certain effect ? Tes.
15188. I suppose an intimation coming from a Minister of the Crown in charge of a Department amounts 
to an instruction to an officer ? Tou must remember—
15189. Does it or does it not ? It is a matter of opinion—I could not say that it is.
15190. Would you not think so ? I could not tell you ; but from Mr. Barling's evidence it is quite clear
that Mr. Hickson and Mr. Lyne had private interviews about this matter.
15191. I am not talking about private interviews. I am referring to the minute now. The intimation 
was to the effect that Mr. Lyne was prepared to let Carter carry out the work as an extension, provided 
that they agreed to do so for the Departmental estimate ? Tes.
15192. This concession to do it is an extension of the existing contract at the schedule rates, but they 
were to come down to the Departmental estimate—that is clear, is it not ? Tes. But the Departmental 
estimate is about a fair proportion of the other because it is a cheaper contract.
15193. Then Mr. Hickson goes on to say:—“ I had an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared on the 
part of his firm to comply with the Minister’s decision is that not so ? Tes.
15194. So you see that the minute itself says that that was the Minister’s decision which Mr. Hickson 
was instructed to communicate to these contractors—is that not plain ? Tes, it looks to be so.
15195. That being the concession, how do you charge Mr. Hickson with a sudden change as you do in the 
next line ? It is a sudden change, comparing these two minutes together. One cannot comprehend a man 
who writes a minute so positively as that first minute being so weak as to give away his position by 
writing the other, if they were sincere minutes; and they appeared to me not to be sincere minutes.
15196. That is your explanation ? Tes.
15197. But it is quite clear that you were in error as to your premises, namely that Mr. Hickson came 
into the firm between these two dates ? Tes.
15198. That might have had something to do with coming to the conclusion which you still hold—is that 
not so ? No, it is not indeed.
15199. But in spite of the removal of that error from your mind, you still think that that is the effect of 
these two minutes fairly read together ? Tes ; because I think Mr. Hickson should have understood—in 
fact I take it that it is required by the Public Works Act—that all public works must be tendered for. It 
showed a compliance on his part to the Minister’s will which to my mind is not the action which he 
should have taken.
15200. I suppose you knew as a matter of fact that it was not an unusual thing to grant extensions of 
contracts to contractors without tendering ? 1 think it is, and ought to be.
15201. Is it, or is it not,—do you know of any others ? I do not know of any others, except one ; in 
fact, you will see that I moved for a return of these contracts. I only know of one granted to Gilliver, 
and another granted to somebody else.
15202. One of these men who waited on you with this grievance—that they had not a fair cut at the 
tender-box—himself admitted that he had a large extension of a contract without tendering ? Tes ; but 
he explained the reason why.
15203. That was Mr. Gillver ? Tes.
15204. That was the Rookwood contractor ? Tes; but he explained the reason, why. He did not receive 
this extension at office rates, but at competitive rates. This extension is given at office rates, and that is 
the difference.
15205. At page 1201 of Hansard, referring to the North Shore contract, you said:—

They received their contract under a schedule tender, and their sureties, as usual, were those of their own firm.
Did you say that ? Tes ; it is an error.
15206. In this case, I think, there was a cash deposit of £2,000 ? It is an error, which I freely admit. 
15207. To that extent it is misleading the House ? That was my information at the moment, but there 
was no intention of deceiving the House.
15208. But you say “ as usual ” ? Tes.
15209. Now we come to Contract 77, which relates to the Monier arch. At page 199 of Hansard 
you say :—

Fifteen firms of contractors tendered for the works at Balmain at schedule prices, and the lowest tenderer was the 
firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. These contractors sent in a price ridiculously low as compared with the fourteen 
other firms tendering. Their tender was 28J per cent, under the schedule prices. The next was 18i per cent.
Tou said that? Tes.

15210.
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15210. That is not so, having regard to the next tender being 18i per cent. ? No; but you must 
remember------
15211. There were two between, were there not ? Tou must remember that 1 was speaking in the House, 
not from oificial documents, hut from inf ormation which I had received. I cannot get at official documents. 
15212. Tou had been told that the next tender was ISv,- per cent. ? I presume so.
15213. But that is not the case, we now find P No ; 25i per cent. McSweeney’s was.
15214. Would you call McSweeney’s a ridiculously low price ? I think it was a low tender.
15215. A ridiculously low one ? A low tender for that work.
15216. It was not only Carter, Gummow, & Co. who sent in ridiculously low estimates, hut McSweeney 
did the same ? Tes ; he sent in a low tender, seemingly.
15217. At the bottom of page 1200 you quoted the minute of Mr. Hickson as to not taking out the 
quantities ? Tes.
15218. And then you went on to say:—

The sole reason was that quantities so much less would have been shown, and instead of the contractors making a 
profit of £2,000 they would have been cut down to a proper estimate of the value of the work.

V. Parkes.

31 Aug., 1896.

Did you say that ? Tes.
15219. Did anybody tell you that the sole reason for not taking it out was as alleged by you there? The 
contractors who came to me said that they looked at the nature of the work—that they had looked into the 
work, that they had themselves taken out the quantities roughly, .and that they were convinced that they 
could have done the work at £3,000 less than Carter’s price.
15220. Did they say that the sole reason for not taking them out was as you stated there ? What ? 
15221. To avoid showing the quantities so much less ? No ; I put that in myself. That is my own opinion. 
15222. There was no evidence about that—that was your own inference, or the conclusion you drew from 
the statements made by the contractors ? That is my own opinion, because I cannot understand why 
there should have been any hesitation about submitting it to the Minister in the schedule form.
15223. Tou came to that conclusion although you had the minute before you stating how it came about ? 
Tes.
15224. With regard to this Monier system we have heard so much about, when you made your first speech 
in September, had you seen a specimen of this work anywhere ? No.
15225. Had you seen a specimen when you made your speech in May ? No.
15226. Had you read anything about it in any of those authorities which have been referred to here ? I 
think I have.
15227. At that time. In September you had P Tes.
15228. Can you mention any one authority you had referred to on the matter ? No ; I cannot now from 
memory—in fact, I think I received an invitation from perhaps Mr. Carter and some others to go and 
look at the tests of it at one time. . •
15229. But you did not accept the invitation ? No. .
15230. Had you read any of the authorities such as were referred to by Professor Warren ? I admit that 
I knew practically nothing as to the patent except the materials.
15231. I think in your speech in May you gave a graphic description—perhaps I ought to say a descrip
tion-—of this Monier system, although you say at that time you knew nothing about it ? I did not give a 
graphic description.
15232. I withdrew the word graphic in obedience to- the suggestion of His Honor this morning. Tou 
gave a description of the system, although you admit now that you knew nothing about it ? But I did not 
give a description. I simply gave the object of it.
15233. Tou did not tell the House what the best description of it was then, did you ? I simply gave an 
explanation of the object of it. I told the reason why the rods were inserted—that is, to make the 
structure light. I think you will see that is the meaning of what I said. I think I illustrated my 
remarks. I said, “ If walls of houses were not strong enough, or the roof was too strong for the walls, 
it would need to be bound with iron rods. The iron gave strength to the thrust.”
15234. At page 30 of Hansard on 12th May, 1896, you said—

Yet the Government, under the Secretary for Public Works, allowed the contractors for a saving of £250 to Substitute 
a scheme of their own consisting of cement arches which would not stand unless supported by tie-rod iron. The best 
description I can give of that to Hon. Members is to take this Chamber, and to suppose that the walls are so weak that they 
cannot sustain the roof, and the weight of the roof is sufficient to push out the walls. The first thing to be done under 
such circumstances would be to put in iron tie-rods. These arches are so weak that they cannot sustain themselves, and 
have to be tied with iron tie-rods. That is what the Minister allowed the contractors to substitute for his own good, 
permanent, plan.
That is what you said ? Tes.
15235. There you give the House what you call the best description of this system that you can give ? 
Tes, that I knew of at the moment. '
15236. And then at page 31 you go on to say—

This patent with regard to the Monier arch, this useless, risky thing, was invented in Germany thirty years ago for 
ornamental work in gardens, and it was never intended for such work as I am referring to.
Is that so ? Tes, but I admit that I was in error there.
15237. I suppose you were equally in error when you told the House further on, “ The Minister accepts 
this Cheap John thing on a report of that description”? No. What I meant there is that it is a 
cheaper construction than the office design, whereas, practically, the Government are paying for it the 
cost of the office design. It is rather strong language, 1 admit; but, of course, in speaking in the House 
one does not often use the very mildest language.
15238. Apparently not, or the most accurate language ? I do not think that comment ought to be made. 
I might add that in the House of Assembly, unless a speech is made very emphatic, you will never get a 
Government to act upon it. It takes something to move an apathetic Government.
15239. Tou told us here on Friday that one of the reasons for making that charge in regard to Mr. 
Hickson so strong was that you wanted to induce young Mr. Hickson to come over ? I would like to explain 

.that. Toung Mr. Hickson was a most essential witness to this inquiry. His father said that he did not 
wish him to come over—in fact, there was an objection to his coming over. I had certain information 
concerning him which I thought would be brought out in evidence. Now, in the first place I made up 
my mind not to put a charge in at all, but simply to bring evidence without putting in any charge, 
because it is not a nice thing, in regard to anybody’s feelings, to put charges in that way. But when it 
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V. Partes, seemed to me that the inquiry in my case would fall to pieces if this witness did not appear, I worded 
n that charge on just exactly what I thought the evidence would bear out—perhaps a little too strong. I 

31 Aug., 1896. withdrew that charge and substituted another. I substituted that charge more for that consideration 
than anything else.
15239^. It was partly, then, as you said, with the object of making young Mr. Hickson attend ? That 
was one of the objects. .
15240. When you made these charges of corruption in the House, had you a similar object in view, 
namely, to move the Government to grant a Commission;—was that part of the reasons why you made 
these charges of corruption ? No.
15241. Did you put that in as a means for asking the Government to give you this Commission? No ; I 
believed that such was taking place.
15242. At page 1199 of Hansard, on 26th September, 1895,'you said :—“ I am assured by other 
contractors that whereas Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. obtained a contract at £15,500, they would 
have been willing to carry out the job at £12,500 to £13,200, effecting a saving of from £2,300 to 
£3,000” ;—do you know who these other contractors were ? Tes.
15243. Will you mention their names ? There were very few of them there who did not uphold this. 
15244. I only want to know whether you can tell me the names of them or not ? I cannot tell you the 
definite ones.
15245. Was it Maddison? No.
15246. Was it Williams? I think Williams was one, but I could not be sure.
15247. Was it Gilliver ? He was one of them. I am sure he said there would be a saving on the job. 
15248. At this time you did not know anything about the Monier principle ? I knew as much as was 
explained to me.

* 15249. By these contractors ? Yes.
15250. By Mr. Gilliver, for instance ? Tes ; and from a definite knowledge I had previously.
15251. Tou heard the evidence of Mr. Gilliver as to what he said of the nature of the Monier work, did 
you not ? Tes. I think he sustained in evidence what he had told me before.
15252. With regard to that statement as to the next tender being 18| per cent, below the other, had you 
the paper in your hand at that time ? What paper ?
15253. The paper showing these tenders ? No.
15254. Had not the Minister handed it to you ? No. .
15255. Are you sure of that? The Minister declined to give me any information when I saw him about 
this matter.
15256. What were the papers you were reading from during the September speech ? I was reading 
entirely in this speech from notes that had been given to me by the contractors.
15257. And also from oflicial papers ? Where could I get them from ?
15258. That is for you to say—does not your speech say it ? What does it say ?
15259. There is a minute set out in extenso at page 1200;—you evidently had the papers before you? 
That seems to be so.
15260. Are you not reading from official papers ail the way through that speech ? Let me see if there 
was a previous motion. I am wrong there. I asked a series of questions, and in answer to those questions 
Mr. Toung had given me certain extracts from the papers, and that is what I am reading from. I do not 
think they included the tenders at all.
15261. Tou do not think the papers before you included a list of the tenders or the tenders themselves ? 
No ; all the papers I had were extracts given to me—extracts taken from that paper which was not printed 
at that time. It was not laid on the Table until the 9th October. I must have got these particulars from 
the Minister.
15262. His Honor."] Tou could not have had these particulars ? No ; the Minister must have failed to 
give me the tenders.
15263. Mr. Smith.] Tou say that when you made that speech you did not have either paper No. 2, as
printed in this return, containing the list of tenders, or the tenders themselves—is that your evidence ?
One of the contractors told me.
15264. Will you answer my question in regard to the papers ;—do you say that when you made that 
speech in September, you did not have either paper No. 2 or paper No. 3, printed in the return containing 
a list of the tenders, or the tenders themselves ? I say I had extracts from them, but I had not the 
tenders. I could not have had them, because they were not laid on the Table of the House until the 9th 
October.
15265. I am not talking about the printed papers, but about the original papers ? Tou will see, Mr. 
Smith, that they were laid on the Table of the House on 9th October, 1895.
15266. Tou say that you had not either of these papers ? I could not have had them.
15267. Although you had the papers from which you have read these long minutes relating to these 
works ? These must have been extracts which Mr. Toung had given me, or extracts I had taken from 
some statements which he had given me. I should like to point out in my evidence that I was told by 
the contractors that Mr. Carter and Mr. Gummow had both stated that they made their tender low pur
posely because they had this Monier arch assured to them.
15268. Did they say that to you ? No ; Carter and Gummow did not.

Mr. Smith : Then I object, your Honor, to that going down.
His Honor : As you are now cross-examining Mr. Parlces as to the state of his mind, of course he is 

entitled to say what information he received from any source.
15269. Mr. Smith.] Who were the contractors who said Carter and Gummow had said this thing? I 
think it was known amongst a lot of them. It seemed to me that it was.
15270. Can you mention the name of any man who said it? I think Williams said it.
15271. Did Maddison say it ? I am not quite sure.
15272. Did Gilliver say it? I am not quite sure. It would be difficult for me to tell you definitely who 
did say it, but they all seemed to know about it.
15273. They all seemed to know about it, but you are not able to say definitely who it was who said that ? 
No; unless it be as I say that Williams was one of them.
15274. With regard to Contract 118, you told the House that one of the concessions granted to this firm 
of contractors was the draining the water off the land for the contractors ? Tes. 15275.
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15275. Did you know at that time that this land had become flooded by the action of the Government "V. Parkes.
themselves ? I did not know, but it did not matter very much, because-----  /~-—
15276. Prom your point of view, it did not matter very much ? No ; because the contractors said it was ^ 1896.
provided m the specification that they were to unwater the work themselves whatever the contingency
might be. I know myself that when a contract is let to two contractors one is not supposed to hinder
the other; and a provision would be made by wise management to unwater the work at the expense of
the contractors, so that there should not be an addition afterwards. This was a clear thing to me, and I
made mention of it just as it was made to me.
t’^.J i." S1 ^rom your point of view, it did not matter a bit whether this water was taken on to the 
land by the Government or came from an outside source ? Because the contractors were bound to 
unwater it.
15278. That was the conclusion you arrived at? The conclusion I arrived at was that if it was in the 
specification that they had to keep their works free from water and take all liabilities they would have to 
do so.
15279. Tou know that it was caused by the sand-pump dredging at Bozelle Bav? I do not know any
thing of the sort. "
15280. If you did know that, it would not alter the conclusion you arrived at, viz., that this was a 
concession to the contractor ? I think the contractors should have done their own unwatering.
15281. What were those contracts you referred to on page 1200 ? While speaking of that mattter I may as 
W j ^ ^ou °* a I)ara^e^ case. On a northern river—I think it was the Macleay— a contractor had to narrow 
and deepen a channel. There were deposits of perhaps a million years accumulation up in the river. By 
deepening that channel the scour brought all the sand away, perhaps it would take 100 years to fill it up ; 
but an obligation on the contractor was to leave that channel at a certain depth. It would be simply 
impossible if the man stopped there for the rest of his life and his children were to stop there after him to 
keep that sand which has been backed up by nature from coming into that channel. Yet Mr. Hickson 
ruled that it was his duty to make provision against that most extraordinary thing, and the contractor 
had to throw up the contract.
15282. What contract are you referring to ? It was a contract taken by a man named Pord; it might 
be at Lismore. ■ I recollect the incident because I went with the contractor to Mr. Hickson to get his 
explanation, but he ruled that the Government contract could never be altered; and that since this 
man had taken this obligation, although it could not be performed, he must carry it out or throw up his 
contract. . ‘
15283. You think this is a parallel case ? Yes.
lo284. Turning to page 1203 of Hansard, what were the contracts you were referring to when you said

As far as I am informed there -was a contract of £31,000, another of £10,800, and another of £11,000, all let with
out tender.
? I was wrong in the information which I received. I think you will find that I corrected that statement 
m my second speech. There -were three contracts let; but I was wrong in the amounts.
15285. T ou corrected that in your second speech. You said that there were three contracts, namely, 
£1,200, £2,000, and £12,000. AVhat were these contracts? In 79a there is a further extension let of 
£1,800, and in Contract 79 there is an extension of £1,200. They are to be found in the Parliamentary 
papers.
lo286. So that, as a matter of fact, all these contracts, it turns out, which were let without tender were 
extensions to one or the other? They were nevertheless contracts.
lo287. They were extensions ;—is not that so ? No ; they were branches to contracts. They were not 
by any means extensions.
15288. Neither of them ? No ; they were separate contracts, which could be carried out by separate con
tractors. Take this one which the Government accepted at £1,800. Of course it was readjusted 
afterwards, but let me show you how the total was made up. At page 309 of the Parliamentary return 
you will see how Mr. Weedon makes it up :—

767 lineal feet rock tunnelling complete at 36s. per lineal foot; 100 lineal feet rock tunnelling at 97s. per lineal foot, 
why should they adopt the contract by the lineal foot, when it was paid for by the cubic yard ?
15289. You had better call Mr. Weedon and ask him ? This contract if let by tender would, I guarantee, 
be done for about £1,000. ’ b ’
152. 0 At all events, these three contracts which you at first stated at that very high figure turn out to 
icrtwli evr^X?:eil8^0ns 0r ^)ranc^ies? They are by no means extensions. They are distinct branches.
15291. With regard to Contract 69, at page 28 of Hansard, on the 12th May, 1896, you say:—

I will pro's e that the most defective work has taken place upon this job. '
You say that ? Yes.
lo292. TVhat defective work were you alluding to then ? I had evidence then, and was assured of further 

^ “e-’:ec^ive work on Contract 69. I brought two witnesses out of some others.
15293: Are you referring to Benson and Darcus ? Yes.
1t29w^el'eijh,efe aDy 0ther witnesses besides them at that time ? That is one question, your Honor, 
which 1 should like to be allowed not to answer. I am trying to get a certain witness. I may at any 
time put my hand on a witness, and I do not like to anticipate. ■

His Honor .- Mr. Smith is not ashing you to give the name of the loitness; he is only ashing yov 
to say if you had any more informants.

n'roQ*.* ^r' Smith^ What is your answer, Mr. Parkes ? I had other informants.
Iq290. You would prefer not to mention any names ? You can see that, if I give away the names of the 
witnesses, 1 jeopardise any chance of producing them.
15297. I suppose your objection to mentioning their names holds only at this stage ? You can ask me 
this question it you like at the latter end of the inquiry.

Honor: It is quite legitimate for Mr. Parlces now to decline to give the name.
Mr. Smith : I do not want to leave a suspicion of a suspicion behind.
His Honor : What Mr. Parhes says is that he had some information. It is assumed that he has 

been doing his best to procure the attendance of those who gave it to him. He has not 
succeeded; he may succeed in the future, and if he does he ivill ash the leave of the Commission, 
ij it is not terminated, to produce the witness, and, of course, I wil\ grant leave,. *

140—3 Q . "y ^ . o - - 15298*.
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V. Parkes. 15298. M.n'. Smith.'] I suppose you would not consider the evidence which Benson gave as very important.
>' _ I would. It is a very essential point. I have ,‘ouiid that, where defective work is to he found in a small

31 Aug., 1896. (jegreej y0u will find it everywhere. A conscientious contractor is a man who thinks of the risk to his
business, and he is scrupulous in his work. If ever you catch a contractor doing defective work in small 
things, you may rely on it that he will do so in large things. If you find one instance of a defective 
joint in an iron pipe where the pressure is great, and the position important, you do not know how much 
of similar defective work there may be. .
15299. The same with Dawson ? I think he said there was too much stone shovelled into the concrete. 
Yes. .
15300. In the same way you think that might be an indication of bad work throughout ? There is other 
evidence which you are not citing. You are citing these two men, but there is other evidence.
15301. Which you have not called ? Which I have called. Tor instance, there was the evidence of the 
shortage of cement, which I presume you will explain away, and the purchase and use of cement in these 
three works.
15302. When did you get that evidence about the shortage in the purchase of cement ? I can tell you 
that amongst workmen in the city of Sydney it is a common thing for the men to talk about the way 
cement structures are carried on. Every man will tell you, I do not care where he is about the city of 
Sydney, that he can get a shilling a day extra if he can save a cask of cement every day. It is a bargain. 
It is a common thing. It is a matter of common talk amongst the men.
15303. It is on this common talk you based this charge here—is that it? I have myself _
15304. It is on this common talk that you base this charge, and say “ I will prove it ” ? I did not base 
it on that. I based it on evidence which I have brought, and evidence which I will bring.
15305. In dealing with Contract 69 you gave the House certain figures. At page 28 of Mansard you 
say:— .

Let me show hon. members how the case stands as regards this Contract, No. 69. The tenders sent m were Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., £45,207 ; John Ahearn, £47,061; Kerle and Kerle, £52,735 ; H. McKenzie and Sons, £53,505 ; J. -c. 
Carson, £57,239 ; Dean and Sons, £58,165, and so on. The completed work was much less than in the computed schedules, 
but Carter & Co. were paid £52,400 instead of £45,000, or £7,400 over. They were paid, for instance, upon schedules 
numbered 1, 8, 12, 16, 19, 22, and so on. Supposing other contractors had had the same schedules passed for them to do 
the work under, there would have been a saving in the case of Ahearn, of £11,600 ; in the case of Kerle, of £o,000; m the 
cas of Carson, of £10,052 ; in the case of McKenzie, of £8,700 ; in the case of Holloway Bros., of £5,700 ; m the case ot 
Dean & Sons, of £4,520.
You said that ? Yes. _
15306. Did you make out these figures or calculations yourself which you gave to the House. JNo. 
There is no doubt that I looked through them.
15307. Who made them out for you ? But you must remember—
15308. Will you answer that question ?

Mr. Parhes to Sis Sonor : Do I need to answer that question ?
His Sonor : 1 think that is a fair question to ash.

15309. Mr. Smith.] Who made them out for you ? They were worked out by my instructions and on my 
basis.
15310. By whom ? They were worked out by an officer in my employ.
15311. You mean in your regular employ ? Yes.
15312. What is his name ? It was a lady, who does all the work of the office. I have a lady as my 
private secretary, because she can do more work, and do it more accurately, than the boys can.
15313. I think you called Mr. Thompson here on this matter as a witness? _ Yes.
15314. His figures show that in only two cases would there have been a saving ? Yes. _ _

' 15315. These cases being Holland and Mackenzie’s—is not that so? No; you are wrong in saying a
saving. It is not a saving ; it was a reduction below the ultimate cost to the country of Carter s work. 
On nearly every one of these contracts except three you will see a saving. _
15316. I am only using your own words;—you told the House that there would have been a saving ? A 
saving to the country. .
15317. In all these cases a saving of so much ? There would have been a saving of money if these 
tenders had been accepted. .
15318. It turns out on Thompson’s evidence that in only two cases there would have been a saving. 
Yes ; but nevertheless in a number of cases they are greatly reduced. _ _
15319. At all events, in regard to these cases mentioned, it turns out that there would be only a saving m 
two ? But Mr. Thompson is working on the final payment, and on a very different basis from what I was 
working on. I was working on this basis, that if the information placed at the disposal of the contractors 
had been used, and certain schedules for heavy blasting rock which were put in had been left out, 
these contractors would have tendered on what was really the nature of the ground which was shown by 
the bores ; or, as Mr. Holland told you, with the information so acquired they would have been able to do 
the work as it finally turned out at a certain price. .
15320. Is Mr. Thompson working on a wrong basis ? He is working on a more accurate basis than I wa,s. 
15321. It turns out that there would be a saving only on the two ? Yes; but they are enormously 
extravagant prices under any circumstances. .
15322. After giving these figures, which you say were prepared in the way you mentioned, you say at 
page 28 of Hansard:—

Will Honorable Members dare to say that there* was not some collusion between some officers of the Department 
and Carter & Co., in order that they might fix their schedules ?
you said that? Yes, T did, and I maintain it still. They never could judge on the prices given by this 
schedule. No man could have made up a schedule like this without some officer of the Department had 
given him information. I am as sure as I am alive that the schedules could never have been made up 
unless the man who tendered stood to be ruined by this schedule.
15323. On these figures you ask the House whether any honorable member would dare to say tha,t there 
was not some collusion ? Yes ; for very good reasons. While this was apparently a cheap tender it was a 
very costly one. ,
15324. It turns out from Mr. Thompson’s figures, which are made out on a more accurate basis, that your 
figures were not to be relied upon for that purpose ? No. His are taken out on a different basis. Another 
thing is that his figures back-up exactly my contention in the House. 15325.
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15325. On Ms evidence, will you dare to say now that there was collusion ? I am not the Commissioner ; ^>ar'ies-
but if you ask me if it appears to me that there was, I will, say that it does appear to me that there was.
15326. You think that is a fair inference to draw, having heard his evidence? It appears to me that an 3 1896.
assurance was given to these contractors that certain items would be paid to them.
15327. That is what you mean ? Yes ; because this is not rigging a schedule. Rigging a schedule is 
taking adventurous risks in adjusting all items. Where you get 27s. 6d. repeated constantly, they must 
have known the items. They would not have taken these risks if they had not known something about 
it. I will point out another thing: The item of timber is 9,000 feet in the schedule. According to item 
21, at page 62 of the Parliamentary return, it was increased. The timber paid for is 9,800 feet; so that 
the excavation in this soft ground must have been calculated for ; yet there is not the corresponding 
quantity in this. There is a great deficiency in the quantities of excavation if that timber was correct.
15328. The same thing in regard to the subducts in this contract ? Yes.
15329. Referring to the subducts, I think at page 29 of Hansard, you asked the House this question—
“Will hon. members tell me that this was not a prearranged affair”? Yes; soft ground requires 
subducts.
15330. You have heard the evidence given here about the subducts ? I have.
15331. And you still think it is a prearranged affair ? It has not shaken my belief a bit; because, as you 
see, they have dispensed with subducts. If subducts are dispensed with in hard rock, that is all right; but 
here was the soft ground, and the very wet nature of the ground is seen from the flow coming from it 
now. If subducts were to be used anywhere, this is the nature of ground in which they should have 
been used. When anybody looked at this schedule, knowing that low bed of the Marrickville bottom, 
they must have known that water would have come in upon them. The water was coming in while the 
work was going on. If they had not information that these subducts would not be put in, they never 
would have put the price of a penny in their schedule.
15332. That is what you say, having heard all the evidence? Yes, unless they were mad. The evidence 
goes to show that they did not carry these sewers through rocky bottoms. Why are subducts to be used 
at all if they are not to be used in watered ground ?
15333. Is Dawson the man you refer to, in your second speech, when you read a declaration ? Yes.
15334. I think, in the declaration, he did not mention that he had done this bad work wilfully? Ho ; he 
told me that he had been instructed to do it by the contractor’s manager.
15335. He did not say that he had done it wilfully, with others, behind the back of the inspectors ? No.
I asked him whether he did it, and he said a man, if he wanted to hold a good place and continue on a 
sewerage contract, must pinch here and there. He told me, in fact, that he would have been discharged 
from the work if he was not able to do this.
15336. Did he say anything about the Government inspectors ? Yes; he said the Government inspectors 
were a lot of men who were quite incapable of keeping the men from doing wrong.
15337. Did he tell you that he had done this behind the back of the Government inspectors wilfully ?
He said there was no inspector to see the work—that it could be done as much as he liked.
15338. I think he stated behind the back of the inspector ? He said there was no inspector there to see 
the work.
15339. You heard his evidence here ? Yes; I am not quite clear, but I think his evidence was what he told me.
15340. It was as you have just stated it to be ? I have not the evidence to compare it.
15341. It was done under the instruction of the contractors’ manager? That is what he told me.
15342. And that the Government inspectors were not there to see him do it ? He said the Government 
inspectors were not there.
15343. How did you come to make out that it is a concession on that evidence? I do not mean 
exactly that it was a concession directly; but, of course, there are some of these charges which I gave you 
in that letter which I will withdraw. In this particular instance I looked upon it in this way : I thought 
it was a mistake to take Inspector Reid from that work. If this bad work was going on, and Inspector 
Reid was upon the adjoining contract, and could have come on to tMs contract, he would have 
prevented it.
15344. Did Dawson tell you that Reid had been dismissed—did he mention that among other things ?
No; he told me that an Inspector Reid had formerly caught him doing bad work, and that at Carter’s 
request he had been removed from the job.
15345. That is what Dawson told you ? Yes.
15346. I think you tried to get Dawson work ? I have got him work.
15347. Since he gave his evidence here? I tried to get him work, and I got him work.
lo348. On a Government contract ? I tried to get him work on a Government contract.
15349. But they would not have him ? He is blackballed everywhere, I believe.
15350. I suppose he would be, would he not ? I do not know about that. I do not think it was his fault 
if he was compelled to do the work.
15351. You think a man who has admittedly done wilfully fraudulent work is a fit man to employ on a
Government contract; is that so? No; but the same man might, if he was allowed to do the work
himself, without being pressed to do bad work, do exceedingly good work; and the fact that Carter,
Gummow, Co. kept him for eight years on the job shows, either that he was doing defective work in their 
interest, or that he was a good worker. '
15352. Having heard his evidence, you still think that he is a proper person to employ on a Government 
contract ? Yes ; I think the man has a right to get on a Government contract. He has admitted his 
fault, and certainly would not do the same thing again.
15353. At page 1198 of Hansard, in your first speech, you set out there a notice of dissolution of 
partnership ? I did.
15354. You see it is dated 1st April, 1895 ? Yes.
15355. It sets out that the partnership lately subsisting between certain undersigned persons is dissolved ?
Yes.
15356. Do you see Mr. Hicksons name amongst the names? No; but supposing he was a partner, 
would his name be amongst them ?
15357. I only want to know whether your attention had been drawn to that? Yes.
15358. You relied on that for evidence to a certain extent for your own purpose ? I relied upon that as 
evidence that the two sureties, Forrest and Gillan, were belonging to the firm of contractors.

15359.
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Y. Partes. 15359. Having read that, you informed the House upon the same day that Hickson was a partner. Did 
^ I say a partner, or did I say I was told that he was a partner. _ , .

31 Aug., 1896. 25300. At page 1201 you said that it was about this date that young Mr. Hickson was taken into the 
firm ? That might be as an employee.
15361. That he became a member of the firm ? I said that. .
15362. At all events from that notice he was not a member of the firm ? No. But you see if a firm is 
split up to become contractors and sureties, and sureties and contractors, alternately, you do not know 
who may be in it. , .
15363. Mr. Andrews/^ Do you remember when you first saw Dawson? Ho came to me I think in the 
early part of March, 1896. I do not think I ever saw him in my life before March last. When- he first 
came to me he told me about the defective work—he also told me about defective work elsewhere by other 
contractors, but he could not be sure that he could locate it. I said to him, “ Unless you can do some
thing definite do not give me any information at all. Unless you can absolutely prove it, do not give me 
any information.” He told me of the spots he could absolutely prove where there was defective work. 
And the spot which seemed to me to be the most conclusive and most extravagant was that North Shore 
work. I said to him, “ An informer will have to be a very courageous man, and unless you are able to with
stand all the calumny which will be cast upon you, and the blackballing you will get, you had better not give 
evidence at all.” He said, “ I have seen so much bad work done that I think it is the duty of a working
man, even if he brings himself into trouble—and mind you, I told him at the time that he might get into 
trouble for doing bad work—to tell the honest truth about these things.” I sent him away to reconsider 
the matter, and then he came to me a second time, and I got Mr. White to draw out a declaration, 
which Dawson signed. I took it then that it was very conclusive that he was correct. He said it would 
be very difficult to locate the exact spots, but these ones he could locate, because they were near the 
shaft, and he noticed them when he was doing it. He was astonished himself at their audacity.
15364. Do you know whether he ever called at your office before that ? Never.
15365. Did you ever write him a letter after that ? Yes.
15366. Have you any idea what the date of that letter was ? No.
15367. I understand that you object to give the names of other workmen who have told you about 
defective work ? At the present moment.
15368. Have you subpoenaed them ? I do not think so.
15369. Can you tell us how many there were ? There was not a great number of them.
15370. Were there a dozen? I have had information from more than a dozen. When asked to come 
before this Commission they said, “ No ; they would sooner cut their throats first.”
15371. Do you know whether they were Carter and Gummow’s men ? Yes; a good number of them 
worked for Carter and Gummow.
15372. The others were not ? Yes. _ _ .
15373. They have only given hearsay evidence? You must remember that it is a very difficult thing to 
obtain evidence at all. There is no doubt that two-thirds of these contractors who gave me information 
are sorry. You must recollect that it is not so easy to obtain information; and, although these men, in 
the first part of the inquiry, were very anxious to give information and all that sort of thing, the moment 
they saw how one witness was treated, and when it was pointed out to them by a fellow-workman the 
difficulties they were in, they would not come. ,
15374. What do you mean by the phrase, “ How one witness was treated ” ? I mean that, when that man, 
or these other men, go to a contractor’s job, the man shakes his head and says, “ Oh ! no ; the Govern
ment inspector here will never have you on this job.” If you would like I can give you the letter written 
to me by Dawson explaining the position he is in. ...
15375. You said a minute ago that the contractors, when they saw how the inquiry was going, objected to 
give evidence too ? They all got very timid about it. _
15376. Did you ever promise them, before the inquiry started, that you would not say anything about 

.defective work ? No ; I did not promise them, but I will admit that I did not try in any way to cast them 
off. I did not try to intimidate them. I kept my own counsel about the defective work.
15377. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, they complain that you have got information from them, they
relying that you would not bring the question of defective work before the Commission at all ?------ _
15378. Mind, I do not say that you did it ? It might be so ; but I should consider it my duty to do it, 
irrespective of whether they complained or not.
15379. I understood you to say on Friday that Maddison and Ewing would not substantiate on oath what 
they told you, because they thought that by giving that evidence they themselves might get into trouble— 
that is, become pecuniarily responsible ? I did not put it quite in that form. I said that, judging from 
their manner—and, mind you, they had protested that I was bringing up defective work—I came to the 
conclusion that I could get no willing evidence from them.
15380. Are they the only contractors whom you have to complain of in that way ? A lot of them.
15381. Of the lot? Yes.
15382. Not only of Maddison and Ewing, but of all of them? Yes.
15383. You often talked in speeches, and here, I think, representing these as fourteen contractors ? Yes. 
15384. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, that they are mostly all partners—that there are about three 
firms ? They must be about the only firms in the city that divide all the work.
15385. That might be;—you do not know that ? If such is the case----- -
15386. The fourteen reduces these down to about three firms ? If such is the case, and it was known, 
the Department long ago ought to have put an end to this sort of tendering. I do not know that they are. 
15387. You said in answer to a question on Friday that it was either Dawson or Ewing who told you that 
young Hickson came over here with Gillan from Adelaide ;—can you remember now which it was ? I 
think many spoke to me about it as well. I have thought that matter 'over. I really think that both 
Maddison and Ewing and Williams told me that. But with regard to that matter of his coming over, I 
mentioned that, not with any object of making that a point, that there was anything wrong about his coming 
backwards and forwards, but with the object of showing that Mr. Hickson must have known through his 
son that Gillan was a partner in that firm.
15388. But your information was wrong on that point, and they did not come ;—what I want to find out 
is, which of these told you, if you can remember it ? I think I was told by the lot of them—Ewing, 
Dawson, Williams, and Maddison. At the same time I do not wish it to be thought that Dawson ever came 
to me with these contractors, because he did not. I kept them all well separated. 15389.
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15389. It is likely that Dawson would tell you—I mean, how would he know ;—he was supposed to be ^ ^arkes- 
a workman on North Shore, wasn’t he ? Yes ; hut these workmen do not walk about with their eyes trqr
shut. They know what is going on on a contract. 31 Aug'>1896-
15390. Do you think that he ever saw Gillan ? If he was eight years with the firm I expect that he did.
15391. But he was not ? How long was he ?
15392. He was eight years with Carter & Co. ? I presume he would know Gillan.
15393. On Friday you also said that if it had not been for the evidence of Carter and Gummow you 
would have believed that Mr. Hickson was not a member of the firm, and of that evidence you are now 
doubtful? Yes.
15394. Will you point out what part of the evidence convinces you of that ? I could tell you generally.
15395. Will you do so ? Mr. Carter’s admission that young Mr. Hickson had conversations with him.
15396. Mr. Gummow’s admission ? Yes, and Mr. Carter’s too. Yes, and also Mr. Gummow’s statements 
of his proceeding to Mr. Hickson to report how his son was getting on, and other things, which led me, or 
which do lead me, to suppose that they were on a very close acquaintanceship. If young Mr. Hickson, as 
Mr. Carter stated, was constantly conversing with him about his becoming a partner, it seemed to me that 
it was very likely that he might have the promise of a partner’s interest. ,
15397. You stated that the evidence of Carter and Gummow lead you to believe now that young Mr.
Hickson was a partner ? I should be glad if you-will allow me to look over this evidence, and to ask me 
that question on Wednesday. There was something which occurred when Mr. Carter gave his evidence 
which led me to say that, and if you will wait till Wednesday I will tell you what it was. If I can look 
through the evidence it will refresh my mind.
15398. Another reason you gave for imagining that he was a partner was that they had not kept books ?
Yes.
15399. Do you think the simple fact of keeping books will show that ? I do.
15400. How? Because the partners’ interest must be shown in the books.
15401. Why ? In the bank-books, which are given, the salaries of each member of the firm, including 
young Mr. Hickson’s salary, run through them uniformly. There are cash sums—very extensive cash 
sums—constantly drawn out, where there are no means of tracing, which could not be kept in hand unless 
there were some books to keep them. In looking through the bank-books you can account for perhaps a 
half of the money, but for one-half at least you can never account without there were books. You can
not tell where these papers are, or what became of the money ; you can see clearly that the sums go to 
Maddison, Ewing, Rogers, and Snodgrass, when they leave, but you cannot account for the others. It 
appears to me to be impossible to carry on a business without books. You could conduct a small business 
without books, but not an extensive business where there are so many claims and cross-claims, liabilities 
in actions at law, and all sorts of things which absolutely make it necessary to keep books.
15402. Have you had a large experience with contractors ? Yes ; a good experience.
15403. Don’t you know that it is almost the universal thing for them not to keep books ? No ; I know 
that the large contractors I have had to deal with have been most scrupulous in keeping books and also 
keeping a clerk to keep the books.
15404. It is totally different from my experience? I know very well that I have called upon contractors 
at times to produce books to establish their charges, and they have done so. At all events, in regard to 
that, I asked a great number of contractors and they told me that they do keep books, most of them.
Small contractors such as Gilliver—but he is not a small contractor—keep a set of books.
15405. Gilliver destroys them immediately after he finishes his jobs ? I do not know that.
15406. He said so? No. He said he destroyed his pay-sheets.

. 15407. He said he destroyed his books ? He does not destroy his ledgers. There is no business in the 
world so difficult as a contractor’s as far as the financial matters go. A storekeeper could better keep his 
accounts going without books than a contractor.
15408. In this investigation you say you could trace what Maddison and Ewing got as their share of the
partnership? I cannot trace that exactly, but I can see where thev got sums to leave the firm—such as
£1,500 in one case, £1,000 in another, and £2,000 in another case. "
35409. Does that not show that they only got a sixth of the profits ? A seventh. .
15410. Does it not? Yes ; but that might be a seventh on Contract 69.
15411. Was it not a seventh on all the profits earned up to that date ? I understood from Maddison and 
Ewing that they received £1,500 as their share of the profits on Contract 69, and I think the bank-books 
will also bear that out.
15412. They got no profits on Contract 79a? On Contract 79 I presume they would, but not on 
Contract 79a. Perhaps it might have been the profits on both Contract 69 and Contract 79.
15413. And Adelaide ? Adelaide is a separate account as far as we can see in the bank books.
15414. Still they got their share of the profits? I do not know that they did.
15415. They never complained to you that they have not? No ; but they told me, if I recollect aright, 
that was what they had to draw out of Contract 69.
15416. If they got their one-seventh share of the profit, where was Mr. Hickson’s share of the profit to 
come from without he was paid by the other partners? I could not tell you that. As I say, you cannot 
trace one-half of the money that was paid into the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co.
15417. Do you think the partnership would be of this style—that Maddison and Ewing were to get a 
seventh and the remaining partners were to pay Hickson his share of the profits ? Yes. But how do I 
know that it is a seventh ? I only said a seventh because there happened to be seven members in the 
firm as put down here. .
15418. As a matter of fact, did Mr. Christie report to you that there was a seventh—that they got their 
share of the profits, and that it was a seventh ? He did not report anything at all about it. I instructed 
Mr. Christie to try and find out exactly what were the profits on these various contracts, and he found 
that one merged into the other; that with the pay-sheets drawn out as you are doing in Contract 77 and 
Contract 118 it was simply impossible to tell what the profits were. That is another reason why he came 
to the conclusion that there must be books, because you must separate these contracts.
15419. Since the start of the Commission you have seen the work at Johnstone’s Creek on the Monier ’
system ? Yes.
15420. Do you still consider that the expression you used in your May speech, that the irons were to 
keep the defective arches from falling, is correct ? In a certain way it is, because the iron is the strength.
It would be no good without the iron. 15421.
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Y. Parkes. 15421. Is not that wliat is claimed as an advantage of the system ? Yes. T 4.
15422. What you call in that speech defective arches is one of the beauties of the system .. 1 did not

31 Aug., 1896. gay defective arches. I said as the structure was made light enough not to he self-sustaining it would 
need iron as an assistant. .
15423. In that speech, at page 30, I understood you to say that these rods were simply used to protect 
the defective arches ? The illustration was a long span with a fair weight, and insufficient sustaining
strength with it. It is not a very good description. Very likely I could have used a better one. I used
it because it happened to be convenient. ... ,., ,
15424. Sis Sonor.'] The real fact is that at the time you suggested this simile or analogy you did not 
know what the Monier system really was ? No, I did not. I knew its application, but I know that the 
iron went into the compo. .
15425. You had not thought out its real scientific action P No, it was only the bearing of the thing that 
I wanted to point out. The point I was making was that if these iron rods rusted or became defective, 
with everything dependent upon them, the structure then was at hazard. It is quite true that I did not 
understand it then as I understand it now.
15426. JKr. Andrews.] The lightness was supposed to be one of its beauties ? Yes.
15427. And a saving of material ? Yes, of course economy is the chief thing.
15428. In regard to Contract 69, in reply to Mr. Smith this morning, you stated that the schedule was so 
filled up that it conveyed to your mind the impression or the certainty that they must have had inside 
information ? Yes. .
15429. Is it not possible that a man with a good local knowledge and a large experience of these works 
would be able to gauge what that schedule represents ? Yes ; but everybody has a local knowledge of 
Marrickville.
15430. Everybody cannot apply it ? There is the bore put down at, say, every 100 yards. Every shaft goes 
right through the shaft excavation until it comes to the rock. There can be no doubt about the informa
tion to be had. Supposing everybody knows that. There is no contractor in the city not one of those 
who were tendering—who did not know that it was a Wyanamatta shale country. Where the rock crops up 
there it is seen in the hillocks. No one could make a mistake about it. The plans are accurate as far as 
they go. The work carried out was the same. Anybody who put in £50 for the item “ bluestone 
pitching ” must have had it in their minds that such a thing could never be accepted ; that it would be 
sent back.
15431. It was accepted ? Exactly. I will ask you, Mr. Andrews, whether you or any reasonable man 
would expect that tender to be perused and accepted upon these items.
15432. Notwithstanding these bores, do you not think that a tenderer may have local knowledge which 
would assist him in making up that contract ? I do not think that anyone has a special local knowledge of 
that district. There is Mr. McSweeney who tendered. Mr. Ahearn is doing work out there. Have 
Carter & Co. a better knowledge than these men. _ _ .
15433. Is it not a fact that one man from certain data will be able to give a better estimate, or a better 
calculation of what will result, than another ? That might be in the ordinary way. He might put in a 
rational profit of say 15 or 20 per cent, on an item. But when it comes to putting on 500 per cent., or 
200 per cent., and reducing others correspondingly, it would never do. There could have been no calcula
tions made at all. It is clear that the other men did calculate, but in this case there could not have been 
any calculation at all. That is why I say there is a suspicion. Take, for instance, at page 67 of the 
Parliamentary return, item 12, the Government put down excavation (soft)—this is where blasting is 
used in the tunnel—at 10s., but Carter & Co. put it down at 4s. The Government put another item,
“ excavation less hard,” at 10s., but Carter & Co. put it down at 40s. It seems curious that they are paid. _ 
Why not have “heavy” with “less hard”? They are all paid on that 40s. The two items seem the same. 
Would any contractor venture to put 4s. there when the Government could have availed themselves of 
their right to pay them at that 4s. . • j
15434. I want to know whether local knowledge would not account for that difference? No ; it would 

• not account for the schedule. .
15435. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, that in any branch of life special knowledge will allow men 
to do work considerably cheaper than others and yet make a profit? Yes, that would be all right if special 
knowledge allowed them to so tender that they could do work cheaper, but when special knowledge or 
special information, or whatever it may be, allows them to so arrange a price that comes out dear, then all 
may be wrong. Eor instance, how would you like to pay 27s. 6d. a yard for soft excavation r 
15436. Would not their knowledge help them so that they could see that the charges they make on one 
would pay for the smallness on the other? No, it would not. Eor instance, take items 12 and 16, at 
page 76, in the Parliamentary return:— '

Excavation in road surfaces, soil, clay, pipeclay, shale, and soft rock only, where, in the opinion of the Engineer-in
Chief, blasting is unnecessary, 130 cubic yards at 4s. ...

Less hard excavation in road surfaces, soil, clay, pipeclay, loose and jointy shale, and soft rock, where, in the opinion 
of the Engineer, blasting is unnecessary, 170 cubic yards at 40s.

Practically the same—40s. When the payment takes place, the 130 at 4s. is reduced to 91, and the 170 
at 40s. is increased to 539.
15437. Would not their prior local knowledge allow them to judge that that would be the result ? What 
you mean is that their local knowledge would allow them to set a trap easily. _
15438. No, I mean what I say. Would not their local knowledge allow them to judge whether the 
schedule was likely to be increased or decreased? No; this schedule suggests that they had no local 
knowledge—that they had not gone near the site.
15439. Are you prepared to say they had no local knowledge ? No.
15440. Why do you say that ? I am to judge from this schedule.
15441. You swear distinctly that a man having a local knowledge could not tell whether the items were 
likely to be increased or decreased ? He might be able to tell that to a rational extent, but not to the 

_ extent this has been done. _
15442. What do you mean by stating what improper concessions you think Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
have obtained have been proved before this Commission? That is for His Honor to say. _
15443. Mr. Smith.] Youreferred this morning to some papers thatwere missing—I mean the papers approving 
of the extension of High-street at schedule rates. You referred to a memorandum which is dated 28th

August,
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August, 1895, being a minute by the supervising engineer. Following that minute there were other V. Parkes. 
minutes, and then you referred to this one : “ As the papers cannot be found, we must pass in the vouchers -A——^ 
wi out them, signed by Mr. Darley on 5th September, 1895. Are not these missing papers you refer to 31 Aug., 1896. 
the same as paper No. 23, printed in the Parliamentary Eeturn at page 370 ? Yes, I think you are right.
Ihese papers refer to High-street, and not to 79a.
15444. It appears they were missing for a time, and have since been found and printed with the others ? 
xou are right, and I am in error. These papers refer to High-street; but that does not get over what I 
say, that there ought to have been some authorisation of this work more than the minutes which are placed 
m this paper. I was led, by what Mr. Lyne said, to suppose that there were, but in that case I was 
wrong.

- you say, “ By what Mr. Lyne said,” you mean what was said in that conversation you had
with him . Yes ; m fact,, he was looking over tbe documents himself and he said, “ Show me wliere the 
correspondence, as to letting that Contract 79a, appears in these papers ” ? I showed him this, and he 
saici’ -Lh“t wia]s n°t all that took place ; where are the other papers ;—if you get the other papers, you 
ought to be able to see exactly what the transaction was.” It was not not quite clear in his mind. He 
had forgotten.
15446. Sis SonorAfter that cross-examination, Mr. Parkes, do you wish to add any evidence, as far as 
anj re-examination of yourself is concerned ? No, your Honor, I have nothing further to add.

WEDNESDAY, 2 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
Yarney Parkes recalled and further examined:—

lo447. Sis Sonor I under stand, that you wish to make an explanation as to your answer to question y. Parkes. 
aa'j ^ ^eS' rePly.w^c^ should have given to that question was that I did not hear Mr. ^^
Maddison absolutely deny having told me that the telegram referred to had been sent, but that I had 2 Sept., 1896. 
heard him partially deny it. '
15448-9. That is all you wish to say as to that ? Yes.
154o0. Mr. Smith.~\ You say now that a partial denial was given by Mr. Maddison of the statement you 
attribute to him ? Yes.
dpd51. At all events, you heard him say this : that up to 1895 Mr. Hickson, junr., was not a partner in 
the firm to his knowledge ? Yes, I heard him say that, and I do not think that in my speech I Said any 
more. , ^ x j
15452. Then Mr. Maddison was asked, “ Did you ever make a statement to the effect that Mr. Hickson, 
junr., was a partner in the firm?” and his reply was “Certainly not ” ; you heard him say that ? I heard 
him give that evidence.
15453. He was then asked this question : “ Never to anyone?” and he said “Never”; he also said that 
if that statement had been made upon his authority it was untrue. You heard him give that evidence ? 
ies ; I heard him give that evidence, but my answer to that is this: That in his evidence he did not deny 
that he had given information indicating his belief that young Mr. Hickson was a partner after he left.
15454 At all events you heard him say that he did not undertake to obtain a copy of the telegram 
referred to ? I did hear him say that.
15455. Sis Sonor.'] Do you. wish to add anything after that cross-examination ? Yes. Mr. Maddison 
was requested by me to obtain a copy of the telegram. He asked me by what means he could get it.
I told him that he could do so by application at the Post Office. It was understood that on making that 
application he would be able to get a copy of the telegram. It was also understood that when the proper 
time came I would assist him in getting it. Mr. Maddison was positive, at the time, of the existence of the 
telegram, and he said that its existence could be proved if a search were made at the Greneral Post 
Office.
15456. Neither of you knowing at the time that after twelve months telegrams would be destroyed ?
No ; we thought a record would be kept of every telegram.
15457. Mr. Smith.] What do you mean when you say it was understood that Mr. Maddison would obtain 
a copy of the telegram ? I mean exactly what I say.
15458. But he denies having ever undertaken to produce a copy. According to you, therefore, in makin°- 
that denial he cannot have been speaking the truth? That is rather a hard way of putting it. A man 
might say, for instance, that he would identify a telegram if it were put before him, or that he would 
make every effort to obtain a copy or to assist in obtaining a copy of it, or that he would give the 
necessary information to assist in getting a copy. He might say, for instance, that he was so positive of 
^ttelegrams being in existence that he would be prepared to render every assistance in getting a copy

15459. Do you still say that Mr. Maddison undertook to get a copy of the telegram ? Yes; but, ia 
answering that question, I desire to make this explanation, that in undertaking to get it he could only 
undertake to avail himself of every means at his disposal. What he said amounted to this : That, if such 
a thing were obtainable, he would get. a copy. I remember distinctly asking him whether the telegram 
could be produced, and I remember his saying that it could, and that he could get a copy.
15460. When, therefore, he says that he did not enter into such an undertaking, he is not speaking the 
truth ? As far as I know he is not speaking the truth.
15461. That is what I mean when I say that you now find Mr. Maddison not to be the reliable authority 
which you told the House he was ? What I perhaps ought to have said was that I had an assurance of 
the existence of the telegram

Joseph
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Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 15462. M.r. Hic7cson.~] How long have you been in the Grovernment service P Thirteen years.
/——n 15463. Tou have been connected with sewerage works during the whole of that time? Tes.

2 Sept., 1896. 15454,, Jt was I, I think, who placed you in charge of all sewerage contracts in 1890? Tes ; at the 
beginning of 1890.
15465. And you held that position until the reorganisation of the Department in April, 1895 ? Tes. 
15466. When the sewerage works were handed over to the then President of the Water and Sewerage 
Board, Mr. Darley ? Tes.
15467. Tou were at that time appointed Principal Assistant Engineer for Country Towns Water Supply 
and Sewerage ? Tes.
15468. And you held that position until April of this year ? Tes.
15469. Tou then went back practically to your old position ? Tes.
15470. Eor how long? Eor three months. _
15471. And then on the reorganisation of the Service generally by the Public Service Board you became 
Engineer-in-charge of all sewerage works in the Colony ? Tes.
15472. Tou are really at the head of the branch ? Tes.
15473. Tou are also a member of the Board of Beference? Tes.
15474. And you are a member of the Institute of Civil Engineers ? Tes.
15475. Mr. Smith.'] In regard to Contract 69, let me direct your attention to two of the charges which 
have been made by Mr. Parkes—one charging the Department with manipulating the schedule of Messrs. 
Carter, Grummow, & Co., the contractors, so as to give them an advantage over the Crown by pa,ying them 
on the extravagant items of charge, and conceding those items Upon which they had a losing price, and in 
defiance of the terms of Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown ; the other charging 
them with paying to the contractors large sums of money which they—the departmental officers—were 
not compelled to pay under Carter, Grummow, & Co.’s contract with the Crown. They are two of the 
charges affecting Contract 69. I believe you have gone into those matters ? Tes, carefully.
15476. And you have drawn up a short statement of the facts relating to them ? Tes.
15477. The three items chiefly referred to are the bluestone pitching, the cement rendering, and the 
omission of the subducts ? Tes. I am not sure about the cement rendering, but I think that is also 
referred to. , ,
15478. Tou have gone into these several matters ? I have ; and I have put down on paper my ideas in 
reference to them. I thought that would be the most convenient way of putting my views before the 
Commission. _ _
15479. Sis Sonor.] I understand that what you have prepared is a short statement of fact—that it is 
not an argumentative statement ? Tes ; I have abstained from argument as far as possible.
15480. Mr. Smith.] Will you read the memorandum you have prepared ? Tes ; it is as follows :—

Memobandum To. 1.—Contbact No. 69.
Speculative Tenders.

It has been the practice, from the inception of the Sewerage Branch, about fifteen years ago, up 
to the beginning of 1894, to accept the tender which worked out to the lowest total sum, taking the 
probable quantities—given in the schedule—and the rates per unit stated by the tenderers. This system 
gave opportunity for much speculation on the part of the contractors. The idea which appears to have 
actuated them in preparing a tender was to place on such items as they thought were likely to be increased 
in quantity during the progress of the work, over the probable quantities in the schedule, a higher price 
than the true value of the work. On the other hand, if they thought there was likely to be a correspond
ing decrease they put a merely nominal price. By this means the total sum of a tender was kept down, 
and if the tenderer’s speculation proved to be correct the contract, being a schedule rate one, would work 
out, when the final voucher came to be prepared, in the contractor’s favour—the total sum being in excess 
of the total amount of the tender at schedule rates. Sometimes, however, as in all such ventures, the 
suppositions of the contractor have proved to be wrong, and he has suffered accordingly.

In the contract under consideration, it was known when the tenders were accepted that there 
would be three descriptions of ground through which the tunnels and shafts Mould pass, viz., soft 
ground requiring timber, shale, and hard rock. But wdiat proportions of the shafts and tunnel would be 
in one or the other it was quite impossible to say. This could only be ascertained when the work was 
carried out. Eull provision was made in the contract for varying the cross-sections of excavation and 
lining to suit the different kinds of ground passed through. The nature of the strata increased or 
decreased the dimensions of the excavation and the brick and concrete lining. When, therefore, the 
ground proved to be soft, and the excavation was increased in size and the lining in thickness, the quan
tities were necessarily increased ; when hard, they were decreased.

When the survey for this sewer was made borings were taken along the line of sewer, through the 
soft ground, down to that of a harder nature. Below this it would have been too expensive to go. Any 
strata, therefore, below the bottom of the bore might prove to be hard or soft shale, or rock, and it would 
have been more or less assumption to say what proportion of these three materials would be met with in 
the excavation.

It has been the practice on this and other contracts of a similar kind to determine the cross-section 
of excavation when the tunnel was being driven, in order to suit the kind of lining to the circumstances. 
If the tunnel be in rock it is usual to excavate it 10 inches wider and 10 inches higher than the internal 
dimensions of the sewer, to admit of 5 inches in thickness of brick and concrete lining being put in. In 
shale hard enough to require blasting, but which when exposed to the air disintegrates, the tunnel is 
excavated for 10 inches in thickness of brick and concrete lining ; whilst in softer material, requiring the 
use of timber, the excavation is taken out very much larger, and paid for in conformity with the specifi
cation to the outside of the timber. To give an idea of the different cross-sections for these three 
descriptions of sewer, I have prepared an estimate of the cost per chain at schedule rates, of excavation in 
rock, hard shale, and soft ground, respectively, for a 5 ft. 1 in. x 4 ft. 1 in. sewer.

£ s. d.
Ground which will admit of 5 in. lining being put in, using 57'5 cub. yds., at 27/6 77 9 7

Do 10 in. do 73'9 cub. yds., at 27/6 101 12 3
Ground requiring timber, 174-4 cub. yards, at 27/6 ... ... ... ... ... 239 16 3

It
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It is not difficult, therefore, to see why in this particular instance (Contract 69) the tunnel J- Davis, 
excavation should have been so materially increased, compared with the quantity given in the schedule. '
It was thought, when the Contract drawings were prepared, that the tunnel (in more or less hard ground) ^ Sept., 1896. 
would have been in hard shale, whereas it proved to be ground requiring timber, and as a consequence the 
quantities given in the schedule for this hind of work proved to be much below what was expected.
Indeed, it was quite impossible to say before the work was actually carried out what quantity of excavation 
of any particular description there would be. It is evident that if results did not turn out as the Depart
ment expected they did not turn out quite as Messrs Carter, G-ummowq & Co expected either, or they 
would not have put such a low price on timber, by which, as it turned out, they lost heavily. They 
evidently speculated on a two-ring brickwork section that would stand without timbering. The schedule 
of quantities and prices attached to the contract provides for probable quantities only, and in the office 
estimate the prices -were fixed to vary with the value of the work.

From my own knowledge, it has been the habit for a number of -years for tenderers to take advan
tage of the uncertainty referred to. No doubt in the case of Contract No. 69 the speculation assumed 
serious proportions. When Mr. Hickson saw the pilch it had reached, as indicated by that contract, he 
decided to adopt an entirely new system, which has since been introduced, where applicable, in the other 
branches of the Department of Public Works, and also by the Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, 
and, I understand, by his advice, by the Melbourne Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, where the same 
difficulty was being experienced The tender for Contract No 69 was received on the 27th December,
1893, and the first tender under the new system was received in March, 1894; no time, therefore, was lost 
after the receipt of the tender for Contract No. 69 m adopting the new system. For some time before 
the change of system was decided upon it was unusual for a tender to be received which was not specula
tive to a greater or lesser degree

New system of Tender.
In inviting tenders for contracts now, no probable quantities are given in the schedule of prices, 

but a fair and reasonable rate is attached to each item of work, and the tenderers are asked to say whether 
they are prepared to carry out the work at the prices named, and if not, taking the rates as a whole, what 
percentage above or below the printed prices they are prepared to do the work for The result of this 
has been to effectually prevent what -was so glaring and objectionable a feature in the old system.

Tenders for Contract No. 69.
An examination of the eleven tenders submitted for this Contract (see printed papers, page 6) will 

show that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co , were not alone in manipulating their prices. In the following 
table some of the conspicuous instances have been selected —

Item Office Kerle and Justin Hollow aj A Dean and Langti ee and John Parry and T Stewart
Estimate Kerle McSweene\ Bros Sons Owen Ahearne Fat ley & Co

6 50/- 25/- 18/- 40/- 30/-
7 40/- 23/- 32/6 18/- 15/-
8 30/- 23/- 18/- 16/- 50/-
9 60/- 42/- 38/-

10 55/- 35/- 35/- 25/- 41/- 18/- 33/-
11 45/- 35/- 25/- 19/- ... .
12 10/- 30/- 25/- 80/-
13 40/- 30/- 20/-
14 30/- 20/-
15 50/- 80/-
16 10/- 30/- 25/- 80/-
17 40/- 20/- 20/- 100/-
18 3o/-

30/
V-

20/
20/-

18/
18/-19

20
21 2/- -/I -/3 5/- 6/- 1/- 4/- -16
22 15/- 1/- -/I

That the same sort of speculation occurred m other cases may be gathered, for instance, from Contracts 
Nos. 80 and 83 In No 80, Messrs. Parry & Farley’s price for item 3, the equivalent of No. 9 above, 
was 110s. In Contract No 83, O’Neill & Co’s, prices for items 6, 7, 8, the equivalent of 6, 7, 8 
above, were 22s. 6d , 21s., and 21s., and for 9, 10, 11, and 12, the equivalent of 12, 13, 14, and 15, 
4s. 6d., 20s , 20s , and 22s 6d For timber left in tunnels (21 above), they had 6d , for cement facing, 
4s., and for every further } mile lead to spoil, Id.

With the exception of Mr. John Ahearn’s tender, and perhaps Messrs. M‘Kenzie’s and Sons, 
Messrs Carter, Gummow, & Co’s proved to be the best that could have been accepted. This will be seen 
to be the case if the attached schedule be examined, which I have prepared, showing the actual quantity 
of the wmrk executed, computed at the rates attached to the several tenders.

The totals are as follows —

No of 
Tender

Cost of work 
actually executed 

at different 
tenders received

Amount of Tender.

At office prices ........ . ..........
£ s d

03,831 11 5
£ s d.

64,420 6 5
i „ Carter, G-ummow, A Co.’s prices . . . 54,320 7 7 45,207 3 11
2 ,, John Ahearn’s prices . .

,, Kerle and Kerle’s prices . ...
47,459 6 6 47,061 3 0

3 56,864 4 8 52,735 10 9
4 ,, M Kenzie and Sons . . . . 51,161 13 11 53,523 6 0
5 ,, J McSweeney’s „ .

„ Holloway Bros ,, . ...
59,175 2 4 54,636 7 7

6 54 593 10 10 55,752 9 6
7 ,, J. F Carson’s ,, . . 56,232 16 3 57,239 0 9
8 ,, A Dean and Sons ,, 57,287 1 10 58,168 0 2
9 ,, Langtree and Owen’s prices . . 66,371 9 9 59,676 14 0

10 ,, Parry and Farley’s „ .... ...............
,, J. Stewart & Co.’s ,, ................... . . ,

66,695 6 6 63,095 11 11
11 75,404 17 6 68,173 10 11

140—3 E
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J. Davis. By a reference to the final voucher for this contract, it will he seen that items 1 to 10, being
9 grouped into two rates, were condensed into two items, namely 1 to 4, at 9d., and 5 to 10, at 27s. 6d.
2 Sept., • 896. jjad the contract been carried out by any of the other tenderers, it would have been necessary to

apportion the relative quantities to these ten items. It will he impossible to do this now, as the data, 
being unnecessary, were not recorded. The value of the work at the rates of the several tenders given in 
the above table is, therefore, not absolutely determinable. But, at all events, there are sufficient data to 
show that in two of these cases only (namely, Ahearn and Mackenzie) would the amount worked out 
have been under that of Carter, Q-ummow, & Co. In all other cases the amount payable would have been 
greatly in excess of the amount payable to Carter, Grummow, & Co.

It is scarcely necessary to point out that the reason why Messrs. Grarter, Gummow, & Co.’s final
voucher exceeds their tender, whilst the valuation of the work at the rates of either J. Ahearn’s or
Mackenzie and Son’s tender falls below it, is due to speculation on the various items for excavation. The 
range of opinion upon this point, as exhibited in the tenders, shows the problematic nature of such 
estimates. If the average opinion be taken in order to arrive at a valuation of work—and this seems 
to be the only method to adopt under the circumstances—then the matter would stand thus:— 
The mean of the tenders, £55,933, and the mean valuation of the work as finished, computed at the 
various tender rates, £64,555. The office estimate was £64,420, and the value of the work, as executed, 
at the office rates, £63,831. Before the work was undertaken, therefore, and in the absence of the 
knowledge that has since been gained concerning the nature of the ground, a fair average value for the 
contract was fixed by the Department, at £64,420. Results have shown the average valuation of the 
finished work—made by eleven experts, under the most unprejudiced circumstances—is £64,555. In the 
light of this it may be fairly questioned whether Mr. Ahearn could have carried out the work at a sum of 
£16,961 below the office estimate, or below Carter, Gummow, & Co. Contractors do make mistakes some
times, and suffer loss thereby, as admitted by Mr. J. Toung (page 360, Q. 11779).

From the commencement of the sewerage works in Sydney and suburbs up to the change in the 
system of tendering, twenty contracts were let in which tunneling occurred. Ten of these have been 
carried out by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., or some member or members of that firm. There are not, 
therefore, many contracts other than those carried out by those contractors to which reference can be 
made. For many years very little speculation of the nature described was indulged in, but latterly the 
practice had greatly increased.

The speculative method of preparing tenders has not been confined to contracts comprising tunnel
ing. Wherever the nature of the work has made the probable quantity uncertain, contractors have fixed 
their prices with a view to getting the minimum total sum for their tenders, and the maximum total sum 
for their final voucher. Notably amongst these might be instanced Contract No. 64 for the Main Western 
outfall aqueducts. At the time this contract was prepared it was impossible to say what kind of foundation 
would be found for the piers. It was thought that for about half the number of piers the foundations 
would be satisfactory without piling, and the probable quantity for piling was fixed accordingly. Con
siderably more piling, however, was necessary, and, as a consequence, the 40,000 cubic feet of timber in 
schedule was increased to double that quantity in the final voucher, and as the price was high (5s. per 
cubic foot) the contractor made double the profit he otherwise would have done. If the other classes of 
work on the same contract had been increased the result would have been different. For all that was 
known to the contrary when this contract was let the same thing might have happened as happened in the 
aqueduct contract across the Sewage Farm, in which, acting upon previous experience, a liberal quantity 
of piling was included in the schedule; but it turned out that a sufficiently good foundation was obtained 
for the piers without piling, and none therefore was paid for.

Preference is given to schedule rate rather than lump sum contracts for work of this description, 
especially for sewers in tunnel, because it would be unreasonable to expect a contractor to take the risk of 

. stating a definite sum for which he would be prepared to carry out a practically unknown quantity 
of work. -

The risk would be a heavy one and would naturally have to be paid for in proportion. Besides, 
there would be no check upon the final cost, and no way of arriving at an estimate of the value of the 
work. To prevent extravagance and secure economical administration in the Department it was necessary 
to take out preliminary quantities as accurately as circumstances might allow. It was deemed expedient 
to furnish the tenderers with these quantities in order that the tenders might be comparable with the 
office estimate. For many years the system worked very well, but at length its weakness was discovered 
and taken advantage of by the contractors.

The propriety of accepting a tender—based on high or low rates not representing the value of the 
work to be done—might be questioned ; but it must be remembered that it has been invariably the practice 
to accept the lowest tender, without regard to the way in which the tenderer has fixed his rates, unless 
for some reason he has been disqualified. Indeed it is difficult to say what could be done otherwise than 
by altering the system of tendering.

The Department could not have rearranged the rates in a way that would have been satisfactory 
to any tenderer. ■ Assuming, however, that this had been possible, it would have exposed the Department 
to really serious charges. If fresh tenders had been invited, it is highly probable that the same description 
of tender would have been received a second time. The only course, therefore, was to alter the system 
when it became manifest that it was subject to such grave abuses. This was done by Mr. Hickson, and 
tenderers were not permitted to arrange their own rates, as far as the Sewerage Branch is concerned, 
after March, 1894. Moreover, it must be borne in mind that, at the time the tender for Contract 69 was 
accepted, no one could say (except in the case of the pitching) whether the speculative rates fixed by 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., especially in respect to the excavation in tunnels, would work out in 
the end for or against them.

Subducts.
This also applies in the case of. subducts—because if the tunnel had proved to be wet, in so far as 

the pipes were concerned, the subducts provided for in the schedule would have been constructed.- As it 
turned out, however, they were not required—not that it affects the question very much—as Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s prices for subducts (although apparently low), when taken in conjunction with

the
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the excavation for the subducts, which is specified to be paid for at schedule rates, are probably set down 
at about a fair value, and are about the same as the other tenderers, as the following statement will show:—■

^ Cost per lineal, yard of Sulducts, including Excavation.

J. Davis.
2SepCl89G-

Tender. Item 24. Item 25. Item 26. Item 27.

£ s. d. d. £ s. d.Carter, Gummow. & Co..................... 0 12 2 0 12 9 0 16 7 0 19 0John Ahearn......................... 0 13 10 0 16 2 0 13 0 0 15 10Kerle and Kerle ..................... 0 15 6 0 16 6 0 11 2 0 13 9M‘Kenzie and Sons................. 0 18 10 1 4 3 0 17 5 14 2
J. M'Sweenev ......................... 1 1 6 1 3 3 0 18 0 119
Hollowav Bros....................... 0 16 0 0 17 6 0 19 6 13 9J. F. Carson............................ 0 18 6 0 19 0 0 16 0 0 19 4A. Dean and Sons .................. 0 18 9 1 4 2 1 7 7 1 11 0
Langtree and Owen....................... 1 2 6 1 4 6 0 11 9 0 13 9Parry and Parley ............. 1 0 7 1 1 10 1 0 0 1 3 5J. Stewart & Co........... 1 9 4 1 11 7 1 3 0 16 0

If the tunnel is found to be so wet that the concrete, before it has time to set, would be damaged by the 
quantity of water passing along the bottom of the tunnel, subducts are used, but not otherwise. A 
tunnel that is dry, it is obvious, does not require any such provision. As it is impossible to say whether a 
tunnel will be wet or dry, before the excavation is carried out, it has been the practice ,of the 
Department in all tunnel contracts to provide items in the schedule covering the construction of sub
ducts. Whenever it is possible to dispense with them they are not constructed, because in time they 
prove a source of weakness to the foundations of the sewer. Being laid with open joints, in order to 
admit the water, it is found that the soil creeps into them, no matter what precautions may be taken to 
keep it out, thus forming cavities under the sewer. In a part of the Bondi sewer driven through the 
sand the sub-ducts brought away so much of the foundations that a length of 8 ft. 6 in. x 7 ft. 6 in. 
sewer showed signs of failing some time after it was finished, and had to be strengthened. In this case 
every precaution was taken that experience could suggest in the way of boxing, &c., to keep out the sand.

Items included in Schedule—hut not often used.
_ The uncertainty of the nature of the ground and other circumstances connected with the con

struction of sewerage work makes it expedient to provide in the schedule items for work which may 
possibly be necessary, in order to obtain prices for them. By this means a check is kept upon exorbitant 
extras ; for contractors, if not tied down to prices at the time of tendering, would afterwards quote very 
much higher rates for extras.

Final voucher.
The foregoing fully explains why the quantities returned in the final voucher are so different from 

those in the schedule attached to the contract. It may, however, be necessary to give some explanation 
on several items.

The quantity returned for Item 1 is practically the same as that given in the schedule attached to 
the contract, although the price (9d. per cubic yard) is low, and represents probably 30 per cent, of the 
true value of the work. The parts of the tunnel paid for under Items 8 and II exceed the quantities 
provided for in the schedule, because the nature of the ground passed through required a larger cross 

. section of excavation than was anticipated. The quantity of tunnelling estimated to be done was 9,580 
yards, whereas the actual quantity was 14,373 cubic yards, or a difference of 4,793 cubic yards, which, at 
schedule rates (£1 7s. 6d. per cubic yard), amounts to £6,590. The tunnel excavation, therefore, is 
responsible for the major portion of the excess of the final voucher over the tender. I would point out 
also that this increased amount for excavation is not in any way due to payment at an exorbitant rate. 
£1 7s. 6d. per cubic yard on these items is not a high one, as may be seen by comparing the tenders, 
especially if due allowance be made Tor the low rate on the first four items.

The only item in shaft excavation which calls for remark is No. 16, where the quantity in the 
schedule is exceeded. This is due to the soft nature of the ground, which necessitated timbering, and 
consequently a larger sectional area of excavation than was anticipated. ,

It should be noted that the schedule rate for timber ordered to be left in open trenches and 
tunnels (Item No. 21) is put down at Id. per cubic foot. As before mentioned this rate is absurdly low. 
The usual price for work of this description is 2s. per cubic foot, and, as the quantity given in the schedule 
has been exceeded, the contractors have been paid £950 less than they would have been paid had they 
tendered at the value of the work,

With regard to Item No. 36 for bluestone pitchers round manholes, the probable quantity given in 
the schedule is 12 square yards, whereas if all the manhole covers were to be pitched the quantitv would 
work out to about 35 square yards. Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. before putting in their tender 
evidently discovered this, and came to the conclusion that if all the manhole covers were to be pitched the 
quantity given in the schedule would be greatly increased. They accordingly put an extremely high price 
down for the work. The specification provided that these pitchers were to be put round all manhole 
covers, but after the tender was accepted, and the work came to be carried out, attention was called to 
the small quantity provided for in the schedule ; and it was also pointed out that, while in the specification 
this provision was made, pitchers were not shown on the contract drawings to be put round all the covers. 
The Engineer-in-Chief (Mr. Hickson) took advantage of this, notwithstanding the strong protest on the 
part of the contractors, and decided that only those pitchers were to be carried out that were shown on 
drawing, and instructions were given to the officer-in-charge accordingly [see Parliamentary Papers, 
page 125, No. 17]. Before, however, the contract was completed, Mr. Darley was appointed Engineer-in
Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, and the works were taken over by him, and another 
Resident Engineer put in charge, who appears not to have known of Mr. Hickson’s decision ; and the 
contractors pitched, with two exceptions, the whole of the manhole covers, and were paid for them in the 
final voucher • ' . .

Since
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J. Davis. Since the inauguration of the Sewerage Branch in jSTovember, 1879, up to the present date, 117
contracts have been let and completed, with the following result:—Amount of tenders worked out at 

2 Sept., 1896. grfjgd.ui.g £]^44!o,925_ Total amount of final vouchers, £1,433,186. Showing that the amount of 
the tenders worked out at schedule rates has exceeded the amounts of final vouchers by the sum of 
£7,039, or a saving of that amount in about one and a half million pounds worth of work. It will 
therefore be seen that, although speculative tendering has been in vogue for sixteen years, while in 
some cases the quantities at schedule rates worked out to more than the amount of the tender, the 
opposite occurred quite as frequently.

I should like to add, with regard to the bluestone pitchers, that it is usual, when a contract is let, to 
forward to the supervising officer a schedule of prices, which is really a copy of the contractor s tender. 
At the time Contract 69 was let that was done. I received a schedule, and in that schedule a clerical 

* error was made. As it happened it proved to be rather a serious one. The clerk, instead of putting
down £50 opposite the item of bluestone pitchers, had put down 50s. per square yard. It was not until 
the beginning of May that I discovered that there had been a mistake. So that from December until 
May I was carrying out the contract upon the assumption that the bluestone pitchers were to cost the 
Department 50s. a square yard and not asit turned out £50 per square yard. (Vide Appendix No. 81.) 
15481. This speculative tendering by contractors is no new thing at all ? No ; it is in vogue to a greater 
or less degree, not only in all the public departments in New South Wales, but from what I can under
stand, and what I have been able to gather from my own experience, much the same state of things exists 
all the world over. t .
15482. The only way to put a stop to it was by adopting a new system, and that has been done ? That is 
the case. . .
15483. Contract 69 was dealt with in the ordinary way ;—although it afforded a glaring instance of the 
operation of the old method, the contract was dealt with in the ordinary manner ? Yes ; the practice of 
the Department when tenders were received was to make out a list of the whole of them. This was 
forwarded to Mr. Bagge. He prepared a schedule of the tenders, and in sending on his recommendation 
to Mr. Hickson, if he found anything he did not approve of in the tenders, it was his duty to, call atten
tion to it. He does not appear to have taken that step in this case ; and, unless Mr. Hickson s attention 
had been called to the matter in that way, I do not see how he could have known of it.
15484. At all events, no exception was made in this case in the way of dealing with the tender ? No ; 
except in regard to two minor matters which Mr. Bagge pointed out, and which Mr. Hickson thought 
were of no consequence. They appear in the Parliamentary papers.
15485. So far as you have been able to find out, there is nothing to show that any undue concessions 
were made to the contractors in respect of this contract ? There most certainly were no unduo concessions. 
15486. I should like you to explain another matter : Mr. Parkes told us on the last sitting day that he 
had not the slightest doubt that these contractors must have had private information from the office 
before they sent in such an absurd schedule;—I should like to know what you have to say as to that? 
The only information I can think of which would have been of any use to the contractors was in the 
nature of getting a hint that a mistake had been made in the probable quantities in respect of. the blue- 
stone pitchers. Their attention might have been called to that. I do not say that it was, but it is possible 
that that may have been done. As to anything beyond that, I do not see how any one of the officers could 
have helped them. These contractors are men of experience, and in going through the probable quantities 
it may have struck them at once that they were wrong. Por instance, there are over thirty man-holes; 
and as it takes more than a yard of bluestone pitching for each man-hole, it was evident that the 12 yards 
were wrong.
15487. The fact was, that the plan showed thirty-two man-holes, and anyone who saw the plan would come 
to the conclusion at once, on comparing it with the schedule, that an error had been made ? Yes ; they 
might do that without any assistance whatever from the officers of the Department.
15488. It is a mistake which anyone going carefully into the matter would have seen ? Yes.
15489. The same information upon this point was open to all the other contractors who tendered ? Yes. 
15490. Is there anything else of any possible use to tenderers which could have been suggested by anyone 
inside the office—can you imagine anything else? No. Of course in the carrying out of the work it 
might be said that they had someone in charge of it who worked with them. I know that during the 
proceedings of this Commission it has been left to be inferred that that is the case. I swear absolutely 
that in regard to Contract 69, taking any of the items, the same practice was observed in regard to the 
excavation, for instance—in regard to the subducts, in regard to everything, that was observed upon 
contracts let to other contractors. ,
15491. Let me go one step further: Suppose, for a moment, that this firm of contractors had a paid 
agent in the office, what would be the value of his information—what facts could he have given to the 
contractors which would have assisted them ? He could have given them no information, except by way 
of calling their attention to a clerical error of the description I have named.
15492. In fact, the whole of the information at the disposal of the Department, or any of its officers, was 
put before the contractors in the probable quantities ? Yes; it was the office idea of the probable 
quantities of the work. The difference comes in this way : The contractors would take out the quantities 
for themselves, and they would say, in regard to a particular item, “We do not agree with the office. 
Prom our experience and local knowledge, we do not agree with the office as to this probable quantity. 
They would, from their experience and local knowledge, prepare a schedule of probable quantities, inde
pendent of the office quantities,, and base their prices upon that schedule, instead of on the probable 
quantities given by the office.
15493. Sis Honor.'] Did it turn out in the sinking of the shafts, after all, that beds of clay or soft shale 
were found underneath bands of fairly hard sandstone ? No. What I say is this : that borings were 
taken along the line of sower; and in the majority of cases, where you came on to hard sandstone with 
your bore, you might be sure that you would get no soft ground below it; but in regard to shale, you may 
come on to fairly hard shale, and we would then say “ That is as far as we need go.” The nature of the 
shale below may differ. It is most difficult to say from the bores what the shale may turn out to be. It 
may prove so hard as not to require timbering, or it may prove to be so jointy and soft, when the air 
operates upon it, that it will be absolutely unsafe fpp workmen to sink shafts in it unless they are timbered.
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That accounts for the difference between the sectional area of excavation in one case and another. It J- Davis, 
affects the quantities in that way. oo ^~Tsnr
15494. Do you say that boring is too expensive for the Department to feel justified in putting the bores * Sept., 896. 
right down to the level of the sewer through apparently hard shale? Yes.. If the shale proves to be 
very hard we do not go on. It is too costly; but if we can do the boring in the shale at a moderate cost 
we go on to below the invert of the sewer. The drawings which are already in evidence will show that 
we do not stop on the top of the shale, but that we go through it to what we consider very hard shale, 
which it might be too expensive to bore through.
15495. In this case you did stop on the top of the hard shale ? Not in every case.
15496. Otherwise there would not have been the same opportunity for the contractors to speculate 
successfully on the softer shale underneath ? I would not like to speak positively as to that without 
examining the longtitudinal sections. I am speaking now as to the general practice of the office. (Vide 
Appendix D.)
15497. Mr. Smith.'] To come to another charge by Mr. Parkes affecting the Department—I mean 
Charge 2;—he there charges the Department with allowing a contract to be taken up by Carter, Grummow,
& Co. with an insufficient bond, and with ultimately breaking that bond by remitting the retention 
money;—you have examined that matter, and you have a short statement of facts with regard to it ?
Yes; I have made a statement with regard to the sureties, and also the retention money, and the returning 
of the fixed deposit upon Contracts 79 and 79a. That is a kindred matter, and I have dealt with the 
whole of these subjects, therefore, in memorandum No. 2.
15498. I understand that your memorandum No. 2, then, will deal with the fifth charge as to Contract 79, 
which is of a similar nature ? Yes ; Contract 79a is also involved. First of all I deal with the sureties.
The memorandum is as follows :—

. Memorandum No. 2.—Sureties. .
"With regard to sureties having been accepted in lieu of the usual fixed deposit on Contract No. 69, the 
concession was granted owing to the tender having been accepted subject to the contractors being paid in 
Funded Stock, under the Funded Stock Act of 1892, in lieu of cash, the contractors having verbally repre
sented to the Minister that it would be a hardship to ask them to provide the cash security required by 
the General Conditions, when they were not actually being paid in cash for the work. Several other 
contracts were accepted about this time on the like condition, and in each case personal security was 
accepted in lieu of the usual cash deposit. (See the list of contracts handed in to the Commission by •
Mr. Norrie when giving evidence on 3rd July, 1896, Q. 7224, and Appendix No. 66.)

In all these cases, inclusive of Carter, Gummow, & Co., a personal security was accepted in the 
penal sum of 10 per cent, on the amount of the contract, as against the 5 per cent, cash deposit provided 
for in the General Conditions.

At the time Carter & Co.’s sureties were accepted it was not known that Parbury, Henty, & Co. 
were to supply the cement—not that it makes any difference. Mr. Scrutton’s firm did not supply the 
iron. It was obtained from Mort’s Dock Engineering Co.

. detention Money.
It is not admitted that the Minister cancelled the bond in connection with Contract No. 69 by 

returning a portion of the retention money, nor that the contract was in any way broken. Upon the 
return of the £1,000 referred to in Mr. Parkes’ speech of 12th May, 1895 (page 28 of Hansard, and 
page 127 of printed papers), the Department still held £1,300, in addition to the personal securities 
already referred to, for the due completion of the contract. It was therefore considered that the 
Department was amply secured, and perfectly safe in returning the £1,000 to the contractors.

It has been the practice of the Department to return portions of the retention money held on 
contracts where it was found that the Department was otherwise amply protected, it being the desire to 
assist contractors as far as could be legitimately done, and not to in any way harass or inconvenience 
them, so that the return of the sum in question to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. was only uniform 
with the general practice. The General Conditions provided that the clause relating to the cash security 
and retention money, in common with any other condition of the contract, may be varied by the Minister 
(see clause 27). •

The General Conditions now in use provide that should the Minister, at his discretion, make any 
payments out of the retention or deposit money to the contractors, the action shall not in any way 
prejudice the Minister’s rights under the contract, or be taken as an admission of any claims made by the 
contractor, so that, although formerly the Minister impliedly reserved to himself the right, under clause 
27 of the General Conditions, to make these payments, he has since expressly provided for his so doing.
I may mention, for in stance, .that on the 13th March, 1893, the Minister returned to Mr. O. McMaster, the 
contractor for the Milson’s Point Railway extension, the sum of £1,500 retention money ; and in October 
of the same year, to Mr. Justin McSweeney, the contractor for the tramway from King-street to Ocean- 
street, the sum of £2,000. Messrs. Proudfoot & Co., the contractors for the railway from Marrickville 
to Burwood-road, also received a portion of their retention money.

With respect to the retention moneys on Contract No. 79, regarding which Mr. Christie gave evidence _
on 22nd July, 1896, the explanation is that 5 per cent, only was kept back, so as to preserve uniformity of 
practice, the new General Conditions, providing that the maximum amount of retention money should be an 
amount equal to 5 per cent, on the amount of the tender, being at that time incorporated in the greater 
number of the contracts then being let. The contractors having, on the 28th December, 1893, represented '
that they would experience some difficulty in making satisfactory arrangements for the disposal of the 

• Funded Stock, with which it was proposed to pay them for Contract No. 69, which was accepted on the 
11th of that month, and having asked for assistance in the matter of making financial arrangements by 
the return of the retention money on Contract No. 79, amounting to £2,000, the Minister, in considera
tion of the contractors, having shown their willingness to meet the Department (with regard to the 
acceptance of payment for Contract 69 in Funded Stock), agreed to grant their request, and the £2,000 
was accordingly returned to them. The work then remaining to be done on Contract No. 79 did not 
exceed £4,000, against which the Department held the contractor’s deposit of £2,000 for its completion.

1 Fixed
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' j^8' Fixed Deposit—Contract 79 and 79a.
2 Sept., 1896. In June, 1894, when the whole of the works comprised in Contract 79 had been practically finished,

and there only remained the extension (Contract 79a) to he carried out, the question of the fixed deposit 
was brought forward for consideration. It was not thought necessary to retain £2,000, and the contrac
tors were allowed to substitute another fixed deposit, for the sum of £650, for the works comprised in the 
extension. In addition to this, the sum of £531 10s. 6d. was held until the expiry of the maintenance 
period set out in the main contract.

Fixed deposits were frequently returned to contractors prior to the expiration of the maintenance 
period, so often in fact that the clerk in charge of bonds and contracts had a form struck off to meet such 
cases ; but every case was considered on its own merits. I attach a list hereto showing some instances in 
which this practice has been followed.

Fixed Deposits, &c., returned before Completion of Contracts.

Date. Work. Contractor. Amount.

28 Feb, 1893...
£ s. d. 

350 0 0

16 Dee., 1892...
Pipe-laying, Duplicate Main, Pott’s Hill to Sydney .................. Giiliver and Curtis.......... 1,000 0 0

5.000 0 0
7.000 0 020 Feb , 1893... Railway, Lisraore to tlie Tweed, Contract Ro. 2.................... Eerie and Kerle ..............

11 Aug., 1893... Railway, Xiama to Nowra................ .......................................... E. Pritchard.................... 10,000 0 0
5 Sept, 1893... 

25 Dec., 1893...
6,000 0 0 
4,500 0 0 
6,000 0 08 Jan ,' 1894 .. Railway, Molong to Parkes and Forbes, Section No. 2...............

17 Dec., 1895... 65 0 0
20 „ 1895... Erection of Agricultural College, Richmond ............................ Grant and Mathieson...... 375 0 0
6 Feb., 1896... Contract No. 102, Sydney ......................................................... John R. Locke............... 197 12 0

18 „ 1896... Lock-up, Marrickville................................................................ W. H. Smith ................ 120 0 0
28 „ 1896...
30 June, 1896...

Post and Telegraph Office, Parramatta North .................... Thomas Craimey ........... 40 0 O
Aluminium Roof, Works Office ................................................. 50 0 0

2 Mar., 1896... Green-house, Government House............................................. Thomas Simpson............. 15 0 0

I give this list so that it may be shown that Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. were not treated differently 
from other contractors carrying out larger or smaller works, as the case might be, and that no concessions 
were made to them which were not made to other contractors in like circumstances. (Vide Appendix 
Wo. 62.)
15499. You have dealt with the advances made to the contractors on the three contracts you have just 
mentioned, 69, 79, and 79a? Yes ; I have dealt briefly with them.
15500. Those are the matters referred to in Charge 4, affecting Contract 69, in Charge 10, affecting 
Contract 79, and in Charge 2, affecting Contract 79a ? Yes; I have prepared the following 
memorandum:—

Memo. No. 3.—Ee Advance on Cement made to Messrs. Carter & Co. on Contracts Nos. 69,
79, and 79a. (Vide Appendix No. 67.)

"With regard to the advances on material in connection with Contract No. 69, the Minister approved of 
the advance of sums to the extent of £1,000; but, as shown in Mr. Christie’s evidence, page 382, this 
authority was only availed of to the extent of £450.

The minute written by me, and given on page 366 in the printed papers, does not contain the 
Departmental rule, but relates simply to Contract No. 79a. As a matter of fact, there is no rule of the 
kind in existence. The practice on Contract 79 was to advance at the rate of 16s. per cask, that being the 
schedule rate for one cask of Portland cement attached to the contract; and on Contract 79a at the rate 
of 75 per cent, of the mai’ket value of the cement—that is to say, 75 per cent, of 12s. 6d. per cask, which 
amounted to 9s. 4|-d.

With regard to the high rate of advances made on Contract 79, the very expensive plant which the 
contractors had on the ground for the purposes of the work was also taken into account. This plant was 
probably worth £3,000 ; and, in addition, they had large stocks of bricks upon which no advance had been 
made. It must, however, be borne in mind, when reading Mr. Christie’s figures, that the advance made 
in any particular month would either be reduced or increased in the next month, according to the quantity 
of material on the ground, and that the second advance would not be an addition to the first one; but the 
first one in the recapitulation attached to each voucher would not appear except in the money paid to the 
contractors, so that at no time was there a greater sum than £2,160 advanced on material. Mr. Christie’s 
table should, therefore, be read as follows :—

On the 13th progress return the sum of £720 was advanced.
On the 14th progress return the advance was renewed.
On the 15th progress return the advance was reduced to £696.
On the 16th progress return the advance was increased to £1,360.
On the 17th progress return the advance was increased to £2,160.
On the 18th progress return the last advance was renewed.
On the 19th progress return the advance was reduced to £1,760.
On the 20th progress return the advance was reduced to £1,280.

15501. The security taken from the contractors included not only the cement, but also the plant and 
material ? Yes; the moment the material and plant come on to the site of the works they become the 
property of Her Majesty, so that if at any time the contractors throw up the work they fall into the 
hands of the Department.

15502.
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15502. Besides that, I think there was a special agreement with regard to material ? Yes; that was J- Davis- 
more to cover the question of the cement being perhaps not technically on the site of the works. In '
some cases, as in the case of 69 and also 79, some of the cement was stored on private property, and ^ 
although it was to. all intents and purposes on the site of the works, still it may have been questioned, and 
for that reason this special agreement was taken from the contractors.
15503. So as to get security over the material wherever it might be ? Yes.
15504!. It was the common practice of the Department to make these advances to contractors in order to 
assist them ? It is quite the usual thing. '
15505. Mr. Christie, in his evidence upon page 380, refers to the application of Holloway Brothers, of 
Groulburn, who wrote to the effect that they were desirous of tendering for Contract 69, Sydney Sewerage, 
but that the cash deposit stood in their way. They asked whether the Department could not accept a less 
cash.deposit in their case—say, £1,000 and sureties for the balance. The answer given was that the 
Minister could not consent to any reduction in the cash security required. That application was made 
before the tenders came in ? Yes ; on the 4th November, 1893, whereas tenders were received in 
December.
15506. It was dealt with before the tenders were received ? Yes; it was referred to the Board of 
Reference and dealt with by the Minister before tenders were received. •
15507. And it was after tenders had been received, and after Carter, Grummow, & Co.’s tender had been 
accepted, that the arrangement was made with them with regard to funded stock? Yes; the Minister, 
in accepting the tender, stipulated that the contractors were to be paid not in cash but in funded stock.
That was made a condition of the acceptance. At the time Holloway Brothers wrote no one had any 
idea of the contractors being paid in funded stock, and it was because the contractors were paid in funded 
stock that the personal security was accepted in lieu of cash deposit.'
15508. It was because the contractors had met the Minister by taking funded stock that the arrangement 
was made for personal security in lieu of a cash deposit ? Yes.
15509. Now that we are upon this subject, I might perhaps deal shortly with the several charges relating • _
to the withholding of papers from Parliament. Those charges affect Contracts 69, 72, 79, and 77. Take 
Contract 69. Mr. Christie has pointed out that the two letters to which I have just referred—the letter 
from Holloway Brothers, of Groulburn, and the answer—were not printed in the Parliamentary return ;— 
how do you account for.that? It is very probable that at the time I selected the papers for the 
Parliamentary return I left out the two papers to which you refer, as being of no importance—that is to 
say, of no importance in regard to Mr. Parkes’ inquiry.
15510. The application having been made before the tenders were sent in? Yes. I might explain that when 
the papers were asked for, Mr. Barling asked me to see that all the papers relating to the matter in question 
were sent on to the House. The record clerk got the papers together in a private room, and I then went 
^ w^0^e apd selected those which I thought would be pertinent to the matter, and
which Mr. Parkes would be likely to require. It is quite possible that in regard to Holloway Brothers’ 
letter I put it aside as not likely to be required.
15511. It related to a matter which occurred before the tenders came in? Yes; it did not seem to me - 
to affect the matter of Carter, Grummow, & Co.’s contracts at all. ‘
15512. Will you take the next four items referred to in Mr. Christie’s memorandum upon page 380;— 
what do you say as to the omission of those papers from the Parliamentary return ? They were not in 
the bundle, and I did not know of. their existence. It is evident from the date of the last letter that 
they would be away at the time with the "Water and Sewerage Board. They were certainly not in the 
bundle. I can say absolutely that they were not intentionallv left out; they were left out quite by 
accident. '
15513. With regard to Contract 72, those papers were not asked for, I believe, in the order of the 
House? No; the matter was considered by Mr. Barling, and it was decided that with certain exceptions 
those.papers should,be left out. I believe there was a difficulty in getting the papers; they were mixed 
up with M Namara s claim. Mr. Barling was first of all under the impression that the papers were 
asked for, but I assured him that they were not. I remember reading to him the terms of the order, and 
telling him where the contract was. I pointed out to him that it could not by any means be covered by 
the terms of the order. Mr. Barling said, however, that in view of the fact that Contract 72 was mixed 
up with No. /9, and that Contract 72 was cited in the agreement made between the contractors and the 
Department in respect of No. 79, it would be well, at any rate, to give the contract itself and the final 
voucher. They were put in accordingly. That is the reason why those particular papers were put in.
(Vide Appendix- No. 68.) ■> i if i
15514. Then with, regard to Contract 77, the charge is the plans were withheld;—what have you to say as 
to that. To begin with,, plans were not. asked for. Ido not myself understand the term “ papers ” to 
mean plans. The motion winds up. with these words, “including the specification, schedule, &c., for 
original.contracts. There is no mention of the plans. That matter, also, was discussed at the time, but 
we considered that as plans were not called for, it would be very wrong to send them along to be printed 
at such a serious cost. ' ^
15515. I suppose the expense would have been very great indeed? Yes; of course the expense of 
printing weighed with us at the time the papers were sent forward.
15516. At all events, in preparing the papers for Parliament every care was taken, and there was 
absolutely no intention to leave out anything at all which was material ? Yes, every care was taken. A 
clerk was engaged exclusively upon the work of getting the papers together for fully a fortnight. Then, 
under my direction, the papers were selected. I used my discretion as to what papers should be sent on 
and what papers should not be sent on. I thought I included every paper that would be likely to be 
required.
15517. With regard to Contract .72 and charges 1 and 2 affecting that contract,—in the first place, the 
Department are charged with paying away large sums of money to the contractors which the Departmental 
officers were not obliged to do under the contract conditions, and with settling a claim without a proper 
test as to the liability of the Crown for a sum of £4,050 9s. 6d., by granting the contractors a preference 
over other contractors, and by not re-tendering for the contract, when in the interests of the Crown it was 
the clear duty of the Departmental officers to do so. In the second place, the Department are charged 
with granting the contractors concessions in payment upon the contract by which the Crown was the

loser.
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J. Davis.
2 SeptTl896.

loser;—you have made a memorandum dealing with those matters ? Tes; I have a statement of fact as to 
those matters which I will read. It is as follows :—

Memo. No. 4.—Contract No. 72.
Stoppage of Work.

When the channel was finished, or nearly finished, up to the foot of McDonald-street, all the money 
available for the work had been expended. The Engineer-in-Chief then wrote, on the 13th October, 1891, 
giving the contractors notice that it was intended not to construct the channel beyond that point. He 
referred to clause 3 of the specification, w'hich is virtually a repetition of the last paragraph of section 4 
of the general conditions, hoping that it would put the idea of a claim out of the contractors’ heads. 
Mr. B. C. Simpson, however, forwarded a claim on behalf of the contractors, stating that, in his opinion, 
the general clauses referred to did not contemplate such a large portion of the contract not being carried 
out. Money was. however, voted for the continuation of the work, on the 1st April, 1892, and the con
tractors, Messrs. Carter & Co., were then instructed to resume and finish it. The contractors, therefore, 
would most clearly have been entitled to compensation for stoppage of work from October to April, a 
period of six months, in accordance with the fifth paragraph of the tenth section of the general conditions.

When Mr. Lyne wrote his minute of 23/2/92, in which he states, after having seen Mr. Hickson, 
that Carter & Co. would, in all probability, be able to make good a claim for something like £2,000, as 
compensation on Contract 72, the compensation referred to was for this stoppage of work.

A similar case to this occurred on the sewerage ivorks at Bondi (contractors, A. J. Smyth & Co.) 
in 1884. The works were stopped on account of the representatives of the Cooper family having obtained 
an injunction, and, although they were only suspended for a period of about two months, the contractors 
were paid, on the advice of the Crown Solicitor, the sum of £3,000 as compensation. In the present 
instance, it must be borne in mind that no compensation wTas paid, and that it was merely thought that the 
contractors might be able to sustain a claim of upwards of £2,000 for the suspension of the work from 
October, 1891, to April, 1892. If it had come to a question of actually paying a sum for compensation, 
the papers would most unquestionably have been sent to the Crowm Solicitor.

Difference between Final Voucher and amount of Tender.
The difference between the amount of the tender accepted and the amount of the final voucher 

(£20,050 and £25,204 19s. 4d. respectively) arose through additional excavation having to be carried out 
at the outlet of the channel along the site of the proposed Shea’s Creek canal. When the contract.was 
let, it was thought that there existed a suitable outlet for the channel into the swampy ground below 
Mitchell Koad, but it was afterwards found that it would be prudent to continue the channel from 
Mitchell Road to Shea’s Creek, and cut an earth channel along the site of the proposed canal, in order to 
give a proper outlet for the storm-waters draining to that point. Provision had been made in the specifi
cation (clause 3) giving the Engineer power to omit 13 or 27 chains of the lower portion of the channel, 
but for the above reasons this specific clause was not made use of.

' Wrought-iron Girders used in construction of Channel, Contract 72.
In Contract No. 72 wrought-iron girders were included for covering a junction, and for the 

construction of a flume where the Shea’s Creek crosses the concrete channel. Mr. Hill, agent for 
Mr. Cooper, the owner of the land through which the sewer passes, after the tender was accepted, would 
not allow the work to proceed unless a certain length of the channel were covered through a sandhill, which 
lay between the Macdonaldtown Creek and Shea’s Creek ; but he stated that if this were done he would 
allow the work to go on without compensation. It was contemplated that, in the ordinary course, com
pensation would have been paid for the land through which the channel passed, and this being the case, it 
was considered that, as the additional work asked for by Mr. Hill, which included these girders, would 
only involve an expenditure of about £600, and save not only a stoppage of the work but also a large 
sum for compensation and severance, the best plan would be to comply with his request. The channel 
was accordingly covered with girder iron and jack arches, and paid for at schedule rates.

15518. "With regard to the charge of defective wrork upon Contract 69, can you tell us anything about the 
evidence which was given by Benson and Darcus ? I think Mr. Griffiths could speak more positively as to 
that, I think it would be better to leave that matter to him.
15519. Those were the only two witnesses as to that matter, excepting that Mr. Parkes made a general 
reference to what he called “ the talk of the town” ; .for instance, in reply to question 15,302, he said, 
“I can tell you that amongst workmen in the city of Sydney, it is a common thing for the men to talk 
about the way cement structures are carried on; every man will tell you—I do not care where he is 
about the city of Sydney—that he can get a shilling a day extra if he can save a cask of cement every 
day ” ;—I suppose it is a fact, well known to the Department, that contractors generally want a good deal 
of watching in the matter of cement ? If they did not there would be nothing for many of us to do. 
15520. It is well known in the Department that it is a thing you have to watch pretty closely, no matter 
who the contractors are ? Certainly.
15521. What arrangements are made to ensure the right quantity of cement being put into the work in 
these sewerage structures ? The specific arrangements which are made are these : Where brickwork and 
concrete are carried out, there is first of all a chief inspector, whose business it is to overlook the whole 
of the work. In addition to that, where concrete is being done, an overseer is put on to watch every 
gauge made. Every gauge of concrete that is measured is under the immediate supervision of an overseer, 
whose business it is to see that the gauge-box is properly filled, and that the proper quantity of cement 
is put in. He is there for that and no other reason. He has no discretion. He has simply to see that the 
specification is complied with in that respect, and at the dnd of the day he gives to the principal inspector 
the quantity of cement which has been used in the concrete or brickwork, as the case may he. The 
principal inspector then returns the quantity to the head office. In addition to that, what might be 
termed the general arrangement is this : There is a resident engineer, whose business it is to be about 
the contracts generally during the whole of the day. He is supposed to see that the inspectors do their 
duty; and, being a man of experience, one glance at the concrete, whether it is in process of being mixed 
or in position, would tell him roughly—not perhaps accurately, but still roughly—whether the proper

quantity
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quantity of cement was being used in the work. Over and above that there is what the Department call J- Davis,
the supervising officer. His business is to go round the whole of the contracts. He being also a man of
experience is able to tell whether the right thing is being done ; so that it seems to me that to say that ^ Sept., 1896.
the proper quantity of cement has not been put into the work amounts to saying that the inspectors have
been got the better of by the contractors. There is no other possible explanation. You are limited
to that. As far as the Department itself is concerned it provides ample supervision.
lo522. The instructions to the inspectors are very strict, and they are allowed no discretion? Ho
discretion whatever. If it is found that things are wrong—and evidence of that has been brought forward
during the sittings of the Commission—the inspectors are dealt with, and dealt with very severely too.
loo23. If any such matter is brought before the engineer-in-charge I suppose he reports it ? He reports
it, an(i then action is taken. In addition to all that, we have an absolute check in the quantity of cement
brought on to the ground ; so. that op. the termination of a job we know absolutely whether the cement
brought on to the ground tallies with the quantity of cement which has been returned by the inspectors,
and what would be the proper quantity of cement to be used in the work ; so that we have a - check on
every hand.
15524. I m.ght ask you this question in a general way : it has been suggested that concessions were 
made to Carter, Gummow, & Co. with regard to an alleged shortage of cement; I should like to ask you 
whether, m regard to any of the contracts which have been referred to, the Department, through its 
officers, had any knowledge whatever of any shortage of cement? None whatever.
15o2o. If they had had, the man who passed the work would have been called to account at once?
Certainly.
15520. As to the alleged defective work upon Contract 60, I believe you have discovered a minute which 
was written by Mr. Bagge ? Yes ; it is a minute dated 22nd January, 1891, and it is with reference to 
charges of the witness Wright. It is as follows:—

Mr. T. VVriglit brings two distinct charges, viz., drunkenness and allowing the contractors to use condemned 
cement, against Mr. O’Hanlon and Inspector Inwood.

M ^ wf fulIy inquil'ed into on the 14th October, 1890, when Wright withdrew all charges against Mr. O’Hanlon, 
P+ed hls.?Ila*'g? drunkenness against Inspector Inwood, who, as his conduct appeared to have been somewhat 

indiscreet, was disrated for some time. He has since, on account of his subsequent exemplary conduct, been reinstated.
}VltT reSa^d *°, tt16 s?c°nd charge, Wright, on the 14th instant, wrote to Mr. Davis, accusing Mr. O’Hanlon and 

xrwt Cl 0t oomg the cause of his dismsssal from the employ of Messrs. Carter & Co., contractors for Contract 
JNo. bU, .North JShoie, and of allowing these contractors to use condemned cement.

In<lulry> finds *hat Die contractors dismissed Wright for using very abusive language; and, with 
Wi‘ole of th,e cement used on the contract up to the 11th October, 1890, amounted to 212J casks, 

r-Yt-cWsfL,! ~;teen cask? of approved cement obtained from another contract in order to start the work, and about 200 
be aPProved on the 31st July last. The charge of allowing .condemned cement to be used cannot, therefore,
o r~aUn^-thf cen!ent 111 ^ j j contractor's store-room had been changed at night for slightly-damaged cement
believetlTn t Mess,:, rw '“Y?''61’’ w?"11d be very dangerous and unprofitable for any contractor to attempt; and I do not 
peJie\e that Messis. Carter & Co. would lend themselves to such a proceeding.
vindic^lraPrfyrKd?-byTu WriSht at the inquiry on the 14th October last was that of being a very abusive and

W^^dtte8e Chai'SeS ^ the PUrp°Se °f alm°ying the co“ors (his lat®

C. H. OHLFSEN BAGGE,
22/1/91.

15527. With regard to charge No. 7 in connection with Contract 79 
paying an amount of £350 6s. 8d. to the contractors for
Pf1',orrlied,~^ believe it is dealt with by papers 95, 96, 97, and 98, which appear upon pages 329 and 330 
ot the Parliamentary /Return ? Yes. The papers are as follows ;—

I mean the charge of improperly 
removing material, which work they never

’Sir,
The Council Clerk, North Sydney, to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

, Borough of North Sydney, Town Hall, 31 July. 1894
from the sewer shaffs^North and the Mayor yesterday with respect to the removal of ball'ast
tHrsurnlus ballasfto suJh nl! Sy-ln?£’ dl?ected to request that instructions may be given to the contractor to remove

tl?e,1bor°ugh af may be pointed out by the Council. This ballast is extremely valuable 
eborou0h, and for some time past the Council has been removing and using it for municipal purposes This has been 

done by arrangement with the contractor, the Council being unaware that, in terms of his contract th“ contractor had to 
icmove it where directed ; and the rates paid by the Council for such removal have been 7£d., 10d.’ and Is. 3d. per load.
contractors fo^removlTu015,’ 4UrfDg W^ersation with you yesterday, that your Department had also paid the 
amount oi£m 11 M ^ Sh°Uld be the

This however, is not put forward as a claim; but the Mayor will be glad if you can innuire into the matter anrl if 
upon consideration, you think it a fair suggestion, that you willlllow the amount ’

Having now ascertained the exact position of the contractor in this matter, the Mayor has directed that no more
remf, ue at th.e C0,st °f the Councib and he will feel obliged if instmetionsoefTewao^UCh SUrP US matenal t0 Places t0 be P0lnted out by the Council, and which will be wfthin reasonable distance 

’ ‘ I have, &c.,
W. BARNETT SMITH,

Register.—J. D., 3/8/94. JTown Clerk.
c -1 Tbe 30thi OjDmo th® Mayor and another gentleman called upon Mr. Bagge with reference to this Question of the 

parteraf CoTh 11^t0 866 ^ 1 ^ them ^ “ ^ordance vTith the ten!°s of the oonS?tte
paid the rate If ITT3 tlle s.urPlus material from the shafts to such places as they were ordered, and that they were
tractors Tv Ttc f 1 i P 1 d° n0t See what we have to do with any private arrangement which tlie con
tractors may make for its removal. M e do not require the spoil, and Carter & Co. have disposed of it as thev have t Wht
propel, and I was not, therefore, aware that they were receiving payment from the local Council The question that now
arises is whether the request of the Conneil can be complied with. We have full power Sot the
ontiactois to debt er to such places as the Council may point out to us from time to time, and it would not entail anv 
tia co..t to us provided the tip was within half-a-milc of the shaft or open cutting, as the case might be It will give a

and Engineer-imCUiieflor ^ ^ ^* U'’ C/8/94;

140—3 S • Tho -
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The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage to Supervising-Engineer Davis.
Minute Povper.

<SWyec<.-—Council Clerk, North Sydney—Application for Surplus Material.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

^ Sydney, 7 August, 1894.
Inform Council as no application was made for the surplus material, and, as it was not required by the Department, 
contractors were allowed, as is usual in similar cases, to dispose of it as they thought proper, no questions, of course, being 
asked as to payments for same.

Before contractors can be instructed as to placing material in situations suggested by the Council it will be necessary 
for the Council to specify the exact spots where the material is required, as the Department will not pay a greater distance 
than the minimum specified, viz., J mile. > R.H., 8|8|94.

Contractors and Council Clerk informed, 8|8|94. Mr. Weedon to see.—J.D., 9|8J94. Seen. S.H.W., 11(8/94. 
File.—J.D., 11/8/94.

The Council Clerk, North Sydney, to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. 
g;r) Borough of North Sydney, Town Hall, 10 August, 1894.

I am directed to acknowledge the receipt of your letter, dated 8th instant, on the subject of ballast from sewer- 
shafts, North Sydney, and to inform you that a further communication will shortly be made to you, this being merely an 
intimation that your letter has been received. 1 SMITH

' Town Clerk.

The Council Clerk, North Sydney, to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. 
gir; Borough of North Sydney, Town Hall, 14 August, 1894.

In reply to your letter, dated 8th instant, with reference to the surplus material from sewer contract in this 
borough, I am directed by the Mayor to thank you for your attention to the matter, and to request that tlm material may 
be deposited at the junction of Arthur-street and Lavender-street, or in Miller-street, opposite St. Peter s Presbyterian 
Church, subject to the conditions mentioned in your letter.

With reference to the suggested refund of £123 9s. 4d., I am directed to point out that this money was not paid to 
the contractors, as you seem to consider, but to men specially employed by the Council.

The Mayor will feel obliged if you can,[therefore, see your way clear to refund to the Council the amount in question.
I have, &c.,

W. BARNETT SMITH,
Town Clerk.

Arthur and Lavender Streets would be within half-a-mile of all the shafts, and Miller-street, opposite St. Peter s 
Presbyterian Church, also, excepting the shaft in Campbell-street, the material from which could bo taken to Arthur and 
Lavender Streets. The contractors might be instructed to deliver the surplus material to these places. Ike Council appear 
to have made special arrangement with Messrs. Carter & Co. ’s draymen, to deliver the surplus material where they required 
it. I cannot see what power we have to call upon these men to repay the money to the Council, even supposing it would 
be advisable to do so, which I very much question.—J.D., 17/8/94. Engineer-in-Chief.

Approved._R.H., 17(8(94. Mr. Weedon to see that the surplus material is delivered to the places named.—
J.D., 21(8(94. Mr. Weedon.

The contractors are stacking the balance of the spoil from tunnel for purposes of refilling. It is doubtful whether 
there will be any more surplus material on this contract.—S.H.W., 22(8(94. Mr. Davis.

Seen. File.—J.D., 24(8/94.

15528. Will you turn now to Contract 77;—with regard to the cost of that portion of the work which is 
Monier-work, I believe you have made a calculation ? Tes; it is as follows :—

«
No. 5.—Memorandum as to cost oe “Monier” Work on Contract No. 77.

Description of Work.

Monier structure..............
Ironwork, excluding grill
Expansion joints..............
Bendering, 1 to 1..............

Bluestone concrete in piers, &c. 
Sandstone concrete in piers, &c. 
Cement facing, 2 to I................

Unit.

Cub. yards
Tons ......
Each ......
Sq. yards...

Cub. yards

Sq. yards...

Quantity arranged 
by Messrs. McCredie, 
Thompson, & Davis.

1,533
18'2

140
10,625

158213
1,350
1,016

Rate.

£ s. d. 
*3 16 10 
20 0 0 

1 10 0 
0 1 10

2 10 0 
18 0 
0 2 3

Deduct 281 per cent, in accordance with tender ..................... ............................................

Sewer in tunnel, common to both aqueduct designs, deducting 28/ per cent, in accordance with 
tender (see attached sheet). •

Total

Amount.

£ s. d. 
5,889 5 6 

364 0 0 
210 0 0 
973 19 2

396 13 4 
1,890 0 0 

114 6 0

2,400 19 4 
684 5 6

Amount.

£ s. a.

7,437 4 8

1,716 13 10 
6,340 9 11

15,494 8 5

* Mr. Bagge’s estimate for this class of work, made in connection with Contract No. 112, was £4 and £4 10s. per cubic yard (see Parliamentary 
papers).

Quantities
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Quantities common to “Monier” and Departmental designs in tunnels, roadways, &c.,&e.,not including
aqueducts (30'02 chains aqueducts).

Item. Description of Work.

Deduct 28J pet cent,.

Quantity.

1 Excavation..................................................... ............
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11 Filling..................................... ...................................
13 Sandstone ballast .......................................................
14 Bluestone metal...........................................................
15 ,, screenings....................................................
16 Subducts........................................................... . .
17 Timber ................................................................
18 Piling....................................................................
27 Curbing ........................................... ... .
26 Asblar.................................................... ..............
28 Gullv covers ................................................ .
30 Bluestone pitchers.......................................................
31 Freestone ................................. . .
32 Fencing ............................................ ......
33
34 21-inch pipes...............................................................
35 12 ...........................................................................
36 9 „ ...............................................................

38 and 39 Surplus material .......................................................
40 Fixing ironwork ........................................................
41 Flap-traps .................................... .
19 Sandstone concrete .................................
20 Bluestone .. ...................................
22 Brickwork ........................................
23 Rendering, 1 to 2 .................................................... Square yard......

Amount.

£ 8. d. £ S. d.
4,243 0 2 0 424 6 0

140 0 7 0 49 0 0
1,160 0 6 0 348 0 0

90 3 5 0 292 10 0
100 3 0 0 300 0 0

1,000 2 17 6 2,875 0 0
70 0 6 0 21 0 0
4 1 2 6 4 10 0

70 1 0 0 70 0 0
2 1 10 0 3 0 0

2,300 0 1 0 115 0 0
740 0 4 0 148 0 0
370 0 12 0 222 0 0
180. 0 5 0 45 0 0
50 0 1 6 3 15 0

300 0 1 8 25 0 0
960 0 4 0 192 0 0
650 0 2 6 81 5 0
130 0 3 0 19 10 0

4 0 18 6 3 14 0
8 0 12 6 5 0 0

320 0 8 0 128 0 0
50 0 18 0 45 0 0

100 0 8 0 40 0 0
120 1 13 0 198 0 0

20 0 6 9 6 15 0
15 0 5 0 3 15 0

4,580 0 1 1 248 1 8
55 0 4 0 11 0 0
10 1 5 0 12 10 0

322 1 8 0 450 16 0
707 2 10 0 1,767 10 0
156 2 10 0 390 0 0

2,835 0 2 3 318 18 9

8,867 6 5
2,527 16 6

Total

J. Davis.

2 Sept., 1896.

6,340 9 11

15529. In making this estimate you have worked upon the quantities arranged by Mr. McCredie, Mr. 
Thompson, and yourself ? Yes ; and I have used the schedule rates as far as they apply, deducting the 
28J per cent., so that it narrows it down to the price per cubic yard of the Monier structure.
15530. Your figures showr that the cost of the work, calculated upon that principle, would be 
£15,494 8s. 5d.P Yes. .
15531. Which is substantially the same as the amount for which the contract was let. namely, £15,500 ? 
Yes. "
15532. I suppose it took you a considerable time to work out these quantities ? Yes.
15533. You have spent a good deal of time over them, and you have employed others to assist you ? Yes. 
15534. It is not a thing which has been done in a day or two ? No. In all probability, if an estimate 
had been made by Mr. Bagge at the time the tender was accepted he would have made it more. If the 
contract had then been referred to Mr. Bagge for an estimate, then, judging from what he did a few 
months previously in the case of another work, his estimate would have been considerably more than mine. 
15535. With regard to Contract 118, there is a charge made by Mr. Parkes to the effect that the 
contractors were allowed to have the benefit of labour performed by the unemployed, paid by the Crown, 
in draining their works, for which drainage the contractors had to take the responsibility under their 
agreement with the Crown. Some evidence has been tendered with regard to that matter. Can you 
offer any explanation ? The first I heard of it was very early in the progress of 118. Mr. Millner, the 
officer-in-charge, came to me one morning—he has already given evidence on the point—and he said that 
it was impossible for Carter, G-ummow, & Co. to proceed with their contract at the same time that the 
reclamation was being proceeded with. It was pointed out that the sand-pumps which were working there, 
throwing up sand and water, were flooding the channel.
15536. Sis Honor.'] Were they throwing sand and water on to the land side of the retaining bank ? Yes. 
The first thing done at Johnstone’s Bay was to construct a dyke. That formed the outside limit of the 
reclamation seaward, and then the sand-pumps were sent there, and they threw up sand on to the inside 
of the wall.
15537. They were working on the outside and throwing up on to the inside ? Yes.
15538. And with the sand a lot of water would be thrown up ? Yes ; probably 95 per cent, of what the 
sand-pumps threw up would be water. That must find its way back again into the bay.
15539. By the channel of the creek ? Yes; supposing the channel to be in existence. But in this 
particular case there was no channel. The reclamation had virtually blocked the original channel, and, as 
a consequence, as the water was thrown up by the sand-pumps on to the reclaimed area it certainly 
flowed off towards the bay, but it also flowed off towards Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works.
15540. And backed up the whole creek ? Yes. Carter, Gummow, & Co. could not proceed with their 
work. Mr. Hickson and I went out one morning to look at it. We saw the man in charge of the 
reclamation, and Mr. Hickson instructed him to cut a channel, which is usually done in all such cases, to 
allow the water to find its way back again into the bay, instead of part of it going towards Carter,

Gummow,
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J. Davis. Gummow, & Co.’s works. The men were -put on to do this work. I ought to explain that Carter,
_ c ^‘ummow! & Co. had two pumps which were quite sufficient to deal with the water which they could be

eP •> • legitimately asked to pump out of their works, hut they had made no provision to cope with the water
from the sand-pumps, so that it meant this, that, unless something were done in the way of cutting a 
channel, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. must stop their work, or the reclamation works must stop. 
One or the other had to be done. .
15541. Mr. Smith.'] The clause referring to the unwatering of the contract is, I think, clause 85, which 
appears on page 409 of the Parliamentary Eeturn ? Tes ; it is as follows :—

85. All water, which, during the progress of the work, may drainin to excavations, to be properly, effectively, and 
continually pumped out, and the whole to be kept dry until after the completion, setting, and hardening, of all brick and 
concrete work and pipe sewers, at the sole cost of the contractor. The greatest care to be taken to prevent running water 
passing over any of the brick, concrete, and pipe-work, until it has set perfectly hard ; any concrete, mortar, and cement 
jointing, exposed to wash of water must be taken up at once, and replaced by fresh concrete, mortar, and jointing, at con
tractor’s expense.

15542. Look now at clause 83, upon the same page? Tes; that is as follows :—
83. During the construction of these works the contractor shall, at his own cost, do all work which may be required 

for the effectual diversion of surface-water, subsoil-water, and storm-water, across and beyond the site of the works, to 
keep the trenches free from water during the whole time the works are in progress, and in preventing any injury to the 
works by floods or any other causes.

Tou will see that the one clause deals with sewage, and that the other deals with water.
15543. Tou and Mr. Hickson did not consider that these clauses applied to a case where the water was 
really brought on to the site of the works by the Department itself ? Certainly not. The first clause 
deals with surface-water, subsoil-water, and storm-water, and by no stretch of imagination could you 
bring under that clause sea-water which was pumped on to the contract by sand-pumps. The second 
clause to which you have referred me deals with sewage.
15544. Mr. Carter.] lief erring to the matter of personal securities, with the exception of Contract G9 
and Contract 77, where both securities were given, were personal securities ever accepted for any of our 
work by your Department ? No, not to my knowledge. There was a special reason for it. It has not 
been the practice of the Sewerage Branch, although it has been the practice of the Roads and other 
branches, to accept personal securities. In the case of the Sewerage Branch, we have always taken a fixed 
deposit.
15545. A different course was taken in the case of Contract 69 only, on account of our taking Treasury 
bonds in payment? Tes, that was the reason—the only reason.
15546. Referring to the question of the disposal of surplus material, do you not as a rule throw the onus 
of taking the necessary steps for that on to the contractors ? Tes.
15547. It is often a difficult matter to deal with ? Tes.
15548. Consequently the contractors are permitted, as you said this morning, to dispose of the surplus 
material as they think fit, providing you do not want it for any special purpose ? Tes, that is the practice, 
not only in the case of sewerage works but in the case of every public work, I believe.
15549. Mr. Smith.] As to charge No. 3, affecting Contract 79, that of manipulating items in the schedule 
of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., so as to increase the profits of contractors to the loss of the Crown, 
you have, I believe, made a short memorandum ? Tes ; it is as follows :—
Memo. No. 6.—Substitution of Blasting for Guttering and Gadding, &c. (Vide Appendix No. 71).

When the shafts were sunk to the level of the tunnels, and the contractors were about to start 
driving, comparative estimates were made for the different modes of excavating the tunnel provided for in 
the schedule. Although the price for guttering and gadding was somewhat above that for blasting— 
taking into consideration the fact that if the tunnels were driven by the latter means they could not be 
taken out to the precise size required, and therefore more concrete would be used in the lining than if 
the excavation were done by guttering and gadding—it was found the Department would effect a saving of 
about £1,250 on the whole length of the tunnels, if they were taken out without the use of explosives. 
The contractors saw the Engineer-in-Chief in my presence respecting the matter, and offered, if they wore 
allowed to do the excavation by the use of 4 inches of compressed powder, to allowr an equivalent to the 
above sum in the quantity of concrete paid for. On these conditions the Engineer-in-Chief approved of 
the excavation being done by blasting, and the work was carried out accordingly; and in the final voucher 
the concrete which was included w'as reduced equal to £1,302 9s. 8d., as the following statement will 
show :— •

Sandstone paclcing in tunnels paid for.
Total amount ... ... ............... 13,255-96
Less Ernest-street ... ... ............... 1,877-60

11,378-36 cubic feet:= 421-42 cubic yards.
Bluestone sewer lining in tunnel paid for.

Total amount ... ... ............... 35,868-24
Less Ernest-street ... ... ... ... 2,928-58

32,939"66 cubic feet:= 1,219-98 cubic yards.
Summarg. £ s. d.

Sandstone packing (actual) ... ... 797‘70 cubic yards 1,495 13 9
Sandstone packing paid for ............... 421-42 „ 790 3 3

Difference ... ............... 376-28 „ at 37/6 £705 10 6

Bluestone in sewer (actual) ............... 1,433-18 „ 4,012 18 1
Bluestone in sewer paid for ............... 1,219-98 „ 3,415 18 :11

Difference ... ............... 213-20 „ at 56/- £596 19 2

Mnal
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Final Voucher. ■L,avis-
When the whole of the work was finished, including the small extension at Ernest-street, which 2 Sept., 189G. 

cost £1,220, another at the outfall, Long Lay, and some work in connection with the reticulation at 
Maclean-street, the total cost of the contract amounted to £10,023 10s. 3d. The amount of the tender 
for Contract No. 79 alone was £39,890. It will, therefore, be seen that there was a considerable saving on 
the contract. (Vide Appendix JVo. 72.)

Frnest-sfreet Branch.
. . The Ernest-street Branch Extension was carried out in order to intercept the sewage from a large

district (which had been reticulated) and divert it into the main outfall sewer at the earliest possible 
moment. In addition to this the work was more economically performed in conjunction with Contract 
No. 79 than it otherwise could have been at a later date.

High-street Branch.
. -A-11 extension was also given in conjunction with Contract 79a, called the High-street Branch.

This was also constructed, as it was urgently needed to enable a district to be reticulated. It was found 
that by carrying out this branch in conjunction with Contract No. 79a, a less number of shafts would be 
required, and the cost would, therefore, be correspondingly reduced.

It is not infrequent for extensions of contracts to be made to suit the convenience of the Depart
ment. The following might be instanced as examples :—

Bookwood Cemetery.
Eushcutter’s Bay Stormwater Channel.
Stormwater Channel, Burwood.
Long Cove Creek Stormwater Channel, Ashfield.
Long Cove Creek Stormwater Channel, Henson-street Branch.
Outfall Works at Bondi.

Indeed it may be said that it would be difficult to find any contract of magnitude to which, during 
the progress of the work, circumstances did not require some extension to be made. .

15550. Mr. CarterIn your experience of our firm, as an officer of the Department, can you remember 
any instance of what may be termed an undue concession being granted to us—that is, a concession 
which has been refused to any other firm of contractors ? No,
15551. I mean in the way of advance on material, refund of retention monev, or in any other way that 
might be suggested ? No ; I do not think so. "
15552. We have been on exactly the same footing as have other contractors ? Tes, most decidedly, as far 
as I am concerned.
15o53.. Mr. Smith.] And also as far as Mr. Hickson is concerned ? Tes; I never observed anything in 
Mr. Hickson s conduct to lead me to suppose that he thought of Carter, Gummow, & Co. in a way different 
from that in which he thought of other contractors.
loo51. Mr.'Carter.] As to the advances on cement—is it not a fact that other contractors received that 
concession, if it can be called a concession, much earlier than we did ? It has been the practice to advance 
on material since I have been in the Sewerage Branch—a matter of thirteen years.
15555. We were refused advances on material on more than one occasion when other contractors had 
obtained them ? I know that for some years it was a practice to make advances on material. It was 
discovered, however, that it caused so much trouble that the practice was discontinued. We used to give 
advances on plant as well, and that practice was also discontinued. The matter was afterwards reconsidered, 
and it was thought to be only a reasonable thing to make the advance. Tour firm of contractors have not 
been specially dealt with since the resumption of the practice of making advances.

^r' ^>ar^ces-~\ Upon what date was the practice of making advances on material discontinued in 
the first instance ? I could not give it to you just now, but I could get it.
15557. When was it resumed ? It was resumed probably four years ago. '

-15558. Could you get the exact dates of the discontinuation and the resumption? Tes.
^-5559. Tou have not made the Commission acquainted with details showing how you make out the value 
of the Monier work in Contract 77 ;—could you supply those details ? I have them. I dare say that if 
necessary I could put them in.
15560. His Honor.] At all events you could prepare yourself by reference to your notes to answer any 
questions as to the details which Mr. Parkes may see fit to ask you at the next meeting of the Com
mission ? Tes.
lo561. Mr. Farlces.] With reference to allowing this firm of contractors to put in personal securities 

UI1<^ei’̂ akei1 f° receive payment in funded stock, how many cases do you say there were in 
which personal sureties were accepted ? There are a number of cases. I should think there would be a 
dozen in the Sewerage Branch alone. Mr, Norrie handed in a list of them.
15562. But at the particular time at which Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. received this concession there 
were three cases ? There were three tenders accepted at the same time, but there were a number of 
others afterwards accepted on the same condition, and in which the contractors were allowed a like 
privilege.
15563. But I mean at that time ? On that occasion, that is so.
15564. Mr. Giiliver sent in the name of his son as a surety ? I could not say.
15565. Do you know whether his son was rejected as a surety ? I could not tell you ; I should have to 
look that matter up.
15566. Mr. M‘Arden was proposed as a surety for Mr. Ahearne, was he not ? Tes.
15567. And was Mr. M‘Arden objected to ? I think he was not exactly objected to, but Mr. Hickson 
said that inquiry should be made as to his financial stability.
15568. Were inquiries made as to the financial stability of the sureties in both Gilliver’s and Ah name’s 

Cif/eS-A i d° n0t •tllillk there were an7 inquiries except such as would generally take place—those which 
Mr. Darley explained to the Commission were generally made in the case of personal sureties. I do not 
think there was any inquiry beyond that.

15569.
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J. Davis. 15569. Were those two contractors, Mr. Giiliver and Mr. Ahearn, not called upon to come to the office 
and were they not questioned about their sureties ? Mr. .Ahearn was.

2 Sep ., 1 6. qggyo. Was not Mr. Giiliver asked ? I should have to make inquiry about that.
15571. Did not Mr. Giiliver himself protest to you that his son was a man of property, and that he could 
prove it ? He did not.
15572. Did he not do so to Mr. Hickson ? He may have done so to Mr. Hickson, but he did not do so 
to me.
15573. Did you not hear of his son’s being objected to on account of his relationship ? No ; I know that 
Mr. Giiliver has a son who is employed by the firm of Giiliver and Curtis on their contracts. Further 
than that I do not know anything about him.
15574. Were any inquiries made as to Henty and Scrutton as sureties for Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & 
Co. ? I scarcely think there would be any. It would be unnecessary in a case like that. They were 
merchants of standing, and would be accepted without inquiry, I take it.
15575. Had you the firms as sureties ? By inquiry we could not get to know much more of them and of 
their position than we knew already.
15576. What did you know? We knew of the firm of Parbury, Henty, & Co., of which Mr. Henty was 
a member. We knew that they they were in a large way of business as merchants, and the same thing 
of course applies to Mr. Scrutton.
15577. But you had the individuals, not the firms, had you not? I am only a layman, and it is possible 
that I may have made a mistake in supposing that if we had members of the firm we had the firm itself.
I am told that that is not the case.
15578. But were any inquiries at all made as to these securities ? I should scarcely think there would be 
any.
15579. As to Contract 72, is it not a fact that work was done on that contract up to February, 1892? Do 
you mean the lower portion of the work ?
15580. I mean any portion of the contract? It was going on almost to the end of 1892, I think.
15581. But a stoppage took place in 1891, did it not ? In October, 1891, the contractors were informed 
that they would not be allowed to proceed beyond a certain point.
15582. But the work was going on all the same ? It was being brought to a conclusion. _
15583. It was not actually stopped ? Notice was given in October that the work would not be continued 
beyond Macdonald-street, but the contractors between October and the date on which the work may have 
been finished would have had to continue work.
15584. It was in the contractors’ hands in April, 1892, was it not ? I do not think it was ever out of 
their hands until it was finished, and that was at the end of 1892.
15585. There was not any actual stoppage of the contract ? Tes ; it was stopped, as I say, from October 
to April.
15586. Were they working during that time on the part of the contract you speak of ? There was no 
work done on the contract between the foot of Macdonald-street and Munni-street between October and 
April.
15587. Was work done on other portions of the contract ? It was being brought to a conclusion, as I have 
already explained.
15588. Work was being done on other portions of the contract? Below the foot of Macdonald-street. 
15589. Vouchers, as a matter of fact, were paid up to the end of April, were they not ? It may be so, or 
not. I do not know without referring to the vouchers, but that would not necessarily mean that the work 
was in progress.
15590. But a voucher was paid in January and another was paid at the end of February showing an 
increase of work ;—that work must have been done between January and February ? Not necessarily at 
all. At the end of a work of that nature there are always a number of things left to be squared up when 
the work is finished. .
1559L. As a matter of fact there was no cessation of the work upon the contract. There was only a 
notification of one end being taken off ? There was a cessation of work upon the upper portion of the 
contract.
15592. But not all over the works ? I have explained that notice was given to the contractors in October 
1891, and under that notice they were not to proceed with work beyond the foot of Macdonald-street. 
15593. But they were going on with the other portions of the contract ? They had to finish up to the 
point beyond which they were informed they were not to proceed. _
15594. There was never any real discontinuance of work. They did not leave the job ? The job was 
finished to the foot of Macdonald-street, and then, as I had stated, nothing was done until the beginning 
of April, when they were instructed to proceed with the upper portion.
15595. Were they not going on with the lower portion during the months of January and February ? I 
think the work on the lowfer portion would be finished in November or December. It may have been 
that at the latter part of December there would be a little bit of rendering to repair, but I think the bulk 
of the work was finished in November. _
15596. Will you swear that no work was done in January or February ? If you want definite information 
about it I will look it up and give it to you.
15597. But will you, yourself, swear that no work was done in January or February ? I would not like 
to swear about that without refreshing my memory, but what I will swear is this—that the contractors 
received notice in October to discontinue the work at the foot of Macdonald-street, and that there was 
very little done after that. They were working about Mitchell’s Hoad, and there could be only a little bit 
of concrete to do before they got to the foot of Macdonald-street, when they would have to cease.
15598. On what date was the extra channel which was cut given to them ? To what do you refer ? 
15599. I mean the channel that made an opening from the canal to Shea’s Creek ? That was the first 
thing that was done.
15600. It was not in the first contract ? Tes ; it is shown in the contract drawing.
15601. Was it part and parcel of the contract ? Tes.
15602. Was it signed for as part of the contract ? To the best of my belief—yes.
15603. Was it not afterwards referred to as extra work ? I think it was not included in the probable 
quantities given in the schedule, and it increased the contract to that extent.

15604.
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15604. The original contract as signed was £20,000? That was working it out at schedule rates, but we J- Davis- 
took power to reduce it. \
15605. "When you started them with an extra piece of work which was supposed to be taken off and not 2 1896.
constructed ? No. •
15606. Tor instance, in Mr. Bagge’s explanation of the reason why Parliament was asked for an extra 
amount of £9,000, he states that when this contract was let he found that there was no opening—that it 
was filled with deposit;—was not that so ? I do not know to what you refer.
15607. If you look at the schedule of Contract 69, you will see an item of 9,000 cubic feet of timber— 
is not that so ? Yes.
15608. And the whole of the timbering paid for was 9,000 cubic feet ? Yes.
15609. So that it was anticipated that the large excavation would be done, was it not ? I do not think so.
It could not have been, or greater provision would have been made in the excavation.
15610. How comes it that provision was made for that amount of timbering ? It must have been 
measured off some how.
15611. What was it measured off? It was an approximate amount. 'No one quite knew how much 
timber would be ordered to be left in. Take the shafts for instance. The shafts might be in soft ground 
and yet the timber might be withdrawn, and in that case the timber would not be paid for. So that you 
cannot draw any comparison between the excavation in soft ground and the item of timbering, for that 
reason.
15612. But are not the quantities of the schedule measured off any definite thing ? The timbering is 
purely a problematical item. Supposing you have soft ground, it does not follow that you will have to 
pay for the timbering. You do not pay for the timbering wherever there is soft ground. You pay for 
whatever timbering it is necessary to leave in.
15613. His Honor.'] It is principally in the drives that the timbering is left in ? In the case of the 
tunnels we have to leave it in. » ,
15614. It is not left in so much in the case of the shaft? No.
1561.5. Even though the ground be soft ? No ; it is put in in such a way that it can be withdrawn.
15G16. And as a matter of fact it generally is withdrawn ? Except in the case of deep shafts. There 
might be a little danger in withdrawing it in such cases. Even then, however, it is sometimes withdrawn.
In the case of open cuttings it is invariably withdrawn.
15617. However soft the ground ? Yes.
15618. The Department prefer to have the timber withdrawn rather than covered up. If it is practicable 
and safe to have the timber taken out of the ground and the ground filled in solid, the Department prefer, 
as a rule, that that should be done ? Yes ; because the timber must eventually rot. It is, therefore, •
never left in unless it is absolutely necessary to do so.
15619. Mr. Farlces.] The difference between schedule and the actual payment is something like 6,000 
cubic yards in the tunnel and excavation ? I said something of the sort in my memorandum, I think.
15620. The contract was let on 8th January, 1894? The tender was accepted on 27th December, 1893— 
that is the time the contract was let. The date of completion is taken from the date of the acceptance of 
the tender. That is the time from which we date the duration of the contract.
15621. Not from the time the contractor signs ? No.
15622. Suppose you accept a tender and the contractor does not sign the contract for three months ? .
That is his fault. To begin with, we would not allow it to go for three months. The contract would be 
cancelled. Of course, if the contractor withdraws there is a formal cancellation.
15623. On 18th January, 1894, you wrote the letter which appears upon page 123 of the Parliamentary 
return, enclosing a list of the sizes of the shaft excavation. IJpon the margin of that letter you figured 
all the sizes of the various sections requiring timber, did you not ? Yes; that must be so.
15624. You figured the exact size of the timbering in the letter, a copy of which I now produce ? I do 
not know that I figured the exact size.
15625. Is not the copy I produce an exact copy of what you wrote ? It seems to be so.
15626. Is not the size of each section requiring timbering given in the margin ? Yes ; but they are very 
indistinct in this copy.
15627. You can read the figures distinctly enough, can you not ? Not in the case of the third section— 
it is obliterated.

FRIDAY, 4 SFPTEMBFR, 1896.
George Christie recalled and further examined :—

15628. Mr. Farlces.] You have obtained information as to the value of properties in the name of Mr. G. Christie. 
George Torrest in New Zealand ? Yes. I have obtained full information from the Land and Income r—s 
Tax Department as to the freehold property held by Mr. George Torrest in that Colony. 4 Sept., 1896.
15629. How did you obtain that information ? Through Mr. J. C. Gavin, who is the Deputy 
Auditor-General of New Zealand, and a personal friend of mine. He has forwarded me an official 
letter, signed by Mr. John McGowen, the Commissioner of Taxation. I have prepared the following 
memorandum, dealing with the matter:—•

Memo. No. 21.—Ee Mr. George Forrest’s Property in New Zealand.
(а) Since giving evidence on 21st August relative to the financial position of Messrs. James Gillan and George 

Forrest in connection with their bonds, Contract 77, as per my Memo. No. 19, I have obtained a statement of the real 
property assessed in the name of Mr. George Forrest by the Land and Income Tax Commissioner of New Zealand.

(б) This statement is contained in a letter of the Commissioner (Mr. John M'Gowen), dated Wellington, 21st
August, 1896, and is addressed to Mr. Gavin, the Deputy Controller and Auditor-General of New Zealand, whom I have .
asked to obtain the information. .

(c) The properties enumerated in this statement correspond with those in the certificates of the Valuator of the 
Borough of South Dunedin, and also include one additional property in another Borough.

■ This additional property is of the value of £28, and is described as follows :—“ In the Borough of St. Kilda, a vacant 
allotment, sec. 7, blocks 13, 20 poles; value, £28.”

The letter is appended hereto.
4/9/96. GEO. C.
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G. Christie.
4 Se^TlSOG.

The letter is as follows :— .
Dear Mr. Gavin, Land and Income Tax Department, Wellington, 21 August, 1896.

Referring to your inquiry as to the real property assessed in the name of Mr. George Forrest, of Sydney, I find 
that the only land assessed to that gentleman is as follows?— # .

In the Borough of South Dunedin, sections 12, 13, block 10, ^ an acre, £525 (which value includes two cottages 
assessed at £325, the land representing the difference); in the Borough of St. Kilda, a vacant allotment, section 7, block 13, 
20 poles, value £28. There is no property in George-street, Dunedin, assessed in the name of Mr. Forrest; but I find that 
in George-street, South Dunedin, there is a vacant allotment, section 4 of block C, 5 poles, valued at £20, and sections 24, 
25, and 26, in the same block, 16 poles, valued at £245, the house on which is worth £200—the land representing the 
difference ; but these are assessed in the name of Mrs. Forrest, and the locality is entirely different, being miles away from 
George-street, Dunedin, which is one of the principal streets in the city. # t #

There is no secrecy with regard to the assessment of real property, and you are therefore perfectly in order in making 
the inquiries you have made. Your correspondent evidently does not know the Land Tax Department in New Zealand, or else 
he would have known that any such inquiry from New South Wales would have been attended to with the utmost 
promptitude. The “Tasmania” leaves this afternoon at 3 o’clock, due in Sydney on the 28th instant. The direct steamer 
left on Weduegday, and perhaps, therefore, you had better send your letter by the “ Tasmania.”

Yours, &c.,
' JOHN McGOWEN,

Commissioner.

William James Millner recalled and further examined :—
W.J. Millner. 15630. Mr. Davis?^ In conjunction with Mr. Thompson, acting on behalf of Mr. Parkes, you have made 

^ ^ an examination of the Alexandria Park sewer ? Yes.
4 Sept., 1896. pggSl. When did you make that examination ? On last Priday and on last Tuesday.

15632. Will you tell His Honor what occurred on Priday last ? We met Mr. Wright out there, and he 
selected a spot where a hole was put down. We made one hole a foot right round to a depth of over 
8 inches, and we found concrete at the bottom and right through. We commenced another hole, hut we 
did not finish it that night. We went hack on the Tuesday morning, and we then got down to a depth of 
6 inches in the second hole. Afterwards, according to instructions, we went down a further 3 inches. 
15633. How far was the first hole from the outlet? About 10 feet.
15634. How far was the second hole from the outlet ? About 30 feet.
15635. In either case did you go through the concrete ? No.
15636. What was the class of concrete that you passed through ? It was all blue-metal concrete.
15637. Do you consider it good and satisfactory work ? Yes, it was as sound as a bell.
1563S. Sis Honor.'] How far from the centre of the invert were the holes you made ? They were made 
right in the centre of the invert. _ . .
15639. Mr. Parkes.] What is your position in the Government service ? I am Assistant Engineer for 
Sewerage. _
15640. When did you get in the Government service here ? About seventeen years ago.
15641. Where were you previous to joining the service of the Government of New South Wales ? I was 
in the service of the Government of South Australia. ■ _ _
15642. What position did you occupy there ? I was in the Engineer-in-Chief’s office.
15643. In what branch—are there not branches to that office ? The whole office was under one man when 
I was there.
15644. On what date did you leave South Australia ? Seventeen years ago. _ _
15645. Do you remember the month ? I left there shortly after the Christmas holidays, I think, and I 
arrived here early in January.
15646. Why did you leave South Australia ? I left of my own accord.
15647. Did you resign? They were advertising for men over here. I saw the advertisement, and came 
over. I came on a holiday. _
15648. But did you resign from the South Australian service ? I did.
15649. You sent in your own resignation ? Yes.
15650. What were you doing there ? I was on railway or water works—just as they had work for me to do. 
15651. Was there any trouble about public works in Adelaide at tbe time you left ? Not that I know of. 
15652. Was there ary Board of Inquiry ? I could not say. _
15653. Do you not recollect some disturbance in connection with public works there ? No. _
15654. Did you get work here immediately ? I applied to Mr. Whitton, and on the strength of my testi
monials ho gave me a position. _ _
15655. In what position did you make a start? As a surveyor in the Railway Department.
15656. When did you come to the Sewerage Branch ? At about the time of Mr. Bennett’s death.

' 15657. After Mr. Bennett died ? Yes.
15658. What was the first thing you did in the Sewerage Department? I set out the western suburbs 
branch. _
15659. Did you know Mr. Hickson when he'-was in Adelaide ? I did not.
15660. What contracts have you been on in the Sewerage Branch ? I was on Contract 62.
15661. Whose contract was that ? M'Sweeney’s.
15662. And after that ? On contract 64—Carson’s contract.
15663. And after that? On No. 101—Ahearne’s.
15664. After that ? I think I was on some works between those contracts. I was on No. 69—Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.’s. .
15665. And after that? After that I was on No. 118—also Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s.
15666. Did you ever take a commission to hack horses for a contractor ? No.
15667. Are you sure of that ? I have backed horses.
1566S. Por a contractor ? Yes.
15669. That contractor was the owner of the horses, was he not ? I could not say.
15670. You were paid a commission for doing it ? No.
15671. Are you sure of that? Quite certain.
15672. Mr. Davis.] Were you working under Mr, Hickson in South Australia ? No.
15673. You did not know him there? No.
15674. After you left the Railway Department you ,vere employed by Mr. Bennett ? Yes.
15675. On what work were you engaged with Mr. Bennett? On the Centennial Park work.

15676.
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loG76. When you had finished that work did Mr. Bennett make any promise to you ? He told me that W.J.Millner.
I was to be transferred to the Sewerage Branch. ----- *---- ■.
13«7- S° that when you were brought into the Sewerage Branch it was simply in fulfilment of a promise ^ 
which Mr. Bennett had made to you before his death ? Tes.
156/8. Did you hear of any public works trouble in Adelaide before you left that colony? I do not know 
of any. J J
lo679. Did you hear of any commission having been appointed to inquire into any public works in South Australia? No. on u j r .

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
15680. .Mr. Farlces.'] When you prepared the papers in connection with these contracts for presentation J. Davis.
to Barhament did you do so with the object of their being printed ? I did not know whether they were ----- -
to be printed or not, but I assumed that probably they would be. 4 Sept., 1896.
15681. Do you not know that when papers are moved for they are wanted for the perusal of Members of 
Parliament. I do not know for what purpose they are moved for. The member-who moves for them 
Wi ,i i 6 mo to know why they are wanted. All that I was concerned with was that papers were
i "eco wj’ arl<\k took care that all the papers which I thought would be required were sent forward. 
lo682. But when the House makes an order that certain papers be produced,'do you not take into 
consideration the fact that the papers are to be printed ? I have already said that I took care to send 
ircQ*} -nr i? Par^cular instance all the papers which, to the best of my belief, were required. 
lo683. Would it not appear to your mind that the object of asking for the papers would be to see '
exactly what they were ? Of course I assumed that those who asked for them knew what they wanted, 

rii *■ i en Parliament is asking for information from a d-overnment Department, do you not think 
jW ,s^nrormati?n ought to be supplied ? Certainly; and in this case I believe it was done. I do 

not think that anything was knowingly kept back from this return.
LjGSo. Supposing the contract plans were kept back ? Those were not regarded as being asked for.
15686. But, seeing that contract plans are the very essence of a contract, ought they not to have been 
included ? If they wTere asked for, certainly; but in this case they were not.
136®7- when a motion is made asking for papers generally in connection with contracts, ouo-ht not 
all the vital papers to be supplied ? If a general motion had been made, then no doubt one could have 
used one s discretion a little bit; but in this particular instance there was not a general motion The 
motion asked for specific things. , ’
15688. But where do you get any right to exercise discretion in the placing of papers before Parliament P 
1 did not say that I had any right to exercise a discretion. What I say is, that when we are endeavouring 
to comply with an order of the House we must of necessity use our sense.
lo689. The order asked for copies of all papers and correspondence in connection with certain contracts.
Uught not all the papers, therefore, to have been supplied? Tes, and they were.
15690. But would not the plans be papers? I do not regard them as papers, and I do not think they are 
usually regarded as papers. 1
15691. Tou used your discretion as to what you would give to Parliament ? No, not at all We gave 
Parliament what was asked for. 6
15692. Coming to Contract 72, the plan I place before you is marked “Drawing No. 1”—is that a 
tracing of the work as completed ? I should have to compare the upper portion of the work with another 
plan already put m before I could speak positively to that.
156^c thatPlan cover the whole of a contract? Tes; but the upper portion was slmhtlv
modified, and I am not sure whether this plan shows the modification or not. JSpeaknm generally it is a 
correct plan. r ^ & j * a,
15691- Will you point out at what points the signed contract commenced and ended? The contract 
commenced at Union-street and terminated below M'Hamara’s dam.
15695. I mean the contract signed by Messrs. Carter & Co. in the first instance ? I believe that that was 
what was signed for but I would not be positive. The contract drawing would show it preciselv This 
is not the contract drawing. k j ■
156;)6' -ffoMon] What is the drawing now before you ? It is supposed to be a tracing of the 
contract drawing The only question is whether the proposed canal was shown as it is shown here.
15697. Mr. Farlces.] Will you point out where the extra piece of work was ? I do not say that there 
was extra work. J
15698. What was the total sum of the contract that was signed for ? The total sum was really not in 
existence, because it was a schedule-rate contract. No one therefore could say precisely what the total 
sum would be until tbe work was carried out. It was not a lump sum contract
15699 What was the amount of work signed for in the first instance? It was a schedule rate contract 
Therefore no lump sum came into question except for the purpose of estimate.
hadbeenpuHn1 kmdly Produce tlle original contract drawings ? I was under the impression that they

15701. Sis Honor.] Is the channel shown upon the tracing before you part of the original contract ? I 
am under the impression that this plan shows the modification to which I referred just now in the upper 
portion ot the contract from the foot of Macdonald-street to Union-street.
15702. Mr. Parkes.] It is a contract plan is it not? It is a plan which was prepared some time at the 
beginning ot 1892, after the contract had been carried out up to the foot of Macdonald-street.
13703- lu giving your evidence on Wednesday you said in your Memorandum No 4-—“When the 
channel was finished or nearly finished up to the foot of Macdonald-street all the money available for the 
work had been expended. The Engineer-in-Chief then wrote on 13th October, 1891, giving the contractors 
notice that it was intended-not to construct the channel beyond that point.” Now, if all the monev was 
expended was not the contract complete ? When I say that all the money was expended it must neces
sarily mean from the context that it would be absorbed by the'time the work up to the foot of Macdonald- 
street was finished.
15704. Was that the amount of the contract which was signed for ? I think I have already said many 
times what was included m the contract, and I have also explained that the contract was a schedule- 
rate contract. ,

. 140-3 T 15705-
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J. Davis. 15705. But what was the total sum of the contract? I have already said that it was only for the 
/—purposes of estimate that a total sum existed; it was a schedule-rate contract, not a lump-sum contract.

4 Sept., 1896. pg7(jg_ Therefore it might have gone on for 20 miles ? Therefore it might have included all that was 
shown in the drawings. .
15707. Was there not in your specification a description of the extent of the contract? There is a 
description of the extent of the contract generally at the beginning of the specification.
15708. Tou say:—“The Engineer-in-Chief then wrote on the 13th October, 1891, giving the contractors 
notice that it was intended not to construct the channel beyond that point.” He referred to clause_3 of 
the specification, which is virtually a repetition of the last paragraph of section 4 of the general conditions, 
hoping that it would put the idea of a claim out of the contractors’ heads.” That is how you explain that 
letter? To what explanation do you refer? •
15709. I mean “ hoping that it would put the idea of a claim out of the contractors’ heads ”? Tou must 
know, as you have read through these general conditions and the contracts generally, that there are a 
number of clauses that might very properly be cited in a letter, and that it might, in the opinion of the 
officer who wrote the letter, he that they would apply. That would be a question to be tested 
afterwards—whether they did apply or not. _
15710. If you will look at paper No. 2, upon page 135 of the Parliamentary Eeturn, you will see a 
reference to the schedule of prices ? That is the way in which all these contracts are accepted. No lump 
sum is introduced. The Minister accepts the schedule rates for the work in question. _
15711. And you may extend the contract as many miles as you like ? Ido not say that. If you think 
that a reasonable construction to put upon what I say, I must leave it for you to do so.
15712. Mr. Barling, on the 28th Eebruary, 1891, wrote the following letter to Carter & Co.:—

gir; Department of Public Works, Sydney, 28 February, 1891.
’ I have the honor, by direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated the 

18th instant, is accepted for Contract No. 72, Sydney Sewerage, Construction of a Stormwater Sewer, Munni-street to 
Shea’s Creek, at your schedule of prices. _ ,

The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the several contract exhibits relating to this contract, and to 
be completed within eight months from this date.

I have to refer you to the Commissioner for Roads for further information, and to request that you will call upon 
the Officer in Charge of Bonds and Contracts at this office, for the purpose of executing the necessary documents for the 
due observance of your contract. I am, &c.,

3 J. BARLING,
Under Secretary.

Is not that virtually an acceptance of a certain amount of work, limited to the distance between Munni- 
street and Shea’s Creek, for the sum of £20,650 ? It is not. No such sum is referred to in the letter. 
15713. But is not that the total sum of the contract ? No. There is no total sum in existence, except 
for the purposes of estimate.
15714. Was not a schedule of tenders submitted to the Engineer-in-Chief on 18th Eebruary, 1891, con
taining this information :—“ No. of tenders received, 12 ; amount of lowest tender, £20,650 ; name of 
lowest tenderer, Carter & Co.” Then follow a list of the tenders, and finally there is this minute by Mr. 
Hickson:—“I recommend acceptance of Carter & Co.’s tender at schedule rates”? That is so. It 
distinctly states that the tender is accepted at schedule rates, and not at what you seem to think, namely, 
a sum of £20,650. That sum exists, as I said before, simply for the purposes of estimate and comparison. 
15715. ZLis Honor.'] For the purpose, I understand, of determining who is to get the contract ? Exactly— 
for a comparison of tenders. _ ...
15716. Mr. Parkes.] I will ask you now to read some correspondence which took place in relation to this 
contract—for instance, there is a letter signed by Mr. Hickson, and dated 13th October, 1891, informing 
the contractors that the work is to terminate at the foot of Macdonald-street? Tes, that is so.
15717. Will you now read this minute of the 23rd October, 1891 ? Tes ; it is as follows:—
Two sums of £15,500 and £8,500 were voted for a storm-water sewer in Macdonaldtown, and the subsequent continuation 
of same to Shea’s Creek.

To complete same, two amounts of £18,764 and £6,500 will be required, leaving a deficiency of £1,264.
It is absolutely necessary that these two works should be joined, otherwise neither of them would be of any use. 
Pending, therefore, another Loan Vote, it is requested that this amount be made available from the Treasurer’s 

Advance Account next year. w
A further extension of Contract No. 72 was contemplated when tenders were invited, amounting to about £7,000. 
This work is also very necessary, and to cut it out of the contract now (though, perhaps, strictly speaking, we have 

the power) would be very unfair to the contractors, as it is by far the easiest portion of their work, and one which they 
expected to make some money upon, and, in fact, pick up the losses which they have made on the heavier portion of the 
contract.

The contractors have approached me in connection with this matter, and I am of opinion if the £7,000 cannot be 
granted they will in equity have a claim on the Department.

For the Commissioner,
Under Sec. E- A. NARDIN.
It is signed for the Commissioner by Mr. Nardin. He may be a very good officer as a Eoads officer, but 
he certainly knew little or nothing about sewerage matters ; and I do not know how he came to sign that 
letter. .
15718. I will now ask you to read this minute of Mr. Hickson’s, dated February 5th, 1892. It is as 
follows :—
Tenders were opened in February, 1891, for sewer from B to E, the lowest being that of Messrs. Carter & Co. for £20,650 
(at per schedule rates). . .

This tender was accepted on the understanding that the cost of the work be reduced so as to bring the cost of the 
work within the amount allowed without reference to the Public Works Committee.

At the commencement of the contract the sum of £15,500 was available, and this was proposed to be expended on 
the work between the Mitchell Road and Munni-street (C to E on sketch), a clause allowing a reduction of the work, 
A to C, being inserted in the specification. •

On starting the work, however, it was found that there was no outlet to the sewer at Mitchell Road at C, and a 
channel had to be cut along the proposed course of Shea’s Creek Canal (A to B), at a cost of £4,000, to provide an outlet, 
and the sewer continued from Mitchell Road (C) to the commencement of the outlet channel (B), at a cost of £8,000.

This unavoidable construction of the sewer in the first instance, from A to D, exhausted the funds, and that portion 
of the work from the Macdonaldtown Park junction at D to the point of commencement at Munni-street (E), which formed 
Dart of the original contract, has had to be omitted for the present.1 ROBT. HICKSON.
15719. That minute contains a sketch? Tes, explanatory of the minute. 15720.
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15720. His Honor.'] Does not it show that the starting point of the original contract was- point B in the 
sketch ? No; the earth channel extends for about 50 chains down the centre of the Shea’s Creek 
canal, which is also shown on the contract drawing, and which is, therefore, comprised in the contract. 
At the same time the quantities of the earth channel were not comprised in the sum of £20,650.
15721. But can the earth channel he called a storm-water sewer in any sense ? No ; it was a temporary 
channel cut in anticipation of the canal.
15722. The contract is for the construction of a storm-water sewer from Munni-street to Shea’s Creek ? 
I am afraid that we had not used the word “ sewer ” or “ channel ” quite in the way in which,you use it. 
As you will observe upon drawing No. 1, instead of sewer the word “channel” is used. The earth 
channel would certainly he covered by that. Mr. Barling, in writing his letter, seems to have used the 
word “ sewer” instead of the word “channel.’1
15726. "Where would you say that Shea’s Creek began ? I could not answer the question as to where 
Shea's Creek would be originally ; at the termination of the contract there was no creek. It would be 
down near Bicketty-street. I am inclined to think that the term “ Shea’s Creek ” has been used in a 
more or less vague and indefinite way. The idea was to get an outlet for the Munni-street storm-water 
channel, and it was considered to be Shea’s Creek. ’
15724. Mr. Parses.] Upon page 141 of the Parliamentary Eeturn you will find a paragraph as to the 
extent of the contract P Yes ; it is as follows :— '

J. Davis,

4 Sept., 1896.

2. The works comprised in this contract consist in the necessary excavation, shoring, timbering, piling, unwatering, 
concrete, brickwork, stonework, rendering, refilling, pipe-laying, carpenter’s work, ironwork, pitching, paving, ballasting, 
metalling, leading surplus materials to spoil, &c., required in the construction of the following, viz. :—

From Shea’s Creek to 20 chains open channel 11 ft. 6 in. x 7 ft. 6 in.
> 20 chains to 28 ff oval sewer 10 ft. 6 in. x 6 ft. 6 in.

28 „ to 39-12 y) ,, 10 ft. 6 in. x 6 ft.
>> 39-12 „ to 39-77 ff junction of two creeks, with flat concrete decking between wrought-iron 

rolled girders.
> 39-70 ,, to 48-17 y f oval sewer 7 ft. 2 in. x 6 ft. .

jj 48T7 ,, to 58 ty circular sewer of 6 ft. internal diameter.
58 ,, to 62'50 55 ,, of 5 ft. 10 in. internal diameter.

a 62-50 ,, to 66 ,, of 5 ft. 2 in. internal diameter.
>> 66 „ to 72 55 ,, of 3 ft. internal diameter.
fy 72 ,, to 76-58 5 5 ,, of 2 ft. 6 in. internal diameter.

15725. Do not those dimensions correspond with the plan ? As far as they go, but they do not include 
the lower portion that I have referred to. The paragraph goes on to say, “ And all other works in 
connection with those herein enumerated.”
15726. Where do you find that? Lower down in the same clause, so that although the channel is not 
enumerated it is at the same time comprised.
15727. Does not that denote the extent of the contract ? Generally, yes ; but it does not include the 
lower portion.
15728. Will you read this paper, dated 3rd October, 1891 ? Yes; it is as follows:—
The amount of tender for Contract No. 72 was £20,650, but it was accepted conditionally upon the contract being reduced 
by £3,000.

It is advisable that Contract No. 72 should be continued so as to give an outlet to Contract No. 75.]
The cost of doing this will be .....................................................................  £18,764 4 10
Deduct amount paid to date......................................................................... 9,680 13 9

Amount required to finish to' Contract 75.................................................. 9,087 11 1
Amount available from vote......................................................................... 5,754 0 0

Balance to be provided £3,333 11 1
I beg to suggest that this amount be paid from the following votes, viz. :—

(1.) There will probably be a balance of £2,000 from the' Macdonaldtown 
Storm-water Channel "Vote, after that channel has been paid for, 
which might be used for Contract No. 72, which is part and parcel
of the same work.................................................................................... £2 000

(2.) The following amounts, being balances left from votes from the ' 
undermentioned storm-water channels, might also be used for this 
purpose:—

University storm-water channel................................................... 131
Phillip-street, Alexandria, storm-water channel......................... 815

■ Pyrmont Bridge Road, storm-water channel ............................ 265
Alexandria Park, storm-water channel............................................. 57

0

0
0
0
0

0

0
0
00

Mr. Bagge. . £3,268 0 0
(Signed) J. DAVIS.

That is supposed to be a copy of a minute of mine.
15729. It is your minute, is it not ? " It is a copy of it.
15730. Is it not signed by you? No ; it is supposed to be a copy of my minute.
15731. It is your production ? It is supposed to be a copy of it.
15732. His Honor.] But the original is your production ? Yes. I say that this purports to be a copy of 
my original minute. J
15733. In whose writing is it ? In the writing of a man named Young.
15734. Mr. Parkes.] Was he not your clerk ? Yes.
15735. His Honor.] Bor what purpose has this copy been made ? I have no idea.
15736. Mr. Parkes.] Where would the original be ? I do not know even that.
15737. His Honor.] Do I understand that the signature and everything is a copy, and that the document 
is not actually initialled by you ? The document attached to it is initialled by me. It is a copy of' the 
completed work upon Contract 72. The paper itself simply purports to be a copy of my minute.
15738. Mr. Parkes.] Is there any minute attached to'it ? There is a little minute by Mr Hungerford 
under date of 21st November, 1891. He says “ 91-2,424. Not returned from Works Department.”’ 
I do not know what that refers to at all. 15739
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J. Davia. 15739. Does- not that document show that you limited the contract in order to keep it from the clutches 
r of the Public Works Committee ? I do not think I mentioned the Public Works Committee.

4 Sept., 1896. 15740. Do you not mention that it is reduced? The amount of the tender for Contract 72 was £20,650, 
and that amount was reduced by £3,009. _
15741. But was it not reduced so that it would not go before the Public Works Committee ? I cannot 
tell you that.
15742. Will you read this minute, under date of October 28th, 1891 ? Tes ; it as follows :—
On the Loan Estimates for 1890 the following votes were taken :—

Macdonaldtown Park Stormwater Sewer, from Swanson-street to Ashmore-street; thence from Ashmore-street to 
Macdonald-street—£8,500.

Stormwater Channel from Munni-street, Newtown, through Macdonaldtown Park to Shea’s Creek—£15,500.
The work comprised in the first item is shown on the accompanying plan marked “A” to “B.” It is being carried 

out by Messrs. Parry and Farley, and is nearly completed. The cost will be about £6,500, leaving a balance on the vote 
of about £2,000. _ _ _

The work comprised in the second item is now being carried out by Carter & Co. Its position is shown on plan 
starting from point “C,” and it is intended to terminate at “ E,” supposing sufficient funds are at disposal for the purpose, 
the contract being a schedule one. It was found during the progress of this work that an earthen drain was required from 
point “C” to “F” on plan, running along the course of Shea’s Creek Canal. This work was one which it was first under
stood would be carried out by the Harbours and Rivers Branch in connection with the canal works, but it was subsequently 
decided to include the work in the Roads Branch Contract. This earthen drain will absorb £4,000 of the money, leaving a 
deficiency on the vote of something like £9,000. The contract of Messrs. Parry and Farley has been shown as terminating 
at point “ B ” on plan, and a small gap has been left between “ B ” and “ D, ” which it is estimated will cost £1,264 to 
complete. This can be paid for out of the balance available on the £8,500 vote. It will be seen, therefore, that a further 
sum of £9,000 will be required to complete the whole of the work from “ E ” to “ F.” Of this sum £4,000 is required on 
account of the earthen drain referred to, and which was not contemplated when the work was undertaken, and the balance, 
£5,000, is required to complete the work up to “ E.” In other words, the £9,000 represents “extras,” not contemplated 
when the contract was let. _

It is represented that the matter is so urgent that the Minister is asked whether special arrangements cannot be 
made to permit of this work being proceeded with, in anticipation of further funds being voted. None of the additional 
sum will be required until next year, t his further amount will bl'ing the cost of the Munni-street sewer to about £25,000. 
(Vide Appendix J.) J.Ti.
15743. That is accompanied by a plan ? Tes.
15744. What are the minutes upon the paper ? There is this minute: “ The tender of Carter & Co. at 
their schedule prices originally amounted to £20,657 ; but as that exceeded the limit of £20,000 provided 
by the Public Works Act it was decided to reduce the work to the extent of £3,000.” Then there is this 
minute : “ Besubmit as soon as Estimates are passed.” _ '
15745. Does not that clearly indicate that the contract was within certain limits, and_ that there was a 
certain amount of extras upon it ? At the time the contract was accepted Mr. Bruce Smith stipulated 
that when the work was finished it was not to exceed £17,000.
15746. Did you tell Mr. Bruce Smith that you were taking funds from votes for other contracts to pay 
for the extension of this work ? I did not; and no money was so taken.
15747. What is the meaning of that minute of yours indicating where the money was to come from ? It 
was written in good faith. It was my idea, but it was never acted upon. _
15748. Where did the money come from which made up the vouchers which were paid prior to April, 1892, 
making a sum of £17,000 ? The amount was available, as far as I can remember, from the original vote. 
15749. But the original vote was £15,500? Tes.
15750. Upon April 2nd a Loan Bill freed another £9,000 referred to in your minute ? Tes.
15751. Where did the money come from which was paid in January and Eebruary, 1892, to make up the 
£17,000 represented by the vouchers ? Tou say it was paid, but I should have to look up the vouchers 
myself before I could say. _
15752. Eor instance, on 3rd March, 1892, a payment was made, making a total payment of £16,381—is 
not that so ? No. _
15753. Then will you explain it ? Erom that amount of £16,381, there are overtime penalties deducted. 
15754. Eor how much ? £240.
15755. But the balance exceeds the £15,500, does it not? It exceeds the £15,500 by about £600.
15756. Where did the excess money come from ? It must have come from somewhere. I think I can 
explain it. The £600 would be taken probably from the Macdonaldtown Park sewer vote, inasmuch as 
portion of the Munni-street work would be part of the Macdonaldtown Park work. The junction and 
a portion of the sewer'at the foot of Macdonald-street is really part of the Macdonaldtown Park sewer. 
Eor that reason I have no doubt that a portion of the money would be taken from the Macdonaldtown 
Park sewer vote. I think if you refer to the head of that voucher you will see that the excess money 
was taken from the vote of £8,500 for the stormwater channel at Macdonaldtown Park.
15757. The voucher I now hand you shows a total of £18,605 of the work performed, does it not. Tes. 
15758. That exceeds the contract amount, does it not ? No.
15759. Not the original contract amount ? No.
15760. How is that ? Because, as I already explained, there is no contract amount.
15761. There is no finality at all to the matter ? There is no contract amount.
15762. But there must be some finality to the contract ? It is reasonable to suppose that there would be. 
15763. The amount of £18,605 would have to be paid? I presume it was paid eventually.
15764. The contract was going on in January and Eebruary, was it not? Tou asked me about that on 
Wednesday, and I think I then answered your questions pretty fully.
15765. The contract was going on in those months ? I said on Wednesday what I say now—that in 
October a letter was sent to the contractors that they were to terminate the work up to the foot of 
Macdonald-street. They had to finish the work up to that point before they stopped.
15766. Will you read your minute of November 14th, 1892 ? Tes ; it is as follows :—
When this contract was finished from Shea’s Creek to the foot of Macdonald-street the contractors were informed, in 
accordance with the terms of the contract, that they were not to proceed beyond that point. Afterwards a further sum of 
£9,000 was voted, and the Minister decided to allow Messrs. Carter & Co. to complete the contract to Munni-street, and 
they were given Until the 18th August (four months) to do this. The contractors have lost no time since they received 
instructions to proceed with the work, and I am therefore of opinion that the four months was scarcely sufficient time to 
do the work in. .

The contract was finished on 22nd September, or five weeks overtime, and the contractors have therefore been fined 
five weeks at £20 = £100, which sum they now ask should be remitted, and for the reason stated above I beg to recommend 
that their request should be granted. J. D.

Mr. Bagge. 15767.
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Mr. Hickson wrote this minute on the same date:—“ I recommend that the fines be remitted. The time J- Davis, 
given (four months) was too short.” Mr. M‘Lachlan says “ list,” and then the matter is approved by ' '
the Minister, Mr. Lyne, on 19th November, 1892, and Carter & Co. were informed. 4 Sept>’ 1896'
L)767. Will you now read the letter of the Council Clerk of the Municipality of Macdonaldtown, dated 
February 24th, 1892, to the Under Secretary for Public Works ? Tes ; it is as follows

P kav® th® honour, by direction of the Mayor, to ask you to be good enough to inform me if the Hon. the Minister for 
Works will be pleased to receive a deputation from this Council on the subject of the stoppage of the construction of the 
storm-water sewer along M'Donald-street to Munni-street. '

-trusting that the Council's application will be favourably received. I have, &e.,
WILLIAM F. BEAT,

Council Clerk.

Mr. Barling wrote upon that this minute “ May perhaps be informed that there is no need for a 
deputation, and that as soon as the additional money required is voted the work will be proceeded with.”
That was approved by Mr. Lyne on 5th March, 1892.
15768. Mr. Bagge wrote a minute on 21st November, 1891, which I. will ask you to read ? Tes; it is as 
follows:—

, ^es.e ^ree letters, 91/2,793, 91/2,802, and 91/2,816, all refer to the same subject, namely, the extension of the 
bhea s Creek storm-water channel from the Macdonaldtown Park branch channel, along Macdonald-street to Munni-street.

1 quite agree with the writers that the work is most important, and the question of constructing this extension is 
now before the Minister [see papers, 91/2,424] for the purpose of procuring funds.

C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE.

15769. Will you read the following minute by Mr. Hickson under date of April 5th, 1892 ? Tes ■ it is 
as follows :— ’

Now that the necessary funds (£9,000) are voted for this work, I should be glad to have authority to continue the 
sewer, which was stopped some months ago for lack of funds. The contractors have kept some of their plant and a lot of 
material on the ground, there is nothing therefore to prevent the work, which is much needed, being gone on with at once 
and thus provide employment for a considerable number of men.

ROBT. HICKSON.

That is approved byMr. Barling says upon that “ Some agreement as to time should be made, I think.
Mr. Lyne on 6th April, 1892.
15770. Here is a minute by Mr. Weedon which I should like you to read. It is dated 31st December 
1892 ? Tes; it is as follows:— ’

u i1 ^ve .the1honour to forward to you herewith a statement of Contract No. 72, giving the original contract amount, 
and also the final amount for the completed work. The difference between the amounts shows that the cost of the work 
exceeded the original contract; this was occasioned by extra works that had to be undertaken, which were not contem
plated when the contract was let [.see Minute Papers 91/2819-21.11, 28th October, 1891, and 5th February, 18921, the most 
mportant of which were—first, the cutting of an open outlet (of over half a mile in length) from the termination of the 

concrete channel to the canal m Shea s Creek; secondly, covering the open concrete channel with jack arches where it 
passed through the sand-hill near the outlet. An extra grant of £9,000 was made to meet the above.

Yours, &c.,
STEPHEN H. WEEDON,

Resident Engineer.

Attached to that is a statement of the final quantities.
157J1- t^,®re, an7 minutes on that? Tes; there is a minute by myself, “Forwarded with final
ceil^ca^e' 38 dated 31st December, 1892. Mr. Hickson says “ Seen ” on 3rd January 1893
15772. Will you read the following minute under date 13th March, 1891 P Yes ; it is as follows

It has just come to my knowledge that m carrying out the works of the the Munni-street to .Shea’s Creek Sewer a 
part of which is along the centre line of the proposed Shea’s Creek Canal, and is itself an open channel, the material from 
the open channel is being disposed in such a position as in the event of the Shea’s Creek Canal being extended to Buckland- 
street the whole of their material will have again to be moved: it may be possible that this material can be so disposed as to 
make one moving sufficient: I would suggest that the Engmeer-in-Chief for Roads and Bridges’ attention be drawn to the 
matter- GEO. TILLETT,

For Engineer-in-Chief.

That is addressed to tbe Engineer-in-Chief. Whether it was sent on to him or not I do not know. ' 
15773. In connection with that sewer, the contractors received 2s. 6d. a yard for excavation did thev 
not ? Tes. J
15774. Is not the excavation entirely through sand ? No. .
15£75. What is the excavation at that end of the canal ? It is soft excavation ; not sand 
15776. What is it composed of—shale ? No ; it is soft excavation. '
15777. Is it not sand? No.

not same as t^ie Shea’s Creek ? What part of Shea’s Creek do you speak of?
lo779. Is it not the same kind of ground that you will see at the excavation in the bed of the Shea’s 
Creek canal? The upper portion of the ship canal will be the same as that channel, but not the lower 
portion. Ihe lower portion of the ship canal is in sand.
1578° Mr. TiHett in writing that minute says that the contractors are depositing their spoil within 25 

if if Caanne ’ an^ t^at ^iat would be in the way of the ship canal excavation—I want to know 
whether the contractors were pald the shilling in addition for filling, for putting that spoil along the bank ? 
Alo. I think you will hnd some minutes of mine in connection with the same thing. I wrote the 
following minute, dated 16th March, 1891 0 me

Before this work was commenced last week I saw the importance of not only cutting our channel m such a wav that 
ultimately it would form part of the proposed canal, but also that the earth excavated should he so deposited that'it would 
not have to he moved a second time I therefore asked Mr. Boys to see Messrs. Tillett and S

^ 0' ‘1” ”ig* ,h' ““ ,h"• wo"M b* *-

Since
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J. Davia Since receiving Mr. Tillett’s minute I have seen him, and he informs me that there will probably be an excavation
736 feet wide, thus :—

4 Sept., 1896.

■750' ---------

PRESENT PRESENT
SURFACE u' SURFACE

CANAL

at the point where our storm-water channel joins the line of-canal.
The ground is of such a soft nature that I do not think it practicable to move our excavated material clear of the 

750 feet proposed canal resumption, except at great expense, and as it does not appear that the cross section of the 
excavation for the canal is definitely settled, I recommend that our contractors be allowed to go on depositing the earth 
parallel with the canal, leaving 25 feet from the edge of the canal for the future bank.L > S a j

That is addressed to Mr. Bagge. He sends it on to the Engineer-in-Chief, who says, “I should be glad
if Mr. Tillett would see me about this.” There is then another minute by Mr. Hickson, “Arrangements 
made with Mr. Tillett as to the disposal of this material.” I am then asked to note that, and I initial it. 
15781. Did the shilling a yard apply to that ? I have already said that it did not. _
15782. In the final payment upon Contract 72 there is an increase on filling; what do you call filling, 
to begin ■with ? The specification would define that. 1
15783. But I want you to define it? I should have to go to the specification. _
15784. Can you not define it, speaking from your experience as an engineer ? My experience as an 
engineer teaches me that I should not go outside the two covers of the specification.
15785. Do you not go outside the two covers of the specification ? I endeavour never to do so.
15786. Have you never done so ? I cannot say that I have never done anything wrong, but the proper 
thing to do is to administer the specification. It is put into our hands to administer, and in regard to 
this matter of filling you must take what the specification says in regard to it. _
15787. Has your evidence before the Commission been that you have stuck absolutely to your specifica
tions ? Tes.
15788. Has that been the effect of your former evidence ? Tes.
15789. What is the filling in this case ? Tou will find the definition of refilling in clause 55, upon page 
145, of the Parliamentary return. Clause 60 gives what is comprised in the price for one cubic yard of 
filling.
15790. Did the contractors receive Is. a yard for filling for putting the spoil 25 feet from the bank ? Ho. 
15791. What became of the spoil of the canal ? It was put as the minute that I have just read—the 
minute of the 16th March—indicates.
15792. Where was it put ? As that minute indicates.
15793. What does the minute say ? I think 25ft. from the edge of the proposed canal.
15794. And did the Harbours and Divers Branch remove it again ? I do not know what happened 
afterwards. _ _
15795. The Harbours and Elvers Branch excavated the ground where it was deposited ? I do not think 
so, I believe that after we had drained the swamp a period elapsed before the ship’s canal was brought up 
to that point. I suppose a couple of years elapsed. The swamp being drained Chinamen started to 
cultivate upon the soil we had put there—in fact, they had some nice gardens there, and it was not until 
the ship canal was put into operation that the gardens were abandoned.
15796. Do you call that the losing end of a contract where the contractors were receiving 2s. 6d. for 
excavating soft material, and where they deposited it at Is. a yard ? It was a very nasty end of the 
contract.
15797. But do you call that the losing end ? I should say it was a very nasty, and, therefore, an 
expensive end. It was simply a swamp.
15798. But the material was not difficult to remove ? It was most difficult to remove. ■
15799. Sis Honor.'] It was soft to excavate ? If you could get it into the barrow. They had to use
planks to stand upon ; it was a very nasty, place.
15800. Tou mean that it was in a state of sludge ? Tes ; I tried to go across myself, and I know that if
you put your feet off the reeds you did not know where you were going to.
15801. In dry ground what would be a fair price for excavating the same sort of stuff ? I suppose that 
if it were dry a shilling a yard would cover it pretty well.
15802. That would be a good price, would it not ? I do not know that it could be done for much less if 
you take plant and profit into consideration.
15803. But excavation for large tanks has gone down to 6d. and 9d. in soft ground ? Tes ; we are getting 
excavation done for 7d. now, but you have to take everything into consideration.
15804. Mr. Parkes.'] Will you read your minute of 23rd May, 1891 ? Tes ; it is as follows :—■

The ground between the outlet and 4 chains is so bad that it will be necessary to strengthen the concrete for this length. 
I propose to put in an additional 12 inches of sandstone concrete, and under this 12 inches of quarry refuse, as shown

on the attached sketch.
The extra cost will be as follows;— £ s. d.

Sandstone concrete, 145 cubic yards, at 34s........................   246 10 0
Excavation, 290 cubic yards, at 2s. 6d............................................................................. 36 5 0
Quarry refuse, filling 145 cubic yards, at Is................................................................... 7 5 0

Total .................................................................................. 290 0 0
J. DAVIS.

Mr.
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Mr. Bagge wrote upon that the following:—“ I beg to fecommend Mr. Davis’s proposition to Engineer-in- j_ xiavia. 
Chief’s lavourable consideration. Mr. Davis intends to have the layer of quarry refuse well rammed, and 
the concrete up to invert in specified layer of long lengths finished before the sides are built, so that all 4 Sept., 1896. 
may settle gradually.” Mr. Hickson approved, and Carter & Co. were informed.
15805. Mr. Weedon wrote a letter concerning some filling in the canal. He says, “The total quantity 
of excavation by the cross-sections, allowing an average area of 6'32 square feet between 33'50 and 38'28 
chains”? Mr. Weedon referred there not to the canal but to the earth-channel which was cut on the 
site of the proposed canal, and the chainages referred to are those measured from below M‘Namara’s 
dam upwards, taking the point below M^amara’s dam as being 0.
15805^-. Sis Sonor.~\ What do the three close parallel lines on the tracing represent ? They are drains.
15806. Mr. Parkes!] In one of your memoranda you referred to clause 4;—will you read the 5th 
section of that clause, which appears upon page 152 of the Parliamentary Eeturn ? Yes ; it is as 
follows:—

. . The Minister, or the Engineer, acting on his behalf, may, from time to time, by writing under his hand, require the omission of any particular portion or part of the works described in the specification or shown on drawings ; and the contractor shall have no claim for loss of profit, sustained damage, or other compensation on account of any such omission.
But I referred to section 4.
15807. Will you read the special clause 3 which appears upon page 141 of the Parliamentary Eeturn ?
Yes;—it is as follows :—

. 3. It is to be understood that the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until the Engineergives a written order to that effect; and the Engineer shall have the power to suspend the execution of these portions of the work, or any other part of the contract, or to reduce the length of the contract by the extent of the said 13 or 27 chains, or any other part of the sewer shown on the drawings, that he may consider necessary, and the contract shall not thereby be invalidated, nor shall the contractor be entitled to any compensation on account of such temporary suspension of any part or parts of the contract or permanent reduction of same.
15808. You say that that clause is simply a repetition of clause 4 ;—how do you make that out ? It is, 
with the exception of a special part of it, referring to the 13 and 27 chains.
15809. Can there be any chance of a man signing that contract having any claim? There would be no 
chance whatever if the clause were put into operation with regard to the 13 and 27 chains. Then, with 
regard to the general clause, it would be a question as to how far it would be equitably operative.
15810. But if you were a private individual, and had made special provision for cutting your coat 
according to your cloth, as it were, and a man made a demand upon you in violation of such a clause as ’ 
that which you have read, what would you have considered—would you think he ought to be paid ? As I 

< said before, it is just a question as to how far that clause should be availed of—to what extent. But, at 
the same time, if it is in reference to the upper portion of the channel, I say at once that it does not 
come into the question.
15811. Why ? Because that portion of the channel was constructed by Carter & Co. It was not 
omitted. At the time the letter was written it was intended to omit it altogether. We did not know 
wnether the Minister^ would sanction any more moneys being voted, and it was intended to omit that 
portion, but virtually in the end it amounted not to an omission, but to a suspension of the work.
15812. Was there any doubt at all but that the contract would go on ? I think the papers you have 
asked me to read show pretty clearly what the intention of the Department was.
15813. No doubt they do, and it was that Carter & Co. should continue the contract? That when money 
was available the contract was to be continued ; but you will find no such statement as that until a certain 
date, when the Minister virtually approved of £9,000 being put upon the Estimates. It was then 
decided to complete the contract.
15814. In the meantime the portion they had in hand was being constructed ? The portion to which you 
refer was omitted in the first instance, but when money was likely to be available it resolved itself into a 
suspension, so that, whether the clause of which you are speaking applied or not, it refers only to the 
first part of the transaction, and not to the second—suspension being a totally different matter.
15815. As a matter of fact, you gave the contractors extra work which would make up for the piece of 
canal that ran down Shea’s Creek ? No. I do not say that we did. In the correspondence it may have 
been put in that way for convenience sake, but at the same time it could not be regarded as an extra. It 
was all embodied in the work.
15816. When the officers of the Department were making arrangements for that extra work, why could 
they not have made definite arrangements if they anticipated that there was going to be any claim for the 
cutting off of work ? I do not admit that there was any extra work. .
15817. In your memorandum, No. 4, you say, “ When Mr. Lyne wrote his minute of 23/2/92, in which he 
stated after having seen Mr. Hickson that Carter & Co. would in all probability be able to make a 
claim, &c.” ? You must bear in mind that that is not an extract.
15818. But it has the intent of an extract, and it is not an absolutely correct statement ? You- will see 
what Mr. Lyne said if you refer to the minute.
15819. Mr. Lyne says, “As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could makegood a claim for some
thing like £2,000 as compensation on Contract 72, &c.,” but you say in your memorandum that Mr. Lyne 
stated that Carter & Co. would in all probability be able to make good a claim;—he does not say that in 
his minute ? I confess that I do not see much difference. They are different words, certainly, but the 
meaning,^ as far as I can see, is precisely the same. I think I have fairly represented what Mr. Lyne said.
15820. Except that you throw the responsibility on to Mr. Lyne. You heard his evidence, and you heard 
him say that if Mr. Hickson had not told him that the claim was a valid one, he would not have let 
Carter & Co. have the contract ? I do not think he said that.
15821. He said, I think, that he acted in the matter entirely upon the recommendation of his officers ?
He said, as far as I can remember, that he might or might not have seen the claim, but that before he 
wrote his minute he was perfectly satisfied on the point.
15822. Let me refer you to Mr. Lyne s answer to question 9180. He there savs that the chances are that 
the claim was put before him, and that he should have imagined that he obtained particulars of the claim.
At all events he must have been satisfied that Mr. Hickson had had particulars of the claim before him.
It would seem from that answer that Mr. Lyne was not the originator of the acceptance of the tender ?
I take Mr. Lyne to mean that, after seeing Mr. Hickson, he wrote a certain thing—that he did not write 
it apart from Mr. Hickson.

15823. ’
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J. Davis. 15823. "Would it not have been better for you to quote the Minister’s minute? These minutes are 
. C quoted so frequently that it seems almost superfluous to quote them again and again when there is not

eA ■’ ‘ absolute necessity to do so.
15824. Tou say also in your memorandum No. 4:—“A similar case to this occurred on the sewerage 
works at Bondi, contractors, A. J. Smyth & Co., in 1884 ? The works were stopped on account of the 
representatives of the Cooper family having obtained an injunction, and although they were only 
suspended for a period of about two months the contractors were paid on the advice of the Crown 
Solicitor the sum of £3,000 as compensation.”
15825. Upon that particular contract, was there any anticipation before it started of the stopping of any 
part of it ? I do not see what that has to do with it.
15826. Jlis HonorBut was there in point of fact ? I think the case speaks for itself.
15827. Mr. Parkes.'] What I want to know is whether there was any idea of stopping the works when 
they were first commenced ; are the cases at all similar in that respect ? They are two cases of suspen
sion of work from different causes. They are dissimilar as far as the reason of suspension is concerned, 
but not otherwise.
15828. In the case of the contract at Bondi the works were stopped during the course of construction by 
another party taking action—is not that so ? They were stopped by the Supreme Court.
15829. And in the other case the works were stopped because there were not sufficient funds ? Tes. 
15830. Which was known when the contract started ? I do not quite know howto answer that. It was 
known—if you mean that—that we had not more than £15,500 and £8,500 for that particular work. 
15831. And you made provision that the contract should not exceed that amount ? We made provision 
for the reduction of the £20,650 by £3,000. I have already explained with regard to the upper portion of 
the work that it was perfectly proper and justifiable to take a portion of the vote of £8,500 for the 
Macdonaldtown Park sewer.
15832. Prom another contract—from Parry and Parley’s ? Parry and Parley’s contract was paid from 
the vote of £8,500, and part of Carter & Co.’s contract was also paid from that vote.
15833. Will you now turn to your memorandum No. 6, dealing with the substitution of blasting for guttering 
and gadding upon Contract 79. Will you explain the figures by which you show that a saving is made ? 
Tou say, “ On these conditions the Engineer-in-Chief approved of the excavation being done by blasting, 
and the work was carried out accordingly, and in the final voucher the concrete which was included was 
reduced equal to £1,302 9s. 8d.” I do not quite know what explanation you require beyond that state
ment. If you will indicate what explanation you require I shall be glad to make it.
15834. Will you explain where a reduction equal to £1,302 9s. 8d. comes in ? The actual sandstone 
packing carried out at schedule rates amounted to £1,495 13s. 9d., and the sandstone packing paid for - 
amounted to £790 3s. 3d. The difference between what was actually carried out and what was actually 
paid for represents a sum of £705 10s. 6d. Then, as regards bluestone concrete in the sewer actually carried 
out at schedule rates, the amount was £4,012 18s. Id., whereas the bluestone concrete in the sewer 
actually paid for amounted to £3,415 18s. lid., or a difference of £596 19s. 2d. If you add that to the 
amount of £705 10s. 6d. you get the total of £1,302 9s. 8d.
15835. Will you explain in detail how you make up these items ? Do you mean how we arrived at the 
quantities stated in this summary ?
15836. Tes, taking the schedule of the contract? Pirst of all, when the tunnel was driven before the 
lining was put in, cross-sections were taken of the excavation, and they indicated that in the case of 
sandstone packing there would be required 797'70 cubic yards, and in the case of the bluestone concrete 
1,433T8 cubic yards. But, in accordance with the Engineer-in-Chief’s decision, only 421 cubic yards in 
the case of the sandstone packing, and only 1,219 yards in the case of the bluestone concrete, were paid 
for. The difference makes up the amount of £1,302 9s. 8d.
15837. These quantites are in excess of the items as shown on the final voucher ? The £1,302 9s. 8d. is 
not included in the final voucher. ‘
15838. Therefore, if the final voucher has 1,872 yards of sandstone concrete the contractors were paid an 
excess amount ? That is correct.
15839. The 421 cubic yards of sandstone packing was paid for in excess of the contract, was it not ? No 
15840. Then why do you say that the sandstone packing actually paid for was 421 cubic yards ? It was 
paid for in conformity with the contract.
15841. But in excess of the 1,872 cubic yards ? It is included in that.
15842. Is it not an extra over and above the amount anticipated in the contract ? I do not follow your 
question. •
15843. The sandstone concrete in the schedule prepared by the Government was given as 1,020 yards, 
was it not ? Tes.
15844. And it v7as finally paid for with an increase of 850 yards ? The final voucher included 1,872 
cubic yards. ’
15845. Therefore there was an extra upon the sandstone packing, between the estimated amount and the 
actual payment, of 850 yards ? Tes.
15846. Upon what is your calculation based when you say that there is a difference of only 376 cubic 
yards ? 1 say there is a difference of 376 cubic yards between the sandstone packing actually put into
the sewer and the sandstone packing actually paid for.
15847. Will you produce, for the perusal of the Commission, the detailed figures upon which you worked 
out this return ? Tes.
15848. I will also ask you to produce the details of your calculation on the value of the Monier work in 
Contract 77 ? I can produce the figures in both cases if necessary, but I can explain how I arrived at the 
results in cross-examination. ”
15849. Will you put the figures in tabulated form ? I can do so if His Honor thinks it necessary.
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MONBAT, 7 SEPTEMBER, 18#6.
Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—• .

15850. Bis HonorTou desire to mate a statement ? Tes; before Mr. Parkes resumes his cross
examination I should like to refer to one matter of which I spoke on Priday last, with reference to 7 Sept., 1896. 
the placing of plans upon the Table of the House. I was asked by Mr. Parkes this question:—“Sup
posing the contract plans were kept back ?” I said in reply that they were not regarded as being asked 
for. I find, on reference to Hansard, that Mr. Toung, the Minister, thought precisely as we did in the 
office, because, speaking in reply to Mr. Parkes in the House, he said “ As a .matter of fact, the 
honorable member did not move for plans at all.”
15851. Mr. Parkes.] I presume he received that information from the office;—I presume he referred to 
you in the matter ? I did not give him any information, and I do not think anyone else did. I think 
Mr. Toung’s statement was the result of his own reasoning in the matter.
15852. In connection with Contract 69, you say, in your memorandum No. 1, “ It was known when the 
tenders were accepted that there would be three descriptions of ground through which the tunnels and 
shafts would pass, viz., soft ground requiring timber, shale, and hard rock.” Purther down you say “It 
is not difficult, therefore, to see why in this particular instance (Contract 69) the tunnel excavation 
should have been so materially increased compared with the quantities given in the schedule. It was 
thought, when the contract drawings were prepared, that the tunnel in more or less hard ground would 
have been in hard shale, whereas it proved to be ground requiring timber, and as a consequence the 
quantities given in the schedule for this kind of work proved to be much below what was expected — 
but you must have anticipated the nature of the ground? We anticipated that it would be shale. The 
borings showed that.
15853. This contract was let on what date ? The contract was signed on 22nd January, 1894, but the 
date of the letter of acceptance is 27th December, 1893.
15854. On the 18th January, 1894, you wrote a letter fixing the cross-sections, did you not ? Tes; as 
far as they could be fixed at that date. .
15855. But are they not the cross-sections on which the contract was actually carried out ? They were 
fixed at that date. They may have been modified slightly after that. Generally speaking, no doubt those 
are the sections. - '
15856. Tour measurements there are to the inside of the timber, are they not ? It does not say in the 
letter, as far as I can see. ■
15857. The drawing I hand you, No. 32, is the plan upon which the work was actually paid? It is 
supposed to show the work as actually paid for ; but I observe that there is only one polling-board shown 
on the plan. The polling-boards overlap each ether. Whether that was taken into consideration in 
plotting these sections or not, I do not know.
15858. Take your letter of 18th January, 1894, which appears in the Parliamentary return—what is the 
largest section given in that communication ? The section of the sewer, 6 ft. 8 in. x 5 ft. 8 in.
15859. That corresponds with the section of the 6 ft. 8 in. by 5 ft. 8 in. sewer shown upon this drawing, 
does it not ? Tes.
15860. What is the size of the next section ? Pive feet 2 in. by 4 ft. 2 in. .
15861. Does that correspond with the drawing? Tes.
15862. What is the next ? Pive feet 1 in. by 4 ft. 1 in. . .
15863. Does that correspond with the plan ? It corresponds with it as far as the internal measurement 
of the sewer is concerned.
15864. That is the plan upon which the contract was measured and paid? I do not say that.
15865. Tou said so in your former evidence;—you produced this as the plan upon which the contract 
was paid ? I said that this plan was supposed to correspond with the measurements, but that, as I had 
not compared them, I was not in a position to say whether that was so or not. •
15866. Did you not say that this was the plan upon which the contract was paid ? No, I did not. What 
I said then I say now.
15867. His Honor.] What is the date of the making of that plan ? It is dated 6th December, 1895.
15868. Mr. Parkes?\ This plan was made after the contract was completed ? It was finished after the 
contract was completed.
15869. The measurements correspond with those which were given when the contract commenced ? The 
measurements contained in my letter of 18th January, 1894, are those sent to the contractors for their 
guidance ; but they were subject, and necessarily, so, to alteration during the progress of the work.
158/0. To make these cross-sections you must have anticipated the kind of ground that would be met 
with ? I anticipated that these cross-sections would apply to certain kinds of ground, but what lengths 
of the different kinds of ground would be met with was another matter. I did not anticipate that.
15871. Mr. Smith.] This plan was made under Mr. Darley ? Tes.
15872. Mr. Parkes.] In your memorandum No. 1 you also say, “ When Mr. Hickson saw the pitch it had 
reached (referring to the speculation in tendering), as indicated by that contract, he decided to adopt an 
entirely new system, which has since been introduced, where applicable, in the other branches of the 
Department of Public Works and also by the Wat er Supply and Sewerage ” ;—have you any documents 
connected with that change of system ? Of what description ?
15873. Minutes, letters, instructions—are there no records ? I think I have already said in my evidence 
that the only instruction I can remember being issued by Mr. Hickson was one upon a sheet of note-paper 
which was sent to Mr. Bagge, but whether that was registered in the usual way or not 1 am not in a 
position to say. The instruction, I know, was given. ’
15874. Were there any other documents besides that? Not in connection with the initiation of the 
system.
15875. Tou say further on in your memorandum, “ Before the work was undertaken, therefore, and in 
the absence of a knowledge that has since been gained concerning the nature of the ground, a fair average 
value for the contract was fixed by the Department at £64,420. Results have shown the average 
valuation^ of the finished work made by eleven experts under the most unprejudiced circumstances is 
£64,555 ” ;—who were those eleven experts ? The tenderers.
15876. Tou call them experts ? I would, certainly.
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J. Davis. 15877. You say that the office estimate was £61,420, and that the value of the work, as executed at the 
7 ^ °®ce ra^cs' was £63,831, but there were a great number of items which were put into the office estimate
7 kept., 18Jb. were altogether eliminated ? There were a number of quantities put into the schedule which were

not carried out.
15878. Which went to make up the sum total P Which were included in the office estimate.
15879. But they go to make up the total of the estimate ? Yes ; but you must remember that the whole 
of these quantities in some cases were not carried out, there being no necessity for them. On the other 
hand there was a necessity in some cases for increasing the quantities. You have to take the one against 
the other. What we say is this, that the office idea of the value of the work was £64,420 ; and that, 
taking the opinion of the eleven experts of whom I have spoken, proves to be practically correct.
15880. The habit of the Department, then, is to fill their estimates with every probable quantity^ of 
material and labour, whether it be adopted or not ? The habit of the Department is to make provision 
for the different kinds of work that are likely to be carried out in any contract. The working of it out 
may result in this—that some of the items may not be required. On the other hand, some of the items 
may be increased, and you have to put the one against the other.
15881. You make this statement: “ Since the inauguration of the Sewerage Branch in November, 1879, 
up to the present date, 117 contracts have been let and completed, with the following result:—Amount of 
tenders worked out at schedule rates, £1,440,225; total amount of final vouchers, £1,433,186 ”;—no 
definite conclusion can be drawn from that, judging from what you now say ? A very definite conclusion. 
To begin with, although the contractors take advantage of the uncertainty of the probable quantities, and 
in many cases put in fancy prices and in other cases put in absurdly low prices, on the whole, although 
we have these large and small prices to contend with, and although the quantities in the schedule have to 
be adjusted to the work as it is carried out, there was a saving to the Department, upon the old system, of 
£7,000 in £1,500,000; so that it is pretty evident from that—it is pretty conclusive—that the Department 
did not lose in the past. What it might have done in the future, if the system had not been changed, is 
another thing.
15882. When you take out some items and increase others, how can you tell whether a contract has been 
expensive to the country or otherwise; it may come out at a certain sum total, but when you change the 
items, how is it possible for you to say whether the contract has been an expensive or a cheap one ; take 
Contract 79; a certain number of items were eliminated from that and some were put in, still the total 
comes out at practically the same ? I think we are talking a little at cross purposes. When you speak 
of elimiuation, I do not for a moment admit that there has been elimination. I say that in preparing our 
contracts we have, to a certain extent, to work on problematical lines. We have to provide for every 
emergency that may arise. We have to put in items which may be required or which may not. In some 
cases items may be reduced, in other cases they may be increased ; but taking everything into consideration, 
and in spite of the fact that contractors have speculated to some extent—and more especially immediately 
before the change of system—we have been £7,000 to the good in work of an uncertain nature amounting 
in value to £1,500,000.
15883. It would be all right if the range of prices put to each schedule where correct, but where the range 
of prices rises sometimes as much as 100 per cent., and where in other cases it is lowered 200 per cent, 
you cannot tell what the total is as far as the saving to the country is concerned ? Yes ; you can. I 
think the evidence I have just given in answer to your question is conclusive on the point.
15884. That is what you think ? That is my opinion.
15885. In your first memorandum dealing with Contract No. 69 you also say, “The uncertainty of the 
nature of the ground, and other circumstances connected with the construction of sewerage works, make 
it expedient to provide in the schedule items for work which may possibly be necessary, in order to obtain 
prices for them. By this means a check is kept upon exorbitant extras, for contractors, if not tied down 
to price at the time of tendering, would afterwards quote very much higher rates for extras.” You have 
a clause in your specification stating that extras shall be paid for according to the value put upon them 
by an arbitrator if the Government engineer’s estimate is not accepted by the contractor—is not that 
so ? I do not think so.
15886. Look at clause 16 relating to extras, which is printed upon page 116? Yes; but the question 
you asked me was in reference to the arbitration clause, I understood.
15887. But take clause 16 ? If you take, that clause, my answer to your question would be slightly 
different.
15888. Would it not be preferable to allow the extra work to be valued and paid for under clause 16, and 
also under your arbitration clause, rather than to allow it to remain to be paid for as a fixed extra, when 
you see that contractors’ schedules are sometimes accepted with items 500 per cent, above value ? I would 
say first of all that the arbitration clause has very little to say in the matter, because before you can put 
the arbitration clause into operation, the amount in dispute must be over £500. Then, secondly, as to 
clause 16, relating to extra work, the omission of work, and so on, if the engineer and the contractors 
cannot agree as to the rate to be paid for any particular work, it is within the power of the engineer to 
omit that work altogether from the contract. It would, however, be most inconvenient, and almost 
impossible. Take subducts. How would it be possible to call in another contractor to carry out subducts ? 
15889. You are now departing from my question. You say in your, memorandum, “ By this means a 
check is kept upon exorbitant extras, for contractors, if not tied down to price at the time of tendering, 
would afterwards quote very much higher rates for extras.” I say that when you are compelled by your 
contract to pay the contractors extras 500 per cent, above value if they happen to put that price into their 
schedule, would it not be better to leave those extras to be paid for according to their reasonable value ? 
I think the proper way is to include in a schedule every item that is likely to be required in a contract. 
That is the most economical, and certainly the most business-like way of dealing with the matter. I again 
say that in my judgment, gathered from my own experience, in connection with contractors, certainly 
the Department would be at a decided disadvantage if they had to arrange rates for any particular kind 
of work after the contract had been let. _ _
15890. In the same memorandum you also say, “And it was also pointed out that, while in the specification 
this provision was made, pitchers were not shown on the contract drawing to be put round all the covers. 
The Engineer-in-Chief, Mr. Hickson, took advantage of this, notwithstanding the strong protest on the 
part of the contractors.” There is no strong protest on the part of the contractors disclosed by the 
Parliamentary papers ? It was a verbal protest made in my presence. 15891.
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15891. And what was the nature of it? They considered that, seeing that they had Contract 69, and that ■h avis, 
the specification required from them pitchers round every manhole cover, it was only fair and equitable y 
that they should carry out the work in accordance with the specification in spite of the fact that the P ■’ 
Department would have to pay very heavily for the pitchers. ' _
15892. His Honor.'] Who was present on that occasion ? Mr. Carter, I think, was the only representative 
of the contractors. I am not quite sure upon the point. It is possible that Mr. Snodgrass may also have 
been there.
15893. Who else was there ? Mr. Hickson and myself. .
15894. Where did the interview take place ? In Mr. Hickson’s room.
15895. Will you repeat as nearly as possible the actual conversation which took place to the best of your 
recollection. Hirst of all can you tell us how the meeting came about ? To the best of my recollection, 
in May, 1894, as I have already explained to the Commission, it was discovered that £50 per square yard 
had to be paid for these pitchers. I immediately wrote a minute, which is given in the Parliamentary 
papers, and I think Mr. Hickson then instructed that Carter & Co. might be asked to call. . They knew 
that the matter was being taken into consideration, and they did call, and they saw Mr. Hickson in my 
presence. Then it was that the whole matter was discussed. My position—and I put it down' in 
writing—was this—that if the contractors got the 12 square yards given in the schedule they would 
certainly not be dealt hardly with. Mr. Hickson thought that, although the schedule did mention 12 yards, 
that was only a probable quantity, and that as the drawings showed 32 square yards the fairest way would 
be to allow the contractors that number. He made that suggestion, and to that the contractors eventually 
agreed.
15896. When Mr Hickson expressed that opinion did the contractors press the matter further, or were • 
they inclined to accept his suggestion ? They thought they were entitled to the whole in accordance with 
the specification, but Mr. Hickson said that he would not go any further than he had indicated, and the 
contractors finally agreed to that. ‘
15897. Was there much discussion as to the balance—the difference between the amount shown upon the 
plan and the amount calculated from the specification ? No ; I do not think there was a very great deal 
said. Mr. Hickson thought the course he indicated was the fairest one to adopt.
15898. The contractors strenuously objected, I suppose, to their being tied down to the 12 yards? Yes ; 
very strongly. They thought that would be a most unfair and unjustifiable proceeding. Mr. Hickson, 
taking into consideration the low rates they had upon other items, thought that although the price for .
the pitchers was absurdly high they ought to have the advantage of it.
15899. Did the interview take place between the 9th—the date upon which you wrote your minute— 
and the 11th—the date upon which Mr. Hickson wrote his minute—or after ? Between the two dates.
I think it was on the 11th. I think it very likely that Mr. Hickson would put his decision down on 
paper at once. That was his usual practice. My impression is that Mr. Carter was asked to call. It is 
probable that, when I submitted my minute of 9th May, Mr. Hickson would ask me to write to the 
contractors or to telephone to them, asking them to call. But there is no record of that.
15900. Do you remember whether or not Mr. Hickson expressed his opinion as to the price of £50 a 
square yard for the pitchers in the presence of the contractors ? He foresaw that we were in a fix. 
Notwithstanding what Mr. Bagge said in his evidence, this price of £50 per square yard was not known 
to exist, except to the contractors, until the contract had been in force for some time. It was due, I think, 
entirely to the clerk who wrote out the schedule from the original. When a contract is signed, Mr. Norrie 
sends it in to me, and I get a number of copies made from the schedule attached to the contract. In some 
unaccountable 'way the clerk put down opposite this particular item £50 instead of 50s.
15901. The clerk must have assumed that £50 was a mistake ? I knew nothing about it until the 
price was challenged by the contractors. I sent for the bond immediately, and I then found that 50s. was 
wrong and £50 correct. ,
15902. Do I understand that Mr. Bagge was the only officer of the Department who would have gone 
through the schedule, and who would, therefore, be likely to have noticed the error ? He was the only 
officer who would do anything of the kind. He had that duty wholly and solely to himself. The tenders 
when they were received by the Tender Board were put into a list. They were then sent on to Mr. Bagge for 
report. He then would submit them to the Engineer with his report, and, unless he called attention to 
any enormity or anything out of the wray in connection with any particular tender, it would go on for 
acceptance.
15903. He never did call attention to this item of £50 ? Not so far as I know. He certainly did not 
say anything to me. He spoke to me of the two small matters which he mentioned in his report, and 
which Mr. Hickson thought of no importance. If you turn to page 66 of the Parliamentary return, you 
will see that he says :—

Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., being the lowest tenderers for the construction of the Western Suburbs Main Eastern 
Branch Sewer, Contract No. 69,1 beg to recommend acceptance of their tender, amounting to £45,207 8s. lid., at schedule rates, 
on condition that they fill in and initial in their tender the average price per ton for all irregular castings, weighing in all 33 
tons 12 cwt. 3 qrs. 12 lb., and tbe average price per ton for all cast-iron pipes, weighing in all 788 tons 8 cwt. 2 qrs. 27 lb.
Mr. Hicksou writes upon that “ Not necessary.” I remember Mr. Hickson’s seeing me about the matter 
and discussing whether it would be necessary to get the alteration made. Mr. Hickson came to the con
clusion that it would not be necessary, and he then recommended Carter & Co.’s tender for acceptance.
15904. When the interview took place, according to your recollection, it had only just come to your 
knowledge, and, as far as you could see, it had only just come to Mr. Hickson’s knowledge, that those 
pitchers were scheduled in the tender at £50 per square yard ? Yes ; I positively swear that.
15905. Do you remember whether Mr. Hickson did or did not say something to the contractors, when 
they came, in relation to that matter ? In the first interview in regard to the pitchers, I submitted my 
minute to Mr. Hickson. He thought that we should have to consider the fact that it was a schedule rate, 
and that, although it was a very high one, there were also low ones in the schedule. He did not say 
positively, then, what he would do until he had seen the contractors. That was the first conversation I 
had with him in reference to the matter.
15906. Did it not strike everyone that it was a little trick on the part of the contractors—that they had 
taken advantage of a mistake made in the schedule—12 yards being substituted for a larger number ?
That was very clear.

15907.
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■T. Davis. 15907. That being so, were no strong comments made by anyone at the interview as to the impropriety of 
/ —that course? I dare say there were ; but I do not recollect the precise words used. .

7 Sept., 1896. 15908_ j)i(1 Mr Hickson, or did he not, show any indignation ? I do not think he did. He regarded the 
matter in this way—that, the contract having been accepted, the Department, as a matter of business, was 
committed to it, and any expression of indignation, as you put it, or anything else of that kind, ought to 
have been used before the tender was accepted, not afterwards.
15909. It would be admitting that the Department had made a mistake ? "Whether the Department made 
a mistake or not, he put it in that way. 1 know, from what he said, that he was of opinion that anything 
which had to be said on the point should have been said before the tender was accepted.
15910. Mr. Parses.] You say:
The Engineer-in-Chief (Mr. Hickson) took advantage of this, notwithstanding the strong protest on the part of the con
tractors, and decided that only those pitchers were to be carried out that were shown on drawing, and instructions were 
given to the officer-in-charge accordingly [see Parliamentary Papers, page 125, No. 17]. Before, however, the contract 
was completed, Mr. Darley w7as appointed Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, and the works were 
taken over by him, and another Resident Engineer put in charge, who appears not to have known of Mr. Hickson’s 
decision ; and the contractors pitched, with two exceptions, the whole of the manhole covers, and were paid for them in 
the final voucher.
With regard to that, how comes it that the vouchers which were paid prior to the work going over to Mr. 
Darley showed 17 square yards ? I do not know that that is the case; but, supposing the quantity 
to be 17 square yards, the explanation is very simple. There would be only that quantity carried out at 
that time. The bluestone pitchers would be almost the last thing that would be done on the contract. 
15911. If in the voucher just before the work was handed over to Mr. Darley 17 square yards are shown, 
that would show that Mr. Hickson and your Department intended to pay the item right through, does it 
not ? I do not quite understand the question.
15912. What I mean is that the 17 yards exceeds the 12 given in the Schedule ? Yes.
15913. Mis Manor.] Ultimately 35 yards was the quantity paid for ? Yes.
15914. Two manholes in addition to that number were shown upon the plan which were not pitched at 
all ? That is so.
15915. Mr. Parlces.J With reference to the retention and fixed deposit money being returned to the 
contractors, you give a list showing that two contractors in the Sewerage Department, five contractors in 
the Railway Department, one in the Telegraph Department, one for the Agricultural College, and so on, 
going right through the other Departments, were dealt with in this way;—were the two cases in the 
Sewerage the only two cases in that Department ? I do not say that. I asked the clerk in charge of the 
fixed deposits to make a list representing the general practice of the Department. I do not say by any 
means that this list exhausts the number of cases.
15916. But did you not say before His Honor that they were in the Sewerage Department alone ? I did 
not say that these were the only cases. What I say is, that it is a fair representation of the practice of 
the Department.
15917. But can you prove the existence of any other cases in the Sewerage Department ? I do not 
know that I could. I might be able to do so.
15918. Can you prove any cases beside the two which I have enumerated in this list ? I do not know. 
15919. Do you know of any other cases ? I do not remember any.
15920. I will ask you to produce a list of any further cases that may exist ? I will do so. Remember 
that I am speaking now of fixed deposits only, not of retention money.
15921. Can you prove the existence of any other cases ? I asked the clerk in charge of fixed deposits to 
supply me with a list representing fairly the practice of the Department, and this is the list with which he 
supplied me. ”
15922. Mis Manor.] If any other cases can be found to have existed in the Sewerage Department will 
you produce them ? Yes.
15923. Mr. Parkes.] The clerk who prepared the list appears to have gone all over the Department? 
My intention was to show that what was done in one case was done in another, and that we were dealing 
with Carter, G-ummow, & Co. in full unison with our practice as regards other contractors.
15924. The railways have nothing to do with the Sewerage Department? I am speaking now of the 
Department of Public Works. What Mr. Deane has done in the Railway Department, Mr. Hickson has 
done in the Sewerage Department. What Mr. Yernon has done in the Architect’s Department, Mr. 
Hickson has done in the Sewerage Department. What has been done in the Post and Telegraph Depart
ment—altogether another Department, I admit—has also been done in the Sewerage Department.
15925. The other day I asked you for some information with reference to the sureties in the case of 
G-illiver and Ahearn ; have you that information ? Yes ; the papers are here now, I think.
15926. In the case of Gilliver, did you not object to having his son as a surety, although Mr. Gilliver 
assured the Department that his son was a man of independent property ? Gilliver and Curtis wrote to 
Mr. McLachlan, as Chief Clerk of the Public Works Department, on 28th December, 1893, as follows 
“ Sir,—We have the honour to submit Mr. Henry J. P. Gilliver and Henry S. Gilliver as sureties for our 
Contract No. 97, Rookwood Cemetery drainage, first division.—We are, sir, yours obediently, Gilliver and 
Curtis.” Mr. McLachlan refers that letter to Mr. Hickson, and asks if the names are satisfactory. Mr. 
Hickson evidently sees Mr. Gilliver between 29th December, 1893, and 2nd January, 1894, and he writes: 
‘'I saw Gilliver and Curtis, who are to submit another name.” Then, on the same dates, Mr. Hicksou 
wrote: “The names of Messrs. R. C. Watkins and H. L. Gilliver might be accepted.” Mr. Barling 
writes, “ Accept.” That is the history of the case as far as it appears from the papers.
15927. Mr. Gilliver’s son was accepted ? Mr. H. L. Gilliver was accepted.
15928. In the case of Ahearne’s contract, what was done? On the 31st January, 1893, Mr. Ahearne 
wrote to the Under Secretary for Public Works as follows :—“ Sir,— I have to submit, for the approval of 
the Minister, the names of the following gentlemen as security for my Contract 101, main outfall sewer, 
viz., Henry Hudson, Darling Point; Hugh M'Ardle, Sydney.—I am, sir, your most obedient servant, 
John Ahearne.” I ought to explain that Mr. M'Ardle’s address was given originally as Brisbane; but the 
word “ Brisbane ” has been crossed out, and the word “ Sydney ” substituted in different ink, the alteration 
being initialled by Mr. Ahearne. Mr. Hickson says: “I recommend that Mr. Ahearne be asked if Mr. 
M'Ardle has property to tbe value of the penal sum required in the Colony; if not, he should be asked 
to give a name of some one who has.” Mr. Barling writes “ Ask”; and Mr. McLachlan writes “ Mr.

Ahearne
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Ahearne states that Mr. M'Ardle is a large property owner in this Colony.” Mr. Barling then says,
“ This seems to be all right.” The matter is referred to Mr. Norrie, and Mr. Hickson then says, on the 
8th Jany., 1894, “ Yes.” That is the history of that matter as it appears from the papers. ‘
15929. Sis HonorJ] The form of undertaking which you now produce is the form which is now used ? 
Yes. * 1
15930. Can you fix the date of the initiation of the system ? It has been in vogue for a great number of 
years. To the best of my belief it has always been the practice more or less to meet the contractors when 
they made an application of this description relating to a fixed deposit, so long as the Department do not 
incur any risk.
15931. It was Mr. Norrie’s idea to put this undertaking into a printed form for convenience sake? Yes. 
15932. Mr. Parkes!] Coming now to the advances upon cement to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., why 
do you, in dealing with the advances on material in your memorandum No. 3, take Contract G9 as the 
first contract, when Contract 79 bore a prior date ? There was no particular reason.
15933. Mr. Christie’s report deals with the contracts in the order of their date;—why did you take 
Contract 69 first? I expect, because 69 stands before 79 in the order of the contracts. I do not know of 
any other reason.
15934. Sis Honor!] You are referring to their numerical order? Yes.
15935. Mr. Parkes!] Was there any Ministerial authority obtained for the advance in the case of 
Contract 79 ? That I could not say ; if there was I presume it would appear in the papers.
15936. If it is not in the papers would there be any ? There might he, but it is not probable.
15937. In the case of Contract 79, your certificate shows that the advance is not on the material, but that 
cement is stipulated ; you say in your memorandum that the contractors receive a large advance because 
they had plant to the value of £3,000 on the ground? I do not say “ because,” I say that, in giving the 
large advance which was given on cement, that was taken into consideration.
15938. You took into consideration the plant ? Yes.
15939. But your specification says that the plant is to be held as security by the Government, does it not ? 
No. •
15940. Are you sure there is not a clause to that effect ? Yes ; I think you are referring to clause 8 of 

■the- general conditions.
15941. The clause I refer to is clause 14; is it not evident that the plant is held as part of the security 
of the Government under the contract ? I think that in making an advance as we did in the case of the 
cement, it would be taken into consideration that the plant was the property, in accordance with the con
tract, of Her Majesty.
.15942. Ought the plant to be taken into consideration at all; that is the question ? All I have to say is 
that it was in this instance. The plant was there. It was security in addition to the fixed deposit. In 
addition to plant we had a large stock of material, and in making the advance upon the cement the whole 
circumstances connected with the securities were taken into consideration. That would be done in all cases. 
15943. But the clause to which I refer says that the material is the property of Her Majestv, until the 
completion of the contract ? Well, the material is advanced upon this month, but it would be in the 
work next month, and paid for. ■
15944. But as to the plant? I am talking of the material.

•15945. The greatest amount you had authority to advance as regards the material, was £1,360, wTas it not ? 
£1,360 is the amount named in the agreement upon page 317 of the Parliamentary papers.
.15946. Yet.you advanced to the extent of £2,160; that is the fact, is it not, according to your own 
evidence ? It appears to be so.
15947. Mr. Smith.] The agreement was to cover future advances besides the £1,360 ? Yes.

,15948. Mr. Parkes.] You said in your evidence that the Department kept the most complete check upon 
the cement that went to various contracts ? Yes.
15949. Do they test every parcel of cement that goes to a contract ? Yes.
15950. What about the cement which is shifted from one job to another? That is tested.

• 15951. But how do you know that it is the same cement that is moved ? We take care to know.
15952. But how do you find out. Take the Marrickville contract and the Johnstone’s Creek contract. 
Supposing cement is taken from the one job to the other, how do you know that they may not have taken 
cement which has never been tested ? Ido not quite understand you. I have already said’that if cement 
is tested upon Contract 69 we know it to be tested. Suppose the cement goes to Contract 77 we know 
that the tested cement leaving Contract 69 goes to that contract. *
15953. Suppose that cement is moved from Johnstone’s Creek to Marrickville, is it tested again when it 
comes on to the Marrickville contract? It is tested at Johnstone’s Creek—taking that contract for 

i illustration—and, if the cement goes to the Marrickville contract, it is known when it goes to that contract 
that it is approved cement.
15954. How do they know that ? It does not leave the control of the Department at any time.

-15955. Suppose the contractor shifts it? It would be just the same.
15956. But cement may be brought upon one job which has not been taken from another. How would 

;you know that? We should know in this way—the cement which would leave the Johnstone’s Creek 
contract would be branded with the Departmental brand, and marked. In addition to that, apart 

; altogether from the delivery of the cement, the officer at Johnstone’s Creek would communicate with the 
officer at Marrickville the fact that certain cement was going to the Marrickville contract. The com-

■ inunication would be to the effect that so many casks of cement had left the Johnstone’s Creek work, and 
that it had been branded in a certain way on a certain day. That cement would go to Marrickville, and

■ it would be accepted on that certificate.
15957. It would not be shifted without the knowledge of the Department? What I sav is that cement,

' after it is approved, is kept in the hands of the Department until it is used, and if it is not in the hands
■ of the Department during the whole of the time, from its approval until it is put into the work, it is not

■ .accepted as approved cement. If it leaves the control of the Department at all it is not accepted as
approved cement.
15958. Your tests on Contracts 79, 69, and 79a, according to your test book, and your certificates, 
amount to 11,740 casks—would that be a proper record ? I do not know what you are speaking from.

, .15959. The list is taken from your record book, and in conjunction with the evidence of Mr. Koberts, who
• tested
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J.'D&vis. tested the cement. These documents show that 11,740 casks of cement were tested for these three jobs;— 
that would be the full amount ? I do not say so. 1 do not know what you are reading from.

7 Sept., 1'896.15900. It has been put in in the evidence of Mr. Christie—you will find it upon page 294 of the 
evidence—you will see there a tally of the certificates signed by Mr. Hickson for the whole of the cement 
which passed the tests for these three jobs, amounting in all to 11,740 casks ;—I suppose your books 
would be right if they tallied with the sheets of the inspectors’ returns ? What have the inspector’s 
return sheets to do with it ?
15961. These tests of yours will be reliable as to all the cement which went on to these jobs ? It will be 
reliable as far as they go.
15962. You have said in your evidence that nothing wrong can occur because your check is so absolutely 
complete ? That is what I say now. I do not refer to the check by Mr. Christie. I mean the check to 
which I referred in my evidence.
15963. What is that check ? I described it very fully.
15964. In your former evidence you have given a full description of it ? Yes.
15965. And you said then that every portion of cement was tested when it went on to a job ? I say so 
now.
15966. So that the test-book is accurate; and according to that the record produced by Mr. Christie is 
also correct ? I say it is not.
15967. Why ? Mr. Christie’s record is a copy of the certificates as they appear in Mr. Roberts’ book. 
15968. It is a copy of the certificates issued and checked by Mr. Roberts’ book—would that not be 
correct? No. .
15969. Why not? Because they represent the thing only as far as it goes.
15970. How much further can it go ? It may go to any extent.
15971. In what way ? What I say now is what I said before—that the inspectors’ returns made upon 
these contracts fairly represent the quantity of cement—I do not say to within 5 per cent.—used upon 
the contracts, let it come from where it may. If Mr. Christie’s statement here does not show that 
quantity then I say that his statement does not go far enough.
15972. But Mr. Christie’s statement is not a return from the inspector’s reports; it is a return from your 
certificates and test-books ? I understand that; and I say that, although that may be so, it does not go 
far enough if it does not go as far as the inspectors’ returns which you have had.
15973. Supposing the inspectors’ returns show that 13,000 casks were delivered on these three jobs, would 
that be correct ? The inspectors’ returns would, to within 5 per cent., fairly represent the quantity of 
cement used; but half a cask of cement is used here, a full cask there, and three-quarters of a cask in 
another place. They would have to collect all these small bits of cement together, and make out a total. 
You can easily understand that, in making that up, they might be a little out.
15974. How can you account for a discrepancy of 2,000 casks between the inspectors’ returns and the 
certificates ? I do not say that there is a discrepancy. I have not seen any evidence as to the inspectors’ 
returns. {Vide Appendices Nos. 31, 38, and 55). '
15975. Have you not made up the inspectors’returns ? Necessarily I know what the inspectors’returns 
are. .
15976. Do they not amount to 13,000 casks ? I do not know.
15977. Did you not give me all the inspectors’ returns and books ? I believe you have all the informa
tion for which you asked.
15978. And if I have gathered the information without any break of date from these books and returns, 
would it be correct ? I should like to hear the evidence given. I should then be better able to answer 
the question.
15979. Accepting the return as correct, can you tell me how the discrepancy of 2,000 casks would occur, 
speaking with reference to Contracts 79, 79a, and 69 ? I think I can account for it in more ways than 
one. I will take one. At the time work was suspended on Contract 72 there must have been from 3,000 
to 4,000 casks of approved cement upon Contract 72. A portion of that cement, from evidence which has 
been given to this Commission, to the extent of, say, 2,000 casks, was carted from Contract 72 to Contract 
79. That would be one way of accounting for it. That may have occurred in the case of other contracts. 
I know that it was the practice of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and of other contractors, in order to keep their 
works going, to move approved cement from one contract to another, so that it is difficult to say how 
much cement would be taken from one contract and how much from another.
15980. The 2,000 casks you have mentioned would make up the discrepancy? I do not say that there is 
any discrepancy. You are pleased to call it so.
15981. If a discrepancy did exist, that would account for it? I do not know if it would. It might or it 
might not. You want me to be definite, but I cannot be definite because evidently you have not all the 
facts before you.
15982. But have you not carefully taken out this very return I am speaking of ? Yes, necessarily so. 
15983. Therefore you have no excuse for speaking indefinitely ? I can speak as definitely as your ques
tions will admit of, and I am endeavouring to do so.
15984. Do not the returns of your inspectors show that 13,000 casks was the number used in connection 
with these three contracts ? I could not tell you without looking the matter up.
15985. Will you produce the returns ? I will look up the returns of the quantities actually used in these 
three contracts.
15986. Sis Sonor.'] The testing of cement for a contract does not prove conclusively that the cement is 
used on that contract, as it may pass through one contract to another ? Yes ; there is another thing 
which Mr. Parkes leaves out of his calculation in referring to Mr. Christie’s statement, and-it is this—■ 
he tabulates what, I have no doubt, he finds in the test-book as tests made for these particular contracts. 
He forgets altogether that it is the practice ofthe Department to pass cement in bond, irrespective of where 
it is used. The cement is carted from the bonded store to the contract, and in that way would not show 
in the test-book at all. Suppose 1,000 casks of cement are tested in bond, they would be issued from 
the bond to a particular contract where they might be required.
15987. How do they appear in the test-book ? They do not appear there at all. You might have
10,000 casks tested in bond, and they might be distributed, perhaps, all over the Colony.
15988. Would.it not appear in the test-book under some heading? As tested in a certain bond for a 
certain merchant. 15989.



15989. But not relating to any particular contract, on the face of the test-hook P No; as I say, it will he J- Davis, 
possible for 10,000 casks of cement to he sent all over the Colony for different purposes. We test for 7 TIN
the Military Department, and for the Mines Department, and for all branches of the Public Works. 7 1896‘
They will get any cement they require from time to time from some of the large parcels of cement which 
had passed the test. Any Government contractor, for instance, might go to an agent for a particular 
brand of cement and buy of him cement which had been passed.
15990. Will you swear that your certificate sheets do not correspond with the certificates that you issued to 
the contractors ? We issue no certificates to the contractors. I am,speaking of cement certificates. If a 
contractor requires a certificate he has to pav for it in the usual way. The agents.often ask for certificates.
They will often ask for a test to be made and they have to pay for the test and certificate in conformity 
with the scale of prices approved by the Minister.
15991-2. Sis Honor.~\ A good deal of cement is passed for merchants before it is actually sold to any 
contractor ? Tes. I will explain the process. Take Parbury, Henty, & Co., perhaps the largest cement 
importers—at all events they have been in the past. They come to us when they get a cargo of cement, 
and say, “ We have 10,000 casks of such and such a brand of cement in bond. We propose to use 5,000 
casks on public works.” We say, “ Very well; we will test it.” We send down a man and take samples.
They hand to us, as a matter of good faith, the bond certificate. We hold this bond certificate. If the 
cement is in a store we put our own lock on the store, and we retain possession of the cement until the 
tests are completed. When the tests are completed we say w'e will accept or reject the cement, as the 
case may be. If we reject the cement we hand back to the merchants their bond certificates for them to 
do what they please with, and from that time we have nothing to do with the cement. If we approve of 
the cement the bond certificate is handed to our storeman, and he attends from time to time at the bond 
and brands the cement as it leaves. We issue with the cement, a delivery note to the officer to whom the 
cement is going, and by that means wo keep control over it from the time samples are taken until it is in 
the work.
15993. The casks are not branded until they go out ? No ; we could not brand them before we have 
approved of the cement, and wo could not brand them afterwards until they are leaving the bond, because 
they are all piled one on the top of another.
15991. You have no opportunity of handling each individual cask until they are handled on leaving the 
bond ? No.
15995. Mr. Parkes.'] Here are certificates, which have been found in the portfolios of the various contracts, 
which correspond with the contents of Mr. Eoberts’ book; I will ask you to read that application to the 
office? Yes. “Sample of cement to be tested has been forwarded to you; brand, Eed Cross; manu
factured by Wouldham Cement Co., London, and selected by Messrs. Carter & Co. from a parcel of fifty 
casks, to be used on Contract 79 by Messrs. Carter & Co., contractors.— (Sd.) J. W. T. Boys, OfiBcer 
Superintending Contract.” In that case it should not be cement selected by Messrs. Carter & Co., but 
cement selected by Inspector Lougheed.
15996. Will you read the heading on this certificate ? Yes. “ Sample of Portland cement selected by a 
Government officer on 2nd April, 1894, at Contract 79 from a shipment of fifty casks manufactured by 
the Wouldham Cement Co.; brand, Eed Cross ; contractors, Carter & Co.” (Vide Appendix No. 38).
15997. The other certificates I hand you also apply to cement going to Contract 79 ? They appear to be 
certificates in respect of cement which was stored on Contract 79.
15998. The certificates I now hand you are for parcels of cement stored on Contract 69 ? Yes ; in so far 
as they relate to cement.
15999. Do they relate to anything but cement ? Yes.
16000. They are all signed by Mr. Hickson, and countersigned by yourself? One is signed by Mr.
Bagge, one is not signed, and the rest are signed by Mr. Hickson.
16001. There is no doubt that if they correspond with the purchases from the merchants and the deliveries 
they must be correct ? If what correspond ?
16002. If these certificates of test upon the ground correspond with the deliveries of the purchases of 
cement from the merchants by Carter & Co., they must be correct ? The certificates themselves are 
correct enough.
16003. Is it not the fact that in your certificate book you mark every item of cement to whatever contract 
it is going ? I have already said that we do not.
16004. Then why do you put at the head of your certificates 500 bags, 180 bags, 620 casks, and so on ?
At the time the sample is taken those quantities would be where the certificates say they are, but beyond 
that the certificates do not go. After the cement is approved it may be used in one place or it may be 
used in another. '
16005. No perfect check could be kept then? There is an absolutely perfect check, and the proper 
quantity of cement, moreover, has been used in the work.
16006. The perfect check to which you refer is contained in the returns of the inspectors ? That is one 
of the checks. That would be a check as far as it goes ; but there are a number of checks.
16007. What other checks are there ? There is the measurement of the concrete.
16003. How do you make up those measurements ;—what is your standard measurement ? It varies— 
there is no standard. There are two or three things to be taken into consideration in coming to a conclu
sion as to the quantity of cement that should be used in any particular concrete work.
16009. But you have a standard have you not ? No ; it would be utterly foolish to attempt such a thing.
16010. Then how can you rely upon your measurements ? You must take the circumstances into
consideration before you can say what quantity of cement would be used in any particular work. The
question of the dryness or otherwise of the concrete, for instance, makes a difference of, perhaps, 7 per
cent. Then there is the position of the concrete to be considered. In some cases it has to be put in '
vertically, and in other cases horizontally. Everyone who has had to do with concrete also knows that
you can make as much as 10 and 15 per cent, of difference in the ramming ; then the smallness and the
shape, generally, of the stones has to be taken into consideration, so that for anyone to say that you can
have one standard, and make it apply to any piece of concrete work, is simply folly. ,
16011. Have you the particulars as to how you made up the cost of the Monier work in Contract 77 ?
I have some notes here. I have taken the cost of the material by itself. I have taken the cost of the 
labour, the cost of the timber, ironwork, supervision, and plant, and I have added 10 per cent, for profit.
I have left out of the question what might be fairly allowed for guarantee, or patent rights.
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ris* 16012. Will you read the particulars ? Yes. They are as follow :—
1896.

' Johnstone’s anh White’s Cheeks Aqueducts.
. Estimate of cost per cubic yard of Monier Structures.

1. Cost of Labor. £ s. d.
Labor in building 17 spans of aqueduct, at 68/16/- per span .............................................................................. 1,084 12 0

„ 42 small end arcbes, at 3/4/-.................................................................................................... 134 8 0
,» ,, 574 lin. feet of carrier at ends, at 19/15/-per 82 ft. 10 in.............................. .......................... 136 17 2

Estimated cost of labour in both aqueducts ................................... ...................................... 1,355 17 2

1,533 cubic yards

2. Cost of timbering^ including labor in malting^ ironwork,
s. d.

Timber in ribs of main centering, &c., 13,248 superficial feet, at 29/-................................................................... 3,842 0
„ trestles, &c., 25,776 superficial feet, at 12/- ........................................................................................ 3,093 6
„ Egging, boxing, &c., 30,100 superficial feet, at 14/-     4,214 0

Estimated value of requisite timber.............................................................   11,149 6

1,533 cubic yards

3. Cost of supervision.
Assuming that the aqueducts will take twelve months to build, and allowing £300 per annum for supervision 

of an engineer, the cost of supervision per cubic yard would then be ------ 6,000s.------  __6 ’ r j lj5gg cublc yards /

4. Cost of iron grilling.
40^ tons of rod iron from i-in. to |--in. diameter at £11 .................................................................................... 8,910 0

° 1,533 cubic yards

8. Cost of material in compo.
Given 12 cubic feet of sand, and 1 cask of ccment=in place 13£ cubic feet.

Sand costs 7s. 6d. per cubic yard on works /. 12 cubic feet costs ...........     3 4
1 cask of cement costs on works ................................................................................... 11 9

Cost of 13^ cubic feet...................................................................... 16 1

27 cubic feet of material in place would be .........   30 2

6. Cost of bluestone concrete material.
Given 10 cubic ft. stone, 6 cubic ft. sand, and 1 cask cement, equal in place 15 cubic feet.
Blue metal costs on wharf 6/10 per ton. £ s. d.
Taking weight of bluestone at 1701b. per cubic foot, and assuming 30 per cent, of void in bulk, 1 ton of metal

would measure, say, 18’5 cubic ft., 27 cubic ft. would cost...................................................................... 0 10 0
Carting to site of works .......................................................................................................................................... 0 2 6

. Cost of metal per cubic yard.................................................................................................... 0 12 6

If 27 cubic feet costs 12/6, 10 cubic ft. would cost ............................................................................................. 0 4 7£
G cubic feet of sand, at 7/6 per cubic yard............................................................................................................ 0 1 8
1 cask cement .......................................................................................................................................................... 0 11 9

Cost of 15 cubic feet of material..............................................................................    0 13 0£

cost of 27 cubic feet of material in place would be 32/5£.

7. Average cost of cement structure per cubic yard.
In the 2 aqueducts there are 358 cubic yards compo., at 30/2.............................................................................. 539 19 8

,, „ 1,175 ,, concrete, at 32/5^......... ................................................................. 1,906 18 6

Cost of material in compo. and concrete ................................................................................... 2,446 18 2

1,533 cubic yards

8. Cost of plant, Sfc.
Half value of two sheds, estimated at £100 .....................................................................................    50 0 0

„ office, „ £100 ...................................................................... ................................... 50 0 0
„ tools, „ £20 .............................................................................................................. 10 0 0

Value of barrows worn out on work........................................................................................................................ 15 0 0
Service of watchman for 52 weeks at 36s................................................................................................................ 93 12 0
Half value of 200 lin. ft. of water-pipe at 6d. per ft....................................    20 16 0
Cost of water, at Ifd. per cubic yard of structure, = 1,533 at l£d.......... ..........   9 11 7i

£249 0 3*

1,533 cubic yards
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Summary.

Estimated cost of
5)

)>

material in compo. and concrete per cubic yard (see item V)
labour per cubic yard (see item 1) ........................................
timber ,, (see item 2) ........................................
ironwork „ (see item 4) ........................................
supervision ,, (see item 3) ........................................
plant, &c, „ (see item 8) ........................................

£ s. d. 
1 11 11 
0 17 8 
0 7 3 
0 5 9| 
0 3 11 
0 3 3

Add 10 per cent, for profit
£3 9 9£ 

0 7 0

Estimated total cost per cubic yard £3 16 9f

Say £3 16 10

J. Davis.
7 SepCf896.

16013. In the memorandum you read tlie other day dealing with this matter, yon put down as your second 
item : “ Ironwork, excluding grill, 18’2 tons, at £20 ” ; is not that an enormous price ? No.
16014. Where, is that ironwork ? It is the channel iron and the tie hars.
16015. Is that all ? There is the grilling, the fitting, and all the rest of it. I think I have allowed the 
usual price for that kind of work.
16016. Does that amount include the iron which goes over the expansion joints ? No.
16017. Then the iron in the expansion joints appears in item No. 3 in your memorandum No. 5 ? Yes. 
16018. What do the expansion joints include ? The bolts and the fitting in connection with them.
16019. And the mastic S' The whole joint.
16020. Why did you take off 28^ per cent, from these three items—bluestone concrete in piers, sandstone 
concrete in piers, and cement facings, 2 to 1 ? Because I regard the schedule rates as being the value of 
the work arrived at in open competition, and I say that you cannot get nearer to the value of the 
work than that.
16021. Take the item of 12,190 cubic feet of freestone ashlar at 3s. 6d.; you could not afford to take 28|- 
per cent, off that price ? The contractors undertook to do the work for 28i per cent, below that rate, and 
M'Sweeney and the other contractors backed them up, so that they must be right.
16022. The difference between Mr. G-illiver’s schedule and the schedule of this contract in the items for 
excavation is excessive ? You must take every contract by itself. There were circumstances in connection 
with No. 77 which did not occur in the next contract, No 117. There were circumstances, ou the other 
hand, in No 117 which did not occur in No. 77. To arrive at one price for the whole of the excavation 
in the two works, because they happen to adjoin, would be folly.
16023. But they go through the same country the same sort of sandstone occurs in Contract 77 that 
occurs in Contract 117 ? Not necessarily.
16024. It is the same sandstone exactly, is it not, through both contracts ? It is sandstone, but sandstone 
varies. In one ease the excavation is put'down at 28s., and in the other case at 60s., 57s. Od., and 65s. 
16025. Those are excessive prices, are they not ? I think that if you take the two contracts, and deduct 
the percentage which appears in each case from the schedule rates, you will get at the relative value of 
the two works.
16026. But, as a matter of fact, 3s. 6d. for the ashlar is a very fair price, without taking 284 per cent, 
off? The office thought that 3s. 6d. was a fair price. That was Mr. Bagge’s idea of the value of the 
work. The contractors disagreed with him to the extent of 284 per cent, Mr. M'Sweeney to the extent 
of 254 per cent, and so on, until you arrive at some contractors who did agree with him.
16027. The contractors do not take 284 per cent, off each item when they are drawing up thpir schedules— 
for instance, they take 20 per cent, off one item, 50 per cent, off another, and then strike a balance ? 
I do not know what they do ; it may be so. ^
16028. But do you not know' that that is so, as a matter of fact ? I have nothing to do with the 
contractors in that wmy. . .
16029. Coming to your memorandum No. 6, you have made a calculation in connection with Contract 79 
as to the difference between guttering and gadding and blasting, as if there were an intention to do either 
guttering and gadding or blasting right through the contract,—have you not ? I have made a calculation 
on the facts.
16030. But you have made it on the assumption that you were going to do the whole of the work, either 
by guttering and gadding,-or blasting ? That would be the case. My original proposal was to do the 
whole of the tunneling by means of guttering and gadding. We should have done the whole of the 
tunneling ordinarily with 4-in. charges.
16031. But the calculation you have made is that you might do the whole of the work either by guttering 
and gadding or by blasting ? I have based the statement in my memorandum No. 6 on my minute 
relating to that matter.
16032. Lower down in your memorandum you say “ When the whole of the work was finished, including 
the small extension at Ernest-street, which cost £1,220, another at the outfall, Long Bay, and some 
work in connection with the reticulation at M&clean-street, the total cost of the contract amounted to 
£40,023 10s. 3d. The amount of the tender for Contract 79 alone was £39,890. It will, therefore, be 
seen that there was a considerable saving upon the contract.” What amount was there which was charged 
to Long Bay ? The papers show' that it was a small matter at the outlet. You will see, I think, that 
the amount was £120.
16033. Then how much was charged to Maclean-street? I do not think I could tell you that. It was a 
manhole, a short drive, and a short piece of reticulation. It w'as to make facilities for connecting the 
reticulation with the deeper shaft at that point—that is at the foot of Maclean-street, in Alfred-street. 
In Alfred-street there is a high and low level road, the reticulation had to be brought down from the 
high level to the low' level, w’here the shaft in the main sewer was.
16034. How much wmuld that cost roughly ? I do not know; Perhaps as much as £150. It may have 
been £200, but I do not quite know the amount.
16035. Why are these amounts charged to a large contract like No. 79? Because they had to be done 
ip connection with the contract.

140—3 X 16036.
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J. Davis. 16036. M.r. Smithy I think that when you were examined this morning in reference to this minute of 
Mr. Hickson’s, upon page 125 of the Parliamentary Return, as to Contract 69, you said you had no doubt 

7 Sept., 1896. the interview with the contractors had taken place before that minute was written and after the 
writing of your own minute ? Tes. _ _
16037. I think you said you had no doubt that Mr. Hickson wrote his minute on the spot as it were, just 
after seeing the contractors, and that that was his custom in dealing with such matters ? Tes.
16038. If you look at the minute you will see that Mr. Hickson expresses himself in this way, “We cannot 
in fairness omit an item for which no doubt the price is absurdly high,” &c. ? Tes.
16039. Seeing that, do you not think it likely that he said as much at all events to the contractors ? Tes, 
I am sure of that. But when I was asked the question by His Honor I stated what was practically the 
case. He did mention to me at the time the absurdly high price. He said that the time to complain of 
it, however, had passed, and that what we then had to do was to deal with the facts as they stood. . 
16040. On Friday last you were examined as to the preparation of the papers for Parliament, and something 
was then said about your exercising your discretion. I suppose that what you mean is that you under
stood that you were to substantially comply with the requirements of Parliament, but that you were to 
exercise a reasonable discretion in the selection of the papers ? Tes.
16041. That is the usual practice ? Tes. . . _
16042. In the exercise of that reasonable discretion you did not consider that plans were papers within 
the meaning of the order ? No ; I have already pointed that out. At the beginning of my evidence to
day I said that Mr. Toung said as much in Parliament.
16043. Mr. Toung was of the same opinion himself, and pointed it out to the House ? Tes.
16044. In fact I think the complaint of Mr. Parkes, among other things, was that too much matter had 
been printed ? He seemed to think that we had not exercised our discretion sufficiently.
16045. With regard to the payments upon Contract 72, you were asked on Friday last where the money 
came from to make up the amount of £17,000 represented by the vouchers of January and February, 
1892. Tou said in reply to question 15751, that you would have to look up the vouchers befoi’e you 
could say where all the payments referred to by Mr. Parkes came from. There can be no doubt, I 
suppose, but that they were all passed by the Auditor-General ? They were all passed by the Auditor- 
General, and if you take my answer to Mr. Parkes’ question 15756 you will see that it appears to have 
been given after he had handed to me the vouchers. I then said that the amount was paid from two 
votes, viz., £15,500 and £8,500, those two votes being for the work in question.
16046. But all the payments were passed by the Auditor-General ?’ Certainly.
16047. At question 15806, reference is made to two clauses of the specification, one being the 5th section 
of clause 4, and the other special clause 3 ? Tes.
16048. As to the first one it is a general clause dealing with the omission of works ? Tes.
16049. The other one deals, as it appears, with the suspension of a particular part of the work ? The 
suspension or omission of the 13 and 27 chains of the lower portion of the channel.
16050. With the suspension or omission of that particular portion ? . Tes. _
16051. Tou said in reply to question 15809, as to whether there was any chance of a man signing that 
contract having any claim, that there would be no chance whatever if the clause were put into operation 
with regard to the 13 and 27 chains ? Tes. _
16052. But the doubt was, although there were general words in the clause, whether it would enable you 
to stop other portions of the work ? Quite so. Inasmuch as it was necessary in the opinion of the 
Department to specifically mention the 13 and 27 chains, it was admitted that the general clause would 
not be sufficient to eliminate a matter of perhaps 20 to 30 chains of the upper portion of the sewer.
16053. So that, although Mr. Hickson gave notice to the contractors of his intention to suspend or stop 
the portion of the work included in that clause, the Department felt they were not on sure ground at all? 
No ; admittedly so, from the wording of the third clause of the specification.
16054. In answer to that clause put forward by Mr. Hickson and the statement that he could take action 

• under that clause, you had the contractors’ answer after taking the opinion of Mr. B. C. Simpson ?. Tes. 
16055. Tou considered when you had that answer that you were not at all on safe ground in relying on 
that clause only ? Tes. ...
16056. And for that reason you came to the conclusion that there was a claim which might be sub
stantiated if it went to law ? Tes, certainly; it is not the practice of the Department to rely upon that 
general clause in the cutting out of any large portion of the contract.
16057. Mr. Gummow.'] As to the bluestone pitchers out at Marrickville, what was the quantity which you 
say was shown on the plans to be paid for ? 32 square yards. .
16058. How many were paid for ? 35 square yards.
16059. A difference of 3 yards ? Tes.
16060. Were you not satisfied that there were 35 square yards shown on the plan? No ; only 32 were 
shown on the plans as they originally left the office. _ _
16061. I mean on any plans that were sent in from the office—I do not mean the original signed plans ? 
I am speaking of the signed plans. It was those plans upon which Mr. Hickson wrote his minute.
16062. But if the Department afterwards sent out plans showing a certain number of bluestone pitchers 
would not that go to show that that work was required to be done ? I am not aware that such plans were 
sent out.
16063. But if they were, would it not show that the work was to be done? I am not aware that the 
plans were sent. '
16064. Tou are satisfied in your own mind that only 32 square yards were shown on the plan? I am. I 
looked the matter up at the time, because it is an important question. I had looked it up since the Com
mission has been sitting, and I still say that when Mr. Hickson gave his decision the whole of the manhole 
covers were not shown to be fixed-. _
16065. In considering this question with Mr. Hickson, did you go into the price which the contractors 
had for timber ?. Tes. He said that, while this particular price was absurdly high, there were others 
equally low or at any rate very low.
16066. Do you know that, on any contracts let by the Sewerage Department, advances had been made on 
plant and material ? Advances were made on material in all contracts where the contractors make appli
cation and where the Department could reasonably meet them.

' ‘ ■ ........................ 16067.
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16067. I am referring now to the Bondi and to the Double Bay and liushcutter. Bay contracts ;—was any j. £)aVjs> 
advance made on plant and material in those cases ? Yes, on both. _ a _ ^
16068. Was that plant and material necessarily on Government ground when the advances were made? 7 gept., 1896. 
Every care was taken in those days that, unless the contractors handed in a lease of private ground to the 
Department, the plant and material were on Government ground.
16069. Was any greater care taken then than has been taken latterly as regards advances on materials?
No ; when we advance now, the utmost care is taken to see that there is proper control over the stuff, 
whether it be plant or material.
16070. Who was the Engineer-in-Chief at the time that these former advances were made? Mr. Bennett.
16071. Mr. Par/ces.] In connection with Contract 72, the claim that Carter, Gummow, & Co. put in was 
not for suspension,hut was for loss, by withdrawal of the contract? I said on Friday that to begin with 
it was an omission, and it then resolved itself into a suspension, because the work was gone on with.
Notice was given to Carter, Gummow, & Co. that a certain portion of the contract would be omitted.
16072. But they claimed on certain items for withdrawal ? Yes.-
L6073. The items were—Bent of Knight’s paddock, £10; sandstone for concrete, broken and stacked,
£400; Portland cement, £958 15s.; loss on sale of Portland cement, £250; gratings, £87 10s.; manhole 
covers, £30; interest on expenditure, £64 4s. 6d.; valuation of plant on ground for completion of 
contract, £500; loss of profit on work withdrawn, £1,750;—is there one item there that did not disappear 
when the contract was continued ? I would say this, that the claim would have to be put in a different 
form, supposing a claim to have been made. That claim was made on the supposition that the portion of 
the contract referred to in Mr. Hickson’s letter of October was to be omitted. If Messrs. Carter & Co. 
had made a claim for suspension, they must have based their claim on totally different grounds, and there
fore there would be different details. ,
16074. Where is their claim for suspension ? There is no claim ; there is nothing except the broad fact 
that they would have had a claim under the general conditions for the six months’ suspension.
16075. You say that the channel that was cut down, Shea’s Creek, was in the original contract? I say 
that it was shown on the original contract drawings.. '
16076. A_nd did you take off a certain amount so as to prevent the work from going to the Public Works 
Committee ? I have already stated what I know about that; I did nothing of the kind. '
16077. But was that not done ? What I say is, that Mr. Bruce Smith, the Secretary for Public Works 
at the time, ruled that the contract was to be reduced to the extent of £3,000, seeing that the tender 
amounted to £20,640 at schedule rates.

Charles Clymer sworn and examined:—
16078. Mr. Dauw.] What is your position ? I am inspector in the Sewerage Department. C. Clymer.
16079. How long have you been in the Department? Over six years.
16080a What was the first job you went upon after joining the Department ? The first job I went upon 7 Sept., 1896. 
was the Alexandria Park stormwater sewer.
16081. Were you on that contract from the beginning to the end of it? Yes.
16082. Did you see all the concrete mixed ? Yes. .
16083. Did you see all the cement brought on to the ground? Yes. '
16084. Can you say whether the whole of the cement brought on to the ground and put into the work 
was approved cement ? Yes ; no other cement was put in. I was notified of all the cement as it passed, 
and I know that it was used in the work. ■
16085. You saw every gauging of concrete mixed ? Yes.
16086. Can you swear positively that the specified quantity of cement was used upon the work ? Yes.
16087. Coming to the question of the thickness of concrete, you have seen the contract drawings ? Fes ; - 
I had them before me for my guidance.
16088. You had also a copy of the specification? Yes.
16089. Did you see that the thickness of bluestone concrete shown upon the contract drawing was put 
in in every instance? Yes; I saw it all put in. I was very careful of that. I believe that the whole 
of the 9 inches was put in. We went as near as we could get. There may have been S-§- inches in some 
cases, but then in other cases there would be 10 inches. The average was fully 9 inches. I do not think 
that in any instance there can have been much less than 9 inches, and in many cases I am satisfied that 
there was more.
16090. What kind of bottom was it ? It was a very bad bottom. As nearly as I can remember, at the 
distance of from.2 to 3 chains from the outfall it was all slurry, and from there to where the work joined 
the old Corporation sewer there was very good clean sand.
16091. The lower end of the channel being in very bad ground it is probable that the concrete there 
would sink into the ground to some extent before it got its proper bearing? Yes ; it is highly probable 
that it would sink an inch or 2 inches in the ground. We had to be very careful in putting down the 
concrete there. We had boards for the men to stand upon when they were putting the concrete on the 
soft ground; but in spite of all the precautions we took, I have no doubt that a good deal of it would 
sink into the soft bottom.
16092. You are prepared to say that the contract, to the best of your knowledge, was carried out in 
accordance with the contract drawings, and the specification attached to the contract ? Yes.
16093. Coming now to the question of cement returns, will you explain to His Honor what your practice 
is in making returns of the quantities of cement that are issued daily upon any contract of which you 
have had charge ? The practice is to return the number of casks of cement issued during the day. In order 
to arrive at that, we usually take the number of casks brought down by the drays on to the board. These 
are counted up, and if any are left they are subtracted from the total. The balance is given as the 
quantity used during the day. This return is made as nearly correct as we can possibly get it. I do 
not know of any other way which would be more accurate. ■
16094. Have you compared the quantity which you know to have been instore in the shed with the 
quantity that you issued from day to day, deducting the latter from the former, and in that way checking

yourself ?
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C. Clymer. yourself? It is a usual thing to have that done once a month, but I used to do it continually for my own 
„ information. I used to go over the thing, and arrive at an approximate idea of the quantity of cement
' ’ eP ’’ "in the shed. Once a month we had to show the resident engineer, when he was mailing up his certificate, 

exactly what had been done during the month, that is to say, exactly how many casks had come on to the 
work, how many had been used, and what the balance was.
1G095. So that the returns you make to the head office from time to time—now daily, but formerly 
weekly, and then again daily—are fairly accurate ;—they represent generally the quantity of cement used 
in the work ? Tes.
16096. You have no difficulty in swearing to that ? Not the slightest.
16097. While your returns are not precise to a few casks, still they fairly represent the quantity of cement 
used in the work ? They fairly represent that. It is possible that a mistake of from one to half a dozen 
casks may be made, but there would be no considerable error.
16098. Recently you have been in charge of Contract 77 ? Tes. I have been in charge of the aqueduct 
from the date of its commencement up to the present time.
16099. Tou had charge of the sandstone concrete in the piers ? Tes ; everything in connection with that. 
16100. And of the concrete on the top of the piers ? Tes.
16101. And also the Monier structure ? Tes.
16102. What have you to say as to the quality of the sandstone concrete in the piers ? It is the 
usual thing—5, 2, and 1.
16103. What about the quality of the stone? I consider that it is first-class.
16104. How many years experience have you had of freestone from the vicinity of Balmain ? About 
thirty years, I suppose.
16105. And you would say, upon the strength of that experience, that you know good stone from bad 
stone? .Yes. I do not think there is any kind of building material in regard to which I could not say 
whether it was good or bad.
16106. Would you say that the stone used in the sandstone concrete upon No. 77 was good sandstone, 
and that it complied with the specification attached to the contract ? Tes ; I consider that it would fully 
comply with the specification. The stone which we got out of the tunnelling would more than comply 
with it.
16107. What sand is being used on Contract 77 ? We are getting sand from two places at North Sydney— 
from Neutral Bay quarry and from the Gas Works quarry.
16103. That sand you know has been tested ? A good many times.
16109. Quite apart from the testing of it, as an old builder who knows something about sand, what is 
your opinion of this sand compared with the Nepean sand ? I should prefer it to the Nepean sand for 
some purposes. My experience of the Nepean sand is that for tensile strength it does not come up to 
good crushed sandstone. The Nepean sand is principally waterworn. The particles are round, and I 
consider that a round body mixed with cement will not give you the same bond which you would get 
from a body with sharp corners, say a hexagon or octagon shape. I consider that sand of that description 

, would be much better in tensile strength than Nepean sand.
16110. Do you consider that the sand which has been used on Contract 77 has been clean—that it has been 
free from foreign matter ? Tes.
16111. Tou have been upon Contract 77 from its commencement up to the present time ? Tes.
16112. Tou have seen every centre erected ? Tes.
16113. And you have seen the centres taken down ? Tes.
16114. You have seen the grilling put in position ? Tes.
16115. And you have seen the compo. or concrete, as the case might be, put in position ? Tes.
16116. Tou have kept the time that has been put in upon these difEorent kinds of work ? Tes.
16117. Will you tell His Honor, calculating that a labourer would receive 7s. a day and a foreman from 9s. 
to 13s., or whatever it may be, what the cost of a length of the structure has been, taking a length, for 
instance, from the centre of one pier to the centre of the next pier—82 ft. 10 in. ? Tes. I made a few 
notes as to that. They are as follows :—

Estimated cost of labour in one complete span of 82-ft. 10-in. arch, Monier design.

1. Concrete and Compo. ■
To place compo. in main arch takes 11 men at 7s. and 1 man at 9s., a day .....................
To place concrete in spandrel arches, and piers, 11 men at 7s., 1 man at 9s., days ..■.
To place concrete in main carrier, 11 men at 7s. and 3 men at 9s. per day, 1 day..............
To place concrete in cover-plates, main arch (28), 4 men at 7s., 1 day ............................

2. Ironwork.
To fix grilling in main arch takes 6 men at 7s., 1 man at 10s., and 1 man at 12s., 1 day,..
To fix grilling in jack arches, 3 men at 7s. per day, 2 days..................................................
To fix grilling in main carrier, 4 men at 7s. per day, 2 days...............................................

3. Timber.

To fix spandrel piers, boxes, and arch centerings, &c., 2 men at 9s. and 2 men at 7s., 4 days
To fix main carrier casings, 2 men at 9s., 1 man at 7s., 1 week...........................................
To remove the above, 1 man at 9s. and 1 man at 7s., 2 days...............................................
To fix main arch trestles, 12 men at 7s. and 1 at 9s., 1 day ...............................................
To fix main arch laggings, 12 men at 7s. and 1 at 9s., 1 day...............................................
To fix main arch side boxing, 2 men at 9s., 1 man at 7s., 1 day .......................................
Taking down large centerings, 12 men at 7s., 1 at 9s., 1 day...............................................
Carrying odds and ends to next bay, 2 men at 7s., 1 day ...................................................
To erecting and removing scaffolding, 4 men at 7s. per day, 1 day ....................................

£63 16 0

£ s. d.
4 6 0 

10 15 0
5 4 0 
18 0

3 4 0 
2 2 0 
2 16 0

6 8 0 
8 15 0 
1 12 0 
4 13 0 
4 13 0 
15 0 
4 13 0 
0 14 0 
18 0

CHAS. CLYMER, Inspector, Contract 77.

Small
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Small arches at ends of aqueduct.

To place concrete in six spandril arches (as before)..........................................................
To fix grilling in six spandril arches (as before) .............................................................
To fix timber in six spandril arches (as before) .............................................................

Labour in six small arches ..................................................
Labour in one small arch ..............................................(say)

Labour in S2 ft. 10 in. lineal feet of carrier.
To place concrete in one span of carrier (as before)..........................................................
To place concrete in cover plate (as before) .....................................................................
To fix grilling in carrier—one span (as before).................................................................
To fix timber for carrier boxing (as before) .....................................................................
To removing timber boxing (as before)................................................................ .........

Labour in carrier per 82 ft. 10 in.....................................

33 i

C. Clymer.
£ s. <1.

10 15 
2 2

0
0

7 Sept., 1896
6 S 0

£19 5 0
£3 ,4 0

5 4 0
I 8 0
2 16 0
8 15 0
1 12 0

£19 15 0
CHAS. CLYMER, Inspector, Contract 77.

16118. Take the work at the end of the aqueducts—the forty-two small end arches—what do you say has 
been the cost of the labour per arch ? The labour in one arch would be equal to £3 4s.
16119. Then taking the carrier over the arches—what has been the cost of that as regards labour, taking 
the length of 82 ft. 10 in. ? (Nineteen pounds fifteen shillings.
16120. You are quite sure about the return P I am quite sure of it. I take a lot of notice of things of 
this sort. I am an old contractor, and I like to have the information for my own use. I may one day 
become a contractor again. I have made a number of notes from which I have taken out these figures. 
I have taken particular care, as it happens, in obtaining the information, although I did not expect to be 
called upon to give it to the Commission. I think the statements I have made as to the value of the 
labour are pretty accurate.
16121. Did you use any bag cement upon Contract 77 ? No.
16122. Do you know whether any bag cement was used upon Contract 118 ? Yes ; I believe it was.
16123. Do you know of anything which occurred in connection with the bag cement on Contract 118 ?
I only know this: that on one occasion Mr. Forrest asked me to let him have a few casks from off my 
job, as some of his bags in the shed were burst, and it was a difficult matter to carry the burst bags down 
to the board without wasting the cement. It is an understood thing that we have to see the casks 
destroyed, but I said that under the circumstances I had no objection to his taking a few casks into which 
to empty the contents of the burst bags, so that the cement might be carried to the concrete board without 
waste.
16124-25. The casks which you allowed to be taken up to the cement-shed were as far as you know used in 
that way? Yes.. There were two lots of bag cement there—one which did not pass the required test 
and the other which did. The bags which they w-ere using had passed the test.. A good part of the other 
cement is in the shed now. Some of the bags of that cement were also broken, and they got a few casks 
to send some of it away to Sydney,—to the Post Office tunnel work I understood.
16126. His Honor.] They got a few casks into which to put some broken bags? Yes.
16127. Mr. Parkes.] Did Mr. Davis ask you to come here to give evidence ? No.
16128. Did you come of your own free will? Yes.
16129. You had no communication with him before you came here? Yes.
16130. How did you come to have it ? He sent out a messenger to say that I was to be examined here, 
and that ! was to be prepared to report fully upon the whole of the work.
16131. Did you send him a report as to what your evidence would be? No. I was summoned on Friday 
last, and I was talking to Mr. Adams.
16132, Is Mr. Adams making up any calculations ? I do not know.
16133. Did you give him your particulars ? No.
16134. Did you give him any particulars ? I gave him some particulars on the job. He helped me to • 
measure some of the timber in order to check my estimates.
16135. You, some time ago, told Mr. Davis about the casks which vou gave to Contractor Forrest into 
which to put the bags of cement ? Yes. I was called upon to report about it. I did not tell Mr. Davis 
personally ; I had to send in a report about the matter, because I had no business in the ordinary way to 
give the casks. Ordinarily, the casks are supposed to be destroyed.
16136. "Were you threatened at all ? No. But it is provided in the specifications that the inspector-in
charge shall see that all the casks are destroyed. -
16137. You have spoken of there being bad cement upon Contract 118. On 20th September, 1895, Mr. 
Eoberts, the cement tester for the Department, tested 700 bags. He afterwards tested 1,360 bags, which 
were condemned; and we then come from the 20th September, 1895, to the 12th February, 1896, when 
there were O00 casks of cement purchased for that job. Between' that time there were 2,000 casks of 
cement sent on to the job ? Very likely.
16138. Where was the bag cement ? In the shed.
16139. Were not the 700 bags used between the 20th September, 1895, and the 27th September, 1895 ? 
Eeally, I could not tell you. .
16140. You are sure it was not used ? I could not tell you.
16141. Where do the 1,360 bags come in ? That I could not tell you. I am not sure.
16142. Then you do not know, after all, whether there was passed or rejected cement in the shed?
Of course I know, by seeing it there. There is a large portion of rejected cement there now. '
16143. Where is this passed cement ? It has been used, I suppose. '
16141. .Where was it used ? I could not tell you. .
16145. It would be used immediately after it was obtained, would it not ? I could not say that • I do
not think so. You might go on with a bit of concreting perhaps for a week, or perhaps for a day."
16146. Do you recollect 2,000 Casks coming in ? I have no idea as to that. I was upon Contract 77 
Another inspector was m charge of No. 118. The cement for Contracts 77 and 118 was all stacked in 
the same shed, so that I had not absolute control over the whole of the cement which was in the shed 
16147. W hat was the name of the other inspector ? Lockhead. 16148
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C. Clymer. 16148. Would he have more control than you had? He would have more control than I had as regards 
7 s"t'~"l896 ^°n^rac* US- I ha<l nothing to do with Contract 118. •

eP •> • 16149. Then you do not know whether condemned or passed cement went into that ■work ? I have some
idea, because I was going backwards and forwards continually, and one does not go about with one’s eyes 
shut. '
16150. Is the bag cement marked to show that it has been passed ? Ho ; you cannot mark bag cement. 
Cask cement, of course, will have the brand upon it. Most of the cask cement is branded before it comes 
on to the job.
16151. Why do you say “ most”;—does any come on to the job without the Government brand? Tes ; 
there are 600 casks on the job now with no brand upon them.
16152. Why is it not branded ? Because in a case of that kind I have to open two casks in every 100. 
Three samples are taken out of each cask ; these are sent in to the office to be tested ; if they pass the 
test required by the department I am notified. I am notified that it can be used upon the contract. It 
comes to the same thing.
16153. Mr. Davis?\ Tou do not brand cement which is passed on the job ? Ho.
16154. That is never branded? Ho.
16155. It is only that which is passed in warehouses or in bond that is branded ? That is all.
16156. Do all the inspectors follow the same course that you do in sending in returns ? Tes.
16157. When cement comes on to the job branded, from bond or a warehouse, do you send a return into 
the Department as to the quantity of cement you have there ? Tes1; the delivery notes for the cement 
are made up in triplicate. The man who does the branding has ,a book, and he fills in three delivery 
notes. Supposing twenty-five casks were going out to a job of Carter & Co.’s at Leichhardt, or wherever 
it may be, two of the delivery notes come on to the job; the contractor holds one, and I hold the other. 
The Besident Engineer would require me not only to note in my report that I had received the casks on 
a certain day, but he requires me at the end of the week to give him the delivery note, so that I am 
thoroughly checked in that way. That is the system adopted when any cement comes on to the ground 
ready branded.
16158. So there is no doubt about your returns being correct ? I do not think so.
16159. Mis Manor.] Do you remember a man named Thomas Wright working on Contract 61 ? Tes. 
16160. Do you know the man well ? I cannot say that I did. He was not there constantly. He was 
there only a day or a day and a half at a time when he happened to be wanted.
16161. What was his work ? He was a carpenter. The principal work he did was towards the outfall 
of the sewer. He fixed a few sets of ribs for perhaps 40 or 50 feet of sewer. He got these ready, and 
in the case of the last two lengths I asked him to nail the lagging on them, because I wanted to make a 
nice job of the barrel sewer. That would be the longest period he would be there at one time; and I 
suppose that would be about two days.
16162. Was he in the sewer itself, or was he working on the outside of the sewer ? He never was inside 
the sewer. He was not there at all after the invert was built up to the springing. The ganger Allen 
would do the other half of the work.
16163. Wright, you say, had the fixing of the ribs? A portion of them near the outlet. He may have 
had about a chain to do. Wright was also there when there was a little technical work to be done in 
making the junction between the barrel and the main sewer.
.16164. Was any mistake made in the levels near the outlet—that is, in the levels of the invert or the 
levels of the centres ? Hot that I know of.
16165. Did you ever hear of the pegs being found not to be true ? Ho; I was very careful in having 
the pegs put in, and the Eesident Engineer checked what I did.
16166. The bottom was very shaky ? Tes.
16167. The bed at the outlet was slurry ? Tes. There were some holes there in which the Chinamen 
had been in the habit of mixing their manure. Some of these were from 7 feet to 8 feet deep. We had 
to bail these out, and fill them in with sand and ballast before we could do anything at all.
16168. Were the pegs to show the level of the invert driven into the bed of the creek or gutter? They 
gave us a centre line of pegs. We know how far we are to excavate the ground, and the pegs help us to 
keep a true line. When we get down as nearly as we can to the correct depth the engineer will come 
along and will have pats of concrete put in for levels, and will give us the true centre line again.
16169. After that is it possible, in that shaky ground, for the level to change itself by sinking or rising? 
Ho ; some of the pats took half a truck of concrete.
16170. Wright has sworn that something took place which resulted in a mistake in the levels in the 
bottom of the sewer, with the result that the concrete was finally put in from 3 to 6 inches in depth 
instead of 9 inches in depth;—what would you say as to that ? I should say that he was wrong.
16171. Supposing he made a mistake in reference to that matter, can you explain his having got that idea 
into his head from anything which did take place ? No. I cannot think of anything which would cause 
a sensible man to make an assertion of that kind. It would be no trouble to me to have the correct 
thing done, and I should not be likely to let a mistake of that sort pass. It was an open cutting. The 
work would all be done in daylight, and it is not at all likely that a mistake of that sort would occur.

■ 16172. Such a mistake as that would not be likely to occur unless the inspectors were away altogether? 
I do not see myself how it could possibly be made.
16173. Mr. Davisi] Did you see any bag cement used upon Contract 77? Ho.
16174.. What you said as to bag cement in answer to Mr. Parkes applied more especially to Contract 118 ? 
Tes ; it was used upon Contract 118.
16175. Mr. G-ummow ] Tou had nothing to do with Contract 118, and what you state would be merely 
what you saw in walking over Contract 77 ? Tes ; I had nothing at all to do with Contract 118.
16176. Tou know nothing officially as to what occurred on that contract? No.
16177. Do you know where the ribs for the Alexandria Park sewer were made ? Ho ; they were not made 
on the ground.
16178. The carpenters were not on the ground while they were making the ribs ? Ho; no ribs were made 
on the ground. •

WEDNESDAY,
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WEDNESDAY, 9 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
Thomas G-riffiths recalled and further examined :—

16179. Mr. Davia.'] The witness Benson was asked by Mr. Parkes, Question 157, to describe to His T. Griffiths. 
Honor the nature of the work in a flushing-pipe onthelllawarraltoad, and he said :—“ I was connecting a -A——
20-inch water-main. I had to join the two ends and to caulk them with lead. It was a water-supply 9 S®?4-* 1896' 
pipe intended to flush out the sewer. The distance apart of the two ends upon which I had to fix the 
collar was too great. Sufficient length of pipe had not been allowed to permit of the two pipes coming 
properly into the collar. The collar barely covered them three-fourths of an inch on each side, whereas 
there should be 6 inches on each side if the caulking is to be properly done. Tou have to caulk with 
spun yarn first, and then run in your lead.” Tou were in charge of Contract 69 at the time this work was 
done. "What have you to say as to that ? First of all, it was not a water-pipe ; it was a sewer scour-pipe.
It was a scour-pipe from the outlet of the siphon. The pipe -was cut shorter than it was customary to 
cut it. At the same time, when the thimble was put over we had 2|- inches on each side for the lead. I 
have had prepared a sketch showing the nature of the work.
16180. PLis Honor.~\ There were 2\ inches on each side you say? Tes.
16181. Mr. Davis.] In view of the fact that you had 2-J- inches of joint, and, in addition to that, the 
whole pipe was surrounded by concrete, and, furthermore, that the pipe had to stand little or no pressure, 
that at the very worst it would have a head of from 2 to 3 feet only, would you say that although the 
pipes did not come together it was a fair job ? I say that it was a very good job. It might have been 
better, certainly; but it was quite good enough for anything of the kind. The pipe is not under pressure 
at all, and it discharged into a sewer with a eonsiderahly larger diameter.
16182. Benson went on to speak about a flange joint at the same place underneath the concrete in which 
the bolts were not long enough. Mr. Parkes asked him, at Question 158, how far beyond the collar that 
would be, and he said :—“ About 8 or 9 feet. Some of the bolts had only two threads for the nut, some 
three threads, and some only half a thread. In some cases the bolts would not go through at all. The 
bolts are supposed to go right through the joint, and the nut is screwed on the outside. We would hardly 
get a grip at all with some of the nuts.” Do you know where that joint is ? Tes; it is about 8 feet 
from the thimble, as stated by Benson. There are fifteen bolts in the flange, as you will see from the 
sketch, and the joint was tightly bolted up. The bolts were long enough, but on account of one or two 
of them being, 1 understood, of slightly less diameter it was decided to run in an additional lead joint— 
not that it was required at all. It is in the same line of pipe. The piping is under no pressure at all, 
and it has an additional cover of 8 feet of concrete. It is also surrounded by concrete.
16183. So that that flange joint would be considered a good job ? I should certainly say so.
16184. Do you anticipate any evil results from the work as carried out according to the plan you have 
produced ? I should think not.
18185. Jlis Honor.] It is sandstone concrete ? Tes; the bottom part of it.
16186. Mr. Davis.] At question 2183 a witness named Darcus, speaking of the siphon on the Illawarra 
Koad, said, among other things :—“ The pipes were put in much below the penstock chamber ; my duty was 
to build this chamber, and when I came to put in the chamber I found that the pipes were out of the line 
of the main sewer. I had then to build the thing up as best I could. We had to bend the main sewer 
round so that it would come in.” At question 2189 His Honor said, “ What amount of deflection would 
there be?” and the witness said, “ I suppose there would be about a foot.” Tou know the inlet and 
outlet of the siphon on the Illawarra Boad ;—will you explain what took place ? The sketch I produce 
shows a horizontal section of the outlet chamber of the siphon. At the point of intersection, the two 
centre lines—one of the siphon and the other of the outlet end of the sewer—form an angle at this 
manhole. The line is practically straight, the angle being 179° 16'. The thing was so nearly dead straight 
that it was forgotten that it was not actually straight, so they set out the line of the side of the manhole 
at right angles to the siphon line, which of course threw out the other side a matter of a few decimals 
of an inch. The two sides are built parallel, but on account of one line being on a different plane from 
the other the one is thrown out somewhat. The casting had to be fixed to meet the altered conditions.
16187. His Honor.] They ought not to have been parallel, in point of fact ? No. The diameter of the 
penstock pipe is 3 ft. 9 in , and the size of the sewer at that point is 4 ft. 2 in. x 5 ft. 2 in.
16188. It was the 44 minutes in the angle that was forgotten ? Tes ; the angle, instead of being in the 
manhole, is now somewhat inside the sewer. While the diameter of the penstock is 3 ft. 9 in., the size of 
the sewer is 4 ft. 2 in. x 5 ft. 2 in., so that we had plenty to come and go upon. The biggest mistake 
that possibly could be made would be only a matter of 2j inches. The casting would not be in the sewer 
at all if there had been a mistake of a foot. I do not think, as a matter of fact, that the mistake amounted 
to more than three-fourths of an inch. It is imperceptible as you walk along the sewer.
16189. Mr. Davis.] 8o that, instead of the angle being in the outlet well as shown on the contract 

’ drawing, it is about 10 feet inside the sewer that discharges into the outlet leading into the siphon ? Tes.
16190. And that would cause the casting to be slightly out of line with the sewer beyond the length 
given ? Tes.
16191. As a matter of fact, does it make any practical difference ? It cannot.
16192. Would it be possible for you to discover the mistake if you were there ? Tou could not discover 
it by a casual examination. Unless you knew of the existence of the mistake, if you like to call it a 
mistake, you could not discover it.
16193. It was imperative that the casting should be at right angles to the axis of the chamber as the pen
stock would not work otherwise, and that is the reason that it was put in in the way it was ? Exactly.
16194. His Honor.] Originally the idea was to vary the form of the chamber. Instead of making it 
rectangular, it would be 44 minutes out ? Tes.
16195. Mr. Davis ] Tou prepared the Schedule for Contract 77, which has been put in evidence, upon 
which moneys were advanced as payments during the progress of the work. In that Schedule you put 
down 70s. as the value of the Monier structure apart altogether from the ironwork. Tou put down in 
addition to the 70s. per cubic yard for the compo. work another price for the ironwork. Now that the 
work is practically brought to a conclusion, have you any reason to alter the opinion you formed 
practically before the work was commenced ? I think that is a very fair price.
16196. Tou think subsequent events have proved to you that you were right when you decided upon 70s. 
apart from the ironwork ? Tes.

16197.



534 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—^MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

T. Griffiths. 16197. You have had some experience in the use of crushed sandstone as sand in addition to that which 
' ' you have gained during the time you have been connected with the Sewerage Department ? Yes ; it is

9 Sept., 189G. frequently used at home. ,
’ 16198. Will you tell His Honor your experience and opinion in regard to it ? I think I have referred

in my previous evidence to the Cardiff Water-works. That is one ofthe latest examples of water-works 
of a large character in the old country. Crushed sanstone was used in that work. Then the storage 
reservoirs and filter beds at Llenishen were also built of crushed sandstone.
16199. His Honor.'] You mean that crushed sandstone was used in making the concrete ? Exactly. 
16200. Mr. Davis.] It shows beyond doubt what is thought of that class of sand ? Yes; it is always 
considered a better class of work, that is, concrete made with that sand.
16201. You have had a good deal of experience in concrete mixing ? Yes. _
16202. Speaking generally as to the bulk which a given quantity of cement will make, what would you 
say;—would you say that it would be difficult to determine what it would make unless the precise 
circumstances were known ? It is a variable quantity; you can never determine it exactly. Acting for 
the Board we allow a certain quantity for bluestone, and a certain quantity for sandstone, per cask. You 
have not only to know the average size of the stone but you have also to consider where the concrete has 
to be placed. You also have to consider the quantity of water which is used. There are several things 
to be considered. . .
16203. So that as regards the size of the stone, supposing it varied from i of an inch—taking the 
bluestone—to 1^- inch, that would be very favourable to the qpuantity which a cask of cement would 
make ? Yes.
16204. And the same thing would apply to sandstone ? Yes. _
16205. And as to the quantity of water put into the concrete, that would also make a difference ? 
Certainly. _
16206. His Honor.] How would that affect it? In making compo., as long as you damp it you can 
compress the compo., but in making concrete the more water you add the more bulk you make.
16207. It crystallises afterwards, making really a different body from that which you would have in the 
case of crystallisation taking place from less water ? Yes. _
16208. There would be more equivalents of crystallised water ? Yes. I also forgot to mention that 
it depends a great deal upon whether your concrete is enclosed in timber casing. That makes a lot of 
difference. Eor instance, in the case of the Sewerage Board we place all the bluestone concrete in wooden 
framing. The manholes are built conical. The walls are built inside a wooden frame. So you might say 
you get the exact size in that case, whereas if you come up against a rock surface, such as the rock on the 
side of the excavation, you would not get the exact quantity. _
16209. You mean you would not be able to calculate the exact quantity ? Yes ; showing the difficulty of 
estimating how far a given quantity would go in the work. _
16210. Mr. Davis^] Take the case where you are putting concrete in a situation where you have to ram it 
vertically and another case where you have to ram it horizontally, would that make any difference ? 
That is just what I have been referring to. It depends; as I say, upon the part of the work into which 
the concrete has to go. I had in my mind just now what you are now asking me. If you were ramming 
vertically you could get the material much closer together than if you were packing it horizontally.
16211. Take a tunnel for instance ;—would you say from your experience that there is any special 
diffieultv in getting the concrete tight over the brickwork or otherwise ? That is about the worst position 
in which you can put it in. You cannot get it quite tight. There are certain places which you will find 
that you cannot reach. Eor instance, you could not get a 2-inch gauge through a space only half an inch 
in width.
16212. So that concrete will go further in tunnel packing than if you were putting it between boards in 
the case of a pier ? That is obvious. _ _
16213. In the case of the Sewerage Board you have the same specification as to mixing that we have in 
the Sewerage Construction ? Yes; 5, 2, and 1 in the case of the sandstone concrete, and 4, 2, and 1 in 
the case of the bluestone concrete.
16214. And the same sized stone ? Yes ; 2 inches for sandstone and l-^ inch for bluestone. _
16215. The only difference is that you specify for the metal to be forked ? Yes ; our sandstone is forked. 
16216. Whereas in the case of the Sewerage Construction Branch it is screened ? Yes.
16217. By the forking you would take out a greater proportion of small stuff? Yes; a lot of small 
stuff is taken out of the sandstone in that way.
16218. Will you tell His Honor what in your opinion, taking all things into consideration, would be about 
a fair thing to allow for a cask of cement in bluestone concrete and also in sandstone concrete ? Under 
the Board we allow 22 cubic feet in bluestone and 27 feet in sandstone concrete. We do not pay for that, 
but that is what we estimate. ,
16219. His Honor.] What do you mean when you say you do not pay for that ? I mean that those are 
the figures for the purpose of making an estimate. We pay at per cube yard actual measurement; but in 
estimating the value we have to take into consideration the amount lost in the interstices of the metal. 
16220. Mr. Davis.] And the figures you have given you consider would be a fair estimate for concrete 
work between boards ? Yes.
16221. His Honor.] In sandstone concrete do you calculate for the absolute disappearance of the cement ? 
No ; there are 20 feet of metal, 8 feet of sand, and 4 feet of cement—or, in all, 32 feet.
16222. Mr. Gummow.] You say you estimate in your Department that the cement will make in the case 
of bluestone concrete 22 cubic feet, and in the case of sandstone concrete 27 cubic feet ? Yes. _ 
16223. And do the contractors, according to the prices they give, consider that your estimate is too high 
or too low? It all depends upon the circumstances. We never actually have any dispute as to the 
quantities; but I may state that the other day, since this inquiry has been in progressive had a little 
difficulty with one man who said that the estimate was too low. It was a difficult piece of work, and the 
resident engineer could not well measure it. He said, “ Will you take our gauging”—mentioning the 
quantities I have given. The man said that that was too low. Personally I have not had any difficulty 
with the contractors in that respect. >
16224. But is it not the rule for contractors to be much below your estimate ? Yes ; always.
16225. So that the quantities in your estimate cannot be much too high considering that the contractors cut 
your estimate ? No; I know of cases where sandstone has gone up as high as 30 feet. 16229.
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16226. Mr. Parlces^ You say that sandstone concrete diminishes from 32 to 27 feet after mixing ? Yes; T. Griffiths, 
measured in the work.
16227. After it has shrunk and become dry ? That is the measured quantity in the work. . ® Sept., 1896.
16228. It shrinks to that ? Yes.
16229. And 28 feet in the case of the bluestone concrete shrinks to 22 feet ? Yes.
16230. A cask of cement in the case of bluestone concrete goes to 22 feet, and in the case of sandstone 
concrete to 27 feet ? Yes.
16231. As far as the ramming of concrete goes, no matter what its position may be, what percentage 
would that make in bulking ? It is impossible to say.
16232. Would it make 50 per cent, difference? It all depends upon the position of the concrete.
I gave you just now an instance of packing over a tunnel. The drive may be very nearly the exact 
shape of the sewer, and in that case, as I said, it would be impossible to put 2-inch metal through a 
5-inch space.
16233. But the drive would be only cut out in that way by means of guttering and gadding? Not 
necessarily. You do not blast out the exact shape. You have to scabble afterwards, and scabbling is 
practically the same as guttering and gadding. It is done without the use of powder.
16234. Still there are irregular cavities left in the case of blasting ? Of course; in either case you 
cannot get it out to the exact shape.
16235. But in the case of blasting there would be considerable cavities—say from a foot to 15 inches ?
It all depends upon the ground. It may be jointed.
16236. You would have to pack those cavities with sandstone concrete ? It all depends. You may come 
across a place where you could not push the metal through ; that would mean the leaving of a cavity of 
whatever size it might be.
16237. But surely when you have a cavity you would brick only half way along it before you started to 
ram ? The bricklayer would do that if he minded his own business properly.
16238. So that the cavities to which you refer would be well rammed ? Exactly ; and I do not mean to 
say that that has not been done. I was merely giving you an instance as to how cavities may occur 
in work.
16239. If the brickwork is built up tightly against the rock there is no chance of there being any grouting 
on the top ? We invariably put in a joint of mortar at the back of the brickwork in such cases.
16240. Without any concrete ? Yes ; as there is no room for concrete..
16241. Suppose the cavity is so small that you had a difficulty in grouting the joint ? We do not grout 
the joints.
16242. You merely put in a collar-joint between the brickwork and the rock ? Yes.
16243. That is not concrete ? No.
16244. Coming to the Monier arches, when that work was first started was it under Mr. Hickson? It 
was started under Mr. Darley and myself. I think Mr. Darley was away on leave, or had just returned.
I had the supervision from the start. Mr. Smail was the acting Enginecr-in-Chief during Mr.’Darley’s 
absence. 1 believe, as a matter of fact, that the work was set out under Mr. Smail, but it is one of those 
things which it would be somewhat hard to locate exactly. .
16245. You cannot locate the exact time of the change? No.
16246. Was the first bay done under you ? Yes. '
16247. It was all compo.—aqueduct and everything, was it not ? I think the first one we did was the 
approach on the Eorest Lodge side. I remember that we asked the contractors -to construct arches of 
various materials. That would be in the. approach.
16248. But was not the first bay including the carrier built of compo. ? Not that I know of. The first 
arch was of compo., but I think the carrier was of small bluestone concrete. I am referring now to one 
of the little arches.
16249. But what about the first section of the carrier ? I th ink it was of compo. The other was of 
various proportions of fine bluestone concrete.
16250. There was a change made—it was determined not to carry out the whole of the carrier in compo. ? Yes.
16251. Why was it done? Mr. Darley suggested it, I think. He thought it would be just as well to 
substitute the concrete as being a more water-tight material than compo.
16252. Were any tests made of that piece of compo., do vou know? Yes; I believe a bulkhead of 
brickwork was built in for that purpose. *
16253. And it was found that it would not hold water ? That I could not say.
16254. At all events a test was made ? I understood that it was.
16255. After that test was made Mr. Darley determined to adopt the concrete ? No ; it was after 
Mr. Darley and I gave up control that the thing was tested as far as I know.
16256. When did you and Mr. Darley give up control? I think Mr. Darley gave up control on about 
the first of April in this year. I think he held the position for about twelve months.
16257. And you made the change with him ? I was kept on some time after, as I had to keep in touch 
with the work during the time Sir. Davis was getting back into his position.
16258. Who has control of it now ? Mr. Davis and Mr. Millner. .
16259. The change from the compo. to the concrete was made with Mr. Darley’s consent? He made the 
change.
16260. Was it because he was dubious about the compo. ? I do not think so. He had an idea that the 
other material would be more watertight because more cement was put into it.
16261. Would more cement be put into the concrete than was put into the compo. ? Yes : the comno -
was 3 to 1. r > k
16262. And the concrete was 5, 3, and 2 ? Yes.
16262^. Would more cement be put into that than into the compo. ? Yes.
16263. Take a yard of compo., 3 to 1, there would be much more cement put into that, would there not ? 
No ; certainly not. Tou have to consider the amount of mortar it makes in the concrete. That is where 
the strength lies ; 3 to 1 mortar is not as good as 2 to 1 mortar, which are the proportions of compo. in the 
concrete.
16264. But as regards the swallowing up of cement the compo. takes the most? It does not swallow it • 
it is part of the compo.

140—3 Y 16265.
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T. Griffiths. 16265. But you want more cement in the compo. than in the concrete ? No; there is more in the 
o coricrete than in the compo.

ep •> • 16266. Take 1 yard of compo., two casks of cement goto the yard ? Tes, in the compo.
16267. How many go to the yard in concrete ? I have never tried the gauging at all. The bluestone 
you referred to is not the bluestone which is generally used. The bluestone concrete you are now 
referring to contains all the dust and particles right up from a # gauge. The bluestone concrete in the 
carrier is not the bluestone concrete which is generally used in works. _
16268. What sort of bluestone concrete is it? Well,it is bluestone which has passed over a or -g-inch screen. 
16269. What is the size of the stone in 7, 3, and 2 concrete; is not that also fine concrete ? I have never 
used any of the special concrete referred to in the specification. .
16270. In making up your calculation as regards the compo. you put it down at £3 10s. ? Tes.
16271. Tou also made a calculation as to special bluestone concrete, 7, 3, and 2 ? I do not think I did. 
16272. Not in your schedule ? I do not think so. It is a long time ago, and I could not say unless I 
had the papers in front of me.
16273. When you made your estimate of £3 10s. for the compo., did you not work on Mr. Bagge s 
estimate ? I never saw Mr. Bagge’s estimate.
16274. How did you make up your estimate then ? From my own experience.
16275. What quantity of cement had you ? I could not give you the details offhand.
16276. As to Contract 69, when did you come on to that work? Early in April, 1895. _
16277. Practically, the work was completed then, was it not ? No. The tunnel work was finished, but 
there was the syphon in the Illawarra Boad and the Premier-street shaft to be done.
16278. Were you in charge when Benson did the work which you have referred to ? Tes ; I had general 
charge as supervising engineer.
16279. Did you see him doing the work ? No. _
16280. How have you ever seen the work he did ? I must have seen it in making my inspection.
16281. But have you seen the actual work ? I cannot say that I saw the pipes being laid, of course. 
16282. Tou were not standing there when the work was being done ? I should not necessarily be standing 
by when any part of the work on the contract was being done. _ _ _
1(3283. At all events you did not see Benson doing his work ? I do not remember seeing him do this 
particular part of the work. _
16284. Did you make the plan of .the werk which you have produced? It is a plan of the work as 
actually carried out. _ _ .
16285. Can you say definitely that the work was carried out with the difference in the joints that you 
show ? The work was carried out exactly as it is shown upon this plan.
16286. Is it as you saw it ? I did not see it. . _
16287. His Honor."\ Who made out the plan ? It is made out from particulars supplied by the inspector. 
16288. Who drew it ? One of the draftsmen.
16289. When ? After these men, Benson and Darcus, gave their evidence, I had a report and sketch 
prepared from particulars supplied by the inspector.
16290. Tour evidence upon this point then is only from an account given by the inspector ? Tes.
16291. Who was he ? Husband.
16292. He actually saw the work done ? He supervised it.
16293. Hr. Parkes^] Were you present when Darcus did the work he referred to ? As a matter of fact, 
I do not know who Darcus is. I saw men there several times fixing up the framing.
16294. Did you set out the work ? No ; I had no time for that.
16295. Did you see the irregularity in the levels ? I do not think there was any irregularity.
16296. Tou have given evidence that they were out of parallel;—have you seen that it is so ? J. told 
His Honor that it would not be perceptible to anyone unless they were told that there had been a mistake. 
16297. Have you seen the work since it has been finished ? Tes ; but not since this evidence has been 
given. If one were there one could not detect it.
16298. What is the width of the pipe ? The diameter of the pipe is 3 ft. 9 in., discharging into a sewer 
5 ft. 2 in. by 4 ft. 2 in.
16299. Did you know anything about its being out of level before you saw Darcus’ evidence ? It was not 
out of level; it was out of alignment. .
16300. But did you know that there was any defect there until you saw Darcus’ evidence ? No ; I should 
not be able to detect it now if 1 were on the spot, nor do I think anyone else would be able to do so. 
16301-2. His Honor.~\ The two axes are correct;—they are as intended ? Tes. _
16303. There was no mistake in that;—the mistake was in constructing the chamber rectangular instead 
of with the two sides deviating by the small angle of 44 minutes ? Tes.
16304. Mr. Parkes.'] Mr. Darley was not very long in charge of the sewerage works, was he ? About
twelve months.
16305. That is the only time he was in charge of sewerage works ? I could not say what his experience 
may have been, but he was in charge between April, 1895, and April, 1896.
16306. But part of that time he was away upon a holiday ? To the best of my recollection he was due 
back on the 1st July ; but he actually came back a week or a fortnight before his time was up.
16307. How many months out of the twelve was he absent on a holiday ? I dare say about ten weeks. 
16308. So that, practically, he was in charge of the sewerage works for only ten months? From nine 
and a half to ten months. •
16309. His principal work has been in the Harbours and Bivers Department ? General work, I suppose. 
16310. How long have you been in the Service ? Since the inception of the Board.
16311. How long would that be ? "W'e started in 1890. I commenced my duties on 2nd January, 1890.
16312. How long have you been in the Colony ? Ten years.
16313. Prior to that what were you ? A contractor’s engineer.
16314. With whom ? Jones and Jepson.
16315. Who are they? Large railway and public works contractors.
16316. With whom have you been in this country ? I was Assistant City Engineer in charge of sewerage 
works at the time the works were handed over to the Water and Sewerage Board. I was transferred 
to the Water and Sewerage Board at that time.
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16317. Sis Sonor.~\ Who was in actual charge of the work upon. Contract 69 P From April, 1895, 
to its completion. Mr. Gibbs was the resident engineer in charge. Th'e whole of the tunnelling had 
been done prior to my taking charge. Part of the syphon had also been done, but we completed it. 
16318. Mr. Gibbs, then, can speak as to the actual facts in connection with the alleged defective work ? 
Not more so than I have done. He could not say more than I have done. He could only speak of the 
work in a general way.
16319. Have you seen the work since you left the contract ? I was through it from before the works 
were taken over from the contractors.
16320. Tou have spoken to-day, then, your own knowledge ? Tes ; but in regard to the work 
spoken of, as I have already said, I could not notice it in walking along it if my attention had not been 
directed to it. I made the final inspection of the whole work. The mistake which has been referred to 
this morning is so slight that it would he likely to escape anyone’s attention, and it would not affect the 
sewer in any way either as to its stability or its efficiency.
16321. The angle put into the axis is too small to make any difference ? It cannot make any difference. 
16322. Have you compared different pieces of concrete one with the other P Tes.
16323. What do you say as to the piece I now hand you;—is it more dense or open than average concrete ? 
The density would depend to a great extent upon the position in which the concrete is fixed.

. 16324. The piece I hand you was taken from the invert of a sewer on a bad foundation, where the 
ramming would be light ? I should say then that it was very good concrete.
16325. Tou will see if you look at it with a glass that it is honeycombed ? Tes; that would be the case 
unless you could ram it pretty tightly.

. 16326. Can you practically ram the air out of it altogether ? No ; I do not think so.
16327. The difference between lime mortar and concrete is that, in the one case, you have to do all "the 

. work at once. In the case of lime mortar the longer you leave it the better it gets so long as you do not 
let it dry ? Tes.
16328. That is due to the fact that the air originally contained in it becomes practically dissolved in the 
water ? Tes.
16329. So that the particles are practically brought into actual contact? Tes.
16330. In concrete you have to take the air as you find it ? Tes ; I should say that the piece of concrete 
that you hand me is a good piece. I see that the stone has been actually fractured in the taking of it out. 
With regard to my estimate of the value of the Monier work in Contract 77 I should like to explain that 
I have looked for the details, but I have not been able to put my hand upon them.
16331. Could you not put your estimate upon paper again in the course of the morning and hand it in 
later on ? Tes ; I will do so.

, George Alfred Fowle sworn and examined:—
16332. Mr. DavisJ] What is your position ? I am by occupation a bricklayer. q. a. Fowle.
16333. What are you in the Department ? An inspector. '
16334. Where are you at present employed? I am at present employed upon the Newcastle suburban 9 Sept., 1896. 
drainage.
16335. Were you employed upon Contract 79 ? Tes.
16336. Did you go right through with the brickwork, concrete, and cement rendering, done on that 
contract ? Tes. 1
16337. And you started upon Contract 79a? Tes.
16338. As to the returns of cement which you make upon contracts, and which you made upon these two 
contracts particularly, can you vouch for their accuracy ? Tes. In cases where other inspectors were 
employed under me, I took their word, but at the same time I always kept a check—that is, of the number 
of casks taken out of the cement shed and the number delivered on the site of the works. I occasionally 
took a check in that way in order to check the other inspectors.

. 16339. And having adopted these precautions, you think you can say that your returns are fairly correct?
I can say that they are correct.
16340. They represent the quantity of cement used in the concrete, brickwork, and cement rendering, as 
far as Contracts 79 and 79a are concerned—I mean your own returns ? Tes.
16341. Tou had chief charge on Contract 79 ? Tes.
16342. For a portion of the time you had Inspector Eeid with you, had you not? Tes.
16343. Do you remember anything which occurred in November, 1893, in connection with Inspector 
Eeid ? I cannot, speaking from memory; but I have notes of pretty well everything that took place 
upon the contract. ( Vide Appendix No. 56).
16344. Do you remember Eeid’s coming to you in November, 1893, in respect to anything he regarded as 
defective work ? I cannot recollect the date. "
16345. Can you remember anything which occurred in connection with the brickwork ? Several things 
occurred in connection with Eeid. ,
16346. Do you remember his coming to you and complaining of something which had happened to .one of 
the bricks ? Tes; I remember that on one occasion during a night shift, upon the up-stream side of 
No. 7 shaft, he had a complaint to make to me.
163447. What was the complaint ? About had workmanship. .
163448. Did you investigate it ? Tes; I went down next morning, as I usually do in such cases. I 
always take upon myself to pass the workmanship in the brickwork—that is, the finished workmanship.
On this occasion, in making an inspection, I discovered at the particular spot to which Eeid referred that 
a little piece had been chipped off one of the bricks—a piece the size of a finger-nail.
163449. While that might denote great care on his part, it did not, in your opinion, constitute bad work
manship ? Certainly not. "
163450. Do you remember anything that occurred at the latter end of January in respect of shaft 
No. 6 ? I cannot recall the dates.
163451. Do you remember any complaint which Eeid made as to dry stone being put down a shaft? Tes.
163452. Will you tell His Honor briefly what occurred? It occurred at shaft No. 6 during the night 
shift. Inspector Eeid had charge of the mixing of the concrete on the top of the shaft, and on the next

day

T. Griffiths. 
9 SeptTl896.
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G. A. Fowle. i)e gaw me and made a complaint as to dry stone being put down in lieu of concrete. On this 
9 S 0ccas'0111 made an inspection of the work; speaking from memory, in February. . The foreman brick-

eP ’’ ' layer, Connors, accompanied me. I had the brickwork cut open on both sides of the shaft, and I found
the work to be good. The concrete which had been put in between the rock excavation and the brick
work was in first-class condition, and I made a report to that effect to the resident engineer. .
16353. Sis Sonor7\ What had Reid reported to you ? That dry stones had been put down in lieu of 
concrete.
16354i. Did you make an examination of the exact spot as far as Reid could point it out to you ? . Reid 
declined to go down the shaft at this particular time. I know', from what I have seen from working at 
the trade myself, and from what I have seen since I have been in the Department, that in raising the 
staging you may have some surplus cement mortar; and a few barrowfuls of stone might be mixed with 
that surplus, instead of being wasted. That has been allowed in some cases. _ _
16355. But did Reid refuse to go down with you when you were making your inspection ? Tes, point 
blank. “
16356. Upon what ground ? I could not say on what, ground. Whether he was frightened or not I do 
not know, but he declined.
16357. How did you go down ? In the skip. ,
16358. Was the regular engine-driver there at the time ? ■ Tes; but as to whether the regular engine- 
driver would be there at night-time, I could not say positively.
16359. When you went down the regular engine-driver was there ? Tes.
16360. And it was at that time that Reid refused to go down with you ? Tes. _
16361. Did he seem to be frightened, or what was the matter ? He seemed, in my opinion, to be fright
ened, but I could not say whether he was or not.
16362. Mr. Davis.'] Do you remember whether I afterwards came across to investigate the matter? Tes. 
16363. Did you attend at the field office, with the resident engineer, with Reid, and with the contractors, 
with a view of arriving at some understanding as to what really did occur ? Tes.
16364. And you were able to say on that occasion that you had examined the work and had found it 
perfectly right ? It was in good condition! The face of the concrete w'as as smooth as a board. Reid 
himself will remember that.
16365. Do you remember Reid, being removed from Contract 79 ? Tes.
16366. How much work was there to do when he was removed ? I find on going through my notes that 
there were about 30 feet of brickwork in shaft No. 5 to be completed. That was the whole of the brick
work upon No. 79 to be done after Reid was removed.
16367. So that, as a matter of fact, the necessity for Reid’s presence, although he was removed, was 
virtually at an end ? Tes, with the exception of the 30 feet to which I have referred. ,
16368. That was the whole of the brickwork which had to be done upon the contract ? Tes.
16369. Mr. Parhes.] Were you upon Contract 79 during the whole of the time it was in construction ? 
Tes.
16370. Did you go there the first day the work started? Tes.
16371. Did you finish up there ? No, I did not finish the extension in, I think, Ernest-street.
16372. There were a number of reports sent in by you from Contract 79, forwarding samples of cement;— 
did you send in reports as to every parcel of cement which went over to the contract ? A large quantity 
of cement had been delivered there previous to my going over.
16373. Where was it stored ? In the contractors’ yard.
16374. Where would that be ? In Alfred-street, between shafts 4 and 5.
16375. In a shed ? Tes.
16376. How many casks ? I could not say from memory. I know that there was a large number. There 
was also a large quantity of bricks. I see from my notes that on June 15th, 1893, there were 853 casks 
there. ‘
16377. There were 853 casks in the shed ? Tes. .
16378. Will you look up your notes and see when you went on to the job ? That would be the date— 
June 15th, 1893.
16379. Not 1892? No.
16380. Was that the first cement put on to the job ? It was what was on the works when I went over 
to take charge.
16381. What was the brand of the cement ? I cannot say. I did not make a note of the brand.
16382. Was it branded cement? Tes.
16383. Did you have it tested ? It was tested before I went there. The resident engineer instructed me 
that it was all tested cement.
16384. Tou cannot recollect the brand ? No. I have no note of it.
16385. Did you have a sample taken of all the cement sent on to the job after that ? Tes..
16386. ^Therefore there is no doubt but that you sent in reports as to the whole of the cement delivered 

. on the job ? There is no doubt about my knowing of all the cement that was delivered.
16387. And you returned to the office in your reports the right number of casks ? Tes.
16388. Were the returns of the inspectors given to you daily ? Usually in the evening.
16389. Would you check all your sub-inspector’s statements ? Occasionally I would go into the shed and 
check the number of casks there.
16390. Would there be any likelihood of mistakes in those returns ? There were the daily reports, as I 
have said, of the inspectors under me, and I used to check those at least once a month for my return to 
the resident engineer.
16391. How did you carry out your check? By counting the number of casks which remained in the 
different cement sheds, and comparing that number with the returns which were made to me of the 
quantity which had been used daily.
16392. Sis Sonor.] Tou compared your notes of what had been used daily with the difference between 
the number of casks there had been in the store and the number you found when you made your second 
count ? Tes, there was a double check.
16393. Mr. Parhes.] The sheet I now hand you shows the way in which you made your return of cement 
to the office ? Tes.

16394.
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. 16394. There was no chance of untested cement coming on to the contract which you would not return G. A. Fowle. 
in this way ? Not upon Contract 79. There were three cement sheds there, and I always had the '
quantity of cement in them checked. 9 Sept., 1896.
16395. Supposing Contract 79 was started in March, 1892, did you go on to the job before the work was 
set out, or when did you first go on to the work ? When the construction was first taken up—the brick
work, the concreting, and the rendering.
16396. Tou went on to the job when the first cement was used there ? Tes.
16397. And the certificate I hand you shows the way in which the returns were made up by you at all 
times ? Tes.
16398. How many cement sheds were there, do you say, on Contract 79 ? There were three cement 
sheds altogether. One was in Berry-street at No. 11 shaft, another was in Alfred-street between shafts 
4 and 5, and the other one was at No. 2 shaft.
16399. Will you tell me the names of the inspectors under you ? There were, at different times, Harris,
Grledhill, Wagg, Eeid, Vincent, and Eyre.
16400. Do you recollect writing this letter on 19th February, 1894 ? ■

, Contract 79, North Sydney,
Sir, 19 February, 1894.

. I beg to report that on several occasions I have had to complain about the time the sandstone concrete is mixed 
for packing brickwork in shafts. To-day two 20-foot mixings were made up at 2 p.m. at No. 5 shaft. This concrete will 
not be put down shaft for use till 5’30 p.m. I have instructed Connors (foreman), who has charge of this work, not to 
have the concrete mixed so long before being used. He states to me that he has to take his instructions from the firm. I 
saw Mr. Snodgrass last Friday and complained to him about this matter, when he promised it should not be mixed until 
one hour before it is required to be used. I spoke to Reid (contractors’ representative) to-day, and he states that they shall 
mix the concrete when convenient for themselves.

Inspector Reid informs me that on Saturday last, 17th February, about 1 p.m., at No. 6 shaft, it required half mix
ing 10 feet of sandstone concrete to finish brickwork packing in shaft. Henderson, bricklayer working in shaft, was on • •
mixing board, and started to assist labourer gauge the stone. Inspector Reid instructed Henderson to use the fork in place 
of shovel in filling gauge-box, as the stone, which is broken close to the mixing-board, is not free from refuse. Inspector 
Reid asked Henderson the second time to use fork. Henderson replied that it did not want forking. Connors, the foreman, 
came on the scene and said to Henderson, “ Go on ; do not take any notice of him, he’s only a damned big buck navvy.”

I have, &c.,
G. A. FOWLE, ■

Correct.—R. G. Reid. Inspector.
Tes.
16401. So things were not going on too nicely on tbe job after all? Undoubtedly they were not.
16402. Tou had some trouble with the contractors’ men seemingly ? We had the usual trouble.
16403. Did not Inspector Wagg also send in a strong complaint—stronger even than Eeid’s—concerning 
the contractor’s foreman ? Tes.
16404. Was not Eeid, the contractor’s foreman, a man who would take advantage of you every time your 
back was turned ? I could not say that. .
16405. But he would take a point ? He would take a point if he could get it.
16406. Therefore, anyone would require to be rather particular on this contract? There is no doubt 
about that.
16407. If an inspector complained now and again it would be to his own detriment; it would not be to
the advantage of the Government to have these men complaining about bad workmanship ; that is to
say, an inspector would gain nothing by being very strict? He would be doing his duty, I suppose. .
16408. Would it not irritate you, as an inspector, if you saw men constantly trying to get the better of
you ? Tes. ‘
16409. Tou would be pretty hot upon them? Of course I would rather see the work going on smoothly 
than having constant trouble.
16410. If you caught a man trying to do bad work would it not create a suspicion in your mind with 
regard to him ? Tes.
16411. And you would often be suspicious of bad work perhaps where, as a matter or fact, bad work was 
not put in ? Of course that sort of thing would tend to make an inspector suspicious.
16412. It would be possible to find good or bad work in different parts by taking out a brick here and 
there ? I would not say that. .
16413. What I mean is that a workman could not get in bad work in a whole shaft if an inspector was 
watching him ? No. - -
16414. But if an inspector’s back was turned now and again it might be so ? If an inspector was away 
from his duty.
16415. An inspector might come back quickly and catch a man starting bad work, and might complain of 
him ? Tes. "
16416. And there might be a difficulty afterwards in locating the bad work in the shaft ? There would 
be no difficulty in that.
16417. What would be the height of a shaft in this case? Somewhere about 150 feet.
16418. Do you say that they were pouring the material down from the top ? Tes ; they were working 60 
or 70 feet from the surface, and the material was put down the shoot on to the stage.
16419. Inspector Harris had a mortal fear of these shafts, had he not ? He was a bit scared on one or 
two occasions.
16420. They ran him up at a lively speed on one or two occasions ? I think we all got scared at times.
16421. What did they do ? In lowering us in the bucket sometimes the engine-driver—I do not know 
whether it was carelessness or what it was—would give us a sudden jerk in the shaft.
16422. At times let you down with a rush ? I do not know about that, but they would jerk us about a 
bit.
16423. Did not Harris on one occasion make five or six rapid trips backwards and forwards in a shaft ?
I remember on one occasion his saying something about the way in which he was lowered down and 
brought up.
16424. He went up and down a number of times in quick succession, until he was stopped at the top of 
the shaft, and was glad to get out ? Some kind of work was probably going on below, and the men down 
there were giving false signals to the engine-driver to stop, or to lower, or to pull up, as the case might be.
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G. A. Fowle. 16424. In other words, while they were doing a bit of bad work they kept the inspector in the shaft ? 
9 cou^ rl0^ d-0 work while he was in the shaft, because on this occasion they were working ip the

P ■’ ‘ drive, and an inspector was down below. At this particular time Harris was looking after the rendering
work. He came through, past the bricklayers. While he has nothing to do with that work, no doubt 
if he had seen anything going on which he thought wrong he would have reported it to me.
16425. At all events, you say they kept him in the shaft some time ? I do not know if they kept him 
there, but it is very probable that they played some trick upon him. .
16426. Ho you remember his going up and down the shaft a number of times in succession ? Tes.
16427. Did he ask to be sent from that job ? Hot that I know of.
16428. Was he shifted? Tes; he was shifted. Both he and Wagg were removed; but I do not 
remember the dates.
16429. Can you recollect the reason why Harris was removed ? I believe there was work opened up on 
other contracts. That was the reason.
16430. Who took his place when he was shifted ? Inspectors Eeid and Vincent took the place of 
Inspectors Harris and Wagg.
16431. How long was Vincent there ? I think he started at the same time as Eeid.
16432. But how long did he remain there. Did he go to 79A ? I could not say. I was not there at the 
time.
16433. Was he upon 79A when you were there ? Ho.
16434. How long were you upon 79A ? I am afraid I cannot give you the dates from memory.

Thomas Griffiths recalled and further examined :—
T. Griffiths. 16435. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou have made an estimate of the cost of the Monier work upon Contract 77 ? 
s ^ I may explain that when I prepared my first estimate it was from my own experience of the various

9 Sept., 1896. classes of work. I have in this estimate taken each item separately. They are as follows :—
Approximate Estimate of Cost of “ Monier” Work, Contract 77, “ Compo. ” portion in main arches.

£ s. d.
Cost of material, 3 sand, 1 cement, per cubic yard ........................................   1 10 0
Labour, mixing, and putting into position, per cubic yard ........................................ 0 8 0
Cost of centering and framing, and use of plant, per cubic yard................................. 0 8 0
Labour taking down, fixing, and refixing, centering and framing, &c., per cubic yard... 0 8 0
Preparing iron for grill, per cubic yard ....................................................................... 0 2 0

£2 16 0
Supervision, profit, royalty, &c., 25 per cent................................................................. 0 14 0

£3 10 0

T. GRIFFITHS, 9/9/96.
Note.—No allowance has been made for risk or guarantee.

George Alfred Towle recalled and further examined :— .
G. A. Fowle. 16436. Mr. Parkes.] Can you now recollect when you went on to Contract 79a ? I went on to the 

contract some time in February of last year, and I left on June 6.
9 Sept., 1896. 16437. What work was being done at that time on the job ? Principally excavation. There was a small 

quantity of brickwork done.
16438. In what portions of the sewer was the brickwork done ? Between shafts Ho. 17 and 18.
16439. Was it finished ? It was only partly done.
16440. Was any done between the other shafts ? Between 15 and 16 a portion was done.
16441. Was any other brickwork done between the other shafts? Ho.
16442. Was no work done between Hos. 11 and 12 ? Ho ; the drive was not through.
16443. Who took your place ? Inspector Andrews.
16444. Would he make his returns of cement in the same manner in which you made yours ? I could 
not say.
16445. These returns are made in a certain way by order of the Department ? Tes.
16446. Mr. Wfeedon, on 20th February, 1894, wrote a minute upon your letter of 19th February, to 
which you have already referred ;—was he Supervising Engineer over the job? He was relievingMr. Boys 
at the time. Mr. Boys was away on a holiday. .
16447. Was Mr. Weedon over 79a while you were on the job ? Partly. -
16448. His Honor.] Tou saw a good deal of the contractors’manager, Eeid, and also of the foreman
bricklayer, Connors ? Tes. .
16449. First of all as to Eeid ;—-what sort of man would you describe him as being? He is a man who 
is naturally irritable. He suffers a good deal from asthma. I have known him for ten or twelve years, 
and I know his disposition pretty well. He loses his temper instantly, and five minutes afterwards he 
will come to again. On the spur of the moment, sometimes, what with his asthma, and a few drinks 
which he may happen to have in him, he will let go. .
16450. Is he given to putting too many drinks into himself occasionally ? Tes.
16451. While he is on the work ? Tes. '
16452. But both asthma and thirst may he quite consistent with honesty ;—what sort of a man was he 
with regard to pointing ? I do not think there is any difference between Eeid and the rest of them I 
have had to deal with. I have had worse men than Eeid to contend with—far worse.
16453. And you have had better ? Tes, far better.
16454. Then Eeid is a man who will take a point if he can get it ? Undoubtedly. I know Eeid well. 
When I was working at my trade on public works some years ago I had him labouring for me.
16455. How did you find him then ? Just the same as afterwards.
16456. Would he do bad work when no one was looking ? He had no occasion to do had work then 
he was merely labouring.
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16457. But a labourer will sometimes do bad work ? Upon this particular work he could not. He was G- A. Fowle. 
simply passing the bricks and compo. along. He was doing no work that could be scamped.
16458. When as manager he could scamp work you think he may have done so ? I have never caught9 ■’ 896’
him. He had nothing to do with construction. He merely gave orders.
16459. He had the general management, and gave orders to the men as to how they were to do the work ?
Tes.
16460. And you sometimes caught the men doing bad work ? Tes.
16461. -How did they excuse themselvesdid they say that the work was being done by order, or did 
you find that it was being done by order ? Ho, it was due to carelessness, as a rule, on the part of the 
men. On some occasions, in the brickla3ring, the men would race one another to see who could get 
through the quickest, in order to curry favour with the contractors. Of course the man who got through 
first with his length would be thought more of by the contractors. He might be thought to be a better 
man from their point of view than the others. •
16462. Mr. Parkes.'] Were there any prizes attached to this racing ? I have never known of any in that 
work. ■
16463. Sis Sonor.] That sort of thing would be approved by Eeid, as far as you could see? Tes.
16464. How about the contractors themselves ? I scarcely ever saw them interfere with the work—in 
fact they never did on any occasion. I have seen them come on to the works and go to the office, but 
that is all. I remember that after cautioning Eeid about the mixing of the concrete I on one occasion 
approached Mr. Snodgrass, and he promised faithfully that the matter should be remedied.
16465. Was it remedied after that ? No, itwasnot. .
16466. Things went on in the same way ? Tes. I saw Eeid, the contractor’s representative, and I could 
get no satisfaction from him. What Eeid said I embodied in my report. After speaking to him I 
approached Mr. Snodgrass himself.
16467. Did you hear Mr. Snodgrass speak to Eeid on any occasion ? No. . ‘
16468. Whether Eeid was acting on his own account in allowing work to be badly done, or whether he 
was acting under instructions, you could not tell, I suppose ? No, I could not say.
16469. Tou had no means of discovering from Eeid whether he was acting under instructions in getting
work scamped? As far as Contract 79 is concerned, I do not think there was any scamping in any of the
work on which I had charge. •
16470. I understand you to say that there were attempts at it ? Tes.
16471. And you think you nipped them in the bud ? Every day there would be something to complain 
of, but you could not exactly call it scamping—wilful scamping is a very different thing from mere care
lessness, for which you might have frequently to caution men.
16472. But carelessness goes with quick work, and often quick work is in the interests of the contractors ?
Tes. •
16473. Was it carelessness, the result of quick work, that you were complaining of ? Not asregards the 
mixing of the concrete.
16474. That would be a saving of cement? Tes.
16475. In point of fact, Eeid was complained of on several occasions? Tes.
16476. Tet he was kept on ? He was kept on all the time that I was there, but I might mention that 
on other works, with other contractors, the same sort of thing has taken place. ■ I could not make an 
exception as regards Eeid.
16477. As far as his being a manager is concerned, what sort of maii'was he ? He was a good manager ; 
there is no doubt about that.
16478. A man worth keeping? Tes ; he was a good contractor’s manager.
16479. As to Connors;—did you see much of him ? Tes.
16480. What sort of man was he at work ? He -was an honest man; I have never proved him to be 
otherwise. As far as my personal dealings with him are concerned, I have never caught him scamping or 
trying to neglect work. '
16481. Tou would put him down as a better class of man than manager Eeid? Tes; I give Connors 
credit for being a more honest, steady, sober, man.
16482. As to Inspector Eeid, was he a difficult man to get along with or not ? There was this difficulty 
about him: he had a weakness, and that was for nagging. He was of a nagging disposition. He was a 
very strict man.
16483. A very honest man? Tes ; 1 would take him to be an honest man. The only fault that I had 
to find with him—and I had to speak to him about it several times—was the injudicious way in which 
he would approach the men. He would have the last “spoke,” and he would keep on speaking about a " 
point. He would not caution a man and then let him rest, but he would be continually nagging and 
irritating him about it.
16484. He seemed to have no tact ? Tes. Take the case of a man who is working in a sewer '
3 feet 3 inches by 2 feet 2 inches. He has to twist himself about into,all sorts of positions, and he 
has quite enough to put up with without being irritated in the way I have described. One thing would 
bring up another, and that would lead to words.
16485. I suppose the shafts upon Contract 79 are the deepest on any sewerage work which has been 
done since the Bondi work? Tes ; taking the aggregate, they are the deepest ou any contract, with the 
exception of the Bellvue Hill work. ■ • -
16486. So that the work for the inspectors was rather more risky upon Contract 79 than on an average 
contract;—I mean going up and down the shafts, and that kind of thing ? The work on Contract 79 
was easier in some cases than upon 79 a. Tou would be hoisted and lowered up and down in a bucket 
on 79, and on 79 A you had to climb ladders in the shaft. ’ •
16487. The engine-driver would have a better opportunity to play tricks then on Contract 79 ? Tes.
16488. Tou were fairly strict, I suppose ? Tes ; I attempted to do my duty honestly and faithfully.
16489. Had you yourself any trouble with the men ;—were any tricks played upon you in lowering you 
down the shafts, and that sort of thing ? I do not know whether you can call it trickery. In going down 
any shaft in a bucket you would sometimes swing round, and when you were getting twisted too much you 
would naturally shout out-to a man below to stop the bucket. The bucket would be flying round and the 
shaft might, perhaps, be full of steam and it would be impossible for you to see anything in front of you.
Then if the man below signalled the driver to stop the bucket he might give you a sudden jerk.

16490.
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G. A. Fowle. 16490. The man would be simply doing his duty ? Tes; I cannot say that I had any tricks played on 
^ ' me. , .

9 Sept., 1896. 16491. "Would you say that Inspector Eeid was a timid man? No. I never knew him to shirk his duty 
in going down below.
16492. But you said upon one occasion—I think at No. 6 shaft—that he would not go down ? No, not 
on that particular occasion.
16493. On that occasion he seemed to be afraid of something ? I do not know what it was, but he 
declined point blank, and said he would not go down. '
16494. .Mr. Davis.~\ As to the trouble which you say you experienced with the contractors’ men on 
Contract 79, was it greater than you would experience upon other contracts with the men of other 
contractors ? No ; I have had worse contractors than Carter, Gummow, & Co. .to deal with, as far as 
that goes. _
16495. His Honor.^ There can be worse men than Carter, Gummow & Co., you think ? I promise you 
there can. Tou will see that from my reports in connection with other contracts.
16496. Mr. Davis.~\ When you complained to Mr. Snodgrass about concrete being mixed before it was 
required, according to what you said just now, no attention was paid to your representations. What action 
did you take then ? I left the matter in the hands of the Eesident Engineer.
16497. Tou reported the matter in accordance with your usual custom ? Tes.
16498. And then action was taken ? Tes, I think action was taken afterwards. I think the concrete 
was mixed within the hour as Mr. Snodgrass had promised.
16499. That was after the matter was represented to the Eesident Engineer? Tes, I think I remember 
Mr. Weedon seeing the contractors about it.
16500. Had you any difficulty in locating the precise spot where the dry stone was supposed to have been 
put into the shaft ? No difficulty whatever. It was only a matter of seven or eight hours work. It was 
a question of taking out a few bricks—holding what we call & post mortem examination of the work. 
16501. Erom the notes in your book you would have no difficulty in locating any particular day’s work ? 
No ; I sent in every day a report of the work in progress and the work which had been carried out on 
that particular day.
16502. Do you remember the conversation with Inspector Eeid at the end of 1893, just before he came on 
to Contract 79 ? Tes.
16503. Do you remember where it took place ? In Walker-street, close to Mount-street.
16504. Where were you going at the time ? I was going down to the ferry boat.
16505. What did Eeid say to you? I was on one side of the road with Inspector Harris, and Eeid, with, 
I think, his father-in-law, was coming up from the ferry. He came across the road and I met him half
way. He said he had been into the office and that he was to be reinstated. He was all smiles, and he 

’ said that when he did get a start he would make it hot for some of them. I could not positively swear 
that those were his exact words, but he seemed very sore upon this particular occasion, and I remember 
telling Inspector Harris after leaving him, what he had said to me. I do not think I have seen him from 
that day to this.
16506. Tou said that 853 casks were stored in the contractors’ yard upon Contract 79 ? Tes; that is the 
note I have in my. book.
16507. Were they, as a matter of fact, stored in the contractors’ yard? I could not say whether they 
were all in one shed or not.
16508. What you say is that 853 casks were on the ground when you went over to the contract; you do 
not pretend to say exactly where they were ? No. I may have said to Mr. Parkes just now, that they 
were at Alfred-street, but I could not say positively that they were all in one shed. _
16509. Mr. Parses.] I suppose you counted the casks ? As nearly as I possibly could. The note in my 
book is to the effect that there were 853 casks on the work on Thursday, June 15th.
16510. Mr. Davis7\ Do you swear that the 853 in your note book represents the number of casks on the 
ground on the date you have put down there? Tes, that is the note I made.
16511. I see your note book has not the word “ casks,” there are merely the figures “ 853 ” ? Tes. 
16512. Mr. Parses.] That would be casks of course ? Tes.
16513. Mr. Davis.] Will you read out the note you have opposite the date on July 21st, 1893 ? Tes, 
“ 850 Wouldham and Try’s, 500 Wouldham.” Both of these were passed, and I have put opposite to them 
the letter “ P” ; that note is made as a sort of check upon the cement on that particular date. It would 
have been one of my usual checks upon the cement used in the work as compared with the cement 
delivered on to the work. The note I am reading you would give the total quantity of cement upon the 
work on that particular day. The note continues “ 500 Germania, 180 Germania, and 69 from stormwater 
channel.” The last part of the note would mean that 69 were delivered upon the work from another contract. 
16514. Mr. Parkes'J Who delivered it? I have no note of that.
16515. Mr. Davis.] Tou said just now to Mr. Parkes that the only cement brought on to the ground was 
that which you, yourself, submitted for testing ;—on the face of the note you have just read, would that 
be the case? I did not submit the 853 casks to which my note refers.
16516. Mr. Parkes.] What other cement was there which you did not submit ? I could not say.
16517. Could cement come to the job which you would not submit for testing ;—as a matter of fact, did 
any come which you did not submit ? Not to my knowledge.
16518. Might it be that sixty-nine casks, which, according to your note, came from the stormwater channel 
contract, were not approved cement ? No.
16519. Mr. Davis.] If it were approved cement you would not submit it for test a second time ? No. 
16520. How would you know that it was approved cement ? Because I had the certificate from the 
inspector upon that work, which was handed to the carter. As soon as the carter brought the cement on 
to the works he sent that certificate to me.
16521. His Honor.] As regards these other lots, they may have also come on to the works with certificates 
showing that they had been already tested, and you would not, of course, submit them to test again ? No. 
That was often tbe case. Cement is frequently changed from one work to another. Eor instance, 
suppose a job were being completed at Waverley, if there were a surplus quantity of cement there, it 
would be sent to North Sydney.
16522. Mr. Parkes.] Tou would have a record of that;—for instance, you have a record of the 853 casks 
which were on the job when you went there ? Tes. 16523.
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16523. Were there any other parcels of cement which came on to the job while you were there in 
same manner as those sixty-nine casks ? Several parcels of cement came during the time I was there 
16524. Did you have them all retested F All the new cement.
16525. Was there any cement which came which you did not have tested? Not that I am aware of, 
unless it came from some other work.

y°u see any which came from any other work? Yes; there were the sixty-nine casks 
which came from the stormwater channel contract, and which I have noted in my book as passed. I would 
never accept any cement which came in that way unless it were accompanied by a certificate from an 
inspector upon another work. When cement was delivered to me under such circumstances my rule was 
to put my initials upon each cask. ,
16527. But whenever cement came to you you would make an entry of it in your notebook, would you 
not. A es, as a rule.. I have 5,000 casks of cement entered up as used on this contract while I vTas there—■ 
1,850 casks on the brickwork, 2,133 in the bluestone concrete, 526 in the plastering, 142 in the sumps, 
ihere is some more w'hich I have not totalled up, but that w'ould be the quantity up to a certain date. 
16528. Sis Sonor.'] What I understood you to have meant hitherto is this : you wish to explain that all 
cement used in the wTork you have either had tested, or, if it be cement which has been already tested, you 
have had a certificate showing that to be the case ? Yes.
16529. You have not been speaking as to the whole of the quantities of cement which came on to the 
work? No.
16530. What you wished to explain before was that no untested cement went into the work ? Yes. 
16531. Mr. Par Ices.] Would you not send in a return of all the cement which you had upon the job 
whether you had it tested or whether it came to you tested ? No. There might have been occasions 
when I did not do that. In some cases I may have been at one end of the work, and a load of cement may 
have been delivered at the contractor’s yard at the other end. In that case the nearest officer about as a 
rule would go and check it.
i pro^’ sen<^ y011 a PSP011! ? He would tell me that the cement had been delivered.
16o33. Therefore there really was no effective inspector’s check upon the cement delivered on to the 
work ? Oh, yes, there was a check.
16o34. Sis Sonor.] A check of what kind—a check to prevent untested cement from being used or a 
check to find out how much cement was used? I always knew the brands of cement in the shed. I used 
to look into the shed almost hourly as I went backwards and forwards on the job.
16535. Mr. Parhes.] But where is your total tally of the casks which came on to the job ? I have given 
you the total number used on the job up to 1st [February.
16536. But I am speaking ofthe total number which came on to the job? I have not the tally in this 
particular contract because I was taken away before the contract was complete, and, as I have already 
explained, when I went there, there was already a quantity of cement on the ground. On other contracts 
upon v\ Inch I have been I have kept a tally from beginning to end of the work. When I was removed 
irom Contract /9 there was the extension to which I have already referred to be done, and there w7as 
some work to do in No. 4 shaft. On the last contract I was on I kept a tally of the total number of 
c^..sL°'e .ere“ on ^ie v'ork, and the total number used, from beginning to end of the job.
16o37. Sis Sonor.] So that you could tell exactly the quantity of cement that had been used in the 
work? Yes.
16538. Was that check kept for the purpose of comparison with the number of cubic yards of concrete 
paid tor was that the object of it ? That was my own object.
16539. You knew that you could get roughly at the quantity of cement that ought to be in the work ? 
I could get that from the resident engineer.
16540. Was the check kept for the sake of seeing whether the work had been done properly in regard to 
mixing . It was a check for a variety of purposes. I always kept an account for my own sake, taking 
an interest m the work. I was anxious in all cases to know the quantity of cement which went into the 
work.
16o4j1. You were abie to institute a comparison between the number of casks of cement which you had 
and the number of yards of concrete? Yes.
IQoiii. Mr. Gummow.] In answer to Mr. Parkes, you said that Inspector Vincent came on to the job after 
i o w ^f,rris anc*- ! what was Vincent—what class of inspector ? A second-class inspector.
icrZr tv8 n°k really '"’hat they call an overseer ? The term was changed, if I remember rightly.

o44. Do you remember from the pay-sheets whether Vincent was as highly-paid au officer as "Wa^g 
and Harris ? No, he was not. J r os
16545. He was a cheaper officer ? Yes.
16546. He was probably sent to the work for economical reasons ? He was sent there because the work 
required ^ °™er wor'i; was being opened up elsewhere upon which first-class inspectors were

16547. A second-class inspector could do the work which remained to be done upon Contract 79 ? Yes : 
it was merely on the concrete board.

the G. A. Fowle. 

9 Sept., 1896.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
16o48. Sis Sonor.] You desire to hand in some returns? Yes. These are the inspectors’returns of J. Davis, 
the cement used upon Contracts 69, 77, 79, 79a, and 118.

- _______________________ _ 9 Sept., 1896.

Yes.
About twenty-seven

G-oorge Chamier sworn and examined :—
^ S"litll'\ 1 Hink you are a member of the Institute of Civil Engineers ?

1o5oU. X ou have had some experience in engineering works in these colonies ? 
years m Australia.
16551. In what colonies principally have you been ? I was engaged upon the first railway made in 
lasmama, and afterwards m connection with the Victorian Water Supply Department, also upon several 
railways m the same coiony. I was also engaged upon railway work in South Australia and Western 
Australia, and I have been consulting engineer m Sydney for a firm of railway contractors,

140—3 Z ' ■ ■

G. Chamier. 
9 SepC^SOG.

16552-
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G. Chamier. 16552. You have acted both for the Grovernment in' these various colonies and for firms of contractors ?
Yes ; I have acted as manager upon some large railway contracts. .

9 Sept., 1896. 10553 j think you were in Adelaide for some years ? I was in private practice there for seven years. 
16554. When was that ? Prom 1879 to 1886. i _
16555. Prom your experience I suppose you can tell us something about the rigging of schedules by 
contractors P Yes.
16556. You have prepared a memorandum on that subject? Yes ; it is as follows :—

Memorandum on Speculative Prices in Tenders.
What has been called “ rigging a schedule” is a practice which, to a moderate extent, is very common with contractors 
and cannot well be prevented. Government Departments and Engineers discountenance the practice, but it is extremely 
difficult to disqualify tenderers for Public Works on that account, nor do I know of any instances in the other colonies 
where this has been effectually accomplished. The great objection to interfering with public tendering in this respect lies 
in the danger of striking at the important principle of fair and open competition, and the acceptance of the lowest tender.

Thus in attempting to avoid one evil, which is of a small extent, the authorities might run into a far graver one, 
which would be certain to raise an outcry among contractors and give rise to suspicions of favouritism.

Nor is it by any means easy, at times, to draw the line clearly between genuine and speculative prices for work, as 
so many circumstances have to be taken into consideration in making up a tender.

I can speak from considerable personal experience on this matter, as I have acted as engineer and manager for 
several leading firms of contractors in Australia, during the past twenty years, and have had many occasions of noticing 
how these things are managed. The process usually adopted is as follows :—

A contractor in making up his tender begins by setting down prices for the different items from his own practical 
knowledge of the cost of similar works elsewhere, or from such outside information as can be obtained on all the points 
involved. The list represents the actual cost of the works as far as they can be correctly estimated. j t u

But it must be borne in mind that most of the data for such estimates are more or less uncertain, and that the 
expense depends on a variety of circumstances and contingencies, such as the time allowed for carrying out the work,, the 
weather, the prices of materials, which are constantly varying, the fluctuations in the labour market, with the possibilities 
of strikes, the cost of plant and machinery, and many other things.

Then allowances have to be made for risk, delays, supervision, office charges, and the expense of management, bank 
rates, or interest on capital, and the contractor’s profit. All .these elements of cost have to be included in the schedule 
rates ; they are sometimes spread as evenly as possible over all the items, raising the prices generally by a certain 
percentage, or else they are lumped on to a few special items, which may appear in consequence out of all proportion to 
the other prices. . _

Thus certain prices in a schedule may seem highly speculative when in reality they are not so.
From this amended schedule of prices the lump sum of the tender is obtained, and this amount is not afterwards 

varied. . . .
The schedule, however, may be altered in many respects without affecting the total, and this is done for various 

reasons. # . .
Sometimes a contractor is short of money, or it may be a matter of great importance to him to obtain as much payment 

as possible at the start of the job. To effect this, the prices for such items in the schedule which are likely to be carried 
out in the early part of the contract are largely increased, at the expense of other portions which generally stand over to 
the last. '

Thus “ clearing” and “ fencing” are often rated very highly because these works have to be done at the start.
Then, in the schedules for important works a multitude of items are put down, which the contractor may have to do 

work under, but which are not always required. The contractor has no certain information to go upon, and he is therefore 
to some extent justified in putting down speculative prices. For instance, bridges and culverts may be ordered to be 

, constructed of stone, brickwork, concrete, timber, or iron, and the engineer generally reserves to himself the full right of 
ordering any of these, or of altering the design from one style of construction to another, in any place and under all 
conditions. Now, the cost of works will vary very much according to the site and under varying conditions. It is quite 
necessary that such a power to alter the contract should be vested in the engineer, but it is difficult for the contractor to 
price the different works fairly under such circumstances. The element of risk is largely increased, and it has to be met. 
There is something to be said on both sides. .

Of course the tendency is to modify the first draft of the schedule so as to increase the prices for such works as. are 
most likely to be carried out, and to take a corresponding amount off other items which ma^ not probably come into 
operation. If this is done to a moderate extent only, no reasonable exception can be taken to it, as by the provisions of 
the contract the tenderer is left in considerable uncertainty, but when the practice is carried to extremes it becomes highly 
objectionable. A contractor may back his judgment in framing his schedule. I will give an illustration from a case that 
came under my own knowledge. We will say that a long railway cutting, containing 20,000 cubic yards, and worth about 
2s. 6d. a yard to take out, leads to a station-yard containing 5,000 cubic yards of light earthwork, worth about Is. 6d. a 
yard only. The contractor, rightly judging that the station-yard will need to be largely extended, alters bis first schedule 
rates so that the hard cutting is priced at 2s. a yard, and the station earthwork at 3s. 6d. The totals in both cases remain 
the same, viz., £2,875 ; and should no alteration take place in the original design there would be no difference in the cost 
to the Department. But the anticipated extension of the station-yard does occur ; it is increased to four times the first 
quantity, and the contractor therefore makes a clear gain of £1,500 by the alteration. . .

' It is a very common practice to put high prices on certain items which generally exceed the scheduled quantities, 
such, for instance, as side-cutting. I have known side-cutting rated higher than the heavy earthworks, although the 
.latter would cost twice as much t6 take out. Sometimes, however, these speculative prices tell very much against the 
contractor. I knew one who, in his schedule, put cement down at Is. a cask. It was not anticipated at the time that any 
cement would be needed on the works. Unfortunately for the contractor a considerable quantity of that material was 
ordered, and had to be supplied at this very unremunerative rate. Thus speculative tendering cuts both ways, and as a 
rule experienced contractors are very shy of adopting such methods on a large scale. Judging from my own experience for 
the past twenty-five years I do not think that much loss has been sustained by the Public Works Departments through 
speculative tendering. Some smart contractors have occasionally scored well by the practice, while others hawe 
heavily, and, upon the whole, the cost of the works has not been materially affected. Nevertheless the practice is a bad 
one, and should be checked as far as practicable, without interfering with fair competition. The plan that Mr. Hickson 
lately introduced for pricing schedules strikes me as the best attempt in this direction that I have ever known made.

J L GEORGE CHAMIER,
M. Inst. C.E.

16557. Did you look at tbe schedule for Contract 69 of Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. and the prices 
it contained ? I glanced through them.
16558. You noticed the item “ bluestone pitching ” P Yes ; £50 a sq. yard.
16559. What would you say as to that? It is the mosfc extravagantly priced item I have ever known. 
16560. Do you think the presence of that; price in the schedule would of itself justify the throwing out 
of the tender ? No ; I do not think so from my knowledge of the course generally pursued in the other 
colonies. It becomes a question as to where you are to draw a line. I have never known a line to he 
drawn at any particular price, and it would be very difficult to say that, if such and such a price were 
given for such and such items, a tender should be rejected. I do not see how you could possibly apply 
such a principle. ...
16561. Has your attention been drawn to the minute with regard to the striking out of this work when 
the mistake was discovered ? Yes.

16562.
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•^'e^ me <^ree^ y01lr attention to the minute which is printed upon page 382 of the evidence, and G. Ghamier. 
which is attached to Mr. Christie’s memorandum No. 17; you will see Mr. Davis’ minute and Mr. Hickson’s 
ruling upon it. I think Mr. Hickson adopted the proper line of conduct. It is in accordance with the ® ^eP^> 1896. 
course which I have known to be taken elsewhere.
16563. ?ou mean where he says that in fairness the item could not be omitted ? Yes; I think the 
Department having accepted the contract as it stood was bound to act up to it.
lo564. "With regard to the clauses referred to by Mr. Christie in this connection, and which appear upon 
the next page of the evidence, you will see two clauses No. 16 and No 17. Clause 16 empowering the 
engineer to substitute one class of the work for another, and the other clause being as to the omission 
°ri Those.are ordinary clauses in Government contracts ? Yes, they have been included in nearlv
tcpic; ®Pecl®ca^,'ons I have seen. They are not applicable I think to a matter of this sort.
16565. f rom what you know with regard to tendering here the practice is for probable quantities to be 
taken out by the office, and for tenders to be invited upon those prices ? Yes, that is the practice, the 
quantities not being in any way guaranteed by the Government, and many of them being put in merely 
tor the purpose of getting a price.

*•’ ®uPP°?e a contractor who was tendering had an agent in the Department who was supplying him 
with information, would it be possible for him to obtain information in that way which would help him in 
the rigging ot a schedule ? Not that I am aware of. I do not see how private information could help a 
contractor at all in a matter of that sort.

^Sif ma^er aP that is known to the Department is put forward in the probable quantities ?
that has been my experience ; and frequently the alterations which have taken place have not been 
thought of at the time the contract has been let. .
16568. In the case of these Government contracts moreover, it is.not known who will be the engineer to 
supervise a particular contract? No. Frequent changes are made in personnel of the Department, so 

i n0^ ij 0r con^ra,cf°rs rely upon having any one man to deal with a particular work.
16569. it would not be possible you think for a contractor to get information of the kind I have indicated 
Irom the Department with the result that he would be put in a better position in tendering than would 
other contractors ? I do not think so. Of course contractors always try to get as much information as" . 
they can, but I do not see how information from the Department would help a contractor in a case such 
as you refer to.
1657.0. So that even if there were collusion you do not see how that would assist in bringing about suc- 
cesslul rigging ? Not unless there were collusion with the Engineer-in-Chief.
16571. "Who would have control of the job all through ? Yes. Of course collusion with him might lead 

^ corruption, but not in the case of any subordinate officer.
16572. In the course of your experience I suppose you have seen the arrangements w'hich contractors 
have made with regard to their bonds and securities ? Yes. There is not much of that done, as a rule, 
m the Tublic Works Departments in these.colonies. It is very common in England, but here it is not 
the rule to accept bonds at all.
16573. But where bonds are taken, is it or is it not a usual thing for the sureties who lend their names to 

’"°1' 1j" ^key generally get a percentage on the profits. That is the consideration.
165/4. With regard to this Monier system which we have heard so much about, have you ever seen any 

, mc^ ‘ ^ have iuspected the work which is being done at Johnstone’s Creek,
u- -l’-l ^ ^ave Thu ^udied the system itself? Erom books and from reports of work of this kind 

which has been carried out in Europe and in America. The work at Johnstone’s Creek is the first work* 
ot the kind which I have actually seen carried out.
16576. What is your opinion of the system. Do you think it is a system which can be introduced with 
advantage. I do. I think it is a system which can be used with great advantage -in many classes of

1657/. You think that it is of a durable nature? I have always had a very high opinion of cement 
concrete. 1 uav,e myself built a large number of works in cement concrete—culverts, dams, and such like, 
and 1 think the introduction of iron will be a great improvement. The system will enable the works to 
be carried out much more economically. Personally, I have very great faith in it.
16578. You know what has been done in regard to the work you inspected on Contract 77—you know ■ 
the precautions which have been taken with regard to throwing the risk on to the contractors—what have 
you to say to that. As a rule, I should not approve of the principle of throwing the risk on the con
tractors, because I do not think it is a fair thing to do ; but, in this case, the efficiency of the work 
resting so much on the quality of the workmanship, and the soundness of the work being the main 
consideration, I think it is quite a proper thing to do, that is, to throw an exceptional risk upon the 
contractors, making them responsible for the whole work.
16579. Do you think that three years is a sufficiently long period for which to require the contractors to 
guarantee the stability of the work ? In three years time cement concrete always attains its greatest 
strength. It is not known to increase in strength after that period, consequently, three vears would be 
ample to test the work in every respect. *
16580. "With regard to the security taken—the amount of the contract itself is £15,500—that being so, 
fl0Ur/°U *“nkTth-at tw0 suretles of £6,000 and a bond of £12,000 would be a fair thing in addition!o a 
i e'v-°Slt V- i a Sreatdeal more tkan i® usual. It is nearly double the amount required.
16581. You think that that is a reasonable arrangement to make in conjunction with the throwing of the 
responsibility on to the contractors ? I think it is almost excessive.

k/vw** Honor.'] That is even as regards the whole of the work ; but, in point of fact, the amount of 
i croo ni-8 gr^a]-P ®5cess °£ tke value of the portion in which the risk is involved ? Quite so. .
16o83. Mr. Smith.] Did you ever hear of a similar instance ? A case occurred in Adelaide, about 
sixteen years ago, wmch was somewhat similar. There were large gaps on the Nairn line of railway 
eadmg from Adelaide up to the hills, which had to be crossed. Bridges and embankments of the old 

type would have been costly, and an American firm offered to cross these gaps with the light trestle- 
work viaducts which are so well known in America. The system was quite unknown in the colony, but 
it was considered to be of advantage to have a sample of that class of work, and accordingly the contract 
was given to this American firm without tendering. The actual cost of the viaduct was rather lower 
than the cost ot bridging the gaps m the ordinary way; but the prices for ironwork were nearly double 

* • the
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G. Ghamier. the ordinary bridge-work prices upon the English system. That instance seems to correspond, to a 
/ certain extent, with the adoption of the Monier system upon this contract; and in this way—the price

9 Sept., 1896. 0f the work may be considered excessive, but the lightness of the structure makes up for it. The 
viaducts to which I refer were regarded with grave suspicion at the time. In point of fact, I remember 
that some years afterwards a motion was made in Parliament to have them all pulled down and embankments 
substituted. It was thought that the public would never be convinced that they could with safety travel 
over such light and apparently spider-web structures. The motion was not carried, and, as a matter of 
fact, the viaducts are perfectly safe, although they may not look so.
16584. That particular contract, I understand, was let without tendering ? Tes ; in order that the new 
system might be introduced into the colony. .
16585. Have you examined the work upon Contract 77 ? Tes; I have been there on two occasions, and 
I have also examined the plans.
16586. "What would you say as to the way in which the work is being done ? It seems to me to be done 
remarkably well. The quality of the material also seems to be excellent.
16587. You say you looked at the plan as well as at the work itself ;—what have you to say with regard 
to the margin of strength and all that sort of thing ? I did not go minutely into the calculations of 
strength, but I satisfied myself that the work was amply strong for the purpose. I think it would have a 
margin of strength of at least 6 or 7.
16588. You have no reason whatever to doubt the stability of the work that is being done there ? Per
sonally I have not. At the same time, it must be admitted that the engineering profession was shown a 
little doubt on the subject, judging from the tenor of the discussions which have taken place. Personally, 
I have no doubt whatever as to the system.

FRIDAY, 11 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
George Chamier recalled and further examined

G. Chamier. 16589. Mr. Smith.] At the conclusion of your examination on Wednesday you were speaking of the 
Monier system ;—have you made any kind of estimate as to the cost of the Monier work which you saw 

11 Sept.,1896. in Contract 77? Yes.
16590. Eirst, as to material, did you obtain any quotation as to values, or what did you do ? I obtained 
the best information I could on the subject, and 1 valued it principally upon my former experience in 
somewhat similar work. • '
1659L. Did you go through your estimate more than once ? I have been through it carefully.
16592. What do you make the cost of the work per cubic yard ? I make the total cost of the compo. in 
place £4 a yard.
16593. Mis Honor.] Including the ironwork ? Yes ; and all charges that might fairly be put down 
to the contract.
16594. Mr. Smith.] It includes charges for patent rights, and also for the risk and guarantee for three 
years ? I have gone upon the basis upon which I should have gone had I been called upon to make an 
estimate for a contractor doing the work.
16595. Did you obtain quotations for the material? Yes.
16596. Did you take the highest or lowest quotations, or what did you take? I have taken very low 
values.
16597. As to the labour,—what did you put down for that item ? In the item “labour” I have included 
mixing, screening, wheeling to site, ramming in place, the fixing and removal of the lagging and side
boxing moulds, and small centering, also the fixing of the ironwork in position. I have put the whole 
down at 12s. a yard. •
16598. How did you arrive at that ? The only way in which I could arrive at it was by comparison with 
the cost of concrete work which I had carried out elsewhere, allowing for the difference in the amount of 
labour. This is quite a special work, involving more labour in the concrete itself, and a great deal more 
in fixing the timber and the iron grilling. The estimate is based mostly on prices which I have known to 
be paid for work of a somewhat similar character. The only correct way of getting at the cost of the 
labour would be to take the time of the men from the pay-sheets. I do not attach much value to an 
estimate of this sort, although I have taken great care with it.
16599. We have had an estimate from Mr. Davis as to the value of this work, in which he says that, 
taking the actual time, it would be 17s. 8d. a yard;—what would you say as to that ? I should not be at 
all surprised to find that the work cost that.
16600. You think that would be a better estimate, taken from the actual time, than your own ? Estimates 
of this kind are always uncertain. Of course, if you go to the pay sheets you reduce the cost to an actual 
certainty. '
16601. So that by adding the extra 5s. 8d. your total would be brought up to £4 5s. 8d. ? Yes.
16602. What was the amount which you said you had put down for the patent rights and risk ? I find it 
very difficult to estimate. There is an exceptionally heavy risk—quite an unusual risk—thrown on to the 
contractors in this case, with a guarantee to rebuild the whole work if it shows any flaw whatever within 
three years, coupled with three years maintenance. Looking at it from an outside contractor’s point of 
view, I have allowed 20 per cent on the actual cost of material and labor, and that comes to 11s. per yard. 
16603. If you take that off the £4 5s. 8d., what do you get ? Erom a contractor’s point of view, I should 
strongly object to its being taken off, because I consider it a most essential part of the estimate 
16604. Did you look at the evidence given to the Commission by Mr. McCredie ? Yes ; I remember 
reading it through.
16605. Let me direct your attention to what he says in reply to Question 2629, as to the value of the 
compo. He says, “ I make it up in this way : take 3 yards of sand at 2s. 6d., that would be 7s. 6d.”— 
what have you to say as to that ? That is much below the value I put upon it. The strength of the 
concrete depends materially upon the quality of the sand. My estimate contemplates the very best class 

• of sand that can be obtained—the best crushed sandstone—which I have put down at 7s. a yard. I think
that a moderate estimate.
16606. In view of the liner sand which you would have to use in this particular work ? Yes ; it makes a 
considerable difference—a difference of 30 per cent, in the strength of the concrete. 16607.
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16607. Then with regard to the other items, as to labour, for instance, he said “ I allow 8s. 6d. for labour, Chamier. 
covering, timbering mixing, and everything in connection with it” ? I should be very sorry to undertake 
a contract upon such an estimate. The cost of labour in ordinary concrete -work which we put into walls 11 ^P*-’1896- 
or cu verts is always reckoned at from 5s. to 6s. a yard—that is a standard rate ; in fact, it has generally 
cost m work in which I have been engaged about 6s. There are a host of other items to allow for—office 
expenses, management platforms, water, moulds, centering, scaffolding, and use of plant. Contractors’ 
profat is generally put down at 15 per cent. So that if the Ss. 6d. is intended to cover the whole, I am 

^ave1a ‘:)as:ls upon which few contractors would care to undertake the work, 
leonn ?r0 y0 , 0 agree with Mr. M‘Credie in his estimate ? I entirely disagree with him.

fe.™ak<f hls ^otal £1 10s- a yard? Mine is £4, so there is a difference of £2 10s. between us. 
ibblO. 1 will ask you to turn now to Mr. Bagge’s evidence on page 45. You will see that in reply to 
question 163o he appears to adopt an expression used bv Mr. Parkes. Mr. Parkes said, “ It was your 
opinion that it would not be safe to construct the work on a risky patent,” and Mr. Bagge says, “Exactly.”
I suppose you would not call it a risky patent ? It is not risky. It is to some extent experimental: but 
we have seen such excellent reports of Monier work which has been constructed elsewhere, which has been 
i ° keavy ’*>e8i's! ^at I am not inclined to consider it a risky experiment at all.
Ibbll. It you turn to another portion of Mr. Bagge’s evidence, upon page 47, you will see that in reply 
to question l?0o, Mr. Bagge says that they tried to make a calculation as to whether the centre line of 
resistance would keep witmn the middle third of the arch ring, but that the key was not given them.
Again, m reply to question 1742, he refers to the key, and says, “ I told you that we had not the key in 
making our calculations. What have you to say as to that ? I never before heard of a key to anv 
calculation. The only sort of key which applies to arch work would be the depth of the keystone. I do

Yheth,e,r ^ 18 w^at ^Lr- refers t0> but certainly there is no key in ordinary calculations
n st5ength °f an arch. I really do not know what he means by the expression.
^.6612. As to the keystone itself m the arch, what have you to say as to that ? The depth of the keystone 
in the arch cannot be obtained by calculation. The best mathematicians have, I believe, given up the 
attempt. A scale is adopted which has been obtained from practice, and which is recognised as safe. It 
varies generally from about 2 feet m depth m small arches to 4 feet in very big ones, and there is no 
particular co-efficient required, or anything which you could regard as a mysterious number which would 
^I?ot°™-.ASC0Ver<?<i 111 ,tlle,rDatter- I* depends purely upon the result of experience.
166 3. With regard to the Momer system, how would you go to work in building an arch upon that 
principle ? An arch upon the Monier system admits of being calculated much more closely, because it is 
a homogeneous mass The necessity xor allowing such great extra strength in the case of brickwork and 
masonry lies in the tact that there is a certain amount of uncertainty as to the strength of the different 
parts. I hey are not all exactly alike, and they sometimes do not fit together with the greatest nicety, but 
m the case of the Monier you could work it out as you would an iron arch with the pressure on the 
material. I hat is the reason why the system admits of being cut so fine.
1661A I suppose you would work upon experiments made all over the world ? The experiments which
mTtte^6^ V. eiT /r anIclT a!-iSreCluired- That is the only keJ 1 can understand in the 
mattei—a key obtained from actual practice.
16615. The practice being the number of experiments made in various parts of the world ? Yes The 

]°urnal8 are lull of accounts of experiments in different countries. '
, ' '.Andw ?eSe exPerunents I suppose you always have exact dimensions and various tests of 

strength^ Wb have everything required to arrive at correct results.
16617. Upon page 46 of his evidence^ Mr. Bagge, in reply to question 1666, refers to the necessity for 
specialists in connection with a work ot this kind. What have you to say as to that? I think he is putting 
forward a bugbear of his own imagining. There is no very special knowledge required in the ratter0 
Of course the work wants care and the use of good material, but there is no mvsterv about it There is 
no difficulty m making first-class work. " "
aV Y°U it6- Al’ •1,n reply *°.^stion 1674, he refers to special cement ? That is another of his
objections, and I think it is a very frivolous one. There is no such thing as special cement. 4. number 
of manufacturers vie with one another to produce the best article. The quality is determined by actual 
test and experiment, lou can obtain just as good cement m Australia as in Germany or anywhere else 
It is sold m the open market. It is entirely a question of test of strength. There is no particular brand
that I know of which, should be taken m preference to another. ^
tfap Pt0 w,6 teStS apPlle'd m thls colony> how do they compare with tests applied in other parts of
Thfl They ^ -l aS SeVere' i have read acc°uuts of French, German, and American, tests and
I find that ours are quite as severe. The tests are published all over the world, and you will find manu- 
factnrers boasting that their cement will stand so many lb. to the square inch after a Certain numbel of 
fen 5 fn°W PerfecA wel ^ exPect to the matter ; there is no mystery about it. '
16620. Replying to question 1674, Mr. Bagge says that the arches must be carried on nteht and day
fel ^-arT7C0mPl tfe* fe y°U t0 Say aS t0 that ? 1 can see eart% object in that J
16621. .Hw Honor.} If what Mr. Bagge meant was that each individual arch had to be constructed in one
piece, I suppose you would quite agree with that ? Yes ; but if he meant that the whole aqueduct had to 
be constructed m one piece, I can see no earth y object in it. He says in one place that there would 
be a fear of one arch toppling its pier over. That is absurd, because the centering takes the weight while 
the arch is m construction, and the same thing will apply to any class of construction-to brickwork and 
stone, as well as cement concrete. o-uu
16622. Mr.Smitlu\ If you turn to question 1779 you will see that Mr. Bagge makes the following state
ment m reply to Mr. Gummow : What I mean to say is that you have to start a number of arches at the 
same time. You a so have to start the cement work at both ends of each arch simultaneously The work 
must corrtmue until it is closed m the centre. It must go on night and day. It will not do to have anv dry 
joints. _ There must be no joint m any part of the structure.” ? I cannot understand how he arrives at such I
notl sertes of Sches “ lmp°rtallt that eVerF arch shouW be carried out without dry joints, but certainly

16623. What have you to say with regard to advances to contractors. Have you heard of that beimr 
done on any of the contracts upon which you have been engaged either on behalf of Governments or 
contractors ? Yes. A demand is generally made by contractors before the work has proceeded very far

• that
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Ghamier. that certain moneys held back should be returned to them. The practice in the other Colonies as far as I 
Se^t^lSOe ^■now—^ am certain it is the case in South Australia—is that when the retention money amounts to the 

eP •> • gum 0£ ^jje dep0Sit the deposit can be returned, the retention money being taken in place of it.
There is a clause to that effect in the specification which I now produce. It is the specification of the 
railway from Nairn to the Yietorian border. It is one of many specifications in which the same clause 
occurs.
16624. Mr. Parkes.~\ Is that a Government specification ? Yes.
16625. Compiled under you ? No; I happened to have it in my possession.
16626. Sis Honor"What is the date of it ? 1st February, 1884.
16627. Was it a big work P A very important work, leading from Adelaide over the mountains to the 
Murray. I have a number of other specifications with the same clause.
16628. Mr. Smith.'] Is it a usual clause? It is usual to the best of my knowledge.
16629. You are referring now to the clause relating to the return of the deposit money when the retention 
money amounts to a similar sum ? Yes. '
16630. And that you say is the usual practice? Yes; I have generally known it adopted. Then, of course, 
in reference to the retention money, too, it is a common occurrence for contractors to apply to the Depart
ment to have the money returned to them when the work is well advanced and when the Department has 
ample security in other respects, such as plant and material on the ground. When the Department 
considers that the Government has ample security, it has never in my experience made much difficulty in 
returning a portion of the retention money. •
16631. Mr. Gwnmow.] You referred to the viaducts on the Nairn Railway as being a parallel case with 
the adoption of the Monier system in Contract 77 ? Yes.
16632. To what use is the viaduct to which you refer put ? To carry the railway.
16633. For passengers ? Yes.
16634. So that in that respect it is not a parallel case with our work ? I alluded to it as the nearest 
approach to anything of the sort which had come under my notice.
16635. But the structure was regarded by some of the public as a dangerous looking structure, having 
regard to the fact that the railway running upon it had to carry passengers ? Yes.
16636. There being a greater risk, if there were any risk at all, in using it in that way, than there would 
be in using these Monier arches for the carriage of sewage ? Of course there was only a sentimental 
grievance against it. People did not like the look of it, and some objected to travel on the line. The 
viaduct certainly looked very ricketty and flimsy.
16637. As to your memorandum upon speculative prices in tendering, you have set out a number of 
reasons as to how contractors put in prices upon the schedule items—I suppose that very often one 
schedule item depends upon another in its use and requirements ? Yes.
16638. For instance, if you are doing tunnel work which has to be lined with brick and concrete or in 
which timber has to be left in, then before the lining of concrete and brickwork can be put in or before 
the timber can be put in a certain amount of excavation has to be taken out? Of course.
16639. If the brickwork is increased from one ring to two-ring work, must there not be a corresponding 
amount of excavation taken out to permit of the second ring of brickwork being put in ? Yes ; as a rule 
the excavation is sufficiently beyond the actual net size to allow of one or two rings of brickwork. It 
would not alter the design in the carrying out of the tunnelling.
16640. But if you are ordered to drive a tunnel for two-ring brickwork instead of one-ring brickwork, 
and if you are paid by the cubic yard, you would get paid for the extra cubic yards involved in the two- 
ring work ? You would be paid for any extra excavation there might be.
16641. In that case a contractor, looking at the brickwork item, would say “ if they order any more 
brickwork they must pay me for a corresponding amount of excavation ”? Yes.
16642. A similar case would be where the timbering is left in and paid for—there must be a sufficient 
area taken out by means of excavation to cover the space occupied by the timber? Yes.
16643. So that that is taken into consideration by the contractor. He may have certain prices for timber, 
brickwork, and concrete ; but those items cannot be used unless the extra excavation be taken out ? That 
is so. .
16644. As to the Monier arch. In calculating the strength of the masonry arch, do you use the theory of 
an elastic arch in making out your calculation ? No.
16645. Do you in the case of an iron arch ? Yes.
16646. In calculating for a Monier arch, would it come under the heading of the theory of an elastic arch 
to a certain extent ? It would ; and that is the reason why it allows of being made so much finer in 
dimensions.
16647. So that you have probably two or three or more methods of arch calculation in this class of work, 
seeing that it applies partially to masonry work, and partially to the system of iron arches ? Yes ; but 
I may say that in all work of this sort engineers rely mostly on the results of experience. In the case of 
iron, we can find out the strain on every bar exactly. You could never do that in any class of masonry. 
16648. What is the reason you cannot do it in the case of masonry ? Because masonry is only calculated 
to stand one kind of pressure—the compressive strain.
16649. And it has joints? Yes ; which you never rely upon.
16650. They are not of the same nature as stone itself ? That is so.
16651. With regard to continuity in construction—do you know of the use of this Monier system for 
warehouse floors, and work of that description? I have read most elaborate accounts of its being used 
in a variety of ways, and that is one of them.
16652. Do they in the case of floors use girders, and put this work in as a sort of jack arch between the 
girders ? That is the design I have generally seen.
16653. Could there be continuity over the whole floor or would it not be broken by the web of the 
girders ? It would be broken of course.
16654. There would be no continuity in the case of floor construction? No.
16655. And as regards viaducts and aqueducts and that class of work continuity is equally unnecessary ? 
There could not be continuity in any case, because you must allow for expansion joints.
16656. As to returning the deposit and retention money to the contractors—do you consider that as 
regards future work contractors will take it into consideration if they find that a Government will assist

them
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them financially as far as practicable ? I have frequently found that Grovernments—speaking of the G. Chamier. 
other colonies—have wished to impress contractors favourably as to the manner in which they were going ^ \ 
to treat them. If a G-overnment were very harsh with contractors and took advantage of the specifica- lSept->1896. 
tion they would find the contractors less anxious to do work for them.
16657. The tenderers would probably put their prices higher if they thought the trouble to which they 
would be put would be greater ? They would. '
16658. So that indirectly it is of benefit to the Department to assist contractors ? I think so. Trom a 
contractor’s point of view—certainly.
16659. Mr. Parkes.'] When did you leave South Australia ? I think in 1890.
16660. What work did you actually carry out over there r When I left South Australia I had been 
acting as chief engineer for C. & E. Miller, the large contractors. I had been engaged on works in 
South Australia, Western Australia, and in the Northern Territory.
16661. How long were you in South Australia altogether ? About 12 years..
16662. What work did you actually carry out there yourself? Several lines of tramway. I carried out the 
Parkside tramway, the Hyde Park tramway, and the G-lenelg to Merino line. I superintended the 
construction of the Torrens dam, and I also had the Grange railway. I acted as consulting engineer for 
several firms of contractors who were carrying out large works at the time.
16663. Were these works Government works ? No ; not all of them.
16664. Were you in sole control ? No ; I was consulting engineer. The works to which I have referred 
were carried out by private companies. The Torrens dam was under the City corporation.
16665. What sort of material did you employ in that dam ? Cement concrete.
16666. Was it a reservoir ? It was a big dam across the bed of the Torrens, in a central position, near the 
city. It formed a sort of artificial lake.
16667. What work have you done in this Colony ? I have simply acted as consulting engineer for firms 
of contractors. I have not carried out any ■works.
16668. You said you had had experience of a similar class of work to the Monier work will you describe 
what it was? The nearest approach to it was on some of the South Australian railways, where 
culverts were built of concrete. On the North-west Bend line most of the culverts were of concrete.
16669. Of what size would the arches of the culverts be ? They would run from 2 feet to 10 feet.
16670. There was no iron associated with the concrete ? No.
16671. Have you had any experience of work in which iron has been associated with concrete ? Not with 
concrete ; but I have seen a good deal of hoop-iron used in brickwork.
16672. Have you found that concrete in large bulk above ground shrinks? I have never heard of any 
shrinking in concrete. There is a certain amount of contraction and expansion. I do not see how 
shrinkage couldjtake place. It is a hard brittle material. *
16673. Is there much contraction in concrete after it once sets ? No ; I have not known of any shrinkage 
at all. There is a slight tendency to expansion in setting.
16674. Does it never contract after setting ? I have never known of such a case.
16675. The cracks would occur from shrinkage, would they not? You cannot have any shrinkage in 
concrete; it is just as impossible as it would be in the case of glass. It is a hard, brittle substance.
There may be cracking due to contraction and expansion from cold and heat. I believe that cracks have < 
occurred in masses of concrete from that cause.
16676. You referred to a clause in the South Australian specification relating to the refund to contractors 
of retention money ;—did you ever hear of a refund before the completion of the work or the expiry of 
the term of maintenance ? What the clause provides is that when the retention money equals the amount 
of the deposit the deposit may be returned.
16677. Practically, then, the retention money takes the place of the deposit ? Yes.
16678. Therefore the Government would have still a deposit in hand ? Yes.
16679. You referred to the Nairn railway and the viaducts upon that line ? Yes ; the viaducts I allfided 
to are built upon the American trestle system. '
16680. They are of iron, not concrete ? Of iron.
16681. So that there is no comparison between that work and the Monier work ? No ; I was comparing 
the principle of the thing, not the work itself.
16682. You said you saw no difficulty whatever in doing first-class Monier work—that there was no 
mystery or impediment in connection with the system ? That is my opinion.
16683. Therefore, under an engineer who understood the system, any contractor could do the work ?
Any contractor could do it provided he exercised the necessary care in the execution of the work.
16684. Provided the work were properly supervised ? Yes.
16685. How long have you been in this Colony ? I think a little over six years.
16686. You have not carried out any actual work here ? No.
16687. You have acted here as consulting engineer ? Yes.
16688. When you were in Adelaide do you recollect any inquiry into public works ? There were so 
many. There was an inquiry going on nearly every year.
16689. Do you remember an inquiry by Eoyal Commission in 1880 ? I could not recollect it merely from 
the date. Perhaps you could tell me what the inquiry was about.
16690. Do you recollect a complaint as to the cost and defective nature of the public works in 1880, and 
a Commission of Inquiry being demanded ? I really could not remember the circumstances, unless you 
gave me more details. There were so many inquiries. I myself gave evidence upon several of them, but 
I could not now'specify any particular one.
16691. Did you not give evidence before the Commission which sat in 1880 ? I think I did. I was 
generally asked to give evidence when an inquiry was in progress.
16692. I refer to the Commission which remodelled the service ? I could not identify it from memory.
16693. Do you recollect giving information before the Commission in 1880 concerning the mode of 
schedule tendering ? It is too far back ; I cannot be sure as to what took place speaking from memory.
16694. Do you recollect pointing out to the Commission the danger of schedules wfc’ch contained 
imperfect quantities ? I may have done so ; it is very likely that I did, because it is a subject which I 
have often thought about.
16695. Do'you recollect telling the Commission that schedules prepared in that way allowed of an

engineer
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G. Chamier. engineer ruining or benefiting a contractor according to his will ? I connot remember that particular 
^ t~TSQR you allude to, but it is quite possible that I said such a thing. No doubt it is in the power

11 Sept.,1896. 0£ an engineer-in-chief, under the form of contract you allude to, to make a contract almost ruinous to 
the contractor.
16696. You advocated a change to stop any chance of what you term probable corruption ; you advocated 
that at any cost the full data should be given to the contractors ? I cannot remember the circumstance, 
but I do not see anything unlikely in my having said so.
16697. Do you recollect the form of schedule in South Australia ? What I objected to, if I remember 
rightly, was this—that you placed the contractor in a difficult position where you asked him for prices 
(say) for a few yards of material, and where the engineer reserved to himself the right to order a change 
in the work without stating in what position the material was to be placed. It makes it exceedingly 
difficult for a contractor to price the work accurately under those circumstances. That is what I had in 
my mind ; but I could not speak as to the wording of any particular answer which I gave at the time. 
16698. Do you recollect stating that schedules of the description referred to allowed the engineer 
to substitute brick for stone or stone for brick, and so alter the material as to ruin or benefit the 
contractor ? I do not remember making that particular statement, but it would be quite possible for an 
engineer to do what you say under the conditions named.
16699. There can be no doubt, therefore, but that the fullest data should be given to contractors ? I 
think it is very advisable, and from the contractor’s point of view I have always asked for it.
16700. Do you think that a contractor’s tender ought to be accepted if it be clearly denoted on the face 
of it that the contractor is imposing upon the nature of the schedule which has been given to him ? There 
you open up a difficult question, and I am not prepared to express an off-hand opinion upon it. The 
difficulty is that the public and the contractors expect open competition, and immediately you begin to 
raise points and restrict the contractors within certain limits you will raise a cry of favouritism and 
under-hand dealing. It seems to me that you are between two difficulties.
16701. But you did point out the danger attending this particular form of schedule to the South 
Australian Commission ? I really cannot remember the evidence I gave on that occasion. It is a long 
time ago. There is considerable objection from the contractor’s point of view in having to give prices 
without proper quantities being attached. It may lead to a very great loss. Take a railway contract. 
The specification may give a certain number of timber culverts in places where timber would be plentiful 
and they would be priced accordingly. The Engineer-in-Chief has full power to strike out that item and 
to substitute concrete and brick-work. Bricks might not be easily obtainable, and under those circumstances 
the work might be rendered almost ruinous to the contractor.
16702. The clauses in the specification are generally taken by the engineer literally, are they not ? Well, 
from the contractor’s point of view we do not* look at it in that way. We bring in equity, as far as possible. 
If I were arguing the point before an engineer-in-chief, I should certainly ask him not to take the literal 
meaning of a clause in the specification, but to have regard to what is right between man and man. We 
take as little notice of the specification as we can.
16703. But ought not a specification to be prepared with that conciseness which will admit of its being 
accepted literally ? I have heard a leading engineer say that a specification is meant for rogues. That 
is the basis upon which they are drawn up. They are never meant to be applied absolutely. They give 
enormous power to the engineer, which may be rightly exercised at times; but in the case of honest con
tractors, who do their work well, the specification is not enforced literally.
16704. You take the matter in this way—that an engineer is an arbitrator, who uses his discretion as to 
what is equitable between employer and employed ? Yes ; that is the view I take.
16705. Mis HonorHave you gone into the question of the watertightness of cement and concrete ? 
Yes ; I have had a good deal of experience in that matter, having built a number of dams and other works 
in concrete. I have seen a good deal of concrete work.
16706. What is the result of your experience? My belief is that concrete itself is slightly porous ; in 
fact, experiments prove that water under considerable pressure will ooze through it, without, however, 
doing it any harm. After a short time the pores get filled in, and it becomes watertight of its own 
accord; but, by rendering the concrete with cement mortar, you can make it almost as watertight as 
any material that can be used—in fact, it is usually considered thoroughly safe. One-to-one mortar 
is almost as watertight as any material you could put on a wall.
16707. Hr Par/ces.] Who asked you to come and give evidence before this Commission ? Mr. Hickson. 
16708. You knew Mr. Hickson well in South Australia ? Yes, I have known him for the last seventeen 
years.
16709. You are a good old friend of his ? Yes.
16710. Mr. Smith.'] While you were in South Australia did you ever hear anything against Mr. Hickson— 
that is as to his capacity or his integrity ? I never heard anything that I thought worthy of taking 
notice of.
16711. Have you as consulting engineer ever done anything for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No.
16712. Do you know them at all ? I do not think I have ever seen them at all.
16713. His Honor.] I understand that you are now practising privately ? Yes.
16714. You are not in any way connected with the Department ? No ; I have acted for the Department 
in some arbitration cases, and also against the Department. I am not in any way bound to the Govern
ment. I wrould take a brief against them to-jnorrow if it were offered me.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 16715. His Honor.] You desire to make a statement to the Commission? Yes. It is in reference to 

the list of cases in which the fixed deposit had been returned to contractors. Having looked into the 
11 Sept.,1896. matter, I find that there are three cases in the Sewerage Department in addition to the two cases mentioned 

in the list which has been already handed in. One is Contract 80, Messrs. Parry and Earley’s, the amount 
being £1,100. Another case is Contract 75, Messrs. Parry and Earley’s, the amount being £300. The 
third case is Contract 64, J. Carson’s, the amount being £5,000.
16716. Mr. Parkes.] Would that be the total number of cases ? I could not say positively ; there may 
be others. 1 have not been able to discover any more. It is very difficult to get some of those old papers.

16717.
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16717. Could you give the dates prior to the completion of the contracts you have named at which these '*■ Davis, 
moneys were refunded ? The papers in the cases of Contract 64 were laid upon the Table of the House '
last night, and we cannot therefore refer to those. The books show, however, that the deposit was 1 Sept.,1896. 
returned on 30th July, 1894, and that the final voucher was paid on 6th May, 1896. As to Contract 75 
the deposit was returned on 19th of May, 1892, and the final voucher was paid on 9th December, 1892.
In the case of Contract 80 the deposit was returned on 2nd November, 1893, and the final voucher was 
paid on January 8th, 1S94.
16718. The final voucher is not always paid for something like six months after the contract is completed ?• '
It is due when the contract is completed.
16719. But have you in every case paid the final voucher when the contract has been completed? The 
date of the final voucher is usually the date of the expiry of the maintenance period, which is regarded as 
the date of the completion of the contract. In the case of Contract 64 there was some delay in paying 
the final voucher on account of a claim that was pending. That accounts for the long period which elapsed 
between the date of the return of the deposit and the payment of the final voucher. The deposit in that 
case, however, was repaid before the work was completed. '
167192. T°u hand in a statement showing the contracts of Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co., the 
dates of signing the contracts, and the dates of the payment of the final vouchers ? Tes ; that statement 
has been prepared by Mr. Hungerford.

Robert George Reid recalled and further examined:—
16720. Mr. Parkes.'] When you were an inspector upon Contract 79, were you on duty at night or in the R. G-. Reid,
day? I had night-work. > J J s
16721. At the time you complained of the men putting dry stone down the shaft, were you on night-work 11 Sept., 1896. 
or day-work. I was on night-work. I went on at 4 o’clock in the morning, and sometimes a little 
icvoff’ wu came 0®' .Ihen I went on at 4 in the afternoon and came off whenever I had finished.
16722. When you complained to Inspector Fowle, what time of day was it? It was half-past 6 in the ‘
evening when 1 wrote out my report.

^ what time did you go off in the morning ? I went off in the morning at about 8 o’clock.
Were you on duty all night ? I went off at 8 o’clock and came on the next morning at 4 o’clock. 

l Jou ^la<^ sen^ :*11 y°ur reP0I’t, when did you next see Inspector Powle ? I am not so sure
^1) t 9^ j SjPec^or •F°wle on that particular day. I should imagine that he would get my report at

■' See during the day ? I think I must have seen him that day. If he had had
anything special to see me about he would have come to my house.
16727. Did you see him on the job ? . I could not say whether I saw him on the job. On some days I 
v ouid not see him at all unless he had something special to see me about.
16728. Did he ask you to go down a certain shaft with him ? He did not.
loflort" tt° you1^now ^a^ . wei1^ down the shaft on the day following your report? I did not know it. 
loVoO. Until when ? Until I read it in the Evening Mews the other day.
16731. He did not request you to go down and see the work—he never asked me to go ? Connors asked 
there then °Wn ^ ^ Up°n whi°h 1 made rePort at half-past 6, but Inspector Powle was not

'*'®Zd.f'-rjZ0YTare p03\tive. y°u did not decline to go down ? I certainly did not decline to go down ;
18 ■H-orlor W1*‘ies ^ I wiU prove that inspector Powle never asked me to go down. In connection 

with the report which I sent in in reference to the men sending down dry material, Mr. Davis, Mr. Boys, 
the resident engineer, Mr. Carter, Mr. Snodgrass, Inspector Powle, and myself, held an inquiry. Inspector 
1 owle was present; and now in his evidence he says he immediately examined the work. If he immediately 
examined the work, it would be on the next day I presume; and why did he allow six or seven of us to 
hold an inquiry when he had the information up his sleeve that the work was all right. I should like to 
know why he kept it up his sleeve for two years and a half, in the meantime allowing men to be charged 
with something ot which he says they are not guilty, and ultimately getting one of them temporarily 
suspended on a tar more frivolous charge about a week or a fortnight afterwards.
16/33 The inquiry you say was held a week after your report? About a week, I think : but I do not 
know the exact date.
16734. Were you present at the inquiry ? Tes.
i nvQc" tv j3! d'd -p'ow^e .say i did he say anything ? He never said anything.

6736. -D'd he say anything about his inspection ? No. In addition to that, I may mention that Inspector 
ow e must have sent m six daily reports between the date of my report of 31st January and the date of 

Mr. Davis coming oyer to hold the inquiry. I challenge him to show that in any of those daily reports 
t 33 ^ to g° down the shaft and that he examined the work and found that it was all right,

hn 7'./113/?!60-0,1' , le has Sivctl evidence that you were taken off the job when there were only about
oi: *;)ric^wo:r^: done, and that the work was in close proximity to its close ;—is that "so ? I

think the plan would show that when I was taken off the job numbers five and six shafts were working, 
and that the extension at Ernest-street was just ready to commence. It commenced a few weeks 
afterwards.
16738. Who took your place ? Inspector Eyre.
16739. Tou mean the man who was called Dick Eyre ? Tes.
Icvd?' ?°W l0ng WaS l16 ,°n the ^ob after y°u left it: ? Between three and four months, I believe. ' 
6/44. Are you sure ot that ? I am only going by my meeting him when I was coming over in the boat. 

1 could not swear that he was there.
Pebruaryai894U US GXaC^ dade uPon which you left the job ? I believe it was on the 22nd
16743. Is there any further statement you would like to make in answer to the evidence of Inspector
• t “ 7?U ^Te iSeen Publis}ied ? No!1 have no further statement to make. The only explanation
is that Inspector Powle may have mixed up the three reports—first, as to the dry stone going down the 
shatt; secondly, as to the broken brick; and, thirdly, as to the dirty metal. He may have mixed up- 
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those reports in some way, but I can say this, that he never asked me directly or indirectly to go down 
the shaft.
16744. Mr. Davis.'] Tou say that Connors, the bricklayer, asked you to go down the shaft and examine 
the work in order, I presume, that you might be satisfied as to whether the work was bad or good ? I 
could not say what his reason was. I believe his reason was that he did not think I would go down. 
16745. In any case you did not ? No.
16746. So that you are not in a position to say whether the work was bad or good? I am in a position 
to say that it was bad.
16747. Tou could see a matter of 100 feet below the surface, and could tell precisely whether the work 
was good or bad ? I could tell the difference between concrete and dry material going down a shaft, and 
you have altered considerably if, when you knew that I had allowed dry material to go down, you would 
not either have suspended me or taken half-a-crown off my wages.
16748. Do you say that you were discharged from Contract 79 on 22nd February, 1894 ? I cannot say I 
was discharged ; I was removed.
16749. Did you tell Mr. Parkes you were discharged ? I did not.

Joseph Husband sworn and examined:—
16750. Mr. Davis.] Tou are an inspector in the Sewerage Branch ? Tes.

, 16751. For how many years have you been an inspector in that branch of the service ? Sixteen years.
’ 16752. Had you anything to do with Contract 69 r Tes.

16753. Tou were an inspector there ? Tes.
16754. What did you look after ? The tunnelling and the ironwork.
16755. That is to say the excavation of the tunnel and the laying of the syphon-pipes and the flushing- 
pipes in the Illawarra Boad ? Tes.
16756. Do you remember anything that occurred in connection with the scour-pipe? I do.
16757. I believe you have written a report about what did occur? Tes. •
16758. Tou also have a sketch made ? Tes.
16759. I believe you made the following report about 8th June, 1896 :—
I have the honor to call your attention to a statement made by a pipe-layer named “ Benson,” who gave evidence before a 
Royal Commission last week, in which he affirms a joint was made by him, where there was only about 1-inch hold in the 
thimble ; and, seeing that the work in question was carried out under my supervision, I hereby beg to give this statement 
a direct denial, the circumstances of the case being as follows : The opening or space between the ends of the two pipes 
was 17 feet. To fill this up two lengths of pipe were obtained, one length being 10 feet long, and the other was cut to 7 feet 
long, but in cutting this pipe no allowance was made for the sockets, which consequently shortened the pipe 10 inches ; and 
as the thimble is 15 inches long this allowed 2| inches joint in the thimble at each end. Had this been an ordinary case of 
pipe-laying 1 could not have allowed this to pass, but seeing the pipe and joint had to be and was encased in a solid mass 
of concrete, as shown at A on annexed Plan in red, the said concrete being specially made for this purpose, and which 
was put in position under my direct supervision, I never leaving the work until it was completed. A statement is also 
made about some bolts, to the effect that the bolts were smaller than what was specified. The facts of the case are thus : 
the holes in flanges were 1J inch diameter, and the bolts used were 1 inch diameter, as shown on Plan, and marked B in 
red, the bolts screwed up tight, after which a collar of lead was run round the whole of the joint encasing the bolts, as 
shown and explained by note on drawing, the whole length of pipe being embedded in concrete, as shown on Plan.

That is a correct explanation of what took place in connection with the scour-pipe at Illawara Hoad ? Tes. 
16760-1. Tou consider that although the pipe was a little short and the holts were a little small at the 
flange joints a good job was made ? Tes.
16762. Mr. Q-wmmow.] Did the contractors do this without your knowledge—did they scamp this work ? 
I do not think the contractors knew anything about it. I did not speak to them about it.
16763. Was it under your supervision that the whole thing was done—was it done with your full knowledge ? 
Tes.
16764. Mr. Parkes.] Do you recollect the date when you first went on to Contract 69 ? No.
16765. Did you go on to the contract from the commencement of the job ? 1 was on and off it two or
three times from the commencement.
16766. Did you not keep a diary ? Tes.
16767. Have you it with you ? No.
16768. Would your diary contain the dates upon which you went on and off the contract? Tes.
16769. What else would your diary contain? Nothing except particulars as to the driving.
16770. Tou were only inspecting the driving ? Tes, and the ironwork I have already spoken of.
16771. Did you come off when the driving was finished ? Tes ; after I had finished the ironwork.
16772. How long were you on that ? I could not tell you the dates unless I referred to my diary.
16773. Did you take any measurements of the driving ? Tes.
16774. How did you measure it ? With a tape.
16775. How was it done ? From chain to chain.
16776. But in what manner did you measure the section of the tunnel? I did not fake any sections. 
The engineer took the sections.
16777. Did you never take any section at all ? No.
16778. What did you measure the length for ? To see what we were driving per week.
16779. What was the material you drove through ? Different kinds of material—rock and shale. ' 
16780. Was there much shale ? I could not tell you.
16781. It was a pretty wet drive ? Tes ; parts were very wet.
16782. That would denote that it was shale ? In some parts the shale was wet.
16783. Did you go through any sandstone rock ? Tes.
16784. How much ? I could not tell you.
16785. Did you not take the measurement of it ? Tes ; but I did not keep the lengths myself.
16786. And you could not say from memory ? No.
16787. Does not Contract 69 run into the triplicate pipe sewer that goes over Eockdale between Arncliffe 
and Cook’s Eiver? Tes.
16788. Have you ever noticed what a quantity of soakage water there is running down those triplicate 
pipes? No; I have not.

R. G. Reid. 
llSept^ISSfi.

J. Husband.

11 ScitiI. ISQfi
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16789. How cojild that water get into the sewer of Contract 69 ; where does the water come from which I;, Husband.
is running down it at the present time ? Prom the dead end I suppose, where the tunnel is finished upto the rock. l.I;Sept.,1896
16790. Is that the only place where it comes out? That is the only place I know of. I do not know 
much about the work.
16791. Ton have not seen the work since you left? No. .
16792. Did you see any concrete work going on on the job ? Tes.
16793. Did you send in any returns affecting the concrete ? No ; I was not in charge of that.
1679-1. How many cement sheds were there on the job ? I could not tell you. .
16795. Did you ever see them ? I have passed them, but I could not tell you how many there were, or 
what they had in them. .
16796. Do you know the situation of them ? One of them was at the Illawarra Road—in the yard at the 
back of the “ Empress of India Hotel.” , ",
16797. Were all the sheds in that yard ? I do not know.
16798. Were they distributed over the work? They had different sheds, but I did not take particular 
notice of them.
16799. But surely an inspector on one of these works ought to know everything about them? I was not. 
looking after that part of the work. . .
16800. But you could not walk over the work every day without knowing where the cement sheds were ?
I do not know anything about the sheds or cement.
16801. Have you been constantly in the Department for sixteen years? Tes.
16802. Without any intermission? Tes ; I was in the Roads and Bridges branch at one time. I was on 
the Parramatta Bridge, and from there I came to the Sewerage branch.
16803. Is there any time during the sixteen years you have named when you were not engaged by the 
G-overnment? No ; I have been constantly engaged by them.
16804. His Honor."] As to the pipe-work to which you have referred—did you refer the matter to the .
engineer, or did you act entirely upon your own judgment? I spoke to the engineer about it, and he was 
quite satisfied.
16805. Who was he? Mr. Gibbs.
16806. He did not refer it any further, I suppose ? No.
16807. He. was satisfied at once and told you to go on with the work ? Tes.
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Arthur Edward Cutler sworn and examined:—
16808. Mr. 'Davis.'] What is your position in the Department ? I am Chief Draftsman in the Sewerage A. E. Cutler. 
Construction Branch. N
16809. Tou know the aqueducts which are being erected at Johnstone’s and White’s Creek on Contract 77 ? H Sept.,1896. 
Tes.
16810. Tou have made some calculations as to the stability of the arches, the carrier, and the piers, under 
varying circumstances ? Tes.
16811. Speaking generally, would you say upon the stress-sheet that you have prepared that the structure 
is a stable one ? Perfectly stable under all circumstances.
16812. When the channel is running full what would be the average pressure on the crown of the 75 feet, 
arches ? 320 lb. to the square inch.
16813. What would be the average pressure at the springing ? 304 lb. to the square inch.
16814. And the maximum at the springing ? 491 lb.
16815. What would you say is the ultimate compression that compo,, composed of 3 to 1 mortar, will 
stand? 2,000 1b,
16816. That is what is usually reckoned in all engineering -works ? Tes.
16817. So that the factor of safety in the arch, without taking the grill into consideration at all, would 
be how much ? About 5.
16818. Taking into consideration the grill, it would be much more than that ? It undoubtedly would be 
very much more than that.
16819. Tou have also calculated the strength of the side of the carrier ? Tes.
16820. What would it be, running three-quarters full;—will you show His Honor the stress-sheet you 
have prepared ? Tes.
16821. Tou have made a calculation as to the carrier with or without the iron work ? Tes.
16822. Without the ironwork would the carrier collapse? No.
16823. Not even if the iron mesh were taken completely away ? It might crack from expansion and 
contraction arising from variations of temperature.
16824. What would be the factor of safety without the mesh ? Three. ‘
16825. What would be the factor of safety with the iron mesh ? It would vary from 10 to 15. It is not 
proportionately strong throughout. In accordance with the changes in the strains it would vary, from

16826. Taking the strains under the most adverse circumstances—that is, with a hurricane blowing, and 
with the channel three-quarters full, there would be a factor of safety in the channel varying from JO-to 
15 ? Tes. °
16827. The grillage, therefore, would have what effect ? It would make the structure from three to five 
times as strong as it would otherwise be.
16828. In drawing this stress sheet what wind pressure did you take into account ? 56.1b.
16829. What is that equal to ? A hurricane at the rate of 130 miles an hour. That is excessive, of course,
but it was taken so that we might be absolutely on the safe side. There is very seldom such a pressure 
as that. ■ v r
16830. But that is what you took to arrive at the results you have given ? Tes.
16831. A fair thing would be about how much ? Prom 30 to 35 lb., equal to a hurricane of from 80 to 
90 miles an hour.
16832. With 30 lb. pressure, or a hurricane of 80 miles an hour, what would' be the factor of safetv ? It 
would be 4. 16833
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A. E. Cutler. 16833. You have recently, from a professional point of view—that is, for the information of the pro- 
< ^ fession—collected a number of facts in regard to the strength of the Monier structure in relation to other

11 Sept., 1896. structures of a similar kind ;—I believe you put this information in the form of a paper which you read 
before the Engineering Association ? Yes. [ Vide A.pj)endix No. 59.J
11834.% Will you give us the comparative results obtained from the tests which have already been referred 
to in the evidence, taking brick, concrete, and Monier, structures ? The several descriptions of arch were 
tested under exactly similar conditions. One was composed of brick, one of concrete, one of limestone, 
and one of Monier work.
16835. Sis Honord] You are alluding now to the experiments made in Austria ? Yes.
16836. Mr. Darisd] What was the span of the arch ? Seventy-four ft. 6 in.
16837. So that it would be a similar span to that of the Monier arch in this particular contract ? Yes. 
16838. What was the strength of the Monier arch in relation to the brick arch ? It proved to be five 
times as strong as the brick arch before it collapsed—that is to say, the load it carried was five times as 
heavy per unit of area as the load carried by the brick arch.
16839. What was the strength of the Monier arch in relation to the stone arch ? It was four times as 
strong.
16840. And what in relation to the concrete arch ? It was three times as strong.
16841. -How long have you been in the Sewerage Branch ? About six years.
16842. Before that where were you V Immediately before that I was working for the Treasury, and 
before that again I was working for M'Credie Bros.
16843. Did you do any work for them in Queensland ? Yes, a lot of work.
16844. Did you do any sewerage work there ? Yes ; I got out designs for the Tumbool divisional Board 
sewerage.
16845-6. There were two sewers in that scheme ? Yes.
16847. Can you remember the designation of the sewers ? Gay thorn-street was one and Cooksley-street 
was the other.
16848. Do you remember the length of the sewers ? Not absolutely.
16849. Could you give us a rough idea of it ? I am almost certain that neither of them could have been 
more than a mile long.
16850. In the aggregate then, the work would not be over 2 miles in length ? No, I do not think it could 
have been over 2 miles.
16851. Do you remember the depth of the sewer ? It was all shallow ground. I could not say the 
maximum depth. It was laid seven or eight years ago. 1 should not think, however, that the maximum 
depth would exceed from 20 to 25 feet. The average depth, I should say, would be from 8 to 11 feet. 
16852. Could you say whether there was any tunnelling in the contract or not? I could not say 
absolutely ; but to the best of my knowledge, there was no tunnel work.
16853. So that if a witness, Mr. M‘Credie, has said, speaking of this particular work, that in one case the 
length of the sewer was from 3 to 4 miles, and in the other case from 7 to 8 miles, that would be rather 
stretching it? If that were so, and if this were the particular sewerage work to which he referred.
16854. What was the packing or filling which was used over the sewer, do you know ? I cannot say 
positively.
16855. But to the best of your recollection there was no tunnel-work ? No.
16856. Would you say that there was any parallel whatever between that work in Queensland and the 
work carried out by the Sewerage Department of New South Wales, at North Sydney, with which you 
are acquainted ;—I mean the work in Contracts 79 and 79a ? Not the slightest. The sewer carried out 
for the Tumbool Divisional Board was similar to the ordinary barrel stormwater sewers which we carry 
out in Sydney.
16857. Mr. Gummowd\ In connection with the stress-sheet you have produced, you say that the maximum 
strength per square inch is 491 lbs. ? Yes.
16858. How did you arrive at that ? Through a deviation which is shown in the stress diagram.
16859. What theory did you use ? Schieffler’s.
16860. Did you make out any calculations by the theory of elastic arches ? A similar arch to those of the 
75-foot span with a dead load coming vertically onto the arch ring was tested by the elastic theory, and 
the line of pressure very closely coincided with the line of pressure as I arrived at it by Dr. Schieffler’s 
theory.
16861. In arriving at the 491 lbs. to the square inch did you use a wind pressure of 66 lbs. ? No.
16862. What wind pressure did you use ? The result I have given you is due to dead load, without wind 
pressure.
16863. Sis Honor.Did you apply the wind pressure to the carrier only ? No, to the arch as well. 
The wind pressure would affect that point, but it would not affect it wholly at that point, but right 
throughout the arch ring. Through the whole depth of the arch ring it would produce a bendiug mo
ment, tending to bend the carrier and arch in a horizontal direction.
16864. Mr. Davisd\ Regarding the arch and carrier as a girder ? Not only as a girder, but as a 
continuous girder.
16865. Mr. Gummowd\ Did you take this as dead load all over the arch, not allowing for any strength in 
the carrier itself ? I took the load as coming on the arch at the points of support.
16866. You took the carrier and loaded your carrier as a dead load on the arch ? Yes.
16867. You did not allow any strength for the material in the carrier itself? No ; I took the load 
coming on to the arch ring at the piers that support the carrier.
16868. Sis Honor.'] Without treating the carrier as a girder ? Yes. ■
16869. In which relation, in point of fact, it has a very appreciable action ? Yes ; it strengthens the 
work without doubt.
16870. Where were these experiments made in Austria to which you have referred ? At Puckersdorf. 
16871. Mr. Parkes.] That is what is given in the books, is it not? The extract upon which these results 
are based was taken from the Engineer. I worked out the strains myself. ■
16872. Are these your own calculations ? Yes.
16873. When did you make them ? Pour months ago.
16874. That is when you started to make them ? The calculations as to the experimental arches were 
only finished three weeks ago. 16875.
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16875. As to Mr. M'Credie’s matter, you were an employee of his in Brisbane ? Tes. ' E- Cutler.
16876. Have you plans and measurements to prove the correctness of the information you have given as 
to the work which M'Credie Brothers carried out in Queensland ? I have neither plans nor measurements. ^ Sept.,1896. 
As I stated to Mr. Davis, I have spoken absolutely from memory.
16877. How long were you with M'Credie Brothers ? I suppose about twelve months.
16878. Was the work to which you refer completed in that time P It was started, but it was not completed.
16879. How do you know that they did not go on with a further section? I told Mr. Davis that the 
sewerage work, which I knew to be carried out, was of the dimensions I gave.
16880. But what is the use of your giving these lengths if you do not know if they were the final lengths 
or not ? I am referring now to the sewerage works carried'out for the Tumbool Divisional Board, and 
those works finished up at the river. It is quite possible, however, that Mr. M'Credie may not have 
referred to that particular work.
16881. But may they not have continued the particular sewer of which you were speaking? It finished 
off at the river, and they could not have taken it further in that direction.
16882. Might there not have been branches ? The sewer was to drain a flat. I cannot see how it could
go any further than it did. To the best of my knowledge I have given you the right lengths.
16883. But you have no plans or measurements ? Ho ; if I had I could give you the lengths absolutely.
16884. Tou made that survey and prepared the plans ? Tes, and I saw the work in progress. •
16885. But it was not completed when you left ? Ho. *
16886. As to the test to which you have referred, I understand you to say that they are tests of your own 
made upon the basis of certain experimental arches ? The calculations made by me were, as I pointed 
out, on the arches referred to in the extract from the Engineer.
16887. Do you remember Mr. Baltzer being in the office ? Tes.
16888. Did you know that he was one of the holders of the Monier patent ? Ho.
16889. Hot at that time? Ho. I knew that Mr. Baltzer was connected with the Monier system, but in . 
what respect I did not know.
16890. Was most of his energy and time devoted to planning the Monier system in the office ? He did 
not devote any of his energies in the office to planning the Monier system.
16891. But there was some planning of the Monier system in the office ;—there were some tests, were 
there not ? Ho ; the only test carried out by the Works Department was the test of the plate of which 
I think you have already been informed.
16892. Were not some Monier plates tested over at Gfladesville ? I believe the Roads and Bridges 
Department put down something of that description, but whether it was Monier work or not I do- not 
know.
16893. Did Mr. Baltzer press the Monier work very much when he was in the office ? Ho ; I remember -
that in one case—1 think contract 112—we got out alternative designs, one being Monier work, and the 
others ordinary concrete. .
16894. Why did you make a distinction between the concrete and Monier work ? Because they are - 
distinctly different. ’
16895. What is the distinction ? The concrete is purely concrete, and has no iron mesh in it at all. The 
consequence is that the whole structure, including the carrier, would be designed in such a way that a 
very slight, if any, tensile strain would be allowed for ; whereas, when the iron mesh is in the carrier and 
other portions of the structure it can be calculated to stand considerable tensile strength without any 
fear of damage. -
16896. When you designed 101 or 112 did you take out the quantities ? Ho ; personally, I had nothing 
to do with the quantities.
16897. Who took out the quantities? The quantities of 112 were taken out by Mr. Adams and Mr.
Brammer. Mr. Evans may have assisted them, but I am not sure.
16898. Who took out the quantities of 77? I think the majority of those were taken out by Mr.
Brammer.
16899. Who else ? He may possibly have been helped by Mr. Evans; but I am of opinion that they 
were not checked. I think Mr. Adams was away on leave at the time. I am speaking absolutely from 
memory. •
16900. Do you know who attached the prices in the case of 112 ? Mr. Bagge.
16901. In every case ? Tes. •
16902. He always put the prices to the quantities ? Tes ; he always priced up all the quantities.
16903. Would those prices have been seen by any officers of the Department? Only those directly 
concerned in designing the work would be likely to see them until tenders were called for—in fact Mr. '
Bagge was very careful with that kind of thing.
16904. Can you recollect when the schedule of Ho. 77 was made out ? It would be hard to say, because 
Ho. 77 has been in hand, more or less, ever since I have been in the Department. There have been two 
or three changes in the design and quantities. It has been chopped and changed about, and the schedule 
itself has been altered several times, so that it would be very hard to answer your question definitely.
The schedule was prepared three or four years ago, but it has been changed considerably.
16905. Tou recollect Carson’s and Ahearn’s contracts 64 and 101 ? Tes.
16906. The first plan and schedule for Ho. 77 w-ere prepared at about the time those contracts were 
prepared ? I think, in all probability, the first plan was, but I could not speak as to the schedule. I 
was not upon that work. Mr. Bagge did not let anyone see what he did in these matters. The first plan 
was prepared before the plans of 64 or 101, but it was superseded as being too extravagant. •
16907. Then a reduced plan was made ? Tes.
16908. At about what period ? Considerably after 101 and 64 were let and carried out.
16909. In about 1895 ? Tes, about that.
16910. Tou see the plans of Ho. 64 ;—the carrier in that plan has double-pressed white brick and stone 
facing, with a concrete carrier? Tes.
16911. Tou notice the moulding in the stone? Tes.
16912. And the brick lining ? Tes.
16913. Is not that exactly similar to the carrier of Ho. 77 ? The structure is different.
16914. But as to the form of design, taking the moulding, for instance ? The string course is similar.
16915. It is of similar material P Tes ; it is of stone in both cases. 16916; *
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A. E. Cutler. 16916. The moulding of the string course and the depth is the same, is it not? The string courses are 
very similar, it is the same class of work. , . .

11 Sept.,1896. iggiy^ rp]ie brick facing is the same, double pressed bricks are used in both cases ? Tes, it is practically 
the same as far as that goes. Of course the two designs, as a whole, are distinctly different. The bricks 
and the stone are the same. _ ...
16918. As far as a carrier is concerned the designs are similar ? There is the same class of carrier in 
both designs. .
16919. But taking moulding for moulding they are almost the same? That is true ; the mouldings are 
almost the same. # .
16920. Is not the brickwork the same? Tes, as far as the carrier is concerned they are practically the 
same work.
16921. And the string course that runs along the crown of the arch is of stone ? Tes. _
16922. In the case of No. 77, there is an elliptical arch shown instead of a segmental arch ? Tes, in 77 
the main arches are elliptical. . .
16923. They are a more costly arch to build than the segmental arches ? Under certain circumstances, 
yes. I do not think the cost wonld be very much greater. I cannot see where much difference should 
come in between the cost of a segmental and elliptical arch. _ _
16924. ’But do you not know from your experience as a practical man that there is a difference ? It would 
depend wholly upon other features in the design. There ought not to he very much difference.
16925. Not as regards the striking of an elliptical arch ? The carpenter’s work in the striking of the arch 
is a small item in the total cost of constructing the work. . .
16926. Is there not more labour in an elliptical than in an segmental arch ? There is perhaps a little 
more labour in striking the arch, but compared with the total cost of the job that does not amount to 

• much. There would not be very much difference in cost. I doubt whether it would make any appreciable 
difference.
16927. But is not an elliptical arch more costly to build so far as material is concerned? If it be a small 
arch, yes ; because you would want in all probability moulded bricks. In a large elliptical arch there 
would not be very much difference, because the bricks would remain ordinary bricks.
16928. Are the bricks in the elliptical arch not specified to be radiated in this case ? As far as I know 
I think not. I did not design the work. _
16929. Sis SonorI\ Is it usual to use radiated bricks in arches of that size or not ? No. _
16930. M.r. Danish Mr. Parkes asked you when you prepared this stress sheet which you have put in, 
was it not a fact that a stress sheet similar to this, although not quite the same, was prepared before the 
Monier structure was accepted for Contract 77 ? Tes. _
16931. And that stress sheet shows that the 75-foot arch under more unfavourable circumstances was 
perfectly secure and stable ? Tes. .
16932. Mr. I*arTce$?\ When was that first calculation made ? It was made at the time that the designs 
for Contract 112 were prepared. ■
16933. None were made after that ? None after 112. It was for a 75-foot span, the same as in this case. 
16934. Sis Sonor.'] Who made the calculation? Mr. Baltzer and Mr. Kern. I made one also for 
different sized arches at the same time.
16935. Mr. Davis.'] To see which would be the most economical to adopt ? Tes ; all the calculations 
were got out to see which would be the most economical kind of arch.
16936. Sis SonorWere these calculations made, then, for the purpose of working out Mr. Bagge’s 
report—I mean the report in which he compared two forms of concrete arch with the Monier arch? 
They were all made out for that particular contract.
16937. None of them were made out, then, for the Monier system, as applied directly? Tes, one was 
made out absolutely upon the Monier system.
16938. That was one of Mr. Bagge’s schemes, but afterwards, when the tenders for Contract 77 were 
sent in, with an additional lump sum tender, involving the present Monier arch plan, no plans were made 
out for that of itself in any way ? No ; it was recognised that the arches were very similar; and,_ as the 
77 strains would be lighter than those we calculated for 112, as far as I can remember, the thickness 
of the arch ring being increased from 10 inches to 12 inches, we thought there could be no question about 
the stability of 77.
16939. No. 77 appears conclusively to be stronger than the Monier plan that was worked out for Mr. 
Bagge’s scheme? The dead load is"much lighter in the case of 77 than it would have been in 112.
16940. And the arch also is in fact stronger"? The arch ring, as originally designed in the office, was 10 
inches at the crown. In the case of 77 it is 12 inches.
16941. The same thing applies to the springing ? Tes.
16942. So that there is a little more stability in the arch and less weight to be borne ? Tes.
16943. Mr. Q-ummow.] In making up these different plans for this report of Mr. Bagge you had nothing 
to do with the Monier system ? No. _ __ _
16944. Tou were instructed to make up a design upon another system in friendly antagonism to the 
Monier system ? That was so. _ _
16945. There was a certain amount of rivalry in the matter ? There was a certain amount of rivalry 
between the two systems at the time. _ _
16946. Tou were actually working on a system opposed to the Monier system ? I was working against 
the Monier system.
16947. Sis Sonor^ I do not exactly understand that ? It occurred in this way: Mr. Baltzer had a 
certain design given to him by Mr. Bagge to carry out on the Monier system for Contract 112, and I had 
another design to get out which was not upon the Monier system, and I was naturally anxious that my 
design should, if possible, be carried out.
16948. Tour design was No. 2 ? Mine were No. 1 and No. 2.
16949. Who worked out No. 3 ? Mr. Baltzer, with the aid of Mr. Kern and Brammer.
16950. By direction of Mr. Bagge ? Tes.
16951. Do you know anything about the working out of the present No. 77—the lump sum plans ;—do
you know who worked them out, and at what time they were done ? Brom what I know outside the
Department, and from seeing Mr. Baltzer bring them to the office, on one occasion, to show them to me, 

• I should say that Mr. Baltzer worked them out. 16952.
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16952. Can you say whether he worked them out to any extent in the office P Not to any extent in the A. E. Cutler, 
office. I only saw them once, and I fancy that when I saw them they were practically finished. ' ^^
16953. As far as you know, where were they worked out ? As far as I know they were worked out by H Sept., 1896. 
Mr. Baltzer at his residence. '
16954. As far as you know, they were probably founded in fact upon the other plans ? They may have 
been founded upon them. In engineering, if you make one design it is only natural that the same design 
should run into two or three others of the same nature.
16955. As to Contract 77—I mean the original design—you say that it had been originally worked out 
very elaborately? Tes. It was somewhat similar to the design before you, but much more elaborate.
There was considerably more freestone in the arch.
16956. How came the elaboration to be reduced ? I have no official information on the subject, but I 
fancy that it was pointed out that 64 and one or two of those contracts were too elaborate; and 77 was 
originally designed before 64. That having been pointed out, it was thought necessary to reduce 77.
16957. 77 was reduced while 101 was actually going on—is that so ? Tes; 101 would be in course of 
construction when 77 was reduced.
16958. But when the plans of 112 were in the office? I think 112 had just left when the alterations 
were made to 77. .
16959. 77 being still kept as rather an ornamental plan;—you would call 77, as it appears before us, an 
ornamental plan decidedly ? Tes; but for'a Government work of that description 1 could not call it 
extravagant.

t muc^1 ,.rlore 80 than 101 ? 101 was originally intended to be covered in with an embankment.
16961. It was not intended for beauty on its own account ? No.
16962. It was intended to be covered ? Tes.
16963. 77 was intended to stand out, to show itself ? Tes.
16964. Bor a Government work of that kind, you think it was reasonably ornamental ? Tes.
16965. Just fairly good-looking ? Tes.
16966. ]i£r. I)avis.] Tou were working in the same room as Mr. Baltzer during the whole time these 
designs were being prepared for 77 ? Tes.
16967. And at the time the tenders for 77 were received ? Tes.
16968. So that you would have had every opportunity of seeing whether Mr. Baltzer prepared the design i 
tor the substituted plan in the office ? Tes. We were in the same room the whole time.

Varney Parkes recalled and further examined :—
16969 Mr. Smith.] With regard to your substituted charges of 4th September, I understand that with 
regard to those m which Mr. Hickson, junior, is involved—the undue concessions alleged to have been 
given to this firm of contractors—they are now limited to three? Tes.
16970. One of those relates to the obtaining of Contract 79, and the other to the obtaining of Contract 77. 
Those were two of the old charges ? Tes.
16971. And in addition to that we have one in regard to undue concessions alleged with regard to the 
Monier patent ? Tes. .
16972. As to that charge with regard to the Monier it refers to an improper minute—inaccurately stating 
the cost of a special test; I should like you to tell the Commission what that minute was ? I have placed 
certain evidence before the Commission, and it is not for me to be the judge of the strength or conclusive
ness of that evidence.

V. Parkes. 

llSeptH896.

16973. Sis Honor.] Mr. Smith has asked you a specific question with regard to a particular minute, and 
1 thmk the question is a fair one ? I will answer it by saying, all the correspondence or papers referred 

• to m the Parliamentary return or which have been found during the Commission. I cannot be made tie 
judge m my own case.
16974. I think the question is a fair one, because there is a specific minute mentioned in the charge, and 
you are asked to identify that particular minute. It is not a question of the strength of the evidence 
you aye tendered . While identifying that minute, I would say that there is other correspondence in 
connection with it which I have adduced as evidence. I should like to alter that charge, and make the 
wording improper minutes instead of “ improper minute,” because there are more than one relating to 
the matter. °
16975. Mr. Smith.] Then I will ask you what were the minutes ? The minutes are those disclosed in the 

the Strathfield culvert, and the minutes disclosed in the papers referring to the letting

^°eS- t^at include the minute of Mr. Hickson of 18th July, 1894, and which is referred to upon page 
i aoi-w -n evi(^erice—question 1260 ? Tes ; it includes that and other minutes.
16977. Ho you know of any minute with reference to a 15 per cent, royalty being allowed to these con
tractors ? 1 know of none but these minutes of the Minister approving, and the evidence disclosed in the
papers connected with it. •
16978. Tou mentioned some minutes relating to Contract 77 is there one word in any one of those
tcoitq -iv t0 <■ 15 Per. cent- r°ya]ty which you mentioned in your charge? There may not be.
16979. Ho you know of any minute which has any reference to the 15 per cent, royalty ? Possibly not, 
i a<a<auce evidence during the course of the Commission tending in that direction.
16980. As regards Contract 77, Charge No. 1, you have made a slight alteration;—it refers to Carter, 
Gummow,* Co. submitting a plan of their own upon a patent held by them, and you have added the words 

and an ofiicer of the Bepartment ” ;—did you ever hear of .any other officer under the Government 
Patent • 1 dl(i not> If I had heard of it you would probably have heard of it.

16981. In your statement the other day you referred to the Votes and Proceedings of the South Australian 
Parliament for the year 1879-80, from which you said that you had come to the conclusion that Mr. 
Hickson s works had come to grief in South Australia ;—you said that in consequence of something that 
Webster told you you looked up the reports ? Tes.

n 2noo' Lthink, y0U ref'erred to a Commission before which you said Mr. Hickson gave evidence ? Tes 
16989. The volumes of the proceedings for 1879-80 are here, and I would ask you to be good enough to 
teH His Honor to what you refer ? To the proceedings of the Eoyal Commission sitting upon Wells 
.Brothers contracts for the !Rivoli Bay and Kingston jetties. T6984!
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Parkes. 16984. You know that there was an arbitration with reference to those jetties, and that the contractors 
ma<^e some ^arSe claims against the G-overnment ? Yes. 

eP ■> • 16985. The award being in favour of the Government ? Yes, as it certainly ought to have been.
16986. The award was to the effect that the contractors had no claim ? As it ought to have been.
16987. You agreed with the award ? Yes, certainly.
16988. Do you not, after all, mean the arbitration proceedings before which Mr. Hickson was examined ? 
That is one case, but there are a series of cases. Prom the arbitration which sat in "Wells Brothers 
case—I proceed to where there had to be alterations and rearrangements of the jetties. Ultimately the 
matter was discussed in connection with the Public Works Commission of 1880. That is all the knowledge 
I have of the matter at present. The facts are contained in the evidence given by Mr. Hickson himself, 
by Mr. Higinbotham, and by Wells Brothers and others concerned in the matter. Those are the 
particulars I read up some time ago.
16989. The evidence given by Mr. Hickson was given in the arbitration case ? Yes.
16990. Mr. Hickson, as a matter of fact, was not examined before the Commission ? No.
16991. So that when you stated that Mr. Hickson himself gave evidence before the Commission you must 
have been in error ? I meant the arbitration in connection with Wells Brothers’ contracts.
16992. The only evidence you referred to as having been given by Mr. Hickson is that given by him in 
connection with the arbitration on Wells Brothers’ contracts ? Yes. But I do not refer to his evidence 
alone.
16993. Are the speeches to which you have referred those which are reported in the South Australian 
Hansard for the Sessions of 1879-80 ? I was referring to Sir John Downer’s address upon Mr. Hickson’s 
conduct of business and to the speeches which are reported in Hansard for the Sessions of 1879-80. 
There are several speeches to which I referred, but I forget now whose they were.

MONDAY, 14 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
George Benson recalled and further examined:—

Benson. 16994. Mr. Parkes.'] I believe you wish to make a statement to His Honor ? Yes ; I desire to refer to 
^ie ev^ei?ce Inspector Husband. He said that a good job was made of the pipe work upon Contract 

eP •> ■ 69, to which I referred in my evidence. I desire to contradict that statement.
16995. His Honor.] Husband said there was an overlap of 21 inches on each side of the collar; he said 
also that the pipe was covered with concrete ? I desire to contradict that statement as far as the 21 
inches is concerned. There was only three-fourths of an inch on each side. I myself did the job, and 
know exactly what there was.
16996. Husband also said that the pipe was bedded in concrete ? Before I got out of the hole they had 
the concrete put on. That covered it all up, so that no one could see it.
16997. The difference between you and Husband is this: you still say that the overlap is only three- 
fourths of an inch on each side instead of being anything more? Yes. The collar is about 17 inches 
long, and there should be at least 6 inches of lap on each side to make a perfect joint. There should be 
only about half an inch between the two pipes. Instead of that there is about 151 inches of space between 
them.
16998. Are you certain that the overlap is not more than three-fourths of an inch on each side ? Yes ; 
or 11 inch adding the two sides together. The job of the flange joint was also slummed. The bolts were 
short.
16999. You mean that the work was slummed by using short bolts ? They slummed it by getting me to 
run it over with lead to stick it. As a matter of fact it would not stick it. What they were really 
depending upon was the concrete. I can give you another instance affecting the main sewer pipe, which 
is 3 ft. 9 in. in diameter. When they came to the Sydenham Boad they could not open the whole road 
at once. They therefore laid their pipes half way across the road, and when that had been covered in 
they opened the other half. They found that they were 2 inches too high for an 18 inch gas main there, 
and in order to get over the difficulty of sending into the Gas Company and getting the gas main raised, 
at a cost of some £12 or £15, they carried the pipe down at a slant, leaving the joint open at the top 
and all round in fact it was only home at the bottom. The same thing had to be done when they were 
coming up the grade at the other side, only in that case the joint was open at the bottom.
17000. Did you make the joint ? Yes, I made a good job of it. There is no doubt about that. Unless 
the bed sinks at any time it may be all right, but if the bed sinks the joint will be very easily drawn. 
17001. Were the bolts long enough to take the nuts properly? It is not a flange'joint. It is only a 
lead joint. It is in the main sewer. They endeavoured to make out that the other job was merely a 
mistake. What I say is that if that is so they are all mistakes.
17002. Is the other pipe to which you refer bearing on the earth. Yes, on the earth.
17003. Did you fill both joints in the case to which you have just referred? Yes.
17004. And you made as good a job of it as you could ? Yes. I have only mentioned the matter to show 
that the firm did their work any way. I was only six or seven weeks working for them.
17005. Mr. Parkes.] What do you say was the size of the gas pipe? 18 inches. I remember repairing 
it once for the Gas Company higher up the road.
17006. What is the size of the sewer that goes under it? 3 ft. 9 in. as nearly as I can guess. In order to 
lay the main sewer correctly they would have to alter the level of the gas pipe.
17007. To a considerable extent ? To the .extent of 2 or 3 inches at the very least, but I daresay it would 
cost just as much as raising the pipe a foot. "
17008. His Honor.] It would not be possible to raise the pipe bodily without breaking the joints ? No. 
I suppose it would take two or three days, and, of course, the G-as Company would have to be paid for it. 
17009. Mr. Gummow.] As to the raising of the gas main, who would have to do it? I should say the Gras 
Company. They would not allow anyone else to interfere with their pipes. [Vide Appendix No. 78.] 
17010. But who would pay for the work ? Your firm, I suppose.
17011. Are you sure of that ? Almost.
17012. Would not the Gas Company charge the Government? The Government had nothing to do with 
their mains. 17013
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17013. Are you sure that the Company would charge our firm ? Almost sure, any way.
17014. Was this work to which you have referred done under Government inspection—this bending down 
of the sewer 2 inches ? Yes.
1.015. It was not the contractors’ own doing behind the back of the Department? I suppose they all 
knew about it. Mr. Forrest was there, and he would probably know about it.
1/^016. But the Deparment knew of it ? I do not know about that.

an ^nsPec*'or s.e? ^1C work done? Yes ; he told me to make as good a job of it as I could, 
and I did so. The other joint to which I have referred is a ridiculous job.
170L8. Jiw Honor.] Do you not think the concrete would make it as solid a job as necessary ? That is 
what they are depending on, but I do not agree with that. That is not the way to get through work.

Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined :—
17019. Mr. Smith.] For some time you were Engineer of Harbours and Jetties in Adelaide ? Yes. R. R. P.

, our appointment was made through the Agent-General, in London, on behalf of the Government Hickson.
ot South Australia ? Yes ; by the late Mr. Dutton. '---- ----- -

were you appointed ;—I believe you have a letter from the Agent-General which will 14Sept.,1896. 
the date. Yes; I have the following letter, dated 5th March, 187(5, from the Agent-General, in London, 
for South Australia, introducing me to the then Colonial Secretary of South Australia, the Hon. G. C.
Hawker. The letter is as follows :—
I have the honour to introduce to you Mr. Robert Hickson, C.E., Member of the Institute of Civil Engineers of Great 

tlle §e .‘elIFn who I have already informed you, in preceding despatches, has been selected by me, in conformity 
authonty glven by you to me, to fill the important appointment of Engineer of Harbours and Jetties, at a salary 

of ±950 per annum, as provided on the Estimates.
,, Hkkson proceeds to the Colony with his family by the present mail steamer, his salary on full pay commencing 

on the day of embarkation, the 9th March. > j i j &
v u r |jave the agreed sum of £200 towards the cost of the passage money of himself and his family,

which I have charged to the Parliamentary Vote undrawn preceding the 9th March.
• 5n Pjccjuumnding Mr. Hickson to your very favourable reception, it affords me great pleasure to add my entire 

conviction that a more satisfactory selection for the important office Mr. Hickson is to fill could not possibly be wished for.
17022. You left by the mail indicated by the letter, and you took up your duties on your arrival in the 
Colony ? Yes.
17023. And you continued there as Engineer for Harbours and Jetties until when ? Until June, 1880.
17024. Why did you leave the Service ? My branch, among others, was done away with. At that time 
there were several branches in the Public Works Department, and they were all done away with, the 
whole of the work being put under the Engineer-in-Chief for Railways, who had been there for many 
years, and who was an old public servant.
17025. That was intimated to you by a letter from the Treasury? Yes; a letter dated 7th June, 1880, as 
follows:—
I have the honor, by direction of the Treasurer, to inform you that, with the view of placing all public works, as far as 
possible, under one Ministerial head, the Government have decided that all works of construction connected with harbours 
and jetties shall be placed under the control of the Honorable the Commissioner of Public Works, with the exception of 
deepening operations, which will be continued under the control of the Treasurer, and will be carried out under the super
vision of the Marine Board.

This decision will result in the abolition of the Department of Engineer of Harbours and Jetties from the end of the 
present financial year, which terminates on the 30th June instant.

I am, therefore, to intimate that no provision will be made for your Department on the Estimates for the ensuing 
the 30th instant ^ ^reSurer ^es^re3 me to express his regret that your services will, consequently, not be required after

l™?. In the report of the Secretary for Public Works, which appears iu Yol. Ill of the proceedings of 
Australian Parliament for the year 18S0, this matter of the abolition of your branch is referred

to ? Yes.
1/027. Appended to the report of the Secretary for Public Works, of October 25th, 1880, there is a 
report by Mr. Thomas Higinbotham, dated 24th September, 1879 ? Yes.
17028. Which is Appendix No. 2 of the report ? Yes.
17029. He refers to the jetties at Rivoli Bay and Kingston ? Yes.
17030. That was a contract taken up by Wells Bros., was it not? Yes.
17031. Tenders were called in London ? Yes.
17032. The plans themselves were prepared by Wells Bros. ? Yes.
17033. That was all done before you took office ? Yes.
17034. When you came out here you found the work advanced to that extent? Yes; the plans were 
almost complete.
17035. You, as Engineer for Harbours and Jetties, signed those plans ? Yes.
17036. Eor identification, as part of the contract ? Yes.
17037. The contract was then entered upon and a dispute arose with the contractors ? Yes.
17038. And it was referred to arbitration ? Yes.
17039. The arbitrators found against the contractors and in favour of the Government ? Yes.
1.7010. The only question in that arbitration, I believe, was with reference to the plans ? Yes; as to 
whether the fact of signing them made them Government plans or not.
17041. I believe the award is dated July, 1878 ? Yes.
17042. During the course of the contract you had to condemn, or rather you refused to pass, a part of 
the work ? I made an alteration in it, strengthening it.
17043. Part of it was not strong enough, and you had it altered ? Yes.
17044. But you were not at all responsible for the want of the strength in the part you condemned ? 
a 5 it was not my design at all. It was designed, in London by a man I never saw until he came to 
isouth Australia.
17045. His Honor.] Was it a timber pile jetty ? No ; it was a screw pile jetty.
17046. Mr. Smith.] During your term of office a Royal Commission was appointed, I believe, in con
nection with public works ? It appears to be so from the Parliamentary papers. I did not know any
thing about it at the time. 11 J

. 140-4 B

(i. Benson. 

14-Sept.,1896.

17047.



560 PUBLIC WOEKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

tt ^>’ 1^047. No report had issued while you were iu the Colony ? No ; I was not called by the Commission
Hickson. gjye evj,jence) ancj j did not know anything about it.

17018. Tou sent a wire to Adelaide to get all these papers ? Tes.
P ’ 17049. They sent you the report of Mr. Higinbotham, did they not? Tes.

17050. Tou have since ascertained that the report of the Commission issued on 13th October, 1880 ? 
Tes. .
17051. It only deals with railways, and it appears in vol. 2 of the Proceedings of the South Australian 
Parliament for the year 1880 ? Tes. _
17052. There has been no report of the Commission upon Harbours snd Jetties as far as you can find out ? 
No, I do not think so. I was not asked to appear as a witness.
17053. Tou were not examined by the Commission at all ? No.
17054. But you were examined in the arbitration proceedings upon Wells Brothers’ contract ? Tes. 
17055. And your evidence appears in the Blue Book containing the award ? Tes.
17056. Is it true that any of your work in that Colony has, within your knowledge, come to grief? Ido 
not know of a single instance. I have been in Adelaide very frequently since then, and I have travelled 
through the Colony.
17057. After you left Adelaide, I think, you were Consulting Engineer to the Melbourne Harbour Trust? 
Tes ; I have been ever since I came to Australia.
17058. I think it was in September, 1891, that you received an appointment in this Colony ? Tes.
17059. Tou had a telegram from Mr. Moriarty ? Tes, I had a telegram from Mr. Moriarty offering me 
the position at Newcastle, and I accepted it. ■ _
17060. In 1888 you were appointed Acting Engineer-in-Chief for Harbours and Rivers ? Tes.
17061. And on the retirement of Mr. Bennett you were appointed Engineer for Hoads and Bridges and 
Sewerage ? Commissioner for Roads and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage.
17062. In what year was that ? June or July, 1889.
17063. Sis Honor.'] After Mr. Bennett’s death? No, before his death. _
17064. Mr. Smith.] With regard to your son, he was employed in the Department previous to 1893 ? 
Tes. Perhaps I had better give His Honor the history of that matter from the beginning. _My son 
served his time with Mr. Moriarty, and finished with Mr. 'Darley. He was one of the engineering 
assistants in the Sewerage Branch. In 1893 I was required by the Secretary for Public Works to 
reorganise the branch over which I presided. To give you some little idea of the importance of the branch 
I might mention a few facts in regard to it. It comprised about one-half of the whole staff of the Works 
Department, and the expenditure was about one-half of the whole expenditure of the Department. Out 
of a total of something like 5,000 contracts a year carried out by the Department, 4,000 passed through 
my hands, so that I had rather a large order when I was asked to reorganise the branch. However, I 
went through it carefully and submitted my report, which was approved by the Minister. My son’s name 
was not included in that report as one of the retrenched officers. A few days after the report was sent 
in, I happened to be down in the Under Secretary’s room—Mr. Barling was then Under Secretary—when 
he said, “ I think it is only right to tell you of the report I have heard that while retrenching officers of 
old standing—married men—you have left out of the list of retrenched officers your son.” I was rather 
surprised at that at the time, because I considered that I had done the duty entrusted to me fairly and 
honestly. I told Mr. Barling that what he said was quite correct, but I pointed out to him that my son 
was in a position in which he was doing fairly well, and that, as, if he left it, someone else would have to 
take his place, it never entered into my mind to retrench him. When I went home that night I thought 
over the thing again—I considered whether the fact of his being my son had influenced me in his favour. The 
result of my thinking it over that night, at all events, was that I made up my mind that I would recommend 
his retrenchment. 8o careful was I to prevent anything like home influence interfering with my deter
mination in the matter, that I never mentioned it to a single person. I came into the office the next 
morning and wrote out a minute, recommending my son’s retrenchment, and had it registered, so that it 
would be practically past withdrawal. I then sent word down to him and told him that I wanted to see 
him particularly. I explained all the circumstances of the case to him, and, like the loyal boy he has always 
been, he said “ I will do as you like. I am young and strong and I can knock out a living for myself 
somehow. Am I to understand now that I can look out for employment where I like ?” I said, “Certainly.” 
I then went down to Mr. Dyne, the Minister, and he said the report had not come to him, but that if I had 
the least hesitation in my mind in regard to my son he would not allow it to go any further. I said I bad 
made up my mind what I would do, and that I would adhere to my determination. The next morning my son 
came to me and said he had accepted an offer to goto Adelaide with Carter, Gummow, & Co. Mr. Carter 
happened to be in the office that morning, and I sent for him. I said “ Is it true that you have a position for 
my son in Adelaide ? ” He said “ Tes.” I said “ There is no mistake about it; you want someone ? ” He 
said his partner in Adelaide wanted an assistant, and that if he did not get this young man he would get 
someone else. He went on to state what he proposed to pay him. I stopped him at once, and I said 
“ He is now your employee. Tou are offering to give him what he is worth, in your opinion, and it is 
nothing to me one way or the other.” That is how the thing came about. A few days afterwards I 
forget how soon—my son went to Adelaide. Those are the whole of the facts connected with his 
employment by Carter, Gummow, & Co. as far as I am aware of them. •
17065. So that he was retrenched, not because of his want of capacity, but because you would not have it 
said that while other officers were retrenched he was kept on ? That is the only reason. I might say 
that it was a severe blow to me, and that it was a very severe blow to him also, because he was getting on 
in the Department. He was, first of all, a staff officer, and that gave him a certain standing. He had a 
salary of £236 a year, and he had a camp and a cook, which really means that he had nothing to do but 
to clothe and feed himself. However, he left that position, and he went with Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
from whom he received £200. He had, out of that, to provide for himself and also to keep a horse at 
his own expense. I believe they afterwards increased his pay to £250 a year.
17066. It was the morning after your son had been retrenched that you saw Mr. Carter ? Tes. ^
17067. Tou had not seen Mr. Carter before to have any conversation with him in connection with your 
son ? I have had no conversation whatever with him. I do not think I have ever mentioned to either 
Mr. Carter or Mr. Gummow that I had a son in the Service. He never was on one of their contracts, 
and naturally the question never came up.

17068.
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17068. The conversation which finally took place between yourself and Mr. Carter was just as you have ^
described it? Tes. . . nickaon.
17069. After that did you have any conversation with Mr. Carter as to your son? Tes ; I said to him i4,gept.)i896. 
afterwards “ I am sorry he is leaving the Service, but since he is leaving I am glad that he is with a ’
respectable firm of contractors, as he will be able to learn a good deal with them. As he is now debarred 
from re-entering the New South "Wales Service—because I would not on any consideration allow him to 
come back—perhaps he will have to take up contracting himself.” Mr. Carter’s reply to that was pretty 
■short. He said “ He is a great deal too young for that sort of work. In any case there is very little to 
be got out of contracting just at present.” _
17070. That is all you remember as having passed between yourself and Mr. Carter ? That is the whole 
thing as well as I can remember it. ’ _
17071. I will ask you to turn to Question 3406 in the evidence of Mr. Maddison. Tou will see that he
gives an account of a conversation which took place between himself, Mr. Ewing, and Mr. Carter. He
says “ It amounted to this—that Mr. Hickson, junr., had been retrenched out of the Department^ and
that Mr. Hickson, senr., wished to find him employment of some sort, and had asked Mr. Carter if he
could find anything for him to do or whether they would take him in as a member of the firm. The reply '
which I understand Mr. Carter made to that request was that Mr. Hickson, junr., could not be taken
into the firm within five or six years.” His Honor then asked, “ That, I understand, was the account
Mr. Carter gave you of what had happened,” and Mr. Maddison replied in the affirmative. If Mr. Carter
said anything of that kind would there be any truth in it ? I did not see Mr. Carter in connection with
my son until after he had been retrenched from the Service. - _
17072. So that whether Mr. Carter did or did not say what he is reported to have said the statement 
is absolutely untrue ? Tes. Of course I do not know what may have taken place, or what Mr. Carter 
may have said. _
17073. In the substituted charges you are charged with making undue concessions of. three kinds by 
reason of your son being an interested party in this firm of contractors. The first charge is with reference 
to the Monier system. I will ask you to turn to Question 7436 in the evidence of Mr. Barling. Tou 
will see that reference is made there to a letter written by Mr. Carter on 2nd July, 1894, to this effect:
“ Beferring to our conversation re the use of our patent system of bridge and culvert building, we hereby 
inform you that the royalty we require for the use of the same by your Department will be 15 per cent, 
on the cost of construction.” Upon that you wrote your minute of 18th July, in which you said, “ The 
Monier system of concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where 
applicable it reduces the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent. The patentees are willing 
to allow the Department i o use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the 
arch. I recommend this for the Minister’s approval. I might state I have just completed, with the 
permission of the patentees, a culvert on the Parramatta Boad, built on this principle, with most satis
factory results, financially and otherwise.” Do you remember writing that minute ? Tes.
17074. Had you seen the contractors at all about the matter before they wrote that letter of 2nd July, 
or how did it come about that they said, “ Beferring to our conversation ” ? Mr. Carter mentioned the 
fact that he had taken out a patent for the Monier arches, which I knew had been patented on the 
continent. That is how it came about. _ ■
17075. Did you then discuss with the contractors the terms upon which they would be willing to allow 
the G-overnment to use the patent ? No ; I do not think so. I think there was merely their offer without 
any discussion. ■ •
17076. They say in their letter, “ Beferring to our conversation ” ? I suppose that refers to the state
ment of the fact that they had taken out the patent. I do not know that they mentioned what percentage 
they would ask until the letter was written.

. 17077. It would appear from the letter that it was sent on to Mr. W. A. Smith, the engineer ? Tes. '
17078. So that the conversation therein referred to would probably be a conversation with Mr. Smith, 
but not with you ? The conversation referred to would no doubt be with Mr. Smith. The only conversa
tion they had with me related, as I say, to the statement of the fact that they had patented the thing.
17079. And upon that you wrote your minute of 18th July ? Tes.
17080. In that minute you state that the patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent 
upon payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the cost of the arch? Tes. '
17081. And you recommend that for the Minister’s approval ? Tes.
17082. At that time you had bad a report from Mr. Smith as to the Parramatta Boad culvert ? Tes.
17083. At all events the work was far enough advanced to enable you to form a good opinion as to the 
nature and cost of it? Tes ; and there was also my reading as to the Monier arch system generally.
17084. But you never induced the Minister to enter into an agreement to adopt this patent;—you never 
wrote any minute inducing the Minister to enter into an agreement with the firm ? The minute you have 
quoted is the only minute I wrote, and there is nothing in that, because it was never acted upon.
17085. That was only obtaining the authority of the Minister to use the patent whenever it might be 
thought advisable to do so at a certain rate ? Tes ; in cases where it might be thought expedient.
17086. But there was no binding agreement between the Department and the contractors as to the 

'adoption of the patent? No. ,
17087. The matter was still left entirely at large as to whether you would use the patent on any particular 
work or not ? Tes. ■
17088. A nd, as a matter of fact, it had not been adopted upon any work, with the exception of the aqueduct 
on Contract No. 77 and the small culvert work on the Parramatta Boad? Those would be the only two 
works.
17089. I think there was some work in which you, had some idea of adopting it ? Tes ; I had it in my 
mind, at the time I wrote that minute, to design a Monier arch for the Kangaroo Talley bridge, the 
span between the cliffs being 280 feet. As it would have been the first bridge of the kind built in the 
Colony, I came to the conclusion that we would not do it, because, by getting out the plans ourselves, we 
should be throwing all the responsibility for the structure upon the G-overnment. Although I was pretty 

• well satisfied as to the suitability of the design for the work, I was not quite prepared to put the Govern
ment in that position, so we adopted another design of bridge altogether. In the case of the Johnstone’s 
Creek and White’s Creek aqueducts, I recommended the system, because we were putting the whole 
responsibility upon the patentees, and were leaving none with the Government. 17090,
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17090. The patent stood in the name of two of the contractors and Mr. Baltzer? Yes.
17091. With regard to the advisableness of allowing an officer in the Civil (Service to be a patentee, has 
the question never been considered in the Department ? Yes, frequently. _
17092. I believe that, some years ago, on the motion of Mr. Bennett, the matter was referred to the 
Crown Solicitor ? So I believe.
17093. With the result that a patent was issued ? Yes ; it was before my time. . _ _
17094. What is your own view in regard to the advisableness or otherwise of allowing a civil servant to 
become a patentee ? I would not myself hold a patent against my employers, no matter who they were, 
but I never did and never would refuse the right to a subordinate officer who might, perhaps, be in receipt 
of a small salary. I would leave him to exercise his brains in patenting any article which he thought 
might be of advantage in the construction of any work with which he might be associated. As a matter 
of fact we have had two or three cases of men holding patents in the Department. Bor instance, the late 
Engineer for Bridges, who held a very responsible position, and who was a fairly high-salaried officer, 
held a patent for an expansion joint in connection with iron bridges, and the royalty in the case of that 
patent was £100 upon each bridge. He took out the patent before I came into the Department. Mr. 
Bennett and everyone knew about it. This officer received a royalty from the patent for several years, 
and afterwards sold his right to an outside firm. I am now referring to Mr. Macdonald. There is a 
young fellow in the office now who has taken out a patent for an opening bridge—a very neat construc
tion it is too, I believe. As a matter of fact I believe we have no legal right to prohibit officers from 
taking out patents. I do not profess to give an opinion in the matter, but I think that on. the grounds 
of expediency it would be most undesirable to prohibit young men from exercising their brains when they 
show any special qualification. I myself would never hold a patent against my employers, and I never 
have done it; but it might be said that I am in a different position, seeing that I have a larger salary and 
can afford for that reason, perhaps, to take a different view of these matters. .
17095. In the old country it is not an unusual thing for officers of the Crown in various departments to 
hold patents ; it is done in the army and navy for instance ? Yes ; men are continually taking out 
patents for arms and various things connected with warfare. _ _
17096. The only minute yon remember writing referring to a special test of the Monier system is that to 
which you have already referred, and the only special test you had in view is that on the Strathfield 
culvert ? That was the only special test we had made.
17097. And the only minute you remember writing as to that is the minute dated 18th July in which 
you specially refer to it ? That is the only minute I have written in connection with that.
17098. You do not quote the cost of it, but you say that it was attended with most satisfactory results 
financially and otherwise r Yes. _
17099. The next undue concessions mentioned in the substituted charges relates to the obtaining of Con
tract 79 ;—will you refer to page 255 of the evidence. In this case Carter, Gummow, & Co. were the 
second lowest tenderers, Bond and Hudson being originally the lowest ? Yes. . . .
17100. On the page to which I have referred you you will see a memorandum by Mr. Christie ; will you 
look at paragraph E—Mr. Christie there says, “ One day prior to the date of the deposit being returned, 
viz., on 0th October, 1891, Mr. Hickson asked for the papers and wrote a minute recommending that 
fresh tenders be invited ”—How does that minute of 0th October, 1891, read ? “I recommend that fresh 
tenders be invited.” ' _
17101. It is not an unusual thing for the second lowest tender to be taken without calling for fresh 
tenders supposing the first tenderer drops out ? Ho. _
17102. It is a very common thing ? Yes ; the Board of Deference, with the exception of Mr. Barling, 
held rather strong views about it. We thought it hardly fair to invite fresh tenders for a work unless there 
were some alterations proposed to be made, because it placed the contractors at a disadvantage. . I know 
that contractors themselves object to it very strongly. They say they have to go to the trouble of making 
out fresh tenders, and that their prices are known all over the place. They hold very strong views as to 
the inviting of fresh tenders. However, it has been done in some cases. There is no question about that. 
17103. Then why, in this case, did you take the other course and recommend that fresh tenders be called ? 
Eor two reasons—first, because there was a considerable time between the date at which the tenders came 
in and the date at which the minute was written ; and, secondly, because there was a considerable 
difference between the lowest and the next tenderer—about £3,000, I think.
17104. That minute of yours of 6th October was submitted on 9th October? Apparently. Of course 
it would leave my hands, and in the ordinary way I should not know what became of it afterwards.
17105. It was not approved by the Minister, owing, I believe, to the want of money, until 22nd February, 
1892 ? No ; Mr. Dyne does not appear to have dealt with the matter until then.
17106. Then you wrote your minute of 22nd February, 1892 ? Yes. _ _
17107. How does that read ? “ Since writing my minute of 6th October, 1891, complications have arisen
with Carter & Co. re their Contract 72 having been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, 
some of which, no doubt, could not be entertained ; but on some items they have made a good case. They 
are prepared, if they obtain this wmrk, to waive all claims on No. 72. As their tender is a reasonable 
one, and some £3,600 below the estimate, I think it might fairy be accepted. If this course were adopted, 
work would be given at once to a large number of men.’’ _
17108. "What were those claims in regard to Contract 72 ? They made a claim in connection with tho 
stoppage of 72, amounting to something over £4,000.
17109. What was the nature of the claim ; did you go into it ? Yes. .
17110. What was the conclusion you arrived at in regard to it? I thought they had a reasonable 
prospect of receiving about half of the amount if the case went to a jury.
17111. You formed that conclusion from a consideration of the facts of the case, and also from your 
experience of similar claims made against the Department ? Yes.
17112. Is it not a fact that it is considered by the Department a risky thing to stop a contract like this;— 
that you render yourself open to damages ? Yes, decidedly. _
17113. There have been cases where claims of this kind have been substantiated ? Yes, in one case, that 
of the Bondi sewer, the Department had to pay £3,000 for stopping the work for two and a half months. 
We had a similar case not long ago in connection with a punt which was to have been built for one of the 
rivers. It was decided afterwards not to build it, and the Minister was prepared to give a very large sum

indeed
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indeed for practically cancelling the contract. However we compromised the matter by letting the man ^
build the punt for another place, and giving him an additional sum. ,
17114. Was it before or after you wrote the minute to which you have referred that you saw Mr. Lyne? 14gept jggg
1 saw him on the morning of the day on which I wrote that minute. ’
17115. What took place at the interview ? I think Mr. E. M. Clark was there—but I am not quite sure
about it—with the view of letting the work go on without calling for fresh tenders. I think he mentioned
the fact that he understood a claim had been made in respect of another contract. Mr. Lyne asked me
if I knew anything about it. I said that I did, and I went up and brought down the papers to him. We
talked the matter over, and the conclusion to which I, and, 1 think, the Minister also, came was that it
would be better to let Carter &• Co. take up Contract 79 at their own tendered prices, especially as they
were £3,600 below the office estimate, than to run the risk of having an action and submitting the case
to a jury, seeing that in cases of that kind the verdict generally goes against the Government. I think
myself that it was a very good bargain. ,
17116. You think it was a good settlement of that claim? Yes.
17117. And it was upon that that Mr. Lyne wrote his minute of the next day? Yes; he wrote his 
minute on the following day. It is as follows :—“ As Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could 
make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compensation on Contract 72 (Munni-street partly), 
should they be willing to forego this claim their tender may be accepted for the construction of the 
main outfall sewer, North Sydney, £38,890, as worked out at schedule rates. If this firm will not agree 
to the condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.”
17118. That is a correct statement of what took place, as far as you remember. You thought the firm 
could make good a claim for something like £2,000? ‘Yes, I had formed that opinion. ‘
17119. Will you refer to Mr. Davis’s memorandum No. 4, upon page 504 of the evidence. You will see 
that in his first paragraph he deals with the stoppage of work upon Contract 72. I suppose you confirm 
what he there states as to the facts ? Yes; I think that is a fair statement of the case.
17120. In the first place, when this work was stopped, you wrote on 13th October, 1891, giving notice 
that you were stopping it under your powers under the contract ? Yes.
17121. At the same time you had some doubt, I believe, as to how far the clause to which you referred 
would be a protection to you in the case of a claim? Yes, I had considerable doubt.
17122. And you took that into consideration when you told Mr. Lyne that, at all events, the contractors 
could make out a claim for £2,000 ? Yes.
17123. You had not overlooked the fact that you had previously relied upon this clause ? Certainly not.
17124. And you used it, as Mr. Davis pointed out, to beat the contractors off if you possibly could ?
Yes ; I could not describe it better than Mr. Davis has described it. I should explain that it was not a 
question of paying over a sum of money. If it had been, I should have sent the matter on to the Crown 
Solicitor for his opinion.
17125. At the time you wrote that minute as to the acceptance of the tender of Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
for Contract 79, did you know that Bond and Hudson had been bought off in the way you have since 
heard ? I never heard of that until it came out in evidence before this Commission. It is not a thing of 
which, in any case, I should be likely to hear.
17126. But, as a matter of fact, it did not come to your knowledge in any way? No.
17127. If you had heard of it, your action would have been different? I think I should have taken 
different action if I had heard of it.
17128. To come to the next undue' concession—the permitting of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to 
obtain Contract 77 in an improper manner to the advantage of the contractors and to the disadvantage of 
the Crown ;—you have already been examined at some length as to the action of the Tender Board taken 
on the joint recommendation of yourself and Mr. Darley, who had considered the matter of the Monier 
patent? Yes. (Vide Appendix No. 69.) '
17129. If you refer to page 207 of the printed papers you wall see that on the 27th March, 1895, Mr.
Young wrote a minute, in which he says :—“ Before approving of this proposal I should like an estimate 
of the actual value of the work to be carried out by the contractors under the substituted scheme.” That 
was minuted on to you, and you wrote the minute already referred to under date of 28th March, 1895, 
in which you say:—“ To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of 
quantities in the plan submitted by Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to 
do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for the Minister to come to a decision. When plans 
were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage farm, estimates were made for the 
work on the Monier system, as well as on the Department’s designs. The result was that the estimate 
of both works was practically the same Applying that comparison to this case, it would mean that the 
Departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be £22,000.—Eobt. Hickson, 28/3/95.
Under Secretary.” With regard to that matter the quantities have since been taken out and various 
estimates have "been made of the value of this portion of the work ? Yes.
17130.. Will you refer now to Mr. Davis’s memorandum No. 5 which appears upon pages 506 and 507 of 
the evidence? Yes.
17131. He gives there an estimate founded upon quantities which I understand were agreed upon ? Yes.
17132. You have gone into that matter—you understand it ? Yes. I have not taken out the figures 
myself, but I know how Mr. Davis has done it.
17133. Are you satisfied, if you had complied with Mr. Young’s request, and had gone into the 
matter fully at that stage, as to how the estimate would have worked out ? I believe it would have 
worked out exactly in the way I indicated in my minute—in fact it would have been a little higher than 
the amount stated in Mr. Davis’s memorandum, because I see that Mr. Davis’s estimate is £3 16s. lOd. a 
yard, whereas Mr. Bagge in making his estimate put down the amount at £4. If I had sent the estimate 
back to Mr. Bagge, he would have put in the same figures again, so that it would have worked out a 
little higher than the estimate Mr. Davis has given.
17134. The experience you have gained from the actual construction of the work confirms you in the 
view' you then laid before the Minister ? Yes ; and if I had the same circumstances before me to-morrow 
I should take exactly the same action. ‘ *
17135. I understand you to say, first of all, therefore, that there was no undue concession made in 
regard to anyone of these three matters referred to ? Certainly not.

17136.
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Hickson" dealing with these matters were you influenced at all by the fact that your son happened to be
_ a. in the employment of these contractors ? Not in the slightest.

14Sept., 1896. ^ enier into your mind, in any way, in dealing with any of the three matters referred to ?
- ’■ Not in any way. I hope I am above that sort of thing.

17138. I see that reference was made by Mr. Barling to the purchase of this patent. What have you to 
say as to that;—would it have been an advantage or not to the Department ? I should not have done it 
at all, and, I think, he made a mistake in suggesting it. I understand that he himself has since been 
inclined to think that he made a mistake in that matter.
17139. Tou think it was better to pay a royalty than to buy the thing right out ? Certainly.
17140. As to Contract 69 there are two charges there—charges 1 and 3—in respect of which Mr. Davis 
has given evidence upon page 496. Tou will see what he says in his memorandum, No. 1, with regard to 
speculative tendering ? Tes.
17141. Do you agree with what he states there with reference to this matter ? Tes.
17142. Tou have already given evidence as to the introduction by you of the new system of tendering. 
His Honor asked you about that some time ago ? Tes.
17143. With regard to the item of £50 per square yard for bluestone pitching, which we have heard so 
much about, was that pointed out to you by Mr. Bagge ? No ; certainly not.
17144. And the first you heard of it was when Mr. Davis brought it under your notice, as he states, in 
his memorandum ? The first I heard of it was the day on which be brought into my office the minute in 
his handwriting.
17145. Supposing your attention had been drawn to this item, which, I think in your former evidence, 
you have described as a most extravagant one, what action would you have recommended the Tender 
.Board to take ? That is a very difficult question to answer.
17146. Would you have thrown out the item ? I do not think I should.
17147. Why not? What are the principles which would have guided you in determining a question of 
that sort from your point of view ? I do not think it would have been fair to throw it out. I think it 
would have been a most inadvisable action for the Department to take—to alter the contractors’ prices 
after their tender had come in. Of course, I need hardly say that I could not have taken out that 
particular item of £50 without increasing some of the other ridiculously low ones, and once that sort of 
.work commenced it would be hard to say where it would end. Naturally the other contractors would 
strongly object to action of that sort. They would very fairly have said that had they known that that 
sort of work was to be done they would have liked, and should have been afforded an opportunity, to 
re-adjust their prices. The only thing that could have been done, now that I have had time to think 
about it, was to reject the whole lot of tenders and to adopt the system afterwards adopted, making it 
apply to this case. That, however, would have involved considerable delay. In the first place, I had not 
fully made up my mind then as to the advisableness of adopting this new system. I need not tell you 
that it is a very serious thing to alter a system which is in vogue all over the world, and which has worked 
fairly satisfactorily all through. It requires a good deal of consideration on the part of one engineer— 
who may be thought to have some fad on the subject—to alter a system such as that. I suppose I must 
have been six months thinking over the matter before I finally decided to adopt the change.
171.48. 8o that on the whole you think you would not have been justified in throwing out this item, even 
if it had been pointed out to you ? No. Of course it is easy to be wise after the event.
17149. With regard to the suggestion that these contractors must have got information from inside the 
Department, what do you say as to that ? That is simply absurd on the face of it. Any person under
standing how the Department is managed can see that that is simply impossible.
17150. Will you state shortly the course which is taken when tenders are called for in connection with 

. any particular work ? There are three sub-branches which deal with all contracts. There is the Survey 
Branch, which does all the field work and which knows everything in connection with it. Then, when the 
plans are plotted they are sent on to the Designing office. The work is there designed upon these plans, 
and the officers in that branch have not the remotest idea as to whether one portion may be left out, or 
another portion put in, or how the design will eventually be worked out. As soon as tenders are in and 
have been examined by them, the work is out of their hands and is sent on the Construction Branch. 
Suppose, for the sake of argument, some one in the Drawing Office was in the pay of a firm of contractors. 
He would first of all have to find out from the Survey Branch all the particulars as to what portion of the 
work, was likely to be left out and what portion was likely to be put in. To do that it would be necessary 
for him to put himself in communication with every surveyor, because all connected with these contracts 
do some work in connection with them. Then, when a certain tender had been accepted, this person would 
have to go through the same operation with the Construction Branch, and he could not ask one Besident 
Engineer whether he would leave out this item or put in that, because he would not know who the Eesident 
Engineer would be. He would have to go to every officer in the Construction Branch, and I have a good 
deal too much faith in the officers I have had there under me, from Mr. Bagge downwards, to think that 
such a thing would be possible. Tou will see, therefore, that before the supposititious person, to whom I 
have referred could do anything, every officer in the Department would have to be mixed up in the 
business.
17151. Even then the information obtained might not be of much use, because the Resident Engineer in charge 
of the work might be changed? Quite so. I have just pointed out that the Resident Engineer would not 
be known.
17152. It comes to this, therefore, that even if the contractors did get information in the way you have 
suggested it could not be relied upon ? No.
17153. The only person who could be squared with any advantage, according to Mr. Chamier, would be 

. the Engineer-in-Chief? Then, again, I should have to square all my officers. I have not tried that, and
I do not know what success I should meet with.
17154. Tou heard the evidence of Mr. Gilliver about the cutting out of a bridge on one of his contracts ? 
I read it.
17155. I think the effect of his evidence was that you ought to have dealt with this item of bluestone 
pitchers in connection with Contract 69 in just the same way that you dealt with his bridge ? That 
apparently is what he thought. '
17156. Will you explain in what way the cases are not parallel ? They are totally different cases. Eirst

of
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of all, I should tell you that the bridge ought not to have been put in. It was a mistake, and it was left R. P.
out, not because it was a bad-paying or a good-paying item. I do not know whether the contractors would 10 30n‘
have lost or made anything upon it, but it was left out because, in my opinion, it was a work which ought
not to have been charged to the ratepayers of Sydney. It was not required for the pipe line. All that ^ '
we required was what we put in at the time—a trestle bridge. As regards a traffic bridge, I maintain that
it would have been unfair to charge the ratepayers of the whole suburban area with the cost of such a
bridge, which was required only for local purposes. As to the pitching, it was specified for, and the work
had to be carried out. I certainly should not have been justified in taking it out because it happened to
be a big paying item, unless at the same time I had been prepared to increase some of the low paying
items, which would have been a most dangerous thing to do.
17157. Let me refer you to charge No. 2, under the heading of Contract 69. Allowing the contract to be 
taken up by Carter, G-ummow, & Co. with an insufficient bond, and with ultimately breaking that bond by 
remitting the retention money, and writing a minute by which the Minister was deceived and induced to 
consent. In connection with that charge I should like to refer you to Mr. Davis’ memorandum, which 
appears upon page 501 of the printed evidence;—you confirm that ? Tes.
17158. Tou will see that Mr. Christie referred to the minute which was written by you with regard to 
these sureties in his evidence, on page 381; you will see that he states that Mr. Davis, in his minute, 
refers to the sureties by the names of the firms ; they are referred to by the contractors, first of all, by 
the names of their firm ; what have you to say as to that—that is, as to the way in which you would 
regard individuals who had given their names in a bond of this kind ;—Would you consider the firms of 
which they were members ? Tes, certainly.
17159. And if the firms were strong firms, would you be content P Tes. .
17160. So that there is nothing misleading in that minute in so far as it refers to those sureties in a 
general way by the names of the firms ? No, certainly not. I, myself, certainly had no intention to 
mislead. • •
17161. Mr. Christie says, also, that the usual declaration as to the possession of properly to the amount of 
the bond was not obtained;—was it usual to take a declaration when you knew the men ? No declaration 
was taken at that time ; it was not the custom to take them. I think Mr. Norrie introduced that practice.
17162. If you satisfied yourself on inquiry that the men were substantial men, it was not usual to take a 
declaration ? No, it was not the custom. ■
17163. Let me refer you to Mr. Davis’ memorandum No. 3, which appears upon page 502 of the printed 
evidence ; you will see that it deals with the charges as to the advances on cement made to Messrs.
Carter & Co. on Contracts 69, 79, and 79 a ;—are the statements contained in that memorandum correct?
Tes ; I think they are quite correct. '
17164. And the same with regard to the memorandum No. 6 that appears upon page 508 of the printed 
evidence—I mean the memorandum as to guttering and gadding? Tes.
17165. As to the matter of the unwatering of Contract 118, what have you to say as to that;—it was 
done under your instructions, was it not? It was done under my orders, and all 1 can say in regard to 
it is, that if 1 were put in a similar position to-morrow, I should do the same thing.
17166. It was Mr. Millner, the officer-in-charge of the contract, who first drew Mr. Davis’ attention to the 
matter ? I do not know who first drew his attention to it.
17167. At all events, Mr. Davis reported it to you, and you went out and looked at it? My attention 
was first drawn to it by the contractors, I think, and also by our own dredge-master. The dredge-master 
said to me “ We are flooding the contractors out. I should like you to come out and have a look at it.
We shall have to stop the dredge work or make some other arrangement.” I went out the same day and 
went over the ground with Mr. Carter and the dredge-master. Of course it was at once patent to any 
person that we should have to take steps to prevent the flooding.
17168. Tou had brought the water there, and it was your business to take it off again ? Tes.
17169. And you would take the same action to-morrow in similar circumstances ? Tes.
17170. The clause in the specification as to unwatering had nothing whatever to do with a case of that 
kind? No; it does not follow that because you have a clause binding the contractor as to unwatering 
you are at liberty to turn a waterspout on to his work. The point is too absurd to admit of argument.
17171. I think Mr. Parkes in his evidence referred to what he called a parallel case, where he said the 
Department took exactly opposite action. Let me refer you to page 489, of the printed evidence, question 
15,281. The document I hand you is a letter from Mr. Poord, the contractor in the case referred to by 
Mr. Parkes ? Tes. Mr. Poord says, “ I beg to inform you that, owing to being misinformed as to the 
locality of the Evans Eiver scheme, I don’t see anything but loss in it; so I don’t see my way clear to 
accept the contract.” The matter was referred to Mr. Carlton for report, and he says “ I recommend 
that Mr. Charles Poord’s deposit be forfeited, and the next lowest tender for scheme No. 2, that of Mr.
Taylor, be accepted for the lump sum of £2,549 5s. 6d. We shall still be £150 inside our estimate for 
the work. I notice Mr. Taylor only deposited £14 instead of £26 with his tender.” Mr. Darley, who 
was in charge of the work, concurred.
17172. His Honor.'] What is the date of the contractor’s letter ? 14th March, 1895. Mr. Darley was 
then Enginer-in-Chief for Harbours and Elvers.
17173. Tbu had not to deal with the matter? Not untill afterwards, when another contractor went bn 
with the job. I think Mr. Parkes must have been referring to Taylor.
17174. What became of Taylor? He was accepted as the contractor under Mr. Darley. The matter first 
came under my notice when Taylor came to tell me that he could not go on with the job.
17175. Why not? He had too low a price. That was really the reason. Perhaps I had better explain 
the matter. Alternative tenders were invited for cutting a channel through what is called the iron gates.
It is not sand at all, but hard material, as the name implies. One design was for a broad and shallow 
channel and the other for a narrow and deep one. Mr. Darley recommended the acceptance of Taylor’s 
tender for the narrow and deep channel. He started the work and took out the channel a certain depth, 
and he then came to the office and said be could not finish the work. He asked me, I being then in charge 
of the work, to let him take up the alternative'design, for which he had not tendered at all. I told him 
in the first place that such a thing could not be thought of, and that in the second place it was not as 
good a channel. Mr. Parkes never came to see me with Mr. Taylor, but he came into the office to see Mr.
Barling. I happened to be in the room at the time, and I explained the circumstances to Mr. Barling.

There
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Hickson' ^ere was no question about silting up. It was a question of excavating the bard material. I understood 
that Mr. Parkes went away satisfied that the view I took was the correct one.

14Sept., 1896. 1^176. What was done ? Taylor threw the contract up. •
’ 17177. He made an application for compensation ; he wrote a letter and he afterwards saw you ? Tes ;

he wrote the following letter on December 12,1895 :—
12 December, 1S95.

Having been dissatisfied with the measurements shown in returns made on my contract for widening and deepening the 
channel of Evans River, at Iron Gates, I decided to take an engineer from Sydney, to take measurements in conjunction 
with the Departmental officers ; and after he had carefully measured and calculated the whole of the measurements taken, 
and checked same, he submitted his report to me of the work. I find there is only 150 cubic yards difference between 
them in the amount of excavation yet to be done, my engineer being that amount in excess of the Departmental engineer’s 
calculation.

From observations and measurements carefully made of spoil banks where material excavated had been deposited, 
and after making due allowance for gain by removal, and without taking into consideration spoil deposited in deep water 
holes and other inaccessible places, he estimates that I have removed several thousand cubic yards more than I have been 
given credit for. The spoil banks have been entirely made up of material taken from above low-water level, which 
confirms my opinion that I have had a far greater amount of material to remove than was given in schedule of quantities 
for contractors’ guidance to tender by, and not doubting at the time but that the quantities given were correct tendered 
accordingly. .

It was not until I had removed a considerable quantity of the material in No. 1 and No. 3 on schedule, which gave 
me the impression that the quantities as given in schedule were incorrect.

As the quantity of material yet to be removed exceeds 5,085 cubic yards, the \\ hole of which is practically below 
low-water level, and when this amount is deducted from quantities given in schedule, namely, 6,353 cubic yards, it only 
gives me credit for having removed 1,268 cubic yards.

I am confident that I have removed more than double that amount, as this material has been removed by dredging 
and other means and conveyed by punts to the deep water, where it has been deposited, which enables me to keep a check 
and to form a fair estimate of the quantity of material so removed.

Being now over time from 15th August to date, a period of eighteen weeks, and the penalties being levied and 
deducted from monthly payments, making the amounts payable to me so small as to be insufficient to even pay half 
working expenses.

_ And as I have already had a loss of over £1,000 on the work up to date, which renders me unable to meet present 
liabilities on the work. -

In view of the above facts, I would respectfully request that you relieve me of the contract and allow me some fair 
compensation to meet existing liabilities.
That was sent on to Mr. Carleton on the 13th for report, and in the meantime Mr. Taylor saw me. I 
wrote the following minute, I find, “ This telegram has been verbally confirmed by Mr. Taylor himself 
to-day. I recommend that the contract be cancelled. I have wired to Mr. Keele to advise as to the 
completion of the work. The question of Taylor’s disqualification might be considered at the next meeting 
of the Board of Reference.” The telegram there referred to would be a telegram which appears to have 
been detatched from the paper. When Mr. Taylor was in my room talking to me, and asking for 
compensation for the apparent short measurement, I received the following telegram, “ Mr. Napier went 
out to-day to Iron Gates to measure up for progress payment on Taylor’s contract, but found the con
tractor and his men gone, and all the plant removed. He has left no one there to represent him, and, 
from information received, Mr. Napier has come to the conclusion that he has thrown up the contract.” 
I showed Taylor that telegram, and I said “ Is it true, Taylor, that you have actually taken away your 
plant, and have left the work ” ? He said it was the case, and I then said “ Leave my room at once. 
Tou will have to apply to someone else for consideration.”
17178. If you refer to page 335 of the printed papers in connection with Contract 79A you will see that 
on 22nd March, 1891, you wrote a minute which ends with these words, “ I believe, however, if tenders 
were invited we could get work done under the office estimate”—that was your opinion at the time, and 
you still held that opinion when you saw the Minister? Tes. (Fide Appendix No. 73.)
17179. Mr. Lyne has been examined by the Commission, and has said in reference to the letting of that 
contract that he took the responsibility of it—is it not a fact that you were still of opinion that you 
could get the work done under the office estimate if you had called for tenders ? I am under that 
impression still.
17180. In the next minute you said you had received an intimation from the Minister that he was prepared 
to let the contract to Messrs. Carter & Co. upon certain terms, and upon that you acted ? Tes; Mr. 
Lyne gave me that information in the presence of Mr. E. M. Clark.
17181. So that there was no change in your mind at all? No; I never changed my mind about the 
matter.
17182. The contract was let, as Mr. Lyne told us, on his responsibility ? Tes. Of course, he would not 
deny that.
17183. "With regard to these papers you had nothing to do with preparing the Return for Parliament ? 
No ; I never interfered with that work at all.
17184. Mr. Gummow.~} In connection with the alteration of the system of tendering—that is from the 
old system under which the contractors put in their own prices to the new system under which you put 
in prices—you said you gave that matter consideration for some time before making the change ? Tes. 
17185. Was it on account of the large prices that Carter, Gummow, & Co. put in that you finally 
decided that an alteration was necessary ? Not entirely. Tou were all pretty much in the same boat. 
17186. But, as a matter of fact, Carter, Gummow, & Co. did take advantage of the old system, and did 
put in large and small prices ? Certainly.
17187. 8o that really when you made the alteration it was a blow at the contractors, and at Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., in particular ? It was a blow at all the contractors.
17188. But Carter, G-ummow, & Co. were taking advantage of the system? The change was not a 
blow at any contractors in particular. It was a blow at the system which I believed to be bad.
17189. As to the Johnstone’s Creek works, and the cutting of the drain—is not the drain necessary at 
the present time for the carrying away of surplus water that falls on the area just above the creek ? We 
could not carry out the extension of the storm-water sewer through the reclamation until that drain 
was cut.
17190. The contract of Carter, Gummow, & Co. came to a dead end ; they had no outlet? When tenders 
were called they had an outlet, but when they started the work the outlet had been closed up by the 
reclamation works.
17191. Are you still keeping open the channel which you cut? Tes. The Minister approved the other 
day of an expenditure for widening and deepening it, and for cleaning it out. 17192.
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17192. This particular channel ? A part of it. _ Hickson’
17193. Is that expenditure"to the benefit of Carter, G-ummow, & Co.? No; their work is finished, I 
understand. 14 Sept.,1896.
17194. Mr. I believe reports have been laid upon the Table of the House, from various omcers,
with reference to Contracts 101 and 64, which were referred to by Mr. M4Credie in his evidence ? Yes.
17195. Whose reports are they ? They are reports by Mr. Carleton, Mr. Davis, Mr. Smail, and Mr. Darley.
The following are the papers :—

14 August, 1896.
I forward herewith, for the information of the Minister, reports from Messrs. Davis, Smail, and Carleton, in connection .
with this work. Under ordinary circumstances, I would have deemed it sufficient to obtain Mr. Davis’s report; but, 
considering the alarming statements that have been made in connection with these sewers, I thought it advisable, in 
addition to Mr. Davis, to have the work inspected by Mr. Carleton, who has had a very long experience in concrete work, 
and Mr. Smail, who, in addition to his experience in sewerage works, will be responsible for these sewers when they are 
handed over by the department to the Board.

I think the Minister will concur with me that the statements that have been made in connection^ with these works 
are totally unfounded, and what has taken place is what any engineer of experience would expect in similar construction.
' It must be remembered these sewers have had a very severe trial, in that they have been lying idle for such a long 
time, and exposed to an extreme winter. I am of opinion that when they come to be used, and are subjected to the 
uniform temperature which is met with in all sewers in use, this contraction and expansion will practically disappear, 
and the sewers be perfectly watertight.

ROB. HICKSON.

13 August, 1896.
In accordance with your instructions I examined the triplicate sewers at Arncliffe to-day in the company of Messrs. Smail 
and Davis, with reference to the cracks which have appeared in the concrete work of the arches and carriers. .

Two kinds of concrete have been used in the structures—7 to 1 sandstone concrete in the spandrills of the arches up 
to the level of the crown of the extrados, 6 to 1 bluestone concrete in the lower half of the sewers, and 7 to 1 sandstone 
concrete in the upper half up to the top of the structure.

Two series of cracks present themselves—one a horizontal crack at the junctions of the different kinds of concrete ; 
the other series appear as vertical and diagonal cracks, which, in some instances, run from top to bottom of the concrete, 
principally at junctions between what may be called new and old work, or where the concreting has not been carried on 
continuously.

The structure is decidedly massive, and neither kinds of cracks, in my opinion, imperil the stability or usefulness 
of the aqueducts.

The horizontal cracks between the two kinds of concrete might, I think, have been avoided by the use of one class 
of concrete throughout.

Both sets of cracks are due to variations in temperature; and the second set are common to all large masses of 
concrete which are exposed to a considerable range of temperature.

I do not consider any action necessary at present. There will no doubt be some slight leakage on the first admission 
of sewerage to the carriers, but I believe the cracks will soon become choked with sediment, and that the sewers will be 
practically dry externally within six months of their being brought into action.

It may, however, be found desirable hereafter to rake out a few of the more prominent transverse cracks and fill 
them in with mastic, so as to form permanent expansion joints. The cost of this would be trifling.

If, however, it is thought necessary to prevent any leakage of sewerage even at the commencement, this could be 
done now- by putting in temporary bulkheads at each end of the aqueducts, and filling the sew’ers with water, when the 
sediment deposited by soakage through the cracks will soon close them up.

The few small cracks which are visible in the aqueduct between Rocky Point Road and the Illawarra Railway are 
so slight that they are of no practical importance.

I might mention that 1 had actual charge of a work where very similar action took place. A large concrete dam for 
the Orange Water Works, 30 feet in height, and nearly £ of a mile long, was constructed during the summer months. On 
the first appearance of winter, cracks appeared in the dam, and leakage took place through them. The increase and 
decrease in the width of the cracks was readily detected by measuring the variation in the quantity of water passing 
through them, and this increase was clearly shown to be coincident with marked falls in the temperature. No remedy was 
considered necessary, and the cracks very soon became choked with sediment, and the leakage is now practically nil. The 
same result may be looked for with confidence in the Arnclifife sewers.

It has, I believe, keen proposed to form a bank of earth or sand covering the whole structure. This, however, I 
consider an unnecessary expense.

H. R. CARLETON.

13th August, 1896.
In company with Messrs. Smail and Carleton, this afternoon, I made an examination of the aqueducts across the Sewage 
Farm at Arncliffe, constructed under Contract No. 101, by Mr. John Ahearn, and aqueduct No. 3 lying between Rocky 
Point Road and the Illawarra Railway, constructed under Contract No. 64, by Mr. J. F. Carson.

They are both 6-ft. triplicate circular sewers, and are built on sandstone concrete piers, and 27' 6" span brick arches, 
•the spandrels being sandstone concrete.

The sewer in the latter case is of brick and bluestone concrete, and the former, bluestone and sandstone concrete. 
The piers in the Contract No. 64 aqueduct are built upon piles, and those in Contract No. 101 on good clean firm sand.

There were several vertical cracks varying from l-16th inch to l-8th inch in width, and evidently occurring at the 
junction of two lengths of concrete, this being the point where the structure would be least able to stand the tensile stress 
which would be set up by the contraction.

There is also a small longitudinal crack extending more or less along the length of the aqueduct, at the springing of 
the arches of the sewer, where the bluestone concrete in the invert joins the sandstone concrete in the arches.

I am of opinion that no settlement has taken place, and that the cracks are caused by the contraction of the materials 
forming the structure.

In my judgment there have been two movements, to some extent independent of each other. Firstly, the material 
composing the aqueducts, arches, and spandrels, has shrunk longitudinally under the low temperature which has of late 
been experienced ; and as the concrete was not sufficiently elastic to accommodate itself to this variation of temperature, 
vertical cracks have occurred at intervals along the length and at right angles to the axis of the sewer. If the aggregate 
width of the cracks is taken, it indicates that the movement is very slight, but even this has proved sufficient to cause 
fracture in so rigid a material.

Secondly, the expansion and contraction of sandstone and bluestone concrete are not equal, although the difference 
is so small that ordinarily it is imperceptible. This difference of movement, when taken for a long length of concrete, as 
is the case in question, so accumulates that it lias had the effect of breaking the joint between the bluestone and sandstone 
concrete at the springing of the arches of the sewer. The cross section attached illustrates where the bond is broken 
between the two kinds of concrete. -

Neither the vertical nor the longitudinal cracks will decrease the utility of the sewer, and for all practical purposes 
may be considered of no consequence, nor can it be said that the stability of the structure has been impaired. The cracks 
will completely close up during the summer, and before another winter the sewer will be in use, when the sewage will Have 
the effect of keeping the concrete at a more uniform temperature, and make it not so liable to be affected by climatic changes. . .u .. y •

140—4 C
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Indeed it would be difficult to find any of the length andtt* ^ very for cracks to occur in concrete work.
xUckson. magnitude of contract No. 101 where they have not occurred.

vr Prac^ce ^ found that should they at first cause an escape of water, in a short time they stanch themselves.
14 Sept.j 1896. No bad effects are therefore anticipated from those in question ; but, before the sewer is used, it will be an easy mattter, 

should it be considered necessary, to insert a mastic joint at the points where the vertical cracks have occurred. It will 
be little use otherwise repairing them beyond this, as in all probability the contraction will occur, only to a less degree, 
each winter. Last winter, in the portion of the aqueduct completed, this occurred, and, before the work was taken over 
from the Contractor, he was asked to repair them, but they reopened this year.
^ Regarding the aqueduct on contract No. 64, there are several small cracks at the base of the spandrels, but they are 
of so little moment that it is not considered they call for remark. They certainly do not militate against the stability, 
utility, or appearance of the work.

J. DAVIS.

13th August, 1896.
I visited the above works in company with Mr. Carlton and Mr. Davis, and after inspection of both Aqueducts, I beg to 
submit the following report, viz. :—

No. 4 Aqueduct, Contract No. 101, John Ahearn, Contractor.—I inspected these works several times during the latter 
part of the contract while acting as Engineer-in-Chief for the Minister, and noticed that the concrete showed signs of cracking 
at different points ; these appeared at places where same could naturally have been expected in works of this nature, and 
carried out in such exposed positions to varying changes of temperature. When contract was approaching completion the then 
Supervising Engineer, Mr. Griffiths, reported that the Resident Engineer, Mr. Smith, drew his attention to certain movements 
in the arches and superstructure at far end. The work was inspected, and tests were applied, which would show whether the 
movement was due to defective foundations or otherwise. The levels taken by Mr. Smith clearly indicated that movements 
were not due to sinking of piers, even to the smallest extent. Paper tests also showed that no opening movement beyond that 
showing at the time occurred in the piers, nor has any occurred since. With regard to cracks in superstructure, the line of 
cracks shows what might be expected, and what has actually occurred in an aqueduct in the older portion of the farm, 
constructed by Mr. John Young, contractor, over ten years ago. The cracks referred to took place at the point of junction 
between two lengths where “ racking back” occurred. This mode of joining lengths was the plan adopted, and has since 
been continued, in order to obtain as far as possible a homogeneous mass. Notwithstanding all precautions taken cracks 
afterwards appeared, but were not interfered with, as experience showed that any leaks which occurred in first instance 
eventually “ took up,” and aqueduct served the purposes for which it was intended. Observations of their length and 
that of main carrier for a period of ten years showed that cracks which could be easily detected in cold seasons, in hot 
weather it would be difficult to find. This clearly demonstrates that in concrete structures, where any partition 
occurs it is due to the natural contraction of the material, and further that the cracks open and close according to the 
temperature, assuming work has been faithfully carried out. In the light of experience I attribute the cracks in super
structure to contraction and not to defective work, as I have every reason to believe that the work has been faithfully 
executed. I think with the construction of the distributing chamber and connecting up of the triplicate sewers no 
longitudinal movement will take place, and that existing cracks are not detrimental to the stability of the structure. I 
think it would be advisable not to come to any conclusion until the hot weather sets in, when it could be settled beyond a 
doubt whether the cracks which now are visible will close up or not. If this takes place, which I think it will, the cracks 
could be attended to, and when sewage is flowing in sewer the internal temperature will be more uniform, and any weepage 
will take up, as it has in other cases. I am informed it is suggested that the superstructure should be removed and 
triplicate line of pipes substituted, also that existing structure should be covered with earth in embankment. I am of 
opinion that it would be wasting money to carry out either suggestion.

Aqueduct No. 3, Contract 64, Carson, Contractor.—This structure was closely inspected, and with the exception of a 
few hair- cracks in cement near springing of arches incidental to such work, there is no difference in the work now than 
when I last saw it a few years ago : the onlj7 deterioration was in the stone string courses which showed signs of fretting in 
one place, this can be prevented by coating the surface with oil. I do not consider there is any cause for complaint in 
this work.

J. M. SMAIL.

21 August, 1896.
I, this day, examined the condition of Contract No. 101, which has been reported to be exhibiting some defects. The 
length of this contract was about 28 chains, and consists of three 6-ft diameter sewers, forming a triplicate sewer, carried 
on 18-in. brick arches, 24 feet spans, resting on concrete piers, the superstructure above the arches being composed of 
rich blue-stone concrete up to line of centre of sewers, and above that of sandstone concrete of a poorer quality ; the inside 
of sewers and external exposed face of concrete being rendered with cement mortar. Almost throughout the whole length 
of the carrier a horizontal crack or parting is visible in the rendering, along the line of junction of the two classes of 
concrete.

I attribute no importance to this defect—it is an eyesore certainly, but no more, for it is hardly traceable on the 
inside. *

There is, apparently, a want of unison in the two materials, one probably contracting a little more than the other 
on the outside, where exposed to a range of temperature. In the interests of economy in designing large works, it would 
appear a very proper course to adopt, viz., to place a less expensive material where it has but little more to do than act 
as a covering ; but, with the experience now, I think, for the first time gained, of the result of such an experiment,
I would not repeat it, where placed in an exposed situation. I feel sure, however, that the defect will get no worse, and 
that it will give no further trouble.

There are, however, about six transverse cracks through the superstructure ; three appear to go down to head of 
arch only, but three show right through arch and carrier. These cracks are due to contraction in the long line of concrete 
work, and there is evidence that they give and take a little with change of temperature—being more open on the 
southern, or shady side, than on the north, or warmer side.

Some of these cracks were visible before the contract was quite complete, the rendering having been cut out and 
replaced by the contractor, but the defect is still visible, and must remain so while the structure expands and contracts.

From my experience of concrete I know it is practically impossible ever to construct a long line of rigid work and 
prevent its cracking by contraction. In marine work, such as a continuous parapet on a breakwater, it is usual to provide 
dry partings at intervals, to allow of movement taking place, and thus avoid unsightly cracks, but in such works, of course, 
water tightness has not to be studied. In the structure in question, the cracks are an eyesore, but I do not look upon them 
as a serious defect; and, with proper treatment before the sewer is about to be brought into use, they can be made quite 
staunch and not likely to give any further trouble.

This carrier was practically completed when I took charge of the Sewerage Construction works last year ; and, when 
on my first inspection I saw the cracks, I decided to leave them alone until shortly before the sewers were to be used, and 
then to open out along the line of transverse cracks, and stop them inside with mastic asphalt. This material has, in many 
similar cases, been used most successfully, notably so by Sir John Fowler, in stopping cracks which caused much trouble 
in a very large and high service reservoir connected with the Colombo Water Supply, where water has to be stored to a 
depth of about 50 feet; thus the mastic stopping has to resist a very high pressure ; but, in the sewer in question, the . 
pressure is very slight, so I have not the least doubt as to its success in permanently remedying the defect and preventing 
leakage.

One great advantage of the mastic is that it will allow the carrier to expand and contract with change of seasons, 
and still remain quite tight.

To sum up—I look upon the cracks as almost, if not quite, unavoidable, in such a rigid structure—at the same time, 
they are a more apparent than a real defect, and can be easily treated in a way that will permanently stop them from 
causing any trouble.

C. W. DARLEY.
With
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With lurther reierence to my minute of the 14th instant, I have the honor to report that in obedience to your instructions Hickson.
I made a very careful examination, to-day, of Contract No. 101, and also that portion of Contract 64 lying between the 
Illawarra, Railway and the Rocky Point Road. These works form portion of the Western Suburbs 6 feet Triplicate 14 Sept.,1896, 
Circular Outfall Sewer. The work comprised in Contract 101, which is about 28 chains in length, is constructed as • ”
follows :—

. Concrete piers carried an average of 7 feet below the surface of the ground on to clean sand, brick arches 18 inches 
thick, and a superstructure as follows—spandrels, sandstone concrete, invert of sewer bluestone concrete, the upper portion 
of sewer sandstone concrete, and the whole covered with a coating of asphalt. The inside of barrels and external face of 
concrete is rendered with cement mortar. ~

The portion of Contract 64 referred to is constructed as follows :—• .
Concrete piers resting on a pile foundation, brick arches 18 inches thick, the superstructure differing from 101 in 

thab the upper halves of the barrels are constructed in brick, and the sides of the aqueduct faced with brickwork ; the barrels 
and external face of cement being rendered, and the top covered with asphalt.

In Contract 101, there are a number of horizontal as well as vertical cracks to be seen on the outside, and to a much 
lesser extend on the inside of the^ two external barrels, the centre barrel being practically 'without a flaw ; while in Contract 
64 there are only a very few horizontal hair-cracks on the inside and no vertical cracks to be seen. The horizontal cracks 
m both cases are undoubtedly due to the unequal contraction and expansion of bluestone and sandstone concretes and brick
work, and the vertical cracks in Contract 101 are caused by the contraction of the structure during the late cold weather.

Careful levels have been taken, and these show that no settlement whatever has taken place, and the cracks are 
therefore solely caused by the contraction of the material of which the structure is composed. In hot weather no doubt 
expansion will take place and the cracks close up. ^ Indeed, evidence of this was to be seen to-day, as the substance washed 
into the cracks was being squeezed out, clearly indicating that the warm weather was causing expansion and closing them 
up. That no vertical cracks are to be seen in Contract 64 is probably due to the fact that the expansion and contraction 
are absorbed m the joints of the brickwork, and cannot therefore be detected.

When it is remembered that these sewers have not yet been put in use, and have not therefore been subject to the 
equable temperature that is found in all sewers in which sewage is flowing, and also that concrete contracts and expands 
almost exactly in the same ratio as iron, I think it will be admitted that what has happened is only what might have been 
expected.

I entirely agree with Messrs. Darley, Davis, Smail, and Carleton, that these cracks are of no importance, and that 
when the sewer is brought into steady use they will more than likely entirely disappear, or, if not, be easily and cheaply 
s^°PPe<^ by the aid of mastic joints. I might add that I examined the Orange Dam mentioned by Mr. Carleton, and I am 
confident that, if any one not understanding the action of concrete had seen the leaks in that, structure, reports of a much 
more alarming character than even those circulated in regard to the Arncliffe Sewers could have been made.

^ It was observed when Contract 62 was in course of construction, that those portions of the triplicate sewer similarly 
designed to Contract 64, when exposed to the atmosphere, showed horizontal cracks at the junction of the bluestone concrete 
and brickwork, and I drew the attention of Mr. Oswald Browne, M.Inst.C.E., one of the leading sanitary engineers in 
London, who happened to be at the time on a visit to Sydney, to the matter. He then told me that contraction must be 
expected iir such largo concrete structures, but when the sewers came into use the cracks would close up with sediment 
and the sewer would be watertight.

A statement has been made that this work would have to be taken down and an iron pipe put up at a cost of from 
£20,000 to £30,000. It is difficult to understand how a person with any knowledge of concrete structures could make such 
an assertion. There would be no justification whatsoever for this expenditure, which could only be designated as a waste of 
public funds, or indeed for in any way interfering with the existing structure, except that it may, as I said before, be found 
desirable to fill up some of the cracks with mastic ; but even the necessity for this trifling expenditure is very doubtful.

When I took charge of the Sewerage Construction Works the designs for the pipe structures across W olli Creek 
and the Cooks River Valley had been practically settled upon. On carefully considering the matter, I thought that a 
cheaper design could be introduced between the Rocky Point Road and the railway ; and, on going further into the portion 
of the work where sightliness had not to be taken so much into account, a still further reduction was made in Contract 
No. 101. That I have been successful in my efforts to secure economy in construction, while maintaining the efficiency of 
the work, is, I think, conclusively shown by the following comparison of cost :—

Iron-pipe triplicate sewer on brick arches as constructed across Cook’s River 
and Wolli Creek Valleys... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Bluestone concrete and brick triplicate sewer on brick arches, as constructed
between Rocky Point Road and South Coast Railway .........................

Bluestone concrete and sandstone concrete triplicate sewer on brick arches, 
as adopted in Contract 101 ... ..........................................................

£ s. d.

32 6 2 per foot.

16 18 10 ,,

10 19 0 ,,
Note. In order to ensure a fair comparison, the cost of these works has only been taken from the ground upwards 
A comparison has been made between the Wolli Creek and Cook’s River Works and Contract No. 101, with a view 

of depreciating the latter.. While there is no doubt the former are most substantial and sightly structures, I submit that 
it is quite possible to attain this end at too great a cost. There is not much engeneering skill displayed in designing work 
without regard to cost, and I maintain that Contract No. 101 is a vast improvement, from an engineering point of view on 
the pipe structures at Wolli Creek and Cook’s River. © »r >

fv a. these facts into consideration, I am quite satisfied that any engineer of experience will say that the economy
enected in the construction of these works was a wise and judicious one, and would much more than compensate for a few 
apparent defects which, as Mr. Darley points out, are nothing more than eye-sores.

. ROBT. HICKSON.

With reference to the Ministers request to be furnished with a report as to the circumstances under which the works 
comprised m these contracts came to be carried out before they could be put to use, I beg to submit the following 
particulars for his information :— . . ° 6
- i TIie se2yer^ge "works for the western suburbs were sanctioned by Parliament in September, 1889, and it was the full '
intention ot the department to carry out the scheme in such a way as to permit of portions of it, at any rate, being utilised *■
and made revenue-producing before the works, as a whole, were completed. That is to say, it was proposed to first push ' 
on and complete the outfall works so that as each of the subsidiary main sewers were finished and connected therewith they might be made use of. • > . •

The outfall works proper are comprised in four contracts or sections, viz., Contracts 62, 64, 101, and 112. The
?oooS rr!.pr°C,eeded with.as 9ulckly as could possibly have been done, and a tender was accepted for Contract 62 in July 
1890, the time for completion being two years from that date. **

i x- Con^ra°t th? n®xt^° be undertaken. This was started in March, 1891, two years being allowed for com
pletion, and A o. 101 was let m December, 1893, to be completed in March, 1895.

^le remaining section, viz., Contract 112, which is the extension of the main carrier across the sewage farm, was 
Dec’ember'next"1* m Untl1 Maroh’ The 'w'ork is now in progress and the contract time expires on the 8th

When this contract is finished the outfall works will be practically complete, and such portions of the sewers as are 
ready can then be utilised, and the same can be done with the succeeding portions of the work as they are finished

Ihe delay which took place m proceeding with Contracts 101 and 112 was quite outside the control of the depart
ment, and was entirely due to the difficulties which arose in connection with the obtaining of Loan funds. Had the money 
been available to permit of the contracts being let as the plans became completed, a delay of quite two years might have 
been avoided, and the outfall would long ago have been completed and in use.

The
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R._R. P- The difficulties which I refer to may be said to have commenced about the end of 1891. At that time our funds
Hickson. began to run short, and between March, 1892, when Contract 79 (part of the North Shore works) was let, and December,

r -m * m 1893, when Contract 101 was accepted, no sewerage contracts of any importance were entered upon. Indeed it was only 
14 Sent 189fi ^ adopting the expedient of paying contractors in Funded Stock that we were able to make a fresh start and push on with i4i3epr.,io»o. the works. ,

Matters, however, righted themselves during 1894, and we were able to proceed more satisfactorily, and I trust that 
with the improved financial conditions of the Colony we shall not experience any future trouble of this kind.

During the period of the delay to which I have referred, I many times drew attention to its effect in retarding the 
proper progress of sewerage construction work. I cannot, at the moment, refer to all my minutes on the subject, as they 
are so scattered amongst the many papers relating to the various contracts ; and, as many of these papers are with the 
Parkes Inquiry Commission just now, they are difficult of access. I might, however, refer the Minister to my report of 
18th September, 1893, in which the policy of the Department in regard to the sewerage construction work was reviewed, 
and the financial position, as it stood at that time, was, I think, very clearly set out.' A few quotations from that report 
will not, perhaps, be out of place. I then said :—

“The financial aspect of the question, therefore, calls for serious consideration. ”
“Seeing that the heaviest expenditure is involved in the construction of the main outfall sewers, that these must be 

undertaken first, although unremunerative, and that the cost of the sewers gradually diminishes as the limits of the system 
are reached, while the area drained increases, the best financial results would undoubtedly be obtained by completing the 
works to the payable limit as rapidly as possible. Realising this, and that it was of the greatest importance to reduce the 
burden of loan expenditure involved to a minimum, and to remove, as soon as possible, the incidence of the payment of 
interest from the Colony generally to the community benefited, it has been the policy of the Department to construct 
first those sections from which a revenue would be most immediately derivable. ”

Again : “ The great importance of proceeding with further sections of the Western Suburbs drainage is, I think, 
undoubted.

“ On the Main Western Outfall Sewer, which is the key to the whole western system, an expenditure of £185,257 
has been incurred, and a liability remains on existing contracts of £26,100. In addition to these sums, £60,000 will be 
required for the completion of the sewer and the preparation of the sewage farm. No revenue whatever can be obtained 
from this expenditure of £271,357, over two-thirds of which has been already paid, till the most important branches have 
been completed.”*e* * ® » # * *#*»*

‘ ‘ I would suggest for the consideration of the Minister the advisability of making arrangements for the expenditure 
of a certain sum (the larger the better) annually for the carrying on of the works.

“With a definite sum to expend the Department would be enabled to so arrange the contracts as to lay out the 
money to the best advantage and to obtain the most speedy return. ”

I could refer to other reports, but I think the foregoing will be sufficient to show that it was the intention of the 
Department to proceed with these works systematically, and in no haphazard fashion, and that the causes which led to our 
plans being upset, and one effect of which is that the works included in the particular contracts under consideration must 
for a time lie idle, were such as could not well have been foreseen or avoided.

R. R. P. HICKSON.

I attach special importance to Mr. Smail’s report because he was the officer responsible for taking over 
the work. In putting the reports before the Commission, I should also like to say this—that the whole 
of them have been written separately—that is to sav that the officers did not go into the reports together. 
I believe I am correct in saying that these reports were written at their own homes at night, and that 
the officers did not know until they had sent in their reports what each officer had said. .
17196. Mr. Parkas.^ Are they officers of the department ? Yes; I hope we have officers of the depart
ment who are are able to give straightforward, truthful, reports.

G-eorge Maddison recalled and further examined :—
G-. Maddison. 17197. Mr. Parkes.~] You wish to make a statement to His Honor ? Yes, with reference to the hooks 

which were supposed to be kept. I understood that hooks were being kept by the firm, and the reason I 
14 Sept., 1893. have for saying so is that Mr. Carter said one day at Marrickville that he was the bookkeeper, and that if 

he had anything to do with the matter he would keep no books.
17198. His Honor.'] "When was that ? Before our dissolution of partnership.
17199. At about what date ? I could not state.
17200. About how long was it before you dissolved partnership ? From two to three months, as nearly 
as I could say.
17201. Mr. ParTces.] Do you know as a matter of fact whether hooks were kept ? That I could not say. 
I never saw any.
17202. Have you anything further to say ? Only this : when the dissolution did take place Mr. Carter 
asked me if I had any objection to Mr. G-ummow going through the books, and I said that I had not the 
slightest.
17203. Where were the books kept, supposing that there were any ? I could not say. I remember Mr. 
G-ummow asking some questions about the matter, and I remember telling him that we were quite agree
able to his going through the books to see that justice was done.
17204. Had you not access to all the hooks and to everything belonging to the partnership ? I never 
bothered or made any inquiries about it at all. There is always a certain amount of trust among men.

John Christian Henry Rudolph sworn and examined:—
J. C. H. 17205. Mr. Davis.] What is your position in the department ? I am resident engineer.
Rudolph. 17206. How long is it since you supervised any works of Carter, Gummow, & Co., or any members of the 

firm ? Not since the beginning of 1892.
14Sept.,1896. 17207. At the beginning of 1892, after you had ceased to have any supervision of work for the firm, did 

you borrow any money from Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Not from Carter, Gummow, & Co., hut from 
Mr. Carter.
17208. How much did you borrow ? £250.
17209. Will you tell His Honor the circumstances under which you borrowed the money ? In April, 
1892, I bought a property at Marrickville, and not having sufficient purchase money I borrowed £250 of 
Mr. Carter, who was a personal friend of mine, and whose family is on intimate terms with mine. I had 
previously asked different persons for the money, hut at the time the Building Societies were closing, and 
my other friends were not in a position to make me the advance. I then went to Mr. Carter, and he 
obliged me with the money.
17210. Did your wife join with you in giving a note of hand ? Yes; we gave Mr. Carter a note of hand 
signed by both of us promising to repay him the £250 in twelve months.
17211. Did you repay the £250 ? Yes.
17212. With or without interest ? Without interest. 17213.
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17213. How did you repay it ? In instalments about every two months.
17211. How did you yourself regard the transaction at the time ;—did you think of it then in the same u 0 P • 
way that you do now for instance? Certainly not. I did not consider that I was doing anything wrong . 
whatever. . I regarded Mr. Carter as a private gentleman. I was -well acquainted with him and his family, H^PEj1896* 
and I considered that he made the loan in order to help me and my wife.
17215. I suppose that if you thought you were doing wrong you would not have been likely to hand to 
Mr. Carter your salary cheques as you did on several occasions ? Certainly not. I made no secret what
ever of the matter.
17216. Is thepe anything else you wish to state to the Commission as to the transaction? No, I do not 
think so.
17217. .Mr. Gummow.] Prom whom did you buy the property? Prom Mr. Heid the present Premier. "
17218. In borrowing this money did you first go to Mr. Carter or to other persons ? I first asked other 
persons, but as I explained just now they were not in a position to oblige me with a loan, their money 
being locked up.
17219. In getting the money from Mr. Carter did you consider that you were getting it from him 
personally or from the firm ? I thought that I was getting it from him personally. I considered that 
the firm knew nothing at all about the matter.
17220. You repaid some of the money by your salary cheques ;—how was the rest paid hack ? In cash.
17221. Did you repay the whole of the money yourself ? Yes, to the best of my belief.
17222. _H7s Honor.] How was it that you came to go to Mr. Carter particularly ? Mr. Carter and his 
wife were both personal friends of mine. I had spoken to them not about purchasing this particular 
property but about changing from our house to a cottage. I was looking out for a place at North Shore, 
but I could not get anything at the time. At last I came across this place at Marrickville, and under the 
circumstances I have explained to you I spoke to Mr. Carter about the matter. He said he would see if 
he could oblige me with the money I required, and he ultimately did so.
17223. You had been living at North Shore ? Yes.
17224. And Mr. Carter was living there ? Yes, our families were on visiting terms. •
17225. And from the fact of your living at North Shore you knew Mr. Carter ? Yes.
17226. How long have you been out in the colonies ? Sixteen and a half years.
17227. You had been out some time before tbis transaction occurred then ? Yes.
17228. Did you marry out here ? Yes.
17229. Your wife was well acquainted with Mrs. Carter ? Yes.
17230. After you became married ? Yes.
17231. How long were you living at North Shore ? Over two years.
17232. During the whole of that time you were neighbours of Mr. Carter’s ? We were not living very 
far from them, but a neighbour of ours is a cousin to Mrs. Carter, and it was through them that we 
became intimate. _
17233. Has Mr. Carter any reputation for liberality at North Shore or otherwise has he a reputation 
lor instance for lending money ? He was known to me to be a liberal man.
17234. And he being a friend ol yours you thought he was a likely man to lend you money ? I did. 
l/23o. -M»\ GummowDid your wife not repay some of this money which you borrowed ? I do not think 
so. I think I repaid the whole personally.
17236. Are you quite sure of that? To the best of my belief that is the case.
1/237. With regard to your present position, has any action been taken in the matter—that is as to your 
salary or anything else since this inquiry ivas started ? Yes. I was informed that my salary had been 
reduced from £400 to £250.
17238. Have you been to the Public Service Board about it? I did not get a direct notice from the 
Public Service Board. As far as I can understand, it came from the Department.
17239. Have you been given any reasons at all for this reduction ? No reason whatever.
1/240. You had not been examined by the Public Service Board in regard to this matter ? I had not.
17241. His Honor.] When was this reduction made ? The first notice I received was on the 28th 
August. The paymaster then sent me out a pay-slip, asking me to sign for the reduced salary of £250.
17242. With no explanation ? No explanation. I asked Mr. Davis for an explanation, and I was told 
that the Public Service Board had reduced my salary to £250.
17243. Are you still doing the same work ? Yes.
17244. Have any other officers who are doing the same work as yourself been similarly reduced? Not 
that 1 know of ; I do not think so.
17245. Have you made any inquiries with a view to find that out? I did not inquire about that.
1/246. You have not heard of such a thing ? No.
17247. What did you understand to be the reason for the reduction of salary—do you know of anything ?
I could not think of anything else but the transaction with Mr. Carter to which I have referred.
17248. That is all you know of or suppose ? That is all.
17249. Have you been at any time called up for any breach of duty or for want of care in the performance 
of your duty . No ; I do not think there is anything whatever against me.
17250. What are you by profession ? A civil engineer.
17251. A qualified engineer? Yes. I am not registered, having no intention to enter the German 
Government Service, but I went through the University course.
17252. Consisting, I suppose, of attendance at lectures and going through a certain course of practical 
work ? Yes. r

George Anselm Henry Bowney sworn and examined :—
V7^r’ What is your position i I am an engineer in the Sewerage Construction Branch.

17254. You had charge of the concrete arches that were turned across the valley at Double Bay, in 
conjunction with Contract 53 ? Yes ; I was resident engineer on that work.
17255. You saw the arches after they were turnedyou had them under your entire supervision from 
the time they were turned until they were out of the contractors’ hands ? Yes.
17256. Did any of those arches collapse? None of the arches in the sewer itself. A culvert under one 
of them subsided and cracked a little bit.

G. A. H. 
Bowney.

14SepWl896.

17257.
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Eowney 1^257. With that exception did anything happen to the concrete that would lead you or anyone else to 
. ‘ say that there was a collapse at that particular spot P No ; there was no collapse there at all.

14Se t 1896 Honor■] Was there any settling of the arches more than they ought to have settled ? In the
, eP ■> • arches of the sewer itself there was no settlement whatever. As regards the culvert, the bottom on one

side was soft. The arch settled a little hit, and it was considered advisable to remove it and to construct 
a new one.
17259. Right through, or only the end of it P Only the end of it.
17260. What was the span of that arch ? About 14 feet.
17261. Would that he the same span as the main arches ? No ; the main arches have a span of 20 feet. 
17262. The culvert was under one of the main arches ? Yes ; it was not the same height as the sewer. 
17263. What length of it had to be cut out and renewed ? About 10 feet.
1/264. Mr. ParkesJ] How long were you upon No. 53 ? Two years and a half—while it was in progress. 
17265. Do you recollect an inspector named Hamilton being there ? Yes.
17266. What was he doing ? He was there for about a month in charge of the brickwork.
17267. Only a month? Only a month, I think.
17268. Did he get into any difficulties ? I believe he was suspended—I was not there on that particular 
day—for not looking after his work properly. .
17269. In what way ? I cannot say. I was not there when he was suspended. .
17270. But you have heard of the nature of the work ? Yes • I heard that it was for allowing brickwork
to go in in an improper manner.
17271. Anything else ? No. I could not say anything more definite than that the work was not put in 
in a proper manner—at all events, in a manner which agreed with his superior’s ideas.
17272. Did you not hear something about insufficient cement? I cannot say anything more definite 
than I have already said.
17273. Was he removed at once ? He was suspended during the pleasure of the Engineer-in-Chief. 
17274. Do you remember an inspector named Vincent ? Yes.
17275. Was he removed ? Yes.
172/6. What for ? . I found some inferior packing in one of the tunnels.
17277. How was it inferior ? It was not packed tightly.
17278. Was there anything else ? No, the material, was quite good, but it was loosely packed. Instead 
or packing a drum which had been turned they proceeded to turn another drum ; it would be about 3 feet 
m length.
17279. Was it not 9 feet ? No.
17280. You are sure it was not ? Yes.
17281. Was there ever a case on that contract in which 9 feet were found unpacked ? No ; the packing 
I have referred to is the only defective packing I found upon my work.
17282. What became of Vincent ? He was removed from the contract.
17283. Where to ? He was suspended, and virtually dismissed.
17284. Did he get on again ? Yes, he was employed again.
17285. How long afterwards ? I could not say.
17286. Where is he employed now ? At North Shore.
17287. On one of Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, contracts ? No, on Butcher Brothers’ contract.
17288. In connection with the packing to which you have referred ;—who was the bricklayer ? 
Heidelberg.
17289. Where is he ? I do not know.
17290. Where did he go from this particular contract ? I do not know.
17291. Did you recommend his dismissal ? I pointed out the facts as I found them ; I did not recommend 
the dismissal of anyone.
1/292. Was the man taken away at once ? Not for two or three days afterwards.
17293. Was he working there during the two or three days ? I believe so.
1/294. Who was the contractors’ manager on that job ? I think Mr. Snodgrass was the principal manager 
tnere.
17295. They had no contractors’ manager ? Not apart from a member of the firm.
17296. Mr. JJavis.\ Was Rogers there at all ? He had nothing to do with that part of the work.
17297. Mr. Parkes.] Some cement was condemned upon that job ? Yes ; on several occasions.
17298. Where was it sent to when it was condemned ? I could not say.
17299. Was it taken away ? Yes. ■
17300. You are sure of that ? Yes.
17301. Did you see it yourself? No; I did not see it myself, but the inspector’s instructions are—that, 
when cement is condemned, it is to be removed, ■
17302. What was the brand of the cement ? I cannot remember it.
17303. Do you keep a note of such things ? We have a lot of cement sent.out to us, of course, on a job
of that kind, and we know whether it is condemned or not.
17304. Was there any book in which you would make a note of the condemned cement and of the brand? 
It would be among the papers of the contract, I suppose.
l;30o. Suppose there is no paper among the papers of the contract to that effect;—would there be a 
book ? I do not know that there would be any book.
17306. The note would be among the papers of the contract ? Yes.
17307. What would the papers be ? There would be a report of the cement tests.
17308. Would there be any other papers ? It would be noted upon that paper when the cement was 
condemned.

, 17309. Would you get a letter telling you that the cement was condemned ? We should get a copy of
. the cement test, with a notification as to whether the cement was to be used or not.

17310. Would you not get a letter with that ? We should be notified by the Engineer-in-Chief whether 
the cement was to be used.
17311. Do you recollect getting such a letter? We always got the cement test itself, and it is noted 
upon that whether the cement is to be used or not. -
17312. JIis Honor.'] In a minute, do you mean ? Yes.

17313.
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17313. I suppose you are aware of the fact that Mr. Bagge has positively sworn more than once that Q- A- H. 
these particular concrete arches, and no others, altogether came to grief—that they were huilt of rubbish, bowney. 
and that the whole thing had to be rebuilt—what have you to say to that ? No such thing occurred.
17314. You say that positively—you are quite sure of it ? Yes. , 14Sept.,1896.
17315. "What did occur was the failure just at one end of the culvert? Yes. We had a drawing sent 
out by Mr. Bagge showing the crown of the arch to be removed and rebuilt.
17316. So you are quite positive that Mr. Bagge must have made some extraordinary mistake ? Yes.
17317. Mr. JParkes-l You could locate the arch of the culvert on the plan ? Yes.

' WEDNESDAY, 16 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
Bebert Bowan Purdon Hickson was recalled and further examined:—

17318. Mis Honor.'] You wish to make a statement in reference to the witness Budolph ? I desire to R*. B. P. 
explain that with regard to Budolph a mistake has been made. I made a point of seeing the Public Hickson. 
Service Board yesterday with reference to this matter, and the mistake has been rectified. As long as he 
holds his present position he will be paid at the salary originally allotted to that office, viz., £400 a year. '
17319. Then do I understand that the putting of his salary down on the .Estimates at £250 was a mistake ?
Yes. .
17320. How did the mistake originate ? In this way : His connection with the contractors was brought 
by me officially before the Minister, and the Minister thought it advisable that he should be put in a 
position where he would not be brought into contact with the contractors, but that no change should be 
made until the proceedings of this Commission were over. Had he been put into the position indicated 
by the Minister the salary attached to that altered position would have been £250. Through some 
mistake the Civil Service Board understood that that was Budolph’s present position, and they therefore 
put his salary down at £250.
17321. Then I understand that at present, as far as you know, there is no intention of altering Budolph’s 
position? There is no intention of making any alteration until the proceedings of this Commission are 
over. What may be done afterwards I cannot say. I presume it will depend a good'deal upon your 
Honor’s report.
17322. Certainly the matter ought to stand over until my report has been presented. No action ought to 
be taken in the meantime. I had intended to ask for an explanation of what had been done, so that the 
explanation might appear as evidence in the case, because it has became a matter of public comment that 
Budolph has had his salary reduced ? The mistake occurred exactly in the way I have explained.
17323. Mr. Gummow.] You have said that no action will be taken until after the Commission is over;— 
if any minute has been made in the matter, would it bear upon Budolph’s case as regards the future ?
I could not tell you that. It depends upon two things—first of all upon the finding of the Commission, 
and then upon what view the Minister may afterwards take of Budolph’s action. I cannot, of course, 
bind the Minister to the extent of saying what would be done.
17324. His Honor.] I suppose it would depend ultimately upon the Public Service Board? I suppose 
it would be a question of obtaining their concurrence to whatever the Minister thought might be the 
right thing to do.
17325. Mr. Parkes.] You did write a minute suggesting that Budolph should be made an example of, 
did you not ? I wrote a minute to the effect that I thought it advisable that some action should be taken.
17326. To make an example for other officers ? I forget the exact wording. It is very probable that ’
was the wording of it.
17327. His Honor.] I am very glad that this matter has been settled in such a way that Budolph will 
not be in any way affected, because I think you made a mistake in taking any action at all. I will not 
say anything more about the matter except this—that the Supreme Court would have made very strong . 
comment upon any person, or body of persons, or upon any officer, who had dealt in any way with a 
witness in relation to evidence given in a case sub judiee ? I looked at the matter in this light— 
that as adviser to the Minister it is my duty to keep him posted up in everything which takes place in 
the office or affecting his officers. I merely stated the facts. I did not suggest any reduction of salary.
I simply stated the facts as they presented themselves to me.
17328. Before Mr. Parkes begins his cross-examination upon your evidence of the other day, are 
there any facts you wish to add to that evidence ? Yes.
17329. Mr. Davis.] Do you know what the practice is, and has been in the past, with regard to advances 
to contractors on material on the ground, but not in position ? There has been no rule laid down about 
it, but it has been a common thing to make advances both on material and on plant.
17330. It has been the practice not only in this Colony but also in the other Colonies ? Yes.
17331. The specification I hand you in connection with one of the South Australian railways is a case in 
point? Yes; it is the extension of the railway to the Yictorian Border—the second section from the*
Murray to the Border.
17332. Will you state the nature of the provision in that specification as to advances on material? It _ 
provides for an advance at the rate of 75 per cent, on such material on the ground as may have been 
approved by the Engineer-in-Chief as fit <md necessary for the work.
17333. You know that in the old specifications, in the Sewerage Branch at least, if not in other branches, 
provision was made for an advance not only on material but also on the plant ? Yes, that is the case.
17334. It has been dropped out of later specifications, but, in respect of material, advances have been 
made very frequently ? Advances have been made on material, and, as I say, they have also been made 
on plant.
17335. The papers I hand you are in connection with a contract for a training-wall on the Manning 
Biver ;—was an advance made on plant in that case ? An advance of £500 was made in that case on 16th 
May, 1895, the contractors being G-ranther & Co.
17336. His Honor.] That would be under Mr. Darley ? Yes. I find that Mr. Darley signed it. I think 
the advance was made just about the time of the change.
17337. Here is the contract for a section of the Bondi sewer;—will you tell His Honor what was stipulated 
to be advanced in that case in respect of material and plant ? Payments are made as follows:—90 per

i cent.
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R. R. P. cent, on the work actually done, performed, and fixed; 70 per cent, on the value of approved material on 
Hickson, grounc[. anc[ go per cent, on the value of such plant as the engineer may approve of as fit and necessary

f'or the work. That is Contract 8.
e‘) ' 17338. Mr. Parkes.'] Whose contract is that ? Pritchard’s.

17339. What would be the date of that ? December, 1883.
17340. Mr. Davis.] That is the date of the signing of the bond ? Tes. _
17341. Here is another contract at the Clarence Eiver ? Yes. It was a contract which was let to the 
firm of Greig and Mondy for breakwater works on the northern side of the Clarence Eiver in 1883. 
There were considerable advances made in that case. There was an advance made of £504 10s. 5d. on 
the value of the horses and plant, according to a list attached ; and £337 19s., according to another list 
attached. Then were was an advance of £1,000 for plant, including a locomotive, rock drills, one 10-horse 
power boiler and pump, and one steam crane, complete. _
17342. His Honor.] That would be under Mr. Moriarty ? Yes ; I was the officer-in-charge of northern 
district at the time. -
17343. Mr. Gummow.] As to these advances on material—were they made generally to all contractors who 
wanted them ? Yes; it was the usual thing to do. Of course, for works carried out, such as_ that at 
Mort’s Dock, and in places like that, advances have been made when the material has not been on 
Government property.
17344. His HonorA bill of sale being taken ? Yes.
17345. Mr. Gummow^] In the case of Carson’s contract at Arncliffe, was not an advance made before the 
material came on to the ground—in fact, while it was being shipped from Home ? On the ironwork, yes, 
I think so. .
17346. Mr. Parkes.] Before it was in the possession of the contractors ? Before it was landed here. 
17347. The advances you referred to were 75 per cent, upon the whole value—they were not up to the 
full amount ? There is no percentage. They were sewerage contracts.
17348. In former contracts you had not made advances up to the full value of the property ? In Granther’s 
case we did. . .
17349. Before the property was on the site ? In Granther’s case it was scattered over several miles 
between the quarry and the training wall. _
17350. In respect of a great portion of the cement advanced upon in connection with the North Shore 
contract, it was on Grant’s wharf, was it not ? I cannot say from memory ; but even if it were so, that 
would be no reason why it should not be advanced upon.
17351. In regard to the Adelaide matter, the advance was on material only and not upon plant, I under
stand ? .It is the common practice with all engineers to advance on plant and material. . It is universally 
done in the old country. In the case to which you refer the advance is on such material on the ground 
as may be approved by the Engineer-in-Chief.
17352. At what rate ? Seventy-five per cent. __ _ _ _
17353. With reference to the Monier patent—when you made your minute in the first instance advising 
the Minister to accept the patent and to pay the contractors 15 per cent., was Mr. Carter at the time in 
vour office ? In the first place, I never ivrote to the Minister advising him to accept the patent.
17354. You advised him to approve of it, did you not? I asked for his authority to use it where we 
thought it advisable to do so.
17355. And he gave you authority ? Yes.
17356. On one occasion after that you paid £2 15s. for the use of the patent ? As far as I know, we had 
paid nothing for it. _
17357. After you had obtained the approval of the Minister you paid a royalty upon the patent in the 
case of the Callan Park work ? Not to my knowledge.
17358. But you know now that the royalty was paid ? No, I do not. _
17359. Have you not seen the vouchers lately in connection with that matter ? No ; I do not sign the 
vouchers, I sign only the abstracts. It is quite likely that there may have been a payment to the extent 
you speak of.
17360. As a matter of fact you are bound, whenever the patent is used, to pay Carter & Co. 15 per cent, 
for the use of it ? Whenever I use it myself. If I carried out a work by day-labour and used it I should 
be bound to pay for it. If I were carrying out a work by contract, I presume it would be for the con
tractor to make arrangements with the patentees.
17361. But the contractor will charge the Government ? It is a matter between the contractor and the 
patentees as to what they will charge. I do not know what the patentees would charge any given con
tractor.
17362. But would not the Government be bound to pay Carter & Co. a royalty whenever the patent was 
used ? Certainly not, unless I used it myself on a work which I was carrying out by day-labour. If I 
called for tenders for a work in which this patent was introduced the successful tenderers would have to 
make arrangements with the patentees. I do not know whether they would have to pay them 15 per cent., 
100 per cent., or 1 per cent.
17363. Under the arrangement which you made with them, could the patentees not recover from the 
Government 15 per cent, in respect of any work of the Government into which the patent was introduced ? 
I do not think so. It is a matter of law, but I do not think that that is the case.
17364. As to Contract 69, in which the item of £50 for bluestone pitchers occurs, did you look over the 
Schedule before you submitted it to the Board of Eeference ? It was submitted to me with the usual 
report. I glanced over it certainly. (Vide Appendix Ho. 52). _
17365. But did you look at every item? No; there were something like 4,000 contracts a year going 
through my hands, and I could not do that.
17366. You did not look at each item in the Schedule ? No. _
17367. Did you alter the items 73, 74, 75, and 76 in respect of which a mistake was apparently made in 
putting down pounds for shillings ;—is not the alteration in your own handwriting? I have no recollec
tion of making the alteration, but I may have made it.
17368. Is not that your handwriting in the margin of the document I hand you ? Yes.
17369. What does it say ? “ The rates quoted are shillings per cwt., not pounds.”
17370. But the totals are right ? Yes.
17371. The mistake made was putting in pounds instead of shillings ? Yes. 17372.
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17372. And yon corrected it ? Tes.
17373. When did you make that correction ? I could not say. It is not dated.
17374. You got the contractors to initial it ? They signed it, but I do not remember when it was made. 
It was probably made after the tender was accepted. It was a clerical error, and, possibly, the correc
tion was made some time during the progress of the work.
17375. His Honor.'] Is this the original schedule filled in by Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? Tes.
17376. Someone has put a query in pencil as regards “ tons ” ; do you know anything about that ? I think 
that was done during the progress of the works.
17377. If it had been “ tons ” instead of “ cwts ” the amounts would have been right ? Tes; either in 
the one instance “ tons ” should have been given or in the other “ shillings.”
17378. The change from “ tons ” to “ cwts ” requires a change from “ pounds ” to “ shillings ” ? Tes. 
17379. Mr. Parkes^] You made the correction yourself ? Tes ; it is in my handwriting.
17380. With reference to your son—who first put him into the department ? Mr. Moriarty.
17381. Was it done on your recommendation ? No.
17382. How did the affair take place ; did your son himself apply for appointment ? No ; Mr. Moriarty 
used to pay a visit about every quarter to Newcastle. On those occasions he stopped with me, and in the 
course of a conversation he asked me what I was going to do with my boys. He said, “ You had better 
send one of them to me and make him an engineer.” As a matter of fact, he did not go directly to 
Mr. Moriarty. He went to a bank for six months and was afterwards taken into the department.
17383. On what day did he enter the department ? I should have to look it up. It was about a vear 
before I came to Sydney. I should say, speaking from memory, that it would be about 1887; but I could 
not say positively. The Blue Book, however, will give you the exact date at once. •
17384. When did he leave the department ? In 1893.
17385. Did it appear to you that it was a more awkward position for him to take up—that of engineer for 
contractors who were doing work for the G-overnment—than remaining in the office? In the first place 
he was taking up a position with contractors in another colony. He was not working for them here at 
all. Apart from that, however, I certainly was not going to tell him that he must not get employment 
anywhere. J
17386. But in your evidence the other day you said 3'ou removed him from the department because you 
thought it an indelicate thing to keep him there when you were dismissing other officers ? That was not 
my evidence; I removed him because a report to that effect was spread about. I think now that I made a 
mistake in taking any notice of the report, and that it would have been better to let him remain where 
he was. It certainly would have been better for him, because had he done so he would have been in a 
far better position than he is in now, and he would not have been knocked about to the extent he has 
been- in the interval.
17387. But would it not appear to you that he was in a more awkward position, as far as your relationship 
with contractors was concerned seeing that the firm which he joined were doing a certain quantity of work 
for the G-overnment, even although your son went to Adelaide ? I do not know. It is entirely a matter 
of opinion. ’ J
17388. You had a conversation with the manager of the Bank of New Zealand in Adelaide as to Carter, 
G-ummow, & Co. ? Tes. ,
17389. You knew your son was with Mr. Gummow and with Mr. Gillan there ? Tes.
17390. And you knew that Mr. G-illan was then a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I do
not know to this day who the members of the firm are. They are always changing about.
17391. But you asked the manager of the Bank questions with reference to the status of the firm of
Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I said I asked questions as to the position of Mr. Gillan.
17392. You knew that Mr. Gillan was a member of the firm ? In Adelaide, certainly.
17393. A member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes, in an Adelaide contract.
17394. You gave evidence on Monday to the effect that there were officers in your department who held 
patents ? Tes.
17395. But have you allowed those officers to work in conjunction with contractors as partners in those 
P^ents to obtain Government contracts ? No ; I have not allowed that in any case which I am aware of. 
17396. Would you allow it ? I am afraid I do not quite understand your question. .
17397. Would you allow an officer in your department to work in conjunction with contractors to obtain 
a Government contract when he was a partner with the contractors in a patent ? I would not allow any 
of my officers, if I knew it, to work for contractors.
17398. Or to enjoy a contract in conjunction with contractors with whom he held a patent? I do not 
quite know what you mean. I do not say that I would debar an officer from holding a patent. Bor 
instance, he might be a partner in a patent which might be held bv some outsider”whether a firm of 
contractors or any one else. ^
17399. You would allow him to work conjointly with those contractors in making out plans and in 
preparing estimates for tenders for public works ? I have just said that I would not.
17400. In reference to the Minister’s minute, as to the letting of Contract 79, and your own minute, you 
said in your evidence that Mr. Dyne’s minute was written on the day following your ownthat was an 
erroi, was it not? I think it was written on the afternoon of the day on which my own minute was 
written. J
17401. As a matter of fact they were both written on the same day ? You will see the dates in the 
i arliamentary papers. I think I was quoting from them when I gave my evidence.
17402. The minutes were written on the same day ? Tes.
17403. Was it before seeing Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender for Contract 69 that you decided to alter 
the system of tendering ? The question of altering the system of tendering was under my consideration

* • F 1 tlmik for nearly sis months—and the change was made, I think, after the letting
of the Marrickville contract. b
17404. That was after you saw Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s rigged schedule ? Not especially Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. s, but the whole of them.
17405. Did it not make any impression upon your mind ? Of course it did.
1 h 6j It was the one which made you determine to instantly alter the system ? It brought matters to

140—4 D 17407.
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17407. Cook and "Webb’s contract was for an annual supply of ironwork, was it not;—it has been 
referred to as the first contract let under the new system ? I forget which was the first contract, (Vide 
Appendix No. 64.)
17408. Are you not aware that the Treasury has for years past called for all its supplies upon a schedule 
upon which tenderers have been asked to tender at a percentage above or below given prices, or at par ? 
Tes. The same thing applies to the Works Department.
17409. Then the change of system was not an innovation? Entirely as far as public works themselves 
are concerned.
17410. But in other departments it has been adopted for perhaps twenty years in connection with annual 
supplies ? It has been done in the Works Department for years so far as annual supplies are concerned. 
17411. This contract of Cook and Webb’s was a contract for annual supplies, was it not ? That I could not 
say, speaking from memory.
17412. It was for the supply of ironwork for sewerage contracts, was it not ? I should have to see the 
specification before I could say whether it was for ’an annual supply or not. It does not appear to be 
very clear from the specification whether it was for an annual supply or not. It appears to be for a 
definite quantity of material for sewerage contracts.
17413. But, ordinarily, all these contracts for the supply of material are called annually ? Ordinarily, 
that would be so, so far as the supply of material is concerned; but this is a different contract. It is not 
one of the ordinary contracts for a supply of material.
17414. It is for the supply of ironwork for all contracts, is it not ? Tes.
17415. Sometimes you called for the supply of leather and other materials for use on contracts ? Eor use 
in the department.
17416. Those tenders are called always on a system under which tenderers can tender at a percentage 
above or below prices or at par ? Tes. That has been in force for years. I do not claim any originality 
in respect of the system itself. The originality lay in the application of the system to public works. That 
had never been done before. I got the Water and Sewerage Board to take the same course.
17417. They had been doing so before, had they not? Hot on sewerage contracts.
17418. But on water contracts ? I do not know about those.
17419. Do you not know that, as a matter of fact, the system had been applied by the Water and Sewerage 
Board to water contracts ? I have heard it said that that is so, but I do not know it as a matter of fact. 
17420. Tou say that Mr. Bagge did not point out the unprecedented nature of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, 
& Co.’s schedules for Contract 69 ? Ho.
17421. Did he point out to you, in connection with the schedule of 79, the excess upon the items of 
blasting ? His minute will show you exactly what he did point out. (Vide Appendix No. 65.)
17422. He did not have any personal interview with you in reference to the matter ? Ho ; the tenders 
were examined by him quite independently of me, and he wrote his recommendation without seeing me 
in reference to the matter.
17423. Would he not be likely to call to see you at the time ? I cannot call to mind any occasion when 
he has come to see me in order to explain anything in the schedule which he has not explained in his 
minute.
17424. But if it happened that he saw something extraordinary in the schedule, would he not come down 
to see you about it ? He ought perhaps to do so, but he did not in this case.
17425. He would not write an ordinary report if anything struck him as being very remarkable, would 
he ? Decidedly ; it is his duty to write a report.
17426. Would he not come running down to you at once and say “ Here is a nice state of things ” ? 
Certainly not; I have too high an opinion of Mr. Bagge to think that he would consult me as to whether 
he should write a certain minute or not.
17427. But supposing he were very much astonished ? Then I suppose he would refer to the matter in 
his minute.
17428. But would he not be more likely to have an interview with you than to write you a letter ? 
Certainly not. ’
17429. When you were first engaged to go to Adelaide, did you enter into any definite agreement as to 
terms ? Ho ; I was advised by Sir John Coode, who nominated me, and who practically appointed me, not 
to make any engagement with a Colonial Government, because, as he said, it was quite likely that I should 
not care to remain there, and it would be better to have a free hand.
17430. Tou came out, then, without making any engagement at all? Ho engagement whatever, beyond 
that which is referred to in the letter before the Commission, as to the payment of my passage money. 
17431. Upon what date did you go to Adelaide ? In March, 1876.
17432. When did you leave ? In June, 1880.
17433. Did you make application to the Government of Hew South Wales for an appointment ? Ho. 
17434. How was it that you came here ? When I left South Australia, as I pointed out the other day, 
I was engaged for some little time in Melbourne—I was consulting engineer to the Melbourne Harbour 
Trust. I then came here on a visit on my way to Queensland. I was thinking at the time of going in 
for squatting pursuits. I was staying with Mr. Moriarty, and I told him that if I did not see my way to 
take up a station property, I had made up my mind that I would go Home. He said “ Do not be in a 
hurry to go Home. I shall very likely be soon able to give you a good position here.” I waited for a 
while, and he sent me a telegram offering me a position. I never made any application for it—in fact, I 
had almost made up my mind at the time that I would go Home.
17435. Did you not protest against the South Australian Government disbanding your department after 
bringing you from England ? I think I did ; but it is not of much use protesting against the action of a 
Colonial Government.
17436. Did you get auy testimonial from the South Australian Government ? There is a letter I put in 
the other day. That shows the reason why the department was done away with.
17437. Did you not apply for letters of testimonial from the South Australian Government? Ho ; the 
letter already before the Commission was quite enough for me.
17438. Tou never asked the Government for any letters of testimonial? Ho.
17439. When you landed in South Australia, and took up your work, the first thing which came under 
your hand was a work in connection with the Eivoli Bay and Kingston jetties ? Ho.
17440. What was the first work ? The Victor Harbour breakwater. 17441.
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1 7441. But you had the work to which I had referred put into your hands six months after you arrived ? R. j*. 
It was, probably, about that, but I do not remember how soon. Hickson.
17442. You know the firm of Wells Brothers, do you not? I knew them when I landed in Adelaide, ..*7 
but I never saw them before. - ep., .
17443. They were the contractors who built the Bivoli Bay and Kingston jetties ? Yes. ■ ■
17444. Did you not know any of the Wellses before you came to the Colony of South Australia? No.
17445. Did you come out with one of them ? No.
17446. One of them called upon you soon after you came to the Colony ? Yes, I think so. One of the' 
brothers, but I forget which. • '
17447-8. He introduced to you an agent of Wells Brothers, named Cheesewright, did he not? Yes.
17449. Mr. Cheesewright made the designs upon which Wells Brothers tendered for these works, did he 
not ? He made a second lot of designs. The first lot were made in London.
17450. He made the second lot? I do not know whether he actually made them. He made some 
alterations on the first lot. •
17451. You were cross-examined by Sir John Downer as a witness in the Wells Brothers’ arbitration 
case ? Yes. (Vide Appendix JSfo. 63.) ■
17452. In your cross-examination you told him that Mr. Cheesewright made the plans, and that you lent 
him your office in which to make them—is not that so ? Yes ; I was instructed by the Minister to give 
him room in the office to do so.
17453. Mr. Cheesewright, on behalf of Wells Brothers, also made the tracings which were sent to 
England, and upon which tenders were called? I forget who made the tracings. They were made in 
the office. Probably Mr. Cheesewright made them.
17454. They were made from Wells Brothers’ plans ? From copies of Wells Brothers’ plans.
17455. The Minister decided that tenders should be called upon the Government plans ? Yes. I 
recommended the Minister to send these plans Home,so that tenders might be invited.
17456. Mr. Cheesewright’s plans were sent Home, were they not? Yes; or Wells Brothers. I forget 
which.
17457. You told Sir John Downer that Mr. Cheesewright’s plans were made in such a manner that none 
of the English contractors could tender upon them ? So it turned out.
17458. But were they of such a character that no one but W'ells Brothers could tender upon them ?
That is how it turned out.
17459. In explanation of that you also said that you did not consider it worth while bothering, as you 
considered that the only contractors who could get the work were Wells Brothers ? The contract was 
practically, and to all intents and purposes, let to them before. They sent out plans in the first instance, 
and designs or copies of them were sent Home.
17460. No other contractors, you thought, could compete with them? I do not think they could. •
17461. Ultimately, when they came to build these jetties, it was found that the piles were not long enough ?
Yes ; the ground line that Mr. Cheesewright made was incorrect. •
17462. And they could not build the jetty ? Yes ; it is built now and in use.
17463. But not the original jetty? Yes.
17464. Is it not a fact that the end had to be taken off and a new end put on ? The piles were 
lengthened.
17465. Was not the jetty so narrow that it could not be used for shipping owing to the weight coming 
upon it ? As far as I know it is just thfe same width as was originally designed.
17466. Have you seen the evidence given by Mr. Higinbotham before the Public Works Commission in 
Adelaide after you left ? No ; I have his report. I do not know whether he gave any evidence.
17467. In reply to Sir John Downer, you told the arbitrators in Wells Brothers’ case that you went with 
Mr. Cheesewright to take the soundings and to go into other particulars ? I do not think so. I think 
Mr. Cheesewright came with me; I happened to be going down.
17468. You recommended that his expenses should be paid for all the work he did? Yes.
17469. But the work he really did, as you admitted, was entirely for Wells Brothers, who were the only 
contractors who could get the work ? The contract was practically let to Wells Brothers before I came 
to the Colony. I would suggest that Mr. Higinbotham’s report should be put in because he explains 
that matter very fully.
17470. Sis Sonor^\ You say that the facts as set forth in Mr. Higinbotham’s report are correct? Yes.
17471. Mr. ParTces.] The drawing, you said, was taken on September 13th, and possibly the first com
munication was in June—you arrived in June? In April, I think.
17472. From June, when Mr. Cheesewright first approached you, until the 13th September, he was 
preparing these designs and obtaining other particulars ? No; he was carrying out another contract.
17473. Was it not your evidence that he worked at your office ? During some of the time he was doing 
that; but he had another contract under the Government.
17474. What contract was that? The Tippara Beef Lighthouse.
17475. Sir John Downer asked you whether you knew before Mr. Cheesewright sent in his design that 
the Government intended to invite tenders in England, and you answered that you could not say that 
you knew officially, but that practically you did know ? I expect so. The thing happened so long ago that 
I forget the particulars. .
17476. You said in answer to a question by Sir John Downer, that you could see that, owing to the 
incorrectness of the drawings, the piles would stick out from the jetty into the water like needles for 
most of the way ? Yes, some of the piles were too short.
17477. Mr. Downer asked you whether Cheesewright prepared the plans for you, and you said that he 
prepared them for Mr. George Wells ; you were then asked whether they were prepared in the Govern
ment office, and you said that he asked you to allow him to use your office, and that you did so is that 
correct? Yes.
17478. Then Sir John Downer asked : “ I think you informed the Government that if Mr. Cheesewright 
had not done the drawings you would have had to employ someone qualified to prepare them; did you 
report to the Government that, from Mr. Cheesewright’s extensive experience in these matters, you con
sidered him the most competent person to supply information in connection with these jetties ?” and you 
said, “ Yes, I did; I considered him a very competent man —is that correct ? Yes ; he was a competent 
man. 17479.
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R. R. P. 17479. Sir John Downer then asked : “ I think you imported that if he had not done the work you would 
Hickson. ijave peen compelled to get some addition to the present staff, even supposing you could have got it done 

16Sept~1896 a^’ y°u thought was doubtful,” and your answer is “ Tes ” ? We had no one in the office who
p ” ' understood screw pile work at all.

17480. Had you not a Mr. John Wright in the office who understood it ? Tes ; but he could not give 
his time to it. He was my principal assistant.
17481. Did he not give evidence before the inquiry, and did he not say that he could take soundings, and 
that he did understand screw piles ? Taking soundings and understanding screw piles are two different 
things ; but as a matter of fact Mr. Wright did understand screw piles.
17482. He was your employee? Tes ; but in a different district. He was my principal assistant, and he 
could not give the necessary time to the screw pile work.
17483. Sir John Downer then asked you how long after that it was that the plans were sent Home, and you 
said, “The plans were sent Home at the end of that year; I could not say from memory exactly when.” 
Is that correct ? I have no doubt that if it appears there it is correct.
17484. As a matter of fact, did Mr. Cheesewright make any borings ? I do not know.
17485. Did you not admit that you saw him in a boat—that you knew he had been on the site of the 
Kingston jetty, but that you did not know whether he had been to the site of the Bivoli Bay jetty at all ? 
Tes. I was going down to Kingston to a different work, and I left him at Kingston. Before 1 left one 
morning I saw him in a boat taking soundings. What else he did I cannot say.

' 17486. The original plans, I believe, were lost—I believe they could not be found ? I think the originals
were lost.
17487. On comparing the tracings with the lithographs it was found that great irregularities had taken 
place as regards the length of the piles ? Tes.
17488. Which were sent Home—the tracings or the lithographs ? I really forget now which went Home. 
I could not say now. Probably the whole lot went Home. ’
17489. There was another contractor whom you expected to tender, was there not—a Mr. Gibson ? Tes. 
17490. Tou knew him wdien you were in England ? Tes ; he used to do lots of work for us in England. 
17491. His son was in your office ? Tes ; he was one of our inspectors.
17492. Tou told the arbitrators at that time that you thought that only Mr. Gibson would be able to
tender, and that his son would be able to send him proper information ? I forget. If it appears in the
report of the proceedings I probably said so.
17493. What was the diameter of the screw piles on which the piers were to be built? 4t,- inches, I think. 
17494. What was to be the cost of the two piers ? I forget now.
17495. Was it to be about £53,000 ? I really could not tell you.
17496. Was it not the fact that Wells Brothers tendered for the Bivoli Bay jetty at £23,000, and for the
Kingston jetty at £30,000 ? If those figures are there they are probably correct.
17497. Mr. Tomkinson asked you this question, “ Do I understand that Mr. Cheesewright had not been 
at Bivoli Bay at all?” and you answered, “I do not know whether he went to Bivoli Bay or not”; Sir 
John Downer then questioned you as to the wrought-iron that you would require ? That is very likely. 
17498. And it turned out that Sir John Downer had all your office papers; for instance, a memorandum 
as to the ironwork ? Tes ; I believe he got hold of them in some way. I forget how that matter was 
cleared up.
17499. In any case, it was found out that Wells Brothers were in possession of your office papers ? Tes. 
17500. How was the difficulty overcome with reference to these jetties ? The arbitrators overcame it by 
not giving the contractors anything at all.
17501. And then the contractors threw up their contract ? Tes, I believe they did.
17502. What ultimately took place ? I think we finished the works ourselves.
17503. The Government finished them ? Tes.
17504. And in finishing the works they altered the design entirely ? Not to my knowledge.
17505. They had no remedy against the contractors ? No. Of course the contractors were in the wrong. 
17506. Did the Government seek to recover anything from the contractors? No.
17507. But they completed the works themselves ? Tes ; but I do not think they wore completed in my 
time.
17508. They were completed after your time? Tes ; I do not think they were finished when I left.
17509. Do you know whether, since you left, the light 4i-inch piles have been injured by corrosion? I 
do not think it is at all likely. There is a lighthouse quite close to the jetties, erected a long time before 
the jetties were thought of, upon wrought-iron piles, and that, as far as I know, has not been affected. I 
know the light is still used ; 1 have frequently seen it in passing.
17510. Did not any Minister of the Crown call upon you to explain your connection with Wells Brothers 
or with Mr. Cheesewright ? No, certainly not.
17511. No Minister of the Crown ? No ; there was never any question about it.
17512. Of course, when a man is making a plan in a public office for a contractor, as against Government 
plans, he would naturally do his work in the interests of the contractor, would he not ? I do not know 
how he could do so.
17513. Supposing the man were an agent for contractors, would he not make the plan to the interests of 
the contractors rather than to the interests of the State ? I presume he would make the plan correctly. 
17514. What do you mean by that? Just what I say—that he would make it correctly.
17515. But supposing he were the paid agent of the contractors, would he not study the contractors’ 
interest rather than the interests of the State ? There are only two ways of making a plan—making it 
wrong, or making it right. I presume the plan would be made right.
17516. Supposing he were making a plan in a case where there was no chance of competition from other 
contractors, would he not make it to the interest of the contractors who were paying him. How could 
he alter the facts of the level of the ground, the high-water mark, or the size of the piles ? I do not 
understand what you mean.
17517. What would be the object of the contractors in making a plan ? To have a plan upon which they 
could work, 1 suppose. ’

- 17518. And would not the contractors’agent, in making the plan, make it to the contractors’ interest?
Tou can only make a plan right or wrong. There is no question of making it to the contractors’ interest 
or against the contractors’ interest. 17519.
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17519. But you must know, as a professional man, that plans can he so manipulated by a contractor’s 
agent P I have not yet learnt that branch of engineering. _ _
17520. But this was an experience of the kind, was it not? Not in the direction of manipulating plans. 
17521. Did you not, in reply to Sir John Downer’s questions, and when you were throwing the blame on 
to Mr. Cheesewright, say that he made the plans in such a manner that no other contractors but Wells 
Brothers could tender P He made plans which were shown afterwards to be incorrect, and if they were 
incorrect in the first instance, it would be difficult for another firm to tender.
17622. The object of Mr. Cheesewright in sending incorrect plans to England was to prevent other 
persons from competing with his employers ? I should be very sorry to make such an insinuation in 
connection with Mr. Cheesewright.
17523. Were not Wells Brothers defeated upon the arbitration proceedings upon that plea—that Mr. 
Cheesewright had used his position to prevent competition from other contractors ? I do not think so. 
17524. Was not that the only reason;—did you not throw all the responsibility upon Mr. Cheesewright ? 
Eor making plans. The contractors wanted to make the department responsible, but I said they were 
not responsible—that the plans were the plans of the contractors, and that they must be responsible for 
them whether they were right or wrong.
17525. Did you not point out that Mr. Cheesewright had made plans so that Wells Brothers would be 
the only tenderers ? I did not put it in that way. I said that he had made the plans himself, and that 
he was entirely responsible for them, whether they were right or wrong.
17526. Did you sign the plans ? Tes. .
17527. As the Government engineer ? Tes.
,17528. Sis Sonor.~] Did you sign the plans to verify or to identify them ? To identify them.
17529. Mr. Parkes.~\ As Government documents ? As the plans for the work.
17530. Sis Sonor.] To be tendered on ? Tes.
17531. Mr. Parkes.~\ Did you sign the plans which went to England as Engineer for Harbours and 
Jetties ? Tes.
17532. Where is Mr. Cheesewright ? I have not the least idea.
17533. Is he in Adelaide now? I do not think so. I believe he is dead. He went to China. I know 
that he carried out some lighthouses in China. I have not seen him for years.
17534. Did you know him before you met him in South Australia ? No. .
17535. With regard to the Largs Bay works, did Wells Brothers carry those out ? No.
17536. What were those works—there was a breakwater, was there not ? No works were carried out in 
my time at all at Largs Bay. ■
17537. But Wells Brothers sent in a plan and specification, and a tender was prepared by Mr. Cheese
wright? When I came to South Australia, Wells Brothers had the run of the whole engineering office. 
They sent in plans for all sorts of things, but the only ones that I had to deal with were for the Bivoli 
Bay and Kingston jetties. They sent in plans for lighthouses, which were erected upon their design and 
without any competition. I know they sent in a plan for the Largs Bay jetty, but it was not carried out 
in my time. Some work has been constructed there since, but I do not know who did it.
17538. Did not Mr. Wright take soundings and borings for these jetties ? He took them, I think, before 
I came to the colony. I think so, but I am not quite sure. He was in South Australia long before I 
came. He was handed over by the Bailway Construction Branch to me as one of my officers. I really 
do not know when he took the borings.
17539. There was a Mr. Notcutt, who, according to the evidence, understood screw piling ? I speak 
subject to correction, but I think not.
17540. He took bores, did he not ? I think not; Mr. Wright was the only one who took bores, as far as 
I can remember.
17541. Was it proposed that these jetties should carry a railway ? No; they were to carry trucks. 
17542. Still an engine would have to run across them ? No ; certainly not.
17543. Did you not put up some steam cranes on some part of these works ? No. ■
17544. On some other works then? I have put up a lot of steam cranes in my time.
17545. Did you not put up some steam cranes at Port Adelaide or at Port Pirie ? Some steam cranes 
were put up in the dockyard at Port Adelaide. I think there were some steam cranes put up also at 
Port Pirie, Morgan, and Goolwa.
17546. Were they from designs prepared by Mr. Cheesewright? No; they were not. I do not think 
he ever sent in a design for a crane.
17547. The steam derricks you put up did not work ;—considerable alterations had to be made to them 
at Port Adelaide ? No.
17548. Did you put up any at Port Adelaide ? In the dockyard, but not on the wharfs.
17549. Those you put up would not work ? Certainly they would. ,
17550. When the Bivoli Bay and Kingston jetties were subjected to the testing load it was found that 
they would not bear it ? Not that I know of. As a matter of fact they did bear it, I think.
17551. Mr. Higinbotham said in his evidence before the Commission:—“The Treasurer wished me 
particularly to inquire into the connection of Mr. Hickson, the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties, with 
the designs for these two works.” That is Mr. Higinbotham’s evidence on 25th September, 1879. Did 
you have any communication with the Treasurer on the subject ? No ; not that I can remember.
17552. Mr. Higinbotham appears to have made inquiries as to how far the Engineer of Harbours and 
Jetties—that would be yourself—was responsible for the design, and he said “I confess I do not 
altogether approve of the course he pursued in the matter. I find that Mr. Hickson on his arrival here 
found the designs prepared, and that Messrs. Wells Brothers had given an estimate of the cost of con
struction.” Those were the first designs, were they not? The first and second were both the same. 
The second designs were practically the same as the first.
17553. Mr. Higinbotham says in giving the same evidence:—“ The decision of the arbitrators was entirely 
in favour of the Government. Subsequently on communication with the Marine Board it was determined 
to reduce the length of the jetty, and Mr. Hickson proposes to use the material saved in the lengths to 
double their previous widths, for a length of 450 feet from the end of each jetty towards the shore.” 
The jetties appear from that evidence to have been reduced from 4,000 feet in length down to 450 feet, 
and to have been doubled in width ? Tou are reading that evidence quite wrongly. They were reduced 
in length by 450 feet; they were not reduced to 450 feet. (Vide Appendix So. 63.) 17554.

R. R. P. 
Hickson.

16 Sept.,1896.
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Hickson" 1^554. But they were widened for the whole of their length ? Only for that 450 feet which was taken 
off the end of the 4,000 and put on to the end of the shortened length. The outer end was widened to

16Sept.,1896. oi'thaJ feet-
17555. Mr. bmim.\ That Avas upon your recommendation ? Yes.
17556. Mr. Parkes.~\ Mr. Higinbotham was asked what wus his opinion with regard to the design, and he 
said, “ I think the design was too light -with only 15 feet width at the end, which was at first proposed. 
I think it would be very likely that the end might be carried away in rough Aveather.” He was then 
asked Avhether he did not object to iron, and whether he would not prefer jarrah, and he said that he Avonld 
prefer jarrah P So would I, and I used it afterwards in all wharfs and jetties.
17557. Did you not send in a report to the Treasurer, upon the motion of some Member for papers, in 
which you said that you recommended iron, because you considered iron the proper thing to use ? Cast- 
iron, not wrought iron. '
17558. The material of which you constructed the jetties was questioned by Members of Parliament ? 
Members of Parliament question all sorts of things. I do not remember there being any special question 
in that case.
17559. Do you not recollect sending in a report AAuth regard to the iron ? I do not remember it, but I 
might be able to identify it if you would show it to me.

His Honor said the question before the Commission ivas not as to Mr. Hickson's ability. JSven supposing, 
in the instance referred to by Mr. Parkes, he had recommended the very worst material, and in 
doiny so had made a mistake, this Commission had nothing whatever to do with that.

Mr. Parkes said he understood that His Honor wished to limit the branch of the inquiry relating to 
South Australian matters as far as possible to a parallel case to that of the adoption of the Monier 
design in Contract 11. That being so, he would ask His Honor to admit as Appendices the 
evidence which had been given by Mr. Hickson before the arbitrators in the case of Wells Brothers, 
the evidence of Mr. Higinbotham before the Boyal Commission upon Public Works, and also Mr. 
Higinbotham's report.

His Honor said that if there were no objection on the part of Mr. Hickson to the admission of the 
papers, or a portion of the papers, referred to by Mr. Parkes, they might be put in for what they 
were worth. '

Mr. Hickson said he had no objection to the whole of the papers referred to by Mr. Parkes appearing 
either in the body of the evidence or as Appendices, whichever might be thought best. Perhaps he 
had better explain the facts. A question had been raised in South Australia as to a cargo of rails 
which was sent to the Pailway Construction Branch in connection with the Port Augusta railway. 
It was a question as to whether the rails had been properly or improperly passed, and Mr. 
Higinbotham, who was then Engineer-in-Chieffor Railways for Victoria, teas asked to come to the 
Colony to report on the question. While Mr. Higinbotham was in the Colony, rumours got 
abroad—as they sometimes ivould when one thing was supposed to be wrong—that the whole of the 
public works carried out in the Colony had something wrong in connection with them, and he 
suggested to his Minister that as Mr. Higinbotham was in the Colony, he being a well-known 
engineer, he should be asked to report upon all the works he had undertaken; and the Colonial 
Treasurer of the day, Mr. Mann, who happened to be his Minister, approved of Mr. Higinbotham's 
making a report. It appeared from the papers that on the day after he presented his report he 
gave the evidence before the Royal Commission which had been referred to by Mr. Parkes.

His Honor said that since Mr. Hickson raised no objection to the admission of the papers, he would 
direct that they be printed as Appendices to the evidence. (Vide Appendix No. 63.)

17560. Mr.Parkesf Did you construct the Wallaroo jetty ? Ho; I think it was constructed after I left. 
17561. Was it started by you ? I do not think it AAras. I should have to refresh my memory upon that 
point. It Avas intended to be started, I think; but the site chosen by the Marine Board was considered 
a bad one, and, as far as I can remember, the work upon the altered site Avas not commenced until after I 
had left.
.17562. The following paragraph appears in the report of Mr. Mann, the Secretary to the Public Works 
Department:—“ The charge of the important works which are connected with the improvement of our 
harbours and the construction of piers to render our coasts available for shipping has been placed in the 
hands of the Engineer-in-Chief. A few years ago it Avas considered advisable, by way of experiment, to 
create a department of Harbours and Jetties, and to appoint an engineer to take the exclusive charge of 
the construction of those works in conjunction with the direction of the dredging operations, which were 
carried on by the Marine Board. The change, however, did not work as satisfactorily as had been 
expected. The Q-overnment resolved, therefore, to abolish the new department, and to revert to the 
arrangement in existence before the Harbours and Jetties Department was created. Harbour works, 
lighthouses, and jetties, will therefore in future be constructed under the superintendence of the Chief 
Engineer, and the dredging under the direction of the Marine Board. The change was effected towards 
the close of the financial year.” The same report says, in reference to the Wallaroo jetty : “ Some 
difficulties have been met with in connection with this undertaking. The original contract entered into in 
August, 1879, was set aside, and a fresh one entered into for a structure on a site alleged to be more 
suitable than the one that had been chosen. After the work had proceeded to some extent it was found 
that the soundings taken were incorrect. A fresh site was therefore selected. The Avork which had been 
executed was abandoned, and a new agreement made Avith the same contractor for building a jetty on a 
fresh design on a new site.” That was your work, was it not? No; that alteration was made after I 
left the Colony.
17563. But the original work was your work ? Yes.
17564. Did Mr. Cheesewright design it? No.
17565. Were not Wells Brothers the contractors? No ; I think Grant was the name of the contractor. 
17566. Do you recollect that the soundings were found to be so incorrect that the work had to be abandoned ?
I have already explained that the site was found to be a Avrong one. It Avas chosen by the Marine Board, 
and it had to be altered. “
17567. Would you not have to take the soundings ? One of my officers took the soundings.
17568. The report says that the soundings were found to be incorrect? I think the soundings for the 
later Avork were taken by the Marine Board’s own officer. .

17569.
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17569. Did not the Minister in charge ash you to explain how it was that the soundings were incorrectly ^
taken ? I do not think so. There may be some papers which will explain the matter.
17570. Wr. Smith.'] I find that I misled you the other day in asking you question 17117 ;—I refer to my lf, g , jggg 
question as to the date upon which Mr. Lyne, the Minister, wrote the minute referred to. I asked you '
whether he did not write it on the next day ? Tes ; I see that is an error. He wrote the minute on the 
same day.
17571." As to Mr. Gillan, I think you said that all you knew was that he was a partner in that particular 
contract which the firm had with the South Australian Government ? Tes ; of course, I only knew that 
from hearsay.
17572. Tou did not know that he was a member of the firm in any other sense? I knew he was not a 
member of the firm in regard to Contract 77.
17573. All you knew was that he was a partner in the South Australian contract ? Tes.
17574. Mr. Gummow.] With regard to Mr. Gillan, do you know in the Department that he is, or ever 
has been, a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co., in any of their contracts in Hew South Wales ?
I should have to look up all the contract documents to answer that question.
17575. With regard to Mr. Dorrest, the paper upon page 272 of the Parliamentary return shows that 
Mr. Forrest was a partner of Carter & Co. in respect of Contract 72 ? It shows that, in respect of 
Contract 72, the firm consisted of Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Forrest.
17576. Does it show that Mr. Forrest was a member of the firm in respect to Contract 79 ? The document 
to which you refer says : “ And whereas the said contractors and the said George Forrest in carrying out 
the said contract made a claim for extra works in connection therewith, amounting in all to the sum of 
£4,050 9s. 6d., &e.” It would appear that Mr. Forrest was not a contractor for 79, but that he was a 
contractor for 72. .
17577. Does that support the position you took up in saying that you only know the contractors by the 
names of the partners given in their tender forms ? Tes.
17578. So that, as far as George Forrest is concerned, can you show that he was a partner of Carter & Co. 
or Carter, Gummow, & Co. since that date ? No. All that I can accept is the names which appear at 
the foot of the tenders. I do not know anyone else in the matter.
17579. The names of the partners put beside the name of the firm ? Tes.
17580. Can you show whether Mr. Forrest has been a partner of the firm of Carter & Co. or Carter,
Gummow, and Co. up to April, 1895 ? I should have to look through all the tender forms before I could 
answer that question. 1
17581. But you do not know that he was ? No. .
17582. Nor Mr. Gillan ? No. .
17583. Tou said that the Department of which you had charge in Adelaide was done away with, and that 
the whole of the works were put under one head ? Tes. .
17584. Do you know if they are all under one head now ? Tes.
17585. The arrangement has not been altered since you left ? No.
17586. There is one engineer-in-chief there for all the works ? Tes.
17587. Mr. ParTces.] Are you aware that Mr. Forrest has been the contractor managing Contract 77, and 
that he has been supervising it since its commencement ? I cannot say that I am officially aware of it.
I have never been in charge of that contract.
17588. But you know, as a matter of fact, that Mr. Forrest is supervising it? I have been out to the 
contract twice as a visitor, and I have seen Mr. Forrest there, but what position he holds with regard to it 
I cannot say. There is no reason why he should not be manager on that contract as far as I can see.

"William Julius Baltzer sworn and examined :—
17589. Mr. Gummow.] "What are you ? I am an engineer. W. J. Baltzer.
17590. Tou are an employee of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
17591. "What were you doing before you came into their employ ? I was in the Government service. 16 Sept.,1896. 
17592. For how long? I joined the service first in September, 1884, and I left of my own accord in 
March, 1889. I re-entered the service in December, 1889, and I was retrenched in October, 1895.
17593. For what reason were you retrenched ? A Commission had been appointed and the whole of the 
service was reorganised.
17594. Tou were given notice that you would have to go ? Tes ; I received 6 months’ notice.
17595. Did the Department give you the option of doing any other work ? They gave me the option of 
having my salary reduced or leaving the service, and I said I would rather leave the service.
17596. Tou took your 6 months’leave and compensation ? Tes.
17597. Have you any testimonials from the Department ? I have testimonials from Mr. Bennett, Mr.
Bagge, and Mr. Hickson. I have not copies with me now, but I could produce them.
17598. What salary were you receiving? £335.
17599. What were your duties ? I was directly in charge of a certain number of draftsmen under 
Mr. Bagge.
17600. How long have you been in the employ of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Since August or September,

17601. When you were in the Department, do you remember receiving a notice to get out a design upon 
the Monier system? Tes.
17602. What were the reasons for doing that? Mr. Bagge told me to get out a design upon the Monier 
system.
17603. But for what reason ? He did not give me any reason. He only told me to get out a design.
17604. Were any other designs got out at the same time? There were two other designs.
17605. The design upon the Monier system was done under your supervision ? Tes.
17606. Were you able to calculate all the necessary details in connection with it ? Tes ; I was able to 
calculate everything.
17607. Did you ever speak to Mr. Hickson about the system? I told Mr. Hickson at the time the patent 
was taken out that ! had taken it out.
17608. Did you tell him that you were going to take it out ? No ; that I had taken it out.

17609.
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W. J. Baltzer. 17609. You did not tell him of it before you took it out ? No.
17610. What did he say when you told him? He had no objection to it. '

16 Sept.,1896. lygn. You have lately been to Germany ? Yes.
17612. With what object did you go there ? I went firstly to see my relations, whom I had not seen for 
fourteen years. In the second place I went to inquire into a system of desiccating, also as to the Monier 
system and other work which might be advantageously carried out in the Colony.
17613. Did you get any information upon these matters in Germany ? Yes.
17614. How did the information which you received at home agree with that which you already had with 
regard to the Monier system ? I had most of the particulars in my hands before I left.
17615. Did you consider, after seeing what you did in Europe, that you were in a position to make a 
design upon the Monier system before you left ? Yes.
17616. Do you think that the arch in the case of Contract 77 would have tumbled down if it had not had 
the iron grill in it ? No.
17617. Eor what reason would it stand up ? Because the line of the pressure-curve falls within the 
middle third. Under any circumstances ; if even the sewer were running brim full.
17618. Could you calculate it ? Yes.
17619. Mr. Bagge, in his evidence, said that you had no key to the calculation;—what have you to say as 
to that? I had everything necessary for calculation in connection with the structure.
17620. With regard to the cement used in the Colony, do you know to what test it is subjected ? Yes. 
I was looking at the German conditions and comparing them with the conditions in use in the Public 
VYorks Department in this Colony, and I find that they are practically the same.
17621. Do contractors in Europe get special cement for structures upon the Monier system ? No. They 
use the ordinary cement furnished by the factories. .
17622. Do you know how long the factories have been in existence in Germany ? The first factory was 
erected in 1855 at Stettin.
17623. Was a union formed by the cement companies ? In 1877 they formed a union to protect themselves. 
That was done of their own accord.
17624. Did they then send their cement to Berlin to have it tested? No. Germany consists of a great 
number of States, and each State governs itself with the exception of one or two Imperial matters, for 
instance, defence, postal arrangements, and railways.
17625. While you were at home did you go into the question of what securities the departments held over 
the contractors or patentees in connection with these works ? In Austria the contractors for the first 
bridge ever built upon the system there had to leave a deposit of 10 per cent, upon the cost of the 
structure for one year, and to maintain the structure for another two years. .
17626. His Honor.'] Maintenance for three years altogether ? Yes.
17627. Mr. Gummow.] Is that the general rule with reference to structures which are in course of 
erection on the continent of Europe now ? I should think so. I should imagine that the Monier 
Company, being the same in Austria as in Germany, would certainly object to more stringent conditions 
in Germany.
17628. The one firm hold the patent for the two countries ? The company holds the patent for Austria 
and the southern parts of Germany.
17629. Is it M. Monier himself who holds the patent? No ; it is held by a company.
17630. You got your information upon these points from Wayss & Co. ? Yes.
17631. Do you consider that you are a specialist in this matter ? Yes.
17632. With reference to the use of the Monier arch, did you see any buildings upon that system wdiile 
you were at home ? I saw one built at Gersheim in Germany, and also one at Vienna.
17633. Was that structure in one arch ? At Gersheim there were three arches, and at Vienna one arch. 
17634. In what way were they constructing the three arches ;—were they building the whole of the 
three at one time ? No, they built one arch on each day.
17635. They did not build the three arches all in one day ? No.
17636. So that the building of the whole of the arches in the structure on the same day or continuously 
is not considered necessary by the Monier Company ? Not at all.
.17637. As to leaving the centres in;—how long are they left in in Europe ? Erom four to six weeks 
according to the thickness of the structure.
17638. While the centres are in is there any thrust on the piers ? No thrust whatsoever.
17639. In the Monier system at home are there any expansion joints? None at all.
17640. Have you read Mr. Bagge’s report upon the three systems of construction? No; I do not 
remember it. "
17641. In one paragraph of his report he says:—“In order to meet this difficulty the radius of the 75-ft. 
span arch of scheme No. 3 had to be so selected that the centre-line of forces should always keep within 
the middle third of the arch ring”;—did you calculate it out when making your design, and keep the line 
of resistance within the middle third ? Yes. Mr. Kern did so at the time.
17642. Are you satisfied that Mr. Kern’s calculations are correct? Yes, perfectly satisfied.
17643. Did you check them ? Yes; afterwards. ■
17644. Have you any sketch showing those calculations? Not in connection with that particular 
contract.
17645. Have you any in connection with the Monier system at all? Yes.
17646. Upon what system have you made your calculations? In the office it was done on Schieffler’s 
theory. I worked them out upon the theory of the elastic arch.
17647. And how did they compare ? Very favourably.
17648. Mr. Bagge, in his evidence, in answer to question 706, says : “ Well, I was just saying that we 
tried to make a calculation, and could not do so” ;—is that correct ? To a certain extent. I was in 
charge of a certain number of draftsmen, and was unable to leave my work. I could not neglect other 
work in order to do everything that was necessary in connection with this design. Another officer had 
therefore to take the calculations in hand, and he, not knowing anything of the theory of the elastic arch, 
had to resort to the common theory of the Voussoir arch.
17649. Mr. Bagge, in reply to His Honor, at question 1756, said, referring to the German Government: 
“ They simply say, ‘ If you are going to adopt this patent in such and such a week, you must put down
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Vo per cent, of the value in cash securities. After the work has stood one year 50 per cent, of the con- W.J. Baltzer. 
tract money will be paid you ; after it has stood for the second year another 25 per cent, will he paid you ; 
after it has stood for the third year you will get the balance of your security.” You will see from that ’’ •
that the State thinks there is some risk in the system;”—is that correct? I never heard of such a thing.
17650. Did you ever take into consideration the question of climate in Australia as compared with 
Europe ? Yes; I consider that the climate here is much more favourable to the structure than is the 
European climate.
.17651. In reply to question 3464, Mr. Bagge said : “ This patent was taken out without my knowledge.
I had no idea at the time that it had been taken out; but Mr. Hickson knew of it—is that correct ?
Mr. Hickson knew of it only after the patent had been taken out.
176511. Is the system used generally in structures on the Continent ? It is used very largely in building 
construction for floors, roofs, columns, cess-pits, water-tanks, bridges—in fact, in any structure in which 
formerly bricks or concrete have been used.
17652. You have some photographs illustrative of the use of the system ? Yes.
17653. 'Where did you obtain those photographs ? When I was on the continent of Europe recently.
17651. Had yorf any information on the subject before then? Yes ; I wrote a treatise upon the Monier 
patent.
17655. When you were in Europe, did you hear of any structures likely to be built upon this system on 
a large scale ? Yes ; they were building a bridge in Austria with a span of 40 metres, or about 120 feet.
17656. Did they propose building a still larger structure than that ? Yes ; there was a scheme for a rail
way-bridge with a span of 120 metres, or 350 feet. ‘
17657. .His JTonor.] A single span ? Yes.
17658. Mr. Gummow.'] You have heard of the Monier culvert which was built at Strathfield? Yes.
17659. Did you see the building ? Yes; both during the construction and afterwards. •
17660. Have you seen it during the last few months ? No.
17661. How long is it since you saw it ? It must be at least eighteen months.
17662. Was it in good order when you saw it? In splendid order.
17663. Did you ever hear that it had collapsed ? No.
17664. As to Mr. Bagge, how did he always look upon the Monier system while you were in the office ?
He was always prejudiced against it, and latterly I never talked to him on the subject. I mentioned the 
matter to him at the commencement, and he snubbed me in such a way then that 1 thought it better to 
leave the thing alone.
17665. That was while you were in the office? Yes.
17666. Was that before the Monier arch which was designed in the office was done ? A good time before 
that. •
17667. As to other work, what sort of man was Mr. Bagge;—did he believe in keeping to old systems, or 
in going in for new ideas ? When I told him about this system he told me that it was better to stick to 
old ideas, instead of trying to introduce fancy-work.
17668. Did you ever have any argument with him on the subject of introducing other ideas, quite 
independently of the Monier system ? I often had arguments with him. If I wanted to make an altera
tion in a shaft, for instance, in a new contract, Mr. Bagge always objected. There was a great deal of 
difficulty in inducing him to consent to any alteration whatever.
176(59.. Did you explain to Mr. Bagge what you knew about the Monier system when you found him 
prejudiced, as you term it ? I never talked to him beyond that, except when he himself brought the 
subject up. .
17670. Did you give him all the information you had in your possession? No.
17671. Since you have been in the Colony, have you ever heard of any failure in the system at Home?
No. '
17672. While you were in the department you say you got out a Monier design for Mr, Bagge’s report?
Yes.
17673. Is the plan produced the design you prepared ? Yes.
17674. Eor his report? No, not for his report. That was for Contract 77.
17675. Did you do that in the office ? No.
17676. Where did you make it ? At home.
17677. Is that your original drawing ? Yes ; those are my figures.
17678. Is that a drawing or a lithograph ? It is my original drawing.
17679. And you are sure you did that at home? Yes.
17680. During your own hours or during office-hours? During my own hours.
17681.' It was you who originally took out this patent in New South Wales ? Yes. .
17682. How long ago ? I could not tell you, but I think it was in 1891 or 1892.
17683. You took in with you two partners ? Yes ; Mr. Carter and Mr. Snodgrass.
17684. What made you take them in with you ? Because they were special friends of mine.
17685. Was that your only object? I knew them a long time, and while we were talking, sometimes on 
engineering matters, the subject cropped up.
17686. Who paid the necessary expenses? Mr. Carter.
17687. You did not pay anything ? No. '
17688. In taking in Mr. Carter and Mr. Snodgrass, did you consider that it would be of benefit to the 
working of the patent in the future ? Decidedly.
17689. Did they pay you anything for joining in with you, you having all the information ? No.
17690. Did you ever receive any money from them while you were m the department? No.
17691. Have you ever received any money from them or from anyone else for patent rights ? No.
17692. While you were in the office, did you give any information to contractors of office business ? No.
17693. With regard to the tests which had been made of this system ;—have you seen any tests at all?
Yes ; I was present at the test made by Mr. Carter, at North Shore, and also at another test, which was 
made at Forest Lodge. Mr. Eoberts also made some tests.
17694. Did you ever test any blocks for compression ? Yes.
17695. The blocks were made of different kinds of sand ? Yes.
17696. Did you assist to make those blocks ? Yes.
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W.J. Baltzer. 17697. With regard to the watertightness of the system—do you consider that Contract No. 77 will be 
r—watertight ? Perfectly watertight.

16 Sept.,1896. 17698. Do the photographs you have produced show any work upon this system constructed to hold water ? 
Yes. There is an aqueduct among them—also reservoirs.
17699. At question 1752 Mr. Bagge, in paragraph 3 of the report which he read, says, “ The patentees at 
Home are specialists; have a special staff of specially-trained workmen of many years’ experience in 
constructing models on the Monier system before they undertook the construction of models on this 
system —what have you to say as to that P If a person wishes to carry out tbis work he must certainly 
know the whole theory of construction; but he does not want special workmen. He wants very careful 
conscientious workmen who will carry out the work under his instructions. The work has to be carried 
out very carefully, but no expert workmen are actually required.
17700. As to the man in charge ? The man in charge must understand the whole details of the system. 
17701. In paragraph 6 of the same report, Mr. Bagge says, “ Mr. Baltzer was not a specialist, and had 
extremely little, if any, practical experience of work, having, so to say, just left the University in Germany— 
in fact, what he knew of engineering he learnt from mein the Sewerage Office —is that correct ? No. 
17702. His Honor.] In what respect is it incorrect? I did not learn anything from him. I always 
studied a great deal at home. _
17703. Mr. Gummow.] Did you study in the evening while you were in the department ? Yes. I often 
made sketches of work upon different contracts at home. The sketches I now produce are some of them. 
They are in connection with some work which was done in 1891. They were made in my own time, at 
home.
17704. These are your own drawings ? Yes ; done in my own time.
17705. In taking Mr. Carter and Mr. Snodgrass in with you, as far as this patent is concerned, did you 
do so in order that they might assist you in designing, or was it their practical experience of work that 
you wanted ? I took them in on the ground of their practical experience.
17706. In reply to question 7163 Mr. Bagge says, “Well, I know for a fact that the cement used for 
such work at home is not procurable in these Colonies for love or money is that correct—cannot the 
cement be procured ? Certainly it can be procured. The German manufacturers are only allowed to 
manufacture cement of a certain standard. If it does not come up to that standard their names are 
excluded from the Association, and they are published in the German newspapers, which would mean 
ruin to the manufacturer. _ _
17707. Do you know if their cement comes out here ? I ascertained the kinds of cement in use at home, 
and I found that the Germania and Henmoor brands are well-known cements on the Continent.
17708. Are those the cements which are being used by Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. upon Contract 77 ?
Y PA
17709. His Honor.] Is it the fact that in calculating the strength of these arches you ignored the grill, 
and that you calculated upon the assumption that they would stand without utilising the effect of the 
grill in them? Yes.
17710. As if they were compo. arches ? Yes.
17711. That is to say that, resolving all your perpendicular strains into the line of the arch, you would find 
the compressive strength of the arch enough to resist them ? Yes.
17712. So that the arch, in point of fact, does not act in any sense necessarily as a girder ? Quite so. 
17713. But, at the same time, if it were required to act as a girder it would do so on account of the grill? 
Yes.
17714. You did not require to assume an unequal load ;—you assumed an equal load throughout ? Yes. 
17715. So that you wanted only the single grill ? Only the single grill. _
17716. And you say that the arches would in point of fact stand without it ? Yes.
17717. That is the calculation you made? Yes.' _
17718. But you would not build such a structure without the grill, because the calculation would be rather 
too fine ? Yes.
17719. Mr. Gummow.] What about the question of elasticity ? That is shown in the test arch at Puckers- 
dorf before it collapsed ; it bent considerably.
17720. The grill is necessary to elasticity ? It makes the structure much more elastic.
17721. His Honor.] In putting the expansion joints into the carrier over the piers you consider that 
there is enough elasticity in the rest of the structure, it being so open, to compensate without cracking for 
the utilisation of the expansion ? Yes. If the arch should shift itself the greatest strain would be in the 
carrier over the pier. _
17722. The carrier would probably alter its own form to a certain extent with the same increase of 
temperature that would tend to raise the arches ? Yes.
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George Christie recalled and further examined :—
G. Christie. 17723. Mr. Parkes^] You have looked through the inspector’s journal in connection with Contract 72, 

N and you have also looked through a list of the purchases made by Carter, Gummow, & Co. in respect of 
18 Sept.,1896. the same contract;—I believe you have also taken out of the journals of 53 a list of the cement which 

was transferred to that contract from Contract 72 ? I should explain that the journal in the case of 
Contract 72 has not been found. The extracts are not from that journal.

17724.
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17724. Your extracts are taken from the journals of Contracts 53 and 79 ? Yes; I have prepared the 
following statement:—

List of Cement purchased and delivered at Contract 72, from 1st September, 1891, to 23rd June, 1892.

Date. Vendor. Quantity. Brand. Tested prior to 19 Nov., 1891.

1891.
October 2......

„ 8......
Parburv. Hentv. & Co....................
Henry Austin..........................

Casks,
597
376
396
252
300

1,000
407

967
994
184

9

Camel ......... No. 584, 6/10/91.
„ 595, 14)10/91.
,, 596, 15/10/91.

609, 11/11/91.

„ 12......
„ 30......

November 6... 
„ 13..
„ 13...
1892.

April 30.........

Parburv, Hentv, & Co..........................
Gibbs, Bright, & Co....................
Henry Austin..............................

Wouldham ... 
Gostling’s.....

Parburv, Hentv, & Co....................
Henry Austin............................ Camel .........

Germania.....

May 7 .........
„ 23 .........

June 23 ......... Burns, Philp, & Co., 118 less returned 109......... Elephant ......

G. Christie. ■ 
188ept^l896.

The following is a list of entries from the journal of Contract 53 relating to the cement transferred from 
Contract 72 :—

Statement of transfers of cement from Contract 72 to Contract 53, as per entries in journal for Contract 53.
23)5)92......................... 27)9)92......................

1)7/92......................... ..................... 24 „ 18)10)92...................... ..................... 19 „
6)7)92......................... 26)10)92...................... ..................... 24 „

16)7)92......................... 3)11)92...................... ..................... 12 „
6)8)92 ......................... 4)11)92...................... .................... 12 „19)9)92.........................

21)9)92......................... ..................... 24 „ 208 „

The following statement has been prepared by me, showing the cement used on Contract 72 from the 
15th 1'ebruary, 1892, until its completion :— '

Cement used on Contract 72 from 15th February, 1892, till its completion ; date of final certificate being 29/12/92.

Stock on Contract, 15/2/92 .................................................................................................................. 1,300
Subsequent Purchases— "

Per Hy. Austin’s invoices—
30/4/92—Germania...................................................................................  967
7/5/92— ............................................................... j.......I......... "..........994

23/5/92- „ .....................................................................................................  184
Per Burns, Philp, & Co.’s invoices—

23/6/92—Elephant............................................................................  118
Less returned.................................................................................................. 109

............................................................... ....... 9

---- 2,154

Deduct—Removals to Contract No. 53, as per statement /of extracts from journal, 
Contract 53.........................................................................................

3,454

208

Memo. The quantity estimated by Messrs. M’Credie and Thompson as required was 3,432 casks.
I have also a memorandum extracted from the journal of Contract 79. The entry appears upon page 70 
of the journal of Contract 79, and is as follows :—
, , Extract from Journal of Contract No. 79.Mr. Boys, 15/5/93,—

Cement carted and transferred to Contract 90, Neutral Bay, 10 bbls., making a total of 130 bbls., 99 of which 
were not advanced on by the Department. The rest forwarded by consent.

William Julius Baltzer recalled and further examined :—
17725. 3£r. Gummow?\ You have your testimonials with you this morning? Yes. The following is from W. J.Baltzer. 
Mr. Bennettjo & ,-^a^-n
T ' . . Sewerage Branch, Roads Department, 11 January, 1889. 18 Sept., 1896.
f 1111101 Pjeasure ln stating that Mr. \\. Baltzer has been employed during the last four years and three months in
the sewerage Department as a draftsman, during which time I have found him very useful in drawing out detail plans of
the sewerage works. He is a neat, intelligent, draftsman, and as such has given general satisfaction. I bear willing
testimony to his heing an industrious, steady, well-behaved, young man, who gives promise of success in his profession
should he choose to follow it up. He leaves the Department entirely of his own accord.
The following is from Mr. Bagge :—
v. ,Mr' Balt,zej having been employed as an engineering draftsman in the Construction office of the Sewerage 
Department during the last four years and three months, chiefly under my charge, I willingly testify to his industry, 
mteihgence’ ana steadiness, in all work enti tided to him; and taking into consideration the intricate nature of these works, 
with all its difficult details, and that Mr. Baltzer had gradually mastered the work, so as to enable him to execute designs 
of details in a very creditable manner, his leaving the Department, although entirely on his own accord, is a loss to me, which 1 much regret. ’ ’

The following is from Mr. Hickson:—
. . 3 Mav 1895. ^r* WilUam Baltzer has for over ten years been employed in the drawing office of the Sewerage Construction Branch 

ot this Department, and has directly designed many of the larger works carried out by the Branch. He has proved himself 
a resourceful and capable officer, and his architectural knowledge has been of great service.

I greatly regret that the necessity for retrenchment should deprive the Department of his services, and can confidently 
recommend him for a leading position in any drawing office. *
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W. J.Baltzer. 17726. How long have you been in communication with the patentees of the Monier system in Austria 
and Germany ? Since 1892. _ ,

8 Sept.,1896. 17727. As to the Monier arches upon Contract 77—do you consider that it will be possible to build those 
arches more economically in the future ? Certainly. ■ _
17728. In what way? The Monier Company in Europe allow a strain per square inch of from 560 to 
660 lb., and in this particular construction only 300 lb. was allowed. At the same time the iron has 
taken a great deal of the compression out. The coefficient of elasticity between the cement and the iron 
is as 1 to 40, so that in the event of the contraction working equally the iron would take up 40 times the 
strain of the cement mortar.
17729. Do you consider that the whole of the carrier is watertight ? Tes, certainly. It has been proved 
by experiments in England that porous concrete can be made perfectly watertight by rendering it with 1 to 1 
compo., or rendering it with pure cement to a thickness of one-tenth of an inch. _
17730. What sand and stone material do they use in Europe in connection with this system—do they use 
pure sand ? No, they use pebbles and broken stone up to the size of half an inch; but it all depends 
upon the size of the construction.
17731. With regard to oxidation, from any information which you have obtained, or from your own 
knowledge, do you consider that there is any risk of oxidation of the iron ? Professor Bauschinger has 
made a number of tests, and he considers that the iron is perfectly protected by the cement mortar as soon 
as the mortar has set.
17732. Tou produce a plan showing the tests made in Austria in 1891 and 1892 ? Tes. It shows the 
position of the pressure-curve for a load of 78‘5 tons. _
17733. Mr. Parkes.'] In the cases of fracture shown on that plan is the iron fractured in any case? Not 
in any case. That is the most wonderful part of the experiments. _
17734. How do you account for that;—is it drawn at the junctions ? It is deformed, but in no case has 
it been actually torn asunder.
17735. Is it drawn at the intersections ? Not even at the intersections.
17736. What happened, then ? Only the longitudinal bars were deformed. The transverse bars were 
not interfered with.
17737. Sis Sonar.] The compression of the compo. making up for the deformity, I suppose ? Tes. 
17738. Mr. Parkes.]. On the 3rd April, 1893, Mr. Armstrong, the agent for Messrs. Carter & Co., sent 
to the Secretary for Public Works the following letter :—
I have the honor to direct your attention to a patent, No. 4,084, issued on 3rd November, 1892, to Messrs. Carter, Snod
grass, and Baltzer, for the purpose of strengthening, and at the same time cheapening, the construction of sewer and other 
arches as described in such patent as “ invention of improvements ” in concrete, cement, and mortar, building, and other 
constructions and manufactures. _ _

I am desired by my clients to state that they are willing to dispose of their sole powers and rights granted in such 
patent, and to offer the same to your department for the sum of £1,500.
Tou knew of that letter, did you not ? I knew of it.
17739. Did you give instructions to Mr. Armstrong? I had nothing to do with Mr. Armstrong.
17740. It was only Carter & Co. who had to do with Mr. Armstrong? I do not know how the matter 
was arranged.
17741. Tou recollect the letter coming to the department? I heard of it. _
17742. What was to be your interest in the patent;—had you an equal interest in the profits with 
Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass ? Tes.
17743. Have you still that interest? It has been altered to a certain extent.
17744. In what manner? I receive 24 per cent, upon the profits which are actually obtained upon 
contracts.
17745. While you were in the office you were to receive a third share of the profits ? Tes.
17746. Tou said in your evidence the other day that Mr. Hickson had given you permission to take out 
this patent ? I said I told Mr. Hickson after the patent had been taken out that I had done so.
17747. And he did not object to it ? No.
17748. After Mr. Hickson had written asking whether Mr. Bagge knew anything about the patent, do 
you know whether Mr. Bagge then came to you ? He did not come to me.
17749. He wrote a report concerning it on the 7th April, 1893, in which he pointed out that it required 
very careful construction, and in which he gave a general description of it;—did he get that information 
from you ? I do not think so. _
17750. Did he speak to you at all about it at that time ? I had given Mr. Bagge information before. 
17751. Before April, 1893 ? Tes.
17752. Did you tell him that you had this patent ? Tes ; he knew about it.
17753. Sis Sono'r.] Was it before you took the patent out, or after you had taken it out, that you first 
had a conversation with Mr. Bagge about it ? I could not say whether it was before or after.
17754. Mr. Parkes.] When the estimates were being prepared for Contract 112, did you not make out 
an estimate for the Monier system ;—that was your work, was it not ? I had nothing whatever to do with 
the estimates.
17755. Did you make the drawings ? Tes.
17756. Who made the estimates ? Mr. Adams, I should think.
.17757. Tou made out the drawings for Contract 77 upon the Monier system ? Tes, at home.
17758. Did you show them to Mr. Hickson at any time ? No, never.
17759. Did you ask Mr. Hickson whether you could make them out ? No ; I never asked anybody. _ 
17760. When were they first given to Mr. Hickson ? As far as I can remember, they were submitted with 
the contract.
17761. They were not shown to Mr. Hickson before that ? Not as far as I know. _
17762. Would the plans be put into the tender-box with the tender ? I do not know. The only thing I 
heard was that Mr. Bagge, after the tenders had been sent in, showed the plans to different officers. 
17763. What did he do that for ? I do not know. That was his business.
17764. Did he make any comment upon it ? I could not say. He never talked to me about it. _ 
17765. Tou have put in a letter of recommendation or testimonial from Mr. Bagge ? That was written 
in 1889. I could have got a letter at any time.
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17766. Did you make out an estimate for the Monier work to arrive at the sum of £15,500, the amount W. J.Baltzer.
of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender? No. I had nothing to do with that. i
17767. Tou did not make out that estimate at all? No. 18bept.,tS9b.
17768. Do you know who did make it out? I think Mr. Gummow made it out.
17769. Did he not speak to you about the prices he was putting in for the work ? Pie may have done so, 
hut I knew very little about the prices which were ruling outside. I could not form an opinion as to 
whether his prices would be correct or not
17770. Did Mr. Hickson, after the tender had been submitted for the Monier system, speak to you about 
it at all ? No, never.
17771. Did Mr. Hickson know at the time the tender was sent in that you were interested in the patent?
Tes ; he knew that.
17772. But he never spoke to you at all about it ? Never.
17773. He never asked you whether or not you were still concerned in the patent ? No.
17774. "When you left the Department you paid into the banking account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. the 
sum of £175, your retiring allowance ;—why did you pay that into thoir account ? Mr. Carter was a 
personal friend of mine. I was leaving the country, and I thought the best thing I could do was to leave 
the matter in his hands.
17775. It was put into his hands nearly nine months before you left the country, was it not?. No; 
the money was paid three or four weeks after I had left the Colony. That can be proved, I think, by 
the date on which I left.
17776. Tour retiring allowance was not paid until some time after you had left the Colony ? No.
17777. And that is why it appears as having been paid into their account at that time ? Tes.
17778. Tou drew a salary from Carter, Gummow, & Co., from the time you left the Department ?
About four or five weeks after I left the Department I think I was engaged by them.
17779. What salary were they to give you ? £250 a year.
177S0. Tou were to be of assistance to them in connection with the Monier patent, or what was the 
arrangement ? I had to do anything that came to hand.
17781. Do you know whether Mr. Hickson saw your drawings at all before they were submitted with 
the tender for Contract 77? I do not think so. To the best of my recollection the drawings were only 
handed over to Mr. Carter a day or two before the putting in of the tender.
17782. Only a day or two before ? I cannot remember the exact date, but I know the time was very 
limited.
17783. Were any drawings made before that ? That I do not know. There may have been two drawings.
17784. When you were making the drawings for the Monier arch, did you have any of the departmental 
drawings with you from which to obtain measurements or any data? No ; I had everything necessarvin 
my possession. I had made the thing before. “
17785. What do mean when you say that you had made it before ? I connection with Contract 112.
17786. When you designed the plans for 112 ? Tes. There were only the dimensions of the arches and 
of the little spandril arches to be considered in the matter. ’
17787. Were the plans for No. 77 made at the time that the plans for No. 112 were made? I could not 
tell you exactly. I think they were made afterwards. I think the plans for 112 were made before the 
tenders for 77 were actually called for. I think they were just about finished a month before the tenders 
were called for. •
17788. When the drawings for No. 112 were made, was it the intention of Messrs. Carter & Co. to submit 
a Monier plan in that case ? No.
17789. Did Carter & Co. tender for No. 112 ? I could not tell you. •
17790. Why was not the Monier system tested in the case of 112 ? A design was made by the Depart
ment, and Mr. Bagge reported against it. He would not have it.
17791. I think you said that Mr. Bagge instructed you to make that design? Tes.
17792. Did he say that anyone had instructed him ? He did not say ; he merely instructed me. He did 
not give me any reasons. T think he said at the time that Mr. Hickson wanted a design.
17793. Would it not be strange under those circumstances for Mr. Bagge afterwards to report against 
the design, and to stop the work from being built upon that system ? 1 do not think so.
17794. Not if he had given you instructions to make the design and the design turned out to be the 
cheapest ? Three schemes were got out, and one had to be selected.
17795. But the Monier scheme was the cheapest, was it not ? I could not tell you.
17796. As a matter of fact, Mr. Bagge says in his report that the Monier scheme would cost £6 6s. 8d. 
per foot; that No. 2 scheme would cost £6 16s. lid. per foot—that being the scheme adopted—and the 
first scheme £9 11s. 5d. per foot, Ahearn’s work costing £10 16s. Id. per foot;—when he came to you to 
ask you to make the design did he not say anything as to the reasons why he was opposed to the Monier 
system ? He often said before tnat it was of no use to make plans upon such a system, because it was 
impossible to carry out the work except by experts.
17797. Did he say that on this particular occasion ? I could not say whether he said so on that occasion.
17798. Did he make any excuse for coming to you and asking you to make a design ? No ; he merely 
told me to make it. ”
17799. Why did he come to you ? I suppose he knew that I knew something about the system.
17800. Did he say that to you ? He did not say it to me ; but he knew that I had considerable informa
tion on the subject.
17801. Did he make any remark to the effect that as you knew the system, and were well acquainted 
with it, you would be the best man to carry out the design, or anything to that effect ? He mav have 
said that.
17802. Did he say that Mr. Hickson had sent him to you ? No; he said, as far as I can remember, that 
Mr. Hickson wanted different designs got out, and he told me to get out the Monier design.
17803. Did you make any reply to him ? No ; I set to work at once and got out the design.
17804. Did you not reply to him when he made this observation to you ;—did ycu not make any remark 
tojhim ? I do not think so.
17805. Y ou do not recollect making any remark ? I cannot say that I do.
17806. Do ycu know whether Carter, Gummow, & Co. had any promise as to the acceptance of the

Monier
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W.J.Baltzer. Monier design before they sent in their tender for Contract 77 ? No ; they never consulted me at all or 
taa spoke to me about any promise.
18 Sept.,1896. lygoy. When you made the plan, did you think that they were going to get the work ? When I first 

started upon the design I was acting mostly upon my own responsibility. I wanted to see how the thing 
would actually look.
17808. In that situation ? Tes.
17809. His Honor.'] Tou mean for Contract 77 ? Tes. .
17810. Mr. Parkes.] Did you not know that the design was going to be used in connection with Carter,
G-ummow, & Co.’s tender ? I did not know what the intention was at all, but I thought it not unlikely 
some use would be made of the design. What the intention was at the time I did not know.
17811. Tou told Mr. Carter, I suppose, that you were making the design ? Tes. _
17812. What did he say ? Nothing in particular. He said, “ All right; let us have a look at it.”
17813. When did he ask for possession of it ? That I could not tell you. Now I come to think of it, 
he did not ask for possession of it at all; I gave it to them.
17814. His Honor.] Tou mean us to understand that you made the design out on your own account ? 
Tes ; I told them of it at the time, and when it was finished I handed it over to them.
17815. Tou showed it to them as a good idea as applied to Contract 77 ? Tes.
17816. Tou thought it a good idea as applied to Contract 77, as it suited the features ? Tes.
17817. Mr. Parkes.] When did you first hear that the plans had been handed in with the firm’s tender ? 
That I could not tell you exactly.
17818. Did you hear it before or after the tenders were opened ? It might have been mentioned to me, 
but I could not say when.
17819. When you were retrenched from the Service did you not make some remonstrance ? No ; but I 
asked Mr. Hickson to be allowed to be examined before the Commission.
17820. What did he say ? He asked whether I had any grievance to submit to them, and I said “ No.” 
17821. Can you recollect roughly how many months before the tenders were sent in for Contract 77 
you made the plan which was adopted ? I cannot.
17822. Would it be six months ? I cannot tell you the date.
17823. Was the design made soon after the plans for No. 112 were drawn ? I do not actually recollect 
when the plans for bio. 112 were made. It was made after that, no doubt. It is a difficult thing for me 
to recollect a matter which occurred two years ago.
17824. Contract 112 was let in February, 1895 ;—when did you leave the office—do you recollect ? I left 
about May, I think.
17825. How long before you left the office were the plans for Contract 77 made out—I mean the Monier 
design ? I could not tell you. It would be very difficult for me to tell you when the plans for 112 were 
first made, because sometimes contracts lay in the office for a considerable number of months. It would 
be very difficult for anyone to recollect exactly when the plans were made. Plans might be in the office 
six months before tenders were called for.
17826. Tou cannot recollect how long it was before you left the office when you made this particular 
plan? No.
17827. Tou could not say within months ? No ; there would be nothing to remind me of it. It was 
made at about the time tenders were called for Contract 77. That is all I can say.
17828. Have you received anything up to date in the shape of your partnership percentage in connection 
with the Monier work P Not a penny.
17829. No money has yet been paid you ? No.
17830. Tou have received irregular sums from Carter, G-ummow, and Co.;—in one case, I think you 
received £60 ? I have drawn money from the firm as I required it. I think I drew that £60 on the 1st 
January, to square accounts.
17831. On one occasion you drew £546, did you not ? That was when I was at home.
17832. What was that for ? That was for information with which the Monier Company supplied us. 
17833. Did you pay them that amount for the information with which they supplied you ? Tes.
17834. Was the whole of the amount used for that purpose ? It was all used for that purpose.
17835. When you offered the Monier patent to the Government for £1,500, did not Mr. Hickson question 
you about it? No.
17836. He never said a word to you ? No.
17837. Although he knew that you held the patent ? Tes.
17838. What has been the greatest span of Monier arch work which you have seen actually used'at home ? 
About 40 feet.
17839. That is the greatest span you have seen ? Tes.
17840. The photographs you have exhibited are of bridges of comparatively small span ? A bridge with 
a span of 128 feet has been erected in Switzerland, and there are a great many with spans of 60 and 80 feet. 
17841. Tou have not seen the bridge with the 128 feet span ? No.
17842. Is that the greatest span you know of ? Up to the present.
17843. Has it been standing well ? Tes. I do not recollect the exact year in which it was erected, but 
it must have been standing fully six years.
17844. What is the oldest tests which have been applied to this system ? I could not say exactly how 
many years ; but this system came into use in Germany and Austria in 1886.
17845. Had they begun to build bridges at that time ? I do not think they started at once to use it for 
bridges. It was used in the building trade in connection with floors and roofs.
17846. Tou cannot say when the first bridge was built ? The first proper test as regards a bridge was 
made in 1889 at Matzleindorf.
17847. Would frost or snow affect the cement at all ? No.
17848. Frost does not affect cement, does it ? No.
17849. His Honor.] When there is elasticity enough to make up for contraction ? Tes.
17850. If there were no scope for elasticity at all, of course it would be bound to go somewhere ? Tes, 
17851. Mr. Parkes.] Have you noticed whether any fractures have occurred in any of the works which 
you have seen ? I did not notice any.
178,52. I suppose you could have seen where the fractures had occurred had there been any shrinkage ? 
Tes ; I should have noticed it. 17853.
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17853. Mis Manor.Do T understand that, when you made the substituted plans for Contract 77, you W. J.Baltzer. 
had it in your mind that there would be some chance of their being used for that contract instead of the / \
ofBce plans ? Yes. I suppose it was partly in my mind. 18Sept.,1896.
17854. How came you to think so how came you to think that there would be a chance of getting them 
in in substitution for the departmental plans ? I was greatly interested in finding out actually how the 
design would look in comparison with the office design.
17855. It was rather a troublesome work making out these plans ;—it took a good deal of time ? Yes.
17856. So that you must have had some idea in your mind that there was a fair chance of their being 
used ? I thought there was a fair chance of it.
17857. What foundation had you for supposing that there would be a fair chance of getting the Monier 
design substituted for the departmental design ? I thought we should be able to make a much cheaper 
design as compared with the office design.
17858. You knew that tenders were to be called upon the departmental design? Yes.
17859. Had you any reason to suppose or to hope that, after the Department had made out this elaborate 
design, and had called for tenders upon it, there would still be a chance of getting it to accept ah alto
gether different design ? I could not exactly say. The only thing I thought was that the design would 
be considerably cheaper if the Monier system were used. My idea was that the cost of construction 
would be considerably cheapened.
17860. That is, you thought that the plans you were drawing would, when the quantities came to be 
taken out, show a much lower .cost of construction than would the departmental plans prepared for 
Contract 77 ? Yes.
17861, You are aware that the lump sum tender was only £200 below the the tender for the departmental 
design ? Yes.
17862. That is not very much of a cheapening? The difference is not very great.

' 17863. It is hardly worth talking about is it;—it is hardly worth considering in a sum of £15,000? I 
thought that if the Department would accept the design it would be a valuable experiment in construction,

>and that it would be of considerable use afterwards.
17864. You say that you could, in point of fact, having regard to what the arches had to bear, safely 
reduce your dimensions very much more ? Yes. •
17865. But in this case you took the large dimensions ;—you worked out practically the same large 
■dimensions which you worked out in the case of 112 ? Yes.
17866. A little larger ? A little larger. I thought that everyone being accustomed to the heavier design 
it would have been inadvisable to submit a design of smaller dimensions, although we might know from 
our calculations that it would stand.
17867. You thought public sentiment would be against you ? Yes.
17868. Not to say prejudice ? And prejudice too.
17869. But knowing as you did that Mr. Bagge had set his face against the use of the Monier system in 
the case of Contract 112, and that he had a very strong opinion as to the risk of using it at all, did you not 
think there was a very small chance of getting the Department to accept your design in the case of 
Contract 77 ? I thought there was perhaps a small chance, but at the same time I thought it was worth 
trying.
.17870. You thought it worth your while to have a shot at it ? Yes.
17871. Had you received any information from anyone, which induced you to.think that after all, in 
spite of Mr. Bagge’s objection to the Monier system, there would still be a good chance of getting the 
Department to accept tbe substituted plan ?. No.
17872. Not from anyone ? No.
17873. You know enough of English to know what getting the tip means ? Yes. *
17874. Had you not got the tip from anyone? No ; as I informed you on "Wednesday, T used to make 
designs at home. I think I made some designs in connection with Contract 77 as far back as 1891.
17875. In the proper sense, but not in the improper sense, of the word, you were a designing man ? Yes.
17876. Will you tell me what led to your first thinking matters out in connection with the Monier 
system—I mean your first having it.suggested to your mind that you would take out a patent ? I used •'
to take considerable pains in finding out everything I could about the system, and, having gone to the ■.

"trouble of finding out everything I could, I thought I had a right to take out a patent. . . •’
17877. How did you first of all come to hear of it ? Erom my brother at Home.
17878. In what capacity is he employed? I have several brothers. One is a teacher; the others are 
(Contractors and architects.
17879. Your family is in the engineering line? Yes ; one of my relations is a Professor at the Technical 
School at Berlin.
17880. Is that the one who is teaching? No.
17881. You have another brother who is teaching ? Yes.
17882. Is he teaching mathematics ? No ; zoology.
17883. So having seen the matter referred to in the papers, and having heard a good deal about the 
Monier system, it produced an effect upon your mind ? Yes.
17884. And you thought it worth looking up ? Yes.
17885. And you did then read it up ? Yes. In 1892 I received a letter from the Monier Company, in 
which they offered me every information which would be of use in any works which were being constructed 
in this Colony.
17886. And then you thought of taking out the patent some time afterwards ? I forget when it was 
taken out.
17887. Who suggested the idea to you? I thought of it myself.
17888. How did you come to go to Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass ? Mr. Carter had been for a great many 
years a personal friend, and I therefore approached him on the subject.
17889. He had money and experience in material ? Yes.
17890. You had not experience in material ? No.
17891. And you thought that it would he a good plan to go to Mr. Carter or to some one like him whom 
you could trust—is that so ? Yes.
17892. Mr. Gummoto.~\ Are you an enthusiast oyer this Monier system ? Yes.

17893.
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W.J. Baltzer. 17893. You have been for a number of years ? Yes. I have occupied considerable time in collecting 
ink iDformation. The book to which I referred on Wednesday took me a great deal of time to compile.

eP •> • 17894,. In speaking to Carter & Co. upon the subject, did you not tell them that the system would be
much cheaper than the present method of carrying out works ? Yes.
17895. You always considered that it would be much cheaper ? Yes. . .
17896. Did you consider that it could be advantageously employed in general structures in this Colony? 
Yes ; I thought there would be a great saving from its use in many structures.
17897. That is what you had in your mind in submitting to them the design for Contract 77 ? Yes. 
17898. You thought it would be cheaper than the Departmental design? Yes.
17899. Did you know what the estimate would turn out to be as regards either the Departmental or the 
Monier design—did you know what the prices would be ? No ; Mr. Bagge did all that kind of work. 
17900. Did you know' what prices Carter & Co. tvere going to put into their tender ? I do not know now 
■whether I ever saw the prices. Perhaps they were shown to me ; but 1 cannot recollect at this moment. 
17901. You considered, when you were getting out your drawing for the Monier system, that it would 
be much cheaper than the Departmental design,—is it not so ? Yes. .
17902. As to your drawing, you said that that was made out after the drawings for Contract 112 ? I 
said I did not quite know at what time it was made out, whether it was after Contract 112 or not.
17903. Do you know where I was living early last year? In Adelaide, I think.
17904. Do you remember my coming up here ? Yes, I remember your being here one day.
17905. Before the tender for Contract 77 was sent in? Yes.
17906. Do you remember when you handed in the substituted plan to the firm ? I know that at the 
time we had a conversation on the subject. I remember that I showed you the plans and calculations, 
and that you were perfectly satisfied. _ .
17907. Do you remember whether the plan was ready for use even one day before it was put in, or 
whether you had not to work at it on the very day before the tender went in ? I know that it was not 
ready a great many days before the tender went in. _ _
17908. Do you know whether it was ready one day before? I could not say. I worked at it every night 
to get it finished. _ . .
17909. As to the submitting of the plan, you did not know that we were going to submit it even the day 
before ? No ; I did not know anything about it. I think I only heard of it alter the tender had gone in. 
17910. As to your going to Europe, what information did you want from the Monier Company ? I went 
home in order to save expense in connection with experiments. _
17911. You thought it would be possible to get all the information you required from the Monier Com
pany ? It had certainly taken me some years to collect the information we already had.
17912. Are you an enthusiast over things apart from the Monier patent ? Yes; I had a good many 
things in hand. _
17913. Which you are still working at and getting information upon ? Yes.
17914. You submit them to the firm at times ? Yes.
17915. As to this amount of £179, your retiring allowance, do you remember when you left Sydney to go 
to Europe ? On 3rd March.
17916. Had the £179 been paid to you at that time ? It was not ready at the Treasury. Some few days
before I left I saw Mr. Kirkpatrick with Mr. Carter, and he told me at the time that the question had
been raised as to who should pay the money—whether it should be paid by the G-overnment or from the 
Superannuation Eund. He said at the time that the money might not be ready for a month, or six weeks. 
17917. At any rate, it was not in your possession at the time you left? No.
17918. You gave an order to Mr. Carter to draw it from the Treasury ? Yes.
17919. And. that is how it comes to be paid to Carter & Co.’s credit ? Yes.

James G-illan sworn and examined:—
J. Gillan’ 17920. Mr. Gummow.'] What are you ? I am a contractor.
/---- *---- - 17921. Where have you been residing during the last four years ? In South Australia. .

18Sept.,1896,17922. When did you return to this Colony from South Australia? I landed here on the 14th of this
month. ,
17923. When did you finish your work there ? On about the 12th. . _
17924. During the four years you were in South Australia how may times were you in Sydney ? Once.
17925. What did you come up for ? To sign a bond.
17926. Did anyone come up with you? Yes ; my wife.
17927. Did Mr. Hickson, junior, come up with you ? No.
17928. Was he in Sydney at the time you were here ? No. _
17929. You said you came up to sign a bondin connection with what contract was it ? No. 77—the
Monier contract.
17930. What member of the firm did you meet here ? Mr. Carter.

' . 17931. Did you go with him to sign the bond ? Yes.
17932. Did you fill in the bond ? Yes.
17933. Did you read it through ? Yes.
17934. And you were satisfied, on signing it, that you were worth £6,000 ? Yes. _
17935. You have also made a declaration to the effect that you were worth that amount—is that correct ? 
Yes, as far as I know.
17936. While you were in Sydney at that time you met Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing, did you not ? Yes. 
17937. How often ? About twice. ■
17938. Do you remember any conversation at all with them ? No.
17939. Did you have lunch with them ? Yes. _ _
17940. Then you must have had some conversation? We were talking about the works in general—as 
to how we were getting on in Adelaide—and one thing and another of that kind. _
17941. Did you mention anything to Mr. Maddison about a partnership with young Mr. Hickson ? No. 
17942. Did you tell Mr. Maddison that you had seen a certain telegram from Carter to myself ? No.J ^ tf7C\AO
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17943. Have you ever seen such a telegram upon the subject of young Mr. Hickson’s partnership with J- Gillan. 
the firm? No.
17944. Tou are sure of that ? Certain. 18 kept. ,1896.
17945. Tou met young Mr. Hickson in Adelaide ? Tes.
17946. When did you first hear of his coming to Adelaide, or anything about his heing employed by the 
firm ? I could not exactly tell you the date.
17947. Do you remember anything in connection with it ? I remember your letting me know that he was 
coming up to assist you to look after the alignment and levels of the tunnels.
17948. Did I tell you that he was going to he a partner in the firm ? No.
17949. I did not show you any telegram on the subject ? No.
17950. With regard to the firm of' Carter & Co., of New South Wales, have you ever been a partner in 
the firm in their contracts with the Government of this Colony ? No ; not in New South Wales.
17951. But you have been a partner of the firm in their contracts in South Australia ? Tes.
17952. Tou signed plans and specifications in South Australia? Tes.
17953. Did you ever sign any here? No.
17954. M.r. ParTces^] When you opened a banking account in Adelaide did you transfer to that account 
£5,000 from the Sydney office ? 1 could not tell you. I leave those matters to Mr. Gummow.
17955. Do you not know as a matter of fact that £5,000 was transferred ? I could not tell you.
17956. Do you know that a banking account was opened there for the firm ? Tes.
17957. There was no banking account there in connection with the firm before that particular account 
was opened? No.
17958. Is it not a fact that the moneys of Carter, Gummow, & Co. have been transferred back to Sydney 
now that the Adelaide contract is completed ? It might be so for anything I know.
17959. But would it not be so ? I do not know anything about it; I leave all such matters, as I tell 
you, to Mr. Gummow.
17960. Have you not an interest to the extent of £3,000 odd in the business of Carter, Gummow, & Co.?
Tes.
17961. Is not that £3,000 distributed all over their business ? I suppose so.
17962. Have you not, as a matter of fact, an interest in such profits as may arise from Contract 77 ? I 
expect so.
17963. But if there is a profit will you not ask for your share ? Certainly, if there is any profit to be got.
17964. As to Messrs. Maddison and Ewing where did you say you met them ? I met them for the first 
time at the Metropole.
17965. When you signed the bond for Contract 77, did you not then know that you would have an 
interest in any profit which might result from that contract? Certainly.
17966. Did you ever meet Messrs. Maddison and Ewing near the Post Office? No ; I did not.
17967. Did you never say to Mr. Maddison or to Mr. Ewing “ If I could do so, I should take my money 
out of the firm and leave it with you two fellows ” ? No.
17968. Did you not tell them that you had £1,000, but that you did not like to put it into Carter 
& Co.’s business ? No.
17969. Did you not speak to them about their leaving that firm ? Their leaving the firm was mentioned, 
and I remember telling them that I thought they had made a mistake. •
17970. Tou are sure you never said a word to them about young Mr. Hickson coming over to Adelaide ? '
Not to my recollection. .
17971. Tou are sure you never said to one of them, or to both of them, that you had seen a telegram from 
Mr. Carter saying that it would be necessary to take young Mr. Hickson into the firm? Tes; lam 
sure of that.
17972. Tou are quite positive on that point? Tes. ,
17973. Absolutely certain ? Tes.
17974. Did you have any conversation with them as to young Mr. Hickson at all ? The subject may have 
been brought up, but I do not remember any conversation to that effect.
17975. Did you never say to them that he was of very little use as an engineer ? No, I did not. .
17976. Did you never speak to them at all as to his going to Adelaide, and as to his connection with the 
firm ? I may have mentioned the matter in a communication—by letter.
17977. The original firm, when it built the reservoir at Potts’ Hill, were Messrs. Gummow, Gillan, Ewing, 
and Canty ? Tes.
17978. That was the old firm ? Tes.
17979. Tou kept books in those days ? That I could not say.
L7980. Have you kept books in Adelaide ? I have kept the time-book for the men.
17981. But not a ledger or a day-book ? No.
17982. Each partner in the firm receives a salary of £43 a month ? Tes.
17983. Where did you receive your £43 from? Erom 8.A.
17984. Were there no profits arising from the business at all ? That I could not tell you.
17985. How were the profits allotted ? I leave those matters to Mr. Gummow.
17986. Was the whole thing done through the Bank-books ? I think so.
17987. The Bank-books in the case of your Adelaide account are not like your Sydney Bank-books. The 
cheques are paid by number ? Tes. ‘
17988. How could you tell then what cheques you had paid away, to whom the cheques were paid;—how 
could anyone tell ? I suppose I could tell by making inquiry at the Bank. It was the Bank who altered 
the Bank-books. I remember Mr. Gummow asking me if I had made the alteration, and I said, “No.”
17989. The Bank you say made that alteration ? Tes ; Mr. Gummow asked me how the Bank-books 
came to be made up in that way.
17990. Who drew the cheques ? I drew them while I was in Adelaide by myself.
17991. Did you draw them by numbers or in the names of the payees ? I drew them in the names of the 
payees.
17992. And not by numbers ? No.
17993. Then how came the Bank to enter the cheques up by numbers ? I do not know.
17994. How would you know whether you got a fair share of the profits, or whether the business was 
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J. Gillan. properly managed if you had no book from which you could see the income and expenditure ? I trust 
Mr. Carter and Mr. G-ummow.

18Sept.,1896.17g95_ Absolutely? Tes.
17996. Have you seen Mr. Maddison or Mr. Ewing lately ? Hot since I came over.
17997. When did you come over ? I landed here on Tuesday.
17998. When you came over to sign the bond for Contract 77 did you see Mr. Hickson ? I did not. ' 

Do you know Mr. Hickson ? I know him by sight; that is all.
Have you ever spoken to him ? Not to my recollection.
Did you not see him in Adelaide ? No.
Did he not come to see you to ask you how his son was getting on ? No; I never saw him there. 
You have never spoken to him.in your life ? I do not recollect doing so.
Who were present when you signed the bond for Contract 77 ? Mr. Norrie and Mr. Carter. 
Anybody else ? There was someone else there, but I could not say who it was.
Have you a property at Marrickville called “ Blinkbonnie ”? No.
Have you any property in New South Wales ? No.
Did you ever possess a property called “ Blinkbonnie ”? No.
When did you last see Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing ? I could not tell you the exact date ; but 

I think it would be at the latter end of May, 1895.
18010. Did you ever write to them before this inquiry took place ? 
drew out of the firm.

17999.
18000.
18001.
18002.
18003.
18004.
18005.
18006.
18007.
18008.
18009.

Tes; we corresponded—before they

18011. Have you had any correspondence with them since then ? No.
18012. Do you know that I made a statement in the Legislative Assembly upon their responsibility to the 
effect that you had told them that a telegram had been sent to Adelaide to the effect that Mr. Hickson’s 
son must be taken into the firm at any cost ? No.
18013. Did you not see a copy of the Hansard containing that statement? No.
18014. Did Mr. Gummow never show it to you ? No.
18015. Tou never heard of it in any way ? I might have seen it in the newspapers. I have received the 
Sydney Daily Telegraph regularly.
18016. Did you never have any conversation with Mr. Gummow about that matter ? No.
18017. Or with Mr. Carter? Not that I remember.
18018. Did they not write to you to ask you whether it was true or not? Tes, Mr. Gummow wrote. 
18019. When did he write ? About four or five months ago.
18020. Was he not in Adelaide with you four or five months ago ? No.
18021. What did he say in his letter? He said nothing at all.
18022. Have you that letter ? No.
18023. Did he not say anything about Mr. Hickson’s son ? No.
18024. Do you know Mr. Snodgrass well ? I do.
18025. Why did he leave the firm ? That I could not tell you.
18026. Do you know where Mr. Snodgrass is ? I do not.
18027. Mr. Gummow.~\ As to the bank pass-books, you say that an alteration was made from names to 
numbers;—did you order the bank to put the numbers in ? No.
18028. Did you make out the cheques to particular numbers, or were they the bank’s own numbers ? 1 
made out the cheques in the names of the persons to whom the money was due.
18029. In the names of the persons with whom you were dealing ? Tes.
18030. Have you ever drawn any profits out of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No, none.
18031. As to “ Blinkbonnie ” to whom does the property belong? To my wife.
18032. In talking of it generally, do not people refer to it as your house ? They do.
18033. They always talk of it as if it were your house ? Tes.
18034. Is not the rent paid into your credit ? Tes.
18035. With regard to the money which was sent from New South Wales to South Australia, four years 
ago, to start the South Australian contract, had Carter, Gummow, & Co. any contract here at that 
time ? No.
18036. With regard to drawing cheques, did you ever draw any cheques for the firm before I left 
Adelaide ? No. .
18037. Do you know anything about the business of the firm further than what I tell you ? Nothing. 
18038. And you do not bother about those things ? No.
18039. What was your position in Adelaide ? I was managing the work.
18040. Tou kept the time ? Tes.
18041. And looked after the men ? Tes.
18042. And you were not troubled in any way with the financial part of the business ? Not at all.
18043. Tou did not know whether the firm had an overdraft, or whether their account was in credit ? I 
did not.
18044. So that really all that you knew about the business you found out from me ? Tes.
18045. And whether I told you a truth or an untruth, you were none the wiser ? No.
18046. Do you know whether Mr. Hickson, junior, was ever a partner in the firm ? No : he never was 
that I know of.
18047. What had young Mr. Hickson to do ? His duty was to look after the levels and alignments of 
the tunnels. ”
18048. Mr. Smith.] When you were up here to sign the bond you made a declaration ? Tes.
18049. Tou will see it upon page 213 of the Parliamentary return. It is as follows :—

Statutory Declaratiok.
I, James Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and'affirm 
that I am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and that such property consists of cash at 
bankers, freehold and other property. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid according to the 
law in this behalf made, and subject to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement in any such 
declaration.
Taken and declared at Sydney, this 27th day ) JAMES GILLAN.

of May, 1895, before me,— j ’
Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

Where
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It was in money matters- -in the firm o£ Carter, J- Gillan.

18 Sept.,1896,I had none.

It

Where was the property tq which you referred?
Q-ummow, & Co., for instance.
i oak?' ^here was tlle freehold property;—had you any freehold property ?
18051. Was there any other property ? Not that I know of.
i o??o' tllat the declaration is incorrect as to freehold property, at all events ? Tes.
18053. Did you read that declaration before you made it ? Partly. I did not go thoroughly into it. 
was my firm belief at the time that I was worth £6,000. 6 6 J
time4' J>li y°U DOt 866 “ the b0I1<i re£erence was ™ade to freehold property ? I did not notice it at the

September' ^ date WaS ^ that yOU started the Adelaide job ? About the beginning of

i oak?’ ®ie hank-book I hand you is a Sydney book, is it not ? I could not say.
18nS' mw°WS a !° 0f £5’000’ doe.s i* “ot ? I never saw the book before,
i qakq a was sent over to Adelaide on fixed deposit to carry out your work ? It may be so.
Am1lr?'-n^fterwarivr y0U n0t aP?ly have that £5>°00 Paid into your account in Adelaide ? That I 
could not say. Mr. Gummow might have applied. I did not.

Prank Moorhouse Gummow:— •
Yes60’ Mr' ParlceS^ Dld you not trailsfer £5,000 from your account in Sydney to your Adelaide account ? P. M.

' Gummow.
Yes61’ And afterwards ^0U aPphed to the Adelaide authorities to have that money paid into your credit?

“ ™e toSlwriEt0 J0” “C0“*a iu‘,n”u'“3 “dieer“t*”• P
18 Sept.,1896.

James Gillan recalled and further examined :—
Oumm0W^ Do y°u remember my coming over here early last year with reference to Contract

™?ck' S° y°U rememher my return ? I do not know what date it was.
Yes ° y°U rememher mJ telling you that you were put down as a surety to the extent of £6,000 ?

wl,“ “our'ed? T“ “d 1 ”rtt ~»■*“«»

i sorq" 1 tel1 y0U had to come UP t0 Sydney to sign a bond ? Yes.
1X tyj {?uay y0l weJ’e worth £6.°00 before you left Adelaide ? Yes.
i qa?a I £el y011 t.hafc fh® £12,000 bond was the extreme amount ? Yes.

Mr.Fo™» wo^d l.„ to p.y
liSil™Z'li KltlS,;"1'"'"5' H,,jle for‘I”! f»U »mo»»to£ £6,000P No; that I be 

18072. You are sure of that? Yes.
i supPfe/ohody read the bond over to you before you signed it? Mr. Carter 

^dJ t0YerpPrtllr- We did not go.into it particularly. ' S nr. carter
Tc^k wld yiU n01t?Ce what i£ contained ? I could not tell you now.
18075. You thought it was a bond to the amount of £6,000 ? Yes.
worth ifhOOo!1011811* that if y°U Signed t}iat b°nd y0U must be wortl1 £6,000? Yes; that I must be

maZrJr'Ye7.lm0W] Did you not al«AVS depend upon Mr. Carter and myself absolutely in financial

to^X^-ES^ and s‘gn the bond, did I consult you as to whether your name was 
isn7oP ww? t J asked y°P for the Particulars and you let me know.
18079. W hat I told you, you beheved to be true ? Yes
i q?q?' Came ^ “ld 5fr- Carter read over the bond with you ? Yes

he »d I
18082. ms Sonor.] No one in the office asked you any question as to how you made up the £6,000? 

IsS ^eypid^0tiCwS"eXamine y°U as t0 y°ur means ? No 5 they did not.

«»*»*• Id.«„4rec„llert ij„g^Sm8 h*™ S“" me m re8”d
18086. Did he put any question to you as to whether you had anv connection with the contract 9 T do 
^OST Yo^dn Heimlght laV\d0ne ?0 When he handed the bond to be read and signed ’
18088 Mr t Vrember bLS aS?m# y0U lny fiuestion ? ; I do not remember It.

- - - zss.'ztsxr l:rgtr“rnr>:0 iSKatr4 the aecl",“ion

J. Gillan. 

18 Sept.,1896.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined
ir Torth2.95^ ss? ^ **• *“

Departnmny^ This^appUcS.ion'vSs^refif^ed. ^[S^printed^papers^Nos 77 adre4Urn °f the deposit (£2,000),' held by the 
was renewed by W. Armstrong, 2114/93 and after Ft had +i ^ S'15Lau1d 5 j’ oa Pages 315 and 316.] The application
a minute, as follows A voucher has “een ^ned to d 6 handS °f.Vari0US officers> Mr> Hickson added

» uuouei nas neen signed to-day for work done, amounting to £1,453 9s.—R.H., 27/4/93.”
’ This

J. Davis.

18 Sept.,1896.



594. PUBLIC WOEKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

J. Davis. This minute of Mr. Hickson does not disclose the fact that, in the certificate he refers to, the department actually 
returned a portion of the retention money, viz., £222 17s. 7d., nor does it disclose that, to^ produce this amount of 

lSSept.,1896. £1,453 6s., the department had made an advance on 900 casks of cement at 16s., amounting to £720.
Further, by the ordinary reading of Mr. Hickson’s minute, it would not appear to authorise any return of the 

retention money; but, as he quotes the amount, the certificate must have been before him, and it bears evidence that 
£222 17s. 7d. of the retention money had been returned.
I wish to say as to the amount of £222 17s. 7d., retention money, that the amount was over and above 5 
per cent, of the amount of the contract worked out at schedule rates, and that, although the general con- 
dititions attached to the contract were the old general conditions, and therefore specified that 10 per cent, 
retention money was to he kept in hand, it was customary at that time upon all contracts, as shown by 
Mr. Hickson’s minute, which is given in the printed papers, to return any money over and above 5 per 
cent., and in that way anticipate the new general conditions. With regard to the 900 casks of cement 
advanced upon, that was done, as the printed papers show, upon the authority of the Minister, and an 
agreement was drawn up authorising it. .
18090. Mr. Smith.'] What is that minute of Mr. Hickson’s which is referred to upon page 296 ? That is 
the minute to which I refer. _ _
18091. Mr. Christie states that the action of Mr. Hickson is at variance with his minute ?. I do not see 
in what way it is at variance with the minute. What I wished particularly to call attention to was that 
the sum of £222 17s. 7d. was returned in accordance with the practice of the department—that is to 
return anything over and above 5 per cent, in anticipation of the new general conditions. _
180911. The new conditions were in force at the date of Mr. Hickson’s minute ? But not upon this con
tract. They were generally in force—they were being anticipated upon all contracts. _
18092. Mr. Parhes.] What is the date of the issue of the new general conditions ? I could not give you 
the precise date this morning ; but I could ascertain it.
18093. Mis Honor.] Were they approved by the Minister? They were the result of several conferences 
of the Board of Reference. The Minister asked the Board of Reference to look into the matter as one of 
the first things they did when they were appointed. One of their proposals was that only 5 per cent, 
retention money should be retained upon contracts at that time. Contract 79 was running, so that when 
the 5 per cent, was reached on that contract all the retention money over and above that amount was 
returned. _ .
18094. Was there not a minute by the Minister ? At the time he appointed the Board of Reference he 
specifically mentioned the general conditions in his minute.
18095. Could that be produced ? I think so.

Charles O’Hanlon sworn and examined:—
C. O’Hanlon. 18096. Mr. Dovish] What is your position in the department ? I am Road Superintendent at Quean- 

z—beyan, in the Roads Department. .
18 Sept. ,1896. 18097. Por how long have you been in the Roads Branch of the Public Works Department? Since 

June, 1895.
18098. What were you before that date ? Resident Engineer in the Sewerage Department.
18099. For how long before that? Erom October, 1889, up to June, 1895. _
18100. Have you had to do with Carter, Gummow, & Co., or any member of the firm, professionally ? I 
had charge of one of their contracts at North Shore in 1889 and part of 1890. _
18101. On what date was that contract finished ? About the middle of 1890, I should think. I could 
not state the exact month. _
18102. Have you had anything to do with any of their works since then? No.
18103. Did you know Mr. Carter before you had to do with his contract at North Shore ? Yes; I knew 
him about twelve months after I came to the Colony.
18104. You have been on friendly terms with him since, as well as before that date ? Yes.
18105. You had some monetary transactions with Mr. Carter, had you not ? Yes.
18106. On what date was that ? 26th June, 1894, was the date of the first monetary transaction I had 
with him. .
18107. Will you explain to His Honor precisely how it arose, and what was the nature of it? I had 
invested some money in the purchase of land for a residence. The money I had was not sufficient to buy 
the land and complete the residence. I found that what I had would not carry me through. I made 
arrangements with a connection of mine'for the advance of enough money to complete the building, but 
owing to some flaw, the arrangement was not completed, and I was put into a corner for the want of money. 
Mr. Carter was a personal friend of mine at the time, and I spoke to him about it, having no idea at that 
moment that he would lend me the money. I spoke to him about it quite casually, and he at once said, 
“ I will see you through ” ; and he advanced me sufficient money to complete the building. When the 
building was completed, he said I could get a mortgage and return the money. _
18108. This friend of yours had failed you, and it was your intention, was it not, to do something of the 
kind with him ? Yes; he was going to get the money from the bank.
18109. And you were to pay him back in a similar way ? Yes.
18110. You afterwards took that course in regard to Mr. Carter ? Yes. _ _
18111. How much did you borrow ? The amount was not altogether in cash ; some was in material. The 
total amount was £600. The first instalment was paid on 26th June, 1894, and the final repayment was 
on 3rd October, 1894. _ _
18112. Under what circumstances was the money repaid—how did you obtain the money for repayment ? 
I obtained a mortgage on the property for £650. I got the mortgage through Johnson, Minter, and 
Simpson, and I then repaid the £600 direct to Mr. Carter. _
18113. Have you anything further to say as to the transaction ? Nothing except this : that it was an 
entirely friendly transaction. I did not see how it could influence me one way or the other, because I 
had no connection at all with those contractors.
18114. At the time you borrowed the money, on what work were you engaged ? I was engaged all over 
the place. I had nothing definite to do. 1 was here and there. I was on survey work ; I relieved Mr. 
Boys at North Shore. I was assisting at the Glebe, and I went all over the place. I had no definite job. 
18115. It was in 1894 when you borrowed the money ? Yes. 18116.
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18116. About what time was it that you were engaged at Newcastle—it was about then, was it not ? No ; O’Hanlon, 
previous to that, I think. ... . . 18Sent^896
18117. Is there anything else you would like to explain? I might perhaps add that during the time I had " '
the loan of this money Mr. Carter had the deeds of the land, and held the building as security.
18118. Did you pay him any interest for the money during the time you had it ? No ; I offered it to 
him, but he would not accept it.
18119. Do you think, in the light of subsequent events, that in the same circumstances you would 
act differently ? I scarcely know how to answer that question. I suppose you mean, what would I do if 
a similar offer were made me in similar circumstances ?
18120. In view of the way things have turned out, and you had the opportunity to take the same course, 
would you take it or not; you are supposed to be wiser to-day than you were two years ago ? I should 
feel inclined to leave the matter entirely alone until I had money of my own with which to complete the 
work. I do not think I should be in such a hurry again.
18121. Mr. Gwmmow.~\ You are a personal friend of Mr. Carter? I should think so. During the whole 
of the time I have known him we have been very great friends.
18122. You are a married man ? Yes.
18123. Your families visit one another? Yes ; they did while I was in Sydney.
18124. Did Mr. Carter take any interest in the building of the house when it was in progress ? No ; he 
did not. I think he just came to see it when it was finished.
18125. Did Mr. Carter give you a wedding present when you got married ? Yes; he gave me a spirit- 
stand containing three bottles.
.18126. Did you accept it as a wedding present? Yes ; and I was very much obliged for it too.
18127. Mr. £arhes.\ On what contract were you Eesident Engineer ? On No. 60, at North Shore. It 
was a pipe contract.
18128. Not upon 79 ? No. ’
18129. And not at the Glebe ? Not upon Mr. Carter’s contract there. I was on a job of Lemon and 
Spencer’s at the Glebe. ’
18130. What was the date of your mortgage from Johnson, Minter, and Simpson ? I could not exactly 
tell you. I know that the money was repaid on the 3rd of October. I arrive at that date in this way :
I borrowed £650, out of which Mr. Carter got £600 and I got £45 after paving legal expenses. The 
money was placed to my credit on 3rd October, and I conclude, therefore, that that was the date of the 
completion of the transaction.
18131. Mis Honor.'] How long have you known Mr. Carter altogether ? Since 1888. I came to the 
Colony m 1887.
18132. Were you living at North Shore after you first came to this country? I was living atDarlinghurst.
18133. How did you come to meet Mr. Carter? I met him casually; 1 was introduced to him in the 
street.
18134. By whom ? I could not tell you.
18135. There was merely an introduction in the street? Yes. I heard that Mr. Carter was at the time 
in the Eailway Department. I do not think he was a contractor.
18136. Mr. Gummow.] You lived at North Shore for some time? Yes ; but not in 1888.
18137. When did you go to live there ? In 1889. I then had charge of a contract at North Shore, and _
I ivent to live there tor convenience sake. I was then a bachelor and could live where I liked.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
18138. His Honor'] You have looked into the matter of the general conditions of which you spoke just J- Davis.
now? The document I produce shows the new general conditions. You will see that they w'ere approved '----
on the 5th Eebruary, 1894. They had evidently been under consideration twelve months or more before- 18SePt'>1896- 
hand. The papers show that there is a minute by the then Crown Solicitor, Mr. Ernest Smith, dated 21st 
June, 1892, in respect to these very general conditions, so that they must have been under consideration 
some eighteen months at least. I should be incorrect, however, in stating that they were in force on the 
date of the voucher referred to in Mr. Christie’s memorandum, viz., April, 1893. They were anticipated.
That would be the correct expression to use.
18139. They were directed to be carried out by Mr. Bruce Smith, and his direction was subsequently 
confirmed by Mr. Secretary Lyne ? Yes.

George Eorrest recalled and further examined :—
18140. Mr. Gummow.] How long have you been in charge of Contract 77 ? Since the middle of January. G. Forrest. 
18141. You did not take charge of it when it was started originally, last year ? No. ^^
18142. You were not in charge at all last year? No. ’ lSSept.,1896.
18143. You had nothing to do with it then ? No.
18144. Do you know Mr. Gillan ? Yes.
18145. How many times have you spoken to him in your life ? Not over a dozen, I think.
18146. Have you ever been on a job or on a work together? Never.
18147. With regard to books do you remember you and Mr. Snodgrass telling Mr. Carter that there 
was no necessity to keep books as far as you wrere concerned ? No ; I do not.
18148. You were upon Contract 69 ? Yes.
18149. Did anybody ever mention any bad work to you upon that contractdid Darcus, for instance ? No.
18150. Did you leave the whole of the matters connected with the contract to him ? By no means.
18151. What was Darcus ? A carpenter on the work. •
18152. Working under you ? Yes.
18153. W ere you there daily to look after the work ? Yes ; I was there eight hours every day.
18154. Were you on the pipe contract that Carter & Co. had at North Sydney some few years ao-o ? Yes.
18155. Do you remember a man named Tom Wright ? Yes. ° ‘
18156. Will you look at Question 2486; you will see there a reference to Inwood’s matter;—do you 
remember some trouble with reference to some concrete between Wright and Inwood ? Yes. ’

18157.
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G. Forrest. 18157. Do you remember going over there one Saturday evening with Inwood ? No ; it was on a Satur- 
<^a'^r afternoon when the row occurred.

eP •) • 18158. Were you there at all ? No ; I was not within miles of the place.
18159. Do you remember whether you were sober at the time ? Tes ; I was perfectly sober.
18160. Did you ever assist Wright to unload cement upon any of the works? No.
18161. Did you ever assist anyone to do so ? Never.
18162. If Wright says that you and Carter were half drunk, at any time, would that be true ? No ; Mr. 
Carter does not take it at all. I take a little now and again.
18163. Mr. ParlcesJ] Was Wright drunk ? I have seen him drunk. He was drunk that afternoon right 
enough.
18164. Mr. Gummow.] Let me refer you to Question 3024 ;—did you ever have any drinks with Inwood? 
Many times.
18165. Did you always shout ? Not always ; I had many drinks with him before he entered the Service. 
18166. Did you ever gamble with him;—did you ever play pitch-and-toss with him ? No, never.
18167. You have not played 6d. or Is. a corner for drinks with him ? No.
18168. So that Inwood could not have won money from you ? Not from me.
18169. Did you ever cheek Inwood and strike him ? No.
18170. Did you ever hear of such a thing occurring in connection with Inwood ? No.
18171. You did not hear of anyone else doing it ? No.
18172. You made a statement before the Commission some time ago as to your property in New Zealand;— 
you said you had some property in M‘Andrew Road and G-eorge-street, Dunedin ? Yes.
18173. You still maintain that that is your property ? Yes.
18174. Do you get any rent from it? The documents I produce are the returns I have received from my 
agent in New Zealand. You will see from them what the rent is.
18,175. Sis Honor.] You receive the rent yourself? Yes; you will see that I received one of those returns 
this week.
18176. Mr. Gummow.] Is there any of your property on or near a tram-line ? Yes; the one at the 
comer of Gfeorge-street.
18177. Is that property in your own name ? Yes.
18178. There is a report here from the Commissioner for Land and Income Taxes at Wellington, Mr. 
John McGrowan, stating that the property is in Mrs. Forrest’s name ? It was in her name. It has been 
in. my name for two years past. Mrs. Forrest willed it to me when she died, three years ago, on 16th 
January. It was conveyed to me in the month of May of the same year.
18179. So that at the time you signed this bond it was actually your property ? Yes.
18180. Sir Robert Stout is your solicitor in New Zealand? Yes. Bradley and Sons put the matter 
through here.
18181. What rent do you receive from your properties? £100 a year.

?°t es^ma^e<l the value of your properties in New Zealand, including the vacant sections, at 
£2,500 ? I said I would not sell for less than that.
18183. You still consider that that is the fair value of them ? Yes.
18184. Mr.Parkesi] Does one of the returns vou have produced represent six months’ rent ? I ought 
to receive the returns every three months, but they are transmitted irregularly.
18185. For what portion of the year would this return of £30 15s. be for ? The rates would probably 
have been paid from that amount. •
18186. £52 5s. 6d. would be six months rent ? Probably.
18187. Mr. Qmnmoiv.] Still you have property in New Zealand of the value you have represented? 
x es ; and it is m the street I mention.
18188. As to the signing of the bond for Contract 77, did you consider that you were running any risk ?

18189. Did you think the structure was a sound one before you signed the bond ? I did.
18190. Did you know that of your own knowledge ? No; you and Mr. Baltzer told me about it. The 
Monier system was new to me at the time.
18191. In tendering, to whom do you leave matters? To you, absolutely.
18192. You have faith in my judgment as to prices and risk ? Yes.
18193. In those matters you left the whole thing to me ? Yes.
18194. Mou took my word that a certain tender was good enough ? I took your word, of course. I 
thought that if it was good enough for you it was good enough for me. '
18195. You knew that Mr. Carter and I also had a risk in the matter ? Yes.
18196. You leave all financial matters to Mr. Carter and myself? Yes ; everything.
18197. If you were told that your interest in the firm is worth £3,000, how would you know that it was 
so ? 1 should take your word as that of an honorable man. ‘
18198. You do not know anything apart from that ? No.
18199. You fully trust me when I tell you that that is the value of your interest ? Yes.
18200. Mr. Parkes.] Were you shown the plans for the Monier structure before the tender was sent in ? 
No.
18201. Y?u never saw the plans ? I never saw the plans until I went on to the work.
18202. Did you know that the firm was going to tender for the iob on the Monier system ? I knew they 
talked about it. "
18203. Who spoke to you about it ? One of the members of the firm ; I do not know which.
18204. Was it Mr. Carter or ]Vlr. Grununow P I could not say.
18205. Did you know Mr. Baltzer in those days ? Yes : I have known him for two or three ye 
have not met him often. ' j
18206. Did you know that he was making the plans for the Monier design ? No. '
18207. Did he not tell you who was making the plans for it? No. I knew that he was interested in it.
It any <me was making the plans I thought that either he or Mr. Gummow would be doing so.
18208. How long before you obtained Contract 77 did you know that the Monier design was to be sent in 
as a duplicate tender ? I could not say.
18209. Did you know for any length of time beforehand ? I could not say.
18210. But you did know before ? I think so ; but I knew very little about the matter. 18211.
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18211. Did you anticipate that you were going to get the job on the Monier system ? No ; I had no idea 6. Forrest.

18212. Did you ever discuss the matter with Mr. Carter or Mr. G-ummow? No. 18Sept.,1896.
18213. What contract were you on before you went to Contract 77 ? On 69.
18214. When 69 was completed you went straight across to 77 ? Two or three months afterwards. I 
was at Marriekville after the job was practically finished. I went to 77 a little after the new year.
18215. If Contract 69 had not been in existence you would have been supervising 77 all the same ? I 
would have been assisting.
18216. Do you look upon the Monier system as a stable structure—as a structure without very much 
risk ? Yes ; I always thought a good deal of it, and I have had a little experience in building.
18217. Is it a difficult system to build? No.
18218. Is there any risk in it at all ? I do not think there is any with careful work.
18219. Can ordinary workmen build it ? Of course it takes a little time to get into it. They must be 
careful in construction, of course.
18220. What proportions of concrete were you mixing for the carrier ? Ten, six, and one.
18221. Did you mix it yourself, or leave it to the men ? I did not mix it.
18222. Did you sift the sand from the sandstone before you mixed up the concrete ? Yes.
18223. It was sifted through what sort of sieve ? A three-sixteenth sieve.
18224. Particles of half an inch could not go through ? No.
18225. Was it always sieved ? Yes.
18226. His Honor.'] What do you mean by 10, 6, and 1 ? Ten of metal, six of sand, and one cask of cement.
18227. Mr. Gummow.] As to Contract 69 ;—did you sign the contract plan? No.
18228. As far as the Government were concerned you were not a partner in the case of 69 ? No.
18229. His Honor.] But as far as the drawing of profits were concerned you would come in then I 
suppose ? Yes.
18230. Mr. Gummow.] Have you ever drawn any profits ? Not yet.
18231. As to Contract 77 ; you went there early in the year ;—-why did you happen to go there ;—was 
there any other partner there before you went ? Mr, Snodgrass.
18232. You took his place ? Actually I did.
18233. Do you remember whether you were a partner with Carter & Co., as far as the Government were 
concerned, in Contract 79 at North Shore ? I could not say ; I do not think so.
18234. You used to get your share of the profits, if there were any, and stand your risk ? Yes.
18235. You left the whole matter to Mr. Carter ? Yes.
18236. As to these Monier arches ;—when you first commenced upon the work you did not know any
thing in particular about their construction? No ; I took my instructions from you entirely.
18237. Did I come there and see each arch built for months from the very beginning ? Yes.
18238. And Mr. Baltzer used to come too ? Yes.
18239. Mr. Parkes.] The Bank-books show that you drew £43 a month salary as regularly as clock
work ? Yes. -
18240. There is an amount of £100 paid to Mr. Eorrest and £583 to Mr. Carter ;—what would those 
sums be ;—would they not be out of profit;—the date is June, 1895 ? No.
18241. What would they be for ? I might have borrowed the sum in my own case, but I do not know.
18242. And you would borrow it from the firm ? I might.
18243. There are irregular items running through the firm’s Bank-book of the same character ;—would 
they be borrowings from the firm ;—for instance, there is an item of £150 in the name of Mr. Carter;— 
what would that be ? I have no idea.
18244. Was not a certain amount placed into your banking account in order to make up the amount put 
into your declaration;—was it not taken out of Carter & Co.’s account and put to the credit of your 
account ? It was not.
18245. Did you not, at about that time, receive a sum of £350 ? No. '
18246. Did you repay to the firm of Carter & Co. any sum of money ;—did you transfer from your private 
account to the business account any sum of money ? No. .
18247. At no time ? Not that I can remember.
18248. Upon April 11th, there is an amount of £50 in your name;—would not that be your profits as a 
partner ? It might be two months’ screw.
18249. You drew your screw just before that ? Then I do not know what it would be.
18250. Mr. Garter.] What about petty cash ? It might be that. I did not think of that.
18251. Mr. Parkes.] That, you think, would account for it ? Yes.
18252. The irregular sums paid to you would be all for petty cash, you think ? All in 1894 and 1895.
18253. All for petty cash ? Yes.
18254. Even the amount of £100 would be for petty cash ? I expect it was.
18255. Mr. Gummow.] What did you pay out of petty cash ? I have paid as much as £30 a week to the 
Railway Department as freight for sand. Then there are all the timber accounts.
18256. These accounts had to be paid in cash ? Yes. I paid nothing by cheque.
18257. Did the firm owe you anything ;—did they borrow any money off you during the last six months ?
Yes. £250.
18258. Have you anything to show for it ? Not a line. I have to trust you with much more than that.

MONBAT, 21 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
James Elood sworn and examined :—

18259. Mr. Gummow.] What are you ? A carter at the present time. J. Flood.
18260. What were you before you started carting ? I was contracting. ^
18261. Did you ever carry out any storm-water sewer work ? Yes. 21 Sept.,1896.
18262. I suppose you know what stone is required by the department for storm-water sewers ? It must 
be the very best.
18263. Did you ever cart any stone from Annandale for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
18264. Where did you get the stone ? Erom Hayes’ quarry, at Leichhardt. 18265.
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J. Flood. 18265. Did you ever get any for them from Ferris’ quarry ? No ; I do not know where that is.
' '■"'n 18266. Did you come to us and offer to supply the stone r' Tes ; I went to Mr. Snodgrass.

21 Sept., 1896. 18267. What did he tell you ? He told me that he had partly let the stone, but that as he had known me
so long, and as I was out of work, he would give me a show to cart it. He asked me where I could get it, 
and I told him. He then said I must get a sample.
18268. At what price did you offer to get it ? I think it was 2s. 8d. He said 1 would have to get a 
sample and take it to the inspector. I got a sample, and he said it was very good stone, but he wanted 
some more of it. I brought some more, and I had then to wait a w'eek while the stone went through the 
test.
18269. Did it pass P Tes. .
18270. And did vou supply similar stone to that ? I did.
18271. About how much do you think you supplied ? About 1,200 or 1,500 yards, as nearly as I can
remember now. , „ „ T , , „
18272. Did you ever cart the stone for any other Government sewerage contract i xes ; 1 carted tor
Phillips and Rhodes, and Holloway Brothers, also for John Ahearne, at Arncliffe.
18273. Was it similar stone ? In the case of Phillips and Rhodes’ contract at Petersham the stone came
from the same quarry. .
18274. Are you sure that all the stone with w'hich you supplied ns was of the best quality, and that it was 
equal to sample ? Tes ; it was the best bottom block. The Petersham and Leichhardt Council take the 
red stone from the top. They prefer it to the hard close-grained stone at the bottom. The quarry men 
get rid of that all the year round to the Councils, and they then have the best bottom block stone left for 
sewerage contracts and other work of the kind. The department would not take the top block stone. 
18275. Do you consider that the Government inspector was exact in seeing that the best stone was 
brought to the contract ? They were very particular. If there were two or three red stones in your cart 
the inspector would not allow you to leave it. When you tipped it out of the cart he would make you 
put the red stones back again, and if the same carter brought any more he would be knocked off the job. 
18276. How many loads a day could you,bring ? About ten.
18277. Do you know where Ryan’s quarry is ? No. . ,
18278. Do you consider from your knowledge of contracts for the same class of work that the stone with 
which you supplied us was quite equal to any stone you have supplied to other contracts ? I do not think 
better stone could be used than that which comes out of Hayes’ quarry.
18279. Have you ever seen any of Ryan’s stone ? No. .
18280. Mr. Lavish Tou carried out a large storm-water sewer contract at Croydon among other works
you have done ? Tes. , . .
18281. Do you consider, taking the stone used at Johnstone’s Creek through and through, that it was 
quite equal to that which you used at Croydon ? Tes, I do.
18282. The stone that you used at Croydon came from Canterbury ? Tes. _
18283. And the stone you carted to Johnstone’s Creek was quite equal in quality to that ?
18284. Mr. ParTces:\ Will you tell His Honor how many contracts you have done under the Water and 
Sewerage Board—could you recollect them ? I had a contract at Redfern, "Waterloo, and Alexandria. 
Then I did a small job at the Circular Quay, and another one at the top end of Redfern-street.
18285. Did you do'one at Ashfield ? That was not under the Water and Sewerage Board. _
18286. How many storm-water sewers have you built ? I did one for the Railway Commissioners at 
Gunnedah, and a large one at Croydon.
18287. What was the cost of the largest ? The Water and Sewerage Board’s sewer was the largest; that 
was £17,690.
18288. ‘Vfhat were those you did under the Works Department? In one case the contract was i/12,oOO, 
and in another case £7,000.
18289. During the carrying out of these contracts did you ever get an advance upon your material or
plant P No; I never asked for it. . •j-i.-i.otnt
18290. Did you ever get your deposit returned to you before the final completion of the job . JNo. 
18291. Did you ever get your retention money returned to you ? I could not say that.
18292. Do you recollect ever having had it returned to you ? I do not remember.
18293. Did you ever buy cement from Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I have bought cement from Mr. Gummow, 
but he was not at the time a partner of Mr. Carter.
18294. Did you ever buy any off Mr. Carter ? Tes, from Carter & Co.
18295. Tou paid them by cheque, I suppose ? I think so.
18296. If a cheque appears in their pass-books from Flood, or Rutherford and Flood, it will be for cement. 
Tes, for nothing else, I think. I remember buying some waggons from Mr. Gummow at one time. 
18297. But if there were a cheque in your name in the account of Carter & Co., it would probably be for 
cement ? I cannot remember that it would be for anything else. _ _
18298. Do you recollect when you bought cement from Carter & Co. ? I think it was when I was on
the Ashfield job.
18299. What would be the date of that ? About four years ago.
18300. In 1892 ? Something like that, I suppose.
18301. Have you ever had a certain class of work taken out of your contracts, and other work substituted, 
or have you ever had your work altered in any way ? I do not remember it. I do not think so.
18302. Tou cannot recollect about the date upon which you obtained the cement to which you have 
referred ? No.
18303. Were there any considerable number of barrels ? I could not tell you how much. I got a good 
bit, I think. , .
18304. Would it be as much as 500 barrels ? It might be. I know that the firm did us a good turn in 
letting us have it, because we were stuck up for cement at the time. _
18305. His Honor.~\ Tou could not get it in the market? None that had passed the required test.
18306. Carter & Co. had tested cement, I suppose ? Tes.
18307. Mr. Parkes^] I suppose you would have some record of your cement purchases from Carter & Co.? 
Tes, they would be all in our books. _
18308. Is the occasion to which you have referred the only occasion on which you bought cement from 
Carter & Co. ? I think that was all. 18309.
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18309. It was for 600 casks, was it not ? I could not tell you the number of casks. Whatever the 
amount of the cheque may be it would be for cement.
18310. And you say that on no occasion did you receive any advance from the department upon your 
material or plant ? No. “
18311. His Honor.'] Did you ever get any cement from Carter, Gummow, & Co.? Not from Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.
18312. You obtained some from Carter & Co.? Yes; and from Gummow and Gillan. We considered 
they were doing us a good turn at the time. I know that they had not too much cement on their job 
when they obliged us. They let us have a few casks to keep us going. •
18313. Mr. Gummow^] It was an obligation as far as we were concerned, not a business transaction ? 
Yes. •
18314. Hr. ParTces.] But you paid for it ? Yes.
18315. You did not return the cement? No.
18316. Mr. Gummow.] Did you never return any to Gummow and Gillan ? I think we did.
18317. Mr. ParTces.] But you did not return any of the 600 casks to Carter & Co. ? No.
18318. The cheque for £300 appearing in one of the Bank passbooks would be for the purchase of that 
cement? Yes.
18319. Mr. Davis.] Did you get any extensions of Contract 76 ? Yes.
18320. How many ? 76a and 76b.
18321. Two extensions? Yes.
18322. Can you remember the amount roughly ? No.
18323. You got the extensions at your schedule rates ? Yes.
18324. And they were considerable extensions ? Yes.
18325. Do you remember the iron girders being eliminated from Contract 76? Yes.
18326. You also remember, perhaps, that it was questionable according to the drawing whether those 
girders should be put in or not ? Yes.
18327. You thought that inasmuch as you had ordered them the department ought to meet you in the 
matter? Yes. > ■’
18328. And the department did meet you ? Yes, they took the girders off us at what they cost us. It 
was not altogether clear that we should have to use them.
18329. It was discovered that the girders were to be put in if ordered ? Yes.
18330. And you had overlooked that? Yes.
18331. And the department took them off your hands and paid you their cost or thereabouts ? Tes. 
18332. Did you get any assistance to move the department or the Minister to give you that concession ? 
No, I think I went to you.
18333. You did not go to the Minister ? No, not about the girders.
18334. You are sure about that ? Yes ; I only went to him, I think, in respect of the fines, but I would 
not be quite certain. It happened a long time ago, and I have never bothered my head about it from then 
till now. •
18335. His Honor.] You had not much trouble about it then ? No.
18336.. You thought the arrangement was a fair thing, and the department did not take advantage of the 
words in the specification which they might have relied upon ? Quite so.

Nicholas Byan sworn and examined :—
18337. Mr. GummowT] What are you? A quarry-master.
18338. Do you supply stone to different contractors ? Yes.
18339. Bor what purposes is your stone used ? We have various sorts. Some is buildhm stone and 
some is used for ballast. ° ’
18340. It is used for general building purposes ? Yes ; and for ballast.
18341. Do you remember whether any stone went from your quarry to Carter & Co.’s job at Annandale ? 
Yes; I supplied some there.
18342. Who were the carters ? M'Millan and Burcombe. *
18343. Was the stone which they took away equal to the stone that had been tested from your quarry;— 
have you ever had any stone tested by the Sewerage Department? No; it was a very good quality of 
stone. I-have here Professor Warren’s tests of it.
18344. Was the stone taken away by M'Millan and Burcombe of similar quality to the stone referred to 
m that test sheet? Yes. We have four or five different sorts of stone. Some is suitable for building 
purposes, and some for ballast. The stone used for ballast is a very close-grained, hard stone. It is not 
suitable for building purposes; it is too hard. . '
18345. At all events the stone you supplied through M'Millan and Burcombe was equal to the stone 
which you supplied to other sewerage contractors ? Yes. ,
18346. Do you supply stone from your quarry to other sewerage contractors ? We have supplied stone 
to Eogers and O’Neil, and Johnstone and O’Rourke, and we have supplied it indirectly to other 
contractors.

Do you know whether the stone carted by M'Millan and Burcombe was equal to the stone supplied 
to O i.Jeil and ^Rogers ? As far as X know it was about tbe same class of stone.
18348. Do you know why M'Millan went to your quarry to get stone instead of going to the local 
quarries ?_ Because, I suppose, it was better stone. I cannot say for certain.
18349. Did you ever tell 0 Neil that the stone which was condemned on his contract was taken to Carter 
Gummow, & Co. s contract ? No ; I could not have said that, because I know nothing about it.
18350. Was any stone condemned on O’Neil’s job taken back to your quarry? No. '
18351. If it has been so stated it has been wrongly stated ? Yes.
18352. So that Carter, Gummow, & Co. could not have used your condemned stone at half-price ? Not 
in the case of my stone any way. No stone was condemned on O’Neil’s job, or, if it was, I-was paid for 
it. I know that I was paid for all the stone that I delivered. .
18353. Is this statement correct—" Eyan says emphatically that he sold to Carter and Gummow, with the

140—4 G approval
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N. Eyan. approval of the G-ovemment officials, the whole of that stone to an enormous extent which was condemned 
on O’Neil’s Contract 83 ” ? That is false.

21 Sept.,1896. 23353. HaVe you ever heard anything about that statement being made in the House ? Yes ; I read it 
in the daily press.

. 18354-5. Hid you deny it in any way ? I wrote to Mr. Parkes about it in the first place, telling him that
it was incorrect. Mr. Parkes then sent to me to come over and see him. I went up to the House, and 
then I denied the statement.
18356. Did you ask him to give it a denial ? I did ; but I did not wish to be too hard, and I thought it 
would all come out at the Commission.
18357. Mr. Davis.'] What was the exact quality of the stone you supplied to Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? 
I could not tell you. ■
18358. Was it fine or coarse grained stone ? I do not think there can have been any coarse-grained stone 
which went to them. The coarse-grained stone is used more for kerbing and guttering.
18359. Do you think the quality of the stone would be that given in items 1, 2, and 3, of Professor 
Warren’s test-sheet ? Most of it would, in my opinion, stand a test equal to that.
18360. The stone you supplied, in your opinion, would stand a test equal to No. 1 in that list, viz., 
7,646 lb. per square inch, or No. 2, 7,365 lb. per square inch, or No. 3, 7,472 lb. per square inch? Of 
course, we did not test any of the stone we sent to them. The tests from which you are quoting are 
tests of stone picked out from different parts of the quarry.
18361. Do you know what the sewerage test is per square inch ? I could not say.
18362. If it were 6,500 lb. per square inch, then the first three tests which I have quoted would exceed it ? 
Yes ; the stone referred to in the test-sheet was tested for building purposes.
18363. Mr. ParTces.] You came to me on the day before the Commission first sat, did you not ? I think 
it was on the Thursday evening ; the Commission started on the Monday.
18364. When we talked the matter over you told me, did you not, that the contractors had got your 
stone tested, and had then taken stone from other quarries ? Yes ; after they had carted stone from me 
for a while they took it from other quarries.
18365. On your tests ? I cannot say that.
18366. It did not all come from your quarry ? No.
18367. That is what you told me ? Yes ; 1 said that they stopped getting stone from me.
18368. Your quarry is perhaps the best in the city of Sydney ? They reckon that it is the best in Sydney.
18369. The stone was used in this building, and also in the construction of the Post Office ? I do not 
know about that; but the stone in the Public Works Office is all from my quarry.
18370. And the same applies to the Lands Office ? All the big stone; also the stone which is being used
in the Art Gallery now in course of erection.
18371. How many loads of stone did Carter, Gummow, & Co. take from you ? I could not say ; perhaps 
300 or 400—perhaps 500—it might be more. I could not say what the quantity was.
18372. Could you not say from your books ? No ; we do not book ballast as a rule—we go by ticket. 
Quarrying ballast is not a paying game.
18373. Did you not tell me that O’Neil and others did the same thing;—that they got your bottom 
block stone tested, and then got stone from inferior quarries ? No ; what I said was that they got stone 
from other quarries, or from carters who go about buying stone and delivering it to contractors. O’Neil 
& Co. had been getting ballast from various quarries, and it had been condemned They then came to me 
and asked me to supply them with ballast. I would not do so until they went to the inspector for his 
approval. I think I supplied them after that for all their jobs, and none of the stone was condemned as 
far as I know'; at all events, I was paid for all of it.
18374. Did Carter & Co. also draw stone from other quarries ? I think they were only drawing it from 
my quarry at the start. They carted some from me at the start. After a time they got it all from 
elsewhere—from the local quarries, I think.
18375. That is the statement you made to me ? Yes.
18376. Did I not tell you that I would contradict O’Neil’s statement to me in the House if you wished 
it, or that you could come down and give evidence before the Commission, and put the matter right 
there ? Yes ; I think I agreed to that, thinking that it would all come out at the Commission. I wanted 
it published so that the public would see the statement.
18377. I told you that at the time you applied to me ? Yes. I understood that you were misinformed, 
or had been misled in some way by statements which had been made to you.

• 18378. You do not think that more than 500 loads were taken from your quarry ? I could not be sure.
Even if I looked it up, I do not think I could come to any definite conclusion. I know that they got 
more ballast from other quarries than they got from me.
18379. As to your refuse—is it not a common thing for carters to come to the quarry and take away your 
refuse ? Yes. They pay us a small amount and take it away. If we cannot get anything for it we give 
it to them.
18380. As to refuse which you cannot dispose of otherwise than at a low rate—what rate do you get for 
for it ? Sometimes 6d. and sometimes Is. We got Is. 6d. from Carter, Gummow, & Co. in the first place, 
but the price was afterwards reduced to a shilling.
18381. That rate applies to the stone with which you supplied them ? Yes. I think the price is reduced 
on account of their getting stone handier to their works for less money.
18382. Sis Honor.] How far would your quarry be from the place where the works were going on? I 
think it would be about H miles round the road.
18383. Mr. Gummow.] With regard to your quarry, you consider it the best round about Sydney ? Yes. 
18384. That is for building purposes ? Yes. I have some stone which will stand a test equal to that 
which any stone in the Colony will stand.
18385. Is the stone you supply for concrete the same stone which is used for building purposes ? No ; 
the waste would go for concrete.
18386. If you were supplying stone for ballast, would you supply your best building stone ? Certainly 
not. We have stone which is not altogether suitable for building, but which is suitable for ballast. It 
is too small for building, and we use it for ballast. .
18387. Have you any idea how long M'Millan and Burcombe were carting from your quarry ? M'Millan 
was not carting there long, but Burcombe was carting for several weeks afterwards. 18388.
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18388. Would you be surprised to bear that they carted as many as 3,000 yards from your quarry? N. Ryan. 
They may have done so. I could not say ; but I should not think they carted anvthina; like that. It was ' — '
done by ticket. • " 21 Sept.,1896.
18389. You say you got Is. 6d- at-first, and Is. afterwards ? Xes.
18390. Did you give them inferior stone for theTs. ? No ; it was the same quality of stone.
18391. You did not, when you reduced the price by 6d., give them an inferior article ? No. The carters 
said they were getting the stone for less elsewhere, and that they could not draw it from me unless they 
got it at the same price, or something to that effect. I cannot remember the words.
18392. Burcombe did not draw regularly from your quarry, did he? No. He was drawing regularly, 
however, for a considerable time. ,
18393. Bor how long ? It may have been two months or more.
18394. After that, what did he do ? I cannot say. During the latter end of the time Burcombe was 
carting from my quarry M'Millan was drawing from various quarries round about Annandale.

Alexander M'Millan sworn and examined:—
18395. Mr. Gummow^ What are you ? A carrier and contractor. A. M'Millan.
18396. You have been carting stone for Carter, Gummow, & Co. for some time, have you not? Yes.
18397. You carted a good deal of stone to their works at Johnstone’s Creek? Yes. 21 Sept.,1896.
18398. Where did you get it from ? I got some from Ryan’s quarry, and some from Meredith and 

‘ Westbrook’s. t
18399. Where else ? Some from Hayes’s quarry.
18400. Any where else ? Yes; Paling’s quarry.
18401. Anywhere else ? Yes; I got some from Benson, at Marriekville, and some from Swivel, at 
Marriekville. •
18402. Do you remember a week before the contract for the Johnstone’s Creek stormwater channel 
contract was let driving Mr. Snodgrass and myself round to different quarries ? Yes.
18403. Where did we go ? We went to Hayes’s quarry.
18404. Do you remember telling us at what price we could get stone from there? Yes ; Is. 4d. a yard.
We went to two quarries, I think. "
18405. Do you remember after Carter, Gummow, & Co. had got the contract what price we were asked •
for the stone ? Yes ; one quarry wanted Is. lid., and the other Is. 9d.
18406. What did you say to that ? I said you could get Ryan’s stone from Pyrmont for Is., and that it 
had passed the test before.
18407. Is that the reason we did not deal with the local quarries in the first instance? Yes ; you said it 
did not matter, and. that yon would rather give Is. more than have the firm put to any inconvenience over 
the stone. You said you would rather give Is. more and have the best stone.
18408. Did I tell you that we would not be put upon by any ring ? You did; you said you would rather 
give Is. more for the stone. ‘ ‘
18409. And that is the reason why you went to Ryan’s quarry instead of dealing with the local quarries ?
Yes ; I also went to Meredith’s at the same time to keep the works going.
18410. How far away from the works would Ryan’s quarry be ? Two miles.
18411. How many loads a day could you do from there ? Pour. ,
18412. Have you any idea how much stone you took from Ryan’s quarry? We agreed for 2,000 yards 
in the first place. There was no stone available at the time, and Ryan said he would not undertake to 
take any stone out unless we would take 2,000 yards.
18413. Did you take 2,000 yards ? I believe we took more, but I could not say exactly.
18414. Do you think you took 3,000 ? More than 3,000 yards, I fanev. The first order was for 3 000 
yards. ‘ " ’
18415. What were you paying Ryan ? Is. 6d.
18416. Did he charge you Is. 6d. all through? No. When he was quarrying stone at first there was 
no other work to do, and he had to put men on to get the ballast out alone. He first charged Is. 6d., 
and afterwards Is.
18417. Did he give you the same class of stone for the Is. ? Yes.
18418. After getting out the building-stone? Yes.
18419. You did not go to. Ryan’s quarry in the first place because the stone was better;—that was not 
your idea when it was decided to take it from Byan’s quarry ? JSTo.
18420. You told Mr. Snodgrass that you could get the stone for Is. 4d. at the Leichhardt quarries before 
the tenders went in ? Yes.
18421. And after the tenders went in they wanted Is. 9d. and Is. lid. ? Yes. •
18422. If they had supplied it for Is. 4d., would you have gone to Ryan’s quarry ? No.
18423. It was only on account of their raising their prices that you went to Ryan’s quarry ? That was 
all.
18424. What prices did you get from the firm when you were carting from Ryan’s quarry ? 3s.
18425. Did you get 3s. when you were carting from the other quarries ? Por a certain portion of the
time. r
18426. And what did you get afterwards ? 2s. 6d. •
18427. What was the reason of the 6d. decrease in price ? Because I got the stone latterly from Haves’s 
and Westbrook’s quarries at Is. 6d.
18428. They lowered their prices when they found that you could get the stone for a less price and that 
we would not put up with their rise ? Yes. '
18429. Do you know from hearsay, or general knowledge, that the stone you got was the best stone ? 
les, 1 know it was tbe best stone.
18430 How do you know that ? Mr. Lougheed told me that Meredith and Westbrook’s stone was used 
upon Owen s job at Balmain, and that it was the best stone in the district. He said that if I could get 
that stone it was all right. . 6
18431. You got a good deal from that quarry? Peybaps 2,000 yards or more.

18432.
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A. M'Millan. 18432. Have you ever carted stone for other storm-water channel contracts? Yes; for almost every 
'——' Government contract which has been let during the last four or five years. .

21 Sept.,1896. 18483, g0 that you have a very good idea of \fhat class of stone is required by the Government. 1 tancy

18434. Do you consider that the stone you carted to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract at Johnstone s 
Creek was better or worse than the stone you had carted to other contracts ? I think the stone supplied 
to that contract wTas more closely watched than the stone supplied to any other sewerage contract, the 
inspector would allow nothing inferior to pass. Mr. Millner, the engineer, was there every morning with 
Mr. Lougheed, and they examined the stone. '
18435. Was any stone condemned on that job ? Yes. ,
18436. How much ? I think five or six loads. A heap was condemned, but after it was all turned over
there happened to be a few small pieces in it. I think there was about five loads out of 150 tons.
18437. Who condemned the stone ? Mr. Millner. _
18438. What was done with it ? It was first taken into a paddock and it was then carted away to make 
a track in Nelson’s Lane, Annandale.
18439. Do you do general carting for our firm ? Yes.
18440. Plant, cement, or anything of that kind, I suppose you cart ? Yes. _
18441. How long have you been employed by the firm of Carter, Gummow & Co. ? Pive years or more,
I think. i -n- j.i. j
18442. During that time have you carted much cement about from one job to another ? Yes; thousands
of casks, I suppose.
18443. Did you cart any sand to the Johnstone’s Creek Contract ? Yes, to the Storm-water Sewer 
Contract. ,
18444. Did you cart any for the other work there—the arches ? I carted it from one part ot the work to 
another—that is from White’s Creek to Johnstone’s Creek—backwards and forwards.
18445. But did you deliver any sand on to the contract itself? No.
18446. Did you deliver any to the storm-water channel contract at Johnstone’s Creek ? Yes.
18447. Do you cart by day-work, piece-work, or both? Both.
18448. Mr. Davis.'] You know the quality of the stone which you got from Byan’s quarry ? Yes.
18449. Do you consider it good? It is the best stone I have seen for a long time. j
18450. Was the other stone which yon carted on to Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works at Johnstone s 
Creek equal to it, or was it inferior in quality ? I believe that Meredith and Westbrook’s stone stands a 
better test. . .
18451. What have you to say as to the stone from the other quarries from which you carted m comparison 
with Byan’s stone ? The Marriekville quarries are all good. It is all tested stone. The stone was only 
taken from there to, keep the job going. Hayes’s stone is a good class of stone ; it has been used in the 
sewerage contracts.
18452. Speaking of all the quarries in relation to Eyan’s, would you say that the stone from those 
quarries comes up to Byan’s stone in quality ? Yes.
18453. You are quite positive about that ? Yes ; not as a cutting stone, perhaps.
18454. Not as a dimension stone, but for knapping or cracking perhaps it would stand a better test. 
Yes.
18455. Mr. Parkes.] Do you keep any books? Yes.
18456. Have you your books with you ? No.
18457. You have in your books records of the business transactions to which you have referred ? No. 
18458. How is that? Well, that is my business, I suppose. . .
18459. Have you not kept a record of the money you have received and the money you have paid out in 
your business ? No.
18460. I thought you said you kept books ? In a manner of speaking. _
18461. Sis Sonar.] What books have you kept ? A time book. All the men are paid for the time they 
are working. ,
18462. Mr. Parkes.] Have you kept a book showing the moneys you have received? No; I have no 
partners. I am alone in the business. .
18463. Have you a bank book ? No.
18464. Sis Honor.] Do you not keep a banking account? No. _
18465. Mr. Parkes.] How did Carter & Co. pay you—by cheque or by cash ? I think I have received a 
cheque once or twice from Carter, Gummow, & Co.; but that is all. ,
18466. What did you do with the cheques ? I went to the Bank of New Zealand and got them cashed. 
18467. You did not pay them into any banking account? No; I got them cashed, and paid the men 
with the proceeds.
18468. Sis Honor.] Do you pay your men once a week ? Yes; I paid the men at the same time that 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. paid me. _ ,
18469. The money would come into your hands and go out again, with the exception of a portion which 
you used for yourself ? Yes.
18470. Mr. Parkes.] I suppose you gave Carter, Gummow, & Co. a receipt for the money ? I never 
gave Carter, Gummow, & Co. a receipt for any money.
18471. You have never done so ? No. '
18472. How were you paid ? I am paid for the time kept by the drays.
18473. How often ? Every fortnight.
18474. Were you never paid otherwise than by the fortnight ? If there were anything the matter with 
the account on any particular Saturday, it might go over until the following Saturday. In some cases it 
may have gone over for a month. _
18475. In those cases, did you give Carter, Gummow, & Co. a receipt for the money ? I have given them 
no receipt for anything. _
18476. Erom whose quarry did you take the 150 yards of condemned stone ? I took some of it from 
Hayes’ quarry, some from Meridith and Westbrook’s, and some from Byan’s.”
18477. Sis Honor.] You say that the whole heap was condemned, and that it was then turned over ?
Yes. .

18478.
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18478. And that a part of it was finally condemned, and a part of it passed? Yes. The stone was all A- M'Millan.
• stacked, to be measured up for the work. When Mr. Millner came along he saw that there were a few 

bad stones, and he said, “Mac, I will not have that.” I said, “ I cannot help it. There has been a 1 bep ■’ •
mistake somewhere. We cannot always be perfect.” He said, “ Well, I will not have it. It must all be .
turned over.” It was all turned over and inspected, and whatever bad stone there was was put aside.
The balance was re-stacked, measured, and passed. ‘
18479. Do you remember how much stone was finally rejected ? About five or six loads.
18480. Mr. Parkes^] Why was that stone condemned ? Because it was not strong enough, I suppose.
18481. Was it soft or hard stone ? It was soft, I suppose, or it would not have been condemned.
18482. You say you got the 150 tons from different quarries ? Yes. This was a large job. It required 
about 100 loads of ballast a day, and one quarry could not keep it going. The particular stone to which 
you referred was brought in by the drays and stacked. It might have come from one quarry or another.
I do not know where the few pieces of condemned stone came from.
18483. Were they all passed quarries ? Yes.
18484. Will you say from which contracts you drew the cement, and to which contracts you took it ?
Most of my work was day-work, and when my drays were engaged in that way I sometimes would not 
know what they were doing. Tor instance, they would be told to go to North Shore or Marriekville, but 
what they would be doing I could not always say. I know that some cement was carted from Munni- 
street to North Shore.
1.8485. Did you cart it ? I did not cart it all. I carted a portion of it.
18486. Can you say when you carted it ? I suppose about four years ago.
18487. At what period of the job ? I think it was at the start of the job at North Shore.
18488. And at about what part of the Munni-street job ? When it was finished, I expect.
18489. How did you take it—by punt ? Yes.
18490. How many loads did you take ? I could not say; it was day-work. Carter, Gummow, & Co. paid 
the punt and everything in connection with it.
18491. Do you know where it was delivered at North Sydney? I could not say for a certainty. I.was 
too busy on this side to go over myself.
18492. Are you sure whether it was carted when the Munni-street job was finished, or when it was 
stopped ? I think it was taken from the second portion of the job, but I am not quite certain.
18493. Do you remember what brand of cement it was ? No ; I do not remember anything about that.
18494. Have you ever carted any cement from Munni-street back to Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s? I have 
never carried any cement back to Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s. I have carted from their place, but never 
to it.
18495. You could not recollect how much you did cart, could you ? No, I could not.
18496. And you could not tell to what places they took it ? No ; I know it went to the North Shore job.
18497. You do not know where it was deposited? No. There were three or four different places at ■
which to put it. It was all passed cement, and ib was branded.
18498. Pis Ponor.] As to the time, do you remember whether it was summer or winter when you carted 
that cement from the Munni-street job r I think it was in the spring, but I could not say definitely.
18499. Mr. Gummow.'] How many carts had you in your employ about four or five years ago ? About 
twenty-five. •
18500. You did not do all the carting yourself ? No.
18501. You did not do it personally ? No.

.18502. You had a number of horses and carts, and you employed men to do the work ? Yes.
18503. Carter, Gummow, & Co. took some of the carts on day-work, did they not? Yes.
18504. And they ordered them where it suited them ? Yes.
18505. They did not inform you where the drays were going ? No.
18506. They paid you for whatever time the drays were at work ? Yes.
18507. So that you could not tell where the drays were employed ? No.
18508. Except that you knew that they might be in one suburb or another, you would not know what 
they were doing ? No; not unless the men would tell me on the night before that they had to go to 
North Shore, for instance.

,18509. Even then you would not know to what part of North Shore they were going? No.
18510. You merely kept a record to see what number of hours the drays worked a day ? Yes.
18511. You received most of your money from Carter, Gummow, & Co. in cash ? Yes ; I may have been 
paid by cheque a couple of times, but that would be all.
18512. You never gave Carter, Gummow, & Co. receipts? No, never. -
18513. Mr. Paris.] Do you remember the work at Munni-street being suspended ? Yes.
18514. When you carted away the cement, was it before or after the suspension ? Some was carted 
away immediately after the work was stopped. I know that the shed at the top of the hill was full. I 
think some cement was carted away both before and after the suspension.
18515. But the cement you have spoken of—was it carted away before or after? I fancy it was after. ■
18516. His Honor.] Not during the suspeesion ? No, after.
18517. Mr. Paris.] You remember that the work was continued from above Mitchell’s Eoad to the foot 
of Macdonald-street, and that it was then stopped for five or six months ? Yes.
18518. Was the cement you carted away after that stoppage? Yes.

. 18519. His Honor.] You mean after the final completion of the whole thing? Yes.
18520. Mr. Gummow.] Did you cart any sandstone for the Shea’s Creek contract? Yes.
18521. Did you cart any bricks ? No.
18522. What I refer to would be clinker bricks, that is bricks which would be used for concrete;—did 
you cart any of those ? No. ■
18523. The cement-sheds out at Shea’s Creek were good large sheds? Yes.

, 18524. What do you think one of those big sheds would hold? About 5,000 or 6,000 casks—perhaps 
more. They were very large sheds. •

Peter
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Peter Hart sworn and examined:—
Mr. Gummow.'] "What are you ? A plumber and gas-fitter.
Have you ever done any work for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Yes.
Where ? Being a local plumber, I have been called on to make necessary repairs to services which 

may have been broken during the progress of work.
18528. Had you a man named George Dawson living with you ? Zes.
18529. Did you know that he was working for Carter, Gummow, & Co. at that time? Yes.
18530. Did you ever hear him speak about the firm ? Yes.
18531. Will you tell His Honor whether you at any time heard him say anything against the firm, and 
what you heard him say? He made the assertion at my table that, if, after he had finished at North 
Shore, the company did not find him employment, he would] make it damned “ salt” for them ; that he 
would make them sit up. Those were the words he used at my table. It was just after he had come 
from work, when we were having dinner.
18532. Was he living with you ? Yes.
18533. Where ? In Silver-street, Marriekville.
18534. Do you know what he referred to in any way ;—had you any idea at the time ? No ; I did not 
come to any conclusion as to that, but I advised him at the time to be very careful what he did. I told 
him that he was likely to injure more than himself. He and I had some hot words about it. I thought 
his talking like that at my table was out of place.
18535. Was anyone else besides yourself present? Yes ; a man named Charles King and my wife.
18536. Did Dawson speak like that on more than one occasion ? Bepeatedly, and it was always 
after he had come back from his work—in fact, he was always grumbling about his work after dinner was 
over.
18537. When was this;—can you give us any idea of the date ? It must have been at the latter end of 
September, 1895.
18538. Could you give us any idea as to whether Dawson had done anything wrong, or whether he 
intended to do anything wrong;—how did you take it ? I took it that he had some catch laid out to 
give him a hold on the Company.
18539. His Honor.] Did you gather what was the reason of his ill-feeling against the Company? No; 
he and I had some rather hot arguments about it. I told him to be very careful what he was doing. 
I told him it was not in.place for him to take the bread and butter out of his own mouth. I said, 
“ You are earning a livelihood through the Company, and you should keep your mouth shut.”
18540. When did he first seem to speak in this way—to show any feeling against the Company ? All 
through September. He told me he was idle for about a fortnight; he told me it was through the want 
of bricks. .
18541. When he went off at the beginning of the fortnight was he supposed to be dismissed altogether, 
or was he to be taken on again ;—did he know then that he was only off for a time ? He was only off for 
a time, I understood, through the want of bricks to go on with the work.
18542. He knew that he was going on ? Yes ; he was not dismissed.
18543. Was it after or before that occurred that he first began to talk in this way ? It was after that. 
18544. Did it seem to rankle in his mind that he had lost a fortnight’s pay ? I could not say whether he 
had lost a fortnight’s pay or not.
18545. He was paid so much a day, I suppose, was he not ? Yes.
18546. And he did not get paid for that fortnight ? That I could not be certain of.
18547. At any rate, his suspension seemed to start him grumbling? He was always grumbling more or 
less about the style of work he had to do.
18548. How long before that had he been lodging at your place ? About six months before that.
18549. And during those five or six months had he shown any signs of grumbling about his work ? Yes, 
he had always a good deal to say about his work.
18550. What sort of remarks did he make about his work during that time ? He spoke about the dirty, 
wet, nature of the work.
18551. About the kind of work he had to do, you mean? Yes.
18552. But during that time did he grumble about the bad way in which the work was done—did he make
any comment upon that, or was it merely about the difficult work he had to do ? It was about the
difficulty of the work. He never gave me a hint about anything else.
18553. And when this fortnight’s loss of work took place he began to make these threats as to what he 
could do ? Yes.
18554. He was taken on to the work again ? Yes; and he continued talking about the completion of the 
job at North Shore.
18555. He was then working at North Shore, you say ? Yes.
18556. How long did he stay with you after that fortnight ? Up till Christmas Eve. He left my place 
at Christmas Eve to get married.
18557. Then he was in a better temper, I suppose ? He ought to have been.
18558. But was he ? Very far from it.
18559. Was he as cranky as ever up to the last? Yes.
18560. Did he pay you for his board and lodging, or did he leave you in debt ? He left me in debt. 
18561. How much did he owe you? At the time he left my house he owed me £2 11s.
18562. Has he ever paid you since ? He sent me on the 16th and 30th of March two postal notes for 
2s. 6d. each.
18563. Is that all you have got out of him ? Yes ; he is now indebted to me to the extent of £2 6s. I 
think his postal notes are still at home.
18564. Did he go on talking about more bad work after that fortnight—did he say anything about putting 
in more bad work ? He never referred to any bad work.
18565. He only said that he could make the Company sit up—that he could make it “ salt ” for them ; he 
did not say why ? No.
18566. He never said, then, how it was or in what way he could make them sit up ? No ; since he has 
given evidence here, and after reading the reports of the proceedings in the Sydney Morning Herald, I can 
see pretty well what it was.

P. Hart. 18525, 
21 Sept.,1896.

18567.
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18567. You did not know until you saw it in the newspaper what he meant? No. P- Hart]
18568. He never gave you any hint of it ? No. ----- -n
.18569. You did not ask. him? No; I only cautioned him. He was not too well pleased with me for 21 Sept-’1896' 
taking the liberty of cautioning him. He was talking very high over it. .
18570. Was any allusion made in conversation to anything he had read in the newspapers about what was 
taking place m the Legislative Assembly ? He mentioned it once. I remember he said he would go and 
see Mr. Varney Parkes.
1.8571. What did you say to that ? I thought he was talking rather loud, and I did not pay any atten- 
icn to him. I did not open up any conversation about the matter. He said he did not intend to be 

?'orfcmg m the sewers, and that he might get a Government billet through it.
18572. You mean through telling something ? Yes.

Charles King sworn and examined :— . '
18573. Mr. Gumr/iow.~\ What are you? A labourer. ■
18574. Where are you working now ? At North Shore. .
18575. Por whom are you working ? Por Carter, Gummow, & Co.
18576. Did you ever board with Mr. Hart, at Marriekville ? Yes.
18577. Was Dawson boarding there ? Yes.
18578. Did you have your meals together ? Yes.
n eV6r llea,r Dfwson refer to the of Carter, Gummow, & Co. in an unkind way ? Yes.
18580. Will you state what he said ? He said that if the company did not find him employment when he
had finished at North Shore he would make it damned “ soft ” for them
18581. Did you know what he meant ? No, I did not. All that I know is that he was working for
i ocoor’ wLmnl0W’ time, and that those were the words he used at the table one night.
18582.^ When was that. About the latter end of this month twelve months ago. as nearly as lean 
remember. ° J
18583. Sis Honor.~\ You did not ask him what he meant at any time ? No.
18584. Where were you working at the time ? At Marriekville.
18585. And Dawson was working for the company at North Shore? Yes.
18586. Did it not interest you to find out what he was talking about? No.
18587. What sort of temper was he in at the time ? It was at the table when he said it. He had been 
out or work tor a while at the time. I did not ask him anj questions about it.
18588. But there must have been something which set him off talking in that way, was there not ? I do 
not know. ■'
18589. Did you hear him say anything like that again, or was that the only time you heard him say it?- 
ihat was the only time I can be sure of. He said it at the table.
18590. How long did you stay at Hart’s after that occasion ? Tip to Christmas.
18591. Tip to the time that Dawson left ? Yes. .
i J°U Say y0U cannot 1,6 sure °f a]iy other occasion when he said anvthing like that ? No 
18593. Have you any sort of recollection of his saying anything like it again ? No.
18594. You are sure that that was the only time you heard him say it ^ Yes
18595. Mr Parkes.-] What do you generally work at;—what is the nature of your labour ? Anything I am 
sent to. I am filling trucks now. J & . ,v
lorov w? y°U eVei’ W°rk afc concrete ? I have turned it over, and I have helped to put it in. r
18o97. Where were you working last ? At North Shore. . ^ .
18598. That would be up to the present time ? Yes. ■
18599. Did Carter, Gummow, & Co. ask you to give evidence to-day ? No.
18600. Did you offer to come and give evidence ? Yes.
18601. Sis Honor.] To whom did you make the offer ? I made the statement when a man came to Hart's’ 
l olino 'ix "art if anybody else was at the table when Dawson said the thing I have told vou of 
18602. Hart had told someone of it first ? Yes. "
remember^ When did y0U leave Hart’s ? About six weeks after Christmas, as nearly as I can

18604. In what month was it that Dawson made this statement ? This time twelve months ago, as nearly 
as i can remember. 6 J
18605. In September of last year ? Yes. . .
18606. Where have you mixed concrete ? I only helped others to mix it. That was on the Marriekville

18607 Do you recollect what the proportions were ? No, I do not. I had nothing to do with that. I 
nad only just to mix it after it was gauged. I was on the board turning it over 
18608. That is all you had to do with it ? Yes. ’
18609. Were you working on Contract 77 ? No.
18610. Were you working on the Johnstone’s Creek storm-water channel ? No
ism9 M0Wi°ng haTx y°ukeen working for Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? On and off, for five or six years. 
18612. Mr. Gummow.\ Hid you ever work at Bondi ? Ho * J-
18613. Somebody you say, called and saw Mr. Hartdo you know whether the person to whom- you
refer was sent to him by Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No. 1 vu wuem you
i ' wid !‘e any?inS *? do with Carter, Gummow, & Co.? Ido not think so.
that be^St^STrr8 name ? I/° ,Hart told me that someone had been there, and
that he had told him that I was present, and had heard Dawson make the remark. He asked me if I 
would sign my name to a paper, stating that I had heard it.
18616. Was he a solicitor ? I do not know. •
18617. His Honor.] You did not see the man ? No.

21

C. King, 

Sept.,1896.

Sydney
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Sydney Booth sworn and examined :—
S. Booth. 18618. Mr. Crumwiow.], What are you ? 'A carter. 

oi^^^Isqr y°u cart for Carter, Grummow, and Co. ? Tes.
21 Sept.,1896. 2gQ20. What do you usually cart ? Anything on the job. Cement, sand, or whatever may be require!. 

18621. Is your work day-work ? Bay-work and piece-work both.
18622. Did you ever see a man named Dawson on the work at North Shore ? Tes.
18623. Did you ever speak to him ? I have had plenty of conversations with him.
18624. Did he ever say anything against the firm? Tes; he said he would put the company away‘if 
they did not give him work at Annandale when he had finished at North Shore.
18625. When did he say this ? Some time when the job was finishing down at Milson’s Point.
18626. This was last year ? About the end of last year.
18627. Did you hear him say that more than once ? Tes ; on two or three occasions I have heard him 
say that.
18628. Did he say that he intended to put the company away if they did not find him work ? Tes.
18629. Did you ever cart any sand from North Shore to Annandale ? Tes.
18630. How much ? About 1,700 yards.
18631. Where did you cart it from? Prom the Gas Works at North Shore.
18632. Prom anywhere else ? No.
18633. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou carted sand to North Shore from Mossman’s Bay, did you not ? No.
18634. Was there any cartage from Mossman’s Bay to Carter, Gummow, and Co.’s job at North Shore ? 
There was sand carted, but I carted none.
18635. Who carted it ? There were different carters.
18636. Was any carted by Burcombe ? Tes ; he carted some.
18637. A great quantity was carted from there, was it not ? I cannot say what quantity. I was on day
work at the time.
18638. Did not the Mossman’s Bay Council kick up a row about the cutting up of their streets by this 
carting ? I could not say.
18639. Burcombe, you say, carted a lot of sand from that place ? Tes, and Webb.
18640. Did you cart any cement from the Munni-street contract to North Sydney ? No ; not from Shea’s 
Creek. I carted it from different jobs backwards and forwards—that is, from one job to another. 1 carted 
some from North Shore to Marriekville, and from Marriekville back to the Shore—also to Annandale from 
the Shore.
18641. Did you cart any cement from the Annandale to the Marriekville job ? No.
18642. But you carted some from the North Shore job to Blarrickville ? Tes.
18643. At different periods ? Tes.
18644. Did you ever do any carting for Parbury, Henty, & Co. ? No.
18645. How much would you take to the load—twelve barrels ? I only took five at a load. I had a 
single horse.
18646. Did you ever cart any cement to other contracts ? No.
18647. Tou only carted it between Marriekville, North Shore, and Annandale ? Tes, and also in con
nection with the Milson’s Point job. .
18648. How much did you cart ? I could not say.
18649. The Milson’s Point job would be 79a ? Tes.
18650. Tou only carted it in connection with these particular contracts ? That is all.
18651. Tits Honor.] What was the sand carted from Mossman’s Bay;—was it sand obtained on the spot, 
was it sand landed there, or what was it ? I could not say. I think it was beach sand. I fancy it was. 
18652. Mr. Davis,] Was it not Balmoral Beach that the sand was carted from ? Tes.
18653. Mr. Parkes.] Was the sand not carted from Mossman’s Bay itself? Not that I know of.
18654. Did they not come down past the Bangers on to Mossman’s Bay and take the sand away ? I do 
not know. I never carted sand from there.
18655. His Honor.] When you spoke of Mossman’s Bay in reply to Mr. Parkes, you meant Balmoral ? 
Tes. It is all under the one Council.
18656. The sand was taken from the beach ? Tes ; as far as I know.

John Carter re-called and further examined :— .
J. Carter. 18657. Mr. Parkes.] Was not sand carted from Mossman’s Bay Beach to Contract 79 ? No, it was 
✓—carted from Balmoral. There is no beach at Mossman’s Bay. I do not think there is any sand there.

21 Sept.,1896. 18658. Did you not have a dispute with the Municipal Council of Mossman’s Bay ? Tes ; I agreed with 
the Mossman’s Bay Council to cart as much sand as I wished from Balmoral Beach, and to give them a 
certain number of yards of ballast in exchange. While the carting was going on the roads were being cut 
up—the Balmoral Beach road was especially cut up by the heavy traffic of our four-horse drays, and one 
or two of the residents complained. They also complained of the destruction of the foreshores by our 
digging of the sand out of the beach. Af ter some correspondence and some personal interviews with the 
Mossman’s Bay Council, wre ceased carting from there. That is the history of that transaction as far as I 
can remember it.

. 18659. His Honor.] What was the sand for ? Por concrete. We were working under the old specifi
cation under which w^e were allowed to use the Bourke-street drift sand.
18660. Would not the sand you took from Balmoral contain sea salt ? That is no detriment to under
ground work.
18661. Not to concrete work ? No.
18662. But you would not be allowed to use it for mortar in buildings ? No. There is always a certain 
amount of sweating in the sewer itself. 1 presume therefore that the department did not on that account 
object to the use of the sand.
18663. The Balmoral Beach sand would be good sharp sand, I suppose ? Tes ; better sand than Bourke- 
street sand, and Bourke-street sand was provided for in our specification.
18664. Mr. Oummoic.] Tou had not to use Nepean sand ? No.

18635.
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18665. The sand was not specified to be equal to Nepean sand at that time? No. There was nothing in •h Carter, 
the old specification on that subject. isoc'
18666. With regard to Contract 69, do you know what the specification of that contract said in regard to 1 ,’ePt-’18961 

sand;—was it the same as the specification for Contract 79 ? No; it was a new specification. It referred 
to Nepean or good quartz sand—I forget the exact words—equal to Nepean sand.
18667. Did you use any Nepean sand upon Contract 69 ? We started with Nepean sand.
18668. Whom were you getting it from ? From the Emu Gravel Company.
18669. From any one else? We got some from Mr. T. E. Smith, brother of the present Secretary for 
Mines. There was jealousy or something of that sort on the part of the Emu Gravel Company, so far as 
Mr. T. E. Smith’s sand was concerned, and the company wired down to the office stating that we were using 
inferior sand obtained from Mr. Smith. Not to put it too mildly, the company got their hack up 
about it. I decided that we would not use any of the Nepean sand. We then bought a crusher and 
started crushing at once on our own account.
18670. Did you try to get the sand somewhere else in the first instance? Tes.
18671. Do you know from hearsay whether the Emu Gravel Company bought out Mr. T. E. Smith ? I 
believe they did afterwards.
18672. Thereby creating a monopoly in Nepean sand ? Tes.
18673. Did you go down the Illawarra line looking for sand ? Tes ; I went down to Shellharbour, and 
we spent a lot of time and money over it. One or two trial trucks were sent up, and it was scarcely good 
enough. It was a little bit dirty.
18674. What did you do then? We purchased a crusher and set to work on our own account.
18675. To crush sandstone ? Tes.
18676. And the sand that you crushed from the crusher passed the test ? Tes; it passed a good test, and 
we used no more Nepean sand.
18677. When you completed Contract 69 you removed the crusher to Contract 118 ? Tes.
18678. And you crushed stone there ? Tes.
18679. And the sand from that stone passed the test ? Tes ; it all passed the test. The sand was used 
in the stormwater sewer.
18680. Was any used on Contract 77, do you know? No. The sand which we crushed was used upon 
contract 118.
18681. In regard to Contract 118, do you know anything about the top-cutting of that drain ? Tes ; I 
know the circumstances that brought it about. It was pointed out to me by Mr. Snodgrass that we were 
suffering a very great hardship from having the Harbour and Eivers Department pumping up sand and 
mud all over the site of our works. He advised me to go and see the proper authorities about it. We 
were entitled to a low-water mark, as well as to a high-water mark. 1 saw Mr. Davis and also Mr.
Hickson in the matter. It was rather an urgent one, and they went out and inspected the site, and took 
immediate action. The result was the cutting of the drain. We bore a portion of the cost in order to 
expedite matters. We undertook to put in the necessary flood-gates. We had the necessary plant there ; 
and the department had none. We therefore put in the flood-gate at the outlet of the temporary drain 
at our own expense.
18682. Sis Sonori] Tou mean close to the retaining wall ? Tes ; near the little Eozelle Bay wharf.
18683. Mr. Gummow.-] Have you noticed that drain lately ? Tes ; I was there the other day.
18684. Is it in use now ? Tes.
18685. Is it necessary now for Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract? No.
18686. It is simply used by the Government themselves ? Tes ; to carry off the reclamation water—to 
carry otf the water which comes down the old channel, and also the new channel at Johnstone's Creek. I 
see they have punched a hole through the storm-water drain, and have diverted it into the temporary 
channel.
18687. Do you know anything about the ballast which was brought on to Contract 118 ;—did you take 
particular notice of it? I took an interest in it at first, while the dispute with the neighbouring quarries 
was going on. •
18688. Did you know at the time why McMillan carted from Eyan’s quarry;—had you anything to do 
with the question at that time ? Tes, I had.
18689. Why did he go to Eyan’s quarry ? Because of the ring formed by the local quarrymen. It was 
somewhat on a par with that business of the Emu Gravel Company. We determined we would not be 
imposed upon. I was quite prepared myself to pay even two shillings more, getting the sand from North 
Shore, than to deal with these people.
18690. In other words, you would not be put upon by them? No. They quoted to us a certain price 
before we tendered, and they afterwards raised it.
18691. As to Contract 53, the Waverley contract, you were one of the contractors for that job? Tes.
18692. Do you remember going to Double Bay Valley and seeing the concrete arches which were built 
there by your firm ? Tes ; I was there on many occasions in those days. 1 used to visit the works more 
frequently then than I do now, and I saw these arches in course of construction. I also saw the culvert being 
built. I knew when I heard Mr. Bagge endeavouring to locate the spot where the supposed damage 
had occurred upon this work that he was referring to the culvert. It was the culvert which was injured, 
not the arches. The collapse or partial collapse of the culvert was due to the faulty foundation of one 
end of it. It was replaced by us at the department’s expense.
18693. As to Contract 72—do you remember the stoppage of the work at Macdonald-street ? Tes, at 
the foot of Macdonald-street.
18694. Tou put in a claim in connection with that contract? Tes.
18695. Did you make out the claim ? No. I gave Mr. B. C. Simpson the particulars, and upon them he 
based the claim.
18696. Tou yourself did not make up the claim at all ? No.
18697. Tou left it all to Mr. Simpson ? I left it entirely to Mr. Simpson. He is a consulting engineer 
and an arbitrator. In the circumstances I naturally went to a man of well-known standing and ability. 
18698. Do you know whether there was much cement on the ground when the work was stopped ? Tes ; 
I know that the sheds were what we call running over with cement.
18699. Do you know if any cement was carted from that contract on to other contracts ? Tes ; it was 
carted here and there. Some went to North Shore. 18700
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J. Carter. 18700. As to Contract 65 at the G-lebe, you took it over from some other firm of contractors ? Tes. We 
^ over £rom Cowdery and McLean. They had a badly arranged schedule.

-I Sept.,1896. 18701. What do you mean by that? They started to lose money from the jump. They had had very 
little experience in sewerage work.
18702. And you took the contract over from them ? Tes.
18703. Did you make it pay? No ; we lost money.
18704. Do you know anything about the making up of schedules ? Very little ; that is not my part of 
the business.
18705. As to Contract 77 ;—do you remember when you first saw the plans of the Monier design? No, 
I do not; I saw them before the tenders went in. I saw them on several occasions. ’I could not say 
when I first saw them.
18706. Did you go to Mr. Hickson before you put in your tender for that contract and ask him to look 
into the matter, and to give you the contract? No.
18707. Did you go to the Minister ? Tes ; I went to Mr. Toung, and I told him that we proposed 
putting in a separate tender, and I asked him if-it would be allowed. His reply was, as far as I remember 
it, “ Put it in and let it take its chance.”
18708. What reason had you for going to him ? Because we did not want the plan to be thrown out 
unconsidered. I had to hand the plan in to someone. It could not go into the tender-box.
18709. To whom did you hand it? To Mr. McLachlan, the chief clerk.
18710. Did you see Mr. Barling? Tes. I askedfMr. Barling what was to be done with it, and he said I 
had better hand it to Mr. McLachlan.
18711. Were you at Mr. Barling’s office before 11 o’clock? Tes.
18712. Did he say you had no business to be there before 11 o’clock? Tes ; he treated me to a sort of 
lecture on the subject, and I explained to him that, it was necessary to come before 11 o’clock as tenders 
were called for at 11. I saw Mr. Barling a little later on and he expressed his regret, if I may so term 
it, that he had spoken so sharply to me a few days previously. He did not seem to quite understand the 
circumstances.
18713. So then what really did occur when the plans were put in is strongly rooted in your mind ? 
Quite so.
18714. It was not put in after the other tenders were put in? No; the tender was put-into the box 
accompanying the plan which I handed to Mr. McLachlan a few minutes before 11 o’clock on the day of 
tendering.
18715. Have you any idea when we got the Monier plan ? Tes.
18716. How many days before the tender went in ? I think—in fact I know—that we got it on the morn
ing of the day on which the tender did go in.
18717. Prom Mr. Baltzer ? Tes.
.18718. He had it ready before that ? It was partially ready. It was pencilled out and all the strains and 
stresses were taken out. I know, however, that we had to rush him to finish it so that it might go in in 
a presentable form. .
18719. Tou do not think it was ready on the day before the tenders went in ? I am sure it was not— 
not the plan in its present finished state.
18720. Do you remember the firm putting in a tender on the Grovernment design ? Tes.
18721. We were the lowest tenderers upon that design ? Tes.
18722. Had you any idea of taking up the work if the Department had accepted the tender ? There 
was no alternative, as far as we were concerned. We never make a practice of backing down, in the first 
place, and in the second place we could have carried out the work without any loss. We should not have 
made any profit upon it, but there would not have been any loss.
18723. What was your idea of tendering in that way without any prospect of profit on the Government 
designs ? It was simply in order that we might be the lowest tenderers.
18724. But what benefit was it to you to be the lowest tenderers ;—where did the profit come in ? In 
using up our plant, and in finding employment for all sorts of odds and ends which were lying about idle. 
18725. What was your primary object in putting in a tender at cost price ? In order that we might, if 
possible, be the lowest tenderers.
18726. Did you consider that if you were not the lowest tenderers for the Government design the 
Government probably would not look at the Monier design ? We thought so.

' 18727. That point was considered? Tes ; we determined to be the lowest tenderers, if possible, in each
instance.
18728. And if the Department had accepted your tender upon the Government design you would have 
gone on with the work ? Certainly; no alternative ever presented itself to us. We were fully prepared 
to carry out the work.
18729. Tou consider that having put in a tender you are morally bound to go on with the work unless 
some gross error has been made ? Tes.
18730. Tou have always acted in that spirit ? Tes.
18731. It is not usual for you to throw up a contract because your tender has been a bit too low ;—you 
always go through with the work ? Tes. ■
18732. Tou have not made money on some of your contracts? We lost heavily on the Waverley 
contract and on Contract 65. Some of our contracts have come out pretty near the mark. On others 
we have made a little profit. Others, again, have returned a fairly good profit.
18733. Did you make any profit on Contract 79, at North Shore ? Tes ; a good profit.
18734. As to Contract 79, you bought off Bond and Hudson ? Tes.
18735. Had you any reason for doing that ? I had several reasons ; the idea originated with me in the 
first instance. We were very sore that a firm who had already thrown up a good contract which might 
have gone to someone else should also have come in on Contract 79.
18736. Did you get the one they first threw up ? Tes; on open tender. We were always anxious to get 
the North Shore contract, having a lot of plant and machinery—hoisting engines, air-blowing plant, fans, 
pipes, and all sorts of things—about £3,000 or £4,000 worth altogether. We had also a large stock of 
cement coming forward, which we had bought in anticipation of our being allowed to use it on the Munni- 
street sewer. We always thought that Bond and Hudson would lose money if they went on with the
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job, and we were fairly confident that we could make something out of it. On these grounds I made a J- Carter, 
proposition to Mr. Bond after some considerable time had elapsed, and there was no sign of the Depart
ment accepting their tender, that they should withdraw, when we would take our chance of getting the ’’ '
work.
18737. Do you know why the Department would not accept Bond and Hudson’s tender at the time?
Ho ; I have no idea of it. I may have had an inkling of it.
18738. Tou had nothing to do with their tender not being accepted ? Hot the slightest thing.
18739. Do you remember a joint letter being sent in—a letter of protest by Carter & Co., and by 
G-ummow and Gillan ? Tes.
18740. Why did Gummow and Gillan join in the protest ? Because you were the lowest tenderers for the 
Woolloomooloo job—I forget the number of the contract—which Bond and Hudson abandoned. The 
work was re-tendered for, and we got it, beating Gummow and Gillan.
18741. Were not Bond and Hudson the lowest tenderers, and Gummow and Gillan second? Tes.
18742. Did not Bond and Hudson throw up the work? Tes.
18743. The Department did not give it to Gummow and Gillan ? Ho ; it was re-tendered.
18744. When Carter & Co. beat Gummow and Gillan ? Tes. .
18745. Did you approach me on the subject of this letter of protest? I believe so.
18746. On what grounds ? Tou were the aggrieved party in the first instance, and we thought that you 
should stand in with us in any action of the sort. There was a good deal of what I might term fishing 
tendering going on at that time. People were tendering with the object of seeing what Carter & Co.’s 
and Gummow and Gillan’s prices were. If their own prices were anywhere near the prices of those two 
firms, they generally considered it good enough to go on with the work. If not, they used to try to get 
out of it. We objected to that sort of thing. That was the reason for our joint protest.
18747. All the tenders were posted up so that everyone could see them ? Certainly.
18748. And the firm of Gummow and Gillan were very sore over the abandoned contract not being given 
to them ? Tes.
18749. It was owing to that that you asked them to join in a protest against the firm who had upset them 
before? Tes. ■
18750. And they agreed to that? Tes.
18751. Have you anything further to say on the question of the settlement you made with Bond and .
Hudson ? Well, I might explain what I did. I represented to Mr. Bond—and I represented it truth
fully, as far as I know—that he was bound to lose money upon his tender, and that we could make 
money out of the work. We had a long discussion. Mr. Bond did not seem very anxious to go on. He 
was an old man, and he was not accustomed to the work. We finally agreed to tlje terms and conditions 
which have already been referred to in the evidence, to the effect that I was to pay him £750 cash down, 
job or no job, taking the risk. If our tender was accepted he was to get a further sum of £750.
18752. Tou did not know at the time you paid him the £750 that you were going to get the job ? I had’ 
not the slightest idea. -
18753. It was a speculation on your part ? Tes ; I plunged upon it.
18754. As to Contract 79a-—how did you manage to get that;—did Mr. Hickson help you in any way?
I did not see Mr. Hickson on the subject at all; I saw Mr. Toung. It was the outcome of a conversa
tion which some of the men had with Mr. Clarke in the first instance. As far as I can remember, they 
represented that work was getting scarce at Horth Shore, and that he should endeavour to have some of 
the sewerage work pressed on. I think the sewerage farm was the contract which was referred to first.
18755. Who was the Minister at the time? Mr. Lyne.
18756. Tou know nothing further about the contract matter than that you got the contract at Govern
ment schedule rates ? Tes ; of course we put in a price which was above the Government estimate ; and 
Mr. Lyne, in the course of an interview 1 had with him, refused to deal on 'our lines. I think the 
suggestion came from him—I am almost sure it did—that if we were prepared to carry out the work 
upon the Department’s estimate he was prepared to let it to us. I consulted with Mr. Snodgrass, who '
was then in Sydney, you being away in Adelaide; and after a good deal of hesitation and argument—for 
we considered that the Department’s estimate was a very low one—wre decided to accept the offer, having 
gone so far in the matter. It w’as more with the idea of keeping our plant and men together. Our office 
expenses and everything else were going on, and we took the work rather with that idea in our heads than 
with any other motive.
18757. Tou did not consider, then, that it was a very valuable job ? Hot by any means.
18758. It was not a 5 per cent, better job than the job Butcher Bros, got over there? Ho, nothing 
like it. ■ ' .
18759. As to Mr. Snodgrass—did he interview the Minister with you? I do not think so • I do not 
remember it. ’
18760. Did he interview Mr. Toung, the Minister, at the time you went in to see him as to the Monier 
plan being put in ? Tes ; he did, I think. '
18761. If Mr. Snodgrass did not, could he know anything about what the Minister said, except from you 
or myself ? Certainly not.
18762. As to Mr. Snodgrass’s power in the firm—had he any power or say in actually settling whether 
we would take up a job or whether we would not ? Ho ; except that he was consulted as a matter of 
courtesy.
18763. As a rule,who were left to judge in.any question affecting the general business of the firm? It 
was left to you and myself. It was left to me before we joined. When the two firms amalgamated those 
sorts of questions were left to you and to myself jointly. '
18764. So that we could deal with all important matters ourselves? Undoubtedly.
18765. Probably consulting the other partners ? Sometimes.
18766. But if we did not consult them, we acted on their behalf ? That is exactly so. .
18767. They always agreed to our action? Tes.
18768. When you put in this Monier plan, was there any idea of sureties being required? Ho. i
18769. Was any schedule put in with it ? Ho ; it was a lump sum tender.
18770. Do you remember after the tender was dealt with that the question of sureties arose ? I do.
18771. WTiom did you go to see on the question? Mr. Hickson. ’
18772. Did you protest against sureties being required at the time ? Tes. 18773.
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J. Carter. 18772. What reasons had you for protesting? I thought that Mr. Hickson was treating us very harshly 
in<ieed in the matter, that he was, in fact, trying to impose such obligations and restrictions that it would 

- ep ., • he almost an impossibility for us to comply with them. I thought it was ridiculous to ask for £24,000 of
security in respect of a piece of work which could not cost more than £7,000 or £8,000 to replace if it all 
collapsed.
18773. Was it not considered between us that if a contract like that was passed by the Tender Board 
the mere fact of their accepting it should have been a sufficient guarantee as to the stability of the 
work ? Undoubtedly; we discussed the matter very fully.
18774. The matter of £12,000 was a very small matter compared with the reputation of the gentlemen 
composing the Tender Board ? Undoubtedly ; that was our argument. They had officially recognised 
the system. The plans we submitted were all that could be required, and we thought that quite sufficient. 
We thought that Mr. Hickson was going beyond the point to which he should have gone.
18775. He made you put up a deposit as well? Tes, a cash deposit. .
18776. And he also wanted retention money ? Tes.
18777. How much did they amount to ? £1,500.
18778. So you do not consider that Mr. Hickson had extended any concession to the firm as regards the 

' Monier contract ? I certainly do not; it was the reverse.
18779. Then, again, the amount of sureties were put down at £12,000 ? Tes.
18780. Was that a fair amount to put upon the work, do you consider ? Ho, it was an excessive amount. 
I think we once estimated the proper amount at about £8,000.
18781. Tou were so satisfied with the plans that you did not object? Hot in the least. I did not mind 
then, having gone so far in the matter.
18782. Tou did not mind their forcing you to find securities ? I did not mind whether the amount was 
£8,000 or £12,000; it was the principle of the thing that I objected to.
18783. Is there any other point in connection with that matter upon which you wish to say anything? 
Ho ; I do not think so.
18784. Have you had anything to do with contracts in any other colony ? Tes ; in Tasmania.
18785. What did you do there ? I was manager and shareholder in the construction of the Brighton to 
Appsley railway, 26 miles.
18786. What sized contract was that ? It came to £100,000, I suppose, by the time it was finished. 
18787. Did you get any advance on materia] on that contract? Tes; we received an advance on the 
ballast in the pit and on the sleepers which were all over the ground.
18788. On the contract? Ho ; they were stacked in all directions. They were actually the property of 
the Q-overnment, hut we adzed and bored them. We practically, therefore, received an advance upon 
labour. We received an advance on fencing material, bridge timber, or whatever might be lying about. 
18789. Do you know whether that is the usual custom in Tasmania upon Government contracts? Tes;

. I do not think there has ever been any difficulty in the matter.
18790. Was the schedule of quantities adhered to ? Ho. After we had signed the contract they altered 
the width of the line, and the direction in one or two instances was also altered—in one case by 20 or 30 
feet. They began to pick and choose among the items, picking out the cheap ones and leaving us the 
others.
18791. Tou went on with the work just the same ? Tes. We had to go on. I remember that in one 
instance they shifted a cutting 20 feet. It ran through river sand. There were about 200 or 300 yards 
of it, and they shifted us into about 12,000 or 15,000 yards of bluestone, and paid us the Is. a yard which 
we were to have for the sand.
18792. What was the upshot of the whole thing? The matter went to arbitration.
18793. And how did it come out ? It came out all right for the contractors. The award was decidedly 
against the Government for interference with the schedule. We received £32,000 under arbitration for 
alterations in the line, and for defective and misleading prices, and so on.
18794. I suppose you consider that if the Public Works Department of this Colony treated you in the 
same way you would have a similar cause for complaint ? Undoubtedly. I think it is a very dangerous 
thing to interfere with a contract after it has been signed.
18795. Did you ever get a contract here in which your tender was accepted, and in which the work was 
not carried out ? Tes, at Milson’s Point; the present site of the Milson’s Point railway station.
18796. What was the contract ? It was practically the carrying out of the work as it now stands, with 
the exception of the station building. It was the removal of a large mass of rock, the building of the 
retaining wall, and so on.
18797. Was your tender accepted for that ? Tes.
18798. And the work was then stopped ? Tes; we never touched it, in fact.
18799. Did you get any compensation? Tes ; ten per cent, on the amount of the tender.
18800. What was that? £6000. We got £600 compensation.
18801. Prom whom ? The Hailway Department.
18802. Was that done under the Minister? Tes ; under Mr. Goodchap and the Minister.
18803. Who was the Minister ? Mr. Sutherland.
18804. Were you ever engaged upon any contract in Hew South Wales which was stopped during 
progress ? Tes ; the Gastlereagh-street sewer.
18805. What happened there ? The contract was let in the ordinary way, providing for excavation by 
blasting, and after it had been in progress for some little time the propertv-owners along the site of the 
works objected very strongly. I think the then Governor of the Colony, Lord Carrington, objected to it. 
We were working down here, close to the Government House gates. The work was stopped by the 
Department pending a settlement as to the method by which it should be carried out.
18806. Was it stopped by an injunction of the Supreme Court ? I fancy so ; but I could not be quite 
sure. An injunction was applied for, I think. I fancy that Mr. Alex. Dean was one of the applicants. 
At any rate, the work was stopped pending settlement as to the method in which it should be carried out. 
If I remember rightly, guttering and gadding was first introduced upon that contract.
18807. What was the upshot of the matter as far as you were concerned ? We were paid compensation. 
Our plant was taken over at a valuation, and the contract was re-tendered.
18808. Do you know who got it ? Gummow and Gillan. •
18809. Tou had nothing to do with it? Ho. 18810.
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1-8810. Do you know whether they cut the work out from start to finish ? I believe so. ^ Carter-
18811. Upon the question of guttering and gadding, are you still as strong as you were in jo'l belief as 
to the risk attaching to the men’s lives? Tes; I have always taken a strong view of that matter. I ‘
have always taken a keen interest in the question, and I still maintain that I am right.
18812.^ As to the question of your generosity—you seem to have been generously inclined to two or 
three individuals. Is it usual for you to assist persons and to lend them money without charging any 
interest ? Tes.
18813. Can you give any instances in which you have done so ? I should prefer not to.
18814. Sis Sonor.~\ But without giving names—you might leave the names out ? Unfortunately or not
for myself, as the case may be, I have done a good deal as to that sort of thing.
18815. Mr. Gummow.'] 'Will you give the amounts ? I once lent the sum of £600.
18816. Have you had it back ? Ho.
18817. Had you anything to show for the £600 when you lent it ? No.
18818. Did you get anything afterwards ? Tes; I got a bill of sale. I found the man was playing a
shifty game with me. I could not stand that, and I woke him up about it.
18819. "Was he a personal friend of yours ? No ; I knew him casually in business ; in fact, he was a 
building contractor. I assisted him with money to carry out one or two small contracts, but I found that 
he was shifty. I thought that he was not acting squarely and honestly as he should have done. I 
objected to that, and obtained a bill of sale over his household effects.
18820. What happened to the man ? He died; he was killed. '
18821. Did he repay you the money ? No.
18822. Did you enforce your bill of sale ? No.
18823. What did you do with it ? I gave it to his wife, and she- started a boarding-house with the 
furniture; that was the end of the matter as far as I was concerned.
18824. Can you name any other instances where you have lent or given over £100 to any persons without 
any security? Tes. I paid up considerably over £100 to a young fellow I knew at North Shore. I had 
known him for about twelve months. He had been making too free with the funds of the institution with 
which he was connected. I took an interest in him and paid up the amount of his embezzlement rather 
than he should get into trouble. I determined to pay up the money for him and give him another chance.
18825. Did you ever receive any of it back ? No. ^
18826. Was he anything to you more than a fellow citizen ? No, very little more. He had been inside 
my house three or four times. He had seen better days, although he was a young man, and I took a 
little interest in him.
18827. There are other amounts you have lent to different persons, are there not ? Tes, but I. do not 
know that I need particularise them.
18828. Is there anything you desire to say to his Honor ; any statement you wish to make in regard to 
any contracts I have not referred to ? No, I do not think so.
18829. Tou are not given to drink, as has been stated by a witness here ? No ; I was a teetotaller until 
I was 35, and I am next door to a teetotaller now. As to Wright’s matter—if that is what you refer to—
I might say at once that there is absolutely no truth in the statement he made. I should also like to say 
that I had the personal supervision of the North Shore contract, concerning which Wright gave evidence ; 
in fact I should like to say that, so far as I know, all the statements made by the witness Wright, so far 
as Mr. Forrest s behaviour is concerned, were, to say the least of them, incorrect. Mr. Forrest is a steady, 
sober, man in every sense of the word. I saw him every day on that contract, and I know that he has 
never been the worse for liquor in his life. As to his gambling or supposed gambling with the inspectors 
I am sure there is absolutely no truth in that statement. Mr. Forrest is not a man of that kind.
18830. Mr. Davisi] When you put in your tender for Contract 77, the lump sum tender for £15,500, 
did you make an estimate of the cost of the work in arriving at that sum ? I did not; but Mr. Gummow 
did. I never interfere with estimates. If Mr. Gummoiv is satisfied, I am satisfied.
18831. I think you said you handed in your plan toiMr. McLachlan, as chief clerk ? Tes.
18832. Did you also know that he was Secretary to the Tender Board ? Tes ; although that did not 
occur to me at the time. I simply carried out Mr. Barling’s instruction, if I may term it so.
18833. As to the practice of testing cement, up to a certain date was it not the custom of the department 
to require the contractor to cart on to any particular contract a good large parcel of cement—sufficient to 
last on the contract in question for fourteen days, and then to test it from the contractor’s shed ? Tes.
18834. That 'was the practice up to a certain time ? Tes.
18835. Then some difficulty arose with regard to the passing of the cement; a large quantity of it was 
being imported by the merchants which failed to pass the test ? Tes.
18836. Did they not complain that they considered they were put to a lot of unnecessary expense and 
trouble in carting the cement from the ship’s side to the contracts, and then having in many cases to cart 
it back again in consequence of the cement not passing the test ? Tes ; there was a great deal of friction 
between the merchants and the department. There was very sore feeling on the part of the merchants 
against the department at the time. I remember that they held a meeting at which we as contractors 
were particularly invited to express our views on the subject. A number of alternatives were suggested, 
and I think the course which is adopted now has satisfied most of them.
18837. What w^as the resolution which was adopted? The putting of the cement in bond, if the 
merchants so desired it, and having it tested and branded, and then issued as the merchants required.
18838. So that the cement tested in bond and branded there before it left the stores might be carted 
to half a dozen contracts ? Certainly; it is carted here, there, and everywhere, as far as I know.
18839. It would not be tested on the ground ? Undoubtedly not.
18840. As to these stocks of cement you had on various contracts at the beginning of 1892, were they 
large ? Tes ; very large. °
18841. Have you any notion as to how many casks of cement you had in stock at that- date ? No ; I 
could not say definitely, but I should think there would be anything up to 6,000 casks. We always 
endeavoured to have our sheds fairly well filled. AY i- have never been people who desired to have our 
works stopped through insufficiency of material.
18842. Tou have said in your evidence, I think, that you had at that time particularly heavy stocks ?
Tes ; we had stocks in hand, and there were largo orders to arrive. Thev were arriving every day, in fact.

' ° 18843.
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J. Carter. 18843. In regard to Contract 72, when Mr. B. C. Simpson put in your claim for the stoppage of the work, 
°ne item in it was for cement that you had in hand, amountina; to how many casks ? Two thousand 

■^•’l896-untested, and!,300 tested.
18844. That cement must have been in stock ? Undoubtedly. At the end of 1891, or at the. beginning 
of 1892, when that claim was made out, that cement was in stock. There may have been more.
18845. Do you remember asking that 'the 2,000 casks of untested cement might be subjected to the 
Departmental test? Tes ; it is always better to have it tested, because you can then sell it.
18846. Was it tested by the Department eventually ? Eventually.
18847. But not at that time ? No.
18848. In making out your tenders what have you reckoned that a cask of cement will make in the case 
of bluestone concrete and sandstone concrete ? I do not know from my personal knowledge, but I have 
often heard it discussed. I have been present on many occasions when tenders have been made out. I 
do not know from my actual experience and observation what it will make, but we have always taken it 
that in the case of sandstone concrete a cask of cement will make a yard, or up to 30 feet. We generally 
take it as a yard for estimating purposes.
18849. And what do you estimate that it makes in the case of bluestone concrete ? Erom 22 to 23 feet. 
18850. I suppose you would say that the circumstances under which the concrete is used, and the 
quantity of water used in it, would have to be taken into consideration in estimating what a cask would 
make ? Tes ; I know very little about it. I have taken a certain amount of interest in the matter, but 
that is all.
18851. I cannot ask you to say how many concessions you have had from the Department, but I will ask 
you whether you regard the action of the Department in respect to the substitution of guttering and 
gadding, or the proposed substitution of guttering and gadding, for blasting, as a concession? No; I 
regard it as a direct wrong. I was particularly sore upon that point at the time. When you, as T 
thought, attempted to use the specification and schedule in direct opposition to all sense of equity and 
right dealing, I was angry about it.
18852. But could you blame the Department, or did you blame them for making use of the prices you 
have given ? I did. '
18853. Tou said in your schedule that you were prepared to do work of a certain description for a certain 
price, and that you were prepared to do work of another description for another price. Could you blame 
the Department,' seeing that they had power under the contract to do so, for electing to do the work in 
the cheapest way ? Tes ; I still blame the Department, and I say that you made use of your specification 
to attempt to carry out work in a manner in which it was never intended that it should be carried out. 
There was a lot of evidence that you never intended to carry out the North Shore contract, and that, I 
suppose, is the particular one to which you refer, by guttering and gadding. This consisted, among other 
things, of the length of time allowed for the completion of the work. We always considered that the 
item of guttering and gadding, it it were set down in the schedule, was to be applied to isolated lengths 
where that work was rendered necessary through the proximity of buildings, the existence of any illness 
in the district, or anything of that kind. •
18854. Did you not recognise the right of the Department to do what they proposed to do. by virtually 
allowing a sum of £1,300 to be deducted from your final certificate ? If you like to look at it in that 
way you may do so. I do not take that view of the matter. It was a question of expediency with us. 
We did what is generally known as splitting the difference.
18855. I wish now to refer you to Mr. Maddison’s evidence. He gave the following evidence in reply 
to question 3406 :—

Will you tell His Honor what it was? It amounted to this—that Mr. Hickson, jun., had been retrenched out of 
the Department, and that Mr. Hickson, sen., wished to find him employment of some sort, and had asked Mr. Carter if he 
could find anything for him to do, or whether they would take him in as a member of the firm. The reply which I under
stood Mr. Carter made to that request was that Mr. Hickson, jun., could not be taken into the firm within live or six 
years.
What have you to say as to that;—the conversation is said to have occurred near the Bank of New Zealand, 
in Sydney ? So faras any conversation with me, or the locality of any conversation with me goes, Maddison’s 
statement is practically correct. I did meet him near the Bank of New Zealand, in Spring-street, one 
morning in company with Mr. Ewing, as far as I remember. After some casual remarks, one of them 
said, “ I hear you have got another partner,” or words to that effect. “ Beally,” I said, “ I do not think 
so. I know nothing about it. What do you mean ? ” One of them said, “I hear you have taken in 
young Hickson.” I said, “ That is quite incorrect and, if I remember rightly, I pointed out that such 
a course of action would have been impossible for me to take upon my own responsibility. I pointed out 
that there were seven members of the firm, or syndicate, or whatever you like to call it, and that that was 
quite sufficient for whom to obtain contracts without taking in an additional number. I think I explained 
to them that young Mr. Hickson had gone down to Adelaide to fulfil certain duties. I dare say I did. 
That was the end of the matter, as far as I know.

856. Did you observe what Mr. Maddison said as to what you told Mr. Hickson, senr.;—that you told 
Mr. Hickson, senr., that Mr. Hickson, jun., could not be taken into the firm within five or six years. That 
is what Mr. Maddison says ; and Mr. Ewing, at question 3281, says :— ’

What did Mr. Carter tell you? Mr. Maddison asked Mr. Carter if it were true that Mr. Hickson, jun., had been 
engaged by the firm, and Mr. Carter said “ Yes.” Mr. Hickson, he said, wanted to join the firm, but he had told him 
that he had better wait two or three years.
? There is some misconception over that matter as far as Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing are concerned. 
I believe they are quite honest in their impression of the conversation, but they have an erroneous im
pression. 1 did not say anything of that kind at all. 1 always looked upon Mr. Hickson, junior, as a 
young man who wanted experience. It does not do to take an inexperienced man into a firm of contractors. 
Most of us have served some kind of apprenticeship, and some of us a long apprenticeship. Every man 
who is taken in has to do his share in some shape or form, and Mr. Hickson, junior, would have been 
utterly useless as a partner. It would have been a mistake to take in anyone like that as a partner, 
seeing that we could get his services for £4 a week. Men like Mr. Snodgrass and Mr. Gummow are 
indispensable members of a firm like ours, and would be taken in by anyone under almost any circum
stances, but a young man like Mr. Hickson would be only of use to a limited extent in the matter of 
survey work and alignment,—otherwise he would have been an incubus.

WEDNESDAY,
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WEDNESDAY, 23 SEPTEMBER, 1896. '
Joseph Davis, recalled and further examined:—

18857. Mr. Parkes.^ As to Contract No. 79, the advance on 900 casks of cement shown on certificate No. 13, J. Davis.
Ta^f ° i j 1893, would be the first advance made on cement upon the contract, would it s—

n?^' 1 should have to refer to the vouchers. I could not speak from memory. Mr. Christie gave a list 23Sept.,1896.
looco adjances made in some of his evidence. I do not think it is incorrect.
18858. xou tnink it is correct ? I believe it is.
iqqco' r^OU t^ien’ the advance I have given you would be the first advance? Probably.

. Can you produce Ministerial authority for the advance? Tou will see upon page 317 of the 
re^urn a memorandum of agreement drawn up on the 3rd August, 1893.

8ol. Is that not the only one which was drawn up in connection with that contract in reference to 
iQaeoCemi, 1 »elle!'e i<; was > 1 could not sPeah positively ; but to the best of my belief—yes.
18962. then, for the advances prior to that there was no Ministerial authority ? What was the date of 
the farst advance ?
18963. The 27th April, 1893, as shown by your certificates ? There does not appear to be any Ministerial 
approval of any advance as far as I can see from the papers. It seems that the difference between the 
advance to which you refer and the advance made after the 3rd August, 1893, was this : that we had a 
memo, of agreement m the latter case and not in the former; and, if the 900 casks of cement were stored 
upon the works, this agreement would be scarcely necessary. The agreement in question was taken more 
especially in regard to cement that could not be technically regarded as on the site of the works. The 
general conditions give us full control over any material and plant on the site of the works, so that the 
agreement m that case is not necessary.
18864. Then it would not be necessary in any case ? Unless the cement or other material happened to 
be oft the site of the works. In that case it would be. -
18865. Suppose the 900 casks were stored at Grant’s Wharf ? I do not think, in the case of Contract 79, 
any was stored at Grant s Wharf. To the best of my belief it wras not.
iSSOe. Are you sure it was not ? I am not positive, but I think that Grant’s Wharf was used in respect 
ot Contract 79 a. v

His Honor.] Where is Grant’s Wharf? Near Milson’s Point. I know that the contractors had 
large sheds before any cement was delivered on to Contract 79, and I presume the first advance made on 
cement would be m respect of the cement in those sheds. It hanpened a long time ago, and I could not 
possibly remember the details. » o ;
18868. But no Ministerial authority was ever obtained for any of these advances, was it ? Not in every 
case, it was such a usual thing. '
i coyn r? tliei’e any v®6 of tbese cases in wbi-cl1 it was obtained ? I do not remember any case.
18870. Can you produce a case id which Ministerial authority was obtained ? No : I think the advance 
was regarded as_ being covered by the contract.
18871. No special authority was ever asked for? No ; I fancy the contract gives power to advance on 
material, and that no special authority was required. The memorandum of agreement was taken, as I
off^the site o/the^vo k^’ ^ ^ CaSe °f Cement and otber material which happened to be technically

18872. Will you point out the clause of the contract which authorises the Department to make an 
advance upon material ? It is not specifically referred to in the old contracts, but it is certainly contem
plated m the general conditions.

y?11 y°? loob; at,tbe specification and conditions of Contract 79 and show His Honor the clause ? 
hmk it is contemplated in the 7th paragraph of clause 18 of the general conditions ; but there is another 

follow^—-1 t lmk WhlCh dealS Wltl1 more fully- Thc clause to which I have just referred reads as

rfrtlficate §ir? t0 «>e for any purpose whatever during the progress of the work shall prevent the
ho “y+ie i£ore r final Paypent> from rejecting any unsound material or improper workmanship which may
fnnnrl nnf ^ 1^wor^’ °„r requiring the contractor to remove or amend at his own cost any work which may be 
nr aI 1)660 V^formed m accordance with the contract, or from deducting from any money which may be due
or become due to the contractor the whole amount which may have been paid to the contractor for such material or work
1 QQ>7l7 "D-.-.J- _1 _ j__ i -i r> i. , •

The general conditions attached 
Contract 69. I cannot find the

18877. But that relates to material fixed in place ? It does not say so.
18845. Will you show us the other clause to which you have referred ? 
to Contract 79 seem to be slightly different from those attached to 
corresponding clause in Contract 79.
18876. Contract 69 wa,s the later contract by two years ? In the case of 69 the clause I have in my mind 
is the second paragraph of clause 34, which appears upon page 120 of the Parliamentary return:—“ The 
like liability also shall hold good as to the obligation of the contractor in the event of any advance being 
made to him from the retention money or on material on the ground and not in situ.” That paragraph I 
am not able to find m Contract 79 ; but in respect to the whole of the contracts, most certainly that is what 
?Qcvy w-ii d lese gcnera1i conditions were being changed just about that time very much.
18877. Will you read the clause to which you have just referred from the commencement? Tes. The
first portion of it is as follows :—
frnm co”^raotor sha11 complete the whole of the works comprised in this contract within seventy-eight weeks
Fnainlcr „ the accePtance »f hls tender ; and m the event of their non-completion at the specified times, should the
wiv nf 6r VI ]!a^e Proceeded under clauses 31 and 32 of these conditions, or either of them, the contractor shall pay, bv 
Tr- wk llqmdat®d damages, and not as or m the nature of a penalty, the sum of twenty pounds sterling for every week 

oL °f a Week’ that ^a11 elaPse after such specified time, until their completion, and which sum or sums may
to O T any m0n!y rtle ithe co^raetor under this °r any other contract. The contractor shall have no right
the ii/atter *16 date specified m these conditions for the completion of this contract until the whole of 
the works shall have been properly completed to the satisfaction of the Engineer, unless the time for the completion of 

e>rtf?ded by the Minister, in which case such extended time shall become the time for the 
K if contractand l*1? to be expressly understood that the fact of the time having been extended shall not 

any way be taken as a waiver of this contract, or as annulling or setting aside this contract in any respect, nor be taken
tLu in contract°r from any of the responsibilities or obligations of this contract, which, in all other respects,
shall remain the same as if the time had not been extended. ’ F ’

£°ntraet GS'was let two years after Contract 79 is not that so ? It was let later.
18879. 1wo years afterwards, was it not ? Tes ; I think so. 18880.
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J. Davis. 
23Sept^l896.

18880. His Honori] Perhaps you may not have noticed the beginning of section 14 of the General 
Conditions of Contract 79—

All approved materials, plant, and prepared work, brought upon the ground for use in or on the works shall be 
considered, and shall be, the property of Her Majesty the Queen until completion of contract; and contractor shall not 
take away, remove, or dispose of any such material or plant or prepared work without the written authority of the 
Superintending Officer.
I presume that that is what you have been alluding to. It appears to bear upon the question. The 
section says, “ All approved material.” So that before any work is done at all it would become the 
property of the Crown. Of course the Crown has the right to move the property under certain circum
stances. Therefore, it might very well be contended that an advance upon such property would almost 
be contemplated by the very terms of the condition ? Tes, your Honor.
18881. It is the property of the Crown then at once ? Tes, quite so. _ _
18882. Mr. Horriei] Tou know that up to quite recently in connection with sewerage contracts it wras 
specially provided that an advance of from 75 to 90 per cent, might be made upon material on the ground ? 
Tes ; and also on plant. It was left out of the special conditions, I presume, because it was provided for 
in the general conditions. On that account, I suppose, it was not specifically mentioned.
18883. His Honor.This practice, I understand you to say, has been observed in relation to all contracts 
to everybody’s contracts ? In the case of every contract when the contractor has made a request to have 
an advance made upon material it has been complied with so long as we could get possession of the 
material. _ .
18884. The Crown in a sort of way buys the material from the contractors ? Tes; anticipating the 
material’s being in situ. Instead of paying 60s. per cubic yard for brickwork the cost of the brickwork is 
anticipated in the progress returns by advancing upon the material that will be used in the brickwork. 
18885. As to Contract 118—that contract and the dredge work clashed with one another, as we have seen. 
I want you to explain how it was that such an accident came about as that the contract should be let, and 
that, at the same time, work should be undertaken by the Department which necessarily had the effect of 
clashing with the carrying out of that contract. Perhaps you can explain it rather more clearly than it 
has been explained hitherto—that is, the coincidence of time in the two cases ? The explanation to my 
mind is very simple. It was contemplated that in order to carry out the sand dredging it would be 
necessary to cut the drain:—that was cut apart altogether from the storm-water channel. Supposing the 
storm-water channel had not been let at the time, it was then that the drain must of necessity have been 
cut to relieve the flat of the water pumped on to it by the sand pumps.
18886. But why was not the drain laid out and contemplated before any request was made by Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. to have it done to save them from being flooded ? It only took place, perhaps, a couple 
of days before the drain received attention. It may have been that the drain would not have been cut 
for a week or two as soon as it was, supposing Carter, Gummow, & Co. had not been carrying out the 
work, but at the time we let the work to Carter, Gummow', & Co. we knew that in the ordinary course of 
things they wmuld have no obstruction from the sand pump dredging; and, that being the case, we had no 
hesitation in accepting their tender.
18887. Was the sand dredging being done by the Department by labour or by contract? By day labour. 
18888. And the dyke, I suppose, had been built before this ? Tes, some time previously. _
18889. The reclamation, I suppose, could not be effectively carried out without Ho. 118 being also carried 
out to a certain extent ? No. The two works must go on together, because immediately the reclamation 
is finished, Contract 118 must be extended through the dyke across the centre of the reclamation. The 
twoavorks, therefore, must be carried out simultaneously. That was the case at Neutral Bay, Careening 
Cove, and White’s Bay, Balmain. In all these reclamations where a sum of money is approved for 
reclaiming land, a sum sufficient to carry out the storm-water channel is also provided.
18890. In these cases, how did you manage with the sand dredge water when they came to carry out the 
sand dredging ? At Neutral Bay precisely the same difficulty occurred. There the bay was very much 
smaller. The ground that had to be reclaimed was smaller, and we arranged with the contractor to 
suspend his works until the reclamation was finished. The dredges were on the opposite side of the 
reclaimed area to the storm-w'ater channel just as in the present case, and the water was allowed to flow 
off into the bay back again. , .
18891. So that, really, the cause of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s having to make a request that sometning 
should be done to save them from getting flooded was simply that there was a little more delay than usual 
in undertaking that part of the reclamation work—is that so ? Tes. I suppose, as a matter of fact, we 
ought to have looked after the business ourselves. We must have seen that-it was requisite that that 
drain should be cut.
18892. The dyke had already intercepted the channel of the creek ? It had completely blocked the 
channel; in fact, there was no channel at the site of the dyke. The dyke was put in deep water, and the 
stormwater from the land above flowed across the mud flats and got into the deep water on the land side 
of the dyke. When the reclamation was proceeded with the sand would be deposited on the inside of the 
dyke first.
18893. Did the water then flow out through an opening in the dyke at the north-west end of it ? Tes ; 
an opening was made in the dyke—indeed it was left in the dyke at the time it was constructed for this 
water to flow out, and on the occasion of Mr. Hickson’s visit the water was flowing out from the sand- 
dredge through this opening. • _ .
18894. But with no regular drain carrying it round the head? No; it was evidently contemplated that 
a drain should be cut, from the fact of the opening having been left there. _
18895. I suppose the principle is this—that you have to begin to drain off the water as far as possible 
from the exit of the sand and water from the pipe. Tou want to allow settlement to take place between 
the outflow of the sand and water and the point where the water discharges into the carrying-off drain ? 
Tes ; it is always arranged so that the sand will have time to deposit between the time the water leaves 
the pipe and the time it flows out on to the harbour side of the dyke.
18896. And then vou intercept the sand by fascine work and that sort of thing? Tes.

John



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE!. 615

John Carter recalled and further examined :— '
18897. Mr. Parl:esP\ With regard to Conti act 77,1 should like to know when you first became acquainted J- Carter, 
with Mr. Baltzer ? Ten years ago. —s
18897-J. How long was it before you entered into co-partnership in respect of the Monier patent ? j 23 Sept.,1896. 
really could not say exactly. That was an outside affair, and I did not take particular notice of the date.
I should say it would be about four or five years ago.
18898. How did you come to be associated with him in the patent;—did he approach you, or did you 
approach him ? It happened merely through the force of circumstances. We were always discussing 
engineering matters, new improvements, and that sort of thing. That applied to sewerage and other works, 
and one thing led up to another. Mr. Baltzer naturally spoke at great length on the Monier system. He 
thought it a fairly good thing as far as he could see, and we went into it.
18899. You agreed to take it up together ? Yes; he had no time and no experience, I presume, iu 
outside work. He was not in touch with the practical part of sewerage matters, and, as we were, he 
naturally sought our assistance.
18900. How long before you offered them to the Department had you the patent rights ? Some 
considerable time. I really could not tell you how long.
18901. How long was it before you offered them for sale ? Some considerable time.
18902. Do you recollect the date upon which you took out the patent ? No, I do not.
18903. The date of your offer to the Government is shown in the Parliamentary papers, and the date of 
your taking out the patent will, of course, be shown in the patent papers ? Yes.
18904. With reference to Contract 77, and Mr. Baltzer’s getting out the Monier design, how long before 
you sent in your tender did you know that he was getting out that design ? Beally, I could not tell you.
18905. Was it a couple of months ? Possibly.
18906. You interview'ed Mr. Young, the Minister, before sending in your tender ? Yes ; a short time 
before the tender went in. We naturally wanted to make sure there would be no hitch in the matter, 
so we went to head-quarters at once. It was of no use to approach Mr. Hickson or Mr. Barling. They 
would simply have referred us to the Minister, so we went straight to him.
1890/. Did you never speak to Mr. Hickson about it all? Not about the putting in of the tender.
18908. But you spoke to him about the Monier system ? Certainly ; because I invited him to the test at 
North Shore. I think we actually sent up a model arch, which is in the office now.
18909. Did you tell him that you would like to have the Monier system applied to Contract 77? No.
18910. You never had any conversation with him on that subject ? No.
18911. Did you ask Mr. Baltzer to see him? No ; he never saw Mr. Hickson to my knowledge.
18912. Did he ever tell you that he had a conversation with Mr. Hickson? He did not. I would like 
you to understand that our connection (with Mr. Baltzer did not appear to us to be a very important 
matter, and, unless the necessity arose, we should have very few discussions with him. The probability is 
that we should not see him, except at infrequent intervals.
18913. But it was he who introduced the patent to you? Yes; and then it died, so to speak, for a while.
It was an offshoot from our business. We never considered it of any great importance until we really 
had time to take it up.
18914. When you entered into it it was an offshoot of your business, and you agreed that Mr. Baltzer 
should have some interest in the patent ? I think there was a verbal agreement or arrangement. He was 
quite willing to leave the matter to our sense of justice. I am connected with a great many patents, but 
I am inclined to think that in the first instance there was in this case only a verbal arrangement.
18915. Did you never have any conversation as to the value to your business which would accrue from 
the adoption of the patent by the Government ? We did not.
18916. Not with Mr. Baltzer ? . No. I might tell you, while I think of it, that the offer made by Mr.
Armstrong was made entirely without my knowledge. I knew nothing of it as an offer until afterwards.
18917. Who guided Mr. Arnistrong in the making of it? I did. I said to him, “We have a good patent; 
we might possibly do something with it with the Government.” I do notknow whether you will remember 
it, but the Government were offered a patent tram-grip at the time, and that set us on the track. Mr.
Armstrong is a friend of mine, and I remember speaking to him on the steamer one morning as we were 
coming across about the Monier system. As far as I can recollect, what he said was, “ Let me have a look 
at the patent. I will think it over.” The next intimation I had was that he had made an offer of the 
patent to the Government for £1,500. I myself objected to it. I thought the figure was too low, but as 
the offer had been made I stood to it.
18918. With reference to the tendering—did you put in the tender on the Monier system on the day on 
which the Board of Beference sat ? I put it in on the day on which the Tender Board met.
18919. The Tender Board met to consider it ? To consider tenders. There is a difference between the 
Tender Board and the Board of Beference.
18920. You said in your former evidence that the plan was not completed until the day on which it was 
put in, did you not ? Yes, to the best of my belief, and I believe it is true. It was not completed 
twenty-four hours before it was put in—I am certain of that.
18921. Then how did your firm make up their estimate upon it ? We had the plan in pencil.
18922. Did you make your estimate upon the plan in pencil ? Yes.
18923. Did Mr. Baltzar assist you ? He did not.
18924. Who made up the estimate ? Mr. Snodgrass and Mr. Gummow.
18925. And you yourself ? No.
18926. You made it up off the plan in pencil ? Yes.
18927. And without any detail specification to show you what the work would be ? We had the detailed 
specification of the departmental design. We had all the information as to the tunnelling and the piers.
We had all the information except that in regard to the Monier arches, and it was a simple matter to 
arrive at an estimate of the value of the arches.
18928. Did you see the drawing in pencil ? Certainly ; Mr. Gummow investigated it thoroughly while it 
was in course of preparation.^ He was brought over specially from Adelaide to go into the matter.
18929. What portion of the incomplete drawing was in pencil ? It was a complete pencil drawing, but 
we could not send m a pencil drawing with our tender 
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J. Carter. 18930. Did you never see the drawing when it was incomplete—before all the pencil work was upon it? 
Certainly.

23 Sept.,1896. 18931. A portion was on it ? Tes. It was referred to Mr. Gummow to use for comparison and checking. 
We were not going to take Mr. Baltzer’s design as a correct design without investigating it.
18932. Was there any other drawing but that one ? Not that I am aware of. There may have been a 
drawing of stresses and strains ; there probably w'as.
18933. Have you got the figures showing how you made up your original estimate ? Mr. Gummow may 
have.
18934. Are they in existence now ? I think so. Mr. Gummow generally keeps all those things. Of 
course, we do not keep everything of that kind. .
18935. Could they be produced ? I could not tell you. Tou had better ask Mr. Gummow that question. 
I do not know anything about that part of the business. Dor instance, I have a tender in my hand just 
now, but I do not know how Mr. Gummow made it up. He probably kept the details in the case to 
which you refer, because it was the first estimate of the kind.
18936. His Honor.] Tou think Mr. Gummow may have the papers? Tes, I should think so.
18937. Mr. Par Ices.] In connection with this same contract, did you have any conversation with 
Mr. Hickson after the tender was accepted ? I do not think so.
18938. None at all ? Only in connection with the bond. Naturally I interviewed him then.
18939. Did you not go into an estimate with him at all after the tender had been received ? I did not. 
18940. Did he ever question you about it ? No ; and I should not have given him the information had 
he done so.
18941. Did any officer of the department ask you how you made up the estimate ? No ; and it would 
have been a superfluous question as far as we were concerned. I should think anyone would know that 
they would not be likely to get the information.
18942. In what way would it be a superfluous question ? Well, I would not tell Mr. Davis, Mr. Hickson, 
or anyone else, how we made up our tender. .
18943. Not if you were asked ? No ; I should say let them find out for themselves.
18944. As to the Bond and Hudson matter;—when you saw Mr. Bond did he resist your offer ? I 
suppose he did what any other business man would do in the circumstances. He stood off a bit to see 
whether he could get something more—whether he could make a better bargain. He naturally wanted 
to make the best bargain he could.
18945. He resisted your offer at first ? I would not put it in that way; he naturally wanted time to 
consider the matter. I did not offer him £750 straight off. I tried first to persuade him to give up the 
contract without giving him anything. I did not rush to him with £750 at once. I saw him on several 
occasions.
18946. Had you not some knowledge that you would receive Contract 79 when you gave Mr. Bond the 
£750? I had not the faintest idea; in fact, as the correspondence and papers in the Public Works 
Department will show, we very nearly lost the work.
18947. Did you call upon Mr. Hickson on the very day upon which tenders were to be called ? It is 
very possible.
18948. And you represented to him the claim you had in respect of Contract 72 ? I expect so.
18949. As to Contract 72, did you tender for that on the plans which included the drain which was 
afterwards cut down Shea’s Creek ? Really I could not say unless I saw the drawings.
18950. When you signed the contract plans was the drain which runs down the bed of Shea’s Creek 
shown on those plans ? If it is on them now it was on them then.
18951. But was it on them ? That is the only answer I cau make. I do not remember. ,
18952. Tou must remember the contract ? Not necessarily.
18953. Was the contract originally for the cuttinu of that drain? I can only make the reply that if 
the drain is shown on the plans now it was shown on the plans then. Whether it was as wide as it was 
afterwards cut out is another matter. I do not think it was. Whether the drain was actually in 
existence on the plans or not I cannot say.
18954. What was the width to which it was cut ? A considerable width.
18955. Do you recollect it ? I have no idea of it.
18956. Was it 30 feet? Wider than that. At the top I should think it would be nearer 50 feet.
18957. Would it be 75 feet? I could not say.
18958. What was the width of the channel that discharged into it? I have not any idea.
18959. Was it 12 feet ? I could not tell you.
18960. It was not more than 12 feet, was it ? I should think it was.
18961. It was about 12 feet ? More at the outlet, I think.
18962. Was it 14 feet? It is of no use asking me. I do not know.
18963. Tou have seen the contract ? Tes, five years ago. I have never been there since.
18964. Do you think the width would exceed 15 feet ? At the outlet I should think it might be 15 or 
20 feet. I saw it when it was in a filthy state—when it was timbered up. That is all I know about it. 
Tou must recollect that I took no active interest in the construction of the work. I have a general idea 
of what is going on in the construction, and that is all.
18965. Did you tell Mr. Barling at any time that you were going to tender on the Monier system ? No ; 
except when I went to see him as to the putting in of the tender. I wanted someone to take charge of the 
plan.
18966. Tou told him then ? I wanted to know what was to be done with the plan.
18967. What did Mr. Barling say to you ? He was rather snappy with me, and, as far as I remember, h« 
ordered me out of the room for coming before 11 o’clock I think he said, “ Take it to Mr. McLachlan, 
It is of no use giving it to me,” or something to that effect.
18968. Did he say anything else about your submitting the Monier design ? He did not,
18969. How was it that subsequently you changed the construction from compo. to concrete ? By reason 
of the experiments we were carrying out. We were carrying out the work regardless of cost to ourselves, 
because we were anxious to arrive at the very best result. We wished to obtain the very best experience 
we could in the matter. We made some tests, and we concluded that the alteration to which you refer 
would be beneficial, and obtained Mr. Darley’s consent to it.

18970.
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18970. Was it not Mr. Darley who instructed you first of all to make the alteration ? Not as far as I Carter, 
know..
18971. Was it you or he who made the first suggestion? I do not know that there was any suggestion. 23Sept.,1896. 
The thing grew up out of a series of tests. Mr. Darley took a great interest in the construction, and we 
naturally did the same. It was as the outcome of a series of tests that the alteration was made.
18972. In the case of the Yictoria-street sewer, which Bond and Hudson, tendered for, and which they 
finally threw up, did you ever approach Bond and Hudson on that occasion and ask them to increase their 
tender? No.
18973. You got that contract ? Yes.
18974<. Prior to the date upon which Gummow, Gillan, & Co. joined Carter, Snodgrass, & Co., had you 
not some sort of business connection in respect to Contract 79 ? No connection whatever. I do not 
remember anything like it. You must he in error.
18975. If, in the books of Parbury, Henty, and Co., when Contract 72 was going on, there is an entry for 
cement charged to Carter, Gummow, & Co., that would be the same firm, would it not;—did you ever 
deal in cement together ? No.
18976. Did you have any stores together? No stores whatever.
18977. Did you have any business connection before you joined? We might have exchanged plant. I 
might have bought some of their plant and they might have bought some of ours. It is a common thing 
among contractors to buy each others plant. I have sold plant twelve months back and have bought it 
at the present time. Contractors’ plant is constantly changing hands. I might say that up to the time 
Carter & Co. and Gummow and Gillan joined forces they were severely antagonistic. It was simply a 
question of which one would beat the other. I have repeatedly heard Mr. Gummow say that the only 

'firm he ever considered in tendering was ours, and we took exactly the same stand as to theirs. We 
actually cut each other’s throats.
18978. As to the cement which you say was removed from Contract 72, can you recollect where you had 
it moved to ? I have no idea. We had it shifted while the works were in suspension, or afterwards.
18979. While the works were suspended, you say ? Yes.
18980. Is that when you had most of the cement shifted ? I could not tell you. It was shifted ; that is 
all I know.
18981. In your claim you say, “ Loss on resale of 2,000 casks of cement ” ? Yes.
18982. And “ 1,300 casks of cement on site ” ? Yes.
18983. What were the 2,000 casks ;—it says, “ Loss on resale of 2,000 casks ” ? That was an awkwardly 
expressed clause, as far as I can see. It should have been, “Loss on the forced sale of cement on ground.”
We had naturally to pay for the cement tested and untested in the sheds, and had we been compelled to 
sell that cement we should have had to sell it at a loss, it being untested. You have also to consider that 
it was in a far away locality—Shea’s Creek—and that probably there would be heavy cartage.
18984. Sis Honor.'] You did not in fact resell it ? No; we should have been compelled to resell it if 
we had not got the other contracts. It was an anticipatory loss, but it was a loss all the same. If we 
had ceased work then, and had not got the North Shore contract, that cement would have been sold at a 
considerable loss to us. We had heavy stocks arriving."
18985. Mr. ParTces. If there appears in Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s books, about November, 1892, an entry 
of 7d. a barrel for the resale of 1,900 odd casks of cement, what would that transaction be ? I have no 
recollection of any such transaction. I do not think it ever took place. Mr. Henty might be able to 
explain it to you.
18986. But if such an entry appears in their books, can you not recollect what it would be for ? I cannot.
18987. When Burcombe took that cement which he took from Contract 72, where did he deliver it? At 
North Shore.
18988. On what part of North Shore ? On Contract 79.
18989. At the sheds ? At various sheds.
18990. Where were the sheds fixed ? Along the line of sewer. There were three or four sheds.
18991. And he would deliver it there ? Yes ; he could not deliver it anywhere else.
18992. What about MMillan’s deliveries—-where were they ? On the site of the works. It is quite 
possible that he may have delivered the cement at the board. If it was tested cement it might not go into 
the sheds at all. If we were sending tested cement, as we frequently do, from one contract to another, 
it might be taken direct to the board.
18993. They say they took hundreds of barrels ? They probably took thousands. We were constantly 
conveying cement from one site to another.
18994. How many thousands do you think they may have taken ? I could not say. The carting would 
extend over four or five years. They must have carted a very large quantity. We were locked up at 
Shea’s Creek with a very big stock.
18995. I wish you would tell His Honor how much money Mr. Porrest put into the original purchase of 
the “Lodge ” property, at North Shore ? An equal amount to Mr. Snodgrass and myself. It was paid 
out of the firm’s account. -
18996. In those days the firm consisted of more than three ? Yes.
18997. Does the property not belong to the firm’s account? No ; to Carter, Snodgrass, and Porrest.
18998. Is not the property, as a matter of fact, paid for with money out of the firm of Carter, Gummow,
& Co. ? No.
18999. Was not the mortgage money obtained upon it paid into the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co.?
I do not think so. If it was, it was simply a cross entry. The property belongs absolutely to Carter,
Snodgrass, and Porrest, and always has ; it was paid for with their money.
19006. But the fact still remains that the money was paid out of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., and 
that you have not replaced it ? It never came out of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co.
19001. It came out of the firm of Carter & Co., did it? The original purchase money.
19002. And it appears in the accounts as a debit against Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? It has nothing 
whatever to do with Carter, Gummow, & Co.
19003. When did you buy the property ? About three or four years ago. I think we bought it just 
before we joined Gummow and Gillan.
19004. It was Carter, Gummow, & Co. who bought the property, was it not ? No ; Carter & Co.
19005. But if it appears to be so from their bank-books that must be right, must it not? No; it is

. absolutely
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J. Carter, absolutely impossible. Carter, Gummow, & Co. have nothing whatever to do with the property. It is 
the sole property of Carter, Snodgrass, and Porrest, and it was paid for out of Carter & Co.'s account. 

eP •> • 19006. Itegularly every quarter you pay a sum by way of interest to Sir William Manning, do you not ?
Yes ; the interest upon the mortgage upon the property. '
19007. At the present time you are paying Sir William Manning interest upon the loan upon the Lodge 
property ? Yes; Carter & Co. are. " ,
19008. Who do you say are paying it ? Carter & Co.
19009. But they have no banking account now? Oh, yes they have.
19010. Apart from Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s account ? Yes.
19011. I thought you said in your former evidence that they had no account, and that the account ceased 
when Carter & Co. amalgamated with Gummow and Gillan ? I said it ceased except for the purposes 
of receiving rent and paying interest. It is still open for the purpose of paying the interest on the 
Lodge property.
19012. Those bank-books you have not handed in ? Yes ; they are there.
19013. But they run only to 1892 ? Ho ; they go up to 1896.
19014. Has the interest been paid out of Carter & Co.’s account ? Yes. _
19015. And you say that Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Snodgrass have an equal share in the property with your
self? They have. _ _
19016. Mr. Davis.~\ ^Referring to the stock of cement which you had upon Contract 72, it is a fact, is it 
not, that you had between 3,000 and 4,000 casks of cement on the ground at the time the work was 
suspended, or immediately afterwards ? Certainly.
19017. Did you not ask for 2,000 of those casks to be tested ? Yes.
19018. And for the time being you were refused the test on the ground that it might give you something 
to go upon in connection with your claim ? Yes. I believe that was your reason for refusing to test it. 
19019. What was the first contract Carter, Gummow, & Co. had in the Sewerage Branch ? No. 69. 
19020. That firm had nothing whatever to do with Contract 79 ? No ; 79 was Carter & Co.’s contract. , 
19021. As to the adoption of concrete in the carrier of 77, which is more costly, compo. or concrete? 
Concrete.
19022. And in spite of that you were willing to adopt it because you considered that it would make a better 
job, and Mr. Darley agreed ? Yes, I do not think there was any correspondence on the subject. It was 
simply the outcome, as I have explained, of a series of tests.
19023. Are you sure that the earth channel below the outlet of the concrete channel upon Contract 72 was 
constructed larger than is shown on the contract drawings ? No, I am not. I have very little 
recollection of the earth channel at all. . _
19024. Supposing the bottom width of the earth channel is 21 feet, with suitable slopes, is it not likely 
that the reduced quantities of the concrete channel and the earth channel would be similar? Probably. 
You must have a bigger carrying area in an earth channel than in a concrete channel.
19025. On account of what ? On account of the friction. A concrete channel carries water wdth much 
less friction than does an earth channel. An earth channel is also bound to silt up to a greater or less 
degree in the case of storms, and you must make provision for that.
19026. As to the advances on material and the refund of retention money, do you know what the practice 
is in South Australia ? Yes. _
19027. Will you tell His Honor what it is ? They advance on material, and they refund the retention 
money. I know that some considerable time ago we applied for some £5,000 of retention money, which 
was refunded to us.
19028. So that the practice in the Sewerage Branch is not dissimilar to the practice in other colonies ? 

■ The practice of advancing on material and refunding either the deposit or retention money is universal as
far as I know. We have never had any difficulty anywhere in that matter. It is done everywhere. 
19029. As you are aware, one or two witnesses have alleged that certain defective work has been done in 
connection with your contracts—you remember, for instance, the evidence of Dawson and Darcus, and 
one or two others;—what have you to say with regard to that—has any defective work been done to 
your knowledge ? No.
19030. Or by your direction ? Not in any shape or form. I know absolutely nothing about it. _ 
19031. What quantity of concrete would have made good the holes to which Dawson called attention 
as having been left? As far as I know, w7e expect to put it all back for £2 or £3. I have not been down 
to see exactly what is wanting.
19031. Even if Dawson had done this defective work at your instigation, the utmost saving to you would 
have been about £2 ? Yes.
19032. But it turns out that he did it for his own purposes ? So I believe.
19034. It has been insinuated—I do not know in reference to whom—that an officer of the department 
had something to do with betting or some connection with racing affairs';—will you tell His Honor whether 
it has been your practice to keep any racehorses ? No, I am not a racing man.
19035. Does any member of your firm keep racehorses ? No.
19036. Sis Honor.'] Keeping racehorses is one thing and betting is another ? I do not do either as far 
I know; in fact, I very seldom go to horse races. Bicycle sports have a greater attraction for me.
19037. Mr. Davis.] You have been putting in tenders for sewerage works for how many years ? Seven 
or eight years.
19038. You have put in dozens of tenders during that time ? Scores of them.
19039. Will you swear absolutely that in the preparation of these tenders you received no assistance or 
hint whatever from any officer of the department ? I swear that absolutely.
19040. And that the preparation of the tenders was entirely apart from and independent of any officer of 
the department ? Exactly. I never thought we had any need to go to thte office, even if we had had an 
opportunity, to obtain assistance in that direction.
19041. You pride yourself that you know a great deal better than the office what the value of work is ? 
We do, naturally.
19042. So that you do not want to go to the office to get assistance in that way ? No.
19043. In fact, I suppose you think that if you had gone to the office you would probably have been 
misled ? We should not have obtained information which would have been of any use to us, I am certain

of
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of that. Tou must remember that we devote all our time to nothing but acquiring information and ■h Carter, 
experience in regard to the one matter of underground sewerage work. 23Se^t^l896
19044. What have you to say as to the bluestone pitchers in ihe case of Contract 69 ;—do you say that eP ' 
you had no information as to the small quantity which was included in the schedule ? No information 
whatever.
19045. Sis Sonor.'] Will you explain the whole affair as far as you know it? The tender was made up 
by Mr. Snodgrass ; and honestly I do not think I knew that a certain price was put opposite this particular 
item until after the tender was in. Mr. Snodgrass made it up entirely on his own responsibility, Mr.
G-ummow being absent at the time in Adelaide—in fact, it was Mr. Snodgrass’ duty to make it up. The 
only thing that I have ever been consulted about in reference to our tenders is as to the amount of profit 
we should put in. Our tenders are made out on business lines. The actual cost is arrived at apart from 
any schedule or anything else the Government may hand over to us. We do not depend upon them.
We depend upon our own information. Then comes the question as to what shall be added on to the 
actual working cost for plant, supervision, contingencies, and profit. It was only when the question of 
these additions came to be considered that I was called on to look into the matter.
19046. What was your work, then, in relation to tendering and the carrying out of contracts before Mr.
Gummow came into the firm—that is, while you were Carter & Co. ? My work lay in seeing that all the 
material was provided at the lowest possible rates, and to the best advantage in every way, and that it was 
delivered on to the ground in sufficient quantities to keep the work going. I had also to represent the firm 
with the department in the cases of dispute and to settle financial matters with the bank. Contractors 
often want overdrafts, and all these matters have to be attended to. For years I do not think I was ever ^
3 feet below the surface in the case of our underground contracts, except, perhaps, for final inspection.
19047. Mr. Davis.] When did it first come to your knowledge that the nrice of £50 had been put into the 
schedule for these bluestone pitchers ? Soon after the tender was in. Perhaps a day or so afterwards.
I often met Mr. Snodgrass at the bank, and I would then ask him what was the amount of the cheque he 
required. In those days, under the old system, we had to base the amount of the cheque upon the lump 
sum of the tender. It was not as now. _ _ _
19048. As to the £50, when did you hear of that ? I heard of it after the tender was in. It is quite 
possible that I may have heard it on the same morning. I cannot say precisely. It may have been then 
or a day or two afterwards. _
19049. His Sonori] Did Mr. Snodgrass tell you of the matter as a good joke—that is, how he had 
jumped at the mistake of the department? I think he said it was good business. Mr. Snodgrass took 
out all the quantities himself and estimated the probable quantities. Looking down the various items, he 
often told me where he thought we should make our point. It was our business to look after these 
various items.
19050. The number 12 in connection with the item of bluestone pitchers, the proper number being 30, 
would strike you as being an obvious mistake on the part of someone? Tes; it was presumably a 
mistake. Mr. Snodgrass would know that the practice of the department was to surround the manhole 
covers with pitchers in almost every case, and if there were'twenty or thirty shafts there would naturally 
be that number of pitchers.
19051. Do you remember that Mr. Snodgrass told you that he had bowled out the department ? Tes ; 
no doubt he did. We often discussed such matters. _
19052. Did it not strike you that the putting in of the price of £50 might be a dangerous point to take ?
I honestly thought that we -went too far in that matter—that the amount was excessive ; but it had been 
given in, and there was an end of it. If I had been there when the tender was made out I should have 
felt inclined to put in, say, £20 ; £50 was an excessive amount.
19053. Tou would have been afraid that it might have wrecked your tender ? No ; but one does not 
like to exceed a good price, because it leads to disputes, and disputes over prices between the depart
ment and contractors are never very paying or pleasant to either side.
19054. Tou did not have any .dispute with Mr. Snodgrass over the matter? No; we never disputed.
Every man in the firm did the best he could according to his view, and there was an end of it. If a 
mistake was made we all stood up to it.
19055. Mr. Davisi] Was there any other shot you made in that tender;—did you make a shot in connec
tion with the cement rendering ? Tes.
19056. Did you hit the mark in that case ? We were a little bit off the mark. Mr. Snodgrass estimated 
what he considered would be the amount of cement rendering required, and put in a good price for it, viz.,
5s. The usual price would be 2s. or 2s. 6d., but he considered that at least the quantity set down in the 
Government schedule would be carried out. As it happened it was not.
19057. Sis Sonori] He made a bad shot in that case ? Wo did not always come off, but that was in the 
business. '
19058. Mr. Davisi] He estimated that the arches would be rendered, and it was decided just about that 
time that it was unnecessary to render the arches, and, as a consequence, it was not done in this 
case? No. .
19059. It was not shown to be done in the drawings, and Mr. Snodgrass had not taken that into 
account ? No. .
19060. So that, if you made a point in regard to the £50 for bluestone pitchers, you did not make any in 
the other case ? No ; we are not always right any more than is anyone else.
19061. What about the timbering—why did you put down .1 d. for timbering;—can you explain that ? I 
prefer not to explain it. I have only a general idea of these things.
19062. Sis Sonori] Tou mean, I suppose, that you prefer not to explain it because you think you 
cannot do so correctly ? Tes ; I do not do these things. I only get my information from other members 
of the firm. I do not know their reasons. I do not know how they arrive at these things, and I do not 
want to guess at anything. _
19063. Tou think that you may perhaps make a mistake ? Tes. I have a good idea of why it was dons, 
but that is not actual knowledge.
19064. Mr. Andrews.~] Would Mr. Gummow be able to explain it,? Tes.
19065. Mr. ParTeesi] In your schedule you tendered for cement facing at 5s. a yard, and the Government 
put down 11,600 yards at 2s. 6d., did they not ? Tes.
19006. And you were paid for 12,000 yards at 5s. ? I do not think so, 19067, .
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J. Carter. 19067. Does not that appear in your final voucher ? I do not think so. We have exceeded the office 
<3ual'f'ity, hut as far as Mr. Snodgrass was concerned, he expected to exceed it very considerably. He 

Al&ept.,i89b. wou],j not be satisfied with 11,000 or 12,000 yards.
19068. Mr. Davis.~\ He went on the same lines as in the bluestone pitchers ; he expected that the 
quantity in the schedule would be considerably below the quantity which would appear in the final certi
ficate ? Yes. There is no use in putting an excessive fprice upon an item which will work out exactly as 
shown in the schedule. You want to put an excessive price upon an item which is likely to be exceeded. 
19069. Mr. Parlces.~\ But there was no diminution in the number of yards of cement facing ? If the 
final certificate says that there was not, I suppose there was not; but I do not understand that that was the 
case. I understand that there was about a thousand yards under the schedule quantity. I am only 
trusting to my memory, and it is quite possible that there may have been a small increase.
19070. Sis Honor.'] An increase generally means a loss somewhere else—that is to say, something else 
has to be kept down ;—if you put one thing up you have to put another thing down, in order to make up 
for the increase; otherwise you would not keep your total low enough ? Quite so.

W. H. 
Warren.

23SeptTj896.

William Henry Warren, sworn and examined:—
19071. His Honor.] I believe you wish to make a statement to the Commission ? Yes. It has reference 
to Mr. Bagge’s evidence. In reply to Question 13163, he made certain statements. One of these was that 
I was at one time in his office. That would be about fifteen and a half years ago. That statement is true. 
The rest of the statements, as far as they concern me, are entirely untrue. Bor instance he says “ When 
the position of Professor at the University was advertised he asked me what I thought of it; I said ‘By all 
means take it. I am afraid you will never be a civil engineer.’ ” I may say that I did not consult any
one whatever about that matter—in fact, I remember that Mr. Bennett was rather annoyed that I had not 
spoken to him about it. There was no conversation whatever between us on the matter. Then, in reply 
to the next question, he says, “ I said to Professor Warren, ‘ You are a Dublin University man ; you ought 
to be a good calculator.’ ” I am not a Dublin University man, and, as a matter of fact, he never said any
thing of the sort to me. I was at the Royal College of Science in Dublin, and at the Victorian University 
in Manchester. Purther on Mr. Bagge says that Mr. Cardew, Mr. Hammer, and he himself, made calcu
lations with me. Mr. Cardew did not. Of course it was my duty to make various calculations, but it is 
absolutely untrue to say that I made a calculation and got stuck in the way Mr. Bagge describes. That 
is entirely untrue.
19072. His Honor.] You did not get bogged ? No.
19073. Mr. Davis.] Do you know about the failure of the Bondi sewer ? I heard of it. That was due to 
the pumping, not to any defect in the strength of the arches.
19074. You inspected the sewer during construction ? Yes.
19075. What is your opinion professionally as to the cause of the accident? Well, they were simply 
pumping the sand away and undermining it.
19076. It would have been impossible for it to have been caused as alleged by Mr. Bagge? Yes. Had 
there been another foot of thickness in the arch it would have been just, the same. There was running 
sand at that particular spot, and you could pump it just like water.
19077. What was the pump working for ? To keep the water out so that they could get the concrete in. 
There was a channel underneath, and it was necessary to keep the water out, because otherwise the flow 
of water would have interfered with the work.
19078. It was while the sewer was in course of construction that this thing happened—not afterwards, 
when it was in working order ? That is so.
19079. His Honor.] They were pumping out the sumps, in fact, and the subducts were working too 
vigorously sucking in the sand ? Yes. It was a difficult piece of work—one of the most difficult pieces 
of work they had in the Sewerage Department.
19080. Did you make any calculation at all as alleged by Mr. Bagge ? I made a calculation as to the 
thickness of the sewer, and I made it out to be 3 feet, knowing full well that it might be too thick. No 
man living could make an exact calculation even now. '
19081. Were not others engaged upon that calculation, as Mr. Bagge says ? None that I checked with. 
19082. Were not the gentlemen he named making that same calculation? Mr. Cardew at that time, I 
think, never made any calculations whatever as to construction. He was engaged entirely upon survey 
work. The whole of Mr. Bagge’s version of the matter is a mass of mistakes, and he ought to be ashamed 
of himself for making such statements.
19083. You are sure that the gentlemen he mentioned were not making this particular calculation with 
you ? Mr. Hammer may have made a calculation, but I have no recollection of it. I do not remember the 
circumstances at all. The sewer was 3 feet thick. I remember making a section of it.
19084. Have you seen much of Mr. Bagge of late years? No ; I have not seen him for four or five years. 
I do not think I have seen him more than once or twice since I left the department.
19085. When you used to see a good deal of him in that way in the old days, does your recollection serve 
you as to whether he was then a man of accurate memory ? He was a comparatively old man even then. 
19086. Had his memory begun to get shaky at that time ? I should hardly like to say that.
19087. You did not notice it then ? No.
19088. As to whether that is the case now or not, you cannot say unless you take the evidence to which 
you have referred as a criterion ? No, I do not wish to reflect in any way upon Mr. Bagge. I merely 
wished to explain that he had made these inaccurate statements. ‘
19089. You do not wish to suggest that he voluntarily made these inaccurate statements;—what you 
suggest is that he made a mistake ? I suggest nothing as to why or how he made the mistake. I merely 
say that the statements are untrue.

i .
, John Carter recalled and further examined:—

J. Carter. 19090. Mr. ParTces.] I find that the quantity of cement facing in the case of Contract 69 was reduced 
from 11,600 yards in the schedule to 10,683 yards according to the final certificate;—those are the figures, 

23Sept.,1896. are they not ? Yes, I believe so. 19091.



PUBLIC "WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 621

19091. Your 5s. a yard was in excess of the price of all the other tenderers, was it not ? I could not tell J- Carter, 
you that. ' n
19092. For instance, the price of the Department was 2s. 6d., you had 5s., John Ahearn had 2s. 6d.,
Kerie and Kerle had 3s., Mackenzie and Son had 3s , M'Sweeney had Is. 6d., Holloway Bros, had Is. 6d.,
Carson had Is. 6d., and so on ? I expect those figures are correct. Is. 6d. was the best item for the 
contractors as it turned out. "We lost money on the 5s.
19093. How did you do that? Because we had adjusted the amount to some of the other items.
19094. Can you tell me what other items specify cement facing? No other items; but the price was ’
adjusted upon other items to allow us to put 5s. upon cement facing, upon the supposition that that item 
would be increased. As it turned out it was decreased, therefore we lost in both ways.
19095. His HonorWould the omission of the facing increase the cost of the brickwork at all by 
increasing your work in pointing? We had naturally to exercise a good deal more care in striking the 
joints and lacing the work up than we should do if the work were afterwards to be covered with" plaster.
19096. Mr Davis.~\ You had nothing extra for that ? No; we lost in every way through the item not 
being exceeded.

Thomas Edward Spencer sworn and examined:—
19097. Mr. Davis.'] What are you ? A contractor.
19098. Have you carried out any sewerage contracts? Yes; I carried out Contract 50 and Contract T.E. Spencer. 
67—Contract 50 being at Bourke-street and Riley-strcet, Woolloomooloo, and Contract 67 at the Glebe. '
19099. Hpon these contracts you have used very large quantities of cement, both, in brickwork and in 518®6,
bluestone and sandstone concrete? Yes ; and in rendering.
19100. I suppose it was necessary for you to keep in a general way an idea of what a cask of cement 
would make in both bluestone and sandstone concrete? Yes.
19101. Will you tell His Honor what your experience has been in the Sewerage Department with their 
specification in respect to these two kinds of concrete ? I have always estimated that a cask of cement 
would make a yard of sandstone concrete, and that a yard of bluestone concrete would take about a cask 
and a fifth.
19102. That would be about 22 feet to the cask ? Yes ; we established that as a guide upon the Woolloo
mooloo contract. I do not know whether you or Mr. Small were supervising the work at the time, but 
we measured a gauge of concrete in which a cask of cement was used. The stone was measured according 
to specification, under the superintendence of an inspector, and it measured, as nearly as possible, 22 
feet. We adopted that afterwards as the gauge.
19103. And you were paid for concrete, where it was impossible to measure it, upon that gauging ? Yes. '
19104. That applied to all the bluestone concrete which could not be measured ? Yes ; Mr. Gledhill was 
the inspector who supervised the measurements.
19105. You considered that that was about a fair thing ? Yes ; we decided that it was about a fair thing.
19106. But even that measurement would fluctuate according to the position in which the concrete was 
used, and according to whether it was rammed horizontally or vertically ? Yes ; it would fluctuate even 
on the board itself. You could not measure two yards which would go exactly alike. The size and shape 
of the stone would cause a fluctuation. ‘
19107. Still, taking all things - into consideration, in the case of tunnel work, you consider that the 
measurement you have given is a fair thing ? Yes.
19108. Have you had an engineer named Chiene in your employ ? No. '
19109. You do not know anything about him ? No ; absolutely nothing.
19110. I thought he said in his evidence that he had been in your employ ? If he did he was wrong.
19111. Did you have Inspector Beid supervising your work ? Yes ; for a portion of the time.
19112. Did you form any opinion of him ? I think we formed an opinion that he really did not know 
much about the work.
19113. Did he endeavour to do his duty ? I think so, in accordance with his own opinion of his duty. He 
was always there, but the men used to complain to me that he hindered them in their work.
19114. In what way ? Well, supposing they were putting timber in down below, he would insist upon 
having it done in his way, and it was often their opinion that his way was not correct. Then they would 
argue the matter out. There would then be five or six men standing idle for half an hour. I would then 
complain of the length of time occupied in the putting in of the timber, and the men generally said it was 
Iteid’s fault. I do not think I ever complained to you about it; but I know I was very much annoyed 
about it.
19115. You consider that he endeavored to do his duty, but sometimes he was too particular;—was that 
it? Yes—that he was deficient in knowledge. That was my opinion of him.
19116. His Honor.] You spoke just now about the gauging of cement; you do not mean, I suppose, 
that the quantities were afterwards allowed on that basis;—they were allowed on measurement, were 
they not ? Yes, where it was possible to measure them. There were some cases where it would be 
absolutely impossible to measure accurately, and then we used to take the gauging, and allow a cask of 
cement to 22 feet of concrete.
19117. The Engineer agreed to that ? Yes ; it was agreed to by the Department and myself.
19118. In all cases where measurements could be made you were allowed upon those measurements ?

19119. Did you ever tplly the actual measurements against the measurement as it would have come out 
upon the basis you have given ? Yes.
19120. Did you find that they fitted ? I found in the case of the Glebe contract that they tallied within 
eleven casks of cement upon the whole work.
19121. How many casks were used ? About 2,800. I think I paid for eleven casks more than ought to 
have been used upon the basis of the measurements, but that could easily be accounted for by waste in one 
way or another.

William
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William Greenwood sworn and examined :—
Greenwood ^r' What are you ? A civil engineer by profession ; but I am a contractor now.

19123. You have been engaged for a number of years in carrying out concrete work in this country and
23Sept^l896. also in Englautl ? Yes.

’’ ' 19124. You have had experience in sewerage work both here and in England ? Yes ; I have done sewer
age work at home as well as here.
19125. Have you carried out any contracts for the Sewerage Branch of the Public Works Department? 
I think only one for the Sewerage Branch.
19126. Have you carried out any for the Water and Sewerage Board ? I have done pipelaying for them, 
but I do not think I have carried out sewerage for the Water and Sewerage Board.
19127. You know the Sewerage specification for sandstone concrete ? Yes.
19128. What have you. found from your experience that a cask of cement will make in the case of sand
stone and bluestone concrete ? It depends upon the material.
19129. You would say that it would vary very much ? Yes.
19130. What would make the difference ? I have seen material delivered in Sydney go into sewerage 
work in bluestone concrete that would not make perhaps 20 feet of concrete. 1 have seen what you 
would call 1-j inch material delivered with all the shivers taken out of it; that would not bulk in the box, 
but had it been delivered as it left the crusher, with everything in except the -J- inch screening specified, it 
would bulk considerably.
19131. Would you say also that the position in which concrete has to be put would have anything to do 
with the bulking of it;—supposing, for instance, it has to be put in over the arch of a sewer where you 
have to ram it horizontally, and then supposing, on the other hand, that it had to be put in between 
boxing where you could ram it vertically, would the two positions have anything to do with the bulking ? 
If it went in upon the top of the centerings in a sewer in a tunnel it would have to be rammed horizontally, 
and then you could not ram it tightly if it were thin work.
19132. And a cask of cement would go much further under those conditions than under conditions where 
you could ram vertically ? It would not make more concrete, of course, when it left the platform, but it 
would fill up more space.
19133. Inasmuch as it had to be rammed horizontally ? It could not be rammed as tightly, even in the case 
of a railway tunnel where it runs 1 ft. 6 in. thick. You would not be able to get it in tightly.
19134. Would you say that the quantity of water had anything to do with the quantity of concrete which 
a cask of cement would make ? It would make a material difference. I have known work to be clone 
for the Corporation which has varied as much as from 10 to 12 per cent. I know that when the 
inspector made me use less water I gained so much in the cube yard. I know that directly he told me 
to put in dry concrete I gained directly as regards the quantity of material. The concrete would not be 
so dense as if it were put in wet.
19135. You know the kind of work which is carried out by the Sewerage Branch, and you know also the 
specification;—what would you say, in view of the specification and the material used, that a cask of 
cement would make in the case of bluestone and sandstone concrete ? It depends upon whether a 
contractor knows his business, or upon whether he is new to the work. Take the case of 1-| inch metal. 
Some contractors would use it without any small stuff in it at all, but a contractor who is up to his work 
knows better than that. He would take care to include as much small stuff as he could. Take material 
coming from Kiama, if there had been a demand for screenings for asphalt, you would find a lot of the 
small stuff taken out. You buy it by measurement, not by weight. You can tell whether you have been 
robbed of the screening by the measurement. If the small stuff is not in, then the sand and cement 
will not bulk it. They simply go to fill the interstices. In my own case I should take good care that 
they did not rob me of the screenings. I should take care that I got all the stuff that came from the 
crusher with the exception of i inch screenings, as provided by the specification. Some contractors, on 
the other hand ,would take the stuff without the screenings, and that, of course, would make a difference 
in the bulking.
1913!). In your judgment they would lose r There is no question about that. Some of them find it out 
before they have finished their contracts.
19137. Which, in your opinion, would make the best concrete ? The stone with all the fine stuff in. 
19138. That would make better concrete, you think, than stone with all the fine stuff eliminated? If all 
the small stuff is in, you get solid concrete. If it is taken out, you will get a certain amount of honey
combing.
19139. Can you express an opinion as to tjio quantity which a cask of cement will make ? It ought to 
make 22 feet of concrete in the case of bluestone.
19140. What would it make in the case of sandstone if all the small stuff were left in and if only the 
sand were eliminated ? The same thing applies there. It depends upon whether the stone is hand- 
broken or whether it is broken by a crusher. If it were broken by hand, there would not be very much 
small stuff in it. If it were crushed you would have a greater proportion of small stuff.
19141. Suppose the stone to be broken by a crusher, what would a cask of cement make ? If it were 
broken by a crusher a cask of cement ought to make a cube yard.
19142. What would it make if the stone ucre knapped ? It would depend upon whether it were hard 
stone or soft stone. If it were soft stone it would make more fine stuff in breaking.
19143. You seem to think that the conditions under which concrete is made would be so various that it 
would be almost impossible to arrive precisely at the quantity which a cask of cement would make? Yes. 
19144. You think it would vary considerably in different places under the same contract ? If I were 
going to make up a tender I should hare regard to the quarry from which I intended to obtain the stone. 
The harder the stone the less small stuff there would be in it.

■ 19145. And under those conditions you would allow for more cement? Yes: then there is another
consideration—a great deal depends upon the manner in which the box is filled. If a man is strange to 
the work, and if he fills from the corners, and having first got. in all the rough stone, puts a little fine 
stuff on the top, the concrete made from that gauging will not bulk as much as concrete made from a 
gauging in which the small stone had been mixed thoroughly with the bigger stone throughout the box. 
19146. You have carried out woodblocking contracts both for the Corporation and for the Government ? 
Yes; I have done the bulk of the Harbours and Rivers woodpaving, and one-third of the corporation 
work. 19147.
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19147. Did you get any extension at any time from the Government in any of their works—I mean an 
extension of your contract ? Tes. Take the case of the Circular Quay wood-paving. I think the con
tract was about £22,000 when I took it. When we got to the Drench wharf there was an application for 
an extension, and the Government gave me the 30 per cent, of additional work at contract price.
19148. You obtained an extension of that particular work 30 per cent, over and above the amcunt you 
had signed for in the contract ? Yes.
19149. Mr. Carter^] Do you know the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I know Mr. Gummow.
19150. You would say that the firm consisted of men of some experience, and that they would be likely 
to know how much a cask of cement would make in sewer work ? As far as sewer work is concerned, 
they are more experienced, probably, than any other firm in Sydney.
19151. Mr. Parte.] If you were mixing for concrete, and you put in the larger material first as you have 
described, and then put the siftings on the top of it, you would still have a further process, because it has 
to be mixed three times dry, has it not ? It is mixed twice dry.
19152. That would mix the large and small stuff pretty uniformly ? Yes ; but you would not make more 
of it. It would not increase the bulk. If the stone were mixed as you suggest, it would not bulk as 
much as if the fine stone were run right through the box.
19153. You think that after you had mixed it it would decrease in bulking ? It would be bound to 
decrease if it were put in the box as you suggest.

W.
Greenwood.

23Sepi4896.

A. Eaton.

short time.
He did not suit us ; we got rid of

Andrew Eaton sworn and examined:—■
19154. Mr. Davis.] What are you ? A contractor.
19155. Have you carried out any work for the Sewerage Branch of the Public Works Department ? Yes.
19156. You have a contract now ? Yes. 23Se t 1896
19157. For how long have you been carrying out work in the Sewerage Branch ? About three years. ' " '
19158. You have, necessarily, -watched pretty closely the quantity of cement that you have used in your 
work ? Yes ; we have checked the quantity of cement against the Engineer’s measurements every month.
19159. So that you are in a position to say what a cask of cement will make in bluestone concrete and in 
sandstone concrete under the conditions in which you have carried out your work ? Yes.
19160. Will you tell His Honor -what your experience has been ? In the case of the Croydon job, 5,000 
yards of concrete ran out at 26 feet to the cask in the case of sandstone concrete. At Double Bay, 3,500 
yards ran out sometimes a little over 26 feet, and sometimes at 26 feet.
19161. And what about the bluestone concrete? At Croydon, a little over 1,200 yards ran out at 23 feet,

. and at Double Bay 400 yards ran out at 23 feet.
19162. That is all storm-water seiver—open wrork ? Yes.
19163. And the concrete was put in between boards ? Yes.
19164. You were able to ram all the concrete vertically? Yes.
19165. Did you have in your employ a man named Chiene? For a 
19166. Will you tell His Honor what was your experience of.him ? 
him.
19167. What was your reason for getting rid of him ? He was unsatisfactory in every way.
19168. Could you tell us in what way ? There were so many ways in which he was unsatisfactory. I 
could not very well describe any particular thing.
19169. His Donor 7\ What was the way in which he was most unsatisfactory? It was principally the 
way in which he set out the work. There were other things in connection with it. He did not suit us.
We only gave him the work because when he spoke to us he said he was very hard up and we should be 
doing a charity if we gave him a job—if we could find anything for him to do. We said we would look 
round and see what we could do, and we finally engaged him provisionally at 15s. a day. After the first 
day we saw that he would not suit, and as things went on we found him altogether unsatisfactory and 
got rid of him.
19170. Is there any other reason for your doing so besides the fact that he was not able to do the work ?
There was a reason.
19171. Are you at liberty to give it ? One of the principal reasons was that he deceived the engineer in 
one of his measurements. When I saw a copy of the voucher I pointed out the mistake to Chiene, and he 
asked us what it mattered to us whether it was right or wrong so long as we got the money. I said that 
that was not the way in which we did our work, and that the best thing he could do would be to get the 
voucher altered. At the next measurement, instead of making any alteration, he left things as they were, 
and I would not put up with that.
19172. His Honor.] Was he putting in excessive measurements? He measured a length of sandstone 
concrete as bluestone concrete.
19173. Mr. Parte.] I suppose you were highly indignant at that ? I was, because it was bound to be 
found out sooner or later, and then our voucher might be kept from going through. We do not engage 
men to do what is wrong; we engage them to do what is fair. As a matter of fact, the mistake was seen 
the very next time a measurement was made.
19174. His Honor^] Did Chiene say that he had made a mistake;—did he excuse himself on that ground ?
When I pointed it out to him he said he thought he was doing us a good turn in getting the sandstone 
concrete measured under a different item in the schedule. I have kept the two vouchers showing where 
the error was made and where it was corrected.
19175. Is Chiene a thirsty soul? When a person does not drink himself I fancy he is not able to form 
an opinion as to whether another man drinks or not. Chiene never asked me for a drink, but he borrowed 
money from some of the men on the job. I did not know that until we had got rid of him.
19176. When you got rid of him did you find out that that was one of his weaknesses ? Yes.
19177. That he was a thirsty soul ? Yes ; I did not know it at the time.
19178. Mr. Parhes.] Did you ever see Chiene drunk upon your works? No; I was seldom on the 
works. The control of the works was left principally to the foreman on the job.
19179. Did you see Chiene on the works at all ? Yes.
19180. Was he sober when you saw him ? Yes, as far as I could judge.

140—4 K ■ 19181.
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A. Eaton. 19181. What did he say in explanation when you represented to him that he had returned sandstone as 
/—' bluestone concrete ? What I have just told you—that he thought he was doing us a good turn in 

23Sept.,1896. ge^ing the sandstone concrete measured under an item in the schedule for which we were getting a 
higher price.
19182. Did he say he had ever done that on any job ? I did not speak to him about it. I said it did not 
suit me.
19183. 'Did he say he had made a custom of doing that on any other job ? No. When we left the 
engineers’ office he came up to the tram with me. He showed me a copy of the voucher in pencil, and I 
showed him where the mistake was.
19184. You said just now that he made the measurement with the engineer ? He and the engineer made 
it up in the engineers’ office.
19185. Who was the engineer ? Mr. Henderson.
19186. Did he not go down to look at the work ? I suppose he had a look at the work. He was a new 
man altogether. It was the first job of that description that he had to look after.
19187. Did he find out that the sandstone concrete was paid for as bluestone concrete ? He found it 
out afterwards.
19188. Did he find it out before you did ? He spoke to me about it.
19189. Before you spoke to Chiene ? No ; it was after I had got rid of Chiene.
19190. He spoke to you about it first ? Yes.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 19191. Sis Honor.'] A clear explanation of the functions of the Tender Board and the Board of Keference 

\ has not yet been given ; will you explain the functions of the two bodies? The Tender Board is composed 
23Sept.,1896. of the Minister as President, of the Under Secretary, as Vice-President, and of the heads of branches ;

and their province is to receive tenders on stated occasions, and to declare the result in the presence of 
the public. The tenders are then passed on to the officers concerned—that is to say, if it happened to be 
a seiverage tender it would go on to the head of the Sewerage Branch, and so on. Then, at the next 
meeting of the Board of Keference, the tender would be submitted to the Board for consideration by the 
officer concerned. The Board of Keference is composed of the Under Secretary, as President, and of the 
heads of branches, and they recommend to the Minister the acceptance or non-acceptanco of the tender. 
In addition to dealing with tenders—for dealing with tenders is a very small part of the work they have 
to perform—they deal with all matters, technical and otherwise, which arise in the Department—in short 
with any matter concerning which the Minister wishes to obtain their opinion. They deal also with any 
matter which may arise in connection with any one of the branches and which may be referred to the 
Board by the head of the branch; also with any matter concerning which the Under Secretary may require 
the opinion of the Board before submitting it to the Minister: so that while the constitution of the Board 
of Reference is similar to that of the Tender Board, the two bodies are quite distinct. The Board of 
Keference does not, of course, include the Minister. I think that briefly explains their functions.
19192. Mr. Norrie.] The Tender Board deals exclusively with tenders ? Yes.
19193. And the Board of Keference with matters generally affecting the Department ? Yes.
19194. The Chief Clerk of the Department is Secretary to the Tender Board ? Yes.
19195. And Mr. Holliman is Secretary to the Board of Reference ? Yes.

FRIDAY, 25 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
Charles James Henty sworn and examined :—

C. J. Henty. 19196. Mr. Gummowi] What are you ? A merchant.
,——\ 19197. Of what firm? Parbury, Henty, & Co., of London and Sydney, and James Henty & Co., of 

25Sept.,1896. Melbourne.
19198. You deal largely in cement—you import large quantities ? Yes.
19199. And you sell it to contractors and to other persons ? Yes.
19200. Were you a bondsman for Carter, Glummow, & Co. for one of their contracts ? Yes.
19201. If it has been stated that Mr. Henty, who supplied the firm with cement, was a bondsman for the 
firm, that would apply to you ? Yes.
19202. If it has been stated in respect to that particular contract that one of the sureties was a supplier 
of cement, and the other a supplier of iron;—would that apply to you? Yes. I was surety for the 
contractors in respect of Contract 69. There were two sureties, as far as I can remember.
19203. What have you to say as to this statement—that “ there were two sureties of a very doubtful 
nature ”—is that correct, as far as you are concerned? No ; distinctly not.
19204. Do you know for what amount you were a surety ? £4,600 odd, I think. '
19205. Would you have met that liability if you had been called upon to do so ? Certainly I would. I 
do not undertake anything I am not willing to meet.
19206. Did you ever hear that the contractors received any of the retention money back during the 
progress of the work ? No ; not that I can recollect. I do not think I did.
19207. If they did receive any back would you try to make it an excuse for breaking your portion of the 
contract ? I should be sorry to make any excuse. If I once signed a contract, I should not go back upon 
my signature.
19208. Do you consider that you were liable right up to the end of the contract for the bond you signed ? 
Until such time as I was properly released I consider that I was liable. Whether that release took place 
at the end of the contract or before I do not know myself, but I do not wish to shirk any liabilities. 
19209. Have you had inquiries made by the Commission as to your cement deliveries to Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. ? A few.
19210. Did you supply any invoices ? Copies of invoices were supplied.
19211. Did your staff supply them ? Well, that is a point upon which Mr. Christie and I do not quite 
agree, and with His Honor’s permission I should like to explain the matter. I received His Honor’s note 
on the 20th June. It was an extremely awkward date, because we were starting our annual balance. I 
. explained
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explained to Mr. Christie that it would be very awkward for us to put any of our staff on to the work, C. J. Henty. 
and I asked him whether he could send one of his clerks down. He said he was too busy to do so, and C 
we mutually arranged to get outside aid, and that any clerk from outside who compiled the returns should 25 Sept.,1896. 
have every facility for doing so. As a matter of fact, a clerk came in, and if there was anything which 
he could not readily trace I did my level best to help him in the matter.
19212. Have you the original returns with you ? Yes : I believe they have been handed to the Commission 
by Mr. Christie.
19213. Are they the returns made out in your office ? Yes.
19214. With regard to the deliveries, do you know whether the deliveries given in that return are correct 
as regards the places and other details ? The bulk of them I should say were correct. There were one 
or two items upon which Mr. Christie and I disagreed, and I last night went through them again, taking 
this return as a basis. I then drew up a sort of summary, which I think pretty well explains the position.
19215. Have you it with you? Yes ; it is a tabular statement; it shows the number of casks, and, as 
nearly as possible, the localities to which they were delivered. [Vide Appendix No. 75.]
19216. Sis Honor.'] Does it exhibit any difference which may exist between the result you arrived at and 
the result which Mr. Christie arrived at ? Yes.
19217. That is what it is arranged to show? Yes ; there is a little difference between Mr. Christie and 
myself. The item of 832 casks is the principal item.
19218. Mr. Parkes.] Is there any difference between the two totals of the quantity of cement delivered 
on to all contracts ? Hone whatever. We credited Carter, G-ummow, & Co., with 832 casks of cement, 
which had been returned; but I am not in a position to say where it actually came from. I have included 
it as probably returned from Marrickville, but I am not in a position to swear where it all came from.
19219. Did you tell Mr. Christie where it came from ? Ho, I think we put down Marrickville with a query.
19220. As to the delivery of these different quantities of cement—did you guarantee them as correct when 
Mr. Christie previously went to your office ? I cannot say that I guaranteed them as correct. It is a big 
undertaking in respect of a lot of cement like this. I should be very sorry to guarantee it cask for cask.
I went through the items yesterday with Mr. Christie, and I think we then agreed to the doubtful items.
19221. If Mr. Christie, in answer to my question 8510, “Did the firm give you particulars of the 
delivery definitely ? ” said “ Yes,” would that be correct ? Up to a certain point the particulars given 
would be correct. Some of the items were queried. I should not like to say that the return was 
absolutely correct.
19222. Am I to understand that at the time to which I refer, or at the present time, you could guarantee 
the delivery of the whole quantity ? I can say this—that we have traced, as far as we could trace them, 
the orders. Some of this cement has been delivered by order. Some of it has been delivered to carters, 
and some of it has been lightered. We can Trace from the carters’ receipts the carting of some of it to 
different places. I have no hesitation in saying that the return is correct in respect of those places where we 
have been able to trace it. As to the lightered portion—having access to the lighter books and accounts—• 
we can say that those entries are correct. There are, however, some items which are doubtful. Dor 
instance, there is an item which was delivered in the first instance from Dalton’s bond. Mr. Holden, 
who made out this return, I believe, ascertained that it was delivered to Molloy to cart to Marrickville.
19223. Mr. Parlces.'] Is that the only one ? There are one or two very small items, which are not very 
material. There is another item of 134 casks delivered to Molloy, the carrier, for Marrickville, and then, 
of course, there is the item of 832 casks.
19224. Those are the whole of the items that are queried? That is all that are of any consequence.
There are fifty casks queried in connection with Horth Shore ;—200 out of a delivery of 250 were charged 
to Horth Shore ; but I am not positive as to the whole quantity, and I would not sw.ear concerning any
thing about which I am not positive.
19225. Do you know when Carter, Gummow, and Co. buy cement off you whether they buy it for any 
particular contract ? Sometimes the contractors will mention a definite job, and at other times the entry 
is simply so many thousand casks to Carter, Gummow, & Co. '
19226. Does it say where the cement is delivered to ? It is delivered wherever the contractors may 
direct. For instance, we have a contract running now with Phillips and Bhodes in connection with 
their sewerage and ventilating shafts. The contract covers delivery to anywhere Phillips and Bhodes may 
direct. All-round contracts are often taken like that.
19227. Do you deliver at the same price everywhere? In connection with these contracts I have 
averaged the prices, taking the long distances with the short distances. We sell for city delivery, and if 
there is any carting outside the city boundary that would be a matter of arrangement between the carriers 
and ourselves. We charge the contractors that price on. They pay the extra cartage.
19228. Have you not had a transaction with Carter & Co. lately for 6,000 casks city delivery ? About 
what date ? .
19229. About the middle of last year ? Yes.
19230. That delivery extended over some time ? Yes. I forgot the exact quantity. We have a contract 
with Carter, Gummow, & Co. which is under delivery now.
19231. You usually contract for city delivery, and then charge the contractors whatever sum there may be 
above that ? Yes. ‘
19232. So that it is immaterial to you where the cement is delivered ? Quite so.
19233. Do contractors buy off you subject to any test ? Subject to the Government test.
19234. And if the cement does not pass the test, who has to stand the loss of delivery and return ? The 
importers, I am sorry to say.
19235. The contractors do not ? Ho.
19236. So that it would be of no benefit to them to try to use condemned cement, or to force it on ? Ho,
I cannot see where any benefit would come in, because if they were to do that they would forfeit their 
claim upon the importers in the event of any trouble arising.
19237. Have contractors ever bought any cement off you other than subject to Government test for any 
Government work ? Hot for any Government work. .
19238. Hot for any work connected with the Sewerage Department? Ho.
19239. Do you know whether the cement you issue to any contract is used upon that contract, or whether it 
may be shifted to other contracts at the contractors’ own option ? I could not say at all what becomes of the

cement
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C.J. Henty, cement when it leaves our hands. After that vve do not know what becomes of it unless we receive 
osQ^^iaQfi no^ce that it has been condemned, and then we know very quickly.
25 Sept.,1896. 19240. Have you ever had a conversation with Mr. Carter upon the question of the firm’s keeping books ? 

Tes.
19241. What kind of conversation was it ? It was not very serious. It was a chaffiing or jocular con
versation more than anything else.
19242. When was it P It must have been from three to four years back. There was at the time I think 
a fair sized cheque standing out, and Mr. Carter came into the office. I made some jocular remark as he 
passed my door, saying, I think, that I was glad to see him. He said, “ I suppose you think I have a cheque 
with me.” I think, therefore, that I can fix the time of the conversation by the amount of the cheque. 
On looking over these returns I am inclined to think that the conversation must have occurred some time 
prior to any of the dates included in it.
19243. Have you any idea how long ago it was—was it two years ago ? I think it must have been over 
three years ago.
19244. Before there was any talk of this Commission? Yes. I think there was from £2,000 to £3,000 
owing at the time. I thought I could trace the time by the amount in this return ; but the conversation 
must have occurred prior to any date contained in this return, that is prior to May, 1892.
19245. What was the conversation ;—can you remember the substance of it ? It started in the way I 
have already stated. Of course, I cannot swear to the exact words. Mr. Carter said he had not brought 
a cheque, but that he would go to the Bank and see if he could get one. I think I then told him that he 
need not do that, and asked him whether he had had his Bank balance that morning. He then said that 
he did not know how the firm stood financially until he went up to the Bank. It then came out in the 
conversation that he did not keep any books in connection with the firm. That struck me as being very 
funny. I told him I thought it was wrong not to keep books, and he then explained to me his reasons for 
not doing so. The reasons were these—the creditors were very few. He mentioned cement, iron, and a 
few other items ; I forget exactly what they were. He pointed out that a monthly statement would show 
what was owing, and that the payments from the Government would show what they had already had on 
the contract and the balance owing, the Bank passbooks showing the credits and debits. It seemed to 
me to be a happy-go-lucky way of doing things. As far as I can remember it, that was the substance 
of the conversation.
19246. So that after that conversation you were satisfied that the firm did not keep books ? That was the 
inference I drew.
19247. Hid you do business with them afterwards ? Tes.
19248. Did you ever have any trouble about getting your cheques ? None whatever.
19249. Do you ever have any fear about not getting them ? No.
19250. Did you find out anything about the firm ;—did you make any inquiries concerning them ? I 
cannot say I did. I understood from people who had been trading with you prior to my coming to 
Sydney that you had always paid your way; and, as you had always paid your way with me, I took you as 
I found you.
19251. There was a cheque paid to Parbury, Henty, & Co., on November 6th, 1895, for £2,946 ;—for how 
long was that amount running before it was paid, do you know? The average of the deliveries of that 
payment would be about the end of September.
19252. Did Mr. Carter ever offer you any cheque before the time when he paid you the £2,946 ? Several 
times Mr. Carter has offered to square up, and I have told him that there was no hurry, and that we were 
not in want of money. In this case he may have offered me a cheque or he may not. I may say that 
Mr. Carter and myself are good business friends. We chaff a good deal in business hours, I am afraid. 
19253. Sis Sonor.'] You trust each other ? Certainly ; I trust Mr. Carter, and I hope he does the same 
to me.
19254. Mr. Gummow.~\ You were not at all afraid of not receiving payment from the firm ? No, never. 
19255. Did you know the position of the firm at that time ;—did you know how they stood financially ?
I did not know their actual financial standing. I always looked upon them as sound men. They always 
paid their way with me. I never had the least trouble with them.
19256. Had you any connection with the firm in regard to any of their contracts other than the signing 
of the bond for them ? None whatever.
19257. You did not assist them in any way? No, never. I may say at once that I am not allowed to 
interest myself in anything outside my own business according to our deed of partnership.
19258. Would you like to make any statement as to the question of your being a surety for the firm, and 
with regard to the question of your being doubtful financially ? I thought it was rather a rough thing to 
say. _
19259. Mr. Parhes.'] You will see if you look at the wording of the speech in Sansard that the obser
vation refers to the manner in which the sureties were taken ? I have not read Sansard, but I saw your 
remark published in the newspapers. You may remember that I mentioned it to you, and I understood 
you to say that you did not wish to throw any slur on my standing financially or anything of that sort. 
19280. If Mr. Gummow were to read the whole of the sentence in Sansard you would see exactly what 
was meant ? I merely wish to have any insinuation of that kind—if there were such an insinuation— 
clearly explained. It is a matter of importance to a man like myself who is trading in many foreign 
countries and whose signature is known in London, India, China, and on the Continent of Europe. It is 
rather a nasty observation to have floating about. I may mention that when I saw it I had written a 
letter to the newspapers concerning it; but, seeing that the whole matter was sub judice, I determined not 
to have it published, hoping that there would be an opportunity to obtain a withdrawal of the statement 
here.
19261. Mr. Gummow.] Mr. Parkes in his speech said “ Now the very first contract I turn up here, 
although the specification provides for a cash deposit to be put down on the Secretary for Public Work’s 
authority, they are allowed to substitute two sureties of a very doubtful nature ” ;—do you not consider 
that the word “ surety ” there applies to you ? It certainly looks like it.
19262. Mr. Parhes.] But if you punctuate the sentence and read it differently you will find out how it 
does apply ? I have not read it; it was owing to several persons talking to me about it that I felt a little 
warm about it at the time.

19263.
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19263. His Honor I suppose they chaffed you about it? Tes; it was more good-natured chaff than C.J. Henty., 
anything else. I took the first opportunity, when Mr. Christie introduced me to Mr. Parkes, to tackle /——\ 
him about it. 25Sept.,1896i
19264. Mr. Parhes!] You will see that the sentence has reference only to the change of method—that is, 
from a cash to a personal security—and also to sureties being taken who were suppliers of material to 
the contractors ? I should be quite satisfied if you would state definitely that you did not wish to throw 
any doubt upon my financial standing.
19265. Certainly I did not ? Then I am quite satisfied.
19266. You will see that no names are mentioned? But even so, most persons would know that I am one 
of the largest suppliers of cement to all Government contracts.
19267. Mr. Gummow7] I will ask you to refer to what is said upon page 27 of Hansard. In the same 
speech Mr. Parkes says, “ On the Engineer’s advice the Secretary for Public Works substituted two 
surety bondsmen, namely, Mr. Scrutton, who supplied the iron to these contractors, and Mr. Henty, who 
supplied the cement”? Yes, I see that my name is mentioned. What I really wish is that my name 
should be cleared of any suspicion of my not being a man of sound means, or of my being of a doubtful 
character in any way. Mr. Parkes, I understand, has already said that he does not wish to cast any slur • 
upon my character, financially or otherwise, so that I am quite satisfied, and I suppose His Honor is also 
satisfied.
19268. His Honor.] As far as I am concerned, you need not trouble yourself at all ? Then I hope the 
Press will make a note of what has been said on the subject.
16269. Mr. Gummow!] Mr. Parkes was in error in stating that he did not .mention your name in the 
speech ? Yes ; he certainly referred to me.
19270. Mr. Parhes!] But I had no intention of saying that you were a doubtful man- All I wished to 
say was that the bonds were of a doubtful nature ? I took it to be a personal matter, or I should not 
have tackled you in the way I did. , .............................. ... ..........
19271. I should have said doubtful men instead of bonds of a doubtful nature if I had intended what you 
suggest ? I think I ought to say that the observation as published in the Svdney papers was noticed by 
my friends in Melbourne. '
19272. Your name was not mentioned in the Sydney papers, was it ? Yes.
19273. I will set the matter at rest by asking you if at the time you signed that bond you would have 
been able to make a statutory declaration that you were worth cash equal to £4,600 over and above your 
just debts and liabilities ? I had not £4,600 lying in the bank at the time, but I was in a position to 
raise it, of course. ■
19274. But you were not in a position to make a statutory declaration that you had that amount in cash 
at the time ? I had not that amount to my credit at the bank at the time, but I was worth it, of course.
19275. In connection with these returns which were prepared in your office, the only assistance Mr.
Christie had was that of the son of your bookkeeper, was it not ? Yes.
19276. He was brought in at your suggestion? That is not quite the right way in which to put it. I 
suggested that an outside clerk should be brought in, and Mr. Christie guaranteed his expenses.
19277. You recommended this young man? Yes ; because he was the son of my bookkeeper. No firm 
cares to have any person called in haphazard to look over their books.
192/8. Mr. Christie said himself, did he not, that he would not take the responsibility of doing the work, 
for fear be would be challenged. Since the return has been made out Mr. Christie has told me that he 
considered it my work, and not his. It is only splitting hairs, as far as I can see
19279. As a matter of fact the son of your bookkeeper worked with his father in getting this informa
tion,—that is, the father assisted him, did he not? Very little, if at all.
19280. Still, I suppose he would refer to his father ? No ; if he was in doubt he referred chiefly to Mr.
Christie or to myself. If there were any matter in which I could help him I put him in the way of 
getting the information. I think his father was pottering about there one morning for some time. If 
you know the man you will know what I mean when I say that be was pottering about.
19281. There is no doubt that the whole of the figures in Mr. Christie’s return are correct with the excep
tion of the two items of delivery you spoke of ? As far as the extracts from the ledger are concerned they 
are without doubt correct. I checked them myself. As far as the quantities and prices of the cement 
are concerned they are without doubt correct. As to the deliveries, their correctness would be dependent 
to a great extent on outside information; but, as far as I can see, they are practically correct. The infor
mation has been inferred in some instances. The information we have points to the place where the 
cement was delivered in those instances; but I cannot positively swear that it did go there.
19282. Take the 832 casks which were returned from Marrickville;—your charge is 8d. for cartage in 
that case, is it not ? Yes. '
19283. And you have made a charge of 8d. in this instance ? Yes. .
19284. That would indicate, would it not, that it came from Marrickville? No; not definitely, because 
8d. is charged in the case of North Shore as well. Mr. Christie and I were talking about this ftem last 
night, and we agreed to query it as “probably Marrickville.”
19285. It came from one place or the other ? I could not say. I had better explain how this credit 
came to be made. At the time there was a great deal of cement being chopped and changed about.
Mr. Davis will know that at that time the rejects were very heavy, and most importers of cement had a 
great deal of trouble to keep contracts going—so much so that I brought several thousands of casks 
from Melbourne to keep pace with our orders, and lost heavily over it.. There was a shipment per 
“ Talavera ” which we were using as a sort of sink ; instead of keeping all our shipments open we put all _ _
our returns under the heading of one ship, and then we only kept one account sales back to square the ' ’
others. This credit.note, which shows the return of 832 casks, is a credit note out of that shipment. '
The cartage is put down to a contract which we then had running with Carter, Gummow, & Co., and that 
is how the 8d. cartage gets in. It looks as if it came from Marrickville, but I should not like to swear 
that it did, because I am somewhat in doubt about it.
19286. Molloy carted it ? Yes.
19287. If Molloy says that he carted a certain quantity of cement from Marrickville that would settle the 
doubt? Yes; he would know a great deal better than I do. In going into the matter we found that 
many items of the cartage account fitted in, so to speak, with the invoices. I believe Mr. Christie has a 
copy of Molloy’s cartage account. 19288
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G. J. Henty. 

259epM896.
19288. I would like you to read the summary of cement deliveries which you prepared with Mr. Christie 
last night ? Tes ; it is as follows :—

North Shore— 
Definite..., 
Probable..

4,200
100

------  4,300

MwrricJcville—
Definite.................................................................................................................................. 7,367
Probable.......................................................................... ...................................................... 128

7,495
Probable returned................................................................................................................. 832

-------- 6,663

Annandate, Leichhardt, and Rozelle—
Annandale...........................................   5,924
Leichhardt and Eozelle......................................................................................................... 595

-------- 6,519

Waverley—
Definite .........   100
Probable ............................................................................................................................... 150

............... ........... 250
Sundries—

Drummoyne ........................................................................................................................ 24
G-arson Bros........................................................................................................................... 150
Hot traced ........................................................................................................................... 64

. '   238

17,970

19289. Mr. Christie’s statement then varies very little from yours ? The chief difference is in respect of 
the 832 casks and the item of 66 casks.
19290. It only varies in respect to the delivery in those cases ? Tes.
19291. Not in the totals? No; the totals cannot be wrong, because our ledgers show them, and the 
hooks cannot lie.
19292. There is no doubt, for instance, about the delivery of the 6,519 casks to Annandale, Leichhardt, 
and Eozelle? No, there is no doubt in my mind about that.
19293. What date is given in your return as regards the 832 casks ? 150 on 25th July, 1894, 98 on 27th
August, 1894, and 584 on 7th September, 1894. Those are all stated as “ ex Talavera.”
19294. What is the date of the first delivery to Annandale ? 10th September, 1895, 800 casks.
19295. Among your accounts against Carter & Co. there is a return of 2,000 casks, 7id. being charged for 
loss on resale;—can you explain that? It is not a return ; it has never been delivered. There were 2,000 
casks of cement that came in to us if my memory serves me right, and instead of delivering to Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. we cancelled the sale and charged them the difference between our selling price to them 
and the then market price.
L9296. Do you recollect the date upon which the contract was made for that supply? No.
19297. Had it been any length of time in hand? That I could not say.
19298. The quantity is not exactly 2,000; it is 1,925, is it not ? There is an item of 1,000 casks, the date of 
which is 29th November, 1892. Then there is an item of 925 casks also under date 29th November, 1892. 
Those are the two credit notes.
19299. Was that cement tested in the stores, or was it sent to the job and tested ? I cannot say.
19300. On what date was it invoiced ? On 24th October, 1892.
19301. Do you remember where it was delivered to? I should not like to say for certain. It was 
invoiced on 24th October, 1892, and it was credited on 29th November, 1892. As to the delivery, it 
does not appear to have been traced. It was simply debited and credited.
19302. What is the loss with which yon charged the contractors on both of these items ;—what did you 
charge in the case of the 1,000 casks ? I have only a total credit—£31 5s. Speaking from memory, I 
think the charge was 7^d.
19303. Do you recollect what the charge was in the case of the 925 ? We debited them at 10s. 10|d., 
and we credited them at 10s. 3d.
19304. That would be 7£d. for the 1,925 casks ? It looks like it.
19305. Hr. Gummowd\ Were the 1,925 casks included in the return you gave to Mr. Christie? No ; 
one item has cancelled the other.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—
J. Davis. 19306. Mr. Smith.'] With reference to this matter of the new general conditionsyou stated in your 

«w!Q^f~iaQR ev'flence the other day that the new general conditions were approved on the 4th February, 1894 ? Tes. 
ep ■’ 19307. That was when formal Ministerial approval was received for the whole lot of them ? Tes.

19308. But you have searched the minutes of the Board and have ascertained upon what date this 
particular clause relating to retention money—I mean the payment clause—was passed by the Board ? 
Tes ; on 28th December, 1891, as far as can be gathered from the minutes.
19309. And after that, in anticipation of the final approval, that clause was acted upon ? Tes.
19310. The minute of Mr. Hickson’s, to which you referred the other day, afforded only one instance, 
among many others, in which the operation of that clause was anticipated ? Tes.

19311.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. 629

19311. You have prepared a report as to the cement ? Yes ; I have made a memo, showing briefly the 
way in which I regard the question of cement, as it has been put before this Commisssion, in connection 
with the quantity which would be used in the works. It is as follows :— .25Sept.,1896.

Referring to the evidence given by Mr. Christie as to the amount of cement purchased between the 1st January,
1892, and 30th June, 1896, wherein he states that the contractors have purchased for Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a,
13,431 casks, and assuming this to be approximately correct, I have made the following calculations, based upon the 
data attached hereto, viz. :—

Sandstone concrete—1 cask of cement makes 27 cubic feet of material in place.
Bluestone ,, ,, 22 „ ,, .
Brickwork in 1 ring—Mortar, 10 per cent, of bulk—1 cask of cement makes 8§ cubic feet mortar.

„ 2 rings— „ 15 „ „ „ „
Cement facings, § inch thick—1 cask of cement makes 8f cubic feet of material in place.

J. Davis.

Material. Unit. Quantity paid 
for. Constant. Casks. Total.

Contract No. 69—
Sandstone concrete................................................... Cubic yds... 1,031 1- 00 1,031Bluestone concrete................................................... 4,844 1- 23 5,958Brickwork, 1 ring ................................ .................. 480 0-311 ' 149
Brickwork, 2 rings..................................................
Cement facing..........................................................

Contract No. 79—

Square yds.
1,441 0-467 672

10,683 0-054 577
8,387

Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 1,872 1-00 1,872
Bluestone ,, ................................................... 1,724 1-23 2,120 ,
Brickwork, 1 ring ....................................... .......... 522 0-311 162
Cement facing.......................................................... Square yds. 9,034 0-054 488

4,642Contract No. 79a—
Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 717 1-00 717Bluestone ,, ............................................... 1,290 1-23 1,587Brickwork, 1 ring ........................................... .

Square yds.
302 0-311 94

Cement facing......................................................... 3,317 0-054 179
2,577

The total, therefore, based upon the above, would be 15,606 casks for the three contracts.
I have also taken the inspector’s daily returns for the same contracts, and find that the number of casks returned 

used was as follows;—
Inspector’s Returns.

Contract No, 69 ........................................ 7,965i casks.
„ No. 79 .......................................  5,3844 „
,, No. 79a.......................................  2,269 ,,

15,619

These returns, however, for the reasons already given in evidonoe, cannot be relied upon absolutely, but should be 
within about 5 per cent, of the quantity actually used.

If the quantity in stock on Contract 72 only on the 1st January, 1892 (which may be ascertained frpm the claim 
already referred to in the evidence, page 256, in respect to Contract No. 72) be taken into consideration and then be 
added to the quantity given by Mr. Christie, say 2,200 casks, the total quantity used in the three contracts under review 
would be as follows :—

Quantity certified to by Mr. Christie .................................................................... 13,432
Add from stock from Contract No. 72..................................................................... 2,200

Total ................................. ........................................... 15,632

Mr. Burcombe, in his evidence, page 488, question 14,238, states that he carted over 2,000 casks of cement from 
Contract No. 72 to Contract No. 79.

It will further be seen by Mr. Boys’ report of the 19th November, 1891, and my minute thereon, that on that date 
the contractors had an excess of 2,000 casks on the job.

Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 19 November, 1891.
_ _ Storage of Cement, Contract No. 72.

J. Davis, Esq., Supervising Engineer.
Sir,

Messrs. Carter & Co. have informed me that they have stored 2,000 B. barrels of cement on the Munui-street to 
Shea s Creek contract, and require it to be tested. This quantity is in excess of the amount required to finish ae present 
work, and I have refused to bring the samples. Yours, &c ,

J. W. BOYS.

91(2799
S

. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage -*reh,
Sydney, 19 Nover l er, 1891.

Contract No. 72.—Stormwater Channel from Munni-street to Shea’s Creek.

Contractors ask that 2,000 casks of cement be tested, which will not be required on work at present sanctioned.
^ The contractors, I understand, have delivered 2,000 casks of cement on the Shea’s Creek work more than will be 

required to finish the concrete and rendering to its junction with Macdonaldtown Channel, and they are asking for this to- 
be tested. It appears to me that, if we tested this cement, it might be used by the contractors against the department in 
connection with the claim they have made for part of the channel being cut out of their contract, and I should like, before 
doing anything in the matter, the instructions of the Engineer-in-Chief. •
Mr. Bagge. ------— j. DAVIS.

For the consideration of the Engineer-in-Chiof.—C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 19/11(91. The total extra required is 
£9,000.—R.H., 20/11(91. Submitted.—J.B., 25/11/91. ^
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J. Davis. As there is considerable doubt as to the quantity of cement delivered upon any particular work, and lest there
should be some question as to the quantity of cement in stock on Messrs. Garter & Co.’s contracts, on the 1st January, 
1892, I have prepared a statement of the quantity of cement which I calculate should have been used on the whole of the 
contracts let to Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co., based upon the previous data :—

Material. Unit. Quantity paid 
for. Constant. Casks. Total.

Contract No. 53—
Sandstone concrete................................................. Cubic yds.. 922 1-00 922
Bluestone concrete................................................... 1,393 1-23 1,713Brickwork, 1 ring ................................................... 224 0-311 70
Brickwork, 2 rings.................................................. >>

Square yds.
259 0-467 121

Cement facing.......................................................... 5,139 0-054 277
3,103Contract No. 56—

Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 346 1-00 346
Bluestone concrete................................................... 756 1-23 929
Brickwork, 1 ring ................................................... 111 0-311 34
Brickwork, 2 rings.................................................. 298 0-467 139
Cement facing.......................................................... Square yds. 3,598 0-054 194

1,642
Contract No. 60—

Bluestone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 293 1-23 360
Sandstone concrete.................................................. 83 1-00 8
Cement facing..... .................................................... Square yds. 695 0-054 37

405
Contract No. 61—

Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 79 1-00 79
Bluestone concrete................................................... 516 1-23 634
Cement facing.......................................................... Square yds. 1,223 0-054 66

Contract No 65—
779

Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 1,135 1-00 1,135
Bluestone concrete.................................................. 2,385 1-23 2,933
Brickwork, 1 ring ................................................... 307 0-311 95
Brickwork, 2 rings ................................................. JJ

Square yds.
778 0-467 364

Cement facing.......................................................... 10,198 0-054 550
5,077Contract No. 69—

As before ................................................................. 8,387
Contract No. 72—

Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 8,372 1-00 8,372
Bluestone concrete........................... ...................... .....

Brickwork, Icing .................................................. Cubic yds... 32 0-311 10
Brickwork, 2 rings..................................................
Cement facing......................................................... Square yds. 12,324 0-054 666

9,048
Contract No. 77— ’

Sandstone concrete.................................................. Cubic yds... 1,388 1-00 1,388
Bluestone concrete.................................................. 146 1-80 263
Compo....................................................................... J i 576 2 00 1,152

2,803
Contract No. 79—

4,642

Contract No. 79a—
2,577

Contract No. 118—
Sandstone concrete................................ .................. Cubic yds... 5,400 1-000 5,400
Rendering.......................... ...................................... Square yds. 16,200 0 054 874
Brickwork, 1 ring ................................................. Cubic yds... 9 0-311 3

6,277

44,740

The Inspectors’ returns, in so far as they are available, and when not available, adopting the 
quantity for the same contracts, give 44,630 casks, as follows :—

Casks.

foregoing calculated

Contract No. 53........................................   3,103'!
Do 56............................................................................................. 1,607*
Do 60............................................................................................ 404*
Do 61............................................................................................ 771i:
Do 65............................................................................................. 5,132
Do 69............................................................................................. 7,9654
Do 72............................................................................................. 9,422“
Do 77................................................. .......................................... 2,940
Do 79............................................................................................ 5,3844
Do 79a ............. .......................................................................... 2,269
Do 118..................................... .....................................................  5,632

Total..................... ............................. 44,630
J. DAVIS, 25/9/ 6.

19312. In regard to the supervision of the three contracts which have been specially referred to by Mr. 
Parkes in connection with the question of the shortage of cement—I mean Contracts 69, 79, and 79a— 
you have had prepared a list showing who were the engineers and inspectors engaged upon those contracts? 
Tes.

19313.
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19313. The list shows the dates of the appointments, and for how long they were held ? Tes; as far as 
it is possible to ascertain the dates from the books. The list is as follows :—

Sewerage Construction Branch.—Officers employed on Contracts Nos. 69, 79, and 79a.

J. Davis. 
25Sept^l896.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Name. Position.

Millner . 
Gibbs .... 
Tudgay . 
Husband 
Eyre ....

Resident Engineer
J >

Inspector
J5

When engaged.

Contract No. 69.
..................... From commencement to April, 1895,

■..................... ,, April, 1§95, to completion.

Boys .....
W eedon..
Fowle.....
Parsons ..
Wagg.....
Lougheed
Harris.....
Eyre .....
Reid .....
Vincent ..

Boys .... 
Weedon . 
Cook .... 
Fowle .... 
Andrews 
Broom . 
Board ....
Eyre __
Parsons . 
Inwood .

Resident Engineer
J J

Inspector ..............

Contract No. 79.
.......... ..........  From beginning to end.
..................... Relieved Mr. Boys once or twice.
..................... January, 1893.

February, 1894.

.................................................. November 18th, 1893 (started).
................................................................................... >} H is

Resident Engineer

} »
Inspector

Contract No. 79a.
.......................  From commencement to March, 1895.
...................... ,, March, 1895, to April, 1895.
....................... ,, April, 1895, to end.
..................... January, 1895.
...................... October, 1895.

January, 1896.

October, 1894. 
January, 1895.

19314. Tou have every confidence in the officers whose names appear in that list ? Tes.
19315. And you have every reason to believe that the utmost care was taken in the supervision of these 
three contracts P I am satisfied that that was the case.
1931G. I suppose this particular question as to the quantity of cement which is used, is one to which great 
attention is paid P I think it is evident from the information which I have just given—namely, that we 
are able to look back for six years and say precisely to pretty well half a cask what cement has been used— 
if allowance be made for the difficulty in collecting the information for the returns—I think that shows 
pretty clearly that we have exercised considerable care, not only as regards the quality of the cement 
used, but also as to the quantity used. The facts which I have just read out tally with what has occurred 
upon other contracts which have not been let to these contractors.
19317. Mr. Gummow.~\ Did you obtain the same particulars with regard to other contracts? Tes.
19318. Have you any particulars, for instance, as to the contracts of Mr. M‘Sweeney, Mr. Carson, Mr. 
Ahearne, Mr. Gilliver, and Messrs. Phillips and Rhodes—can you give me any particulars at all in the 
case of those contracts ? I could not give you them all, but I can give you some. Take Mr. G-illiver’s 
contract for instance. There has been a correct tally kept in the case of his work at Coogee, and also at 
Parramatta. In the Coogee work a cask of cement made in sandstone concrete 28f cubic feet, and in the 
Parramatta contract 26-j cubic feet. I should explain that in the Parramatta contract rather a different 
material was used; I believe it was pebbles, not sandstone. There were the same proportions, but the 
difference in material would make a slight difference. I know that in the case of Mr. M‘Sweeney’s 
Contract 62, a very similar contract to those carried out by Carter, Gummow, & Co., and Carter & Co., 
the amount being £60,000, and 17,000 casks of cement being used, the cement came to precisely the 
quantity upon which I have based my calculation. ^
19319. In making up the details of these calculations, do you find that the batches vary very much ? 
Considerably. It depends entirely upon the kind of work you are carrying out as to what a cask of 
cement will make. In some instances a cask of cement made more than I have put down, but I have tried 
to arrive at a basis which can be relied upon—which we can stand by.
19320. Can you say how far a batch has gone ? To over 30 feet.
19321. How do you explain that ? "Well, Carter & Co.’s, and Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works have been 
partly tunnels and partly storm-water channels ; and in that context it is necessary to bear in mind that 
in the case of storm-water channels a cask of cement will make less than in tunnels, in consequence of 
the concrete having to be put into the tunnels in a horizontal position. If you take a storm-water 
channel you will probably get from 26 to 27 cubic feet to a cask in sandstone concrete. If you take a 
tunnel it will go over 30 feet. Por that reason and the other reasons I have given I have taken 27 feet, 
so that we may be able to stand by the estimate.
19322. Tour estimate that a cask of cement will go from 27 feet up to 30 feet applies to other con
tractors ? Tes. '
19323. The varying conditions of the metal make a great difference ? They make all the difference. 
19324. To say nothing of the dampness and position of the concrete r Tes ; there are so many things to 
be taken into consideration. Tou may make half a dozen batches of concrete and you will find they will 
all vary one from the other. Suppose you start upon a heap of metal, and you make your first gauge 
from the tail end, you get all the large stone; that would not make so much as it will make when you get 
into the heart of the metal and put the smaller stuff into the box with the larger stone. Tou will find 
that when you get into the heart of the metal it will make from 15 to 20 per cent, more concrete per cask 
than your first gauging.

140—4 L 19325.
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J. Davis. 19325. Ton state that you cannot get within from 15 to 20 per cent., having regard to the varying condi- 
^ ' tions, of the exact quantity which a batch will make ? I am perfectly satisfied that you cannot.

25Sept.,1896. 29326. Mr. Parkes^ When did you start making this comparison between the cement delivered and the 
cement put into the work ;—when did you make these tests ? I have made no tests. I heard that one 
was made. I believe that Carter, G-ummow, & Co. made one in the presence of one of our inspectors. I 
believe that a cask of cement made 29 feet in the case of sandstone concrete, but I have made no tests 
myself. . .
19327. Did the inspector upon McSweeney’s job not make a test ? I know nothing of it.
19328. Did he not make a test ? I do not know. I know that I have made none myself. I should 
regard tests in a matter of this sort as utterly ridiculous. _ _
19329. Did you ever make any calculations of this kind before this Commission sat ? Tes ; when I had 
immediate charge of work. I was then on the works constantly, and I always kept a check of the 
quantity of cement used for my own information.
19330. On the basis you have given ? Tes. I repeat that the quantity made depends very much upon 
the conditions and circumstances under which you use the concrete.
19331. Did you keep the tally you have spoken of on a basis of this sort—that a cask of cement would 
make 27 feet in the case of sandstone, and 22 feet in the case of bluestone concrete ? Drom my experience 
I consider that I have estimated the quantity very low, taking all things into consideration.
19332. As to the minutes relating to Contract 72, and the quantity of cement which was supposed to be 
there, have you the original minutes ? I believe they are in my room, but I am not sure. There are no 
other minutes besides those which I have read, except that Mr. Hickson has written two or three words 
which do not appear to have any connection with the matter.
19333. There is a minute also by Mr. Bagge and several others. In the absence of the original, will you 
accept Mr. Christie’s copy as correct ? Tes. _ .
19334. Did you make up your returns in respect of Contracts 69, 79, and 79a from the material in the 
final vouchers ? Tes. _
19335. Did you take cognisance of the cement rendering ? Tes.
19336. That is in your list ? Tes.
19337. Sis Honor.'] The specimen of the concrete which has been exhibited to the Commission,_ and which 
was taken from the Alexandria contract, I understand you to say is a good average sample of bluestone 
concrete ? Tes. In some cases the stone would be a little finer than that—in fact, I believe it was so on 
that job. I think one witness said that it was. I remember at the time the work was constructed that 
stone was being got from Emu Plains, and was crushed at Hewtown. It was particularly fine. This is 
rather a coarse sample. _ . .
19338. Would this particular piece of concrete be rammed more lightly than usual on account of its being 
put on to a bad bottom? No ; I think that is a fair sample of the ramming it gets. It is very difficult 
to ram concrete at all if you make it wet, because the moment you begin to ram the water comes to the 
surface and you have to stop. ... . „
19339. If you look at this sample with a glass you will see that it is like a sponge ; it appears to be full 
of air hubbies ? That is the case with all concrete, and it must necessarily be so on account of the super
abundance of water you have to put into it. This takes up a certain amount of space, and when it 
evaporates holes are left. _ .
19340. Are not these small holes to be accounted for by the air ? No ; by the water, I think. It requires 
very little water to crystallise cement—not more than one-half of what you would put into concrete. _ 
19341. At any rate something, whether it be water or air, finally causes the concrete to take the form of a 
sponge ? That is so. , .
19342. And the varying quantity of that would determine the varying bulk—that is where the variation 
would probably come in ? It might come in in that sense, but it will come in more especially in connection 
with the size of the stone. ' .
19343. A good deal depends upon the pressure which can be put on, and the extent to which the compo. can 
be squeezed in between the stones effectively—upon the pressure put upon every part of the compo. ? Tes. 
19344. Tou would not have actual cavities, but in different pieces of concrete you would have varying 
sizes of bubbles? Tes. If you put in concrete dry it is very difficult to get the compo. distributed, and 
you will find a patch of compo. with very few stones in it, and another patch where there is very little 
compo., and where it is very nearly all stone. That is the case in the packing over the arch of tunnels, where 
you cannot put in a large quantity of water; if you did, when the centres were struck the water would 
run out of the concrete, and would wash out the joints of the brickwork. Consequently the concrete 
has to be put in dry. That being so, the concrete over the arch of tunnels would not be so solid as 
elsewhere.
19345. It would be very spongy ? Yery spongy indeed.. . .
19346. Have you examined compo. to ascertain whether it contains scarcely-perceptible bubbles ? Compo., 
where the minimum quantity of water is put in, can be made practically solid. There will be few, if any, 
small bubbles. But compo. made of the consistency in which it is used by bricklayers and plasterers 
would almost always contain a greater or less number of small bubbles.
19347. What is the case with 3 to 1 compo. ? I made an experiment, if it can be called an experiment, 
which did not quite tally with our experience. I found from that experiment that 13 feet of sand and a 
cask of cement could be rammed without much trouble to 111 feet, so that the 13 feet of sand, plus the
4-i- feet of cement, came down to 111 feet.
19348. But experience brings the matter back to what you said—that it is to a great extent the 
mechanical action of the stone in the concrete which prevents you from bringing it down to the condition 
to which compo. is brought ? Tes, that is so. '
19349. Mr. Smith.] The clause relating to payment was clause 23 in the old conditions, and it is now 30 ? 
It would appear from the minutes of the Board of Reference of the 21st September, 1891, that the Board 
proceeded with the further revision of the draft general conditions. Clauses 16 to 23 were dealt with 
according to the minutes, and the Board then adjourned. On 28th September, 1891, the next meeting of 
the Board, there is this entry“ General conditions of contracts. The Board then proceeded with the 
revision of the draft general conditions. Clauses 24 to the end were dealt with, and the order of the 
clauses rearranged.” The Secretary was directed to have the corrections made, and submit a revised 
copy at a future meeting. 19350.
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19350. Sis Sonor^\ Have you found the meeting at which the revised copy was submitted? The next J- Davis, 
entry in the minute-book referring to the matter is under date of 11th November, 1891, and is as ' 
follows:—“General Conditions of Contract. Messrs. Barling and Harley were authorised to finally25®ePt-’1896' 
revise the draft clauses which had been prepared, and thereafter submit them for the consideration of the 
Crown Solicitor for his advice.” The matter would then probably go to the Crown Solicitor. I have 
endeavoured to ascertain this morning, as far as I could, when it was that the new general conditions 
were first incorporated in the sewerage contracts. I find that some five or six months before the Minister 
approved of the general conditions as a whole they were being used.
19351. Mr. Smith.~\ Here is the tender of one Blair, dated 9th May, 1893, in the Roads and Bridges 
Branch. The contract appears to contain clause 30 of the general conditions ? Tes ; the new general 
conditions were attached to that contract. The reason that they were not incorporated in the sewerage 
contracts sooner than they were was simply that the sewerage works were suspended. The first contract 
in which the new general conditions appeared would be about October, 1893,1 think, so far as those 
works were concerned.
19352. So that although in sewerage contracts the payment clause appears to be No. 18, it is quite clear 
that Clause 23, mentioned in the Board’s minutes of September, refers to the payment clause, that being 
the number used in the Harbours and Rivers, Military Works, Railway Construction, and Water Supply 
and Sewerage contracts ? Tes ; at the time the Board of Reference took this work in hand every branch 
was using its own general conditions. The object, as I understand from the Minister’s minute, was that 
one set of general conditions should be used throughout the Department.
19353. Mr. Parkes. \ Are the minutes you have quoted entered up in a new book, or is that the book
which has been used right through ? This book is the one which has been used by the Board of Reference
from 2nd February, 1891. That was the first meeting of the Board of Reference after its constitution by
Mr. Bruce Smith’s minute. •
19354. To what date does that run ? The last entry in this book is under date of 10th May, 1895.
There is another book in use now.

Henry Johnston sworn and examined:—
19355. Mr. Par]ces.\ What are you ? Foreman for John Molloy, carter. H. Johnston.
19356. Do you yourself cart, or do you supervise the carting? I supervise the carting and the men. /——\ 
19357. Do you keep complete records of the places to and from which you cart? The clerk in the oifice 25Sept.,1896. 
does that. I do all the outside work.
19358. On 10th July, 1894, some cement was carted from Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works to MTlwraith’s 
wharf—practically back to Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s ? To MTlwraith’s wharf.
19359. Back to Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s ? To MTlwraith’s wharf, on account of Parbury, Henty, & Co.
19360. Do you recollect how many casks there were ? I could not say from memory. It is a good 
while back.
19361. Tou have your books with you ? Tes.
19362. Tou could tell us from them, could you not? There is this entry:—-“66, Carter, Marrickville,
10th July, to MTlwraith’s wharf.” Then on the 11th there is also f‘40, Carter”; on the 13th again 
“ 44 and again on 4th August, “ 62, Carter & Co.” That does not state Marrickville, but the others do.
19363. Was that last number not carted from Marrickville ? I could not say for certain. It might 
have been that the cement was going from Marrickville. Probably it would be.
19364. The accounts would show where it was carried from ? They would give you no more information 
than I have already given you. It would be the same as is contained in this book.
19365. But would they not show the places to and from which the cement was carted ? No.
19366. Will you read the particulars of the accounts ? Sixty-six on the 10th, Carter & Co., Marrickville, 
to MTlwraith’s Wharf; on the lith, 40 ; on the 13th, 44.
19367. Look at the account from 4th August to 8th August ? That is 62, Carter & Co. to North Coast
Company ; 24, Carter & Co. to Hogg & Co.; 12, Carter & Co., Railway—that would be Darling Harbour.
The entry shows you, as you see, where the cement went to, but it doe's not say where it came from.
19368. Between 6th and 21st September there were fifty casks—where was that carted from ? I cannot say.
19369. What about the 442 casks ? That was carted to MTlwraith’s wharf.
19370. Where was it carted from ? It simply says, “ Carter & Co.”
19371. But where was it from ? It does not state.
19372. The charge was 5d ? Tes. ' .
19373. And the charge on 10th July was also 5d. ? Tes.
19374. Would not that lead you to suppose where the cement on the latter date came from? There 
were different contracts going on, and I cannot say positively where it did come from.
19375. At that particular time were you carting from any other place beside Marrickville? Not 
backwards.
19376. But for Carter & Co. I mean ? I was not doing it for Carter & Co.
19377. Not for Parbury, Henty, & Co. ? No ; I do not think I was carting for them from any other 
place.
19378._ Did you cart from any other contract of Carter & Co.’s but Marrickville at that time ? No ; I do 
not think so. I think that was the job from which we were carting at that time, but I cannot be sure.
19379. That is the only contract from which you were carting at that time ? I think so.
19380. Have you in your employ any of the men who carted any of this cement ? I could not say, 
speaking from memory.
19381. Do the entries to which I have referred you make a total of 832 casks ? I could not say ; I have
not made it up. -
19382. The list of figures I hand you tallies with your books, and is correct ? Tes ; it makes 832.
19383. It was all carted pretty close to one date ;—that is, between July and September ? Tes. '
.19384. And it could not have been carted from any other place but Marrickville ? It might have been.
19385. But you were not carting from any other place but Marrickville at that time, were you ? Not 
backwards.
19386-7. Mr. Gummow.] How many of the casks to which you have referred can you say definitely from

your
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H. Johnston. y0ur Looks came from Marrickville ? The sixty-six, the forty, and the forty-four, under the dates 10th, 
11th, and 13th, July, respectively.

25 Sept.,1896,19388. So that there are 600 odd out of the 832 concerning which you cannot say definitely where they 
were carted from ? No.
19389. Did you tell anyone that they came from Marrickville? I told Mr. Christie that they might have 
come from Marrickville. .
19390. But you did not say definitely that they did ? No.
19391. Tour hooks do not show it definitely ? No.

Charles James Henty recalled and further examined :—
C. J. Henty. 19392. Sis Sonor.'] Tou wish to make a statement ? Tes ; there would appear to be a mistake of 150 

\ casks in the total of 832, according to the books which have been produced. There are 150 casks which 
25Sept.,1896. Molloy says definitely came from Marrickville. I think it is only right to say, in fairness to Mr. Holden, 

who made out these particulars, and I think Mr. Christie will bear me out in what I am saying, that, the 
“ Talavera ” being at MTlwraith’s wharf, we sent him down to the wharf to make inquiries about these 
returns. I do not think he made inquiries of Molloy as to the returns.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—
J. Carter. 19393. Mr. Gummow.] Tou heard Mr. Davis’ evidence this morning as to the cement on the general 

contracts that you have had from 1890 ? Tes.
25Sept.,1896.19394. Have you interested yourself in finding out from your bank pass-books how much cement you 

think you have had during that time;—what do you consider that you have had ? About 48,000 casks is 
our number.
19395. Delivered generally all over your works ? Tes.
19396. Sis Sonor.] Within what time ? From the inception of our business up to the 30th June, 1896. 
That would apply to Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co.
19397. Mr. Davis.] Tour calculation covers the same term as does my statement ? Tes.
19398. That would be from the 1st January, 1890, to the 30th June, 1896 ? Tes.
19399. Mr. Gummow^] That is the cement which has been used on your Government contracts ? Tes. 
19400. There are some exceptions, are there not—there is some cement, for instance, which you sold;—■ 
do you remember that ? Tes, we sold to several persons.
19401. Do you remember any instances ? We sold some to Danaher & Co., railway contractors, also to 
Flood and Butherford, Wilmot and Morgan, and Gummow and Gillan.
19402. Where did you get those particulars from ? From our bank pass-books.
19403. Do you know anything about the cartage from one contract to another as a general thing ? Tes ; 
I have already stated that it is a common practice with our firm to cart cement in large quantities from one 
contract to another simply for the expeditious carrying out of the work. It very often happens that, 
through the failure to pass of a parcel of cement which has been stored on one contract, we have carted 
large quantities of cement from other contracts which we have had in hand in order to keep that particular 
contract going. It is a very risky matter when you have an open channel, such as a stormwater channel, 
to leave it standing waiting for cement to pass. We have always found that it has paid us better to cart 
cement to the job, irrespective of the cost, from the nearest available store.
19404. Have you ever heard, in connection with your contracts, of the men waiting on material, as it is 
called—that is to say, if they did not see a sufScient quantity of material on the ground they would not 
push on very hard, would they ? Quite so. If there is a big stock of cement, for instance, the men work 
away energetically. If they find that the supply is from hand to mouth, they naturally slacken up. It 

■ is always to our advantage, therefore, to beep a good stock in hand. The men, naturally, do not like to 
be stood off for two or three days waiting for cement.

Frank Moorhouse Gummow sworn and examined :—
F. M. 19405. Mr. Andrews^ Tou are a Civil Engineer ? Tes.

Gummow. 19406. Tou are a C.E. of the Melbourne University ? Tes.
^—n 19407. That was the highest degree in engineering conferred by the University ? Tes ; it was. 

25Sept.,1896. 19408. Have you had any practical experience as a Civil Engineer ? Tes; it is thirteen years since I passed.
19409. Have there been any Government contracts in New South Wales with which you have been con
nected as an engineer, apart from the contracts of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes; I was on contract No. 7, 
the Bondi sewer. That was for £186,000, I think. I was 21 when I went to that work. They paid 
me £520 a year.
19410. When did you first have any connection with the Government as a contractor ? Either in 1886 
or 1887—I am not quite sure of the year. I first tendered for a work with Mr. Rochester, at Belmore 
Park. I never had anything to do with the contract, because I retired from it before it commenced. 
19411. What was the next contract you had ? The Hyde Park sewer. Then we had the excavation of 
the Potts’ Hill reservoir. We also did the sewer down Castlereagh-street to Macquarie-street, and the 
sewer through Camperdown, and also at Potts’ Point. *
19412. As to the Potts’ Hill reservoir, had the contractors anything to do with the concrete at the bottom 
of that? Nothing w'hatever.
19413. So that Mr. Parkes was in error when he stated that the concrete which your firm put into the 
bottom of the Potts’ Hill reservoir was defective. Tou will see his statement on page 32 of Sansard of 
the present session ? We did not put any bottom in the Potts’ Hill reservoir at all.
19414. It was not put in by reason of defective work ? No; we merely did the excavation for the 
contract.
19415. Mr. Parhes.] And the embankment ? Tes.
19416. Mr. Andrews.] What was your first connection with the firm of Carter & Co. ? In the Adelaide 

‘ contract, in August, 1892. . 19417.
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19417. Tou'sent in a joint protest with Carter & Co. as to the acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender. M. 
for Contract 79 ? Tes. (Vide Appendix No. 70.) Gummow.
19418. Will you explain why you did that? G-ummow and Gillan, a separate firm from Carter & Co., 
tendered for Contract 56 at Woolloomooloo. Bond and Hudson were the lowest tenderers, and Gummow ^ ’’ '
and Gillan were the second. Bond and Hudson were much lower than Gummow and Gillan in their 
tendering. Bor some reason they refused to take up the work ; and fresh tenders were called, Carter & Co. 
finally getting the work, and Gummow and Gillan running second again ; we felt very sore, the whole of 
our prices having been exposed, at the idea of the Government not giving us a chance to take up the 
contract when Bond and Hudson threw it up. When 79 was tendered for Carter & Co. were second to 
Bond & Hudson. Mr. Carter came to me, and he said “ Tou were very sore over not getting that contract 
at Woolloomooloo. , Will you join us in writing a letter of protest in connection with Contract 79.” I 
said I certainly would, and that I did not think it right that men should put in tenders, throw them up, 
and then probably exercise some influence to get back their preliminary deposit. I told him I was quite 
prepared to join him in writing a letter pointing to that effect, and suggesting either that that practice 
should be stopped, or that a stop should be put to the practice of showing everyone's prices, that not 
being fair play. We therefore signed a letter of protest. I think I wrote it.
19419. Hp to that time neither you nor Mr. Gillan had had any connection with Carter & Co. ? Ho ; as 
far as Contract 79 ivas concerned it made no difference whether Carter & Co. or any other firm got 
it; but wre felt sore at the idea of Bond and Hudson, who had upset us on a previous occasion, acting as 
they were doing, and that was really the reason.
19420. When you obtained the Adelaide contract you undertook the personal supervision of it? Tes : 
with Mr Gillan.
19421. And from that date up to eighteen months ago you exercised no personal supervision in respect of 
any contracts in Hew South Wales ? Ho, none.
19422. What was the first Hew South Wales contract in which you were interested as a member of the 
firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? The Marrickville contract—Ho. 69.
19423. Did you prepare the estimate or tender ? Ho.
19424. Was it ever submitted to you in detail before it was sent in? Ho ; I never saw it before it went 
in. A week or so afterwards Mr. Snodgrass sent me down a copy of the tender, but I did not know about 
the prices, or indeed anything about it, before it went in. "
19425. Between the time of the tenders going in and the present time, you have had an opportunity to 
look through the schedule ? Tes. I have looked through the items.
19426. Ris Ronord] Do you consider the schedule a risky one in respect to some of the items ? Ho, not 
as a contract. I presume you mean by a risky tender a tender where there would be a chance of loss ?
19427. 1 mean a gambling one ? It is speculative as to how much profit we should make. Ho one could 
tell when we put in the tender what amount of profit we should make out of it. -
19428. Mr. Andrews.] Is not that the case in all tenders ? Certainly.
19429. Ris Honor. Only this tender was exceptionally speculative in regard to some of its items? I 
cannot say that, except in regard to one item, it was very speculative. The item as to bluestone pitchers 
is speculative, but there is no risk attached to that.
19480. Mr. Andrews.] What I wish you to explain is this—there are a number of items in the schedule 
which are apparently absurd for instance, there are subducts, Id., timbering at Id.;—there are various 
items of that kind, and I vrant you to explain how it is that, in your opinion, these items are not absurd ?
Take the first four items they are all put dowui at one price. They relate to open trenches. In respect 
of those items there is possibly a risk, on paper ; but as we had all the borings and brickholes in the 
vicinity to go by, it wras plain to anyone putting in a tender that the ratio of quantities could not be very 
much astray, and e\en if you did strike more rock than was anticipated, the difference in price between 
the rock and the soft ground is not a very large item in 2,000 or 3,000 yards. As to item Ho. 5, it must 
be taken in conjunction with item Ho. 21 and item 32. These three items depend one upon the other, 
because, in a large tunnel like this, if it is in soft ground it needs timbering, and if you put the timber in 
you cannot take it out. H is probable that in making up the price of Ho. 5 the cost of the timber 
was put on to the excavation price and kept off item 21. Then again item 32 can be done cheaply because 
you have a large body of concrete to put in in a large excavation. It is probable then that the price of 
bluestone concrete in item 32 was kept down, and an extra profit put on to item Ho. 5. As to 
item Ho. 6, our experience as contractors has told us that the department do not go in for guttering and 
gadding if they can get the work done in any other way, and unless there are very strong reasons for doing 
if by guttering and gadding. Item 7 is avoided on account of the extra cost of supervision—at least that 
has been our experience. Item Ho. 8 is the usual way of carrying out the work. The same reasoning 
applies to items 9, 10, and 11, as applies to 6, 7, and 8. And again with regard to the whole of the items 
9, 10, and 11, disputes often arise between the department and contractors as to what is rock and what is 
not rock. It is a difficult question to settle, and if possible we endeavoured to keep our prices the same 
for soft as for hard, in order to avoid any unpleasantness. As to items 12, 13, 14, and 15, there is no 
doubt that the person who made'up the tender considered that these quantities were excessive, and how 
the Government arrived at them we do not know. It is plain to see from the plan that they were 
excessive ; and the prices were kept very Iowl If the shafts had been made very large then the cost of 
excavating would be greatly decreased per cubic yard, and there is nothing to show that they would have 
been greatly increased. Undoubtedly the prices have been kept down on account of the excessive 
quantities shown. As to item Ho. 16, from the price put in no doubt Mr. Snodgrass must have 
anticipated an increase in the quantity over and above that shown. In this matter the department 
cannot assist you in any way. You cannot be absolutely sure of your figures. It would depend upon 
what the ground is when you opened it up how the quantities turned out. Tou can only judge it 
from local experience. I do not know whether His Honor would like me to go through the whole 
schedule.
19431. Ris Ronor.] Take the items to which you wish specially to call attention? As to items 17, 18, 
and 19, the same reasoning applies to them as applies to items 12 to 15. Item 21 depends upon item 5.’
If item 5 is greatly enlarged item 21 has to be enlarged. There is no doubt there was a great deal more 
of item Ho. 5 than was anticipated by the department. If item Ho. 5 had been greatly reduced -there 
would have been very little of item 21. Item 21 depends absolutely upon item 5. As to the subducts,

items
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items 23 to 27, you cannot have those items used unless the items 5 to 11 are used, or unless some of 
those items are used. The use of subducts depends upon the excavation, and the price of our excavation 
for subducts would more than compensate for the cost of the excavation and the cost of the subducts, so 

25Sept.,1896. that if the whole contract from end to end had had subducts in it we should have made, rather than lost, 
money upon that item. Item No. 32, bluestone concrete, is below the Government estimate, but it is a 
good deal above the real cost. Then, again, you cannot have an increase in the bluestone concrete unless 
you have an increase of excavation. Therefore the prices which have been put in for excavation have to 
he considered. Cement facing is put down at a high price. Looking at the plan, and judging from what 
Mr. Snodgrass informed me, he anticipated there would be an increase of cement rendering. Our 
experience had been that sewers are rendered all round. The plans for Contract 69 showed rendering up 
to the springing only, or at any rate the cement rendering would be brought higher up the sides, even if 
it were not brought right round, so that it was anticipated that this would be probably an increased 
quantity from our previous experience of works. The question of bluestone pitchers was undoubtedly a 
mistake in the department, and from what I can learn and see Mr. Snodgrass took advantage of it. He knew 
that there must be 12 yards of pitchers, and that, according to the plans, there must be considerably 
more. As to item 43, the removal of material, our experience has shown that we can get a great deal of 
it carted away for nothing. The Government do not require it, or have not required it, upon a number 
of contracts. The price is put down low because it often costs very little to get it removed. Councils 
and other bodies are always very glad to get it. Item 44 is seldom used. That is why a low price is 
probably put down there. In looking through the schedule, it is apparent that the bulk of the profit has 
been put on to the excavation, the cement rendering, and the pitchers, so that items 46 to 85 were put in 
at the cost price which was charged us by Mort’s Dock Co. These items represent about £10,000. That 
would be the amount charged by Mort’s Dock Co. to us, and we put all that in for the £10,000. There 
is no profit there. There is actually a loss for fixing. I think that is all which it is necessary for me to 
say as to the schedule.
19432. Now, bearing that explanation in mind, do you, as a civil engineer, think that the Government 
would have been justified in refusing to accept that tender simply by reason of the charge for bluestone 
pitchers ? Certainly not. .
19433. If you were in private practice, would you recommend a client to reject it by reason of such a 
charge ? No. If I made up a specification and schedule I would stand by it. It is handed to the con
tractor to put in his prices against the quantities, which are probably correct, as far as you know, at the 
time. If a contractor takes to speculation, that is his risk. He may make an error, and may have to pay 
for it instead of making any gain. In tendering for work about which I do not know as much as 1 do of 
sewerage work, I tender, as a rule, at a fair cost and profit on each item. I do not know sufficient of the 
work, and the probabilities of the carrying out of the work, to take to speculation. In sewerage works, 
however, Mr. Snodgrass and I had more experience than had anyone else in the Colony, and we took to 
speculation.

' 19434. Could any information given by any officer in the department have helped Mr. Snodgrass in any 
way in the making out of the tender ? Certainly not.
19435. Would it be of any assistance to contractors, under any circumstances, to get information from 

. any officer in the department? That is rather a general question. I do not know of any case where any 
benefit could arise. The plans and schedules are made in the office by the office hands, and the work is 
carried out under different circumstances. Tou do not know who will be the supervising engineer before 
your tender goes in. Tou do not know also what inspectors you are going to get. Some engineers have 
great ideas of brickwork, and others again are great believers in concrete. One man will say one-ring 
work is good enough where another will require two-ring work. There are all those questions to be con
sidered, but they do not come in when you are putting in your tender.
19436. So that any information which you might receive from an officer of the department you do not 
think would help you in the putting in of your tender ? No ; we pride ourselves that we know more 
than do the Government officers when we are going to tender.
19437. Had you any connection with Contract 79a—the North Shore Extension? Not as far as the 
Government were concerned, but I had privately. It was an extension of Carter & Co.’s Contract 79, 
and I had nothing to do with that. When Carter & Co. got the contract, however, they handed it over 
to Carter, Gummow, & Co. to work, and take the risk or profit, whatever it might be. Personally I had 
nothing to do with it, but I was a shareholder as far as the commercial world was concerned.
19438. Tou consider that the contractors are the persons only who sign the tender ? Tes; I have 
always been led to believe that by the department. I have had experience as an engineer on contracts, 
and I have been told by Government officers that they could put me off in twenty-four hours if they 
liked—that I was nobody as far as they were concerned—that they could shift anybody—that they dealt 
only with those who had the contract, and that they recognised no one behind the scenes.
19439. Did you make up the estimate for Contract 77 ? With Mr. Snodgrass, yes. I ought to explain 
that there were seventeen main arches. I took the cost of four as my data, and when I found that they 
practically agreed day by day I did not bother any more. I thought I could tell from that what the cost 
of the other thirteen were.
19440. .HYs Honor.1 Tou assumed that the cost of the four would give you a fair average ? Tes. I 
ought also to explain that the men were working eight and a-half hours a day and saving their Saturday, 
The arches at White’s Creek are a little bit smaller in width, there being a smaller-sized sewer there, 
than are the arches at Johnstone’s Creek. The quantity of 1,325 yards is not the whole total of the 

.concrete and compo., but the estimate which I made as to the four arches at White’s Creek. That would 
make a small difference. There may be 25 or 30 yards of concrete more than I have considered in my 
calculation. As to the blacksmith’s work, it is almost impossible to get that item exactly, because the 
blacksmith is engaged in sharpening tools, drills, picks, and that sort of thing, as well as doing other work. 
He also has two men to assist him.
19441. Mr. Andrews.~] When were the figures upon which your calculation is founded taken by you ? At 
the time the work was going on.
19442. How long ago was it ? In February or March.
19443. Before this Commission was granted ? Tes.
19444. And it was taken really for your own information ? Tes.
19445. tinder the departmental and Monier designs ? Tes.

P. M.
Gummow.

19446.
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19446. You have been in charge of that contract from the start? I have been on it. My position was F. M.
this : Mr. Snodgrass had charge of 77 up to the end of last year. My connection has been more in the «°™mow.
nature of a consulting engineer giving any assistance I could and attending to Adelaide affairs. Mine has 2SSe t 1896 
been a roving commission. Mr. .Forrest has since been in charge of the contract, and I have assisted him • p ‘ 
and consulted him in any matter in which he had need of my advice.
19447. Did you, for your own information, during the progress of the work, check the cost of the Monier 
portion of it ? Yes.
19448. Will you tell us what you make the actual cost of the Monier work to be per yard ? What I did 
was this : when an arch was to be turned, I would be there all day to see how long the men worked. I 
knew what the men were getting, and how many cubic yards there were in the arch, and, knowing that, I 
was able to get at the cost of an arch. The same applies to the jack arches.' I used to watch them, and 
if I were not there during the whole time myself, I asked Mr. Forrest to make a note of the time the men 
were employed. I did not keep an exact cost of the work from day to day, but I wanted to know how 
things were going, and what the work was actually costing a yard.
19449. The result of your checking was what ? I have made up a statement; it is as follows :—

Contract No 77.—Monier Structure
Concrete and Compo.—

17 main arches at 24*'5 cb. yds. = 416'5 cb. yds. at 4/3 ...............................
1 man at 9/- = 9/-
X „ 8/6 = 8/6 
4 men at 8/- = 32/
7 „ 7/- = 49/-

. £4/18/6 for 8 hours a day ;
„ 8i „ = £5/4/8;

or, per cb. yd. = — 4/3.

25 sets spandrils and piers at 13*33 cb. yds. = 333*3 cb. yds. at 4/4 .................. ......................................... 72 4 4
1 man at 9/- = 9/
1 „ 8/6 = 8/6
2 men at 8/- = 16/
3 „ 7/- - 21/- ‘ '

£2/14/6 for 8 hours a day ;
„ 81 „ =£2/17/11;

or, per cb. yd. = £2l17/n = 4/4.
1 J 13-33 1

25 lengths of main carrier at 20'5 eb. yds. = 512'5 cb. yds., at 5/7 ........................................................... 143 1 5
1 man at 9/- = 9/
1 „ 8/6 = 8/6
4 „ 81- = 32/
7 „ 7/- = 49/
1 horse at 9/- = 9/-

£ s. d 
88 10 0

£5/7/6 at 8 hours a day;
„ 8i- „ = £5/14/2;

or, per cb. yd. = = 5/7. .

25 lengths of cover plates at 2'5 cb. yds. = 62'5 cb. yds. at 13/10................................;............................. 43 4 7
1 man at 9/
1 „ 8/6 .
1 ,, 81
1 „ 71-

£1/12/6 at 8 hours a day;
„ 8i „ = £1/14/6;

or, per eb. yd. = = 13/10. ,
- 2*5

To put on 25 lengths of cover plates, at 2'5 cubic yards = 62'5 cubic yards, at 41/5 =............................. 129 8 6
1 man, at 9/- for 3 days = 27/
1 „ 8/6 „ = 25/6
1 „ 8/- „ = 24/
1 „ 7/- „ = 21/-

. £4/17/6 at 8 hours a day;
„ 81 „ =£5/3/7;

Or per cubic yard = = 41/5.
2*5

' Total, 1.325, cubic yards, at 476 8 10
Or per cubic yard = g47.6/?'10 = 7/2.

1,325 /

Per Arch—Ironwork. *
Main Arch—

2 men to tie, at 8/- = 16/
2 „ to put on, at 8/- = 16/-

£1/12/- for 8 hours a day:
,,81 „ ‘ = £1/14/-

Jach Arches—
Same number of men and time as main arch = £1/14/-

Main
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F. M.
Gummow. j

25Se^l896.

Main Carrier—
2 men 3 days, at 8/- = £2 8/- for 8 hours a day ;

„ 8| „ = £2/11/
Blacksmith = £2/16/

——- 8 15 0

60-83 cubic yards in one complete arch, centre to centre pier, or per cubic yard - — 2/10 J.

Tiiriber—
Six spandril and jack arch timbers—

2 men at 10/-, for2J days = £2 10 0
1 man at 8/- „ =10 0

At 8 hours a day...... £3 10 0
At 8| „ ...... 3 14 4i

Bemoving above—
2 men at 10/- = £1 0 0
1 man at 8/- =080

For Shours aday...£l 8 0
For 8| „ 19 9,

£

1

Main carrier casing—
2 men at 10/-, for 7 days =£700
1 man at 8/- „ = 2 16 0

At 8 hours a day.......... £9 16 0
At8£ .................... 10 8 3

Bemoving carrier casing—
2 men at 10/-, for 1$ days = £1 10 0 
1 man at 8/- „ = 0 12 0

At 8 hours a day..........  £2 2 0
At 8* „ ..........£2 4 7i

Main arch, trestle, lagging, side-boarding—
1 man at 9/-, for 21- days = £126
1 „ 8/6, „ =113
4 men at 8„ =400
7 „ 7/-, „ =626

At 8 hours a day......  £12 6 3
0 15 6

At 81 hours a day ... £13 1 9.......

Taking down centering of main arch—
ItnanatO/- =£090 
1 ,,8/6=086 
4 men at 8/- = 1 12 0
7 „ 7/- = 2 9 0

At 8 hours a day ... £4 18 6 
At8i „ ... £5 4 8.........

Taking down and removing scaffolding—
1 man at 9/- = £0 9 0
1 „ 8/6= 0 8 6 
4 men at 8/- = 1 12 0
2 „ 7/- = 0 14 0

At 8 hours a day ... £3 3 6
At 8* „ ... £3 7 5} .............................

Item of timber spread over 17 sets of arches—
17 X £39 10s. lOld. = £672 4 10
or per cubic yard......  = —-—i-i? = 10/2.

F ^ 1325

Cost of Compo—
1 cubic yard of sand on works = £0 7 0
2 casks of cement ,, at 11s. = 12 0

£19 0
Cost of 1 cubic yard of compo .......

Cost of Bluestone Concrete—-
10 cubic leet of bluestone on works ................. . = 4/
6 „ sand „ .....................  = 1/9
1 cask of cement „ .....................  = 11/-

Cost of 15 cubic feet of bluestone concrete ... = 16/9 
Cost of 1 cubic yard of bluestone concrete ....

Average............................................

Ironwork—
44 tons of rod-iron of -J" and J" diameter and channel iron, at £10

or per cubic yard = -£440
1325 = 6/7}.

10

2

13

5

3

1

1
1

440

s. d. 
14 44

9 9

8 3

4 7i

1 9

4 8

7 5i

9 0

10 2 
9 10

0 0

Plant—
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Plant—
Half Talue of two sheds, estimated at £100 ........................................

„ office „ £100 ........................................
,, tools „ £100 ........................................

Barrows, &c., worn out........................................................................
Services of 1 watchman, 52 weeks at £1 16s.........................................
Half value of 2,000 lineal feet of water-pipe, at 2d. per foot ............
Cost of water at Id. per cubic yard of structure on 1,325 cubic yards

£ s.
50 O
50 0
50 020 0
93 12
16 13
5 10

d. S’. M.0 Gummow.
0 258^1896. 

0 
0 
4

or per cubic yard = £285 15s. 9d. 
1325 = 4/3J. £285 15 9

Cost of Timber—
Trestles, centres of main arches, boxes of small piers, centres of

inside of carrier, gangway staging, &c...................................
Value on completion ........................................ ...........................

jack arches, carrier, ribs and laggings
600 0 0 
50 O 0

Or per cubic yard : £550 0 0 . 
1325 ' 8151

Cost of Expansion Joints —
Material and labour in putting in place

Or per cubic yard = £50 0. 0 
1325

£550 0 0

50 0 0
= -/9.

Cost of Supervision—
Assuming that the aqueduct will take twelve months to build, and allowing £300 per annum for salary 

of an engineer, the cost per cubic yard would be—
£300 0 0 

1325 = 4/6.

Summary per cubic yard.
Compo. and concrete.......................................................................
Labour in putting in compo. and concrete .............................................
Labour in fixing iron............................................................................
Timber.............................................................................. ...............
Labour for fixing timber ................................................................... ’
Expansion joints......................................................................... *
Supervision............................................................... . .............
Plant................................. ....................

Cost of compo. and concrete 
Cost of iron ........................ .

Note.—Nothing allowed for profit, guarantee, &c.

1 9 10
, 0 7 20 2 10i
, 0 8 3i0 10 2
, 0 0 9
, 0 4 60 4 3f

£3 7 10f

3 7 10£-0 6 7J

£3 14

MONDAY, 28 SEPTEMBER, 1896. '
, . Frank Moorhouse Gummow recalled and further examined :—

19450. Mr. Andrews.] Do you remember how much timber was used for the centerings during the con- F. M. 
struction of the aqueduct at Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek ? I think I have put an amount in for Gummow. 
that m my estimate. . ^
19451. For how many centres ? Four. 28 Sept., 1896.
icmro' Tvjre there during the whole of the time the arches were being turned? Yes.
X. 4od. Did you use sandstone from the crusher, for the concrete .or compo. in connection with the 
thTcrusher11 ^°ntract ' ^° ; we usec* ^orth Shore quarry sand throughout for that—no sand from

19454. No sand whatever from the crusher was used on that job ? No.
u°U rred SnnT ^P111 thc crusher where ? On the storm-water channel—Contract 118. '

1945b. Jits Honor.] Is the sand from the quarry, which you refer to, sand-which would come from stone 
broken in quarrying, or what sand do you refer to ? It is soft sandstone. It is blown down, and in 
ailing it is broken up into sand. What is not broken up in that way is broken by boys with a hammer.

The sand is sieved, and would then he sent over to our works.
1 ^at 77ld h0i f-^m the ^ ? Tes ; from the Gas Worbs’ yard at North Shore.
nf rliffL f ®ave J011 bad any practical experience in regard to sand ? I have had experience
ot different kinds of sandstone spreading over the last thirteen years. r
19459. Do you consider the sand from North Shore of first-class quality ? Undoubtedly. In order that 
we mig t arrive at a decision as to the best sand to use we made a number of tests. The sand was put 
through theGo7e™ment testing machine to arrive at the best sand for compression, and, in every cas7 it 
was shown that the North Shore quarry sand was the best. These tests were made from briquettes or 
-K-ouvv n7de UP ^0r us.‘ wanfed to be satisfied that wre were getting the best sand, 
ie nrHpSU“Wper an”-to the best material possible ? Undoubtedly. With regard to the cement,
we ordered Germania for the first work until we were satisfied that “ Hemoor,” another German brand 
was equally good and we afterwards used “ Hemoor ” and “ Condor.” It was proved from tests, that we 
made ourselves, that.they were splendid cements. ^
iptnthlMoM™ scheme ?W0YesderS ^ 77~°ne Up0n ^ dePartmental sc^me, and the other

Certainly.1'^ ^ ^ ^ dePartmental scbeme.
scheme^NoTnoneS^011 ^ ^ ^ °f refUSinS t0 Carry °Ut the works uPon the departmental 

140—4 M *
19464.
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F. M. 19464. Do you consider that it would have been injurious to you, as a firm, to refuse to carry out the 
U^^)W' work wlien you bad once obtained it by open tender ? I do, most certainly.

28Sept. 1896. -^° you know Thomas Williams, the contractor? Tes.
’ 19466. Have you had many conversations with him during the last few years ? Yery few daring the last

four years. Probably three or four at the most.
19467. Did you, at any time, tell him that had the Department asked you to carry out 77 upon the 
Departmental design, you would not have done it? Ho ; certainly not. I am not in the habit ot telling 
Williams, or other contractors, my business.
19468. Did you ever tell him anything which, to your mind, would bear the construction which he 
apparently placed upon something you said ? Ho; nothing. I have heard of this matter before, and I 
have read the report of his evidence. The only way in which I can account for the matter arising in his 
mind is this—that it is his habit, in talking, to put questions and at the same time to suggest the answers. 
That is the only way in which I can account for his arriving at such a conclusion. It is his natural way 
of talking. In putting his question, he will suggest his own idea as to what the answer should be.
19469. If Williams stated that a conversation to that effect took place near the stone-crusher, and that 
Mr. Marr, a traveller for Scrutton, was there at the time, would that be true ;—do you remember any 
conversation with Williams at any time when Mr. Marr was standing near ? I remember talking to 
Williams on an occasion when both he and Marr were at the crusher.
19470. Tou have no doubt that he is in error in stating that you then told him that your firm would not 
go on with the contract on the Departmental scheme, if called upon to do so ? I am absolutely sure upon 
that point. I remember the conversation, but I said nothing of that kind. In making up our estimate 
for the Glovernment design, the prices put in were cost prices. Our idea was to get as low as possible in 
our tender for the Government design, so that, if we were called upon to go on with it, we could just carry 
it out without losing any money. We considered that, if we were not the lowest tenderers for the 
Government design, the Tender Board might not look at our tender upon the Monier design.
19471. So you are sure that you could have carried out the departmental design at the price at which you 

_ tendered ? Undoubtedly we could.
19472. Although you might not have a profit ? Quite so.
19473. Tou were prepared to give your time rather than have your reputation as contractors affected by 
your throwing up the contract? Certainly.
19474. Tou were also in charge of Contract 118 ? I was generally supervising it.
19475. The unemployed cut a drain so as to take the water away from part of that contract ? Tes. 
19476. Will you explain to the Commission why the Department cut that drain ? Mr. Snodgrass 
mentioned to me, in the first instance, that we were getting swamped out through the Harbours and 
Kivers Branch pumping water and sand on to the site of our works, and he suggested to Mr. Carter and 
myself that we should see the Department, and get them to make an outlet for the water. Mr. Carter, 
I believe, saw Mr. Hickson. I met Mr. Hickson, Mr. Davis, and Mr. Carter, on the site of the works. 
They walked over the works, and Mr. Hickson said, “ Well, you will have to make the floodgates and fix 
them, and we will cut the drain necessary to drain off the water.
19477. Was that a risk which you consider you were bound to take under your contract? Certainly not; 
the risk we took was the risk from natural floods or natural drainage, not water which other persons 
might choose to put on to the ground. It can be seen now what the use of the channel is; it is an 
absolute necessity for the drainage of the place.
19478. Do you consider it probable that any contractor when tendering would put a price in his tender 
for the cutting of a drain ? Ho ; I do not see how he could anticipate such a thing when there was a 
large natural creek there.
19479. Was the work which was done by the Harbours and Elvers Branch at Eozelle Bay commenced at 
the time tenders were put in ? I believe it had been commenced ; but it had not interfered with the 
natural channel.
19480. These two contracts were the only ones over which you had any personal or direct supervision? 
Tes; they are the only ones I dealt with here. I am supervising the outfall contract at Horth Sydney 
at the present time.
19481. As far as you know, was there any defective work done upon either of these two contracts ? Ho. 
19482. As far as you know, was there any defective work done upon any contract carried out by the firm ? 
Hot as far as I know.
19483. Has it been your desire as one of the members of the firm always to carry out your contracts 
faithfully—as well as they could possibly be carried out? Tes. That can be easily proved by the 
Government officers. I might say this—that Mr. Davis and other officers of the Department, when I have 
given my word that certain things should be done to satisfy the Department, have regarded my word as 
being as good as if the thing had been in writing. They have said so to my face.
19484. Have not all the other members of the firm agreed with you in that mode of proceeding ? Tes. 
We have never had any difficulty in that way. If it were necessary for a thing to be done, we have 
always agreed to do it, and have done it.
19485. As to young Mr. Hickson, do you wish to add anything to your former evidence upon that branch 
of the inquiry ? I do not know what further I can say.
19486. That is to say, there was at no time any serious intention of making him a partner ? Ho, never. 
19487. While he was engaged by the firm in Adelaide, and also at Johnstone’s Creek, he had to perform 
regular and proper duties ? Tes.
19488. His position was not a sinecure ? Ho.
19489. Have the Department, from your point of view, made any concessions whatever to your firm ? 
Hone whatever. They have always fought their side, and we have fought ours. Sometimes we have won, 
and sometimes they have won ; but they have made us no concessions—in fact, it has always been a case 
of dragging all we could out of them.
19490. Has Mr. Davis been particularly lenient to you ? Ho, he has been rather the opposite. He has 
been the most severe of them.
19491. Is it the practice in South Australia to allow advances to contractors on material ? Tes.
19492. Is that provided for in their conditions ? Tes.
19493. Have you had experience in any of the other colonies—in Victoria for instance ? Hot in the 
carrying out of works. 19494.
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19494. You do not know whether it is the practice in that colony to make advances on material ? No. F- M. 
19495. Do you know whether it has been the practice in this Colony ? I might say, in regard to Victoria, Gummow. 
where I have tendered—and I think I am right in saying so—that their conditions provide for an advance 
on material. I never got a contract there, and I cannot be positive on the point; but I think I am right '
in saying so. '
19496. Do you know whether it is the practice of the Department here to make advances on material to 
other contractors ? I have heard so ; I do not know it of'my own absolute knowledge.
19497. You have been told so by other contractors ? Yes.
19498. You have read Mr. Christie’s evidence and report as to the financial position of the firm of Carter,
Gummow, & Co. ? I have seen some of it. I think I have read it through pretty well.
19499. Are you satisfied from your own investigation that the firm has always been in a sound financial 
position ? Absolutely. That statement of Mr. Christie’s deals only with some of our liabilities. It does 
not seem to touch upon our assets at all. It is a statement only in part.
19500. What do you mean by that ? He does not seem to have entered into the matter suificiently to see 
what assets we had.

Mr. Parkes : There teas no intention as far as I am aware of proving that you were an unstable 
firm. The evidence was adduced only to show the reason that Mr. Weedon s money was paid 
into the firm's account.

, Mr. Andrews : The assumption was that the firm were icanting money, and it was pointed out that 
this varticular £2,000 came in very conveniently.

Mr. Parkes : It was intended to show, of course, that at that particular period the money came in 
very conveniently.

19501. Mr. Andrewsf\ Then I will put the matter in this way—Was it necessary at the time this £2,000 
was borrowed by Mr. Carter from Mr. Weedon that the firm should have the money ? I do not quite 
understand your question. '
19502. Mr. Parkes now says that the effect of Mr. Christie’s report is that the money was very convenient 
to the firm at that time ? Undoubtedly, at 6 per cent. It would be convenient to us to get more money 
on the same terms to-day or to-morrow ; but it was not absolutely necessary. We had a good credit 
balance in Adelaide, and, speaking personally, I could have put in between £2,000 and £3,000 of my owm 
money at that time, at a day’s notice, if it were wanted. In fact, I might go further, and say that I 
could have put in £5,000 without any security whatever on my own account. ■
19503. Do you know whether any other members of the firm could have helped financially ? I think Mr.
Gillan could, from what I have seen of his statements. I see he had a thousand pounds. I do not know 
about Mr. Porrest or Mr. Carter. All I want to show, as regards this £2,000, is that it was useful to get 
it at 6 per cent. ; but it is quite a mistake to say that it was absolutely necessary for the firm. Speaking 
personally, I could have provided it without any trouble, only 1 could do better than 6 pec cent, with the 
money I had got out.
19504. As far as you know, the firm had no dealing with Mr. Weedon in the matter at a!l P None. »
19505. It was a loan to Mr. Carter, and he subsequently paid it into the credit of the firm ? Yes.
19506. Have you anything to say as to Mr. Christie’s report, which appears upon page 433—I mean his 
memorandum No. 19, as to the financial position of Mr. Gillan and Mr. Forrest when they gave separate 
bonds in the penal sum of £6,000 each ? In the first place, I had nothing to do with Mr. Gillan’s or Mr.
Forrest’s signing those statutory declarations. I was away in Adelaide. As to Mr. Gillan’s declaration, I 
informed him that his interest as partner of Carter, Gummow, & Co.—that is, in the surplus assets of 
the firm—was £3,100.
19507. Is there anything more you wish to say as to that ? Of course, in the £3,100 there would be 
included his share in the house in the Ulawarra Hoad. That is the only freehold property he owns in 
connection with the firm, that I know of.
19508. There were some other matters, I believe, in Mr. Christie’s reports concerning which you wish to 
say something P Only this—that his reports to my mind are not final; they are only partial, and in some 
cases they may be said to be inaccurate. Take the case of his report upon page 383, paragraph (e), “ The 
Department’s estimate of quantities, taken from the schedule, is 12 square yards. Mr. Hickson’s minute 
practically authorises payment only for that quantity, which would have equalled a cost of £600.”
Mr. Hickson’s minute, from the way in which I read it, does not say any such thing. It provides for the 
payment of the quantities shown in the drawings. How Mr. Christie came to make that statement I do 
not know. Then again, on page 214, there is a memo. “ re the delivery of cement on Messrs. Carter 
& Co’s, and Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Go’s, contracts from 1st January, 1892, to 30th June, 1896.”
If you turn to page 587, you will find a list of cement “purchased and delivered at Contract 72 from the 
1st September, 1891, to 23rd June, 1892.” In this latter memo, you will see items of 967,' 994, 184, 
and 9 casks, under dates in 1892. In comparing the two reports you will see that there must be a misstate
ment in one or the other, because these items 967, 9.14, 184, and 9, were not included m Mr. Christie’s 
previous report.
19509. Mr. Parkes.] But the first memo, does not deal with Contract 72 at all, does it ? It says “ Memo. 
re the delivery of cement on Messrs. Carter & Co’s, and Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, contracts, from 
1st January, 1892, to 30th June, 1896.”
19510. But if you read the memorandum you will see that it eliminates Contract 72. It deals only with 
the North Shore contracts, with the Marrickville contract, and with the Annandale and Leichhardt 
Contract P No doubt the intention is to eliminate Contract 72, but it does not say so. The heading of 
the memorandum implies that it deals with the delivery of cement on all the contracts between the dates 
named. I mention the matter to show that Mr. Christie’s statements are only partial.
19511. But he completes the statement in his subsequent memorandum, does he not? I do not see 
where he says so.
19512. Does he not complete it by his memorandum with reference to the cement on Contract 72 ? That 
may be, but the first statement is only a partial statement.
19513. Mr. Andrews.] Are there any other inaccuracies or misstatements which you desire to point out in 
the reports of Mr. Christie ? I have not noticed any others. I have not read his evidence through, but, 
in glancing at it, I saw these apparent inaccuracies. •
19514. Do you know whether it is the practice of contractors to shift material from one job to another?

’ Yes;
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Cumnf' _ Yes; wherever it may be required. The idea is to always beep sufficient stock of material in hand upon 
a contract, so that the men may not think that they are working themselves out of a job.

28Sept.,1896 "Will you explain what you mean ? If they see that the work is likely to be stopped for three or
. ’ ' four days they steady down and sometimes put difficulties in the way. At all events, they do not work in

the same way in which they would work if they saw plenty of work in front of them. We always have 
that trouble to contend with upon our contracts.
19516. Has Dawson applied to you for employment since he finished the Yorth Shore job? Yes; he 
applied to me for work down at Johnstone’s Creek.
19517. JZis Honor.'] He got work there, did he not ? Yes. I spoke to the ganger, Bandeen, about the 
matter, and Daw'son afterwards got employment. I might explain this with regard to Dawson coming to 
me personally: He boarded at a boarding-house at Potts’ Hill where the partners of the firm used to get 
their luncheon. Dawson was always about the house in the luncheon hour, and, of course, from speaking 
to a man in that way, one would get to know him better than one would ordinarily do from seeing him 
upon contracts. I suppose that is how it is that Dawson came tome personally. He knew me personally, 
whereas I speak to very few of the men upon the contracts.
19518. Did you notice whether he was a skilled man at his work? He was a good man. He had to do 
shovelling into drays at Potts’ Hill. He was a very good worker. Some of the men were on piecework 
there, and he always earned good wages. At that time he was a blue-ribbon man, and he was steady at 
his work.
19519. Have there been times when he was not steady, or when he dropped the blue ribbon ? I have 
heard so. I have heard that he has dropped the blue ribbon, but I could not say positively. I always 
looked on him as a very good man myself. He w'orked for us in South Australia.
19520. What do you know about his finally leaving the firm;—I mean on the last occasion of your giving 
him any work ? On the occasion to which I have referred, when I got him work through Bandeen. I 
do not know when he left, but I believe it was when Contract 118 was completed.
19521. Tou did not see him again after the occasion to which you have referred ? Hot to speak to. 
19522. Mr. Andrews.] Would any information which you are likely to get in the office help you in making 
out your tenders ? Ho ; we could get nothing more than we could get from the contract drawings so far 
as that is concerned.
19523. Is it likely that any one officer of the Department could furnish you with details which would help 
you ? I do not know of a single point upon which he could assist us. The whole of the information is 
given on the plans. The bores are the only information which you may say are foreign to the drawings, 
and they are specially put in.
19524. Is there any other point upon which you have any statement to make concerning which I have not 
asked you a question ? I cannot think of anything else.
19525. Will you refer to Question 5033 in the evidence of Mr. Gilliver. He says that there was another 
instance in which Carter, Gummow, & Co. sent in a lump sum price, and that it was-on a job in which 
Gilliver and Curtis were the second tenderers. He said he thought it was Contract 107 ? He must refer' 
to the job running through Stanmore w'hich Mr. M‘Sweeny has. I do not know the number of it. We 
put in two prices as stated, one at schedule rates and the other a lump sum.

1 19526. Why did you do that? We were sore with the Department for altering the system of tendering
from the old system that was in use upon Contract 69, and we thought we would show the Tender Board 
that it tenders were called for in a lump sum instead of on the new system they could get their work 
done a good deal more cheaply. We put in tenders in the two ways really to see whether the Board 
would not alter the system of tendering. The present system does not suit us at all.
19527. The lump sum tender was the lowest? Tes.
19528. And it was rejected by the Department as not being in accordance with their regulations ? I do 
not know.
19529. At all events it was not accepted ? ISo ; as I say, we fought the Department. We did not work 
with them. We fought them all the time, and that was our object in putting in this tender. We wanted 
at that time to upset their system. '
19530. The rejection of your lump sum tender would show that the Government were not inclined to 
give you any concession except under very special circumstances such as existed in the case of Contract 77 ? 
They did not give us the contract, and I presume that what you say is the case.
19531. His Honor.] As an engineer, you might be able to say something concerning a point referred to 
in Mr. W. A. Smith’s report on the Monier culvert at Strathfield. He seems to say that the Bordenave or 
Sidero cement system had been known for forty years in Trance, and that it was practically identical with 
the Monier system. Have you gone iuto that question at all ? I have read of the Sidero system.
19532. What is it? I could obtain you the particulars easily enough ; but, speaking from memory, it is 
a system of using girders instead of iron bars. They depend more upon the iron than upon the cement 
mortar, the mortar being used merely as a stiffening body.
19533. Is it an analogous system to the Melan sysf em ? ’ I do not know that system at all.
19534. It is a system of small iron girders, at short intervals of about 3 feet, passing through from the 
intrados to the extrados of the curve or arch, only slightly covered for protection above and below with 
cement mortar, the iron being in T sections ? I have heard of the system. I have also read of the Sidero 
system. I should not like to express an opinion with regard to it; but I know that it differs from the 
Monier system.
19535. liadically ? Tes.
19536. It is only analogous in the embedding of the iron at certain intervals in cement mortar or strong 
concrete ? That is so.
19537. But it does not apparently study the peculiar principle of applying the tensional strength of the 
metal only where the tensional strains come in, does it ? Of course It does take up the tensional strains.
I believe it does act in that way.
19538. But only the tensional strains, without taking the metal into the compressive strains ? I should 
not like to express too strong an opinion upon that point. I have read of the system, but I would rather 
not go into the details. I know that it differs a good deal from the Monier system.
19539. I suppose you would define the Monier system as one in which the metal is applied in a very 
distributed form in such a way as to utilise merely its tensional strength, utilising in compression

members
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members tbe compressive strength of the cement mortar, or concrete ? Xes ; and also that the iron, in 
view of the cross-rods being used, distributes the pressure from one rod to another; which is not the case 
in the other systems. There is a distribution of the strains, and an elasticity is in consequence given to 
the system.
19540. It also specially utilises the tremendous adhesion between the metal and the compo. ? Un
doubtedly. •
19541. So as to distribute strains much more perfectly ? Yes.
19542. And prevent cracking ? Yes ; it relieves the particular point of stress.
19543. At any point of. stress the stress is distributed ? Yes ; it is a more elastic body. The better the 
pressure is distributed over it the less strain there is at the point of contact.
19544. And there is no doubt, in relation to Mr. Dean’s evidence, that if you were to build on the Monier 
system a plate without any curve and to use the metal near the soffit of the material, and if there were 
expansion of the material—that is, the cement mortar, or the concrete—the effect would be to do exactly 
what Mr. Dean says occurred in his opinion owing to contraction, that is, by curving the whole body 
upwards, to draw the ends away from the supports. It would put a camber on. The metal would not 
expand, whereas the cement mortar would expand? They expand and contract together.
19545. But I mean expansion in setting. If you had expansion in setting that would be the effect, would 
it not ? I have never seen any expansion in the work.
19546. You say that it does not occur ? Our experience is that it does not occur.
19547. Mr. Dean says that the drawing away from the girders or supports was due, in his opinion, to 
contraction after setting or to contraction in setting—contraction in the final setting ? Our experience 
is that the work does not show any contraction.
19548. You say that the body is always absolutely the same throughout after the first setting ? We 
have had experience of the work from January until now, and I believe there is no sign of any contrac
tion in the arches.
19549. But there is expansion, is there not, in the setting of the cement—for instance, plaster of Paris 
expands considerably in setting. Do not some of the cements do the same? We have not any way of 
proving that they do. We cannot see the expansion practically. '
19550. If the cement contains a little anhydrous lime it will expand in setting ? I have seen, in making 
tests, a little blistering or cambering.
19551. That would be from unequal expansion, not from contraction ? Yes. I have never seen it 
practically in the carrying out of work. All our cements are tested. They would not be passed if they 
did expand. '
19552. Once cement bodies have set, then, the only contraction and expansion would be due to changes of 
temperature ? Certainly. *
19553. Which is a small variation, the same as would take place in iron ? Yes.
19554. It differs so slightly that the elasticity of the body would compensate for the difference? Yes. 
19555. You have never seen any actual change in size in setting ? No; I have noticed in boxes sometimes 
that there has been a slight contraction away from the woodwork when the cement has set; but whether 
it is due to the wood’s contracting away from the concrete or not I could not say. I could not say whether 
it would be due to that, or whether to the cement.
19556. You have not measured for that? No; but I have noticed a slight division between the wood
work and the concrete.
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19557. At any rate you can say that the Sidero cement system, although analagous to the Monier system, 
differs from it in its main principle ? Yes.
19558. It could not be called an anticipation of the same system ? No. .
19559. Mi\ Andrews.] The arches at Johnstone’s and White’s Creeks are at present perfect as far as you 
can see ? Yes.
19560. If any witness has said that they are falling down he is making a mistake ? Yes.
.19561. JZis honor.] As to the test arches you made at Johnstone’s Creek, they are there now? Yes. 
19562. They were made with Nepean sand, were they not ? No, with North Shore sand.
19563. With hand-crushed sand ? Yes. ■
19564. You are sure of that? Yes; the sand came from North Shore. We took some of the mortar 
used in the construction of these arches and put it into boxes and made cubes of it. These cubes were 
brought to the Department so that we might see how the tests would come out. In one arch we used 
“ Hemoor ” cement, and in the other “Condor.” We wanted to see whether there was any difference 
between the theory and practice. The Department made tests of the cubes.
19565. In both instances North Shore sand was used? Yes, with different cements. The “ Condor ” 
cement was a brand which we did not know so much about as we did of the “ Hemoor,” and we wanted 
to be quite sure of it.
19566. I understand you to say that North Shore sand is the sand which you have been using throughout 
in these arches ? Yes, and also in the carrier.
19567. Mr. Andretcs.] In all the work which has to do with the Monier system? Yes. We got a little 
Balmain sand over to test it, but it did not go so high in the Government test as did'the North Shore 
sand. .
19568. Sis Honor.] You did not use it at all? A little was used in the piers to see how it would go. It 
is a good, white, quartz sand.
19569. Is it broken sandstone ? Yes. We made half-a-dozen tests of different sands. Prom the North 
Shore we got the white crushed sand and the yellow crushed sand. We did not like the look of tbe 
yellow sand as well as we did that of the white; so we tested it. We found that there was practically 
little difference in the two tests. Then we tried the Balmain sand—yellow and white. We also tried 
some white sand from Annandale, and we tried sand from the crusher. They were all tested with cement 
from the same cask. We found that the North Shore white sand was the best, and that the North Shore 
yellow sand was very close to it. 1 think the sand from the crusher came third, and that the Annandale 
sand was the poorest. We did not look round any further. We simply took the North Shore sand. 
19570. You thought you could not do better ? Yes, previous to that we made a test with Nepean sand. 
I wall not say that it was the best Nepean sand; but it turned out that the crushed sand was a good 
deal stronger. We did not take selected samples.. We merely'took samples from the heap delivered

to
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to us. We did this for our own information and not to pass any test for the Department or 
anyone else.
19571. Had you heard of the merits of the North Shore sand in other work, or how did you come across 

' it ? Mr. Carter could answer that question better than I could. He got the sand before I came back to 
Sydney.
19572. Mr. Carter.] Tou know, as a matter of fact, that we are always hunting about for sand—making 
experiments with it, and so on ? Tes.
19573. And that we got the North Shore sand in that way ? Presumably. "We always endeavoured to 
get the best material. We do not consider the price so much when we are getting a good article, and we 
will not be put upon by any persons who try to form rings against us.
19574. Mr. Davis.] Speaking of the Monier arches, it is a fact, is it not, that it would be very exceptional 
for the tension of the arches to be brought into play at all ? Very, with the load that is there.
19575. What would you say would be the advantage of the Monier system, taking the aqueducts at John
stone’s Creek and White’s Creek as an example ? The advantage of putting the iron in the arch is not 
that you anticipate putting the iron under tension, but you must allow for a certain factor of safety in 
your work. Tou want to make your arch as elastic as possible, to resist any changes in temperature. 
19576. Is it not a decided advantage to have an arch as elastic as a Monier arch would be, and is it not a 
special advantage which you claim for these arches at Johnstone’s Creek ? Undoubtedly. The material 
in these arches is of an improving nature rather than of a deteriorating nature. It varies from stone
work in that it is really strengthening day by day up to a certain period—that is, as far as we know. 
19577. What I want you to speak to is this: Supposing you took a concrete arch, with concrete 
spandrels and a concrete carrier, you would have, to all intents and purposes, a monolith ; and, if at any 
time expansion took place, there must of necessity, unless provision were made im the way of an expansion 
joint, be a crack occurring;—in the case of the Monier system would not the elasticity provide for a 
contingency of that kind ? Tes ; a solid concrete mass such as you speak of must necessarily act similarly 
to cast-iron. When it is cooling you will find that the thin part often contracts or cools more quickly 
than does the thick part, and, through that, a fracture occurs. That I consider is the weak point in 
making a body very thick in some places and very thin in others. These arches being almost of the same 
thickness throughout, and having the iron in them, form an elastic body which will give and take with the 
changes of temperature or with the load.
19578. Tou have there all the advantages of an elastic arch, with this addition—that you have a material 
specially favourable for compression ? Tes ; undoubtedly.
19579. And at the same time you have an enduring material which will continue to improve with age ? 
Tes. .
19580. Tou have spoken of the new system of tendering;—you said that, speaking for your firm, you 
were not particularly favourable to it ? We are the very opposite ; we are decidedly against it.
19581. Tou have had a good bit of experience in tendering, have you not ? Tes.
19582. Have you ever come across this system before ? I remember seeing it in connection with the 
water-pipes of the city and suburbs, under Mr. Trevor Jones, a good while back.
19583. Tou mean the water supply under the Water and (Sewerage Board? Tes; that is the only 
instance in which I have seen it.
19584. In the course of your evidence, I think you have said that a contractor having special experience 
in connection with any particular kind of work would have an advantage in preparing his tender over a 
man who had had no experience in that work ? Certainly.
19585. What would you say would be the effect of this new system, bearing that in mind, and taking your 
own firm as a firm which has bad special experience in tendering for sewerage work—would you compare 
favourably or otherwise with an inexperienced firm under the new system ? I think we compare unfavour
ably with an inexperienced firm.
19586. And under the old system you consider that you had an advantage over an inexperienced man ? 
Certainly. .
19587. Would you have very much, if any, advantage over an inexperienced man under the new7 system;— 
will you tell His Honor what has been the effect of the new system upon your firm—whether you have 
not been affected more than has any other firm of contractors by the adoption of the new system ? We 
consider that we have been the cause of the alteration. It may have been conceit on our part, but w'c 
considered that it was a blow at us particularly. No doubt our firm have taken every advantage of the 
old system of tendering, and we were able to do so from the experience we had of sewerage work. I might 
say that I have been doing sewerage work since 1883. I was engaged then upon the Bondi sewer. 
Mr. Snodgrass w7as upon an adjoining contract at the same time. There was no one in New South Wales 
who had such experience of the work as we had. We often at that time, as engineers, compared notes 
on the schedules, and when we took to contracting ourselves we studied the schedules very particularly. 
We always took out all our own quantities, and then compared them with the Government quantities, studying 
the likely points of increase or decrease. We then arranged our schedule in such a way that if there 
were any alteration at all—any deviation from the probable quantities—we should make by it, and if the 
probable quantities were adhered to we should not lose at all. There are so many items in the schedule 
which depend for their use one upon one another.
19588. An inexperienced man would not be able to do that, and to that extent he would be at a dis
advantage ? Unless he had experience he would not be able to take the chance of putting a big profit 
upon one item and perhaps cost price upon the next.
19589. Sis Sonor.] Gambling with the items, as it were ? It is not altogether gambling ; it is specu
lating.
19590. Mr. Davis.] The more the firm contracted the more experience it gained in this direction ? Tes ; 
the advantage we should have over a man who does not take out quantities is that we could really see 
what percentage we could take off or put on to each item, and then average it. If you do not take out 
quantities, that is not the case, and in tendering you would not know what you were doing.
19591. Supposing that in the new system the rates are so fixed that they correctly give the value of the 
work with a percentage for profit, it is a mere matter of arranging what profit you require and putting in 
your tender accordingly ? That is so.
19592. Sis Sonor.] If the engineer is right in his estimate the whole thing comes out satisfactorily to

‘ everyone;
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everyone ; but if he is rather high on one item and rather low in another in comparison with the actual
You have to take out the quantities very carefully

contracts there is in every contract plenty of room for

cost, the thing does not work well for anybody F 
and study what quantities are likely to be used.
1959d. It is an equation with a lot of unknown quantities ? Yes ; but your experience assists you to 
judge quantities fairly. I remember that in the case of the contract at Willoughby Bay there was one 
item which we considered was high priced, and that if we made any profits at all it would be on this 
particular item. On some of the other items we should lose, because we took 30 per cent, off the original 
schedule. A man who did not go into the quantities could not judge that from looking at the prices 
merely as set down.
19594. M.r. Davis.~\ In the case of the tunnel 
difference of opinion ? Undoubtedly.
19595. lhat is shown by the fact that we get tenders varying from sometimes (say) 0 to 25 per cent, 
below r Yes, they vary considerably. '
19596. Coming to Contract 77, did you assist in the preparation of the tender P Yes ; Mr. Snodgrass 
really prepared it. I went through it and approved of the items or altered them as the case might be. 
19597. What was the price you put down as the prime cost for the Monier Structure ? The Monier 

. mortar I put down at 70s.
19598. Can you tell His Honor what you estimated would be the prime cost of the work when you put 
m your tender for £15,500 ? The cost was about £14,700 as nearly as I can remember.
19599. Mis HonorThe cost to you ? Yes, including plant and supervision.
1q60°' ™r' I)avis^ So tllat I0" Put 011 a Profit of about £750? Yes, from that to £800.
19601. Isow that you have carried out the work are you confirmed in the opinion you had when you 'put 
m your tender, or otherwise ? The work is not completed yet, and it is difficult to say what the general 
contract will make, because, the two contracts, 77 and 118, have been worked pretty much together. We 
have had the same supervision for the two contracts, and the same yard expenses.

taking the price of the Monier structure per cubic yard, are vou confirmed in your opinion? 
The Monier structure itself is a little cheaper than I anticipated. I had 'already put in my estimate for 
that part of the work. It is a little cheaper than 70s., excluding the iron work.
19603. Ho you know enough of the affairs of Mr. GHllan and Mr. Forrest to say whether the declaration 
they made a.t the time Contract 77 was let to your firm was correct? No; I only speak with regard 
to their affairs in the firm. I do not know anything outside of that. I might further mention this— 
.that I was under the impression at that time that the house at Dulwich Hill was Mr. G-illan’s property. 
We had always looked upon it as his property.
19604. Apart from the fact of Mr. Grillan’s not having any freehold property, as turns out to be the case, 
he has an interest, I believe, in the Illawarra Hoad property. Do you think he was correct in saying that 
he was worth £6,000 ? Yes; from what I know of his affairs. I have looked through his statement. 
As to the £1,000 deposit, we borrowed £400 off him and I believe he has the rest of it. I gave him the 
information as to his interest in the firm being worth £3,100. He has a further sum of £1,000 in the 
farm m addition to his interest of £3,100, and I might mention how that arose. Mr. Gillan was my 
partner originally. 1 did not consider that he vras as advantageous to the firm as I was, and I thought he 
ought to put m a little more money, and he therefore put in the £1,000 actuallv on my behalf. I did 
not put m that amount but he put it in for me. . ”
19605. Mr. Parlces.~\ Then it absolutely belongs to you ? No ; he holds a promissory note for it from the

19606. But he bought an interest, as it were, in your superior value? He bought it, but I do not know 
wmether he has much security.
ivm Mr. Davis.-] The firm gets the use of the £1,000? Yes. It is Mr. G-illan’s property. He has 
put it into the firm on my behalf, but he bolds a promissory note for it.
19608. The firm gets the use of the £1,000 of Mr. Gillan, and he gets the use of your brains ? Yes.

¥iS I[onor^ When he goes out Mr. Gillan will take the £1,000 awav with him, I suppose? Yes. 
19610. In estimating the value of Mr. Gillan’s interest in the firm, you do not include that £1,000 ? No. 
It is really a debt ovung by the firm to him, but my share in the firm, instead of being £3,100, as Mr. 
Gillan s is, will be only £2,100, because I have not put in the extra £1,000 of capital.
19611 Which you would have put in if you had not got Mr. Gillan to put it in ? Yes. I might mention 
that when I was a partner of Mr. Gillan, Mr. Maddison, and Mr. Ewing, I never put a penny into the 

r,’v1 put m only brains. They found the capital, and before any profits were distributed they got
i. i--- -1 ’ 1 1 ’ 1 they had to put in all the
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firm. I put in only brains.
their capital back. We had a deed of partnership, which would show 
money necessary, and receive it back before profits were distributed.

It WaS a ioan without iaterest) as it were ? Fes. They had in the firm their £2,000 or £3,000, 
and that, at so much interest, made up for the difference in value of their supervision as compared with 
mme. We all drew the same salary. I suppose they liked to get some salary, for fear there would be 
no profits. As against that, they had to put in the capital.
19613. Mr. Davis.'] Did Mr. Hickson or I ever have any financial dealings with you or with any member 
ot your firm . Certainly not with me ; nor, as far as I know, with any member of the firm.
19614. Did we ever go into any “specs” together? No. There have never been any transactions 
between, us except m our relations as Grovernment officers and contractors.
19615. Mr. Parkes.~] Tenders have already been called by the department for a section of the Balmain 
sewer running beyond Mr. Gilliver’s contract, have they not? Yes. .
19616. You tendered for that work ? Yes. '
19617. You were the lowest tenderers ? Yes.
19618. Is not the specification entirely altered? I think not.

there n0t 0nly two classes °f excavation ? If you hand me the schedule I could tell you 
19620. Only two classes of material are mentioned—is not that so ? I cannot say without ' 
schedule. J
19621. Did you not make up the tender ? Yes.
19622. Then you must recollect what is in the schedule ? I prefer to see the schedule itself 
19623. Were not more numerous bores taken—were they not taken right through the strata to 
bottom ot the sewer ? They are not more numerous than usual, I think. In some parts none are shown 
at alL 19624.

seeing the

the
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Gummow 19624. But they go right to the bottom, do they not. There are complete borings ? The borings are 
. about the same as I have usually seen in sewer contracts. In places they arc below the invert of the

28 Sept.,1896. sewer> l111! would be in soft ground. It is usual to go through soft ground until rock is struck, or 
• until they get to the invert of the work. In some cases the bores may be a couple of feet below the

invert. In those cases probably the man who was boring would not know ithe exact depth of the invert. 
19625. His Honor.~] He would mean, I suppose, to stop at the invert ? Yes.
19626. Mr. Parkes.~\ As to Mr. Christie’s report re the delivery of cement—as a matter of fact the 
report upon page 294 deals only with the three contracts, 79, 79a, and 69 ? 1 believe so, from reading the 
bottom portion of the report.
19627. It was not complete, and that fact is shown on the face of the report, is it not ? The report to 
which I referred just now would lead one to suppose,.at a first glance, that it dealt with the delivery of 
cement upon the whole of the contracts.
19628. But the report to which 1 have referred you applies to only the three contracts I have named ? I 
presume that that was intended, but I do not think it is so stated.
19629. Further research would bring forth the report as to the cement delivered upon Contract 72 ? 
Undoubtedly. But, reading the first report as it stands, without reference to the second report, I should 
take it that the whole of the delivery amounted to 21,572 casks. •
19630 You will remember that we objected to putting in the total because our researches were not 
complete ? Mr. Christie did not make that statement to my knowledge.
19631. But that was the object apparently of deferring the complete report ? I do not know.
19632. Was there any cement delivered on to your job other than that disclosed in these purchases ? 
Taking Carter & Co.’s bank-book, I should say yes.
19633. Did you purchase from any persons other than those whose names have been disclosed ? I do not 
think so ; but, looking at the bank pass-books, I should say that a good deal more cement has been 
purchased from Henry Austin than is stated.
19634. But if Mr. Austin has submitted returns from his ledger they would not be incorrect, would they ? 
I do not say that the return is incorrect as far as it goes. My contention is that Mr. Christie’s report is 
only a partial report, and that Carter & Co. have paid to Henry Austin for more cement than is shown 
there. I think that is diclosed by the bank pass-books.
19635. Were they cash transactions ? They were paid by cheque.
19636. Did you never pay the firm in bills ? Yes.
19637. And those bills would become due six months after the purchase ? I could not say the date, but 
I am satisfied, from going through the bank-books and from speaking to Mr. Carter, that a great quantity 
of the cement charged in 1892 was delivered in 1892.
19638. But suppose the bank pass-books have been looked at, and that proper accounts have been made 
out; that the payments to Henry Austin & Co. are shown to be by P-H., the P.Ns. being at six months’ 
date—that would be for cement bought some time previously, would it not;—for instance, there are a 
series of P.Ns. totalling £3,850;—that would be for cement bought previous to 1892? It could be so. 
I do not know whether it is so or not. I think you will find that some cheques were paid a good 
deal later.
19639. His Honor.'] I understood that the list of purchases was taken to be correct ? As far as it goes. 
19640. I mean that it was taken to be an exhaustive list of purchases within the time to which it applies ? 
My contention is that there was a further quantity of cement bought during that time..
19641. I understand you to be referring to Contract 72. But upon Contract 72 there were, 1 understand, 
large transfers of cement to Contract 79 ? I know nothing of that matter. I had nothing to do with 
that contract.
19642. Mr. Parlces ] The accounts of Henry Austin & Co. disclose the fact that there were various large 
amounts paid by P.N.;—that would be for forward delivery of cement? Yes, but I think there were other 
deliveries besides those. 1 know what the P.Ns. are, and from those we can tell that a great deal of 
cement was delivered in 1892 that was paid for in 1892. Por instance, I see that on August 11th 409 
casks were delivered at Waverley,
19643. Mr. Davis.] What you complain of is that the cement said to have been delivered upon these 
three contracts is represented as being the whole of the cement purchased ? Yes ; and there is a later 
statement which appears upon page 587, from which it would appear that there were three more invoices 
applying to 1892.
19644. Those not being included in the first statement ? Quite so.
19645. Mr. Andrews.] Your complaint is that the first statement is misleading ? Yes; one of the 
statements must be wrong.
19646. Mr. Parlces?] Do you recollect anything about the delivery of cement on Contract 72 ? I know 
nothing about that.
19647. Were you not upon 72 ? No; I W'as not connected with 72 in any way.
19648. On May 21st, 1892, a certain amount of cement was delivered to Gummow & Gillan by Henry 
Austin & Co.;—that was paid for by Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s cheque, was it not? No.
19649. On April 30th, 1892, 619 casks were sent to Gummow & Gillan, and were paid for out of Carter 
& Co.’s account ? Yes.
19650. Were Carter & Co. and Gummow, Gillan, & Co. working together then? No; there was no 
connection. They were separate firms.
19651. Then w'hy should that cement be paid for by Carter & Co. ? I believe that Carter & Co. had a 
contract with Henry Austin & Co., and transferred this amount to Gummow and Gillan, Henry Austin & 
Co. holding Carter & Co. liable for the amount.
19652. Did you pay Carter & Co. ? I hope so.
19653. Do you recollect doing so ? I see there is a payment to Carter & Co. of £321 17s. 3d. under date 
of 3rd June. There had been a transfer in April of 619 casks to Gummow and Gillan. We appear to 
have paid Carter & Co. on 3rd June. Again, on 22nd August, there was a payment to Carter & Co. of 
£200 11s. 6d.

' 19654. Were you trading together after May, 1892 ? In about August, 1892.
19655. As to the letting of Contract 77, you were sent for specially to come across to make up the 
tender ? Yes.

19656.
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196.jG. When you came across, did you consult any officer of the department as to the prices ? No. 
19657-. Had you any communication at all with Mr. Hickson ? No.
19658. You never asked him whether you could put in the Monier tender or not r No.
19659. You never had auy words with him in any way on that subject ? No.
19660. Nor with any officer of the department apart from Mr. Baltzer ? No.
19661. What did Mr. Carter say to you when you came across, and when he asked you to make up the 
tenders ? I do not recollect what he said particularly. I remember going across to the North Shore 
office, and Mr. Snodgrass had there the plan and also his estimate. They asked me to look through it 
and see what I thought of it. That is what it amounted to. I went through the estimate and criticised it. 
19662. Do you know where the estimate is now ? Yes.
19663. Have you the original one ? Yes.
19664. Can you .produce it ? Yes. It is rather a ragged looking document, but it is the one which was 
made up at the time.
19665. In whose handwriting is it ? A boy named Norman Burkett copied it for Mr. Snodgrass. It is 
the estimate which Mr. Snodgrass made out.
19666. Mr. ParkesJ] The total, I see, is £14,677 10s. ? Yes. There is an error of £100 in the addition. 
It should be £14,777 10s.

B-onor:\ You sa7 you went through the estimateto what conclusion did you arrive ? We 
erW °o STe PointSl For instance, in the quantities attached to the first two items. You will see 

that Mr. Snodgrass s^ quantity for the tunnel in lineal yards was 750. On the margin you will see that I 
have written in pencil 723. Then, in regard to item No. 2—shafts—Mr. Snodgrass estimated 100 lineal 
xeet, and 1 had written m the margin 49. The entire estimate is as follows :—

F. M.
Gummow.

28SeptH896.

Contract No. 77.—Estimate of Cost on Monier System.

Tunnel, lineal yards ....... .. 750 85/-
5D

3,187
s.

10
a.
0

Shafts, imeaJ feet ........... .. 100 35/- 175 0 0
Monier, mortar ... . .. 1,070 70/- 3,745 0 0
Sandstone concrete ........ .. 1,800 23/- 2,070 0 0
Iron, y and f, ton........... 10/-/- 440 0 0
Tie-bars ......................... 15/-/- 30 0 0
Channel iron................. .. 20 15/-/- 300 0 0
Cast-iron ....................... 10/-/- 120 0 0
Rendering ................. .. 12,000 2/- 1,200 0 0
Piles .............................. .. 1,200 4/- 240 0 0
Open cut—soft............... 1/9 350 0 0

„ rook ............... .. 1,200 4/- 240 0 0
Tilling............................. ■16 50 0 0
Sandstone ballast ........... .. 700 si- 105 0 0
Blue-metal..................... .. 350 10/- 175 0 0
Screenings ..................... ... 180 2/6 22 10 0
Sandstone ashlar ........... .. 130 2/6 16 5 0
Kerbing and guttering .... 2/6 81 5 0

Gully covers ................
£ s. d.

. 4 20/- 4 0 0
Blue pitchers ................ 8 30/- 12 0 0
Sandstone pitchers...... . 320 61- 96 0 0
Two-rail fence................ 50 20/- 50 0 O
Two-rail and wire ......... 100 81- 40 0 0
24-in. pipes .................... 120 30/- 180 0 0
12-in. , ...... 20 6/- 6 0 0
9-in. ,, ............. 15 5/- 3 15 0

Surplus........... 4,000 -/6 100 0 0
Plant...................... 488 5 0
Manasrement _ 750 0 0
Smith ......... 200 0 0
Sundries ...... 300 0 0

Total .................... £14,677 10 0

Price sent in ... £15,500 0 0

19668. His Honor^\ I understand that you made your own calculations from the data upon which Mr. 
onodgrass had been working? Yes.
19669. He is an engineer, I understand? I do not think he has been through any particular course, but 
he is a practical man, who has been with contractors for a long time. He has been through the drawing 
office, and he has had to go through a course of mathematics, but he has never passed any particular 
examination. He has been through a practical course of engineering with good engineers.
19670. Under good practical engineers ? Yes. I believe he gained his experience principally upon 
railways m IS ew Zealand, under a.very large English firm—Brassey and Betts—who had work to do there. 
He went through the mill, you might say, including practical working in the office, and also outside. He 
can do instrument work, and everything of that kind. He is thoroughly capable. I do not think he 
could go into the higher mathematics, but that would be about the only thing he has no't studied. He is 
capable as regards all general mathematical questions.
19671. Mr. Par/tes.] I see that in Mr. Snodgrass’s estimate sandstone concrete is put down at 23s a 
yard—is that a fair value ? I should say so. ' '
19672. Shaft excavation is put down at 35s. a lineal foot? That is made up in a peculiar way. It 
includes the concrete as well. r r j
19673. The tunnel, I see, is put down at 85s. per lineal yard would that include the brickwork ? The 
Dnckwork and the concrete, but not the rendering. •
n oc£r- Z°n Lave VU1 doWn rendering at what ? At 2s. a yard, the quantity being 12,000 yards.
IJb7o. X ou have not your original estimate upon the departmental scheme for Contract 77 ? No • I 
have been looking for that, but I cannot find it. ’
ton ?S" YesU dowrL cast':‘ron at £10 a ton, and f and i in. iron-bars are also put down at £10 a

19677. I suppose that was the market value at the time? 
market value. Yes; I think you may take that as the fair
1.9678. Had you any piling under the foundations of your piers ? Yes ; 1,300 odd feet. The Govern
ment specified 900, I believe. Mr. Snodgrass and I agreed in the main, though not in the details. Mr. 
Snodgrass s prices were a little too low, but then he had his quantities a little too high, so that the one 
balanced the other Finally, when we made up our tender for the Monier design, we put it at £15,500, 
so as to be a little below our estimated cost of the Grovernment design.
19679. You bought the timber for the job solely from Guy & Co ? ^Yes
19680. If Guy & Co. shows for the two works, 77 and 118, a total of £568 5s. 2d, that would be the 
total amount paid t If that is what it shows.
m^ContrLt^lls ^°unts contain. a gr®at deal o£ timber which would be used for keeping back the earth- 
nlj n t+118;t1h1Q 7°1]ld considerfbly reduce the total of £568? I do not think any timber was 
used on Contract 118 for keeping back earth. . J '
19682. Did you ever see the work ? Yes. '

140—4 N 19683.
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F. M. 19683. "Was it not timbered back? No.
Gummow. iggSi. Was not the earth timbered back while the excavation was being made? No; it stood all right 

oss t~Tsofi w>thout being timbered.
eP •> • 19685. Is it not specified to be timbered back ? If necessary. _

19686. His Honor.Was the excavation taken out a good deal larger than the channel? We took it 
out about 9 inches wider than the outside of the concrete, but we did not get paid for that. If we found 
that by battering it a foot in 5 feet it would stand better, we would do.it and save the timbering.
19687. It would be cheaper to take out the extra stuff than to timber ? Tes. The excavation would be 
only from 2 feet to 4 feet.
19688. And not deep enough to be dangerous ? No.
19689. Mr. Parhes.~\ You built cement sheds ? Yes.
19690. And some of the timber would go into that work ? Yes.
19691. You did not start the Monier arches in July, 1895 ; you did not start them until January, 1896? 
That is so.
19692. Then the timber delivered on July 10th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 25th, and up to the end of the month, 
and all the timber delivered in August and September—in fact up to the time the Monier arches were com
menced—would be used for Contract 118, would it not;—am I not right in supposing that ? No ; you are 
wrong.
19693. Why ? Because the centres were ready probably two months before we started building the 
arches. The carpenters were at work upon the centres some time beforehand getting every thing prepared. 
19694. In September, Guy & Co. charged for Oregon at the rate of 9s. per 100 feet superficial ? That 
would not apply, I think, to the timber we used there. The 9s. would be for IJ inch stuff. All the heavier 
timber would be charged at 11s. or 12s. The timber you refer to is light scantling. That would not be 
heavy timber.
19695. Will you point out the items to which you refer ? Yes. You will find 5 x 2 at 11s., 3 x 1 at 11s., 
4 x 2 at 11s., 4 x 3 at 11s., 12 x li at 11s., 12 x 1 at 11s., 12 x 3 at 11s., 3 x 1 at 11s , and so on.
19696. I think if you go a little further on you will find that the rates are cheaper—that is, when you 
come to the end of 1895 ? December 13th, 6 x 4i at 11s., 9 x 4J at 11s., 10 x 1-| at 11s., 4 x 4 at 11s., 
then there are 12 x 5, 12 x 3, and 14 x 3, at 11s., and so on into 1896.
19697. His HonorSome of the small sizes are at 11s.;—wrere there two qualities ? No ; they charge 
different prices. It would depend upon whether we got trade-sized or special sized timber.
19698. The lower prices, I suppose, would be for the trade size ? Yes.
19699. Mr. ParkesP\ But the l-g-inch stuff would be the planking which you first of all used in the piers 
of the aqueduct ? A lot of Oregon planking was used in the piers.
19700. And you afterwards took that Oregon timber and used it in the Monier structure ? No ; very 

, little of it. If you had had our experience you would find that people in the neighbourhood would take
a good deal of that.
19701. At all events, the total which you paid G-uy & Co. for timber for both works was £586 ? Yes. 
19702. And the material used for the piers you must have again used, as far as it was left, for the arches ? 
Certainly; if any were left we should use it if it would come in.
19703. His Honor.'] It would be none the worse for having been used in the piers, as a general rule ? Not 
if you continue using it directly.
19704. The wood would also be very convenient for firewood, I suppose ? Yes ; that has been our 
experience over there. A s to the centerings, there is a lot of labour to be put on to them, and there is 
also a lot of ironwork. That would have to be added on to the timber.
19705. Mr. Parlces.] Take the two Contracts—117 and 77 : in the one case the excavations are 100 per 
cent, more than in the other schedule;—suppose the officers of the Department issue a schedule which is 
entirely in error, how would the contractor adjust it ? By charging his percentage above or below.
19706. If there is an item 100 per cent, too high the contractor will take off something ? He would take 
off what he considered would leave him a fair working price.
19707. And if he found an item too low he would add on a percentage? Yes.
19708. That is the way you make out your estimate ? Yes.
19709. And then you make an average ? Yes ; on the total quantities.
19710. His Honor.] I suppose that in point of fact you make up your total first of all altogether inde
pendently of the Government jirices ? Yes; we take the plan and take off all measurements with 
sections, and calculate what we think the quantities and the prices will be. Then we add on our price for 
supervision, plant, and profit, and see what the total comes to.
19711. That would give you a primary basis for your percentage reduction? Yes; we take the quantities 
which we calculate will be used and multiply them by the departmental prices and see what the difference 
is in the two lump sums. In that way be get at the difference in the percentages.
19712. And you modify that afterwards on speculative grounds ? Yes; in every contract there are 
different circumstances. There are a number of things to be considered.
19713. Mr. Parkes.] You are speaking now of the late system of tendering without quantities? Yes. 
19714. But take the case where quantities are given ? "We take our own quantities and go by them. 
19715. You do not accept the Grovernment quantities ? No.
19716. So that, after all, it is quite useless for the Government to provide the quantities ? They may 
have been useful to other persons, but they are of no use to us. We should never use them.
19717. His Honor.] I suppose that in speculative tendering you assume that other persons may be guided 
by the Government quantities ? Yes ; we could see that they were. VVe could often find out that that 
was the case. Suppose a man got a contract. We find out six months afterwards that he had 50s. a yard 
for concrete. We see what sort of price we had, and we judge then whether he has gone on the basis of 
equal profit on every item. We always keep our eyes and ears open to see and hear all we can.
19718. Mr. Parkes.] As to the floodgates on Contract 118,—were you paid for those gates by the Depart
ment ? No.
19719. You put them in at your own expense ? Yes.
19720. As to the advance on plant that you have spoken of in South Australia,—had you advances made 
you on both plant and material? No ; only on material.
19721. Not upon plant ? No ; but they gave us back the retention money whenever we applied for it, 
before the completion of the work, on three different occasions. 19722.
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19722. Sis Sonor.~] At what times were those ? The deposit was £5,000, and when the retention money T. M. 
came to a little over £5,000 we wrote in asking for the deposit. I saw the Engineer-in-Chief, and he Gummow‘ 
said “ Will the retention money suit you as well?” I said it would, and he then said “We will give 
you the £5,000 retention money.” And we took it. eP -i ■
19723. Mr. Parlces^ Still he had the £5,000 deposit ? Yes.
19724. Until the final completion ? Yes ; they have still got it. At the beginning of this year the 
Engineer was over here, and I told him'that we wanted some more money. He said “ Write in and we 
will see how much we can give you.” Within a few days after we had written in they gave us £1,000 
out of £1,800 standing as retention money.
19725. Sis Sonor.~\ As further accumulated retention money ? Yes; and in the following month they 
gave us another £1,000.
19726. So that they were content at any rate at intervals to bring themselves down to their deposit ? Yes.
19727. Mr. Parkes^] You say you made up your estimates of the cost of the Monier work which you 
handed in the other day as the work proceeded ? Yes.
19728. But, in your wages-book, you have the two contracts, 118 and 77, mixed up ;—how, under those 
circumstances, could you arrive at your estimate ? I made it upon what I observed on the works without 
any reference whatever to the time-book.
19729. You made no reference to the time-book? Ho, not further than this :—I would ask Mr. Eorrest, 
who was with me, what he was paying the men for the particular work, the cost of which I desired to 
obtain.
19730. Did you make a special note of that ? Yes ; I made a note of it in a little penny time-table book,
I think.
19731. You made special entries to find out the cost? Yes.
19732. At the time that the work was going on ? Yes.
19733. Not day by day ? No. It was whenever I thought fit to go on to the work to see what was going on.
19731. And that is how you made up your calculation? Yes.
19735. Prom information also which you obtained from Mr. Eorrest? Yes.
13736. Nearly altogether from information which you obtained from Mr. Eorrest ? No. Perhaps I had 
better explain to you exactly what information I did obtain from Mr. Eorrest. Supposing, for instance,
I went on to the ground, at 3 o’clock and saw that the men were making cover-plates, I would say, “ How 
long have they been at it ?” He would say, “ They started at 2 o’clock.” I would then stop there until 
they were finished, and from the information I obtained in that way I would estimate what the cover- 
plates had cost. So far as the arches were concerned, I was there during the whole time they wrere being 
turned.
19737. As to the cement you were buying at that time;—you were buying at 10s. a cask, and were paying 
Id. a cask for delivery on the job ? No ; more than that for delivery on the job. '
19738. Was it not Id.? No. There was about three quarters of a mile lead, and I should say it would 
be from 3d. to 4d.; but I could not be sure of the cost.
19739. You were buying Try’s cement for Contract 118, at the rate of 9s. 6d. ? Yes. You must bear in 
mind, with reference to the cement generally, that it was equal to 10s. 3d. ordinary cost.
19740. But on the job ? No ; 10s. 3d. was the cost, less 2^- per cent. It was 10s. net.
19741. That is what you paid ? We paid 10s. 3d., less 2| per cent; that is the way you have to take it.
19742. The 2% per cent, is taken off just the same? No. We had to take it to the shed, to stack it, 
and to bring it back again on to the works.
19743. What did Mr. Baltzer say to you when he presented the plans of the Monier work? I could not 
tell you. I do not think he presented it to me; I think Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass had it when I came 
to the office.
19744. A completed plan? As far as all the details are concerned.
19745. A finished plan? No ; as far as I can remember it wanted some more printing. There were two 
or,three little odds and ends to be done to it.
19746. Apart from the printing it was finished ? It was finished as far as all the knowledge I wanted was 
concerned; but it was not complete so far as tendering was concerned.
19747. Were there two plans or one? There was only one plan of the design. Mr. Baltzer had a sheet 
of stresses and strains, to show that the thing had been properly gone into.
19748. Did he go into the quantities with you ? No.
19749. Did he have a chat to you about the prices which were to go in ;—did he go into the quantities ?
The quantities I got were those I obtained from Mr. Snodgrass. I checked them through to see what 
they would come to. ‘ .
19750. Do you recollect when it was determined that he should not have a third share in the Monier 
patent, but that a percentage of 2-i- per cent, should be allowed to him ? Yes.
19751. When did that change take place ? Early this year.
19752. Before the Annandale work was started ? No.
19753. After that ? Yes ; early this year.
19754. After he left the office ? Certainly—five or six months afterwards. The arrangement was made 
through Billyard, Andrews, and Moseley.
19755. A deed was drawn up with reference to his interest in the partnership ? Yes.
19756. You thought that there was a good profit in this patent ? I hoped so ; I do not know yet.
19757. You took an interest in it,—it was not a thing you did not care a rap about ? No ; I took a great 
interest in it. More than half my time during the latter half of last year was given to the subject; we 
wished to make sure ot it. The other partners left it to me to judge whether it was worth while to spend
money over it, and I think my advice was taken on the subject.
19758. I suppose you had a good number of interviews with Mr. Baltzer during that time ? Yes.
19759. Was he as interested in the matter as you were ? More so.
19760. He was very anxious to make a profit out of it ? No ; I do not think so. He is an enthusiast in
any matter of that kind. He has other ideas in hand. He is always speaking to me about various 
German patents.
19761. But he is anxious to make money out of these patents ? Certainly.

. 19762.
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19762. He is not merely idling his time away ? No ; we were paying him in the meantime.
19763. He looked for a fair profit until this change took place, under which he received only 2|- per cent. ? 
I could not say what his idea was before that, and I do not know whether it was considered at all.
19761-. His Honor.'] What was the reason for the change ? It is a very difficult matter for us to keep a 
separate account of the profit arising out of any particular use to which this system is put. Suppose it 
is used for floors in a building. The probability is that we should send a plant from our works. We 
had the plant in hand, and we could not charge it partially to a third or fifth party. It is very difficult to 
keep such an account separate, and, as it might lead to disputes, we agreed with Mr. Baltzer to give him 
2| per cent., so that as regards every bit of work of the kind which we got he would be sure of that 
amount. • .
19765. lou agreed to give him 2^-per cent, upon all those portions of your work involving the Monier 
system ? Yes. We found that it would save us a great deal of trouble in the keeping of accounts, and 
Mr. Baltzer would get a definite amount whether the job paid or not. Supposing we were going to erect a 
building in which there was £500 worth of Monier flooring, Mr. Baltzer would get 2$ per cent, on that 
£500. . .
19766. He would not get a percentage on the whole cost of the building ? No ; only on the cost of that 
particular construction.
19767. So that you still have to take out the particular construction, but not with such an elaborate 
calculation as you would otherwise have had to make ? We take out the cost of the particular construction. 
When we are estimating for the work Mr. Baltzer is there to see what is done. He knows, for instance, 
that the Monier work will run into a thousand pounds. Therefore he knows at once what he is going to 
get upon it. We should not have [to keep an account of that particular construction apart from the 
general construction. That was the reason for the change.
19768. Mr. Parlces.] When Mr. Baltzer went away to England was it understood that he was to get 
further particulars with reference to the Monier system ? _ His idea for some time had been to go home. 
19769. He himself wished to go ? Yes ; we had spent a good deal of money in tests, and Mr. Carter and 
I considered that it would be cheaper in the long run to send Mr. Baltzer to Europe to get all the 
particulars. We thought that would be a great deal better than the expenditure of a considerable sum of 
money in finding out the different points for ourselves. _ _
19770. And you paid him a certain sum of money to go homo ? We told him to go home, as the people in 
Europe, in writing to us, did not know what was wanted in Australia. We thought that on the whole it 
W’as better for him to go home, and we gave him £200 for his expenses.
19771. The rest of the money was for finding out the information ? Yes. Eor instance, he was to go to 
the Berlin Exhibition and to desiccating works, and he was to pick up all the information on that and other 
subjects ivhich he could in Germany.
19772. You gave him a cheque for ;8508 ? Yes ; the £8 was the exchange.
19773. Did you not send in a model of the Monier arch to the department? No.
19774. Have they not a model ? Yes; I believe so.
19775. Has not their model cracked ? I could not tell you.
19776. Have you not seen it yourself lately ? I have seen it there for about two years. _
19777. Has it not cracked from contraction ? I do not think so, if it has cracked at all. It is on the floor 
up near the Under Secretary’s. If it has cracked, it has been probably due to carrying the thing about 
on the pedestals. It has been there, to my knowledge, a couple of years, but I have nothing to do with 
it, personally or otherwise.
19778. His Honor.] You paid for the flood-gates for the drain on Contract 118 ? Yes.
19779. Did you contend that you were not bound even to do that ? Mr. Hickson was over at the works, 
and he said “I think you should put up the flood-gates for your own benefit wdien the tide comes up.” 
19780. What is the object of the flood-gates ? They are to keep the tide back. We did not object to 
provide them to prevent the tide from coming on to our work. We were working below high tide.
19781. So that in dry weather they would be an advantage to you ? Yes.
19782. If you had been working in the original channel of the creek you would have put a flood-gate 
there ? Yes. .
19783. Having that defined channel cut, it became convenient to put up the flood-gates to prevent the tide 
from interfering with your work ? Yes. _
19784. Mr. Davis.] As to your lump sum tender for Contract 107, do you remember the precise circum
stances under which that tender was put in ? All that I can think of is that we put in a lump sum tender 
to show that our lump sum was lower than the sum worked out at schedule rates less the percentage. 
19785. Do you remember that a large proportion of the sewer shown on the contract drawings was 
eliminated before tenders were invited, but that the schedule contained the quantities for the portion 
which was eliminated ? Yes ; I believe there was something of that kind. _ •
19786. And you, taking advantage of that, put in a lump sum for the work left ? Yes ; I believe that 
was the case now you mention it. The idea, as I said before, was to crush out the percentage system if 
we could. _
19787. Your lump sum was for the balance of the work left in the contract, but not for the work con
tained in the schedule ? Our lump sum was made out in quantities which we took off the plans without 
reference to the Government quantities. _
19788. On the work contained in the contract drawings after the portion to which I have referred had 
been cut out ? It was on the work shown on the contract drawings re-advertised.
19789. That would show the difference between the schedule rate at which you tendered and the lump 
sum? I could not tell you v'hat was cut out. I remember that there was some portion cut out now you 
mention it. We were satisfied to do the work for the lump sum.
19790. Mr. Andreivs.] Your agreement with Mr. Baltzer was entered into a day or two before he left for 
Europe ? Shortly before he left for Europe—I do not know exactly how long before.
19791. Was any timber taken to Johnstone’s Creek other than that which you purchased from Guy & Co. ?
^es- . • , Q
19792. The £500 odd which we have heard about represented the new timber purchased for the job ? 
Yes. _
19793. The balance of the timber which you had used at North Shore and Marrickville was also taken to 
Johnstone’s Creek ? Yes. 19794.
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19791. Mr. ParlcesIs timber of that description worth carrying about ? "We carried it about. F. M.
19795. Mr. Andrews.You know your own business best. You know when it pays you better to buy Gummow. 
new timber than, to cart about the old timber ? Of course.
19796. Mr. ParJcesJ] From what jobs could the old timber which was taken to Contract 77 have come ? ~ ’’
From Marrickville and North Shore.
19797. When was the Marrickville job completed ? Not until about September of last year.
19798. What would the timber be used for in the case of the Marrickville job, apart from that left in the 
ground ? There would be a lot of use for timber there. There were excavations, and timber would be 
put in to support the sides.
19799. You did not draw that out, did you ? In the open cuttings we did, but not in the tunnel.
19800. Did you back up the open cuttings with timber in the case of No. 69 ? Yes. I had nothing to 
do with the contract, but I only know it from just going over there. The ground is clayey, shaly, ground, 
and you need toms from one side to the other and waling. There were a few lengths here and there 
where there was not close timbering.
19801. From what other job could the timber have gone ? From 79 and 79a.
19802. What would you be using the timber for upon Contract 79 ? There would be a lot of Oregon in 
the poppet-heads and in the timbering round the shafts.
19803. Would you use that in centerings and things of that sort in the aqueducts ? No ; but it might 
be used for trestles, and there would be odd bits for cutting up. There are a lot of odds and ends 
requiring timber. It would be difficult to say at a moment’s notice what it would be used for. If you 
were on the job you would soon see the uses to which it could be put. There was also some-timber which 
we had stored in Fowler’s yard, at Camperdown, which was used on the job. .
19804. Mr. Andrews.'] You are sure that timber was removed from North Shore, from Marrickville, and 
from Fowler’s yard to that contract ? Yes.
19805. Is it not a common practice with contractors to sell material, and cement in particular, to other 
contractors? We have done so ; I do not know whether it is the common practice or not.
19806. Other contractors have bought from you ? Yes.
19807. So that the fact of Carter & Co.’s having paid for cement which was delivered to Gummow and Gillan 
does not prove that there was any partnership between the two firms at that time ? As a matter of fact 
there was none. The circumstances you allude to go to show that Henry Austin & Co. intended to 
keep Carter & Co., and did keep them, to their contract, and that Gummow and Gillan were an offshoot 
with whom they had nothing to do. ' _
19808. Mr. Parlcesd] As to the profits which Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing drew, were they all drawn 
from Contract 69? No ; in making up a balance-sheet I think 79a was taken into consideration. It was 
going on at that time, and they were shareholders in that.
19809. Were they not shareholders in Contract 79 ? No.
19SL0. Then the whole of the profit which they drew would come out of 69 and 79a? No ; some would 
come from Adelaide.
19811. You were not paying profits on the Adelaide job at that time? So far as that goes, we were not 
paying profits on any contract, but we estimated the value of our assets over our liabilities, and we paid 
them their share.
19812. They drew out the large sum of £2,000 apiece ? I think their share was about £3,000 each.
19813. That was fine profit for seven partners to come from the two contracts, 69 and 79a ? If it were 
so ; but £2,000 of the amount was original capital, which was returned to them.
19814. On what date did they put it in ? In August, 1892.
19815. Did you all put in your capital at that time ? I did not put anything in. '
19816. You are referring now to the time at which the money was put into the firm by these two 
partners ? Yes.
19817. Is the payment shown in the bank-books ? Yes. There is an amount of £5,000 placed on fixed 
deposit.
19818. Was not that an overdraft? No.
19819. Was it not transferred to Adelaide? It was sent as a deposit receipt to Adelaide. Then on 
August 20th I see a sum of £1,000 was sent to Adelaide. ‘
19820. The bank-book says : “ Amount of credit established at Adelaide branch” ;—what did that consist 
of ? That is the £5,000 deposit receipt, I presume. I imagine that the £5,000 was paid here, and that 
the bankers credited it to the Adelaide branch. The £5,000 deposit was drawn on that. It was not a 
£5,000 overdraft in Adelaide.
19821. Mis Honor.] Did the bank hold the deposit receipt ? No ; the Government held the deposit receipt, 
and the bank paid us the interest. •
19822. Mr. Parlces.] During the time Mr. Maddison, Mr. Ewing, Mr. Snodgrass, Mr. Forrest, Mr. Carter,
Mr. Gillan, and yourself, were carrying on business you all drew your salary of £43 a month regularly?
While we were working.
19823. Does not that appear from the bank-books to have been drawn regularly ? No.
19824. Is not the document I hand you a letter of credit upon Adelaide ? Yes ; it is the amount of the 
credit established at the Adelaide branch—£5,000. • ■
19825. You arranged for an overdraft here, and had the credit placed to the Adelaide account ? We '■
Paid the money here, and the bank, presumably, told their branch at Adelaide to gives us credit for 
£5,000. .
19826. Then what was the £5,0Q0 drawn out of your bank for? That is against the £5,000 standing to 
our credit here. Instead of our taking the money over, the bank made the necessary entries.
19',27. You sent £5,000 from here to Adelaide ? That is apparently what was done.
19828. YVhat would be the deposit put into the bank ? I suppose you mean the fixed deposit of £5 000 
in Adelaide. ’
19829. YVhat made the deposit in the bank here ? I presume it was put in by members of the firm It 
would be shown by Gummow and Gillan and Carter & Co.’s bank-books. For instance, I see that in 
August 18th, 1892, Gummow and Gillan paid to Carter* Co. £1,000; on August 22nd they paid to Carter 
Gummow, & Co. £2,500, and so on. ’
19830. Could you tell us exactly what Mr. -Ewing and Mr. Maddison paid in ? £2,000 each.

19831.
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19831. "Where is it shown ? Through G-ummow & Gillan’s account. "You will see the following payments : 
£2,500 on August 22nd, £1,000 on August 18th, £500 on October 8th, £1,000 on March 23rd, 1893. 
That makes up the £5,000. You will see from another book of G-ummow & Gillan’s that pn August 18th 
they paid £1,000. They had two bank-books at that time—accounts Ifo. 1 and No. 2. .
19832. And you say that Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing each withdrew the sum of £2,000 capital ? Yes. 
19833. Mr. Andrews.'] At the time of your payment to Mr. Maddison and Mr. Ewing there was no 
ascertained profit on any of the jobs. The Marrickville job was not finished, 79a was not complete, and 
the Adelaide job was incomplete ? Yes.
19834. The amount you paid to them was an estimate of profit as against ascertained profit ? Certainly. 
19835. When did Mr. Snodgrass leave the firm ? In January of this year—about the middle of January. 
His balance was made up to the end of last year.
19836. Practically he left on the 31st December last ? Yes. But he received a salary up till the end of 
March or April,
19837. Do you know where he is now? He was in New Zealand when I last heard of him.
19838. Had he gone there to live permanently ? Yes.
19839. His Honor.] He could be found if required I suppose ? Yes. His wife, I understand, is here. I 
think she is leaving for New Zealand in about a fortnight.

John Carter recalled and further examined:—
J. CaHer. 19840. Mr. Andrews.] As one of the members of the firm of Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co., 
'—n hag it always been your endeavour to carry out your contracts well and faithfully ? Yes.

28 Sept.,1896. 19841. And have you exercised the utmost care upon all the contracts you had anything to do with ? Yes, 
as far as my part of the work is concerned—that is, in the purchasing of good material, and in the payment 
of good wages, and so on.
19842. And if the department have required you to make any alteration in the work you have been 
always willing to comply with their request? Yes. We have been always willing to meet them.
19843. In any way whatever which was fair ? Yes. '
19844. Until this Commission was commenced, had you ever heard any serious complaints of defective 
work upon‘any of your contracts ? No.
19845. Mr. Parkes!] You heard of the Waverley job ? We never had any serious defective work'there. 
I do not call a pothole of 3 feet a serious defect, and that is the only defective work I heard of as being 
found there.
19846. Mr. Andrews.] The evidence of Mr. Bagge came to you quite as a surprise ? Undoubtedly.

WEDNESDAY, 30 SEPTEMBER, 1896.
Bobert Bowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined:—

R. R. P. 19847. Mr. Parkes.] I desire to know whether you knew Mr. Snodgrass well ? Not very well. I have 
Hickson, seen him several times as a contractor.

19848. Had you many interviews with him about business matters? Very few interviews, because Mr. 
30Sept.,1896. Carter himself, or Mr. Gummow, if he happened to be here, nearly always came to me concerning matters 

of business.
19849. As to Contract 77, did you before the tenders were sent in have any conversation with Mr. 
Snodgrass in connection with the substituted plan? None whatever. I did not know that they were 
going to send in a substituted plan at all; I did not see it until after the tenders were received.
19850. You knew nothing about it up to that time ? No ; I had no idea they were going to send it in. 
19851. You did not have any interview upon the subject with Mr. Gummow or with Mr. Snodgrass ? No. 
19852. In connection with Contract 79, did you see Mr. Snodgrass with reference to it before it was let— 
I mean the original 79 contract ? I supjiose I saw the contractors some time or other before it was let. 
19853. But did you have any conversation at all with Mr. Snodgrass about the firm’s having got that 
contract ? No; I would never do such a thing with any contractor.
19854. You had no conversation at all with him on that subject ? Certainly not.
19855. Did you see Mr. Snodgrass or Mr. Gummow in connection with the matter either before or after 
the tenders were received for Contract 77 ? I am not sure. I ~
course I saw Mr. Carter as to the surety question.
19856. Only with regard to the surety question ? Yes.

do not think I saw Mr. Snodgrass. Of

FRIDAY, 2 OCTOBER, 1896.

L. B. 
Mitchell.

2 "0cCTs96,

Louis Blayney Mitchell sworn and examined :—■
19857. His Honor. What are you ? I am a civil engineer and contractor.
19858. Where have you been living ? In Melbourne.
19859. You have been exercising your profession in Melbourne ? Yes, for the last two years.
19860. Before that were you living in Sydney ? Yes; I was employed on the Great Southern Line in 
New South Wales at one time. '
19861. Were you employed by the Department ? No ; I was employed" by Mr. M'Sweeney, the railway 
contractor.
19862. I understand that you have come here to give some evidence touching a matter to which attention 
was called in the newspapers the other day ? Yes. I happened to pick up the Sydney Morning 'Herald 
yesterday morning. I had just come from Melbourne, and I thought that, as I happened to know 
something about Mr. Carter, I might be able to give you some assistance.
19863. Will you kindly state what you know of your own knowledge? As far as I am personally 
concerned, I may state that I know Mr. Carter to be one of the most generous men I have ever met. 
19864. Eor how long have you known him ? Eor the last four years.

19865.



PUBLIC WOBKS INQUIKY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

19865. Can you tell me of any special instances, from your own knowledge, of his generosity and 
liberality ? I know of one matter, which is connected with myself; it was a private matter between 
myself and another gentleman. ■ • _
19866. Have you any objection to state the circumstances ? I could state them privately to your Honor, 
hut I do not wish the details to be published, as they affect a gentleman who was at one time in Sydney, 
and who cleared out and left things in the lurch.
19867. Leaving the name of that gentleman out of the question, could you mention the circumstances? 
They relate to a bill I had for £50; I wanted money to pay this bill; I -was short of it, and I went to 
Mr. Carter ; he gave me the money, and he has never troubled me for the money.
19868. How long ago was it that this thing happened ? It was just before I went to Melbourne, about 
two years ago. '
19869. You had then been acquainted with Mr. Carter for about two years ? Yes.
19870. Had you been intimately acquainted with Mr. Carter, or only generally ? I had met him in the 
tender room, and that sort of thing. I knew him to be a very friendly man.
19871. Had you had any business connection with him ? No, not then.
19872. Not at the time he helped you in this way ? No ; it was after that that I had a business connection 
with him. ■
19873. Did he volunteer this assistance, or did you ask him ? I asked him for the assistance, because I 
was at the time in some trouble.
19874. Had you to press him very much? Yes. I saw him three times about it. Hinally he gave me 
the assistance because 1 was in a hole and could not get out of it. I wanted to leave Sydney and go to 
Melbourne on business. I could not get away with my family.
19875. Did Mr. Carter receive any benefit at the time from the transaction ? No.
19876. He had merely the loss ? Yes ; the money has never been repaid him yet.
19877. What was your reason for going to Mr. Carter ;—-was it from anything you knew or had heard of 
him ? I just knew him as a friend. I always found him a most generous man.
19878. Then he had that reputation ? He always had that reputation, I think. Of course, I would not 
ask him to do a thing such as he did for me unless I was stuck in a corner.
19879. Mr. Carter has never since troubled you in the matter ? No. .
19880. Mr. Parkes.] Was this gentleman who you say let you in for £50 connected with Mr. Carter in 
business ? In no way'whatever. “ .
19881. Did Mr. Carter know him? No ; I do not think so, until I introduced him to Mr. Carter.
19882. He did meet him then ? Yes. •
19883. Was this money you lent to the gentlemen of whom you have spoken lent in the way of a business 
transaction ? It was money which he had borrowed from me.
19884. How did Mr. Carter pay you? He gave me a cheque. ’
19885. What is the date of the cheque ? I could not tell you. It happened two years ago. I think it
was a cheque, but I am not absolutely sure. -
19886. The amount was £50 ? Yes. •
19887. Mr. Gummow.~\ As to this other gentleman of whom you have spoken ; had Mr. Carter anything 
whatever to do with him ? No. ■ °
19888. He had no business transactions with Mr. Carter. He was simply introduced to Mr. Carter by 
you ? That is all.

Henry Charles Mitchell, sworn and examined :—
19889. Mis Honor.] What is your position ? I am secretary to the Chamber of Commerce in Sydney. 
19890. You know Mr. Carter? Yes. ■
19891. How long have you known him ? About ten or eleven years.
19892. \ou have come here, I understand, in consequence of something you saw in the newspapers ? Yes. 
19893. 'Will you tell me what you yourself know of Mr. Carter in that relation ? I know that he acted 
as a friend to a person who was almost a stranger to him—a. person he had only known about two or three 
years, and whom he knew through my introduction. He advanced to this person moneys without any 
security absolutely on good faith. By degrees the moneys so advanced amounted, in round figures, to 
£600. The gentleman to whom this money was advanced died, and his affairs were very much involved. 
Shortly before his death, however, he gave Mr. Carter a bill of sale over his household furniture and 
effects. Mr. Carter was subsequently spoken to, and was told that he had better take the furniture. He 
did so; but he held the furniture for the widow, whom he had never seen, and of whom he knew absolutely 
nothing. He settled the furniture upon her and her children. I do not think he ever saw the lady in 
his life. He had only known the gentleman, to whom he advanced the moneys, in the way of business ; 
and the amount, as I say, came finally to £600, in round figures. It may have been £20 more or less. 
19894. AVhat should you say would be the value of the furniture ? It cost, at least, about £800.
19895. "Was it good furniture ? Yes, A1 furniture.
19896. It might have sold for £200 or £300 ? If I had the money, I should be very glad to give £400 
for it now. It included a piano, which, to my own knowledge, cost £100.
19897. That is one example of Mr. Carter s generosity;—do you know of any other special example ? 
Of my own absolute knowledge, no. I have heard, however, of another matter. It is of rather a delicate 
nature. I would not object to telling your Honor privately.
19898. I will not ask you for the details, but had it something to do with some one who behaved in a dis
honest way, or who got into trouble? No; it was the case of a gentleman who occupied a very high 
position, and who fell into distressed circumstances. Mr. Carter, having known him for some years, in 
the total absence of any claim upon him, contributed something to his support. ’
19899. Substantially? Yes, and regularly.
19900. There is no relationship of any kind between them ? No.
19901. Can you mention any other matter? I know myself that whenever Mr. Carter has been asked 
for £1 he has generally given it. It has often happened in my own office. If he has there been asked 
to contribute to a deserving case he has almost invariably said “ Yes.”
19902. The money has come out of his pocket as a matter of course ? Yes ; he has done that on more 
than one occasion. iqqoq
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H. C. 19903. Apart from your own knowledge, you know from general repute what is Mr. Carter’s character
Mitchell. -for generosity ? Tes. The first time I met him was in connection with a piece of land. He was 

surveyirig then. I had bought this piece of land, and I asked him whether he would survey it for me. 
0 ■’ ' Although I had only known him for a very little time, he said “All right, old man,” and surveyed it. 1

have asked him dozens of times for the account, but he has never sent one in. That would be ten years 
ago. I had only just begun to speak to him, but had known him by sight for some time before.
19904. That circumstance, and the others of which you have told me, indicate the general repute in which 
Mr. Carter is held ? Yes; I have heard a lot of people, long before this inquiry was thought of, say—• 
perhaps it was not very complimentary to him—that he was a good-natured fool.
19905. Mr. GummowHave you ever heard Mr. Carter speak of the question of keeping books ? I 
have.
19906. When was it? It must be between four and five years ago.
19907. Will you tell His Honor what happened ? There was some action going on in the law courts 
between two contractors. I think it was the Amoses. If I remember rightly it was a question of 
disputed accounts. The brothers had quarrelled, and incidentally I said to Mr. Carter “ What books do 
you keep ?” He said “ None at all.” I then said “ Ton have two or three partners. Supposing a couple 
of you were in a drive and got killed, how would the other men behave to your widows?” He replied 
“ I trust them and they trust me.” I remarked “ That is very foolish.” He said “ What is the use of 
book-keeping? We find that books are kept, and, when it comes to a crisis or a row, men will say that 
certain entries should never have been made, or that they were made without their knowledge and 
consent. It is all rubbish. I trust my partners and my partners trust me.” He also told me that none 
of their transactions were very large, and that their bank-books showed each transaction. He said that 
if the firm had three contracts going they would keep three separate accounts ; but that they kept no 
books whatever. I am able to fix the time of the conversation, because I know that it was before my 
partner was killed, and he has been dead for over three years.
19908. Mr. PairAes.] What are you in business ? I am Secretary of the Chamber of Commerce, and a 
broker.
19909. You have acted as a broker for Mr. Carter for what number of years ? I think since he had his 
second contract. It must be between six and seven years.
19910. You have bought all his cement and things of that sort ? Yes.
1S911. Mr. Gumr>iow.~\ You are here, I suppose, to tell the truth irrespective of any business connection 
which you have had with the firm ? Yes ; I have nothing to gain by doing the other thing anyway.

Trenham Old sworn and examined : —
T. Old. 19912. His Honor.'] You are a civil engineer, living at North Shore ? Yes.

19913. You know Mr. Carter ? Yes; 1 have known him for over twenty-five years. I can only speak 
2 Oct., 1896. generally with reference to him—that is, as to his generosity. I cannot mention any names, but, in a general

way, I have known him to do a great many charitable actions of a private nature in the way of relieving 
distress. Whenever there has been any local subscription, I have always mentioned Mr. Carter to those 
who have been going round with the list as a likely donor.
19914. Heeling pretty sure that the collector would not knock at his door for nothing ? I have felt 
pretty sure that he would not. I do not say that Mr. Carter will give to anything. I do not suppose he 
would allow his generous impulses to run entirely away with his judgment.
19915. That, at all events, is the repute in which he is held ? That is the repute in which I have held him, 
and I know that he is held in the same repute by many other residents of North Shore.
19916. He has a reputation for liberality ? Yes.
19917. And good nature? Yes. .
19918. Do you know of any instances of Mr. Carter’s generosity ? I know of several instances, but I could 

' not mention the names.
19919. Quite apart from the names, can you mention any special instance of Mr. Carter’s generosity? 
I have known him to assist several old school-fellows who have got rather down in the world. He has 
assisted them to get away. I have known him to do that in a couple of instances.
19920. G-iving them substantial help ? Yes ; paying their fare to wherever they reckoned they could 
better themselves. I have also known him to help workmen who were suitable to the kind of work he 
had on his jobs, and who could not get work to do elsewhere, by putting them on to one of those jobs ; or, 
if he could not do that, by trying to find employment for them. .
19921. Mr. Gummow.] Have you anything to do with the subscriptions to the local hospital ? No ; but I 
believe the firm have always supported the local hospital well. I have heard so ; but I myself am not 
connected with the institution.

John Alcock sworn and examined :—
J. Alcock. 19922. His Honor^] What are you ? At the present time I am carrying on a tanning business.

19923. Do you know Mr. Carter personally ? Yes ; I worked for him on the Brighton to Apsley line in 
2 Oct., 1896. Tasmania years ago. It was piece-work.

19924. Is that the only business transaction you have had with him ? Yes. I came here to-day, however, 
in consequence of seeing a paragraph in the newspapers inviting anyone to come forward and say any
thing which they knew about Mr. Carter as a man likely to do another a good turn. That is the way in 
which I took it.
19925. What have you to say of Mr. Carter from that point of view ? Well, he has paid me money on 
more occasions than one when it was not coming to me.
19926. For work you were doing ? No ; he gave it me freely. When I asked him for £5 he would give 
me £10.
19927. Was it an advance ? There was no mention of it at the time. I did the work for him afterwards. 
I have asked him for money more than once, and when I have asked him for it he has generally handed 
me more than I have asked for.
19228. By way of an advance you mean ? There was no mention of its being an advance; but I treated 
it as such. I do not think many men would give me money which was not coming to me. He handed me 
the money of his own free will. 19929.
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19929. Ton took that as showing that Mr. Carter was very free with his money ? Tes ; when I saw the J- Alcock. 
paragraph in the newspapers I thought that if I could do any good hy mentioning the circumstance I 
would do so. I have only seen Mr. Carter once since the occasion to which I have referred, and I did 2 Uct-’ 
not know that it was the same Mr. Carter for whom 1 had worked until I made inquiry.
19930. At the time to which you referred, what reputation had he among the men for liberality or other- _ 
wise P He had a good reputation. All the men gave him a very good name.

Eichard Adams sworn and examined :—
19931. His Honori] What are you ? I am a cab proprietor. I also have livery stables, &e.
19932. Do you know Mr. Carter? Tes.
19933. How long have you known him ? Eor the last fifteen years, or a little more. I knew his father. 
19934. Tou have come here in consequence of a notice which you saw in the newspapers? Tes.
19935. Will you tell me what you know in that connection ? I have never had any business transactions 
with Mr. Carter, and I have never been employed by him ; but I happen to know of a family at the Glebe 
whom Mr. Carter some years ago almost kept. The unfortunate man happened to lose his position after 
the maritime strike. He went to Mr. Carter on one occasion, on the death of one of his children—he lost 
three children altogether—and I know that Mr. Carter then gave him £5. Within two years he went to 
Mr. Carter and asked for employment. Mr. Carter could not give him employment, but he gave him a 
pound ; in fact, from time to time he has assisted the whole family. I know he has almost supported the 
family. I know of other instances of a similar kind, over at the Shore. Mr. Carter has a most generous 
way of assisting persons who are really in need. I am not ashamed to say that some years ago he 
assisted a very intimate friend of my own—a relative on my wife’s side.
19936. To a substantial extent ? To the extent of something like £10—not all in one amount, but in 
different amounts on various occasions.
19937. The person to whom you refer was in no way related to Mr. Carter? In no way related. Mr. 
Carter always had the name for generosity. I knew his father also ; he also had the reputation of being 
a most generous, good-hearted, old man.

TUESDAY, 6 OCTOBER, 1896.
Erancis Antill Pockley sworn and examined : —

19938. His Honori] Tou are a medical man practising in Sydney? Tes. ■®'- A.
19939. Tou have known Mr. Carter for some years? Tes; pretty well all my life. We were school- Pockley. 
fellows over thirty years ago.
19910. Will you tell me what you know of him in relation to his character for liberal^, generosity, and '' ‘
that sort of thing ? I think he is about the most generous and liberal man I ever knew.
19911. Can you give any special instances ? Tes; I can give one. It has occurred to me quite recently.
I have not a very good memory for these things, but I happen to recollect this particular instance. It 
was a case in which two children, the sons of a gentleman at Horth Shore, in a spirit of mischief, got 
into a place where explosives were stored for use in connection with Carter & Co’s sewerage works. They 
were playing there, and an explosion resulted which blew off the hand of one of the children, and which 
also resulted in the loss of one of his eyes. There were four doctors in attendance upon him for a long ■ 
time, especially with reference to the eye, which they were naturally anxious to save. Mr. Carter, ■ 
although neither the contractors nor their workmen were to blame, voluntarily came forward and defrayed 
the whole of the expenses in connection with the case.
19942. The parents, I suppose, were poor people ? No, they were not.
19943. Is there any other instance you can mention ? I can remember another instance, which I may as 
well give for what it is worth, inasmuch as it shows that Mr. Carter can be generous to his foes as well 
as to his friends. He had a very good claim for damages against a very powerful corporation, which had 
grievously wronged and insulted him, and he withdrew from all proceedings because the corporation 
apologised. I think under the circumstances—and I knew them all—very few other men in Mr. Carter’s 
position would have withdrawn, considering the indignity and the insult he had received. I may say that 
even as a schoolboy Mr. Carter was always generous and liberal, sharing everything he had with his 
friends and mates. He is generous and liberal in a marked degree—in fact, I think it is as natural to 
him to be unselfish as it is to most men to be the reverse.
19944. Since you are here, there is one question which I should like to ask you as a medical man ;—I should 
like to know whether you have ever gone into the question of the effect of what is known as guttering 
and gadding—that is, the dispersion of fine sandstone dust upon the lungs? I have no personal 
experience in the matter, but I know from my reading that it is very injurious. I know, of course, that 
there have been cases in which injury has resulted to stonemasons from the cause you mention.
19945. Is there any comparison, do you know, between the effect of fine sandstone dust and coal dust 
upon the lungs ? They both produce forms of phthisis.
19946. "Which is the worse of the two ? I could not say. I think it would be more a question of the 
amount of than the nature of the particles.
19947. Is it possible to keep them out of the lungs in any way? It is possible to keep them out, to a 
large extent, by using respirators ; but workmen will not use them.
19948. It is difficult, perhaps, for them to do so under the circumstance of the short supply of air? Not 
only that, but I may mention what occurred in Sheffield, where among the knife-grinders the average 
duration ofTife is very short. Eespirators were recommended, and, it being found that these to some 
extent mitigated the danger, there were more applicants for employment. As a consequence, wages fell, 
and the men thereupon declined.to wear the respirators, preferring a shorter life and higher wages.
19949. And that argument, you think, might apply to miners ? It might.
19950. As to the comparative effect of the fumes of blasting powder and of fine silica dust, what have you 
to say as to that ? I could not say what the comparison would be.
19951. What should you say as a matter of opinion ? It would depend, I should say, upon the explosive 
which was used for blasting. Eor instance, I know that the fumes of roburite are injurious. I do. not 
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F. A. know anything of a special nature about the other explosives ; I do not know whether the fumes of
Pockley. blasting powder are specially injurious, but I should not be inclined to think they were.

/n'r"'TaQR 199^2. Chemically, there is no particular reason why the fumes of blasting powder, as ordinarily used,
0 ’’ should be very injurious ? No ; the so-called fumes would be only fine particles cf carbon and burnt

sulphur.
19953. Sulphide of potassium ? Of course there would be nitrate of potash in the powder. I do not exactly 
know what would be the constituents of the blasting powder used ; but the quantity of particles would be so 
much less than the particles of fine dust from the sandstone that I should think the so-called fumes would 
not be nearly so injurious as would the dust.

William Valentine Miller sworn and examined:—
W. Y. Miller, igggj,, j£is Honor.What is your present position? I am a civil engineer. I am. doing a little 

commission business at present, but no engineering.
6 Oct., 1896. 1r)g55_ y0u were at one time employed in the Public Works Department? Yes.

19956. Up to what time? Until the 31st October, 1893. _
19957. In what capacity? Recently as resident engineer in Glen Innes. Prior to that I had served in 
the Railway Construction and Survey Department.
19958. But you were more recently employed as road engineer in the Glen Innes district ? Yes.
19959. The road engineers used to be called road superintendents ? Yes ; and they were afterwards 
called resident engineers. .
199G0. You left the Department, I understand, in consequence of retrenchment? Ostensibly.
19961. You addressed a letter to the Commission in consequence of a notice which you saw in the news
papers the other day ? Yes. .
19962. Will you tell me how long you have known Mr. Carter and what you know about him? I knew 
him when I entered the Railway Department in 1881. We were in the same office —that is, in the railway 
survey. We knew one another casually, that is all; we were simply office acquaintances.
19963. Has your acquaintance continued since then? I saw a little of Mr. Carter afterwards. ^ Of 
course whenever we saw one another we spoke. We were friendly, but we were not intimate frienus at 
any time. _ .
19964. Can you speak as to Mr. Carter’s general reputation for liberality ? I have heard that he is a 
very liberal man indeed; hut I can speak most confidently upon the point from my own knowledge. 
Since my retrenchment in 1893 I and my wife and family have 'suffered considerable hardship. Wo 
were almost entirely without means of support, and we were, to a large extent, dependent upon the 
assistance which we received from friends and acquaintances of one kind or another. Mr. Carter, as I 
have already mentioned to your Honor, had no intimate friendship with me at all. He was friendly 
with me in precisely the same way that he was friendly with other office companions. I wrote to 
him in April of this year pointing out that we expected some money from England, some money 
which was due to my wife, and asking him whether he could manage to make mp a temporary advance 
of £10, offering at the same time, if he would do so, to pay auy commission or interest which he might 
consider fair. I received a letter from him, in which he said that he would be very glad indeed to advance 
the money required. I accordingly waited on him and received from him a cheque for £10. He refused, 
to take any kind of consideration for it. J wanted him to take interest, because, as 1 pointed out to him, 
some months might elapse before I should he able to return it. He said, in a jocular way, that he was 
not a money-lender. He absolutely refused to take any consideration. I never had any business 
connection with Mr. Carter, therefore it is impossible to suppose that he could have been influenced by 
anv but philanthropic and generous motives. I may remark that I'returned him the money as soon as I 
was in a position to do so—that was on August 7th last,
19965. In the meanwhile did he ever ask you for it ? No ; he never made the slightest reference to it. 
19966. Had you, while you were in the Department, any work to do in relation to Mr. Carter s contracts ? 
None whatever; I never had any business connection with him. _ __
19967. Is there any other matter you would like to mention in relation to the question before this 
Commission? In regard to the contracts under discussion, of course, I know nothing. Your Honor has 
the letter which I addressed to you, and if you desire to ask me questions upon the matters referred to 
in that letter I shall, of course, be glad to answer them. _ _
19968. The question is whether you have any knowledge of any facts which are in any way relevant to 
the questions which are before this Commission? I take it that this Commission is only in connection 
with a few contracts.
19969. The questions before the Commission are connected with any contracts in which any members of 
the present firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. have been concerned ? I know nothing whatever 
about any of them. You might have noticed, in the letter which I addressed to your Honor, I expressed 
an opinion, but the information I could give might not be considered in any way relevant to the 
inquiry.
19970. The opinion which you expressed in your letter may be founded upon facts which are relevant to 
the inquiry ? But the facts are not in connection with any of these contracts. That is the difficulty, to 
my mind. _ _ .
19971. Are they indirectly connected with them ? They, of course, affect the position of Mr. Hickson 
to a certain extent. It is a matter for your Honor’s consideration as to whether yon will go into the 
question or not. I am most anxious to get the matter ventilated, and have done my best to ventilate it 
on various occasions, but have failed entirely. I have suffered very much indeed from my retrenchment, 
and I believe that I have suffered wrongfully. If your Honor went into my papers you would see that 
1 had endeavoured to do my duty both in the Railway Department and in the Roads Branch. I have 
letters from different officers in the Departments with which I have been connected, and they all speak 
very highly of me. I have a university degree, and as far as I know there is nothing whatever against 
me. Yet I was retrenched from the service by Mr. Hickson, and was thrown, with a large family, on to 
the world. Considering that on account of my family I was bound to remain in Sydney, T think I was 
treated in a shameful manner. I think the way in which I was treated, and all the matters connected 
with my treatment, go to show that Mr. Hickson is not a fit and proper person to be the head of the 
Public Works Department. * 19972.
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19972. On wliat ground ? On the ground that he cannot manage the department properly ; that he has 
no efficient control over it. There is no reason whatever why I should have been singled out, as I was, g jggg_ 
for retrenchment.
19973. Do vou think that Mr. Hickson, as far as ability is concerned, is not a proper person to hold the 
office he holds ? Yes.
19974. Does your opinion extend beyond the question of ability, or is it limited to that? 'Well, ability 
is a very large word. I am not talking of Mr. Hickson’s professional ability only. I hold that at the time 
to which I refer he was not fit to hold the position of chief of the department. _
19975. You are referring now to the question of IMr. Hickson’s ability to command, not to the question 
of his honesty or integrity ? Q.uite so.
19976. In your opinion, Mr. Hickson has shown a want of that knowledge which a man in charge of a 
large department such as the Public Works Department ought to have ;—is that it ? Yes; I say that 
he has shown a want of judgment of character. ^
19977. Mr. Davis.'] You were very sore about your retrenchment? Very sore indeed ; and I am so still.
19978. You have agitated a good deal in reference to the matter, and you have endeavoured, as far as you 
have been able to do so, to get back again ? Yes. _ .
19979. Has it been your opinion at any time, since you have been retrenched, that politics had anything 
to do with your retrenchment ? It is rather difficult to say what you mean by politics. I think they had 
a great deal to say in the matter from this point of view—that a man may be open to be got at by an 
efficient and good lobbyist. It does not depend altogether upon the question of his trying to do anyone 
a political turn, but he may be too weakminded to hold his own. That is my opinion of Mr. Hickson. I 
do not think he is a fit person to be the head of the Works Department. _
19980. Did you at any time think that the fact of the late Minister for Works being in office had anything 
to do with your retrenchment ? I think it is possible that it had to a certain extent. _
19981. You do not know what opinion the superior officer immediately over you formed of your professional 
ability immediately before your retrenchment ? He sent word to me—he took care to do so—that my 
retrenchment was in no way owing to him.
19982. You served under Mr. Statham ? Yes. .
19983. And you know what he thought of your professional ability ? Yes. I have no objection to state 
what his opinion was. His opinion was that I was the worst officer in his division, and that I was utterly 
incapable. He refused to be responsible for the work in the Glen Innes District as long as I remained in 
the division.
199S4. Mr. Statham was the divisional engineer ? Yes.
19985. So that you had to do with him directly ? At one time I had.
19986. The opinion you have mentioned to the Commission was the opinion he formed of you ? Yes.
19987. In the face of that opinion, are you at all surprised that you should have been retrenched ? I am 
Very much surprised. _
19988. Does it not occur to you that you have been a little unjust in speaking of Mr. Hickson in the 
way in which you have spoken of him this morning ? The facts of the matter aro these : When I was 
sent to the Glen Innes District it had recently been transferred from the charge of Mr. Statham to that 
of Mr. Stillwell. Mr. Stillwell, when he took charge of the Glen Innes, Tenterfield, and Armidale,
Districts, found that they were in a most deplorable state of mismanagement—that they had been mis
managed for years. If your Honor were to look up the reports of Mr. Stillwell, who was one of the 
most energetic and capable officers the department has ever known, you would be able to form an opinion 
of the extent of the mismanagement. I replaced Mr. Norman Hay. Mr. Hay, although naturally a 
brilliant young man, was unfortunately addicted to drink—in fact, the whole district had been mismanaged 
for a number of years. The roads were in a most unsatisfactory condition, as Mr. Stillwell’s reports will, I 
believe, very fully show. The officer at Tenterfield and the officer at Grafton were both expecting to be got 
rid of. They were both shaking in their shoes. 1 had that from Mr. Statham himself. He said : “Mr. 
Williamson is expecting to be dismissed, because of the manner in which the district, in the opinion of 
Mr. Stillwell, has been mismanaged.” Mr. Donnelly also expected to be turned away from the same 
cause. When I took charge of Glen Innes District I received precise instructions from Mr. Stillwell 
that reforms were necessary, and that the whole management of the work must be started on a newr 
footing; that we were no longer to make the roads in the way in which they had been made—in all sorts of 
shapes and forms. Having received these instructions, I did my best to carry them out. I went to work 
energetically, and started to take levels. I took proper sections of the roads, and did all I could to bring 
the contractors down to the position in which they ought to have been, for they had had the upper hand 
for years. I honestly did my duty, and what was the result ? 'The officer at Tenterfield had political 
influence, and the officer in the south, Mr. Donnelly, also had political influence, his brother being a 
Member of the Assembly. The result was that in a very short time Mr. Stillwell was removed from the 
district, and Mr. Statham was put back again. In what kind of a position was I who had done my best .
to do my work? Every bit of work I had been doing since I had been there was a reflection upon 
Mr. Statham.
19989. That is the way in which you put it generally ? Yes. I can prove that Mr. Statham wrote a letter 
insinuating that I was a thief, before he had even seen me, the foundation for the insinuation being that I 
was absent from Glen Innes on roadwork for a couple of days, and that I had charged for those two days.
He said that without the most convincing proof he would refuse to pass the voucher. I think my retrench
ment under these circumstances showed a want of knowledge on the part of Mr. Hickson—that he paid 
no heed to the difficulties in which I was placed through the sending back to the division of Mr. Statham.
19990. His Honor.] In what year was Mr. Statham sent back to the district ? In the year in which I 
was appointed—in May, 1890. '
19991. That was ten months after Mr. Hickson had been appointed Commissioner for Roads ? Not long 
after that.
19992. So that the work which had been done so badly had mostly been done under Mr. Bennett? I 
suppose it had.
19993. In point of fact, did not Mr. Hickson, when he took the works over from Mr. Bennett, try to go 
in for a good many reforms and improvements in roadmaking and in management generally? I do not know 
whether ho did or not. I have never spoken to Mr. Hickson except on one or two occasions, and then only

for
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6 Oct., 1896.
W. V. Miller. for a minute or two. I know very little about bim outside of my department, but I feel it very much, 

considering the number of offices with which I have been connected, that I should be treated in the way 
in which I was treated by him.
19994. Still he was comparatively new to the work at that time ? I believe he was.
19995. Mr. Davis.'] What you blame Mr. Hickson for is lack of judgment in perceiving your ability and 
perseverance ? What I say is that he relied on Mr. Statham in a position where the facts alone ought to 
have shown him that Mr. Statham was not reliable. Any reasonable man would have understood the 
difficult position in which I was placed.
19996. Mr. Parkes.] I presume you came here this morning more with the object of ventilating your own 
grievance than to give a character to Mr. Carter ? That is not the fact. I came here because I consider 
that Mr. Carter behaved to me in the most generous manner. Immediately I saw His Honor’s intimation 
published in the newspapers, I felt it my duty to address him a letter on the subject.

George Lyell sworn and examined :—
G. Lyell. 19997. JSis Honor.] What are you ? A quarryman.

*---- - 19998. I believe you know something about the sand that was supplied to Contract 118, at Johnstone’s
o Oct., 1896. Creek—the storm-water channel contract ? Yes.

19999. What do you know about it ? I supplied a lot of stone to several of the carters there ; and I 
know that it was good stone.
20000. What quality of stone was it ? It was equal to the Pyrmont stone—first-class block.
20001. Was any bad stone supplied from your quarry for this contract? To my knowledge, there is 
no bad stone in the quarry. If there were, the carters would not take it. They would know that it 
would be thrown out by the inspector, and that there would be a row about it.
20002. The carters, you say, were very particular as to the stone they took from your quarry? Yes. 
20003. How much of the stone required for the contract was supplied from your quarry, do you think ? 
I think I supplied 800 or 900 loads. I supplied Meredith, Burcombe, and McMillan.
20004. Where is your quarry ? In White-street, Leichhardt.
20005. How far would that be from the storm-water channel ? Not more than half a mile.
2000G. Do you remember when you began to supply the stone ? I believe it was about this time last
year.
20007. And you continued to supply it for how long ? Up to the time the job was finished.
20008. When was that ? I last supplied McMillan about two months ago.
20009. Do you know what other stone has been supplied to the same contract? I know that McMillan 
was getting it from other places.
20010. Can you speak from your own knowledge as to the quality of that stone ? It was of good quality. 
20011. Are there any other facts of which you'desire to inform the Commission in relation to this 
inquiry ? No, except this—I may state that I am a disinterested party. I know neither Carter, Gummow, 
& Co. nor Mr. Parkes in the matter.
20012. It was only in consequence of the notice which you saw in the newspaper that you addressed a 
letter to the department ? Yes. ‘
20013. Do you know anything about mining? Yes ; I have done mining in Victoria, New South Wales, 
and Queensland.
20014. Have you had anything to do with the driving of tunnels for sewer work ? I have not done any 
driving for sewer work, but I have worked in copper-mines, and that would be prettv much the same. I 
was working for six years in the Mount Hope copper-mine. '

^ 20015. You know something about the practice of supplying air ? Yes.
20016. AVhat is the practice ? Various methods are used. Sometimes a fan is used ; sometimes a channel 
is cut down the end of the hole ; sometimes a divider is used ; sometimes what is called a wind sail; and 
sometimes a fire shaft.
20017. Where a fan is used, what is the practice as between the contractors and the workmen as to fixing 
the pipes and working the fan ? If I were to take a sub-contract from another contractor, then, unless 
there was a special clause in the agreement to the effect that he was to supply the air, I should have to 
take the responsibility of doing that.
20018. Where the contractors supply the pipes and also the fan, but leave the work to the sub-contractor,

Unless it is specially 
pipes and work the fan

what is the practice as to the working of the fan and the laying of the pipes ?
it, you have to fix thementioned in the agreement that the contractor is to do 

yourself.
20019. lhat is the regular practice where there is no distinct contract as to who shall do it? Where 
there is no distinct agreement made.
20020. Mr. Parkes.] Do you own a quarry ? Well, I have taken up a piece of land at Leichhardt from 
Paling & Co., and have opened a quarry on it. *
20021. Why did you come here ? I saw a notice in the newspapers, and I therefore wrote to the depart
ment. I was also sent for by the department.
20022. To say what ? WLat I have said this morning.
20023. That you supplied stone to this contract ? Yes.

Frederick Joseph Cahill sworn and examined:— 
i\ J. Cahill. 20024. His Honor.] What are you ? A. land and estate agent.

isoR X°U k.av? come here to give evidence on what subject ? I have come here in answer to the request
•> ■ • of the Commission that persons would come forward who knew anything of Mr. Carter—that is, in

connection with his generosity.
20026. Will you tell me all that you know in that relation ? I have known Mr. Carter mainly in connec
tion with a certain institution at St. Leonards. We were fellow-members of the committee at one time. 
Mr.. Carter has always had the name of being a very generous man, and the secretary of this particular 
institution gave us at one time—that is, about two years ago—a little trouble. We found that he was

about
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about £60 short in his accounts. We went into the matter, and Mr. Carter said, among other things, that F- J- Cahill, 
it would be hard lines to put the fellow in gaol; that he would not like to see him go to gaol. He lived 
opposite the institution to which I referred at the time, and his own wife and the secretary’s wife seemed Uc •> b- 
to be on friendly terms. Mr. Carter said that, on account of the man’s wife, he would not like to see 
anything happen to him, and he suggested that we should square things. We did not see how we could 
do that, and the next stage of the matter was the receipt hy us of a duplicate deposit slip for the full 
amount of money. Upon subsequent inquiry we found that Mr. Carter had paid the money unknown to 
us. He seemed to have nothing to gain by it. The secretary was a comparative stranger to Mr. Carter.

■ He did not seem to know him any better than he was known to the rest of the committee. The way in 
which he put it was this—that he did not like to see such a nice little woman as the secretary’s wife, who 
was also a friend of his own wife, put in the position of having her home broken up in such a disgraceful 
way. _ •
20027. He apologised in a way for doing it ? He did as a matter of fact.
20028. What was the amount, did you say ? Between £50 and £60. The man had no money at all, and, I 
believe, Mr. Carter sent his wife home to her people in Tasmania, and gave him enough money to take him 
to Melbourne. Another institution at North Shore has asked me to hand your Honor a letter.
20029. Apparently something of the same kind occurred in connection with that institution, the details of 
which are not within your knowledge ? Except that I have heard it spoken of from time to time. I knew 
that Mr. Carter had paid some money, and, from what I can see, there does not seem to be any prospect 
of his getting it back ; in fact, I remember saying to him “ Is there any chance of your getting a refund 
of that money you paid some time ago ?” He said “ I do not know ; they seem to be a poor lot. I do 
not suppose I shall get any of it.”
20030. Are there any other particular cases that you know of P I know that Mr. Carter has from time 
to time given money to the School of Arts to help it along.
20031. That he is, in effect, a liberal man ? I have always found him so, and I have always heard him 
spoken of as such. I know that he is never appealed to in vain in connection with any charitable purpose.

Frank Moorhouse Grummow recalled, and further examined:—
20032. His Honor.~\ You desire to make a statement to the Commission ? I have produced, in accordance 
with your Honor’s request, tracings and the manuscript in connection with the Monier system which were 
shown to Mr. Hickson some time ago. Some of the plates are missing. They were taken out in order 
that they might be traced for lithographs. (Vide Appendix No. 57.)
20033. And the tracings you supply are the tracings of the missing plates ? Yes ; some of the pages of 
the manuscript are missing, but you will find the matter there contained reproduced in the typewritten 
book.
20031. So that the two books together will reproduce everything which was shown to Mr. Hickson in 
relation to the Monier system? Yes. Mr. Carter, as a matter of fact, handed the book to Mr. Hickson. 
But I know that Mr. Hickson had it. ■
20035. Have you the negatives of the photographs ? They are all at the photographers.
20036. They can be handed over to the G-overnment Printer, I suppose? Yes. I might mention that 
the smaller book which I now produce is the first document which was got out in connection with the 
system. That would be in 1893, and it is the book which was shown to Mr. Bagge. Mr. Baltzer informs 
me that Mr. Bagge never saw the second and larger book. He saw merely the first book ; and that would 
be all the information he would have on the subject. (Vide Appendix No. 58.)
20037. I understand that the first book contains a shorter description of the system? Yes; the larger 
book is an improvement upon it: and a third book, which has been produced, is a still greater improvement. 
The third book was got out at the end of last year.
20038. I suppose Mr. Carter can describe exactly how the second book came to be shown to Mr. Hick
son? Yes.
20039. Was either of these books shown by you or by Mr. Carter to Mr. Bagge? No; the small book 
was shown to him by Mr. Baltzer. I have produced it in order to show the extent of Mr. Bagge’s 
information on the subject. You will see that he had not nearly all the information which Mr. Baltzer 
had in his possession.
20040. Is that all that you have to say on the subject ? Except that both of the books were in my hands 
in 1894.
20041. Mr. Parser.] Were these books prepared by Mr. Baltzer? Yes; both of them.
20042. During the time he was in the department? Yes.

F. M.
Gummow.

e^OcC^SQB.

John Carter recalled, and further examined :—•
20043. His Honor."] Will you explain the circumstances under which the book which Mr. G-ummow has J- Carter, 
produced came to be shown to Mr. Hickson ? Yes ; I remember this manuscript very well. It is in Mr. ^Qct^^ggg 
Baltzer’s handwriting. It is, in fact, his translation from German literature on the subject. He showed ‘
it to me in the first instance. I read it through thoroughly, and took it to Mr. Hickson some years ago.
I should say it would be three years ago or more. I took it to him just to let him have a look at it, 
thinking that it would be likely to interest a man in his position. When I got it back from him I cannot 
say.
20044. Was that before or after the offer of Mr. Armstrong to sell the patent ? It was before that.
20045. You merely showed it to Mr. Hickson as a matter of ordinary interest? Just as I would show to 
a man in his position anything which came under my notice, and which I thought likely to interest him 
as an engineer.
20046. For how long did Mr. Hickson keep the book ? For some considerable time.
20047. For weeks or months ? For months. It was a good time. I suppose he kejit it simply because 
I did not call for it, as much as anything else. The probability is that I forgot about it for some time.
I fancy, now I think of it, that Mr. Baltzer reminded me that the book was out of our possession. It 
must be three or four years ago.
20048. It was after you had taken out the patent ? Yes. 20049.
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J. Carter.

6 "octT^isge.
20049. Did Mr. Hickson return you the hook personally or did you find it in the office ? Mr. Hickson 
gave it to me. .
20050. Did he make any comment upon it ? There was probably some discussion about it; it is not 
likely he would simply hand the book back to me without saying anything; he would naturally say some
thing about it, hut I have forgotten what it was. ‘
20051. I suppose that, on the occasion when you did get the book, you went to call for it ? Tes.
200o2. Mr. Gummoia.] Do you remember lending the book to any other architects or engineers ? I think 
I lent it several times. ' *
200o3. Did you ever lend it to the City Architect? Tes; he had it several times. He was anxious to 
introduce the system into the G-eorge-street markets. He told me that the thing had been hanging fire 
tor twelve months for the want of information, and that he had been unable to obtain it. He explained 
to me that even at the last moment he had seriously considered the advisableness of altering the design, 
with a view to the use of the patent. I lent him the book, and I had a number of interviews with him on 
the subject. .
“OO-j-I. JiTts Honor. \ What had he in the design in the way of fireproof material in the flooring ? Terra 

. cotta lumber, fixed in between iron girders. “ “
20055. Hat arches ? Tes. I do not know much about it, except that terra cotta lumber was to be used. 
I know that we tried the lumber for Mr. M‘liae in the furnace out at Annandale.
20056. It did not turn out well ? No ; it was not up to the imported article ; it had been locally manu
factured. '
200o7. Mr. Parlces.~\ The sawdust was not burnt out of it? I presume that that was what was the 
matter; it crumbled up into so much dust.
200o8. Mr. Gummoiv.\ The city markets were let to a contractor before you showed this book to Mr. 
M Eae ? Tes ; that was the obstacle as far as I know. It would have been an interference with the 
contract. Mr. M‘Kae certainly held out every hope of the thing being used in the future if he had the 
opportunity to use it.
2()0o9. A ou also took the book down to Melbourne at one time ? Tes, to show it to you.
20060. Tou let me have it for two or three months, before I was an interested party in the matter ? Tes.

Joseph Davies recalled and further examined :— .
20061. Ills Honor.'] One of the witnesses—especially Melville—and other witnesses also have alluded to 

A "I~'' . e feat the men used to come to work some two hours or so before the inspectors came on to the 
ct., 1896. ;■ that the fact ? It is not the fact, and if Melville did it I can only say that if the Department

had known it before he would not have stopped in his position as long as he did. The inspectors have 
strict orders to be on the works during the whole time there is any work going on—that is, work which' 
requires their supervision so that, supposing, as often happens, a piece of concrete is commenced and 
cannot he finished in eight hours, and the contractors have to stop an hour and a half or twm hours longer, 
as the case may be, the inspectors have also to stop during that time. They are not allowmd overtime, but 
they get consideration for it, it being provided that they are to be paid for public holidays in considera
tion ot the extra time they work. They are supposed to be on the ground when the contractors commence 
work, and they are not supposed to leave it until work is finished.
20062. Melville said that the inspectors were not supposed to be on the ground until 9 o’clock in the 
morning, whereas the workmen would begin their work at 7 o’clock in the morning ? That is all 
nonsense. The inspectors, to my own knowledge, are there every morning at the time the workmen are 
there.
20063. And if an inspector chooses to stay in bed too long and comes on to the work at 9 o’clock in the 
morning he is not doing his duty ? No ; a permanent arrangement of that kind would be utterlv 
ridiculous. "
20064. I suppose that if an inspector wore found doing that kind of thing he would be run out of the 
department at once ? Tes.
20065. The question has been raised as to the amount of waste which takes place in rendering. Suppose 
that the soffit of the sower as well as the invert is rendered, there would he a good deal of dropping from 
the^ soffit is that dropping, in point of fact, wasted ? No, it is picked up again with the plasterer’s trowel 
and put back. The plasterers have the compo. brought into the invert of the tunnel, and they use it from 
there, the invert of the tunnel being cleaned before they start to plaster. I have found in some cases 
little pieces of candle grease ; but, apart from that, no dirt could get into the compo. It would be perfectly 
proper to use the droppings.
20066.^ It would not be. proper to leave bits of compo. which had fallen from the soffit of the arch on to 
the finished invert ? No ; the invert is finished the last of all—and for this reason—that the men have to 
stand oil the invert while they^ are plastering the sides and soffit. When they have gone through between 
two shafts, they would start in the centre and work up each way and put in the invert of the finished 
sower the last thing, so that there may be no traffic over it. It frequently happens that, by some mistake, a 
workman has not known that the plasterers had been at work, and in some of those eases the invert has 
been so seriously damaged by traffic that it has had to he taken up again. In some cases—and this has 
been the experience of all contractors to a greater or less degree—a small or a large quantity of water 
may come down the invert before the plastering is set and may wash away some of it.
20067. But the point is that the whole thing must be left absolutely smooth and finished as the men work 
backwards ? Tes. '
2006S. So that they could not waste any rendering ? No ; I should say that there would be no waste in 
connection with plastering in that way. It is not like plastering the side of a house.
20069. What about the waste in using cement mortar in putting in the arching ? There could he very 
little waste in the arching, because in the small sewers the arching is on a drum, the centering of which 
is enclosed, over the whole surface, with close lagging. The drums are used for turning the arching, and 
they are brought forward as each length is finished. I do not see, therefore, how there could be much 
waste in that connection. Necessarily there is a little waste. I cannot quite explain it, hut it is the fact 
that after the bricklayer has finished, and after the bluestone concrete lias been put in, the tunnel requires 
to be cleaned out before the plasterer commences. By so me'unaccountable means there is a little waste, 
but it is not a very serious thing. “ 20070.
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20070. I suppose it would be so much to the interest of the contractors to prevent the waste of cement J. Davis, 
as available material that it is brought clown to a minimum ? Yes; the contractors look after their •——\
interests in that way. 6 Oct., 1896.
29071. Mr. Parkes.] When they are building the arching I suppose they must take the centres away 
before they tuck-point the work P It is not tuck-pointed. It is simply cut and struck.
20072. But they take away the drum, do they not, before doing that'P A drum is long enough to enable 
the workmen to lay four bricks—that would be 3 feet; and immediately that length is turned and pointed 
the centering is struck. That enables the men, while the compo. is green in the joints, to clean off the 
brickwork and do any necessary touching up ; so that, while the labourer is packing one drum, the brick
layer is pointing the other.

THURSDAY, 8 OCTOBER, 1896.
Edward Hungerford recalled and further examined:— >

20073. Mr. Davis.] You received instructions from the Commission to look for the journal of Contract E 
72 some three or four weeks ago ? Some time ago—I could not say how long. Hungerford.
20074. Will you say what you did when you received those instructions? I went down to the then _
Custodian of Plans, and, as far as we knew, we searched through every corner and pigeon-hole in the plan- 8 Oct., 1896. 
room where such books as journals would be likely to be kept. We turned over quite a hundred books,
1 should say, but did not succeed in finding this particular journal. '
20075. You know that there has been considerable confusion in consequence of the repeated changes 
which have been made within the last few years in the location of the Sewerage Branch ? Yes. Of late 
years we have been moved about a great deal.
20076. What has been the result as regards papers and plans and books generally in the branch ? They 
are very hard to find. ^ J
20077. Did you look for the site plan of Contract 72 in conjunction with Mr. Scanlan? No ; that would -
be outside of my province. ’ '
20078 His Honor.] You might give a short account of all the moves through which the branch has gone . , ._
within the last few years, with the approximate dates ? In 1889 the branch was moved to Lincoln’s ,Inn 
Chambers, in Elizabeth-street, from this office. It was afterwards moved next door to those chambers.
Then in February, 1893, the branch was brought up to one part of this building. I think we were after
wards moved into three different parts of the building. In March, 1895, the branch was moved down to 
the Water and Sewerage Board’s offices in Pitt-street, and about nine months after that to Biley’s 
Buildings, in Bathurst-street. Now it has been moved back here again.

James Watson Eraser sworn and examined :—■
200(9. Mr. Davisi] What is your position in the department? I am Custodian of Plans.
20080. You received certain instructions yesterday afternoon? Yes.
200S1. What were they ? To find the general plan for Contract 72.
20082. Did you also make a search for the journal of Contract 72 in the plan-room ? I did.
20083. You eventually discovered it ? Yes.
20084. Where did you find it? In a cabinet. .
20085. Was it with other books? No, it was not.
20086. It was not in a place where it would be likely to be looked for ? No : it was with some old 
sewerage papers.
20087. Do you also produce the register of the plans ? Yes.
20088. Will you turn to the registration of the plans of Contract 72 ? Yes ; it shows that the general 
plan tor Contract 72 was handed to the Commission on the 21st Mayr of this year. •

■H:onor-} 1 see there is a nGte opposite the entry of the plan to this effect—“ Mr. Davis, 
Koval Commission ” ;—m whose handwriting is thatit appears to cover Drawing No. 1 the "round 
plan ? It is in the handwriting of Mr. Scanlah. ° ’ b
20090 Do you think that assuming theupper portion extended” to have been really not an extension 
but only a delayed completion of the original scheme, the “ general plan ” alluded to here would be likely 
to show the whole subject matter of the contract, including what would be shown upon the plans which 
are entered under the heading of “ upper portion extended ” ? I think it is very likely that it would. 
20091. You do not think that a tracing would be likely to be entered here under the heading of the 
general plan ? No ; there would be no entry of any tracing here. The registers of tracings and helio
graphs would be kept in a separate book altogether.
oonn?' can sa^ this book, if it be correctly kept, indicates where the plan is ? Yes.
-0093. And according to the book the plan has passed into Mr. Davis’s possession, apparently for the 
purposes of the Commission ? Yes.
20094. Of course, at that particular time, that is the 21st of May, you yourself had not custody of the 
plans. No; and I may say that if we have wanted anything hitherto, and it has been entered in the 
register as having been sent to the Boyal Commission, it has invariably been found in the Board-room.

J. W. Fraser 
s'oco', 1896.

, Michael M'Mahon sworn and examined :—
twenty fi^eySrs°r’"' T°U be6n liYillg ^ M<M:ahon’s Point for some years ? Yes; for the past M. M-'Mahon.

onnov during which time you have known Mr. Carter ? Eor a great portion of that; period. 8<^ct^l896.
-UU9/. Ion have come here to-day voluntarily to say something in reference to the notification which vou 
saw some days ago m the newspapers ? Yes. :
20098. Will you tell mo what it is you wish to say ? About two years ago, on Christmas Eve, a friend of 
mme, whom 1 knew to be very hard up, came to me for relief, and, as I could not myself relieve his 
necessities at that time, 1 suggested to him the name of Mr. Carter. I know that when he mentioned the 
matter to Mr. Carter that gentleman gave him £7—handing him, in fact, all the money he had in his 
pocket at the time—and that he subsequently gave him another £3. I know as a positive fact that 
wir. carter has not asked the man for the money from that day up to the present time.

20099.
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M. M'Mahon. 20099. How long ago was the money given to him ? About two years ago. _
' 20100. Was this person a stranger to Mr. Carter? He was merely an acquaintance—nothing more. He

8 Oct., 1896. happened he a gentleman living at North Shore.
20101. Can you mention any other case? Tes. It is the case of a plasterer who used to work for me. 
He was very hard up, and he came to me for assistance, as a number of other persons were in the habit 
of doing. I used to relieve their necessities when I could afford to do so ; but I received a knock in the 
commercial crisis a few years ago, as did a number of other persons, and I suggested Mr. Carter’s name 
to this person also. I told him that I knew Mr. Carter to be a very kind and liberal man, and I said I was 
sure that if he explained the matter to him he would render some assistance. The furniture was mort
gaged up to the hilt, the interest had accumulated, and the man was, of course, afraid of losing it. Later 
on I met the man in William-street, and he told me that Mr. Carter had very kindly taken the matter up 
for him.
20102. Tou mean that he had saved his furniture ? Tes. I do not know whether the man repaid the 
money to Mr. Carter or not; but he told me that he was in great distress, and he would certainly have 
lost the furniture had not Mr. Carter come to his rescue. Those are the only two cases of which I can 
speak from my own knowledge; but I know, from hearsay, that Mr, Carter has been very generous, and 
that very few persons have gone to him in trouble whom he has not assisted. That is the common report. 
20103. That was the reputation which he had two years ago—it is the reputation he has at the present 
time? Quite so. He wras known to be a successful contractor; he was regarded as being a well-to-do 
person, and, knowing him to be generously inclined, persons frequently went to him for assistance.

FRIDAY, 9 OCTOBER, 1896. .
Joseph Davis recalled and further examined :—

J. Davis. 20101. Mr. Parkes.^ Can you tell me how your value of 12s. 2d. for subducts is arrived at in the case of 
Contract 69 how did you arrive at that value ? In the first place, I ascertained from the specification 

9 Oct., 1896. what was included in the price for subducts—items 21, 25, 26, and 27. As regards items 24 and 25 it is 
stated in the schedule that they are for subducts in more or less hard material, including dry or cement 
jointing for stoneware pipes. Items 26 and 27 refer to water charged, loose, ground, as specified in clause 
8, and include hardwood boxes, with packing, and dry or cement jointing for the pipes. They are of 
6-inch and 9-inch internal diameter. In the case of items 24 and 25 it does not state that the price is to 
include the packing over the pipes—the packing that has to be put in between the top of the pipes and 
the lower side of the lining of the sewer—but I assumed, for the purposes of comparison, that that was 
stated, so that there should be no doubt on the point. In addition to the prices given for these items in 
the tenders named in my list upon page 499 of the evidence, the cost of the excavation is included. Hirst 
of all, for items 24 and 25, I have'taken the material specified from 5 to 11 in the, schedule, and by that 
means I have ascertained the cost of the excavation, under Carter, Gummow, & Co. s schedule, under John 
Ahearn’s schedule, and so on right through, using the same items in each case. _
20105. His Honor.'] The question is how you arrived at the amount of excavation per lineal yard the 
average depth and width ? I took what is specified and shown in the drawings. I should have to get my 
papers to say precisely how the amount was arrived at.
20106. Tou went by the drawings ? Tes. _
20107. I suppose the amount of excavation would vary a little according to the distance of the shafts 
from one another, and according to the running grade of the sewer itself? Tes, it would vary ; but I 
have taken an average. What that average was I could not tell you precisely now. I have allowed for 
what would have to be taken out and paid for if subducts had been carried out. _ ,
20108. "Would the excavation be considerably larger than the internal [diameter of the pipes ? It would 
have to be large enough to put the sockets in, and the sockets, I suppose, would be probably 2i inches 
larger than the internal diameter of the pipes. _
20109. By sockets do you mean the flange rings of the pipes ? Tes ; I have taken the precise cost of the 
subducts to the Department under the several tenders. I have first of all taken the price for the subduct 
itself, which includes in the one case boxing and a 4-inch stone packing over the boxing, and in the other 
case the pipes and the filling, with no boxing; and the excavation, which clearly has to be paid for 
according to the schedule. .
20110. The filling is paid for separately ? I think there w'ould be a doubt about that in regard to items 
24 and 25. It does not appear to be included in those prices ; and it is possible that if we had carried out 
subducts under items 24 and 25, we should have had to pay the contractors for the dry stone packing, as 
it is not mentioned. However, I have not taken that into consideration. If I had taken it into consi
deration, it would have made the subducts a little more costly. The comparison would have been the 
same. _ _
20111. Mr. Parlces.] I will ask you to read clauses 104 and 105 of the specification, which appear upon 
page 94 of the Parliamentary return ? They are as follows :—

104. Sub-ducts to be constructed, when decided on, along lines of tunnels and open trenches, commencing on each
length midway, or thereabouts, between trvo working shafts or faces, 33 inches below invert of main sewer, branches, &c., 
or as shall be directed at the time, and having a fall towards each working shaft or face, of such gradients as may be 
determined at the time, after the thickness of sewer-lining required for each length between shafts or faces has been 
ascertained and ordered. Subducts of 9 inches, or of a greater or less internal diameter, if directed, to be laid immediately 
underneath the timber floor of tunnel or open trench, or at sides of sewer, in hardwood boxes varying in size apd dimen
sions as shown on drawing. Said boxes to be laid straight and true to levels decided upon, and the. pipes to be laid therein, 
upon, and surrounded by, sandstone ehippings and quarry refuse. Dry stone packing to be put over pipes, as specified m 
clause 21. .

105. In solid and disintegrated rock the excavation for subduct to be executed as showm on cross-sections, and as 
shall be directed, and the subduct to consist of glazed stoneware spigot and faucet pipes of 9 inches internal diameter, 
more or less, as the case may be. The pipes to be jointed dry, and the filling above same up to underside of sewer lining 
to be of dry stone, hand-packed, as above described. The Engineer may also, if he deems it necessary, order the pipes to 
be jointed, altogether or in part, with tarred gasket 1-1 inch deep, and cement mortar If inch deep, the mortar to be 
prepared of one part cement to tw'o parts of sand.
20112. That is included in the items 23 to 27? No ; it is not. What is included in those items is stated 
in the schedule. This specification is in regard to the wav in which the work is to he done. It has no

’ reference
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reference whatever how the work is to be paid for. J- Davis.
20113. If you turn to the schedule at page 63 you will see this item : “ Subducts, as specified in clause 8,
of 6-inch and 9-inch internal diameter”;—that is pretty clear, is it not? Tes ; it is clear that it includes 9 Oct., 1896.
the pipes and the jointing in the case of items 24 and 25, and the pipes, the packing, and the hardwood
boxing and jointing, in the case of items 26 and 27, but not the excavation. The excavation is included
under the item of excavation, as I can show you.
20114. Sis Honor.'] That is quite clear, I think ; the word “ subduct ” occurs in the item of excavation ?
Quite so. What I say is that the comparison which is made in my evidence upon page 499 shows what 
would have had to be paid had the subducts been carried out.
20115. And you say that you have put it down at a rather lower amount than it might be—at a lower . 
amount than, according to your construction of the specification, contractors might be entitled to claim ?
Tes.
20116. In some cases ? Tes ; in the case of items 24 and 25.
20117. Because in those cases a contractor might contend, and possibly effectually, that he had a right to 
be paid for the hand-packed filling ? Tes; that is my view.
20118. But you have left that out ? Tes.
20119. Mr. Parkes.] Tou will see that the schedule refers you to clause 8 of the specification, and that 
clause 8 agains refers to clauses 104 and 105, the clauses you have already read ? Tes.
20120. So that really the only thing you could claim would be that the excavation item should be added ?
That is all I claim; but I say that clauses 104 and 105 simply state how the work is to be done, whereas 
the schedule tells us how it is to be paid for.
20121. Sis Honor.] Does the question of margin apply at all to the item for excavation ? Ho.
20122. If the contractor blew out too much rock, that, as far as the excavation is concerned, would be 
done at his own loss ? Tes ; he would not receive a penny for the excavation or for the removal of the 
excavated material. The only consideration he gets is that he is allowed a little extra in the lining. It 
is thought that it is not practicable to take out these tunnels to the precise size ordered; but in order to 
keep the contractor in check he is told first of all that he will not be paid for any excavation that he has 
done over and above what is ordered ; and, secondly, it is considered reasonable that he should be allowed 
a little extra in the lining. '
20123. Mr. Parkes.] How comes it then that in contract 69 this excavation was paid for to the outside of 
the timbering ? That is another matter entirely.
20124. Sis Honor.] That appears in the specification? Tes; the margin has to do with blasting, and 
blasting only.
20125. Mr. Parkes.] Was there not blasting in the case of contract 69? Tho fact that timber was 
required was proof positive that there would not be blasting.
20126. His Honor.] The contractor, I suppose, might have to use struts in the case of loose ground, but 
that would be a different thing from ordinary timbering ? Tes ; the timber would be taken out as the 
brickwork and concrete are put in.
20127. The whole question resolves itself into this : whether your calculations are correct as to 
excavation ? Tes ; what I say is that I have taken a fair average for the excavation, and that I have used 
the same quantities in each case. I have got out a comparison under exactly the same conditions for the 
seven tenders. ■
20128. Is blasting allowed at all in the taking out of rock for subducts, or has the rock to be taken out 
by handwork ? It has to be taken out by handwork, to all intents and purposes. At the top they might 
put in a few small shots. They would use a hand-drill and put in a small quantity of powder to take off 
the subduct just at the bottom of the tunnel, but the lower portion would have to be taken out with picks 
20129. Because, I suppose, blasting might blow away the floor too much ? Tes ; you simplv want a small 
cut, wide enough to put in your pipes. ” ‘
20130. I will now ask you a question or two upon a matter which has cropped up in my mind on going 
through the evidence. Mr. Bagge, at page 407, question 13162, alluded to some occasions on which 
concrete lining had not been put in, and in which other material had been used instead of concrete. He 
said that m consequence of that, or that after that, there was a discontinuance of the system of putting 
in concrete lining. I understood him to mean that the substitution of other material for concrete 
had its origin about that time. In Mr. Millner’s evidence, upon page 420, question 13535, he mentions 
the packing of the Emily^street branch with what he calls “ muck ” instead of concrete ; but he gives no 
further explanation of that. I want to know whether these witnesses are referring to one and the same 
occasion, or how Mr. Bagge s evidence can be explained, as far as your knowledge goes ? What Mr. 
Millner refers to there I can say, from own knowledge, is shale. >f

‘muck he meant shale ? Tes; it is usual to pack tunnels through shale with the material 
which is excavated, and that was done in the case of the Emily-street branch.
20132. But was there a departure from the former practice at that time, or had it been usual to pack with 
the excavated material before that time? That has always been the custom in the case of shale.

0133. And not to pack ■with concrete ? Ho, except in two or three cases where we have had to go under 
heavy houses. I remember that in the case of the Elizabeth-street sewer, opposite Belmore Park, we had 
to remove part of the foundations of houses in order to get in the sewer, and in that case we packed the 
whole ot the tunnels solidly with concrete ; but it is only done in such cases.
2Q134. Then what does Mr. Bagge allude to; he said that you were disgusted at finding that the work 

±-l-.?e m • at,?va^’:‘n consequence of that a new departure was instituted;—that is 
what his evidence implies ? Tes; I remember the circumstances. It was in connection with Contract 
83—a contract of O Heil and Bogers—a branch of Contract 69. It was let at the same time as was 
Contract 69. I was out there one day, and I found that the men at the top of one of the shafts 
were mixing what they said was concrete, but which, in my opinion, was simply sand and stone. 
1 stopped the work. I saw that this material was being put down and was being used, and I told 
the contractors that they were not to do anything more until I had had an opportunity to examine 
the whole ot the work. It was late m the evening when I made this discovery, and on the next day I 
went below and had some of the work removed. The first 2 or 3 feet of the work were excellent; 
and 1 had an idea how that came about, although I need not mention it now. On going beyond
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J; Davis, that point, however, I came to packing which was precisely of the same nature as the mixture which 
I had seen at the top of the shaft. I had a good long length of this taken out, and I found that it was 

9 Oct., 1896. all the same kind of work. The principal partner was at the time in Tasmania, so, after consultation with 
the other partner, I said, “ Perhaps, in fairness to your absent partner, it would he better to do nothing 
more in the matter until he has returned.” We waited, accordingly, until he came back. I then put a 
man on the job with instructions to take down any work of the same description as that which I had 
seen, it being impossible for me to remain there during the whole of the time. The contractors sent 
some men to take down the work, and they took down a large quantity of it. Then the principal 
contractor came to me and he said he did not think he would take down any more. I said, “ Very well; you 
can please yourselves about that, but until we are satisfied that there is no more of that kind of 
work done, we cannot allow the work to proceed. If you proceed with the work you will do 
it at your own risk. Moreover, wre cannot pay for it.” A number of interviews took place, and 
finally he made a proposal that if I would allow the brickwork to stand—the brickwork was excellent; 
it was only the packing that was questionable—he vvould accept payment for the packing, not as 
sandstone concrete, but as ordinary filling. The matter was submitted to the Minister, and wras sent on 
one or two occasions to the Crown Solicitor. The whole thing was thoroughly gone into, and finally it 
was decided that for the whole of the packing that had been done the contractors were to be paid at the 
rate of Is. per cubic yard, instead of at the price for sandstone concrete. That was carried out, and that, 
I think, was tho circumstance to which Mr. Bagge refers.' I ought, perhaps, to say that in my judgment 
—and it is not a recent judgment, but an opinion I have held for a long time—this concrete packing was 
unnecessary. Mr. Bagge, on the other hand, thought otherwise, and continued to specify it. When this 
matter occurred upon O’JSieil and Bogers’ contract, I wrote a minute upon the whole matter, and the 
Engineer-in-Chief approved that in future sand should be used for packing the brickwork over the arches 
in the tunnels instead of sandstone concrete. That is the history of the thing.
20135. Sand is specified in the departmental plan for Contract 77 ? Tes. The whole of the contracts 
from that time have been let with the specification for sand, and not sandstone concrete, packing in the 
case of tunnels.
20136. Except, I suppose, in exceptional cases where concrete may be ordered ? In exceptional cases we 
retain the power to order concrete. '
20L37. Mr. Parkes.^ What was the date upon which O’Neil and Bogers’ contract vras let? It was let at 
the same time as Contract 69. The two contracts vrere running continuously. O’Neil and Bogers’ 
contract was finished a little before Contract 69, but the two contracts were working at the same time. 
I could not give you precise dates. _
20138. The two contracts were started at the same period, both being upon tho same specification as 
regards concrete? I think there would be similar specifications. I have not compared them in that 
respect, but it is probable that they w'ould be similar, because they would be drafted at about the same 
time.

TUESDAY, 13 OCTOBER, 1896.
Edward Mann Clark sworn and examined :—

E. M. Clark. 20139. Jlis Honor.~\ Tou are the representative of the Electoral District of St. Leonards in the Legisla- 
tivo Assembly ? Tes.

13 Oct., 1896. 20140. Tou were the representative of the original Electorate of St. Leonards ? Tes; and afterwards 
. of Willoughby, and then again of St. Leonards..

20141. Tou took, I think, a great deal of interest in the improvement of North Shore generally, and 
especially in reference to the matter of sewerage ? Tes ; I have always taken an interest in any matter 
tending to the improvement of the district.
20142. Tou were asked, I suppose, by different persons, to see that the sewerage works were pushed on 
at a reasonable rate ? I have always been more or less troubled at times by workmen. They always 
come to me in connection with any work in the district calculated to give them employment. They are 
always worrying me about that. They did worry me, I think, about one of the contracts which form the 
subject of this inquiry.
20143. As to Contract 79—the contract beginning at Mount-street and going down to the end of the sewer 
at Long Bay ;—what do you know of that ? I took a particular interest in that work municipally and 
otherwise—in fact, I have always taken an interest in the entire sewerage system. I am, even now, 
fighting for other sewerage works in the district. _
20144. Do you remember Messrs. Bond and Hudson being the successful tenderers for a contract which 
hung fire for some time—the original 79 ? I know the contract. I was under the impression that 
Carter, G-ummow, & Co., were the successful tenderers.
20145. Tou remember the fact that that work did hang fire for some considerable time ? Tes.
20146. Do you remember writing to the department upon the question, suggesting that, as the work was 
urgent, the successful tenderers, whoever thev wmre, ought to be compelled to take it up at once ? I have 
a slight recommendation of a letter to that effect. • _
20147. The letter which appears upon page 270 of the Parliamentary return I hand you is the letter you 
wrote ? Tes ; that is my letter. _
20148. Tou do not actually remember writing it, I suppose? No. I have so many letters of that kind 
to write, I do not remember writing this particular one; but it is apparently mine.
20149. Tou wrote again a fortnight afterwards, hurrying up the matter, as it were ? Tes.
20150. Tou have a general recollection of writing some letters dealing with the question ? Tes, in con
nection with that particular contract. At that time I was always writing to the department, because it 
was the beginning of the sewerage work in the district, and there was a general anxiety that it should be 
pushed on.
20151. At that time were you acquainted with Mr. Carter? I knew Mr. Carter, but I had never had any 
conversation with him on sewerage matters.
20152. Did you know him intimately ? Not intimately; I knew him as an old resident of the district. 
I have never had any conversation with him at all. I knew that he was connected with the municipality 
in various matters, but I never had any conversation with him before writing the letters to which you 
have referred. 20153.
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20153. Did you know him at that time to be a contractor ? I could not say if I knew him to be a con- E* M. Clark.
tractor at that time. I do not think I did. ✓-»- *---- -
20154. Tou know that his firm afterwards obtained the particular contract concerning which you wrote, ^ 1896.
and that they carried it out ? Yes.
20155. But, up to the time of his actually getting the contract and beginning the work, did you know 
that he was a tenderer for it or not r1 I did not know that he was a tenderer. ,
20156. At that time did he ever come to you and ask you in any way to further his interest in relation 
to that contract? No ; he never came to me at all. '
20157. All your action in relation to the pushing on of that work was in the interest of the district, and 
because workmen came to you asking you to get some work under weigh if possible ? It was not only 
the workmen ; but the residents of the district generally were anxious that the work should be proceeded 
with. It was really on these all-round representations that I urged that the work should be pushed on.
20158. You did not take action at the request of Mr. Carter or of any other person who saw you on his 
behalf? No. __
20159. The work was then undertaken and went on? Yes.
20160. And then some time afterwards there was an extension—the work known as Contract 79a ? Yes ; 
but of course I do not know the contract by that number. I know the work to which you refer, I think.
20161. Do you remember anything about the early history of that extension? Yes; representations 
were made to me in a similar way as to that work, and one day I met Mr. Carter. I told him it had been 
represented to me that some of his men would be very shortly out of work if the extension were not 
carried out. I asked him whether he could go on with it—whether he would take it up if I could get the ' 
Secretary for Public Works to give the contract to him. He said he would be very glad to take it up, 
and then I interviewed the Secretary for Public Works, Mr. Lyme, in the matter. Mr. Lyne said that 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. had always been a very respectable -firm of contractors, and that if the work 
could be carried out by them he saw no reason why they should not have the extension, provided they 
would carry it out at a price satisfactory to the department.
20162. It was you who first spoke to Mr. Carter, and not Mr. Carter who first spoke to you ? I first 
mentioned the matter to him. ■
20163. He said he was willing to do the work? Yes.
20164. Did you afterwards interview er. Lyne with Mr. Carter on the subject ? I had two or three 
interviews with Mr. Lyne on the subject, because the question of cost had to be considered. The cost on 
the schedule rates for the previous job would have been £16,400, but the department were not prepared 

amount. The departmental estimate, I think, was £12,800, and Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
offered to carry out the work for £13,700. There was considerable parleying between the department 
and the firm as to whether the work should be taken up for £12,800 or not. Finally, it was taken up at 
that figure, I believe.
20165. And so you came to see Mr. Lyne on the subject ? Yes ; once or twice. I am not sure whether 
I did or did not see him once—I think I ha ve a slight recollection of it, but it would only be for a minute 
or two with Mr. Carter ; but I should not like to swear that I did so. I have a slight recollection of 
having gone to him with Mr. Carter.
20166. Can you recollect what took place on the occasion when you and Mr. Carter saw the Minister 
together ? Ihere was a conversation of only a short duration between Mr. Lyne and Mr. Carter, I think, 
upon the question whether Carter, Gummow, & Co. should take up the work at the departmental 
estimate of £12,800. That was the whole of the conversation which took place, as far as I can remember.
2016/. Mr. Lyne would not go over that amount ? No ; he insisted that if the work were carried out it 
must be carried out at the departmental'estimate.
20168. And was Mr. Carter then doubtful as to whether he would come down to that estimate or not ? I 
do not think that he agreed to it immediately—that is, while we were there; but shortly afterwards he 
did agree to carry out the work at the departmental estimate. '
20169. And that was the last you had to do with that contract ? Yes.
20170. During the time in which you were in any way dealing with either of these two contracts did you 
see Mr. Hickson ? I think Mr. Hickson came into the room one day when I was speaking to Mr. Lyne 
on the subject. ' r o j
20171. IFas that as to the last contract ? Yes ; I never saw Mr. Hickson at all in connection with the 
former one. I think it was when the department were dealing with the last contract; and then he only 
came into the room to bring the papers in connection with the matter, so that Mr. Lyne might have them 
before him. j b
20172. Did he join in the conversation at all ? I do not remember that. As far as my memory serves 
me, I think Mr. Hickson rather showed himself opposed to the letting of the contract to Carter,
Gummow, & Co. m the manner in which it was proposed to let it. I have a slight recollection that that 
was the real gist of any conversation which may have taken place. .
20173. Were you personally acquainted with Mr. Hickson ? Yes ; I knew him very well.
20174. So that you would have remembered the circumstance if there had been any conversation ? I have 
so many of these things to think about, and so many conversations take place in reference to them, that it 
is very hard to remember any particular conversation. I am rather a busy man politically, and I often 
forget things of this kind.
20175. Mr. Davis.] Did you have any conversation, directly or indirectly, with any officer of the department 
with respect to Contracts 79 or 79a ? I had no conversation at all with any officer of the department in 
regard to those contracts. r
20176. The whole of the business, as far as you were concerned, was done by Mr, Lvne ? Entirelv with 
Mr. Lyne. . j j j

20177. Mr. Andrews.]. You were both member for the district and Mayor of Norfch Sydney at the time you 
made these representations to the department ? Yes ; I was returned to Parliament in June, 1891, and I see 
that one of the letters is dated in .1 uly. It shows that I was anxious, as the representative of the district, to get 
the work pushed on. I should like, if I may be permitted to do so, to supplement the evidence I have already 
given by a statement as to something which occurred in regard to the Monier system of construction. I 
remember having a conversation with Mr. Young and with Mr. Carter once in regard to that matter. It 
arose in this way: Mr. Carter came to me and said that he was anxious to send in an alternative tender upon

the



668 PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE.

K. M. Clark, the Monier system for a contract at Johnstone’s Creek, the job upon which the Monier system has since 
been adopted^ He said he would like to see the Minister to ask him not to declare his tender informal if lie 

13 Oct., 1896. put jn an alternative tender for the carrying out of the work upon the Monier system. I went with him 
to see Mr. Young. Mr. Young said he had no objection whatever to the firm’s sending in an alternative 
tender, and that he did not see any reason why it should be declared informal, but that he would let the 
whole matter stand on its merits.
20178. Sis Sonor.] That was the only occasion upon which you saw the Minister on that subject ? Yes. 
20179. Mr. Parlces.'] You also wrote to the Minister with the object of obtaining an extension of the 
Marrickville contract for Carter & Co. ? Yes ; I might say that at the time one of the works was 
gradually nearing completion. A large number of men who were working for Carter, Gummow, & Co. 
came to me with reference to the letting of further contracts. I may mention that I also, on behalf of 
the men, urged that certain work should be carried out by day-labour. There was at that time an 
agitation in favour of the butty-gang system. The men were anxious to have some of the work carried 
out upon that system, and I remember urging that some of the work should be carried out in that way. 
20180. You wrote two or three letters about the Marrickville contract? Yes. (Vide Appendix No. 79.) 
20181. Sis Sonor.] Did Mr. Carter approach you on that subject ? No ; you can well understand that, 
the men having approached me with reference to the carrying out of the butty-gang system, Mr. Carter, 
as a contractor, being naturally opposed to the system, would not be likely to do so. I was really 
approached by the men. I suggested that as Carter & Co. were carrying out work of the kind, if. this 
additional work could be carried out upon the same favourable terms, it might be the means of giving 
them employment. _
20182. What was the particular work referred to ? I think it was some extension of the Marrickville 
contract. I could not give you the particular number.
20183. Was the extension granted or not ? It was not granted, I believe. .
20184. I understand that you were in no way moved by the contractors in making the application in 
connection with that work ? No.
20185. You were simply moved by the men themselves ? Yes. • _
20186. They were afraid of getting out of work ? Yes. I think that at the same time I asked a question 
in the House in regard to the carrying out of the work now being carried out by the Postal Department, 
the laying of the underground telephone wires. I asked the Postmaster-General to consider the 
advisableness of carrying out the work by day labour, and it was at my instance, I think—I mean partly 
in consequence of my question—that he carried out that work in the manner in which he is now doing it. 
That was done virtually on the representation of some of the very same men who were working for Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.

John William Townsend Boys sworn and examined:—
J. W. T. 20187. Sis Sonor.] You are an engineer ? Yes.

Boys. 20188. You have been and are still employed by the Department of Public Works? Yes. 
r —, 20189. You were in charge of Contract 79, were you not ? Yes. .

13 Oct., 1896. 20190. At its inception ? Yes.
20191. In what capacity ? As resident engineer.
20192. As sole resident engineer ? Yes.
20193. Had you before then been upon Contract 72 ? Yes.
20194. At what time did you leave Contract 72 ? I am uncertain about the date.
20195. Did you come straight on to Contract 79? I am not quite sure.
20196. I want to know what you know as to the question of the transfer of any cement from Contract 72 
to Contract 79 ;—as a matter of fact, did any cement go from one contract to the other ? There were 
some small parcels which were sent to other contracts from Contract 72, of which there were records. 
20197. Do you now remember, apart from the records, whether any of these parcels were actually sent 
to Contract 79 ? I cannot say.
20198. Do you remember when the cementing work first began upon Contract 79 ? I cannot say from 
memory.
20199. About how long would it be after the date of the commencement of the work ? I cannot say 
positively, but I should think it would be about fifteen or sixteen months afterwards.
20200. After the beginning of the work ? Yes.
20201. Would that time have elapsed before any cement went on to the work at all ? No; there was 
cement there.
20202. You mean that that time would elapse before any cementing was done ? Yes.
20203. How long had any cement been waiting there before the cementing work was begun ? I could not 
say positively.
20204. Then you cannot say positively whether any cement did actually go from Contract 72 to 
Contract 79 ? No.
20205. You kept journals, I suppose ? Yes ; on both contracts. On looking at the journals I can find 
no record of any cement delivered from Contract 72 to Contract 79, although there are records of 
deliveries to sundry other contracts. Flood and Rutherford, for instance, had two or three parcels of 
cement from Contract 72.
20206. I believe that when Contract 72 was discontinued there was a large quantity of cement in stock 
upon the contract ? I heard so. I did not actually see it. I did not go into that particular shed.
20207. In point of fact, considering that Contract 79 was started some considerable time after Contract 72 
was discontinued, and that cement would not be wanted upon Contract 79 until all the excavation was 
done, would it not be very improbable that any cement would go to that contract from Contract 72 ? I 
do not think it would be improbable, supposing that the contractors had land upon Contract 79, and that 
they were paying a rental for land upon Contract 72.
20208. You think they might transfer the cement for the sake of storing it more cheaply on Contract 
79? Yes. .
20209. But you have no recollection of it ? No.
20210. And you have no recollection of the arrival of the first cement which did come on to Contract 79 ? No. 
20211. Do you remember a man named Burcombe, who was drawing for Carter & Co. ? Yes; I recollect 
a man of that name. 20212.
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20212. Have you had any recollection of his teams arriving on the site of Contract 79 with cement from J- W. T. 
anywhere ? No. B°ys-
20213. It would be a three-horse team if such a thing did occur ;—do you think you would remember 
that ? I scarcely think I should, because so many teams would be carting at the time. ’’ '
20214. Tou would not notice it even if the cement had come from a distance instead of from the wharf?
I should not know any more of it had it come from a distance, than had it come from the wharf. It would 
come in the same direction. * .
20215. All that you would notice would be that a certain quantity of cement would arrive ? Tes, speaking 
generally; but I should not notice particularly the number of teams, or anything like that.
20216. Tou worked upon Contract 72 and also upon Contract 79, and you would have an idea of the 
distance between the two contracts. I suppose it is about correct to say, is it not, that from the place of 
deposit of cement upon Contract 72 to the place of deposit of cement on Contract 79 the distance would 
be almost, if not quite, 61 miles;—did you ever take the distance out? No; but it could be easily 
measured approximately on the map.
20217. The pace of travelling of a team with cement, I presume, would not be more thanS^ miles an hour 
at the most ? I could not say. ,
20218. I suppose that the maximum would be 31 miles an hour ? I do not think they would go any 
faster.
20219. The teams travel, I suppose, between sunrise and sunset ? That is according to the management;
I could not say. & e
20220. The practice would be not to arrive on the ground with cement until well after 9 o’clock in the 
morning, I suppose, unless the cement had been brought from a very short distance ? They might arrive 
at almost any time. Supposing, for instance, it were a moonlight night, and they were pressed, they might 
cart them.
20221. Do they cart at night on some occasions ? I dare say they might. I have never seen them. I 
cannot say for certain.
20222. As to the work upon Contract 79, you made an estimate, I believe, at Mr. Davis’ request in con
nection with the question of how the sewer could be constructed—as to the relative cost of different 
thicknesses of margin ;—you remember that ? Tes.
20223. That estimate is correct, I suppose ? Tes ; as correct as I could check it.
20224. At all events it is approximately correct ? Tes.
20225. As to the overlapping of accounts in connection with the Bondi work, do you remember some 
charges which were incurred at Bondi being amalgamated with the accounts of Contract 79 ? 1 do 
remember some charges of that kind.
20226. Do you remember the circumstances ? There were some tools charged, and some cement was also 
charged as far as I can recollect. •
20227. How did that arise, do you remember? "Yes; they required a little passed-cement, and the con- ' 
tractors on 79 were able to supply it. , .
20228. Dor some work at Bondi? Tes.
20229. Then how was it that the accounts were not kept separately—that the Bondi account was 
amalgamated with the account of Contract 79? Because the charges would all go into one big account.
They would all go into the same account eventually.
20230. They were merely amalgamated for convenience sake ? Tes.
20231. It made no difference, because the money would be paid eventually to Carter, Gummow, & Co. by 
the department in some form ? Not necessarily. The amount might be paid to anyone else who did the 
work.
20232. But the work being done by Carter & Co., it would go into one account to which all sewer charges 
whether in connection with Carter & Co.’s contract, or any other contract of theirs, would be charged—is 
that so ? Tes.
20233. Was this work at Bondi, do you remember, a sewerage matter or a road matter? A sewerage 
matter, I believe ; but I cannot speak positively as to that.
20234. The amount would be paid by the same department ultimately in any case ? Tes.
20235. Tou were continuously upon Contract 79, I understand ? Tes.
20236. But you were relieved at one time by Mr. Weedon ? Tes.
20237. Were you relieved by him more than once ? I think I was relieved twice, but I could not say 
unless I looked at my diary. It was when I went on my holidays, in one case for three weeks, and in 
the other case for a month.
20238. Were you upon Contract 79x ? Tes ; I commenced it.
20239. Who took it over from you ? Mr. Weedon.
20240. And he continued upon it ? As long as it was in the charge of the department.
20241. A change was afterwards made, and Mr. Darlev took over the construction, and then Mr. Weedon 
left ? Tes. “
20242. Do you remember reporting upon some complaints which were made about bad ventilation? Tes ; 
upon Contract 79. ,
20243. What did you find to be the facts of the case ? I found that the deep shafts, with the exception 
of No. 12, had fans driven by steam, and that in the comparatively shallow shafts they were intended to 
be driven by hand, but the hand-pumps had not been fixed at that time. The principal cause of complaint .
was at shaft No. 12. I see from my diary that I requested the contractors to have the hand-pumps applied ' 
at once.
20244. There was no engine to work the fan at shaft No. 12 ? No engine was ever put there.
20245. No engine was required there for other purposes ? No.
20246. Was the hand-fan worked after that ? Almost immediately.
20247. Had it not been supplied at all when the complaint was made ? I do not think it was fixed. It 
was there on the ground. ‘
20248. As far as you know, as a matter of practice, should it have been fixed by the contractors, or by 
the men themselves, the fan being supplied by the contractors ? It is a mere matter of arrangement with 
the men. It is a contractor’s matter, and not a matter for the department to interfere with, unless there 
were bad complaints.

20249.
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J. W. T.
Boys.
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20249. When you did go into the question you insisted upon the fans being fixed by the contractors, I 
understand ? Not necessarily. I insisted that it should be fixed.
20250. Who fixed it when it was fixed ? That I cannot say.
20251. Tou cannot tell whether the men or contractors actually did it ? No.
20252. Had the pipes been supplied ? Not before then,
20253. They were not on the ground then ? They were not fixed.
20254. Where were they ? They were either in the yard or on the ground—I cannot say which.
20255. They were available, but they were not fixed—that is what you wish to say ? Tes.
20256. So that, whether it was the duty of the men under the circumstances to fix the pipes and fan them
selves, or whether it was the duty of the contractors, you cannot say ;—it would depend, you say, upon 
what arrangement was made between them ? Tes. '
20257. And as to the working of the fans—how were they worked ? The hand-fans were worked by 
the men.
20258. By the men themselves ? Tes.
20259. That was the regular practice P Tes.
20260. When the fan for shaft No. 12 was supplied, where did it come from ? That I cannot say.
20261. Had it to be got, or did it appear to be on the ground close by, where it could be secured in a 
short time ? I cannot say whether this particular fan was in the possession of the contractors at the 
time, but fans can be procured at once if necessary.
20262. There was no delay in procuring this particular fan? No.
20263. Mr. Davis'] Speaking generally of the ventilation upon Contract 79, was it on the whole, speaking 
from your experience in sewerage works, such as has been generallv provided by contractors ? Tes ; it 
was very fair throughout. "
20264. Where the fans at the deep shafts are driven by engines there could be no question about the 
ventilation P It was excellent. "
20265. In fact, it was a case of the men taking care lest they took cold ? Well, it was pretty strong. It 
would blow a candle out very quickly if you did not guard it.
20266. Where you found that the ventilation was to some extent defective on the date of your report of 
6th August, 1892, did you find any difficulty in getting it rectified ? No difficulty at all when attention 
was drawn to it.
20267. Tou said in your report, “ I have heard no complaints on the score of bad air from any of the 
men, with the exception of those at No. 12 shaft; ”—do you remember writing that ? Tes.
20268. Is that correct ? Tes.
20269. And No. 12 shaft, at the time of your report, had been standing for how many days ;—would it be 
ten days ? I cannot speak from memory, but whatever I have written in my report would be correct. 
20270. Do you know why it was stopped ? There was a dispute about payment, I think, but I cannot say 
positively.
20271. Coming to the small quantity of material which was supplied upon Contract 79 for the Bondi 
work, do you know whether the Bondi work was carried out by me or by the Hoads Branch ? It was 
carried out by you.
20272. Do you happen to know whether it did or did not form a part of the Bondi Sewer scheme ? I 
understand that it formed a part of the Bondi scheme, but what part I do not know.
20273. Whether the material was supplied from North Shore and Marrickville, or from any other source, 
so long as it was within the area which would eventually have to be administered by the Board of Water 
Supply and Sewerage, it would make no difference so far as the accounts were concerned ? Not in 
the least.
20274. Do you happen to know whether the sewerage debt is dealt with separately or as a whole 
after the works are transferred to the Board of Water Supply and Sewerage ? It is dealt with as a whole. 
202/5. So that, supposing the £11 Is. had been paid from the Tote taken for the sewerage works at North 
Shore and some of it had been expended at Bondi, that would in effect make no difference ? Not the least. 
20276. As to the transfer of cement from Contract 72 to 79, first of all I would like you to speak as to 
the position of things at the time the work was suspended upon Contract 72. I would like you to read the 
entry in your journal under date of 5th December, 1891, upon page 42. It is as follows—“ Concreting 
outfall, plastering, &c. The contractor intends driving sheet-piling at face of outfall on Tuesday 
morning. The inspector finds that there are only 1,689 barrels in the three sheds, viz., 300 Alsen, 958 
Camel, 431 Germania; total, 1,689. It was reported that there were 2,200 barrels —what would that 
entry refer to? It would refer to passed cement. The 1,689 barrels, I• take it, would be passed 
cement in the three sheds.
20277. Will you look at page 42 of the journal again, and read the entry under date of 26th November? 
Tes.—“ Alsen cement passed ; concreting, filling in, and plastering.”
202771-. The journal also states how much was passed on that day ? Tes ; there it a note in the margin, 
“300 Alsen.” J > 6 >
20278. Does that 300 correspond with the entry made on 5th December ? It is the same number.
20279. Does it confirm you in your opinion that the 1,689 casks of cement entered under date of 5th 
December were passed cement ? Tes.
20280. In addition to that, have you any recollection of any other cement at about that time on Contract 
72 ? Tes ; there was some cement passed previous to that, and recorded.
20281. But have you any recollection of writing a minute, asking that some cement might be tested ? I 
remember speaking about some other cement, and I declined to test it because it was more than we required 
on that contract.
20282. Do you remember writing this minute: “ Messrs. Carter & Co. have informed me that they had 
stored 2,000 barrels of cement on the Munni-street to Shea’s Creek contract, and require it to be tested. 
This quantity is in excess of the amount required to finish the present work, and I have refused to bring 
the sample ”? Tes ; I remember that.
20283. Does that minute refer to the same cement as the entry under date of 5th December in the 
journal ? No.
20284. These 2,000 casks refer to cement which had not been tested, and which the contractors wanted to 
he tested? Tes.

20285.
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20285. When the work was suspended on Contract 72 you gave up control ? Yes.
20286. Would you be likely to have any record of what occurred after you gave up control? No; I 
should not have any record at all. As soon as I leave the work I have'nothing more to do with it.
20287. Can you give us any idea as to where the 2,000 casks of cement to which you have referred as 
being untested were stored. You refer in your entry in thfe journal, under date of 5th September, to 
three sheds containing the 1,689 casks ;—where would the 2,000 casks be stored ? I cannot say posi
tively from memory, but I feel sure that it was right up at the top end, in Munni-street.
20288. In Knight’s paddock ? I forget the name of the paddock ; there were four sheds altogether. 
20289. Will you tell His Honor where they were ? There was one down on the rising ground, near the 
swamp—that is, almost at the outfall of the concrete channel. Then there was one opposite the boiling- 
down place ; another close to Mitchell Hoad ; and a fourth up at Munni-street.
20289i. To the best of your belief the 2,000 casks would be stored at the upper end ? I think so.
20290. Do you know what the practice has been with regard to the carting of cement backwards and 
forwards on these contracts ;—will you tell His Honor briefly what has taken place from your own 
knowledge and experience ? The inspector in charge of the work has orders, as the cement goes out, to 
brand it. He generally does so, and he takes a description of the maker, and the number of the cask, and 
forwards it to the inspector on the job to which the cement is going. The other inspector enters the 
receipt of such and such cement from such and such a contract.
20291. Sis Sonor.'] If cement has not been passed is anything of that kind done ? We have nothing to 
do with that. If it is under test it is not allowed to go.
20292. If the cement had not been passed at all would the department take cognisance of any transfer of 
it? No. ‘

J. W. T. 
Boys.

13 Oct., 1896^

20293. Mr. Davis^] Do you remember anything which occurred in connection with the packing of shaft 
No. 6 on Contract 79 ? I remember one of the inspectors complaining about some dry stone being put 
down, and an inquiry being made. We tried the shaft afterwards. I gave orders to my inspector to go 
and see whether such a thing had been done—whether the dry stone could be found in the work, and ho 
could find nothing of the sort. '
20294!. Did that inspection take place before I came to look into the matterI suppose you remember 
my coming over? You came over at 9 or 10 in the morning after I had sent in a report on the matter. 
20295. How long was it after I came before you had the work examined ? I could not say.
20296. You are quite sure that you had it examined ? Yes.
20297. And you are quite sure also that you found that it was all right ? Yes.
20298. You have been resident officer upon Contracts 72, 79, and 79a, and on others ? Yes, on Butcher’s 
Contract, which was a sort of reticulation work on Holterman’s Estate.
20299. Were you not resident engineer on the Neutral Bay and Careening Cove work ? Yes ; and on the 
storm-water work at Balmain, and Lemon and Spencer’s Glebe sub-main contract.
20300. Many of these works were carried out by other contractors than Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? Yes. 
20301. Did you notice any difference in the practice in regard to the contracts of which you have just 
spoken as compared with the practice observed on the contracts of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. ? No, they 
were all on the same footing. -
20302. Can you say, with regard to Contracts 79, 79a, and 72, whether, so far as your supervision goes, 
the proper quantity of cement, the specified quantity, was used ? I should have to leave 79a out of my 
answer, as no concreting was done on that contract under me; but, as to the rest, the concreting was done 
in the usual way with the quantities specified.
20303. Did you ever find on either of these jobs that less cement than the quantity specified was being 
put into the work ? No, I personally tested the work. I frequently tested it when I went over it. I 
tasted some of the concrete, and you could taste the cement strongly. The work set well, proving that 
there was plenty of cement in it. A week after the concrete had been put in you would find it so hard 
that you would have great trouble in picking it out.
20304. Sis Sonor.] What sort of a man did you find Inspector Beid to be? He was what you would 
call a decent fellow, but he had a peculiar way—in fact his way was very unpleasant indeed. He always 
wanted the last wor'd in any argument. He frequently raised arguments, and he invariably wanted the 
last word. He was very troublesome in that way, but I believe him to be a thoroughly honest man.
20305. But cantankerous ? Yes.
20306. Did you find that he did not get along well with the men ? Yes, I found them always at logger
heads over petty little things. I dare say there were faults on both sides,-but Beid could not leave things 
alone, and he was always wanting, as I say, to have the last word in everything even with myself. I 
warned him several times that if he had any complaints to make he must make them straight out and say 
definitely what he wanted, and that if he could not do that, I should have to report him; but he continued 
his nagging and argument.
20307. Which was more irritating to the workmen, I suppose, than even sailors’ language emphatically 
applied ? A good deal, I think. I know that he used to irritate me a good deal with the very same 
mannerism.
20308. Mr. Garter.] Beferring to Contracts 79 and 72, the work on those contracts, as far as you are 
aware, was always faithfully performed ? Yes.
20309. Did you ever find the contractors reluctant or hesitant in carrying out anything you asked them 
to do ;—supposing, for instance, a piece of work was not quite right, they would not hesitate to put it 
right if you asked them to do it ? No ; they carried it out at once if there were any complaints.
20310. Beferring to the question of cement on Contract 72, you said that there were four sheds ;—do 
you remember if there were any more than four ? I cannot recollect any more at the time I was there. 
20311. Do you remember one under the railway line? That was put there after I left the work. I saw 
it there. ’
20312. That would make five in all ? Yes.
20313. The top shed, which, I may tell you, was in Knight’s paddock, was a very large one? Yes.
20314. How many casks do you think it would hold—3,000 or 4,000 ? Speaking from memory, I should 
say you could stock there between 2,000 and 3,000.
20315. Do you remember our putting 40 feet on to that shed to take in cement which was not required 
for the contract? No ; I seldom went round that way.

20316.
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20316. There were 1,689 casks of tested cement in the three sheds, and there were also 2,000 casks of 
<yB* untested cement, as I gather from your journalis that correct H I believe so. 

laOrfcisQfi 20317. You would not take official'notice of the 2,000 casks unless you were asked to test it ? No.
’’ * 20318. We could do as we liked with it ? Yes.

20319. Referring to the carting of cement, one of our carters (Burcombe) has been here, and has told us 
that he made three trips a day between Shea’s Creek and North Shore, taking, in company with other 
carters, the 2,000 casks of untested cement. I would ask you to say if you have ever seen cement being 
carted through North Shore at 9 or 10 o’clock at night ? Never.
20320. Have you not, when you have been going to the theatre at night, noticed brick carts going up and 
down the Milson’s Point Road ? I have not noticed them.
20321. Do you not know that carters start at 4 o’clock in the morning and leave off when they can ? I 
know that.
20322. And that a carter’s hours of labour are not eight, but are often sixteen to eighteen ? Yes.
20323. So that it would not be out of the way to make three trips a day from Shea’s Creek to North 
Sydney ? No ; they could do it, I should say.
20324. His Honor.~\ Do you think they could cover 39 miles a day with a dray, loaded one way and 
unloaded the other ? They do it with timber in the country, and I do not see why the teams here 
should not do it. I know the timber teams do it in the country, having from 1 to 2 tons to carry.
20323. Of course, the time necessary for feeding, loading, and unloading, would have to be taken into 
consideration? Yes; I have known them to start at 3'30 or 4 o’clock in the morning and to get home 
after their last load at 10 o’clock at night.
20326. Using the same team or two teams of horses ? I cannot say, but I think the same team. I know 
that they have got so covered with dust that one could scarcely recognise them again.
20327. Mr. Garter^] You know our manager, John Reid ? Yes.
20328. Did you ever find him averse in any way to carrying out your orders ? He was not averse to 
carrying out my orders.
20329. But he might possibly object to Inspector Reid’s orders ? Yes; he objected to orders direct from 
the inspectors. He wanted his orders from me.
20330. Mr. Parhes.'] The journals produced would set forth the dates upon which you left Contract 72, 
and entered upon Contract 79 ? The journal of 72 will show when I left that contract, and the journal
of 79 will show when I began there. I may say that I had an assistant at the time.
20331. Who was the assistant? Mr. O’Hanlon.' He was on 79 for a couple of days or so, helping me 
to start the shafts.
20332. The note which appears upon page 48 of the journal of Contract 72 would be your final note in 
that journal ? Yes ; that would be the last of my writing in the journal.
20333. What is the date of that ? 26th February, 1892.
20334. The journal of 79, starting upon page 2, would be in O’Hanlon’s writing, would it not ? Yes. 
20335. Would that be the date upon which you took charge? Practically it would. I probably sent 
him there a day or two in advance. I may not have gone on to the ground for several days after that.
He would be sent there to get ready. .
20336. What is the date of the first entry ? 14th March, 1892.
20337. That will fix the date of your leaving Contract 72 and going on to Contract 79, will it not ? I 
might have had some other work coming in between. It would not mean that these were the only 
contracts that I went on to.
20338. But it would fix the dates of your having a knowledge of the one or the other? Yes.
20339. I would like you to read again your entry on page 42 of the journal of Contract 72, and also the
entry which appears upon page 41, under date of 16th November ? The entry under date, 16th November, 
is as follows :—“ Pilling in at back of timbers, plastering, &c. The contractors have stored on the works
2,000 barrels of cement samples, which they desire to have tested. The cement is not required. 
Awaiting instructions from Mr. Davis.” There is a marginal note, “ Referred to Engineer-in-Chief.—■ 
J.D.” ^
20339-|. After that there was very little work to complete upon the job ? Not much.’
20340. How many barrels of cement will it take to complete it ? It would be impossible to say.
20341. Would it take more than 200 ? I should fancy so. There was a lot of plastering to be done at
the outfall.
20342. How many barrels would you think would be required ? I could not hazard a guess.
20343. Would it take 1,000 barrels ? I could not say.
20344. Would it take 800? I could not make a guess, because I really forget whether the jack-arching 
was rendered, or whether the lower part of the sewer was rendered. I know that there was some work 
left to the last.
20345. Was there a fair amount of work to be done in cement ? A fair amount of work.
20346. Will you now read again the entry under date of 5th December, on page 42 ? Yes ; “ concreting 
outfall, plastering, &c. The contractor intends driving sheet piling at face of outfall on Tuesday morning. 
The inspector finds that there are only 1,689 barrels in the three sheds, viz., 300 Alsen, 958 Camel, 431 
Germania—1,689, total. It was reported that there were 2,200 barrels.”
20347. Did that not refer to the report which you formerly read? No; it is evidently in connection 
with a conversation I had had with the contractors. They had 2,000 barrels which they wanted tested, 
and the 1,689 barrels were tested cement.
20348. But your entry says, “ It was reported that there were 2,200 barrels ? ” That would probably be 
in conversation. The information that the contractors had stored the 2,000 barrels referred to in my 
entry of 16th November would come from my inspector. The information as to the 2,200 barrels would 
come from the contractors.
20349. His Honor^ I understand you to say that the 2,000 barrels was an assertion made in relation to 
untested cement ? It had nothing to do with tested cement. It had to do with untested cement, and I 
had nothing to do with that.
20350. Mr. ParJces.~\ Does the entry on 16th November refer to the cement mentioned in your minute ?
I think I have muddled up the two things. I really cannot say positively what the 2,200 barrels in my 
entry of 5th December referred to. I cannot exactly remember the conversation, but I remember that

there
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there was untested cement and tested cement. I remember also that there were four sheds. I mentioned J- W. T. 
in my entry of 5th December that those sheds contained tested cement, and the untested cement must Boy8-
have been in the fourth shed. . ------
20351. But the three sheds would be on the work, whereas the fourth shed would he off the work, jjj Oet., 1896, 
Knight’s paddock ? No ; they were all on the length of the contract. The contract was to be stopped 
at a certain point if the Engineer-in-Chief should so decide, but we should take the paddock to which you 
refer as being included in the contract.
20352. But you say you never entered the fourth shed to see what was in it ? No ; I did not bother 
about it.
20353. ’Will you read out the names of the passed cement referred to in your entry of 5th December?
Alsen, Camel, and Q-ermania.
20354. If in Henry Austen’s return of cement under date of 6th November there is an entry of 300 
barrels of Alsen’s cement delivered on to this contract, that would represent the barrels to which you 
have just referred, would it not ? I have no record of that.
20355. This information is taken from the merchants’ books ; it shows also that on 13th November 
Parbury, Henty, & Co. delivered 1,000 barrels of Camel cement;—that would also be the 958 barrels, 
would it not ? I cannot say.
20356. Alsen s cement was tested on 11th November, 1891;—you have a record in your book of that, 
have you not ? No ; there is no record here.
20357. But if there is a certificate in the office book showing that it was tested on 11th November, that 
would be correct ? Tes ; but I have not entered it here.
20358. As to Parbury Henty’s delivery of the 1,000 barrels of Camel, that would agree with your entry, 
would it not ? I cannot say. I have no record here.
20359. What is the number of barrels of Camel cement in your entry ? 958.
20360. What is the date of it ? 5th December.
20361. Then if under date of 6th November there is in Parbury, Henty, & Co.’s books an entry of 1,000 
casks of Camel cement, that is likely to be the same, is it not ? It might, or it might not be. I could 
not say.
20362. On 13th November, Henry Austin delivered 407 barrels of Germania, so that you will see the 
three entries of Alsen, Camel, and Germania, seem to tally with your entries ? Thev do not.
20363. But approximately ? Yes.

records of the department show that the 1,000 barrels of Camel cement were not tested, 
and that the 430 barrels of Germania were not tested, your note would be wrong ? Not necessarily. Do 
you mean to say that no other cement had been sent to the contract before that ?

^ ■^ia've a complete record of the cement deliveries to the contract, taken from the merchants’ books; 
and there are no deliveries entered in those books other than the three to which I have referred. There
fore, the entries would be likely to correspond with the entries in your journal ? I do not think thev do.
20366. But the figures are approximately the same ? Approximately. ‘ '
20367. Is it not possible that your inspector may have counted them wrongly ? That is on the cards, of 
course.
20368. Then we have the fact that, according to the books of the department, neither the Camel nor the 
Germania was tested ? I think the Germania was tested. I have an entry under date of 17th September 
that 150 barrels of Germania had passed. ’
20368J. But you must give us dates after November to be relevantcan you give us any explanation? 
i cannot, except that the cements mentioned in mj entry on 5th December are tested cements. The only 
explanation I can offer is that the cements there referred to had been previously tested.
20369. Will you please turn to page 50 of your journal;—you will there see Inspector Inwood’s remark 
as to the Camel cement ? I see that, under date of 23rd April, there is in this entry, “ Inspector Inwood 
took fourteen samples of the Camel brand cement for setting tests.”
2037a That would be after the second portion of Contract 72 had been started? That would be in 
Mr. Weedon s time.
20371. But after the second portion of the contract had been started ? I believe it would be.
20372. Was any cement delivered on to the job after you had made the entrv which you have read ? Not 
that I know of. ' J
20373. You never saw any delivered ? No ; I should have left the work. I should not have seen it. 
20374. Eefer now to page 32 of the journal of Contract 79;—you will see there, I think, the first entry 
of cement delivered on to that contract? There is this entry, “ 900 barrels Wouldham cement passed, 
Bed Cross brand. 1 ’
20375. Would not that be the first cement which came on to the contract ? That I could not say. 
ono/7^ Av i y°U look tlirough tlle journal ? There is an entrv on 14th September, 1892.
“0377. Of how many casks ? It does not say. It simply says, “ Cement delivered, Bed Cross Wouldham.” 
2Ud/S. Inat is the farst cement you would have a note of on the contract ? Yes.
20379. Will you now turn to page 70 ot the journal of contract 79 ;—you will see there an entry under 
date of May 15th, 1893 ? Yes ; it is as follows: “ Only one shift working at 12 ; three shifts working in 
Nos !, 3, and 4; Nos. 5, 6, 7, and 11, working two shifts ; scabbling at Nos. 3 and 10. Cement carted 
and transferred to Contract 90, Neutral Bay, 10 barrels, making a total of 130 barrels, 99 of which were 
not advanced on by the department. The rest have been forwarded by consent.”
20379|. That would leave the 900 barrels referred to in your note ? that I cannot say. I have a notion 
that it is some other cement.
?xr38?ji.If Parbury’ Henty, & Co., on September 21st and 24th, delivered 999 casks to North Shore of 
oVL°oU“ CCme,nt’ the same brand’ tbat would be identical, would it not? It does not say so 
20381. But you have a note on 20th October of 900 barrels of Wouldham ? Yes.
20382 Would not the 999 barrels delivered on 21st September and 24th be identical, then, with that P 
That 1 could not say.
o«oo^' ?TUt lt^rould probably be so, seeing that the brand is the same ? It probably would,
20384. Upon Contract 72 the brands were Alsen, Camel, and Germania? Yes. ' ^
20385. But m this ease the brand is Wouldham ? Yes. ‘
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J.W. T. 20386. Can you tell the Commission at what time the horse-ferry at North Shore ceases running? I 
could not. . . n

13 Oct 1896 20387. If cement were stared upon Contract 72, and were untested when it came to Contract 79, you 
” ' would have it tested ? I should have all the cement on 79, of which I knew nothing tested. _

20388. Unless you had a certificate of test coming with the cement ? Tes; I might get verbal notice, of 
course. ,
20389. But you would have it tested if it were untested ? Tes.
20390. Do you recollect at the period of the suspension, before you left Contract 72, any of the 2,000 
casks of untested cement going away to Carter, G-ummow, & Co.’s jobs ? I do not recollect any cement 
going away at that time. I probably should not see it, because just about that time I should be in the 
office making up the final voucher. .
20391. If cement were going away would not the inspector report it to you ? He would inform me. 
20392. But he did not do so ? Not that I can remember.
20393. If you refer to page 44 of the. journal of Contract 72 you will see, under date of 21st December, 
1891, this entry : “ 72 barrels of Germania and Alsen brands for Iron Cove storm-water left to-day ; 
total, 198 barrels ; and 9 barrels Germania for Carter & Co.’s Glebe contract” ? Tes.
20394. That would be 207 casks leaving the work at that time ? Tes.
20395. Tou have given evidence that Blood and Kutherford had cement from the contract; do you know 
of any other contractors who had any? I cannot recollect any. They might have bad a few barrels. 
One would not think anything of a man coming down and taking a dray-load. Of course, the inspector 
would make a note of it. . .
20396. The practice is to make an advance upon the cement stored on these contracts, is it not. les, 
if it is asked for. I do not do it upon my own hook, as it were, but if I have authority I make the
advance. , i r-
20397. If you turn to certificate No. 13 of Contract 79, you will see an advance upon 900 barrels of 
cement at 16s. ? Tes ; that would be in April, 1893.
20398. The certificate I hand you is your certificate? Tes.
20399. What is the number ? It is the fifteenth progress return. _
20400. On how many barrels of cement have you advanced on that certificate? On 870. _
20401. Prior to September, 1892, did any of your inspectors report to you that Burcombe was fetching 
cement to Contract 79 from Contract 72 ? I cannot say positively. They might have done so, or they 
might not.
20402. Have you any recollection of it ? No.
20403. Mr. Davis.'] Some cement was delivered to Contract 90 from Contract 79 ; do you know whether 
it was returned to Messrs. Carter & Co ;—was it a loan or was it sold ? That I cannot say positively. 
20404. Tou do not know whether it was returned or not ? No.
20405. His Honor.'] Whose contract was No. 90? W. W. Johnestone’s. _
20406. Is the journal supposed to show the arrival of cement on the ground or not ? It is supposed to 
be shown, but I am sorry to say I have slipped one or two entries which I ought to have made. Therefore, 
the journal is not perfect. . , .
20407. Mr. Parkes.] But I suppose that Inspector Bowie’s record of cement, if it agrees with your 
journal, will be correct, supposing he counted the barrels ? If he counred them.
20408. He would have close inspection of the cement, would he not ? Tes.
20409. Mr. Davis.] Supposing Inspector Bowie did not speak as to any cement before September ; then 
he would not have anything to say as to what seems to be an element of doubt in your mind? No. 
20410. His Honor.] The books d"o not indicate any removal of cement from Contract 72 to Contract 79 ? 
No ; there is no indication.
20411. Mr. Davis.] Will you look at the journal of 72 and tell His Honor precisely what the 2,000 casks 
in the entry of 16th November refer to ? That entry refers to some cement which I refused to have 
tested, and which I did not see at all. It is described as 2,000 barrels. _
20412. How did you know that there were 2,000 barrels ? Probably the inspector would say verbally 
that there were 2,000 barrels. . _
20413. What you say is, that although you did not see the 2,000 barrels, it was reported to you that they 
were there ? Of course, I should not have anything to do with it under the circumstances.
20414. His Honor.] It being untested cement ? Quite so. •
20415. Mr. Davis.] To what does your entry under date of 5th December refer ? I believe that 1,689 
barrels refers to tested cement.
20416. His Honor.] That is where the 2,200 barrels are mentioned ? Tes.
20417. I understand that that 2,200 is, as far as you can see, intended to apply to tested cement ? Tes. 
20418. Which was found to consist of only 1,689 barrels ? Tes. _
20419. Had that 1,689 barrels which had been put down at 2,200 barrels anything whatever to do with 
the 2,000 casks referred to in your entry of 16th November ? No, I am pretty sure it has not; but I 
really cannot swear to it. The entries are not complete enough to enable me to be positive upon the
point. ... • t i
20420. Mr. Davis.] The thing happened a long time ago, and it is difficult to remember precisely what 
did take place ; but as the matter is one wdiich I should like to have cleared up, I will ask you whether 
you could go so far as to say that it is improbable that the 2,000 casks referred to in your entry of 16th 
November are the same casks as those referred to in your entry of 5th December ? 1 cannot say that it
is improbable, but I do not think they are ; I cannot recollect.
20421. Supposing Mr. Christie has correctly given the evidence which appears upon page 587, and that 
on 6th November Henry Austin delivered 300 barrels of Alsen’s cement; that on 13th November 
Parbury, Henty, & Co. delivered 1,000 barrels of Camel cement; and that on 13th November Henry 
Austin delivered 407 barrels of Germania,—wmuld it have been possible, between 13th November and 5th 
December, to send in samples and get the cement passed ? That would be twenty days. It would be 
possible to get the cement tested in that time if it w-ere sent in at once.
20422. Is it not customary to pass cement upon a twenty-eight days test ? It is customary.
20423. And if that custom were followred in this instance there would not have been time to get the 
cement passed ? No.

20424.
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20424. Mr. Parkes.~\ Then how is it that on November 6th 300 barrels of Alsen’s cement were delivered J- W. T. 
and were passed on November 11th, five days afterwards ? The entry does not say that Alsen’s cement Boys, 
was tested. It says the contractors were storing.
20425. Is there not a record in that note of the cement having been sent in for test F No. ^ Oct., 189
20426. At all events the certificate bears date of November 11th, and the cement was delivered on 
November 6tb. That would show that there would be plenty of time for testing if there were an interval 
of 20 days ? That may be.
20427. Will you indicate upon a plan the position of the sheds in which the cement was stored? Tes.
20428. On November 10th there is an entry of Aisen’s cement having been passed, is there not, in the 
journal of Contract 72? No. On November 26th you will find an entry “ Alsen’s cement passed,” and 
in the margin it says “ 300, Alsen.” '

.1 oseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
20429. His Honor.~\ Can you speak definitely and of your own knowledge as to the position of the j. Davis.
cement sheds upon Contract 72 ? I know from my personal knowledge and from visiting the works two
or three times a week that there were four sheds upon the contract, and that, in addition to that, the 13 Oct., 1896.
contractors stored cement, not a very large quantity perhaps, under one of the arches of the Illawarra
railway where it passed Macdonald-street. The sheds were as indicated by Mr. Boys, one near the outfali
of the concrete channel, a second below Mitchell Hoad, a third above Mitchell Road, and a fourth in what
is called Knight’s paddock, at the top of Macdonald-street. .
20430. Of what size was the shed at Knight’s paddock ? It was a very large one. •
20431. Capable of holding how many casks? I should say 2,000. I did not measure the shed, but it was 
a large one. I know that the shed was erected for the accommodation of the cement which was refused 
to be tested.
20432. Before the refusal to test, I suppose ? Tes.
20433. The cement which was intended to be used upon the upper part of the work? Tes. The shed 
was intended for cement for the work along Macdonald-street and up to Munni-street, in anticipation 
that that work would go on. It was thought that it would be convenient to the site of the works.
20434. I should like you to refer to the voucher for Contract 69, which appears upon page 133 of the 
Parliamentary returndoes that voucher differ from the final voucher ? I do not think it differs 
materially. ’
20435. There are some discrepancies which I find it difficult to understand. Look, for instance, at the 
item of timber. The estimated quantity of timber is 9,000 cubic feet, and the actual quantity is 9,818 ?
Something like that.
20436. Then the quantity of excavation in ground requiring timbering is enormously in excess of the 
estimated quantity, and what I fail to understand—I do not know what the explanation of it is—is how 
it comes about that 9,000 feet of timber was estimated for what appeared to be such a very small amount 
of excavation requiring timber. The amount of excavation, it actually turned out, required approximately 
9,800 feet of timber;—can you explain that? To begin with, the quantity of timber given is highly 
problematical. It is impossible to say whether timber will be required to be left in the open cutting or not.
A percentage of the 9,000 cubic feet would be allowed for the open cutting, and as a matter of fact there 
was no timber left in.
20437. It was anticipated that a good deal of timber would be left in the open cutting? We have to 
provide for an emergency of that kind. In this particular instance 1 know that no timber was left in the 
open cutting, so that it all went to supplement the timber provided in the schedule for the tunnel, and in 
that way, when the quantity of timber was ultimately worked out, it did not exceed the quantity provided 
in the schedule to any material extent.
20438. In the tunnel excavation the estimated quantity was 9,780 cubic yards, the actual total being 13,294 
cubic yards ; that is a very large increase. It was not due to any further work which was done, but was 
due to the fact that a great.deal of the country which was excavated required timbering, the excavation 
being larger than was anticipated in the original schedule? That is the explanation, your Honor. The 
reason that the timber was not proportionately increased was simply due to the fact which I have men
tioned, that in the probable quantities included in the schedule there would be a proportion of the 9,000 
cubic feet for open cutting. That was not used. Therefore, it went to the credit of the tunnel.
20439. The excavation in open trench in the schedule is estimated to come out at the total of 22,815 cubic 
yards. In the 16th progress return the total given is 18,888 cubic yards ;—that puzzles me very much ?
The explanation of it is this : that probably more of the ground than was anticipated did not require 
timbering. In the ground which requires timbering it is provided in the specification for trenches to be 
6 inches wider than if there is no timber required, and the excavation has to be paid for to the outside of 
the timbering, so that it was not that there was any less sewer put in. It was simply that the ground 
proved to be harder than was anticipated, and, therefore, the trench would not be so wide. To the best of 
my recollection, that is what occurred.
20440. I find the following clause in the specification of Contract 72 : does not this clearly provide for 
the construction of the open channel:—

If the 13 or 27 chains of the outlet end of proposed storm-water sewer (as provided in clause 3) should not be excised 
from present contract, then, pending the completion of proposed ship-canal to its junction with proposed storm-water sewer, 
an open channel, when ordered, to be excavated to such gradients, depths, and cross sections, from the junction of the two 
channels to the present head of said ship-canal, a distance of about 32 chains, as shown on drawing No. 1, and as shall be 
determined at the time.
? Tes, your Honor, I knew that the clause was somewhere in the contract, but I could not find it at the 
time. One cannot remember all these things.

FRIDAY,
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FRIDAY, 16 OCTOBER, 1896.
George Christie recalled and further examined :—

G. Christie. 20441. Mr. Parkes?j Since you made your last researches as to the quantity of cement used upon 
/—Contracts 79, 79a, and 69, you have perused an additional journal, relating to Contract 72, which throws 

16 Got., 1896. gome light upon the subject ? Tes.
20442. Tou have searched that journal for certain minutes ? Tes.
20443. And from the journals of Contracts 72 and 79 you have compiled a statement of facts—that is, 
the facts contained in the journals ? Tes.
20444. The statement which you will put before the Commission this morning is drawn from what ? It is 
drawn from the departmental records of papers, the contract journals, the records of the traders’ accounts, 
books, and invoices, and from the contractors’ bank pass-books.
20445. And have you taken into consideration the daily returns of the inspectors ? Tes.
20446. Which Mr. Davis said were correct within 5 per cent ? Tes.
20447. In fact, the whole of your data are drawn from official documents ;—is not that so ? From official 
and other documents.
20448. Is anything assumed in your report ? No.
20449. His Honor.1 I understand that it is a tabulated statement of what you have found in the various 
documents and books to which you have referred ? Tes.
20450. Mr. P arises J] I will ask you to read the memorandum ? It is as follows :—
Memo. No. 21, re the shortage of cement on Contracts 79, 79a, and 69, compiled from the departmental records, the 

contractors’ bank pass-books, traders’ invoices, departmental tests of cement, &e.

As to the stock of cement on Contract 72 on 5th December, 1891.
(а) In the journal of this contract, at page 42, under date 5th December, 1891, Resident-Engineer Boys has the 

following minute :—
“ The inspector finds that there are only 1,689 barrels in the three sheds, namely :—

. 300 “Alsen’s”
958 ‘ ‘ Camel ”
431 “Germania”

1,689 Total. ’
It was reported that there were 2,200 barrels.”

(б) These parcels of cement correspond with the three last deliveries of cement prior ’ to the stoppage of the work (see
page 587 of the printed evidence).

(c) That the 300 casks “Alsen’s” cement had leen tested is shown by certificate No. 609, which was registered on
19th November, 1891.

The “ Camel ” and “ Germania” cement were untested at date of Mr. Boys’ minute of 5th December, 1891, as above, 
but were tested subsequently, as per certificates Nos. 670 (18th March, 1892), 700 “Camel,” and 668 (16th March, 
1892), 360 “Germania.”

(d) In the Contract Journal on 11th November, 1891, Mr. Boys made the following entry, “Contractors are storing 
2,000 barrels of cement in sheds on the work.” It was at this date that the above-mentioned 1,000 casks 
“ Camel ” and 407 casks “ Germania ” cement were in course of delivery, as shown by the invoices furnished as 
Appendix .

(e) A further reference is made to these deliveries of cement in an entry by Mr. Boys on 16th November, 1891, as
follows :—The contractors have stored on the works 2,000 barrels cement, samples of which they desire to have 
tested. The cement is not required. Awaiting instructions from Mr. Davis.”

(/) Subsequently—viz., on the 5th December, 1891—Mr. Boys wrote the minute on this matter which appears at the 
beginning of this memo., setting forth a stock of 1,689 casks cement, consisting of “Alsen’s,” “Camel,” and 
“ Germania ” brands.

(g) From the 5th December, 1891, cement was (as shown by the official progress payments) used on the progress and 
completion of the first section of the contract, and 207 casks were transferred to Iron Cove and Glebe contracts. 
On 15th February, 1892, Messrs. Carter & Co., in their claim, charge for the value of 1,300 casks in stock.

As to resales and transfers of cement from Contract No. 72, &c., from November, 1891, to 15th February, 1892.
(a) Resales:—

To Flood and Rutherford................................................................................................... 800 casks.
(Paid by cheque, £467 6s., 16th November, 1891).

To Danaher, Taylor, and Britton .................................................................................... 600 casks.
(See Mr. J. Carter’s evidence, page 211 ; and payments, 22 February, 1892,

£292 5s. 2d.; and 7th March, 1892, £8 4s. 7d.)
Transfers:—

To Ironcove Creek ............................................................................................... 198
Glebe .............................................................................................................. 9 .

----------- 207 casks.
(See entry in Contract Journal, page 44, 21 December, 1891.)

1,607 casks.
(i) Messrs. Carter & Co., in their claim of 15th February, 1892, charge for loss on resale of 2,000 casks, not for 

cement stored on the contract.

As to the first deliveries of cement on Contract 79.
(a) The first deliveries of cement to this contract were as follows :—

21st September, 1892 ............................................................. 50 casks, “ Wouldham.”
24th September, 1892 .............................................................. 699 ,, ,, '
21st September, 1892 .............................................................. 250 ,, ,, ■

Making a total of 999 casks of “ Wouldham ” brand cement. And until 30th June, 1893, this was all the cement 
delivered on this contract, as shown by invoices in Appendix.

(5) The first test of cement for this contract was on 11th October, 1892, No. 779, of 900 casks “ Wouldham ” cement 
{see schedule of Mr. Roberts’s tests in Appendix).

(c) On 15th May, 1893, Resident-Engineer Boys wrote the following minute in the Contract Journal—“Cement carted
and transferred to Contract 90, Neutral Bay, 10 barrels—making a total of 130 barrels—99 of which were not 
advanced on by the department, the rest having been removed by consent. ” _

(d) The first advance on cement was made in Progress Certificate No. 13, 27th April, 1893, on 900 casks. This advance
was continued on Progress Certificate No. 14. But in Progress Certificate No. 15, 27th June, 1893, the quantity 
advanced on was reduced to 870 casks consequent upon the removal of the thirty-one casks (the balance of the 130 
referred to in Mr. Boys’s minute quoted above). _

(e) The first progress certificate in which there is payment shown for any work requiring the use of cement is No. 15,
of 27th June, 1893; and Inspector Fowle was, during the period covered by that certificate, appointed as 
inspector over that class of work. {/)
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(/) When Inspector Fowle entered on his duties, he, on 15th June, 1893, as per his evidence (questions 16376 and G. Christie.
16509), took stock of the cement then on the contract, and found a total of 853 casks.

(ff) This 853 casks exactly tallies with the deliveries to date, less removals and quantity used, as follows :— 16 Oct., 1896.
Total deliveries................................................................................................. . 999 casks Wouldham.

Deduct—
Removals to Contract 90 ............................................................................. 130
Used as per inspector’s reports ................................................................. 16

----- 146

Balance ................................................................................................... 853 in stock.
(h) The further deliveries of cement to this contract appear in the invoices in Appendix.

The total of 853 casks, which you have just mentioned, tallies with the note made by Inspector Fowle in 
his note-hook ? Tes.
20151. Will you read the two items of the claim made in respect of the cement upon Contract 72 at the 
time of the suspension of the contract ? In the claim of the contractors, dated 15th February, 1892, 
there occur these items “ Portland cement (1,300 casks, at 14s. 9d.), £958 19s.; Portland cement (loss 
on sale of 2,000 casks, at 2s. 6d.), £250.” _
20452. Will you refer to the three minutes read by Mr. Boys the other day in the journal of Contract 
72 ? I presume you refer to the minute of 11th November, 1891, of the 6th November, 1891, and on the 
5th December, 1891. They refer to cement then being delivered on the contract, or which had recently 
been delivered there as set out in the first part of my memorandum of this date.
20453. Do the records of tests throw any light upon the question of the 2,000 barrels of cement, which k 
were supposed to be stored upon the contract, and which are referred to in one of Mr. Boys’ minutes ?
Tes ; it is stated in the journal that there were 1,689 casks of which 300 casks had been tested. The 
tested would be Alsen. The Camel and Germania were not tested until March, just prior to the re
commencement of the contract.
20454. Is that denoted in any official records ? In the records of cement tests.
20455. Therefore, it would seem that of the 1,689 casks referred to in Mr. Boys’ third minute all but 300 
casks were then untested cement ? Tes. -
20456. According to the test-book kept by Mr. Boberts for the department, all Carter & Co.’s cements 
seem to have been tested upon this work, do they not ? Tes.
20457. Coming to the progress vouchers of Contract 79, upon which an advance on cement appears. There 
is an advance upon cement in progress voucher No. 14, 900 casks; and in No. 15 that 900 casks is 
reduced to 870 casks ;—is that not so ? Tes.
20458. Does that not indicate that 900 casks alone could be the cement in stock ? Tes.
20459. Is there any evidence contained in anv of the books you have looked up of an advance upon
2,000 casks ? No. '
20460. Is there any evidence at all to indicate that 2,000 casks, in addition to the 999 casks which were 
delivered on that contract, were there ? There is evidence to the contrary.
20461. What is it ? There is the direct evidence of the delivery, and there is the direct evidence of 
Inspector Fowle counting the cement. There is the further fact that the advance was reduced from 
900 to 870 casks, because 30 were transferred.
20462. Mis Honor.'] There was nothing more apparently to fall back upon, you say P No.
20463. Hr. Davis.] In reference to Contract 72 you have said that the 2,000 casks which have been 
referred to were not stored upon that contract;—will you tell me upon what ground you make that 
statement ? On the ground set forth in my memorandum.
20404. In paragraph (b) under the heading of “ resales and transfers” you say “ Messrs. Carter & Co. 
in their claim I5th February, 1892, charge for loss on resale of 2,000 casks—not for cement stored on the 
contract ’ ; will you point out where in their claim you find that the contractors state that the cement is 
not stored upon the contract ? They simply claim for 1,300 casks on the ground, and not for 2,000 casks 
additional to their stock.
20465. Am I to understand, then, that you make the statement that the 2,000 casks of cement were not 
stored upon the contract, apart altogether from the claim of Carter & Co. ? I do, and I make it from the 
fact of the sales and transfers of cement, and from the fact that from the work on the contract, and from 
the cement delivered to it, they could not have had that quantity there.
20466. Will you tell us, first of all, what there is in that claim as put forward by Carter & Co. to lead you 
to the conclusion that this cement was not stored upon the work, taking the claim by itself ? I take it 
that, if Carter & Co. claimed for the full value of certain cement upon the job, they had that cement there, 
or something to represent the quantity—that is, as to the 1,300 casks. Asto the second item, the loss on 
the resale of the 2,000, they had not that cement on the job, but they made that loss upon it. They say, 
for instance, “ Loss on resale.”
20467. That is the inference you draw ? Tes.
20468. Tou would not draw this inference—that the fact that 1,300 casks had been approved and 
accepted by the department was a sufficient reason for the firm claiming the full value of the cement; and 
that, inasmuch as the department refused to test the 2,000 casks represented to be stored upon the ground, 
that the contractors would, therefore, have no such claim in respect of that; the consequence being that 
they put in a nominal claim of 2s. 6d. a cask ? Tour question is rather a long one, and is difficult, on 
that account, to answer. Tou are assuming that the 1,300 casks were tested. I say that it was not tested 
cement ; so that that destroys your question altogether. .
20469. Do you say that the 1,300 casks were not tested ? A small portion of the balance of Alsen’s may 
have been tested, but very little of the total was tested cement.
20470. On what ground do you say it was not tested ? Because all but the two last deliveries of cement 
were untested, and those deliveries agree exactly-svith what Mr. Boys states to be the stock included in the 
1,689 casks. He says it was tested cement, but it is clear that it was not.
20471. I suppose you have been through the cement test-book, No. 2, have you ? Tes.
20471i. Do you recollect test 609 ? Tes ; it is referred to in my evidence.
20472. I think you have said that that 300 casks of Alsen’s cement correspond with 300 casks of cement 
named in Mr. Boy’s entry? Tes.
20473. Did you notice test 595, which mentions 390 casks of Germania for Contract No. 72 ? Tes; that ■
is the delivery of 376 casks from Austin, on 8th October. It was tested on 14th October. ’

20474.
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G. Christie. 20474. Have you any proof whatever that that 390 casks did not form part of the 1,300 ? Yes ; because 
^ was no* delivered until a month after that test. .

“ c •’ • 20475. But you assume what is perhaps not quite correct;—you say that the 1,300 casks were all delivered
after the 11th November, 1891;—I ask you again are you sure that the 390 casks were not part of the
1,300 casks ? Yes.
20476. Were you on the ground on the 11th November, 1891, and do you know from your own knowledge 
that there was no cement on the ground at that time ? I was not on the ground.
20477. Did you notice the test 584, of 6th October, 1891 ? Yes.
20478. How many casks is it ? 597.
20479. "What brand is it ? Camel.
20480. Does that brand correspond with the cement set down as being on the ground in Mr. Boy’s journal 
on the 5th December ? No. '
20481. But it is the same brand, is it not ? It is the same brand.
20482. Is test 595 of Q-ermania also the same brand as some of the cement referred to in Mr. Boys’ 
minute ? Certainly.
20483. As to the 500 casks of “ Camel,” have you anv proof that that 500 casks did not form part of the
1,300 casks mentioned in Carter & Co.’s claim P I have this proof—that cement was required to continue 
the work.
20484. But I ask you whether you have any proof that the 500 casks of cement, Camel brand, which was 
tested on the 6th October, did not form part of the 1,300 casks claimed for by Carter & Co. ? I would 
say that it is sufficient proof that cement would be required to carry on the work.
20485. Were you on the ground to see that all the cement was used up on 11th November, 1891 ? No. 
20486. Practically, therefore, you have no proof of it ? iTes ; I have the proof obtained from the papers 
and books.
20487. You say in paragraph (B), under the heading of “ Stock of cement on Contract 72, on 5th 
December, 1891,” “ These parcels of cement correspond with the three last deliveries of cement prior to 
the stoppage of the work ” (see page 587 of the printed evidence) ;—will you kindly refer to that 
evidence? Yes. The three deliveries are those of 6th November—Henry Austin, 300 casks of Alsen; 
13th November—Parbury, Henty, 1,000 casks of “ Camel 13th November, 407 casks of G-ermania. 
20488. To begin with, how do you know that that thousand casks were untested ? It is clearly so.
20389. But how do you know it ? Because there is no record of a test at that time. There is a sub
sequent record of a portion of it. .
20490. How do you know that the 407 casks of Germania were untested ? Because in each case I have 
compared the deliveries with the tests judging from that, the two parcels to which I have referred were 
untested.
20491. That is what you believe ? Yes. .
20492. Will you show that these quantities correspond with the quantities referred to in Mr. Boys’ 
minute—for instance, how does the 300 casks of Alsen’s cement compare with his entry ;—does it cor
respond with it ? Yes.
20493. Another entry of his is 958 casks of “ Camel ”—does that correspond with the 1,000 casks ? Yes. 
20494. How can you say that;—in what way does it correspond ? As regards the approximate quantity. 
20495. You would say that 958 casks corresponded with 1,000 ? Yes, of the same brand.
20496. That is what you call accurate accounting ? It is accurate phraseology.
20497. To say that 958 casks correspond with 1,000 casks ? Yes.
20498. Then take the Germania ;—do the 407 casks agree with 431—do they correspond ? They do. 
20499. According to your mind ? According to anyone’s mind, I should think.
20500. Will you read question and answer 16376 of the evidence of Inspector Powle ? Yes ; they are 
as follows :—

16376. How many casks? I could not say from memory. I know there was a large number. 
There was also a large quantity of bricks. I see from my notes that on 15th June, 1893, there were 

. 853 casks there. '
20501. Will you now read Question and Answer 16509 ? Yes :—

16509. Mr. ParJcesJ] I suppose you counted the casks ? As nearly as I possibly could. The note 
in my book is to the effect that there were 853 on the work on Thursday, 15th June.

20502. Will you now read the next question and answer? Yes ; they are as follows :—
16510. Mr. Davis.~] Do you swear that the 853 in your note-book represents* the number of casks on 
the ground on the date you have put down there ? Yes ; that is the note I made.

20503. You would conclude from that that Inspector Fowle took stock at that date ? Yes.
20504. That is the conclusion you would form ? Yes.
20505. And that in that 853 casks he had all the cement which was on the ground at that date ;—you 
think that is a fair conclusion to draw ? Yes.
20506. Will you now read Question and Answer 16513 ? Yes ; they are as follows :—

16513. Mr. Davis Will you readout the note you have opposite the date on 21st July, 1893 ? 
Yes. “ Eight hundred and fifty Wouldham and Try’s, and 500 Wouldham.” Both of these were 

, passed, and I have put opposite to them the letter “ P ” ; that note is made as a sort of check upon 
the cement on that particular dale. It would have been one of my usual checks upon the cement 

. used in the work, as compared with the cement delivered on to the work. The note I am reading
you would give the total quantity of cement upon the work on that particular day. The note 
continues, “ Five hundred Germania, 80 Germania, and 69 from stormwater channel.” The last 
part of the note would mean that 69 were delivered upon the ivork from another contract.

20507. So that soon after the date of the 15th June, 1893—that is, on the 21st July, 1893, it is evident 
from the same reliable source from which you quote—that is, Inspector Fowle’s rough pocket-book, that 
the stock was materially increased ? Yes ; but the cause of it was that on the 13th June, 1893, Parbury, 
Henty, and Co. delivered 500 casks, and Henry Austin, on the 5th July, delivered 400 casks—Parbury, 
Henty, & Co.’s being Wouldham, and Henry Austin’s being the 400 Germania referred to.
20508. I suppose you can vouch for the figures which you have put in as the total deliveries of cement 
in Contract 79. Yes.
20509. To the best of your belief they are accurate in every respect ? Yes.
20510. I suppose yon would stand by them ? Yes.
20511. Will you turn to page 294 of your evidence ? Yes. 20512.
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20512. How many casks of cement do you say had been delivered on to Contract 79 ? The evidence to G. Christie, 
which you have referred me is as to the cement tested, not as to the deliveries of cement. The heading 
is, “ Statement of the quantities of cement tested by the Department of Public AYorks for Contracts 79, c ’’ '
79a, and 69.”
20513. A tabulated list follows that heading ? Tes, of cement tested.
20514. And certified to by Mr. Eoberts ? Tes.
20515. How many casks do you make the total in regard to Contract 79 ?• 5,050 casks, tested.
20516. What was the date of the last parcel of cement which was tested in respect to Contract 79 ?
6th April, 1894.
20517. Will you now read the entry which appears in the journal of Contract 79 for the 8th May, 1894 ?
Tes ; it says, “ Eun short of cement.”
20518. What would you take that to indicate ? It means this—that the contractors had estimated that 
a certain quantity would be required to finish the job, the last progress payment on which was made on 
May 7th, and that they may have wanted a few casks to finish up. The final certificate had been given, 
but there were probably little odd jobs to do.
20519. Seeing that the last delivery, according to your tabulated statement, was made on 6th April, 1894, 
and we have a note in the journal under date of 8th May, 1894, “ Eun short of cement”;—what would you 
say that that indicated ? I should say that they got a little from Contract 69.
20520. What would you say that the note in the journal indicated ? That a few casks of cement were 
wanted.
20521. Would you say that the cement which had been delivered on the 6th April, 1894, had been 
exhausted ? Tes ; but they only wanted a small number of casks to finish the contract. Contractors 
such as these would not put themselves in the position of having their works stopped through their running 
short of cement. If a large quantity of cement had been required they would have had it over there.
20522. Turn to the next date—May 9th, in the same year, in the journal of 79—what does that say ?
“ Cement arriving from Contract 69.”
20523. So that it would appear from the entries made on the 8th and 9th May, 1894, that to begin with 
the cement ran out on the 8th, and that on the 9th a fresh supply was obtained from Contract 69 ? It 
proves that there were no more direct sales, and that there was a transfer from Contract 69. It would 
appear from those entries that the cement upon Contract 79 had run out, and it further established the 
fact that there was no delivery of a large quantity, but that a small quantity only was required, that being 
drawn from Contract 69. That does not affect the totals in regard to this cement question because we 
are dealing with the three contracts together. '
20524. I am speaking now of Contract 79 ;—will you read the note under date of 26th May, 1894 ? I ■
see it says, “ Men run out of cement.”
20525. I suppose that would bear the same construction as the note under date of 8th May ? Seeing 
that the last progress certificate had been dealt with on the 7th May, there would not be much more 
cement required.
20526. Tou have read through this journal, I presume, from the 8th May, 1894, right up to the end of 
the contract? I may have done so a long time ago, but I have not done so recently.
20527. Judging from what you find there—that is, the number of entries each day with regard to concrete, 
brickwork, and plastering, from the 8th May to the 10th August of the same year ;—would you say that a 
large quantity of cement was used between those two dates ? I think we had better take the inspectors’ 
reports. I would say, in view of the last progress certificate’s having been given, a small quantity of 
cement only would be required.
20528. Taking the inspectors’ reports, what quantity of cement would you say was used upon the contract 
from the 8th May to the completion of the work ? About 140 casks.
20529. That would have to be added to the 5,050 casks to which you have already referred ? Tes.
20530. So that in your total, if you can rely on the tests and also upon the inspectors’ returns, the total 
quantity used upon Contract 79 would be 5,200 casks or thereabouts ? Tes ; that seems to be the case.
20531. If you refer to my evidence, upon page 631, you will see that I have made a calculation in regard 
to the quantity used upon Contract 79 ? Tes.
20532. Will you give the total opposite Contract 79 ? 4,642. '
20533. Sis Sonor.^ That is an estimated quantity ? Tes. >
20534. Mr. Davis.'] Tou will see from the heading of the statement that it is a calculation of the quantity 
which should have been used, taking the sandstone concrete, the bluestone concrete, the brickwork, (one- 
ring), and the cement facing ? That is the heading.
20535. Will you look below and see what number is given in the inspector’s returns in regard to Contract 
79 ? 5,384-i- casks.
20536. As having been used ? Tes.
20537. So that the 5,384-5 casks would not be very different from the 5,200 casks you have previously 
spoken of ? It is evident that the figures are near one another.
20538. Now inasmuch as the quantity paid for, as you yourself have said in the evidence, does not include 
the quantity of concrete which was put into the lining, do you think that that would be a reason for the 
total calculation at 4,642 being different from the total given in the Inspector’s returns ? I am not pre
pared to go into engineering calculations at all.
20539. But it is evident, if we know that 5,020 casks were sent to Contract 79, and that when that was 
exhausted a further 150 casks were sent, that, let the cement come from where it may, according to my 
calculation and according to the returns, there has been ample cement supplied to Contract 79 ? No.
20540. Will you give your reasons for that answer? I cannot see that the contract could be really 
separated from Contract 79a.
20541. Sis Sonar.] I understand that quantities have been given for 79 as distinct from 79a ? Mr.
Davis has made a calculation for 79 as distinct from 79a, but I have not.
20542. Mr. Davis.] I am dealing with Contract 79. Cannot you answer my question without reference 
to the other contracts ? I can only deal with those two particular contracts together.
20543. Mr. Gummoiv.] Do you know anything about how long cement is often left upon contracts before 
it is used ; have you had any experience of the accumulation of cement on contracts ? Tes.
20544. Would it be surprising to you to find that cement, after it has been tested, might be allowed to

remain
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G. Christie, remain in the sheds six months, the contract in the meantime being in full working order . It is possible 
that it might he so, but no one would leave material lying unnecessarily long anywhere, because it 

16 Oct., 1896. represents money. . .*
20545. Still there could be an accumulation you think ? It might happen under certain circumstances. 
20546. You have gone through the banking accounts and vouchers of Carter, G-ummow, & Co. and 
Carter & Co. as far as possible. Can you explain these promissory notes of Henry Austin, dated 20th 
^February, 12th February, and 18th February—that is, as to the supply they were intended tor, and when 
that supply took place ? The three promissory notes you have handed me are promissory notes given by 
Carter & Co. for cement purchased from Henry Austin—on 12th February, 175 casks, *110 16s. 8d., 
delivered to Glebe; 20th February, 464 casks, £295 16s., delivered to "Waverley; 18th hebruary, 434 
casks, £276 13s. 6d., delivered to Waverley. There is a slight difference, due probably for charges for 
duty stamps.
20547. You are satisfied that they went to the places you state ? Fes. _ *
20548. You said that in respect of Contract 79 the contractors would use sufficient foresight not to allow 
themselves to fall short of cement if they were wanting a quantity ? I should think that would be so. 
20549. Does that inference of yours hold good in respect of Contract 72 ? Yes.
20550. You think the same contractors would exercise foresight in regard to that contract. *es- .
20551. So that if they had use for the cement they would take every care that they had sufficient
accumulated to keep them going ? Yes. , . , n , ,
20552. For all the work they had to do ? Yes ; but you had nothing at the time the work was stopped. 
20553. You think they would take precautions not to let themselves run short? I presume so._
20554. Mr. ParJces.'] There is evidence that the sale referred to in the claim of Carter & Co. m respect
of Contract 72 actually took place ? Yes. , 0
20555. There is evidence as to sales to Flood and Danaher and as to the removals to other contracts .
Yes.
20556. Which exhausted what quantity of cement ? 1,607 casks. . „
20557. Now is there any record in the merchants’ books which you have perused showing the sale ot A000 
casks over and above the balance reported by Mr. Boys in his minute—I mean the balance of 1,600 odd ? 
Yes. In the accounts of Parbury, Henty, & Co. there are two credits representing, m one case 925 
casks, and in the other case 1,000 casks, for cement which had been ordered but which was not delivered, 
for which Carter & Co. paid to Parbury, Henty, & Co. for cancelling sale 7 jd. per cask.
20558. His Honor.'] Do you remember the dates? There is a charge of 7-2-d. on 925 casks ordered and 
cancelled under date of October 24th, 1892, and in regard to the 1,000 casks there is a charge of fad. on
November 29th, 1892. , , , ,
20559. After the suspension of Contract 72 you have a complete record of the cement delivered there, have

20560. Was that cement absolutely required ? The statement shows that, including the 1,300 in stock, 
and addino- to it the deliveries, there would be 3,454 casks gross available. The removals were 208 casks, 
and there was a sale to Flood of 350 casks and subsequent sales, making approximately 2,900 casks 
remaining upon the contract for the finishing of it. Mr. McCredie and -Mr. Thompson estimated that 
the quantity required was 3,432 casks. „ _ . , ,
20561. That total, then, would correspond with Mr. Davis’ estimate pretty fairly? I have not compared
them.
20562. His Honor.] It is under Mr. McCredie’s estimate ? Yes, by 530 casks.
20563. Mr. Parhes.] Will you repeat the names of the brands of cement upon Contract 72 at the 
suspension of work—the cements reported by Mr. Boys to be in stock? Alsen, Camel, and G-ermania. 
20564. What is the brand of the cement advanced upon and recorded as being used upon Contract 79.

20565. Supposing that cement were taken from Contract 69 to Contract 79, that would not affect the 
total of the three contracts in respect of which I made a charge of deficient use of cement. No ; these 
three contracts were selected to be dealt with because we could get a definite start and a definite finish. 
They come in one with the other in that way. _ -v
20566. As a matter of fact, only Contracts 69 and 79 could have interchanged cement.
20567. Mr. Gummow.] As to 1,925 casks credited by Parbury, Henty, & Co., how long was that after the 
first stoppage of Contract 72 ? It would be twelve months after the notice. . .
20568. Mr. Parhes.] That was only the date of entry in the ledger ? Yes. From what I gather, it may 
be that this was only an adjustment that had been pending for some time, it being recorded at those dates. 
20569. His Honor]] Did not the books show the particular sales in respect of which the adjustments 
were made ? Yes ; but there was no delivery. The cement was not delivered.
20570. Do not the books show the date of the contract of sale? No.
20571. They would show only the delivery ? Yes. . ^ ^ ^ ,.
20572. Mr. Davisi] But if there were a general adjustment in October, 1892, is it not rather peculiar 
that the adjustment to which you refer as having taken place in November should not have taken place 
at the same time ? The two were just about the same time. . . ,
20573. If what you assume is correct? The adjustment was really made in November m each case. 
They had evidently rendered the invoices to Carter & Co. in October, and the two adjustments were made

20574. Mr. Gummow]] Is it likely that Parbury, Henty, & Co. would leave the matter for twelve months ? 
No ; but you had had some settlements in the meantime.
20575. You referred to Danaher’s getting about 600 casks ? Yes. _
20576. Do you know where it came from ? The payment for it was made in February, 189—
20577. But do you know where the cement was delivered from ? I have not a record of that.
20578. Had that cement anything at all to do with Shea’s Creek contract as far as you know . hromthe 
evidence referred to I should say that the cement was carted across from Mairickville.
20579. Where do you find that ? I think Mr. Carter gave some evidence relative to a sale to Danaher,
but I am not quite sure. .
20580. Can you find his evidence upon that point ? I cannot just now.
20581. Mr. 'Parhes?^ Are you not referring to a sale to Flood ? It may be so. I turned up certain 
evidence on this matter, but I do not think I made a note of the folio. 20582.
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20582. Would not the date of February, 1892, show you that this cement must have come from Shea’s G. Christie. 
Creek i Yes ; it was at the time of the stoppage. >
20583. Mr. G-ummow.~\ Is that the only reason you have for considering that the cement which was sold Oct., 1896, 
to Danaher came from Shea’s Creek ;—have you only the date to go upon ? That is one reason. I have 
orwtt! U\^ Cer,tam ev^ence upon the matter, but I cannot put my finger upon it at the present moment.
20584. Are the other statements which you have made founded upon no better facts than you can adduce 
th " r^le &cts, I think, have been pretty well tested .to-day. I think you have gone through

20585. Will you read question and answer 7654 ? Yes ; thev are as follows
7654. Then there is a cheque by Danaher, Taylor, and Britten for £300 9s. 9d. ? Yes; that was for 
cement. ,

20586. Is there any other reference as to where the cement came from ? There is no reference there 
of course. The date is February. ’
20587. Had Carter & Co. other contracts on at that time ? Yes; I think you had some cement sent to 
W averley just about that time. '
20588. I suppose you have looked up the contract notes which Carter & Co. made with reference to 
cement;—do they state anything about the delivery—that is, as to where the cement is likely to be 
delivered ? I have not my records with me.
29o89. Have you ever seen the contract notes ? I have not seen the contract notes.
20590. Have you any idea, as to whether Carter & Co., in buying cement for a particular contract, buy a 
total quantity, the deliveries extending over certain months of the year ? From what I can remember of 
the transactions, they would order a large quantity at the time.
20591. Ilia Hon or.To be delivered where ordered on each particular occasion? Yes; sometimes the 
place is specified and sometimes not. .
20592. Mr. GummowHow do you know then where the cement was to be delivered ? I am speaking 
now from memory of what I had before me.
20593. But did you see the contract notes? Ho ; I am speaking from some records which I obtained 
from the broker, Mr. Mitchell.
20594. He had copies of the contract notes ? He had the principal facts, I think.
20595. Presuming that Carter & Co. enter into a contract for 5,000 casks of cement, the deliveries ex
tending over certain months of the year, I suppose you know it takes a few months -to get 'the cement 
out? Yes.
20596. It is probably three or four months on the water coming out ? I could not sav about that, but
1 should say that you could get it out within four months if you wauled it.
oArno* yhellltarrlved> you not think the contractors would be bound by their contract to take it ? Yes.
20o98. They cannot put it off lor two or three months further ? They would be bound to take the
cement it it were imported specially for them. .

So that Carter & Co. would be obliged to take the cement as it arrived if they had a contract for 
that time ? Yes.

Frank Moorehouse Gummow re-called and further examined:— 
onem ‘ re* IIonor-) Of course you have had a long experience in the use of cement ? Yes. 
anhydrous lime p6 Yes ^ PaSS ^ ^ ^ ^ mUSt ^ Pretty wel1 free from ally excess, at any rate, of

20602. It would be just in its prime at that time ? Yes.
20603. How long will it bear keeping after that without risk of the lime’s becoming combined with carbonic 
acid . 1 ou mean taking ordinary cement that will pass the test ?
20604. Tes. Supposing it has passed the test, it begins at once slowly to deteriorate through the free 
lime combining with carbonic acid, does it not ? Yes. If it were in casks in a compressed state I do not 
think you woulu see any difference m the casks for twelve months. There might be a little difference 
near the staves, but it would not affect the cask as a whole. It would deteriorate quickly, of course if it 
onRnreX«?-ne<V° th^ ai/’.b^t compressed as the cement is in the cask it is not practically affected. ’ 
20b0o. Mail it is a fact, is it not, that the great point is to catch the cement, as it were, on the hop • to use 
it just after it has passed the test, or as soon after it has passed the test as possible ? Hot necessarily • 
we have had casks which have been too new, which have had too much free lime in them, and we have hid 
to keep them for three or four months and then get them re-tested

' ASiJUtr.SFUPP°SinS thr cemei1* tok"® Passed the test, the object would then be to use it as soon as 
possible Of course we have not had it re-tested after it has been once tested; but we have never found
onLv wi68! 'V11! W°!v tbrouSh using cement that we have had in hand for, say, six months.
any HmitofUme? ^o*116 department make as to the use of cement after it; Ilas been tested;—is there

206°8. Then, if a contractor chooses to buy a lot of cement, to store it, and to keep it for two or three 
years after it has had the the test brand put upon it, would the department allow it to be used without 
9<wuw?/ ■A*S ^ar as 1 know. I have never heard anything to the contrary.
wtfr HfflC0UrSe y°^ w°uld ke?P the cement for that long period if you could help it ? It is a 

^i,finanrCe' Tbat would he the mam reason as far as the contractors were concerned1 
20610. Ihen, if a contractor has large stock of cement, and suddenly finds that he has no use for it 
ssuming that, whether it is tested or not, it is fit to pass the test, he will not keep it on his hands if he 

can possibly get it off on any reasonable terms ? Certainly not.
S* That ,t1he regular practice ? I have never had experience in that matter. We have always been 
Hr l, ^ ! cement we have purchased. If I had 1,000 casks more than I required I sho/ld look
ooc/o1, a II'ark®fc to get rid of it or tor another contract which would take it up.
20612. As a rule, when cement has come all the way from Europe it would not suffer from the defect of
bv^adi^boilt11 Som ff0118 T't' N° ; lt,1lalways considered to be in a sound condition if it comes out 
by sailing boat hometimes if it comes out by steamer it is not so. I have spoken to Mr. Eoberts the

With t0 rtter- He said t0 011 some occasions tfat
cement sent m for test was too new, and that it wanted keeping a little longer. It would probably turn 
out that that cement had been brought out by steamer direct from the works " P ^

140—4 K • *‘

F. M. 
Gummoiv.

160ckTl896.

20613.
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20613. Being only about six weeks on the journey ? Tes, whereas a sailing vessel would be probably 
four months. The department now make us take a 28-day test instead of a 7-day test. That tends to 
keep the cement from use longer after manufacture than otherwise would be the case. Perhaps I had 

6 Oct., 1896. explain to you the way in which cement sometimes accumulates in a shed. Tou may have a
thousand casks of cement in hand. Tou may not be using very much, perhaps only 200 or 300 casks 
a month. Perhaps another shipment of your contract with the merchants will come to hand, and you 
stack that in front of the cement you are using. It is probable that this new cement may be passed and 
used before you would use the old” tested cement. I have seen cement kept in that way upon our own 
works fully six or nine months. Fresh cement has been used, because the old cement happened to be at 
the back of the shed.
20614. It would not be a good plan to adopt if you could help it ? No ; but you cannot regulate your 
contracts to time in the same way that ships come out to time. Tou anticipate often that you will be 
ready for, say, heavy concreting in March ; but you may not, perhaps, be ready until May, for some 
unforeseen reason. Tour cement, however, will arrive all the same.
20615. The shafts on Contract 79 were very deep, and were through hard sandstone. The tunnelling 
was also through hard sandstone. How soon would you anticipate that upon a contract of that kind you 
would want to use your first cement after beginning the work ? I should say there were shafts upon 
Contract 79, although I had nothing to do with it, which would vary from 80 feet to 150 feet in depth. 
In that case you would have to drive probably only 6 chains between the shafts. In other cases you 
might have to drive 8 or 10 chains. Tou do not start concreting until you have holed through from one 
shaft to another. Tou may be able to commence at the shallow shafts and short drives in from four 
to six months before you would be in a position to commence in the other parts of the work. We always 
endeavour to prevent our concreting from getting into one lump if we can, carrying it on as steadily as 
possible through the contract, the object being that the work may be in the hands of one gang of concreters 
instead of several.
20616. So that you would get the short shafts done as quickly as possible? Tes. By this means you 
turn over your material as well as your wages, and by getting one gang of concreters, instead of two or 
three, you get a better class of men. The same thing applies to bricklaying and plastering. It does 
not do to have all your finishing work coming on in aheap.
20617. How soon would you have expected upon Contract 79 to get any cement work going after the 
start ? I should not think it would be before six months after the commencement of the contract.
20618. So even if you were certain of getting that contract, and you had cement in hand, you would be 
doubtful about holding the cement for use upon the contract? Under ordinary conditions certainly. A 
good deal would depend upon how the market was with regard to cement—that is, whether there was a 
hig supply in the market, and also upon how prices were. _ _ '
20619. As to that, you do not know what was happening at the end of 1891 or at the beginning of 1892 ? 
No ; I could not tell you that. There are such a number of circumstances w'hich might arise at the time 
that it would be very difficult for me to say now what would be the reasons for taking action at that 
particular period.
20620. Of your own knowledge you know nothing about the fact of the storage or the use of cement on 
the contract; but there might have been a storage of cement on the site of Contract 79 at its inception by 
Carter & Co. ? Tes.
20621. Tou had nothing to do with that contract ? No.

F. M. 
Gummow.

John Carter sworn and further examined :—
J. Carter. 20622. Mr. GummowAs to the 600 casks of cement which Danaher, Taylor, and Britten, purchased from
----- -—\ Carter & Co., from where was it delivered ? From the Glebe contract.

16 Oct., 1896. 20623. It did not come from Shea’s Creek at all ? Certainly not. It was taken out of the Glebe yard, 
and a distinguishing mark was painted upon it by the Government inspector. It was then sent down to 
the wharf and taken off to Danaher’s railway contract. The whole of the facts connected with the 
transaction are clearly impressed upon my memory. _
20624. Do you remember who was the Government Inspector upon the Glebe contract ? Gledhill. I 
remember he painted every cask we sold to Danaher with a big red Broad-arrow. That is how I came to 
remember the transaction.
20625. As to the purchase of cement, do you remember if you made any lump contracts with any firm or 
whether you made contracts for the particular works you had in hand ? The practice with regard to the 
purchase of cement is to purchase it at once, directly a tender is accepted—the whole of the cement 
estimated to be required for the contract.
20626. And how were the deliveries to be made? We arranged the deliveries as we thought they would 
be required. For instance, on one contract we might want 10,000 casks of cement, the delivery to begin 
in three months, and to proceed at the rate of 3,000 a month. In another contract we might want the 
delivery to begin in six months, and to proceed.at the rate of 1,000 a month, or even 1,000 every second 
month. We endeavour to regulate the supply according to the demand, but we invariably purchase the 
whole of the cement required in one lot. If we have a contract which will take 50,000 casks we purchase 
cement immediately, to arrive, perhaps, over two years. By doing that we get it at a lower price, and we 
obtain better results in every way.
20627. Do you know whether, at the particular period to which I have referred, there was much demand 
for cement ? Not a great deal, as far as I know. _
20628. Do you pay cash for the cement? No ; I pay in P.Ns. or cheques, just as it suits.
20629. Tou have always been a believer in having big stocks of cement on hand ? Tes.
20630. Tour firm has afforded a marked contrast to other contractors in that way ? Tes ; I believe in 
having plenty of material.
20631. Is there any other statement you desire to make to the Commission? Tes ; I desire to say a few 
words with reference to our claim in respect of Contract 72. Mr. Christie seemed to think that the 2,000 
casks of cement was not in stock in addition to the 1,300 casks of passed cement when we made our 
claim, and I wish to distinctly and emphatically state that that cement was on the ground. The 1,689 
casks which Mr. Boys referred to in his journal was passed cement. The difference is accounted for by

’ the
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the amount which had been used. The quantity was reduced to 1,300 casks at the time the claim was 
made. No doubt we used 300 or 400 casks in plastering and finishing up the contract.
20632. The claim was made up by Mr. B. C. Simpson ? Tes.
20633. Upon •what facts did he make it up ? Upon some facts and figures with which I supplied him. 
20634. Tou supplied him with the two items of 1,300 casks and 2,000 casks ? Tes.
20635. So that you were satisfied that they were the quantities in hand at that time ? Tes ; I know it as 
an absolute fact.
20636. Tou put down 2s. 6d. a cask as the probable loss on 2,000 casks ? Tes.
20637, From that it would appear, then, that the market must have been going down ? The market, 
undoubtedly, was going down, because it has been going down ever since steadily. Not only that, but 
you must remember that the cement was stored in a very out-of-the-way place at Shea’s Creek, and if 
we wanted to sell it to any other contractors we should have to load it and cart it some considerable 
distance. We should have had to sell it at a lower rate than we should have received for tested cement. 
All these items added together go to make up the 2s. 6d.
20638. Do you not buy your cement from merchants upon the understanding that they guarantee the 
test of it ? Tes ; but in this case it was not the merchant’s fault. We wanted the cement tested, but 
the department refused to test it.
20639. Therefore, in that case, you bought the cement from the merchants without getting it tested ? 
Tes; we endeavoured to get the cement tested by the department, but, although we failed to get the test, 
the merchant, of course, had to be paid.
20640. As to the cartage of cement from 72 to 79—I think you have heard the evidence of the witness 
Burcombe, who was brought here by Mr. Parkes ;—what have you to say as to the carting of that cement— 
have you any recollection of the occurrence ? I recollect that it was carted, but I do not remember the 
quantity. I know that we were carting cement for a considerable time to North Shore from Shea’s 
Creek. I know that the weather was wet, and that the ground at Knight’s paddock shed was in a boggy 
state. I was asked by the carters to pull the back of the shed out to let them get at the cement in that 
way. I am almost sure, however, that Burcombe in his evidence made a mistake as to the time of the 
year at which the cement was carted.
20641. His HonorIn what respect ? I think it was carted much later in the year than he said. One 
of my reasons for making such strenuous efforts to obtain Contract 79 was in order that we might 
successfully deal with the matter of cement coming forward. We had no idea that the Shea’s Creek 
contract was to be gone on with, and we were brought face to face with the question of getting rid of the 
cement we had already provided. Those are the whole of the facts with regard to that cement transaction. 
The cement was carted to North Shore and was stored there. I cannot speak as to the exact date, but I 
am almost confident that Burcombe made a mistake as to the time at which it was carted.
20642. Hr. GummowJ] Do you know how many carters were on ? I have no idea. I know that they 
were carting out of that shed for weeks, and that it was wet, miserable, weather. I remember also that 
we had to put 40 feet on to the Knight’s paddock shed in order to take delivery of cement which we 
were not using. When the contract was stopped we were still taking delivery of cement. Some of this 
remained in Knight’s paddock for months after we had finished the contract.
20643. His Honor.'] Tou mean after you had finished the extension ? Tes. There was a considerable 
quantity of cement in the shed. There was no other place to which it could possibly go except Contract 
79. We had no other contract in hand.
20644. Then you would have had too much cement actually for the contract in its entirety? No doubt. 
20645. How is that ? It is hard to estimate within 500 or 1,000 casks what will be required. I do not 
say that there were 2,000 or 3,000 casks left, but I know that the shed had a considerable quantity of 
cement in it, and that we paid rent for it for a long time.
20646. Mr. Gummow.] Latterly, did you not make two contracts of 6,000 casks each with two different 
people for Contracts 118 and 77 ? Tes.
20647. Had you not found from experience that you could not use that 12,000 casks ? Tes.
20648. So that it is not an unusual thing to make a mistake in your estimate of the quantity required? 
No. And as I have already explained, we always endeavoured to obtain plenty of material. We are con
tinually obtaining contracts, and if wre had a thousand casks more than we wanted upon Contract 79, we 
should know that it would be of use for the next contract. We do not cut the quantity down to half-a- 
dozen casks.
20649. Is it not a usual thing with merchants to ask you whether you can take a thousand casks from 
them, over and above your contract quantity, just to relieve them of storage in the city ? Tes ; it is a 
common occurrence.
20650. And you would pay them four or six months afterwards ? Tes.
20651. Tou have done that in the past? Tes. We have at the present time -to take delivery of cement 
for a contract we have not signed. It is a large quantity—from 1,500 to 2,000 casks. We shall not want 
it for the next six months, but we are going to store it to oblige the cement merchant.
20652. Is it not a fact that at times when no other contractors, comparatively, have any cement you 
frequently have a good supply ? Tes, undoubtedly.
20053. With regard to the cartage of cement, you have heard Burcombe’s statement that he made three 
trips a day from Shea’s Creek to North Shore ;—what have you to say to that ? The fact that Burcombe 
made these three trips is pretty well known to me. Burcombe, especially, was noted as being a very hard 
man on his men and horses. It is a matter of public knowledge that carting firms sometimes generally 
start their carts at 4 o’clock in the morning, and end the day whenever they can, sometimes at 8, 9, or 10, 
o’clock at night. The exceedingly long hours and hard work which Burcombe’s men had to undertake 
was a matter of comment amongst the other men. I think Burcombe was a little wrong in saying that he 
made three trips a day every day. I think his practice might have been, as I know has happened in many 
other instances, to make three trips one day, and two or two and a half trips the next day. I might 
explain that in this way: The man would start in the evening on his third journey, and he would come 
down as far as the stables, and then unhitch and leave the cement there for the night. That is what they 
would call a short day. On the next day he would take it over to North Shore, and on that day he might 
make three trips. It frequently happens that they make three trips on one day, and on the next two and 
a half, and so on. I know that that is the practice in brick and sand carting, and with other heavy drawing.

20654.

J. Carter.

16 Oct., 1898.
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J. Carter. 20654. I£is Honor.'] What do you say as to the distance between the two places ? It is about 6 miles 
"gtoup ^le yard and taking the road which I think the men would be likely to take going from 

■’ ’ the Knight’s paddock shed. It seems a long way, but, knowing Burcombe as well as I do, I should say
that he is very likely to have made the three trips. Mr. Boys said the other day that he did not 
remember seeing cement and brick carts on the Milson’s Point Hoad late at night, but when we have 
been riding on the tram together, we have seen cement and brick drays going up as late as 8 and 9 o’clock. 
20655. Although they would have made a start early in the morning ? Tes. The hours some of these 
carters work their men, and for comparatively small wages, are astonishing.
20656. Mr. Gummow.] Is it not a fact that the brickcarts are often on the contracts in the morning before 
the men are there to count the bricks which come off the carts ? Tes ; and it is a very common experience 
to leave men to count the bricks after dark, and on Saturdays up to 7 or 8 o’clock in the evening. I 
believe some of them would cart on Sunday if you would allow them.
20657. Mr. Parhes.] In speaking of the long hours of the men, you have not taken account of the fatigue 
of the horses P I do not recognise horses in the matter; but I do know that the men work for these long 
hours repeatedly.
20658. Tou would have to allow three hours a day for feeding the horses ? They must be fed, certainly. 
20659. Where was Danaher, Taylor, and Britten’s contract ? It was the railway from Lismore to The Tweed. 
20660. The cement was sent there ? Tes.
20661. Did they buy the cement on the same date on which they paid you the cheque ? I really could 
not tell you.. I do not think it is at all likely that they would pay for it on the day on which they got it. 
20662. But it would be pretty close to that date, I suppose ? No. Now you remind me of it, I think 
that Danaher allowed the payment to stand over for a long time, and apologised to me afterwards about 
it. It was a friendly transaction. He paid when it suited him, I suppose. I knew that I could get 
payment when I wanted it. He had plenty of money.
20663. Did you yourself see the 2,000 casks of cement in the Knight’s paddock shed at the time your 
claim was made in respect of Contract 72 ? I did.
20664. Was it there in the month of March when Contract 79 was let ? Tes.
20665. Where was the cement delivered by Burcombe at North Shore ? It was delivered to No. 1 
engine-shed at Cameray Park. A small quantity would go there. The bulk of it would go into the 
main shed at Alfred-street, near the reserve.
20666. Did you have the cement tested before it left No. 72 ? I do not think so.
20667. Did you appily to have it tested when it went on to 79? Undoubtedly, otherwise it would not 
have been allowed to be used; but it does not follow that it was tested as a parcel from Shea’s Creek. 
20668. But it was tested, you say, upon Contract 79 ? Undoubtedly, or it would not have been allowed 
to be used.
20669. Did it all go by horse-ferry ? Tes ; there would be no other way in which it could go.
20670. Would you pay the ferry fees, or did Burcombe pay them? We should pay those fees.
20671. By cheque ? No, certainly not. We rarely paid the men’s wages by cheque.
20672. But I mean the ferry fees ? They would be charged in Burcombe’s account.
20673. His Honori] They would be paid on each occasion he crossed, I suppose ? Tes ; Burcombe 
would come and collect £1 or £2 from petty cash for the payment of the ferry, and it would be accounted 
for at the end of the fortnight.
20674. Would the Company charge by the week ? No ; Burcombe came to us from time to time for the 
money.
20675. Mr. Parhes.] There were not monthly tickets ? No.
20676. Tou bought from Henry Austin, and had delivered on the Glebe job on 12th Pebruary, 1892, 175 
casks ? I could not tell you. '
20677. If that entry appeared in Henry Austin’s books, that would be correct ? Tes.
20678. That was the last purchase you made upon the Glebe contract ? I could not tell you, but whether 
it was so or not, it does not follow that we had not a thousand casks in the shed at the same time.
20679. But had you, as a matter of fact ? I could not say.
20680. Tou could not say from your own knowledge that you had ? I have not any idea. I know that 
we always had plenty of cement, and that is all I care about. I do not care whether there are 1,000 or
2,000 casks over, so long as we have enough to complete the works we have in hand.
20681. Did you deliver to Danaher, or did Danaher take delivery himself ? We delivered to the wharf, 
but it was his lookout when the cement got aboard the steamer.
20682. Who were the carters who drew the cement ? It would be impossible for me to say. I remember 
on one or two occasions that we were taking delivery of cement from merchants—from Henry Austin, 
probably and the lorries which brought out that cement took loads back to the wharf for Danaher. By 
this means a saving was effected to both Danaher and ourselves. It did not happen very often, but it did 
happen. Who the carters were I cannot say. Probably Burcombe would be one of them.
20683. Did you, upon Contract 72, obtain an advance upon your cement ? We did not, as far as I can 
remember. I think we applied for it, and the department refused it.
20(384. When did you deliver Flood’s cement on that contract, on the second occasion in 1892, when he 
paid to you a cheque for £200 odd ? I could not say.
20685. That cement was sent across to Ashfield, was it not ? No ; I do not think so, but I would not 
like to say definitely. I am positive about the cement we supplied to Danaher, because of the marking of 
it, because we took so much trouble with it, and because of its delivery to the wharf. Those circumstances 
all impress that transaction upon my mind, but I am not sure about the other transactions, because they 
were ordinary occurrences. I think that some of the cement which we let Flood and Kutherford have 

-went from the Glebe.
20686. Do you recollect the brand of cement you sold to Danaher? I do not.
20687. If you took such care, as you say you did, in the marking of it, would you not be likely to have 
noticed what brand it was ? The brand of the cement had nothing to do with our putting the distinguish- 
mg mark upon it. We did not care what brand of cement it was so long as it was passed cement. I 
have not the slightest recollection as to whether it was Camel, Germania, or Wouldham. We were buying 
four or five brands at that time. I remember the sewerage inspector climbing on to the cart and painting 
on the arrow with red paint.

20688.
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20688. Mr. Gummow!] There is a voucher from Danaher showing that there was paid into the credit of J- Carter. 
Carter & Co., on 9th December, 1891, a cheque for £130;—you must have delivered the cement a good —n
deal before that r Tes, undoubtedly. ' I know that we gave him long credit. He was away in Lismore. Oct-, 1896.
20689. Sis Sonor.\ What would you call long credit ? Perhaps it would be six months, perhaps more.
20690. Mr. Gummow.'] Mr. Parkes referred you to an entry of some 160 casks of cement at the Glebe 
in February, 1892 ? Tes.
20691. There id a cheque paid in by Danaher for £292 5s. 2d. on 22nd Pebruary, 1892. Can you recol
lect going to Mr. Mitchell’s office, and asking him w'hether he could let you know something about 
Danaher’s cheque ? Tes.
20692. Can you remember the date when Mr. Danaher was written to and asked for the cheque for 
Carter & Co. ? Tes ; I think it was Christmas Eve.
20693. The cheque was outstanding a good while? Tes ; Mr. Mitchell, I understood, wrote on his own 
authority; it struck him that it was time we were paid.
20694. That circumstance helps you to remember that Mr. Danaher was a long time paying the cheque ?
Tes; I could not say whether he had six or eight months’ credit, but I know it was a long credit.
20695. Tou say that it is impressed strongly upon your mind that the cement went from the Glebe 
contract ? Tes.
20696. And you remember that it was for railway purposes ? Tes.'
20697. And that the Eailway Department was very particular about taking cement from the Sewerage 
Department ? Tes ; I remember Mr. Danaher’s asking me to call up and see Mr. Deane, in order that wre 
might ascertain what could be done in the way of making an arrangement whereby Mr. Danaher could 
be supplied with this cement, as, if it could not be supplied, his works would be entirely stopped owing 
to the want of it. Tou cannot do very much in the case of railway embankments until the culverts are 
built, and Mr. Danaher experienced great difficulty in getting cement passed. I took some trouble in the 
matter, and finally obtained Mr. Deane’s consent to the transfer.
20698. So that that particular transaction in cement was very strongly impressed upon your mind ? Tes; . *
I have a very clear recollection of the whole of the facts.
20699. But that would not be likely to be the case with regard to the cement which you supplied to PloUd 
and Eutherford? No ; that was an ordinary transaction such as might occur half a dozen times in the 
year. I might not know anything about it until it was over.
20700. Mr. Davis.] Eeference is made in the journal of Contract 72 on the 21st December to 198 barrels 
of cement leaving for Iron Cove Creek would not that be Flood and Eutherford’s ? Tes ; it was to go 
to the Iron Cove stormwater works. Tour mention of the Iron Cove reminds me of the Careening Cove 
cement which was spoken of the other day. We sold to Mr. Johnson some 130 casks. I think that was 
returned to us and not paid for. It was a transaction in connection with Contract 79. The cement was 
stored in the small shed at the top end of William-street.
20701. Sis Sonori] Do I understand you to say that almost the whole of the 2,000 casks of untested 
cement upon Contract 72 actually went to Contract 79 ? There is no doubt at all in my mind about that.
20702. Tou had, you say, upon Contract 72, wffien you started again, some 1,300 casks of tested cement?
We had 1,300 casks of tested cement. That is shown in the claim which we sent in, and I should have 
tried, if the claim had been thrashed out, to insist upon the department’s taking that cement themselves.
I contend, as I have contended all along, that when once they have tested cement for a work, that cement 
is their property. When we have put it on the job for them, and it has been tested, they must be con
sidered to have taken delivery of it. The 2,000 casks were certainly not their property. It had not been 
tested. The department themselves took the same view as we did in that matter, and refused to test it.
To my mind, it is very definite, according to the journal, that the two lots were separate. Besides,
Mr. Boys distinctly mentions three sheds. He refers to the three lower sheds along the line of sewer 
which were actually working. The Knight’s Paddock shed was at the top end of the work which was cut 
out. Cement was waiting there for the wmrk to get up to it. Mr. Boys spoke distinctly of the lower 
sheds on the work from which the cement was being used. *
20703. How soon after starting the upper part of the wmrk would it be when you would first want cement 
upon it ? We should want it almost immediately. Then the 1,300 casks would be brought up from the 
other sheds.
20704. But you would use a great deal more than 1,300 casks ? Tes ; but I do not think there is any 
dispute as to our getting more cement in after the work had been begun.
20705. Do you know when you finished Contract 72 finally? I should think about four or five months 
after we began. If we began in March, we should probably finish in August or September.
20706. How was it that it became necessary to shift the 2,000 casks ? We did not know that the Govern- • 
ment were going on with Contract 72.
20707. It was shifted sometime after you had begun ? Some of it. But we had another shed under the 
railway arch which would take a good deal of cement. Mr. Boys appears to have forgotten that. It was 
not a big shed, but it would hold a fair quantity.
20708. But if you had 2,000 casks stored upon 72, near where the work was going on, and if you had 
other cement which you had contracted for coming in, how was it that that other cement was not delivered 
to Contract 79 instead of being delivered to Contract 72 ;—how was it, under those circumstances, that the '
cement was taken across from Contract 72 to Contract 79 ? We took delivery of cement on Contract 72 
as fast as it came to hand. ’
20709. But when did you take delivery of it;—was it not actually after Contract 79 had been given to 
you ? It does not follow, because we only claimed for 2,000 casks of cement in the claim which has 
been referred to, that there was no more than 2,000 casks there. The 2,000 and the 1,300 casks were all 
that was required, and it had nothing to do with the department if we chose to deliver 5,000 casks. What 
we claimed upon was tested cement sent to finish the contract. It does not follow that there were not
4,000 casks in the sheds.
20710. The 2,000 casks would not be the limit of the cement in the various sheds ? No ; we mentioned 
the quantity required for the work to be done. As the papers will show, we were getting delivery of 
cement in large quantities, and we had to take it out there. Another reason we took it there was that an 
extension was in contemplation going from the end of our first contract right through Newtown and 
Erskineville, and we thought we would store the cement out there, and, if the worst came to the worst 
that we could sell it to the successful contractors for the next section. 20711.'
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J. Carter. 20711. "Was that gone on with ? Tes. . . .
20712. But not immediately afterwards? No; but we know a good deal about what is going on in the 

c ’ sewerage line. We see the surveyors at work, and we hear that tenders are ready to be called for as the 
result of deputations and one thing and another. We often take these things into consideration.
20713. I understand that you did not get any advance upon the cement which was brought down to 
Contract 79 ? No. '
20714. Can you explain how it was that some time afterwards, when you did get an advance, there were 
800 odd casks ? Tes; it seems to point to the fact that Burcombe carted the cement at a much later date, 
because if it had been on the ground there is no doubt we should have asked for an advance upon it. I 
felt sure at the time Burcombe was giving his evidence that he was making a mistake in the date.
20715. Hfr. Davis.'] Will vou refer to the entry in the journal, under the date of 22nd April, after the 
resumption of work upon Contract 72 ? Tes ; it says, “ fresh quantity of cement arriving on the work, 
Germania.”
20716. According to the journal, the work was resumed on the 19th April;—is not that so ? Tes.
20717. So that two days after that, you were delivering more cement? Tes. _
20718. Will you.look at the entry under date 27th April? Tes ; it says “Required samples for testing 
339 casks, Germania brand cement, sent to office.”
20719. On 3rd May, you will find another entrv as to cement? Tes; it says, “ Samples from 600 casks, 
Germania, a cement sent in for test.”
20720. Will you now read the extract, under date of 11th May ? Tes ; “ Samples from 1,030 casks of 
Germania cement sent to be tested.”
20721. So that it is pretty evident that large quantities of cement were being delivered on to the ground 
just about that time ? Tes.
20722. Looking at the record of cement tests, on 9th March, 1892, how many casks were tested for 
Contract 72 ? 360 casks.

• 20723. On the 16th March, how many casks ? 700 casks.
20724. On 28th April, how many ? 339.
20725. On 4th May, how many ? 390 casks.
20726. And on the same date, there was a further test ? Tes ; 600.
20727. On 12th May, how many ? 1,030.
20728. On 12th June, how many ? 194.
20729. On 18th July? Ninety.
20730. On 29th July ? 200.
20731. On 1st September ? 410.
20732. How many casks would appear from that to have been tested on Contract 72, after the resumption 
of the work at beginning of 1892 ? 4,300 casks.
20733. So that if I calculated that about 3,000 casks wTere required, and the inspector’s reports showed 
that 3,000 casks were used on the works after the resumption, there would be a balance left even after 
that, which would not be used upon the works? Tes, from 1,000 to 1,300.
20734. Do you remember when the extension was given to you upon Contract 72, that it was verbally 
agreed to take the unemployed on to that contract if it were given you? Tes ; I do recollect the circum
stances now. '
20735. And did you not get your men from the Labour Bureau ? Tes ; I believe we did. Mr. Forrest 
was there, and he was supplied with a list. I had forgotten that.
20736. It was one of the conditions, therefore, upon which you got the work, that you employed men 
from the Labour Bureau ? Tes ; I think that is correct.
20737. Jfr. G-ummow.] With regard to Burcombe, have you seen him at all, or have you had a talk to 
him? No ; I have lost the run of him for some time. I find that he is working, not for us, but that he 
is carting for someone else who is working for us. He has lost his own carts and everything else.
20738. Have you got any information from him ? I have never spoken to him on the subject.
20739. Have you supplied him with information? No.
20740. So that, as far as this statement is concerned, he is stating wffiat he believes to be the fact? Tes ; 
as far as I know. I have never spoken to him directly or indirectly on this or any other subject for a 
very long time. I have lost sight of the man altogether.
20741. So that when he was brought here by Mr. Parkes you did not know what evidence he was going 
to give at all ? No ; I had not any idea.
20742. Mr. Parkes.] Can you swear that all the parcels of cement to which you have referred passed the 
test ? Certainly not.
20743. Sis Honor.] As to the deterioration of cement, can you give us any information as to that? 
Well, it may deteriorate to some extent, as your Honor’s questions to Mr. Gummow seemed to suggest, but 
that does not concern us. It is a matter for the department. We certainly have never had any intima
tion that we were not to keep tested cement. As Mr. Gummow stated, it often happens, through force 
of circumstances, that we do keep it. If there are 200 or 300 casks of tested cement lying in a shed, and 
a shipment happens to come in, then, if the tested cement is not urgently required at a short date, the 

• newr cement would be put into the shed on the top of it, and when it had been tested we should haul away 
at the contents of the shed indiscriminately. Cement will accumulate in that way, and it often happens 
that cement wdiich has been tested for some time will be covered up by newer cement which has also been 
tested.
20744. The department make no rule as to the use of cement which has been stored for some time ? No.

Joseph Davis called and further examined :—
J. Davis. 20745. Sis Honor.] Tou wish to make a statement? Tes. I have examined certificates of the cement 

/■——\ submitted for test from 9th March, 1892, to the 1st September, 1892, for Contract 72, and I find that 
16 Oct., 1896. there is nothing on the certificates to denote that the cement was rejected. Judging from the tests of 

strength which the cement stood it certainly passed the tests.
20746. The conditions appear to have been complied with ? Tes.
20747. Mr. Parkes.] Can you yourself swear that the parcels are correctly given? That the numbers of 
casks given in the tests are correct—no, I cannot. 20748.
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20748. His Honori] What do you say then ? That the cement would be counted by the inspectors at
the time they sent in the samples. That number would be conveyed to Mr. Eoberts, and would be ^ jg,
transferred to the test-book. _ .
20749. But you cannot, of your own knowledge, swear that the number of casks in each case is correct.
No ; in this connection I should like to refer your Honor to page 294 of the evidence. The following 
evidence was there given by Mr. Christie :—

10064. The book containing the cement tests by the Department is very carefully kept, is it not ?
It seems to be. .
10065. The name of the contract to which cement is delivered is inserted ? Tes.
10066. The name of the contractor is also inserted ? Tes.
10067. Also the number of casks ? Tes. .
10068. And to show with what care the book is kept, there are only two alterations in the number oi 
casks affecting tests in which Carter, Gummow, & Co. were concerned ? Tes. There are two 
quantities indefinite in that respect. In one case 700 in red ink is put over 500, and in another 
case 600 is marked for 500. In neither of these cases do the certificates affect the return I have 
handed in. '

Tour Honor will see from that evidence that Mr. Christie appeared to regard the tests, as recorded in the 
book, as being on the whole reliable. . ...
20750. Mr. JParkesi] I should like you, Mr. Davis, to swear to each one of these certificates in routine 
as containing passed cement, commencing with the continuation of the contract in April, 1892. I suppose 
the second contract would not start until April ? No ; I find upon looking through the tests that, as 
regards the test under date of 4th May—I mean test 682—there is some doubt as to whether the 390 
casks there referred to were for Contract 72 or for Flood and Eutherford’s contract.
20751. What is the brand of cement in that case? Globe brand.
20752. Was there any Globe brand upon Contract 72? I cannot say; there may have been. That 
particular test is the only doubtful one in the whole of those which I asked Mr. Carter to refer to. ^
20753. Tou are aware that according to Mr. Boys’ journal there was a transfer of 282 casks to Waverley ?
I am not. What I am aware of is that cement has been carted abouhin some unaccountable manner from 
contract to contract. We could never keep any proper check upon it.

MONBAT, 19 OCTOBJEB, 1896.
David Graham Snodgrass sworn and examined:—

20754. Mr. Gummow.] What are you ? A contractor.
20755. Tou were a partner in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Tes.
20756. Are you still a partner in the firm of Carter & Co. ? No. _
20757. Are you a partner in the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. at the present time ? Ao.
20758. When did you retire from the firm ? About the end of last year; I forget the exact date.
20759. Prior to becoming a contractor, what were you ? Contractors’ manager and engineer.
20760. Eor whom ? Latterly for Mr. Edward Pritchard. f .
20761. Upon what works? On the Bondi sewer—the Double Bay and Eushcutter Bay s sections.
20762. Previous to that you were employed by contractors in New Zealand ? I was manager and engineer
for the first section of the Otago central railway. _ w i j o -vr r
20763. Tou were educated under engineers and under railway contractors in New Zealand ? Tes. 1 
was about twelve years under an engineer on railway contracts in New Zealand.
20764. Do you consider that you are a capable engineer for any public works contract ? I think so. 
20765. Have your employers always been satisfied with you as an engineer, as far as you know ? They 
have always expressed themselves so.
20766. So that if it has been stated that you are not a capable man. to look after contracts, would that be 
true or otherwise ? It would be untrue.
20767. With regard to the sewerage works of Sydney generally, do you consider that you are capable of 
looking after any contract which might be carried out in connection with them ? Tes.
20768. As a contractor you would not have to employ any man to do any work which you would not be 
capable of doing yourself in the engineering and managing line ? I could do anything required upon
sewerage contracts. . . • i i o xr
20769. With regard to the making up of tenders, are you capable of doing that kind of work ? Tes,
decidedly. ,
20770. Do you pride yourself on what you can do in that direction ? Tes, particularly.
20771. With regard to the Waverley contract, had you anything to do with it personally ? Tes ; I made

D. G. 
Snodgrass.

19 Oct., 1896.

out the tender. • .
20772. Had you anything to do with the practical carrying out of the work ? Tes; I put the job in 
working order. Then I used to go once a month and make up the quantities of work done, as a check 
against the Government engineer, for the purpose of getting our progress payments.
20773. Do you remember some arches being built down in the Double Bay Talley ? Tes.
20774. Do you remember what they were built of? The piers, I think, were of sandstone concrete, and 
the arches were of bluestone concrete ; but I could not be positive. _ _
20775. Do you remember if they collapsed ? Not one of the arches in connection with the sewer ; but 
there was a culvert across the creek there—I think that was built entirely of bluestone concrete in 
connection with which the foundations were not very good. The ground was excavated to a good depth, 
until the foundation was considered to be sufficiently good. Then the culvert was put across. It had. 
set for some considerable time, and then the centering was withdrawn. Then, to all appearance, one of 
the walls sunk slightly, and caused a crack somewhere about the springing of the arch. (Vide Appendix
No. 82.) .
20776. Did you pull the arch down? No; we got instructions from the department to put tie-rods 
through, to screw them up thoroughly, and to cut out enough room where the crack had taken place to 
make the work good. . . 20777.
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Snod *ra 20777. Do^you remember a man named Hamilton on that work ? Yes.
20778. Do you remember any defective work, or anything of that kind, in connection with what he did ? 

19 Oct. 1896. ^ no^ remember any defective work, but I remember his getting into a row for defective bricks. I 
’ consider myself that the bricks were as good bricks as were ever put into the works ; but Mr. Davis did 

not hold the same opinion as I did, and he kicked up a row with Hamilton for allowing them to be used, 
with the result that they were pulled down. {Vide Appendix No. 83.)
20779. Were the contractors paid for that work? They were not paid for either putting it in or taking 
it out. The work was condemned. Ten or twelve thousand bricks alongside the work, ready to be put 
in, were also condemned, and the contractors carted them away.
20780. You said that none of the arches were pulled down ; is that correct ? Quite correct.
20781. So that if it has been stated that some of the arches collapsed, would that be true ? Decidedly 
not. Even the culvert arch did not collapse. It cracked slightly from the cause I have mentioned.
20782. Do you remember a man named Heidelberg on the works ? Yes.

' 20783. Do you remember anything occurring in connection with his work ? I remember his being
accused of not packing the brickwork properly.
20784. Did you take any action, of had you anything to do with the matter ? Mr. Carter and I took 
action as the heads of the firm, although we were not in immediate charge of the job at the time. We 
suspended the man, and had him taken off the work.
20785. His Honor.'] Who was in immediate charge of the work at the time ? A man named Rogers, 
who was then a partner. We bought him out. I could not say, now I come to think of it, whether we 
bought him out before or after this thing occurred. But while he was a partner he was in immediate 
charge of the works, and after we had bought him out I think we left him in charge of the works until 
they were finished.
20786. Mr. Gummow.] Do you remember a pipe contract you had at JNTorth Sydney ? Yes.
20787. Who was in charge of it ? Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Carter.
20788. Had you anything to do with it ? I used to go once a month and meet Mr. O’Hanlon, the Govern
ment engineer, to make up the quantities with him. That is all I had to do. I did not take any measure
ments or do anything of that sort. They were taken before I went there. I used to settle the quantities 
with Mr. O’Hanlan, but I had nothing to do with the carrying on of the work.
20789. As to Contract 61—the Alexandria contract—had you anything to do with that ? Only in the same 
way—that is, making up the quantities. When we were preparing to start the job I gave the carpenters 
instructions about making the ribs—that is, I drew the shape of the ribs for the concreting. I had 
nothing to do with the carrying on of the actual work. '
20790. So that you cannot tell us anything about the actual work upon Contracts 60 and 61 ? No. 
20791. But you had to do with the setting out of the ribs ? Yes.
20792. By whom was that done ? I do not remember the carpenter we had on that job.
20793. Do you remember a man named Tom Wright? Yes.
20794. Do you think he was the man ? I dare say he might have been. I think he was, now I come to 
think of it; but I am not quite sure.
20795. You remember Wright ? Yes, well.
20796. What is your opinion of him ? He was a good carpenter, but he was a cantankerous sort of 
fellow.
20797. Did he take a drop too much to drink sometimes ? Yes; like some of the rest of us, he had that 
little failing.
20798. You had a contract at the Glebe, I believe ? Yes.
20799. Did you get that upon your original tender? No.
20800. How did you get it ? We bought out the firm of Cowdery and McLean. They had been working 
at it for some four months. They had done between £400 and £500 worth of work, and they had put up 
a cash deposit of £1,500. We bought them out for £625. .
20801. Did you get departmental sanction to that ? Yes.
20802. Had you anything to do with that work directly ? Yes.
20803. Were you in charge of it? I was in immediate charge; but I seldom went down in the tunnels 
except to measure up with Mr. Rudolph, the Government engineer.
20804. Did you ever give instructions for the doing of bad work on that contract ? No.
20805. Did you ever see any done ? No.
20806. Do you remember a man named Chiene being employed upon the contract ? Yes.
20807. What was he ? I employed him as an engineer.
20808. How long was he in your employ, do you remember? Two years, I think. He may have been a 
month or two over that period, but we engaged him for two years.
20809. Can you tell His Honor anything about Chiene;—what is your opinion of him as regards his 
wurk ? He is a slow-going man, as regards the taking out of quantities, but he seems to be able to do the 
work fairly well. He is rather independent sometimes. When he gets a few pounds he sometimes goes 
away on the spree, and as a consequence he will make mistakes sometimes.
20810. Had you anything to do with the Shea’s Creek contract? Yery little. I used to go down on a 
sort of visit to it once a fortnight or so.
20811. Who was in charge ? Mr. Eorrest.
20812. What did you do when you went down ;—what were your duties ? I did not go down as a matter 
of duty at all. I used to go down to see how the work was going on, and to have a yarn with Mr. Eorrest. 
20813. Had you anything to do with the measurements ? I made up all the measurements on every 
contract we had.
20814. Were you paid twice for any of the work? No ; in fact I do not think we were paid sufficient 
measurement on the excavation on that particular contract. We accepted the original cross-sections for 
the excavation, and judging from the time it took us to do the work and the quantities we were paid 
upon, I am certain that we lost some thousands of yards of excavation.
2u815. His Honor.] On what part of the excavation did you lose? There was an old creek running 
down there, and we had to widen and deepen this creek to get the vrork in. These cross-sections were 
taken every chain or so, some years before we got the contract, and the ground had altered in the 
meantime. I am positive that we lost some thousands of yards in the excavation.
20816. Was it open excavation work ? Yes. ' 20817.
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20817. There was an earthen channel and there was a concrete channel also ;—are you now speaking of D- G. 
the concrete channel or the earth channel ? I am speaking of the concrete channel. The earth channel Snodgrass, 
was in swampy ground, and that had not altered. There was no original creek in the earth channel. loTTT^isqR 
20818. What sort of ground was it? The earth channel was in nasty wet ;ground. It was soft, boggy, 9 Uc ■’ 189b‘ 
stuff—in fact I remember sending Chiene down one day to take cross-sections. He happened to step in 
between the reeds, and went in up to his middle. The men had to take up the stuff in buckets sometimes.
20819. Were you paid for all the flood water that went down there? We were not paid anything for 
the water, and there was plenty of it at times.
20820. So that if any one has said that you were paid for the flood waters that would not be correct ?
No ; I wish we had been. .
20821. Were you paid twice over for the excavation ? No.
20822. Were you paid twice over for the filling in ? No.
20823. So that any statement to that effect would be utterly untrue? Entirely untrue.
20824. Do you remember the amount of that particular contract ? No ; I think it came to about £27,000 
or £28,000 at the finish, but I do not remember what the tender was.
20825. Will you look at the schedule of Contract 72, which appears upon page 160 of the Parliamentary 
Eeturn, and tell me how much the excavation there given is ? The original probable quantities give 
26,200 yards; the filling is given as 12,000 yards.
20826. What are the figures in the final certificate? 53,410 yards of excavation, and 27,961 yards of 
filling.
20827. How do you account for the great increase in the excavation and filling in the final voucher as 
compared with the probable quantities ? I do not exactly know how it did occur.
20828. Does it look as if you were paid twice over? Some people might think so, but I know that it 
was not the case. I have often seen cases in which the quantities carried out were more than double the 
quantities given in the original estimate.
20829. Sis Sonor.~\ If you came to think of the relation of the earth channel to the rest of the work 
would that enlighten you on the point? They may not have included the earth channel in the original 
quantities. I could not say for certain whether that was so or not, although I think that that omission 
was probably the reason of the increase.
20830. Mr. Gummow.] Do you know what the Grovernment do in making up their schedules;—have you 
any idea of how they make them up before you see the tender form ? Not in the least.
20831. So that you could not speak as to that particular ? No. • '
20832. Do you remember whether, when you were going to start that contract, there was an outlet for 
the concrete portion of the sewer ? There was no outlet without cutting the earth channel.
20833. Were you then ordered to cut the earth channel ? Yes.
20834. Have you any idea of what quantity of excavation, speaking from memory, there would be in the 
earth channel ? About 20,000 yards. •
20835. So that the addition of the earth channel to the concrete channel might make up the quantity 
upon which you were finally paid?. Yes.
20836. In any case you are satisfied that you were not paid twice over ? Not for a single yard. We 
were not paid for.as much excavation as we did on that job—we lost money on it.
20837. Will you look at the item iron girders, as shown in the schedule, and tell me how many cwt. are 
shown ? Seventy-four cwt.
20838. Will you look at the quantity in the final certificate and tell me what that is ? 400 cwt.
20839. Can you remember how that increase came about ? Yes ; the work went through the Cooper 
Estate, and there was one place between two portions of swamp where there was a kind of peninsula of 
dry land, The original plan provided for the carrying of an open channel through that peninsula, and I 
think Mr. Buckland, the manager of the Cooper Estate, objected to having an open channel there. He 
wanted the place left so that he could have traffic across, and he would not allow the work to go on until 
the Government agreed to cover that portion of the work. We were ordered to cover it with iron girders - 
and to fill in up to the level of the original ground.
20840. Was that the only reason of which you can think for this increased quantity? That is the only 
reason that I can imagine.
20841. You know of no other reason? No.
20842. The contractors did not ask the Government to put it there ? No.
20843. Did the Government put the extra quantity of iron work there to please the contractors ?
Certainly not. '
20844. Do you remember whether the Shea’s Creek contract was stopped ? Yes.
20845. Where was the end of the work at the time of the stoppage ? Just about the junction of what 
we called the Macdonald Park sewer with the Shea’s Creek sewer.
20846. Do you know the reason for the stoppage? I understood it to be because there was only a
certain amount of money for the job, and that that money was exhausted.
20847. Can you remember the date approximately when the work was stopped ? No. .
20848. Did you ever go on with the work? Yes ; some months tifterwards. There was a long interval—
I should say four or five, or perhaps six, months.
20849. Do you remember making a claim against the Government in respect of the stoppage of the 
contract? Yes.
20850. Had you anything to do with the getting out of the details of the claim ? Yes.
20851. Do you recognise the document I hand you as the claim w'hich was putin;—do you remember 
anything about it ? Yes ; I think I made it up, and that Mr. Carter copied it.
20852. Whose handwriting is the document in ? Mr. Carter’s.
20853. Do you know whether you had any outside assistance in connection with the making up of that 
claim? Yes. . b 1
20854. Who helped you ? Mr. B. C. Simpson.
20855. Do you remember whether, when you made up that claim, you had any cement in hand ? Yes, 
we had an immense quantity of cement in hand. I could not remember howr much now, because it 
happened a good many years back, but we had a large quantity of cement in hand.
20856. Is there anything which would bring to your minc^ the quantity of cement you had ? The only 

WQ ^ S thing
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D. G. thing I can remember is that we had some sheds full, and as more cement was coming in we had to get 
bnodgrass. more jron jn or(jer to more g^gds to hold it:

190^11896 20857 ■ You remember that distinctly ? Tes.
’’ ' 20858. Will you look at the claim, and tell me whether any reference is made in it to cement? Yes;

there are two items having to do with cement—one item is 1,300 barrels, and the other 2,000 barrels. 
20859. Would you have both of those quantities on the ground ? More than that, I think. I believe we 
had between 4,000 and 5,000 casks upon the job.
20860. Do you know why it was then that you put in a claim of only 3,300 casks ? I should say that 
that would be the estimated quantity required to finish the portion of the work in respect of which we 
were making the claim. AYe used to get in a good stock of cement and take it to the most suitable shed, 
and cart it from there round to the different-works as required.
20861. Tou consider, therefore, that you had upon Contract 72, at any rate, the quantity required, if not 
more ? I am certain we had more than that quantity.
20862. If you required only 3,300 casks to finish the job, how is it that you had so much more coming in ? 
We bought rather much at that time. 1 '
20863. Did you buy for a particular contractor did you make a general contract to supply cement? 
Sometimes we used to buy more than we intended to use in anticipation of our getting other contracts. 
If the market was low we used sometimes to overbuy.
20864. Can you tell His Honor why you did not sell all this cement again when the job was stopped ? I 
think we had other contracts going on. Carter & Co. had one or two other contracts.
20865. Is it a general practice with you to cart cement from one contract to another ? Tes ; we carted 
it from the Glebe to North Shore, from the North Shore to the Glebe, from the Glebe to Shea’s Creek. 
It was moved about in all kinds of ways. We were constantly shifting cement backwards and forwards. 
20866. What was your reason for that ? We sometimes used to get in a larger stock of cement than we 
required at the time, and we did not know then the most suitable place in which to put it; or perhaps we 
had an available shed upon one job and not upon the job upon which the cement would be first required. 
20867. Can you remember what became of the cement at Shea’s Creek ? Not all of it. I fancy we 
carted some to Waverley. I know that we carted a lot to North Shore, but I do not know how much. 
20868. Can you say who carted it ? Burcombe used to do all our North Shore work.
20869. Did anyone else cart there besides Burcombe? I do not think so.
20870. At any rate, you are quite sure that there was this large quantity of cement on the ground at the 
time ? I am sure we had considerably more than is stated in the claim.
2087 L. With regard to the concrete, what sort of stone had you to use ? The best sandstone. It had to 
be approved by Mr. Davis, and he was pretty particular about it too.
20872. Did you use any material in place of sandstone ? Broken bricks were used at Shea’s Creek.
20873. Do you consider that they would be as good for the concrete as would the sandstone ? Better. 
20874. Did they cost you as much to break ? I think they cost us more to break than did the stone. The 
reason for getting the bricks, if I remember rightly, was that we could not get the stone fast enough. 
20875. It was not done on the score of economy, then ? No ; I do not think so.
20876. Did you get just the common house-bricks or clinker-bricks ? The reason the bricks could be got 
at the price we paid for them was that they had been burnt all to pieces and were useless for building 
purposes.
20877. Do you remember now who were the partners in that particular contract? I could not say from 
memory. On looking at the papers I see that the partners were Carter, Snodgrass, and Forrest.
20878. Do you remember who were the contractors for Contract 79 ? I do not remember exactly, but I 
have an idea that they were Mr. Carter and myself. I see from the papers that that is so.
20879. And not Mr. Forrest ? No.
20880. Do you consider that if any dispute had arisen, or there had been any business transaction 
necessary as between the contractors and the department, that the department would have looked to Mr. 
Forrest in regard to Contract 79 ? No.
20881. What reason have you for saying that ? Because they would not recognise him as a partner in 
the job.
20882. Have you any experience or knowledge which you think justifies you in giving that answer ? Tes ; 
in connection with condemned pipes, Mr. Hart, of the Standard Brick Works, complained to Mr. Davis about 
some of the pipes being condemned. He tried to argue the point, but Mr. Davis said he would have 
nothing to say to him in the matter as he was not the contractor.
20883. When you were in the employ of Mr. Pritchard you were manager and engineer ? Tes.
20884. Was it ever hinted to you that you were not a contractor, and that the department could get you 
removed at any time because the names did not happen to show that you were a partner in the job ?

• - Tes.
20885. Tou are satisfied that the department would not recognise anyone but the parties who are shown 
in the particular contract ? Certainly I am. They would not recognise anyone else unless a written 
authority were given.
20886. Tou say that you and Mr. Carter were the contractors for No. 79 ? Tes.
20887. Was there anyone else at all who was a partner in that contract ? No.
20888. So that Mr. Gillan and myself had nothing to do with it ? Nothing whatever.
20889. At no time whatever ? At no time whatever.
20890. Had we anything to do with any of the contracts you have already spoken of ? Nothing at all. 
20891. Do you remember tendering for Contract 79 ? Ares.
20892. Do you remember who were the lowest tenderers ? Bond and Hudson; we were second.
20893. Do you remember whether any objection was taken by you to Bond and Hudson’s tenders being 
accepted? Tes; I objected to it.
20894. On what grounds ? That they had refused to take up the contract upon which they had tendered 
before, and in connection with which they were the lowest tenderers. The departmental regulation said 
that, in the case of contractors refusing to take up a job after the Government had accepted their tender, 
they would be debarred from tendering, subject to the Minister’s pleasure.
20895. Do you know what contract it was which Bond and Hudson had thrown up ? Tes ; the 
AYoolloomooloo contract.

20896.
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20896. Who were the second lowest tenderers in the original tendering for that contract ? I think D- G.
Gummow and Gillan were the second tenderers, and that we were the third on the first tendering. On n0(tgrass.
the second occasion of tendering Bond and Hudson were the lowest tenderers, Carter & Co. were the , ' T , 
second, and Gummow and Gillan w'ere the third. ’’ ‘
20897. Do you consider that it wras fair play to Gummow and Gillan to have the job re-tendered ? I did 
not think so at the time, but I was pleased afterwards that it came out so.
20898. Do you remember, when it was found that Bond and Hudson’s tender for 79 was the lowest, 
raising an objection to the acceptance of their tender ? Tes.
20899. What action did you take ? If I remember rightly, we saw Mr. Barling in his room, and spoke 
to him about it, and he said that we had better put our objections in writing.
20900. Why did Gummow and Gillan sign that letter of protest as well ? I cannot say just now;—I do 
not remember.
20901. Had they anything to do with the contract, or was it any advantage to them to sign the protest, 
as far as any benefit they were likely to derive from it was concerned? Not as to that contract. They 
might have expected some ulterior benefit in future tendering.
20902. Tou bought Bond and Hudson off ? Tes; after a time.
20903. Do you remember anything about the negotiations ? Tes; I remember that we agreed to give 
them £750 down and a P.N. for another £750, upon the condition that we got the contract. We agreed 
to give them that amount if they would throw' up their tender.
20904. Did you know that you were going to get the job when you made that offer? No ;—in fact, after 
completing the arrangements, Mr. Carter and I went to the “Australia Hotel,” and I remember saying to 
him “ This looks like a bit of gambling. It looks like the tossing of a coin for £1,500.”
20905. Did you make up that tender for that contract ? Tes.
20906. Did you fix the schedule yourself ? Tes.
20907. Did Mr. Carter have anything to do with it ? Nothing whatever.
20908. Did you get any assistance from the department in making it up ? No ; I do not see that they 
could give me any assistance.
20909. Tou consider that you know more about the making up of tenders than does the department?
Tes ; more than any man in the department. '
20910. How did you come to put such a price on soft ground excavation ? I had an idea that the quan
tity would turn out to be more than the Government estimated it at.
20911. Did you put down any bores to test the ground ? Tes. .

.20912. And that was a better indication than you could get from the department? Better than I could 
get from the plans, certainly.
20913. And on the strength of putting down the bores, you fixed your prices ; is that correct? Tes.
20914. Do you know a man named Bcid who was an inspector on that job ? Tes.
20915. What sort of man was he ? He seemed to act as if his idea of his duty was more in the direction 
of trying to get the men to do bad work than to prevent them from doing it. He seemed to me to try to 
induce the men to do bad work so that he might be able to report it. ,
20916. Tou have found inspectors do that kind of thing? Tes, more than once.
20917. They prefer, you mean, to get the contractors into trouble if possible than to get good work done 
for the benefit of the country ? Tes.
20918. Do you remember Reid’s complaining while hie was on the North Shore contract ? Tes. '
20919. Do you remember his once complaining about a chip off a brick? Tes. He complained about a 
brick being put into the work w’hich had a chip off it about the size of three peas.
20920. Is that the usual kind of complaint he would put in ? Tes ; that was Reid’s usual style.
20921. Do you remember once offering him a drink ? I cannot say that I do ; I may have done so 
twenty times, but I should not be likely to remember things of that kind.
20922. Tou like a drink yourself now and again, do you not ? Tes.
20923. Are you sociably inclined? Tes ; too much so, I dare say.
20924. So that it is likely that you did offer Reid a drink ? Tes. I suppose there is hardly an inspector 
who ever worked on our jobs that I have not asked to have a drink.
20925. Did you ever shout for the men ? Tes, a number of times.
20926. Do you ever remember taking the men over to an hotel—the “Queen’s,” I think—and their coming 
back with some bottles under their arms and going into the engine-room and having a few drinks and songs 
together ? Tes, I can remember that.
20927. It was about Christmas time, was it not ? I do not remember now.
20928. It was not an unusual thing for you to do—to shout for the men ? It was quite a common thing.
20929. Can you tell His Honor the reason why you were so anxious to get the North Shore contract and 
why you offered Bond and Hudson the money you did ? I thought, from the way the schedule was 
arranged, that we would make a good profit out of it. < .
20930. Had you much cement in hand at the time ? A lot of cement. We must have had between 4,000 
and 5,000 casks.
20931. Had you much hoisting plant in hand? We had four winding engines, and the contract only 
required seven.
20932. Where were these ? At Waverley.
20933. Was that job nearly finished ? Tes.
20934. His Honori] Tou had deep shafts and hard ground at Waverley? We had hard ground, and the 
shafts were about 200 feet deep.
20935. Mr. Gummoiv.~\ Do you remember Mr. Davis writing to you to inform you that you had to gutter 
and gad out the whole of the contract? Tes ; and I strongly objected to it.
20936. On what ground ? That it would cause the deaths of a number of men.
20937. Do you consider that it endangers the health of the men? I consider that it endangers their 
lives. I reckon that I have had thirty men who have died on my hands and have not done half a mile of 
guttering and gadding. .
20938. Tou consider that guttering and gadding is much more dangerous to them than the shooting? It 
is a hundred times more dangerous. I reckon that any man who works constantly at guttering and 
gadding for twelve months will not live for three years.

20939.
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D-G- 20939. What happens to him ? Well, I am not a medical man, and it is rather difficult to answer the 
, question. But I know that the men appear to contract a disease, which resolves itself into a form of

19 Oct. 1896. co]QSllmpl'ion' They get gradually weaker and weaker. They get less and less breath, until they are not 
■’ ' able to walk up the slightest hill. Finally, they lie down and die. It used to cost us a good few pounds

to keep them going—that is, to keep them alive. They used to come down to us at the works, when they 
w'ere able, and get some help from us. Besides giving them money ourselves—Mr. Carter generally used 
to do that—we used to get up subscription lists and collect money from the other men ; we heading the 
lists ourselves. .
20940. Did you raise this objectioa to guttering and gadding when the department wanted the work 
carried out in that way ? Tes.
20941. Did you get out a list of the names of men who had died through the effects of guttering and 
gadding ? Tes; the list was shown to Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis.
20942. As to the ventilation of the tunnels—taking the North Shore Contract, for example—how did you 
arrange with your men about that;—what was the method of procedure ? I gave them the machinery— 
that is, the winding engines—which were driven by steam. I fixed the fan and the pipes down the shaft 
and the men themselves used to fix the pipes as they drove the tunnels.
20943. Who blew the air? The engine drivers.
20944. That would be where you had engines ; but what was done where you had no engines ? We fixed 
a hand fan, and the men used either to blow air themselves or hire a boy to do it. They would generally 
hire a boy. .
20945. It was part of their contract then ? Tes.
20946. Tou had nothing to do with that? No; I used merely to fix the fans and the pipes down the 
shafts. The pipes in the drives were fixed by the men themselves.
20947. So that if the men failed to do that it was their own fault? Tes.
20948. Do you remember having in your employ a man named Jack Beid? Tes.
20949. What was he ? Walking ganger, I presume, would be the appropriate term for him.
20950. What sort of man was he as regards looking after the work ? He was a pretty good man; very 
attentive and trustworthy.
20951. Did he take a glass at any time ? Tes.
20952. Have you anything to say with regard to him ? No ; I do not know that I have.
20953. Do you remember a man named Dawson, a bricklayer’s labourer ? I remember that there was 
a bricklayer’s labourer named Dawson, but I should not know him if I met him in the street now.
20954. Was he a good man, do you know? I suppose he must have been a pretty good bricklayer’s- 
labourer or he would not have been with the gang. As a rule the bricklayers’ labourers were considered 
amongst the best men on the works.
20955. Tou paid them well ? We paid them higher wages than we paid the average run of men.
20956. Had they heavy work to do ? Tes ; I suppose theirs would be as heavy work as any on the job. 
20957. Do you remember getting Contract 79a ? ’Tes.
20958. How did you get it ? From the Minister without tendering for it.
20959. Was it a tip-top job which if put up to tender would have gone from 20 to 40 per cent, less ? I 
do not think it would have gone 5 per cent. less.
20960. Was it given to you upon your original schedule for Contract 79 ? No.
20961. Upon what schedule did you get the work ? Upon a schedule made up by the department.
20962. Do you remember the contract you had at Marrickville ? Tes.
20963. Did you make up the tender for that contract ? Tes.
20964. Did anyone besides yourself see the tender before it was put in ? , No one, with the exception of 
Jack Beid, saw it. He checked the additions.
20965. Did Mr. Carter see it ? No.
20966. Did I see it ? No; I think you were in Adelaide.
20967. Tou made out the tender upon your own idea ? Upon my own responsibility entirely.
20968. Did Mr. Carter know the amount which was put down in the schedule before the tender was put 
in ? No ; he did not know what the total amount was until I asked him for a cheque for our preliminary 
deposit. *
20969. What did Mr. Carter do in these matters ? He looked after the financial business, buying the 
material, paying the men, and things of that sort.
20970. Is he anxious about the profit ? Sometimes when we were putting in a tender he would say 
“ How much have you put in for profit ?” I would tell him, and he would then sometimes say “ That is 
not enough, is it?”
20971. Is that all he troubled himself abput? That is ail.
20972. Will you look through the schedule of 69 and explain to His Honor any points which you consider 
require explanation or any points which His Honor would like explained. Take, for instance, the first four 
items ;—how did you come to put them down at the one price ? I thought that all those quantities 
would turn out considerably less than shown, and, instead of actually putting down the actual values 
opposite to them, I put in a low price, and carried the difference on to some items which I thought would 
probably be increased. That is the common way of making up tenders under conditions such as those 

‘ upon which this job was tendered for. The first four items I thought would be considerably decreased.
The next item—No. 5, soft ground excavation—I thought would be increased. The next three items I 
thought would be increased, and I put a good price opposite to them. The next three items—9, 10, and 
11—are practically one, and the same thing applies to them. As to items Nos. 12, 13, 14, and 15, it 
seemed to me evident that they would be decreased, and therefore the price is small. Item No. 16 I 
thought would be considerably increased, so I put a very large price opposite that. The next items—17, 
18, and 19—I thought would be decreased. Of course I am speaking from the prices I see here now. I 
cannot speak definitely from memory of what I thought at the time, because it is some years ago since 
this thing happened. The next item, No. 20,1 expected would come out at somewhere about the quantity 
shown. The next item is one which requires no price at all, but the tender would have been informal if 
we had not put in a price. That item depends upon the quantity of soft ground tunnelling, for which I 
had allowed a pretty liberal price.
20973. Sis Honori] That would cover the timber ? Tes. The next item is a matter of indifference ; it
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is only a small quantity. I come now to subducts. The specification provides that the subducts have to Gi
be cut out, and the quantity excavated is paid for in tunnel work, so that that pays for the subducts. «nodgrass. 
No price for them is therefore necessary. 19*Oct''-l896
20974. You had a good price for excavation ? Yes. If you allow a good price for excavation you have a '
good price for subducts. That applies to items 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27. I do not think I need go through 
the whole of. these items, but coming to item 34, cement rendering, that is an item I expected to be 
considerably increased. Unfortunately for us, we fell into the mud over ,that.
20975.. Mr. Gummow.'] What where the grounds of your expectation? I took out the quantities, and, 
according to my idea, there would be about 15,000 yards of rendering, but it turns out that there were 
only 10,000. We received instructions from the Grovernment not to render the brick arches. I had 
made up my estimate, including the rendering of the brick arches, and I thought about 15,000 yards 
would be required. I thought we were going to get a good plant out of that item, but it did not 
come off.
20976. What have you to say about item 36? The probable quantity given in the schedule is 12 cubic 
yards, but I estimated that from 34 to 36 cubic yards would be required, and I put down £50 a yard.
20977. As to items 33 and 34, what have you to say ? As regards those items, we put down, as a rule, a 
small price, because we reckon that the price for excavation includes the removal of surplus spoil.
20978. Have you anything to say as to items 46 to 82 ? We got a tender from Mort’s Dock for the 
supply to us of all our ironwork, and we added some £40 or £50 for our own trouble.
20979. With regard to the item for guttering and gadding in hard sandstone, when you made up this 
tender, had it been the practice of the department to make you do guttering and gadding ? It was only 
done in case of necessity. ’
20980. What do you mean by that ? Cases were it would be dangerous to important buildings over the 
sewer to blast.
20981. With regard to the surplus material, had you to remove all surplus material yourselves on these 
contracts generally? No; very often we got paid for the stuff. Persons would come and ask us to let 
them have some stuff, and we charged them so much a load for it.
20982. Do you at times let them take it away for nothing ? Yes ; in fact, on that very job we arranged 
with the Marrickville Council to take the rubbish away. We give them whatever we can spare of the 
good stone, providing they cart the rubbish away. [Vide Appendix No. 80.]
20983. As to the extra quarter of a mile lead, what do the department do with regard to that, as a rule?
Thfiy generally say that they will let you do what you like with the stuff, allowing half a mile lead.
20984. This penny for every quarter of a mile extra is not often paid? Very seldom, that I know of.
20985. The excavation, as a rule, is close to the temporary spoil bank ? Yes; I do not know of a case 
where it has been necessary to remove it from the spoil bank. I have seldom seen in the final certificate 
any item for extra lead.
20986. Supposing you are allowed to leave the stuff on the ground, are you paid anything then ? Dor the 
first half-mile lead. ‘
20987. What have you to say about the bluestone pitchers at £50 a square yard? I suppose that the 
whole of that item, less the cost of putting in the pitchers, would be profit. We do not work for nothing.
We expect to get some profit out of it. ‘
20988. You cut down other prices to allow for that ? Yes.
20989. So as to bring your total lump sum down ? Yes.
20990. As to the payment for these bluestone pitchers, do you remember having any dispute about them ; 
do you remember anything arising in connection with them ? Yes ; Mr. Davis said the item would be 
cut out altogether, that we should not get anything for it; but I said the department could not do that.
20991. What action did you take then? When Mr. Davis refused to put the item in the certificate, Mr.
Carter and I went to Mr. Hickson about it. At first he said he did not think we had a right to get paid 
for it; but, after reading the specification, he said that he did not see how to get out of it, and the 
Government would have to pay for it, but that he would pay only for the quantity shown in the approxi
mate quantities. Then I pointed out to him that the quantity shown there was mentioned as being only 
approximate, but that the work was to be paid for according to the quantities as actually executed. He 
then said that the work would have to be paid for, but that he would not order any stone to be put round 
manholes where it could be avoided; that the stone would have to be put in where shown on the plan, but 
that he would not order any to be put in in any case where it was not so shown. .
20992. Mis Honor.] What did you say to that? I was satisfied. We putin the pitchers where they 
were shown upon the plan, and got paid for them.
20993. Mr. Gummow.] Did you not put in any more than were shown upon the plan? No.
20994. His Honor.] Did you not finally, under Mr. Darley, put in a few more than were shown upon the 
plan ? Not to my knowledge, at any rate.
20995. Mr. Gummow.] Do you know a man named Darcus, a carpenter? Yes.
20996. Was he a foreman ? No.
20997. Had he charge of any men ? No more than a carpenter would generally have with a concrete 
gang. The carpenter fixes the ribs, and he will tell the men how the lagging and things should be put on, 
but he has no authority over them.
20998. Has he anything to do with ordering them in their work, or telling them what concrete is to be 
put in ? No. '
20999. Did you have to appeal to him when you wanted to know anything about the engineering on the 
carrying out of the work ? Hardly.
21000. You were quite capable of doing it yourself without his assistance ? Yes ; I taught him a good 
deal of what he knows now about sewerage work.
21001. Where ? On the Rushcutters’ Bay contract.
21002. He was under you there ? Yes. He knew scarcely anything about the work then. He did not 
know how to make a common rib for an ordinary sewer, and I taught him how to do it.
21003. You were his boss, were you ? Yes.
21004. Do you remember any sewers being altered from a duplicate to a single sewer? Yes; on the 
Marrickville contract.
21005. Can you remember whether any ribs had been made for the duplicate sewer ? Yes; a number of 
them. I forget now how many. 21006.
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Snodgrass 21C)0(5- Do you remember going to Mr. Davis, with regard to the making of these centerings ? Tes. I 
objected to an alteration being made in the design without our being paid for the work we had 

19 Oct 1896. already done upon the original plan. It was thereupon agreed that we should get paid for making 
’’ * the ribs.

21007. Do you remember what they cost, roughly ? I have no idea. As far as I can recollect, I told Darcus 
to make up the cost of the ribs.
21008. Did you suggest to him that he should charge 500 per cent, more than they were worth ? No ; I 
told him to make up all the timber and iron and his own time.
21009. As a matter of fact, what did you think of Darcus himself while he was in your employ ? He was 
a thoroughly good tradesman, but an interfering fellow.
21010. Did you engage him? Not at Marrickville. If I could have helped it—I could have helped it in 
a way, but I should probably have had a dispute with some of my partners had I objected to his being on 
the works—I would not have had him there.
21011. He was not a particular friend of yours ;—he was not a person to whom you would trust your 
confidence, supposing you intended to work some little swindle ? No, certainly not.
21012. At Question 2202 you will find that Darcus gave this evidence :—

"What did Mr. Snodgrass tell you to do ? He expected me to put on about twenty times the amount. 
I said, “ That is the correct thing ; you can do the rest.”

? That is a lie.
21013. Do you remember measuring up the Premier-street shaft chamber ? Tes.
21014. What sized chamber was it ? A good big chamber. It was hardly as big as this room, but it was 
somewhere near it.
21015. Do you remember taking the cross-section in connections with it? Tes. We had rather an 
awkward job. The ribs were set for the concrete work, and it was hard to get at the measurement. 
Mr. Gibbs and I went out to measure the work up together. If I recollect rightly, Darcus did the 
measuring, and Mr. Gibbs and I put the figures down. Darcus had to measure off the ribs. He had to 
climb about all over the place, but I told him to do the best he could. We put the measurement at 
specified places all round the ribs. Darcus got a stick, and put it up from the ribs out to the rock.
21016. Did you take cross-sections in the usual way ? Tes, as is always done.
21017. Had you your ribs set up at specified places ? They had to be set up in specified places, in 
accordance with the design for the concrete.
21018. Did you take measurements from each rib ? Measurements were taken from each alternate rib, 
if I recollect rightly. I asked Mr. Gibbs where he would have the measurements taken, and it was he 
who suggested each alternate rib.
21019. So that whatever was done in the measurement was done with the sanction of the department ? 
Tes.
21020. Tou took the measurements regularly at specified distances ? Tes ; we arranged to take a certain 
number round a half-circle. I forget what the number was now, but I think it -was five or six, and we 
took the average from those. The measurements were all taken at the same angle of the ribs, to whatever 
point the rock would come to. We might have gained or lost by it, but it seemed to us to be the fairest 
way of doing the work. It was not an exact measurement, but it was the nearest approximation we 
could get.
21021, Did you pick out the big holes when measuring ? No ; we took them in radial lines, as they came. 
21022. If Darcus has stated that you told him to do the best he could, ■would that mean that he was to 
take all the big holes ? No. If I said it at all, what I meant, I suppose, was that he could do the best 
he could in climbing about the ribs, because it was an awkward place to get at. He was talking about 
making stages for the measurement, but that would have taken about half a day at least, and Mr. Gibbs 
would not have waited. The work would probably have had to stand over for two or three days longer. 
21023. Was there any inspector there ? Tes ; I think Tudgay wras there, and wherever he could get up 
on to the centering he checked Darcus in his measurements. He had a candle, so that he could watch 
where Darcus was holding the stick, to see that he did not overstep the mark.
21024. If you were taking the sections of the chamber again, as a Government officer or inspector, would 
you consider that you -were taking the fairest course to obtain an approximate measurement if you repeated 
what you did on the occasion to which you have just referred ? I daresay we might have got a little closer 
by taking sections at each rib instead of at alternate ribs. Anyway, we got a close approximation.
21025. Did you consider it a fair approximation for both sides ? As far as we could get it. I could not 
tell whether we gained or lost by it.
21026. Do you remember the iron pipe laying down there ? I saw a little of it.
21027. Could you say anything with regard to that work, as to whether it was properly done ? On 
several occasions I was down with Mr. Griffiths when they were laying pipes. I thought they were putting 
in thoroughly good work, and Mr. Griffiths thought so too.
21028. If, in the laying of the pipes, you came across a gas or water pipe which had to be removed, who 
would have to bear the expense of removing it ? The Gas Company if it were a gas-pipe, and the Water 
and Sewerage Board if it were a water-pipe. .
21029. The contractors had nothing whatever to do with the expense? No.
21030. So that the removal of the pipe did not make any difference to them ? It made a difference to 
them in this way—that if they came to a pipe which was unanticipated they might have to knock oft’ their 
men for a day or two.
21031. But they would not have to pay for the removal of the pipe ? No.
21032. So that if any method was adopted by the department of getting round, over, or under a pipe, it 
would not be a saving to the contractors ? No ; that was done on several occasions where pipes came 
across the middle of a shaft. The shaft in those cases has been removed a foot or two to allow of the 
work being carried on without altering the pipe.
21033. Do you remember Emily-street, on the Marrickville contract ? Tes.
21034. Do you know what the packing over the top of the brickwork was done with in that case ? Shale. 
21035. Why ? Because it was considered good enough for the work. We were ordered to do it with 
shale.
21036. Were you paid for it as concrete ? We were not paid for it at all.

21037.
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21037. Why ? We only had Is. a yard for it, and the quantity was so small that the trouble of making 
,it up, it seemed to me, was greater than the value.
21038, You got paid for it as surplus at 3d. per yard ? Yes. 19 get. 1896.
21039. Do you remember the Monier arch work in Contract 77 ? Yes.l ' ■
21040. Do you remember who made up the schedule in the case of that contract P I made up the 
schedule both for the G-overnment design and for the Monier design. If I recollect rightly, you went 
over the schedules before they were finally sent in. I am not sure about that. I am sure, in any case, 
that I made up the estimate for the departmental design upon my own responsibility.
.21041. What did you make it off? The specification, I think.
21042. That is with regard to the departmental design ? Yes. .
21043. But with regard to the Monier design ? Mr. Baltzer had made a design—in fact, he was nearly 
being late with it. He had scarcely got it finished when it was time to put the tender in.
21044. Do you remember making up the tender for the departmental design ? I have a slight recollec
tion of it, but I cannot remember the particulars.
21045. Were you prepared to go on with it at the price at which you had tendered ? Yes ; we would 
have gone on with it if our tender upon that design had been accepted.
21046. Would you have made any money upon it ? We should not have lost money, but we should not 
have made any. We might have made £100 or £200, but I am sure that we should not have lost.
.21047. Do you remember telling anyone that if the department had accepted your tender upon the 
departmental design you would not have gone on with the work ? I cannot remember saying it, but I
may have done so. If I did say so, it would probably have been to some rival contractor.
21048. You think you may have said so to someone P Yes, it is very likely.
21049. For what reason would you have said it if you really had no intention of refusing to carry out the
work P It was only a bit of bluff. ’
21050. That is quite a usual thing with you ? Yes ; I think, if I remember rightly, I have done the same 
.thing with you when we have been tendering against one another. •
21051. Is it not the practice among a number of contractors to try to pump one another when they meet 
in the street—is it not a little way they have got ? Yes.
21052. I presume you do not tell everyone what your business is ? I do not.
21053. Do you know a contractor named Thomas Williams ? Yes.
21054. Did you ever tell him that if your tender upon the departmental design for Contract 77 had been 
accepted by the Tender Board you would not have taken up the work? I cannot remember telling him 
so, but it is quite possible that I may have done so.
21055. What was the object you had, supposing you said such a thing to him ? Mere bluff.
21056. Did you ever tell him, in reference to the bluestone pitchers, that you saw the schedule of quan
tities before it was printed, and that you had it fixed up to suit yourselves P Ho. I never in my life saw 
a departmental schedule of quantities before it was printed.
21057. Had you the run of the Government offices in any way, so that you could get in to see all these 
things ? No.
21058. You are quite satisfied that you have never seen the MSS. of schedules before they were printed?
Never once.
21059. And you did not tell anyone that you had seen them, and that you had got them fixed up to suit 
yourselves ? No.
21060. Can you recognise the handwriting on the document I hand you? It is your own, I believe.
21061. Look at it again ;—-do you think it is my handwriting ? Now I come to look at it, I think it is 
Norman’s, but it does not look like his writing either.
21062. Can you recognise any of the prices, and do you know where Norman or anyone who wrote the 
document would have been likely to get them ? They might have got them from an estimate I made up.
21063. Can you recognise the document in any way, either as to prices or quantities;—is there anything 
on the face of it which brings it to your mind as being a-copy of your estimate? I can remember the 
prices I put in for the tunnelling and the sandstone concrete on the Monier contract. I remember those 
prices, right enough.
21064. Where was I at the time you made up that estimate ? I fancy you were in Adelaide, but I could 
not say definitely.
21065. Is the document I have handed you a copy of your own estimate? Yes ; it appears to be a copy 
of my estimate. *
21066. Do you remember whether I agreed to it ? I am certain that you agreed to it before we put.it in.
21067. What price had you there for mortar ? 70s.
21068. Do you consider that a fair price to put down for mortar ? It is just about a fair price. I do not 
think it can be done for many shillings less.
21069. Can you remember the price you put in for the departmental design? No; but I think it was 
some £600 or £800 more than our price for the Monier design.
21070. Do you remember the percentage below the Government schedule for the departmental design 
at which we tendered ? It was 28|- per cent, below, I think, but I am not quite certain.
21071. The price then would amount to £15,757 ? Very likely. 1
21072. What was the price of the lump-sum tender ? £15,500, I think.
21073. How did you arrive at that £15,500 ? We made up an estimate of the probable cost—£14,677,
I think, it came to—and we put in the difference as profit.
21074. Why did you fix upon the £15,500? We wanted to have our tender upon the Monier design 
below our tender on the departmental design.
21075. And yoii say you put in your tender upon the other design at cost price ? Yes.
21076. What was your object in tendering at cost price;—did you not want any profit ? We had an idea 
that if we could do the work for less upon the Monier system, and if it could be made as efficient a job, 
the department would accept the design.
21077. Had you any reason for knowing that they would ? I think the Minister for Works said that, ' 
providing the Monier system could be carried out efficiently at a cost cheaper than could the departmental 
design, he had no objection to it
21078. Did he tell you that ? No. '
21079. Where did you get that knowledge from ? Mr. Carter told me. 21080.
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D. G. 21080. That the Minister was willing to accept the tender upon the Monier design ? That he was willing 
Snodgrass. f-0 coug^gj. our design—that if it proved to he as efficient as, and cheaper than, the departmental design, 

wou^ it into consideration anyhow.
' 21081. Do you know the regulations for tendering ? Tes.
21082. Do you know that the department could throw out a tender which was not sent in upon particular 
lines? Tes; that was the reason, I take it, why Mr. Carter went to the Minister beforehand. He 
wanted to have the thing under consideration.
21083. Do you remember if the probability was discussed by Mr. Carter,' yourself, and myself, as to 
whether, if we were not the lowest tenderers for the departmental design, the Monier design might not be 
looked into ? Tes ; I remember that distinctly.
21081. Do you think that that idea had any bearing upon our putting in our tender upon the 
departmental design at cost price ? That was the sole reason.
21085. Tou say you would have been quite prepared to go on with the departmental design if the depart
ment had refused to accept your tender upon the Monier design? Tes.
21086. Do you remember who tendered for the Monier design—who were the parties who tendered upon 
it ? Mr. Carter, Mr. G-ummow, and Mr. Snodgrass.
21087. Do you consider that the department looked to Mr. Eorrest and to Mr. Grillan in connection with 
that contract ? They had no power to look to them under that tender.
21088. Did they make you sign as Carter, Gummow, and Snodgrass, individually and collectively? Tes. 
21089. Tou did not sign as Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Ho.
21090. Each party, then, would be responsible to the department for the contract ? Tes.
21091. And in that case the department could not look to Mr. Eorrest or Mr. Gillan? Certainly not. 
21092. Do you know whether in any contract with which you were connected, as a member of the firm of 
Carter, Gummow, & Co., in Hew South "Wales, Mr. Gillan’s name is shown in the departmental papers ;— 
did he sign any of the papers, do you know ? Ho ; I am pretty sure that he did not.
21093. Do you know whether Mr. Eorrest signed with Carter & Co. after the Shea’s Creek contract;—
did he sign for Contract 79 ? Ho ; I do not think so. .
21094. If he did not sign for that contract, would the department have any right to look to him in any
way ? Certainly not. •
21095. Did you consider that when the names of Mr. Eorrest and Mr. Gillan were sent in as sureties ? 
Tes ; we discussed that matter.
21096. And you considered that the department had nothing whatever to do with them ? Hothing 
whatever.
21097. Do you know what sand was used in the Monier work upon Contract Ho. 77 ? Dp to the time I 
left Sydney the sand was being brought over from Horth Shore. There were some hundreds of yards in 
a heap ready for use at the time I left Sydney. We got Horth Shore sand specially, because, on testing 
it, we found it the best sand we could get for the Monier work. We considered that the price was no 
object, so long as we got the very best possible material.
21098. As regards that particular work, the firm was determined to get the very best possible article? Tes. 
21099. Do they consider the cement ? Tes ; they considered the cement for a long time, and they 
determined, for the Monier work, to get Germania cement.
21100. Do you remember Contract 118, at Johnstone’s Creek sewer ? Tes.
21101. Did you make up the tender for that? Tes; by myself, I think.
21102. Do you remember walking over the ground with me? Tes. I remember thinking that the tide 
was in at the time, but it turned out afterwards that, instead of what I saw being the tide, it was the 
Government pumping sand and water from the harbour over the breakwater and filling the whole place up. 
21103. Do you remember speaking about the drainage of this water from the work during the time you 
were managing partner there ? Tes ; I remember saying to Mr. Carter one day that I thought it was 
not reasonable that we should have to keep pumping water out while the Government were pumping it 
in, and that their doing so would almost give us an action against them.
21104. Do you remember what course was taken? I think Mr. Carter went into the office, and saw 
Mr. Hickson. At any rate, Mr. Hickson came out, and, as soon as he saw what was being done, he said 
that that sort of thing would never do, and that the drain should have been cut some time ago to allow 
the water to drain away without carrying away the silt that was being pumped up for the reclamation. 
21005. Did he make any concession to us in cutting that drain? Ho, decidedly not; because he had no 
right to pump water on to our works.
21106. Do you remember what the Johnstone’s Creek sewer was built of? Sandstone concrete.
21107. Do you remember obtaining the sandstone for that contract? Tes.
21108. "Were you given any trouble in connection with it ? I went to a quarry in the neighbourhood, 
and got a quotation for stone which was guaranteed to come up to the Government standard. When I 
was prepared to go on with the work, I went round and told the quarrymaster to start sending us the 
stone. He had agreed to supply it at Is. 6d.; and he said, if I recollect rightly, that he would send some 
in at once. I think I said to him “ Put on as many carts as you like. Tou can cart it in as fast as 
possible.” After waiting three or four days, no stone came, and I went to the quarry to see what was the 
matter. The man then said that he could not supply the stone at the price he had agreed upon, and he 
wanted 3d. a yard more. I said “ I will not give the job to you at all.” I then looked all round the 
country, and I finally hit upon Ryan’s quarry. His stone had been used for different sewer work, and 
had passed the Government test. I agreed to take it at 2s. a yard, a higher price than that for which the 
man in the district had offered to supply the stone.
21109. What was the reason for that ? I thought the first man was trying to take an advantage of me.

, He offered me the stone, in the first place, at a fair price, and he afterwards thought that we should be
forced to deal with him ; that he had us under his thumb. I preferred to give a higher price for the stone, 
and to be independent of the man.
21110. Tou did not pay the higher price because the first stone you agreed to get was not good 
enough ? Ho. '
21111. Did you get the whole of the stone required from Ryan’s? Ho ; from various quarries.
21112, How was that ? We used to get a man named McMillan, who had a number of carts, to supply 
the stone; but he could not get enough at Ryan’s quarries, and he therefore went to other quarries where 
the stone was up to standard. 21113.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE!. 697’

21113. Do you remember a man named Flood? Tes; he supplied a lot of stone.
21114. Did he supply it cheaper ? Yes; I think he did.
21115. Do you know where he got it? At a quarry in Annandale, I think.
21116. Do you consider that it was as good stone as the other ? It was just about as good. It was stone 
which had been passed by the Government more than once. It came up to the required standard. '
21117. "Were you always particular to watch that the people who delivered the stone gave you a material 
which was up to the Government standard ? Yes ; because if inferior stone came in, it caused us a lot of 
bother. '
21118. Did you then get stone cheaper than the stone originally ordered from Ryan’s quarry, on account 
of the stone’s being an inferior stone ? No ; all the stone was up to the mark.
21119. Do you know whether the quarries in the neighbourhood came down in their prices when they 
found that you were independent of them ? Yes ; they then offered to supply the stone for less money. 
21120. Had you anything to do with the building of the Monier arches ? No ; except the building of 
the ribs.
21121. But you had nothing to do with the building of the arches themselves ? Nothing whatever.
21122. In purchasing a material like cement, do you purchase it at your own risk, or at the risk of the 
merchant? At the risk of the merchant. We buy it subject to its passing the Government test.

, 21123. And if it does not pass, what then ? The merchant has to pay for the carting out to the work and 
the carting away again. 1 remember that we have sometimes given the cement-carters a hand in loading 
when cement has been condemned, and we have charged the merchants with the men’s time.
21124. Do you remember a culvert being built on the Parramatta Road, near Strathfield ? Yes ; on the • 
Monier system.
21125. Did it collapse ? No ; but it was not well put together. The men who built it did not under
stand the system, and carried out the work very badly. About eight days after the first half was built I 
was informed, however, by the foreman, a man who was working under the Government on day-work, that 
a 22-ton waggon passed over it.
21126. Did the work collapse? No ; there was not a sign of fracture.
21127. And you never heard of it’s collapsing ? No.
21128. Yet you do not consider that it was well built? No ; the mortar was badly put round the iron.
I made a man cut off a lot of it one day while I was there.
21129. As to the question of books, do you know what books the firm ever kept ? Carter & Co. never 
kept any books whatever, and I do not think Carter, Gummow, & Co. kept any either. '
21130. How did they keep things going? I think they relied upon their bank pass-books.
21131. How did you pay the men? We had pay-sheets, and we put paper-fasteners through each fort
night’s sheets and stuck them in the pigeon-holes while the job was in hand. "When we had finished the 
contract we used to burn the papers in connection with it.
21132. As,to dealing with the merchants, how did you do that? Wc either paid cash or P.Ns., and when 
the P.Ns. became due they were met.
21133. You really kept no ledger ? No. '
21134. Did you always meet all the bills and payments you bad to make ? Yes.
21135. With regard to the connection of young Mr. Hickson with the firm, do you remember anything 
about his first employment by the firm ? I was down in Adelaide, giving you a hand with the carrying out 
of the work there. I could not stop there myself, and young Mr. Hickson came down. I had to come 
back here, and Mr. Hickson went down there to assist you in the alignments and levels.
21136. You yourself had nothing directly to do with the employment of young Mr. Hickson ? No.
21137. Who employed him ? Mr. Carter. "
21138. How long do you think you were in Adelaide assisting me ? Three months.
21139. Had you other duties to perform here ? Yes.
21140. So that you could not be kept down there ? Certainly not.
21141. Did you consider that young Mr. Hickson came in your place to assist me ? I daresay you could 
have done the work yourself, but, as I often told you, I did not see why you should graft night and day 
to do work when we could afford to pay for assistance.
21142. As a matter of fact, were you and Mr. Carter not always speaking to me about doing more work 
than I should do ? Yes; I would often say to you “ Why do you not get someone else to make up the 
pay-sheets instead of messing away your time at that ? ”
21143. It was a standing joke between us that I did more work than I need do ? Yes.
21144. After young Mr. Hickson had been to Adelaide he came up to Sydney, did he not ? Yes.
21145. Do you remember his employment by the firm in Sydney ? Yes; I had him with me on the 
Johnstone’s-Creek sewer, taking cross-sections and levels. '
21146. Did he do his work properly ? Yes ; he was sometimes a bit slow, but I think he was fairly 
accurate and efficient. I have had worse engineers working with me than young Mr. Hickson.
21147. Do you know what salary he got? Yes ; £4 a week for a considerable time, and then his salary 
was raised to £5.
21148. Do you consider that he earned his salary ? . I should not like to do the work he did at 
Johnstone’s Creek for £5 a week. v
21149. You do not know what his duties were in Adelaide—you had nothing to do with him there ? No. 
21150. Do you know of any telegram or letter being sent down there as to young Mr. Hickson’s connec
tion with the firm ? There was none that I know of.
21151. "Was he ever a partner in the firm ? Certainly not.
21152. Had you any idea of taking him into the firm as a partner ? No ; and I would not hear of anyone 
else doing so either.
21153. Not in any firm with which you were connected ? No.
21154. So that there is no foundation for the report that that was to be done ? No ; and I do not see 
how- a report of that sort could arise. I do not know of any idea on the part of any member of the firm 
of taking him as a partner.
21155. Did he get anything beyond his salary ? I believe he got three months’ screw in lieu of notice. 
21156. Where did you hear that;—-were you a member of the firm at the time ? I think I heard ii> 
before I went away to New Zealand.
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Do you know of your own knowledge tkafc young Mr. Hickson got that ? Ho.
You did not give it to him yourself? Ho.
You simply heard that he got it? Yes.
It was not part of your money ? Ho.
You severed your connection with the firm at the end of last year ? Yes.
You are no longer a member of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Ho.
Do you remember Mr. Bagge ? Yes.
You knew him when he was in the department ? Yes.
Do you remember, after he had been retrenched, hearing anything about him ? I remember 

meeting him at Bushcutters’ Bay one day, when he spoke to me about starting a poultry farm, and asked 
me about a carpenter. I think he also said something about getting the material. I told him of the 
name of a carpenter I thought would suit him very well. I am not quite sure now whether he asked me 
or whether I offered to buy the material for him. Anyhow, I did it upon my own responsibility. I did 
not suppose that any member of the firm would make any objection. I afterwards purchased the stuff for 
him. It came to about £170 as nearly as I can recollect.
21166. Did you make any profit out of the transaction? Ho ; wre merely handed on the invoices we got 
from the merchants. It was only a friendly transaction.
21167. It was not a business transaction at all ? Ho. ,
21168. What did you do it for then ? Well, Mr. Bagge was an old man. He was out of a billet, and I • 
do not think he was too "wealthy ; and I thought I might save him a few pounds if I bought the stuff for 
him. If he himself had gone to the timber merchants I thought it possible that the merchants might 
charge him a high price for what he wanted. As we were dealing in a large way, of course we could get 
the stuff wholesale.
21169. Did he ever, while he was in the department, do you such a good turn that you should have been 
so kind to him afterwards ? I do not think he ever did me a good turn.
21170. Did he ever do you a bad one ? Yes; in a way, I think he has done so.
21171. Do you know whether he had any prospect of getting ready money ? He had a retiring allow
ance which he expected to get, and I said it was on the strength of that that I would get the stuff for him. 
21172. Do you think he himself had any credit at all ? I do not think so..
21173. You thought it would be easier to order the stuff for Mr. Bagge than to listen to him, telling 
you what stuff he required, or asking you to assist him in ordering it ? Yes ; I thought it was much 
better that he should make up a list, and give it to us to send on. Mr. Bagge is very deaf, and he is a 
very hard man to talk to.
21174. Do you know Mr. O’Hanlon ? Yes.
21175. "What was he when you knew him ? An engineer in the department.
21176. Do you remember whether he was on any of your contracts ? Yes ; on the Horth Shore contract—■ 
60, I think, was the number.
21177. Do you remember his getting married? Yes.
21178. Do you remember whether Mr. Carter gave him ’a wedding present ? Yes ; 1 think it was three 
spirit bottles in a stand.
21179. Do you remember assisting Mr. O’Hanlon in the same way that you assisted Mr. Bagge ? I 
remember Mr. Carter coming to me and telling me that he was going to lend Mr. O’Hanlon some money.
I was not asked to do it.
21180. Do you remember assisting Mr. Budolph? It happened, I think, in the same way. Mr. Carter 
did it. He did not ask my permission, or anything of that sort. He did it “ on his own.”
21181. You knew of it ? Yes.
21182. Do you remember a transaction with Mr. Weedon ? Yes.
21183. Had you anything to do with that? Ho, I was not spoken to about it.
21184. As to the concrete work—do you know what the quantities are in the mixing of bluestone 
concrete ? Sixteen feet of stone, 8 feet of sand, and a barrel of cement.
21185. Do you know what the mixing of bluestone concrete will make, speaking roughly ? Prom 21 j feet 
to 22 feet.
21186. And what will the mixing of sandstone concrete make ? As nearly as possible, a cubic yard.
21187. Are those the figures you took, as a rule, to make up your estimates ? Yes.
21188. Had you a share in any property at Horth Shore? Yes.
21189. "Where is it ? The property in which Dr. Kyngdon is living.
21190. What is it called? The “ Lodge” property.
21191. Who are the shareholders in it ? Mr. Carter, Mr. Forrest, and myself.
21]92. Do the three of you own equal shares? Yes. .
21193. Have I had anything to do with it ? Nothing whatever.
21194. Have you any interest at all in the firm of .Carter, Gummow', & Co. at the present time ? An 
interest in something we are trying to get in Adelaide.
21195. But you are not a partner in the firm ? No ; I signed a dissolution of partnership some time ago. 
21196. Do you hold any other property with Mr. Carter and Mr. Forrest ? A section in Miller-street 
belongs to the three of us.
21197. Do you know a man named Harry Labrees, who worked on the Glebe contract? Yes.
21198. Have you ever spoken to him ? Yes ; many times. He was working with me for five or six years. 
21199. Did you ever tell him that there was any suspicion that he was doing bad work, and that the 
department had a special eye upon him ? Ho.
21200. Did you ever know of any such suspicion ? Ho ; I never heard of it.
21201. As far as you know, was there any defective work done upon any of the contracts with which you 
are connected ? No.
21202. It has been your desire, as a member of the firm, to have the work properly done ? Yes.
21203. Have you endeavoured to have it properly done at all times ? I think so. I think the depart
ment can testify that our "work has always been done as well as any work of the kind could be done.
21204. Mr. Davis.~\ I suppose you have kept yourself in touch with what has been going on upon this 
Commission ? I have not heard a word about it from the time I started away from the Colony until Mr. 
Carter and I were talking about it yesterday afternoon for a short time. With that exception, I know
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nothing of it. I have not seen a Sydney newspaper for the last five or six months until yesterday „ ^ 
morning, nor had I had any letters from anyone in Sydney telling me about the Commission.
21205. You said just now that you could make up a schedule better than could any officer of the depart- jg Qot 18gg 
ment ? Yes ; and I think so still. ’’ '
21206. In fact, I think you pride yourself that you can make up a schedule to suit the contractor as well 
as can anyone ? Yes.
21207. You know that there was a change made in the system of tendering P - Yes.
21208. Will you tell His Honor how you regard it? Ido not like it at all. It gave men who had no 
experience in the carrying out of works as good a chance as had men who had spent a lifetime in learning 
how to do it.
21209. Can you tell His Honor how the change of system affected Carter, Grummow, & Co. in tendering ?
Carter, Gummow, & Co. were the most experienced contractors in their line in Sydney, and the change 
gave other contractors, who had less experience, just as much chance of getting a job as had Carter,
Gummow, & Co.
21210. So that, while the department was not able to make up schedules in the same expeditious and 
advantageous way that Carter, Gummow, & Co', could do, they were able to cope with the firm ? Fes ; 
that is the reason I left the firm. I thought it was not good enough to carry on contracting under the 
system you had introduced here.
21211. I ask you again whether you received any assistance from any officer of the department in 
preparing your tenders ? No. I should not consider any officer of the department capable of giving me 
assistance. ’
21212. Is there anything that any officer of the department could give you in the way of information 
which would have been of assistance to you ? No.
21213. Take the 12 square yards of bluestone pitchers in Contract 69—did any officer of the department 
call your attention to that ? No.
21214. Did any officer of the department call your attention to the probable quantity of rendering ? No.
21215. Was your object in putting in a big price for cement rendering the same object that you had in 
the case of the bluestone pitchers ? Exactly the same. •
21216. Have you had any financial dealing with either Mr. Hickson or myself, or are you aware of your 
firm having had any financial dealings with either of us ? To my knowledge there have been none.
21217. You are aware of no private financial dealings with either Mr. Hickson or myself on the part of
any member of the firm ? None ; and if the firm had had any such dealings I am certain that I must •
have known of them.
21218. I suppose you would regard your schedule of Contract 69 as about as flagrant an instance of the 
rigging of schedules as any you have had experience of ? I do not think it is a flagrant case of rigging 
at all. I think it is a cleverly made up schedule.
21219. Are you surprised to find that, in putting in such a tender, you made a rod with which to whip 
your own back ? I had to compete against the rest of the contractors, who did exactly the same thing.
The one who fixed up his schedule most cleverly, of course, would be the most successful. There is no 
exception to the practice among the contractors in Sydney. I think our schedule in Contract 69 was 
about the second-best schedule which has been made up in Sydney. There was a schedule for a pipe 
contract at the Glebe made up by Mr. Williams, which was a. still better schedule.
21220. What would you regard as “ better ” as applied to a schedule under those circumstances? The 
one out of which the most profit could be made with the least money.
21221. That is to say, the best final certificate out of the lowest lump sum tender ? Yes. This “ rigging,” 
as you call it, is a common custom in the four Colonies in which I have been.
21222. It is the custom, you say, to rig the schedules in much the-same way as you rigged yours in the 
case of Contract 69 ? I cannot say that I have seen as much as that done in the other Colonies, but on 
one contract upon which I was employed—the Otago Central Eailway—there was a good tender made 
out. I made it out myself.
21223. Did Mr. Baltzer give you any information in respect to any of these contracts? No.
21224. No information that was of any assistance to you? No.
21225. Was Mr. Baltzer in the employ of the firm before he was retrenched? Well, he designed the 
plan for the Monier arches at Johnstone’s Creek. I went round two or three times to the place where 
he was staying, and sat with him while he was drawing the plan.
21226. The plan was drawn in Mr. Baltzer’s own house ? Yes.
21227. Did he get anything from the firm for that work ? I cannot tell. He had not up to the time I 
left it. He may have received something since.
21228. His Honor.-] Do you not regard the £50 for bluestone pitchers as carrying the principle of rigging 
a little too far ? I do not know. Before that a tender had been accepted where the price was Is. or 2s. a 
yard for rock excavation, and 10s. a yard for soft ground excavation. That was under the Water and 
Sewerage Board.
21229. _ But there the speculation was on something which the contractor thought he knew better about 
than did the department, and which nobody could be certain about ? I thought I knew better about the 
pitchers than did the department.
21230. Did you not see that there must have been a mistake ? I tendered on the contract in Bourke- 
street some years ago, before I met Mr. Carter at all. It was for the altering of twenty manholes in 
Bourke-street. There was a small amount of concrete and brickwork. The twenty manhole covers were 
to be fixed, and I tendered to do the work, putting in 10s. a cwt. for fixing the iron. The department 
had put down 20 cwt. of iron instead of 20 tons. It was a clerical error, but I took advantage of it, and 
made £100 profit out of a £50 job. •
21231. It was a similar case-qf clerical error ? Yes.
21232. You think it fair to take advantajge of clerical errors ? I do in open tendering.
21233. Because anyone else may do so ? Yes ; you must remember that I am competing against other 
persons in that respect. .
21234. Mr. Davis.] Was the job to which you have just referred under Mr. Smail ? Yes.
21235. Mr. Parkes.] Were you upon Contract 72 during the whole of the time it was in course of con
struction ? No ; I only went down and visited it once a fortnight or so.

21236.
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Snodgrass ^ou on^7 went there to visit it? Tes ; and to make up the measurements.
21237. Could you say where the cement sheds were upon that job ? There was one down near the far 

19 Oct. 1896. iob- There was one near the boiling-down establishment; one near the junction of the
’ Macdonald Park and Munni-street; one in Munni-street; and one in Knight’s paddock.

21238. How many altogether ? Eve, I think.
21239. When you were concluding that contract—that is the first portion, which Mr. Hickson stopped— 
you were still buying cement? Ho ; I do not think so.
21240. Was cement being delivered ? It was coming out under a contract we had made at the com
mencement of the work.
21241. Did your contract compel you to take cement whether the work was going on or not ? Yes. 
21242. What is the nature of those contracts ? Ton agree to take a certain number of casks of cement 
making up approximately the number you want for particular contracts.
21243. Do you pledge yourselves to the merchant to take the whole of the casks whether you want them 
or not. Tes ; practically we do. If we find, when we are getting near the end, that we want 100 or 
200 less sometimes we approach the merchant and get him not to deliver them. But if the casks were on 
their way out if they had been shipped from Europe—we should be obliged to take them. In fact, we 
paid the Cullen Bullen Company £125 to get out of an agreement which we had with them to supply us 
for the Waverley contract. The quantity was approximately 3,000 casks, and we had, I think, about
1,000 or 1,500 to come. We then determined to use another brand of cement, “ Grermania,” which has 
turned out, I think, to be the best brand wdiich ever came to Sydney. We wanted to get out of our 
bargain with the Cullen Bullen Company, and they made us pay £125 to get out of it.
21244. Was the Cullen Bullen cement condemned ? A great deal of it was. Some of it was passed 
and used.
21245. Who were the merchants delivering at Contract 72 ? I fancy Parbury Henty, but I could not say. 
I had very little to do with the supply of material.
21246. Henry Austin was also delivering, was he not, as well as Parbury Henty ? Yes; he supplied a lot. 
21247. Were those the principal persons off whom you purchased ? Tes.
21248. Did you yourself see the quantity of cement which was stored upon Contract 72 at the stoppage 
of the first portion of the work ? Tes.
21249. Where was most of it stored ? I think in the Knight’s paddock shed, but I am not sure.
21250. You saw Burcombe shifting the cement, did you not ? Tes.
21-251. Did you notice from what shed he took it ? No ; 1 was at North Shore then. I was carrying on 
the North Shore Contract 79.
21252. And you would see the cement coming to North Shore? Tes.
21253. Where did Burcombe put it ? In the cement shed in Alfred-street.
21254. You are sure of that? Tes.
oi o-^' us aboul' bo"' many casks Burcombe took across ? No ; I could not say now.
21256. What kind of dray had he ? A two or three horse dray—-I am not sure which.
21257. Was this cement taken over at the stoppage of the first portion of the work ? No.
21258. When was it taken ? Some months afterwards ; I do not know how long.
21259. Cement was being delivered on 30th April, 7th May, and 3rd June, in parcels of 967, 994, 184, 
and 9, 9 being the last lot. If you had that cement stored on the ground, why were you taking delivery 
or these^other cements ? I do not know, I am sure. It happened some time ago.
21260. Tor instance, you bought this cement on 30th April under order from Henry Austin, and on 7th 
May and 23rd May; why did you not send that cement direct to North Shore and keep the cement on 
Contract 72 which you had already there ? I cannot explain the reason now. There was a reason for it 
at the time, no doubt.
21261. You recollect Blood’s buying some cement from Contract 72 ? Tes.
21262. What shed did he take it out of ? I could not tell you that; I did not see it taken away.
21263. He took something like 800 casks ? I do not know the number.
21264. He paid a cheque for £400 odd? Tes ; I remember his paying that amount.
21265. How did the firm pay Burcombe when they paid him ? The amount due to him was put in the 
pay-sheets.
21266. He was paid as a labourer ? Tes.
21267. You said in your evidence that cement was carted from the North Shore to the Glebe ;—at what 
time would that be ? I cannot tell you. ■
21268. Can you recollect when the first cement was used on the North Shore job ? No.
21269. Were you on the North Shore job from the very firstfrom the excavation ? No : I was in New 
Zealand. ‘
212/0. You were there when the North Shore excavation commenced ? Tes.
21271. About what time did you go to the North Shore contract;—it was when the cementing was starting, 
was it not. ; that did not commence for a long time afterwards.
21272. How long were you in New Zealand ? I was three months away.
21273. It is the custom of contractors to sign the certificate with the engineer for each payment ? Tes.

74. It you signed a certificate upon this contract on the 12th June, 1892, that would be when you 
first went on to the job, supposing Mr. Carter to have signed the previous certificates ? I expect it would 
be that; but sometimes, when I was on the job, Mr. Carter may have signed certificates. I may have 
been away somewhere for the time being.
21275. Was the claim which was put in for Contract 72 shown to you before it was made up ? I myself 
supplied the headings upon which the claim was made up.
21276. There is an item in it of 1,300 casks of cement on the job ? Tes.
21277. And there is an item of loss on sale of 2,000 casks ? Tes. ^
21278. If you were making up such a claim, would you not have counted the casks of cement and put in 
the entire quantity ? It is rather difficult to count casks of cement in a shed ; bet, in any case, we could 
not claim tor as much cement as we liked to store upon the job. We could only claim in respect of as 
much cement as would be required to complete the contract.
21219' -Yuo h^ePut in a daim,for. 2’0?0 barr.eIs stored in the Knight’s paddock shed; but that was not 
on the job. It it was not on the job, it was in a convenient place for the working of the job.

21280.
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21280. That would be for the second portion when you got it ? The second portion was in the original 
contract. It was all one contract. What you call the second portion was an uncompleted portion of 
the original contract, with which we were ordered not to go on as the money was exhausted. There were 
not two contracts, or two parts of the contract. It was all one contract, from the outlet to Munni-street. 
21281. But on 13th October, 1891, Mr. Hickson wrote, stating that from the want of funds he would 
withdraw the upper portion of the contract ? We claimed that he had no power to withdraw it.
21282. And ultimately it resolved itself into a suspension P Yes.
21283. Nevertheless your claim refers to withdrawal ? Tes.
21284. Tor withdrawal, absolutely ? Tes.
21285. Do you know a firm called Taylor, Britton, and Danaher? Tes.
21286. Do you remember their buying cement of you? I cannot remember much about it, but I think 
they got some cement from us.
21287. The evidence is to the effect that they bought 600 casks of cement;—where did it go from ? I 
could not tell you. I have not the least idea now ; it happened so long ago.
21288. When you first took up Contract 72, did you anticipate getting the channel which was excavated 
down the bed of the proposed ship-canal ? I thought we might get it.
21289. But it was not included in the contract you signed ? It was shown on the plan, but I do not 
think there was a sufficient quantity in the schedule to cover it.
21290. Tou did not sign from that point ? Tes ; we did. It was all in the plan we signed, I think. 
21291. But it was not absolutely included in the contract ? There was nothing to show that it was not. 
21292. When you received Contract 79, do you know whether Mr. Carter, before speaking to Bond and 
Hudson about buying them off, saw any of the officers of the department ? I could not say whom he saw 
or anything about it. I have no knowledge of his having seen anyone in connection with the matter—in 
fact, I am pretty certain that he did not see anyone. .
21293. Did you ever have any words with any officer of the department on the subject? Not in 
connection with that.
21294. It wa,s rather a big lump of money to give away on the chance of getting the contract, was it not? 
As I said a little while ago, I regarded it as a toss of the coin for £1,500.
21295. If you were as shrewd in money making as in the making up of schedules, you would not have 
tossed up a coin for £1,500 ? I am not as shrewd in money matters as I am in making up schedules. 
21296. Tou must have been pretty certain of getting the contract ? I thought, after the arrangement 
was made, that it was a risky thing to do, and for some considerable time afterwards I had made up my 
mind to lose the £750.
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21297. There was no conversation which you know of about obtaining a contract until Mr. Carter came 
to interview Mr. Hickson with the claim which has been referred to ? There was no mention of oui 
getting the North Shore job until we put in our claim in respect of Contract 72.
21298. That claim you regarded as a lever with which to obtain Contract 79 ? Tes.
21299. Were you present when Mr. Carter had the interview with Mr. Hickson on the subject? I do 
not think so.
21300. Did Mr. Carter tell you what had happened ? No doubt he did, if he had an interview with Mr. 
Hickson in regard to the matter, but I do not remember definitely that he had one. If he had an inter
view it would be most likely that Mr. B. C. Simpson would be with him.
21301. Did you ever hear what transpired at the interview ? I must have heard whatever transpired, 
because, if there were anything of that sort going on, Mr. Carter would be sure to tell me. I do not 
remember, however, what he said. '
21302. As to Contract 77 ;—did you ever hear Mr. Carter mention an interview with any public officer 
prior to the date of your putting in your substituted tender? No. '
21303. Did you yourself have any interview with any public officer in reference to that matter? No. 
21304. Did you ever speak to Mr. Hickson on the subject? No.
21305. Did you ever speak to any officer of the department on the subject? Not in regard to that 
contract.
21306. Excepting Mr. Baltzer ? Excepting Mr. Baltzer, but he was interested in the patent itself.
21307. Did Mr. Baltzer ever have a conversation with you about the probability of your getting the work ? 
No ■ I do not think he did. He would not be likely to know anything more of the probability of our 
getting the work than we should ourselves. He had no influence in getting us the work.
21308. Do you not think Mr. Baltzer was going to a great deal of trouble in the matter if he did not 
ultimately see that he would get the job ? I do not think he considered the trouble at all in connection 
with that matter. He was merely taking his own part as a shareholder in the patent. He was trying to 
make it a success, I presume.
21309. Would it be his duty to try to get the design accepted ? He had nothing to do with getting it 
accepted or otherwise. He had no say in the matter.
21310. But it would be to his interest to get it accepted ? Tes.
21311. Did he never discuss with you the probabilities of your getting that contract ? No.
21312. Did he discuss the prices ? No ; not to my recollection. ■
21313. When you sat with him at his own house speaking about this work, would you not be likely to 
discuss the profit which would probably be made upon it ? No; because I had not the prices made 
up then.
21314. In regard to Contract 79, did not all the members of the firm of Carter, Grummow, & Co. receive 
benefit from it ? The only persons who received any benefit from Contract 79 were Mr. Carter, Mr. 
Eorrest, and myself.
21315. Did Mr. Gummow, Mr. Gillan, Mr. Maddison, and Mr. Ewing receive nothintr whatever ? Nothing 
from Contract 79.
21316. But in keeping the books, were not the moneys from Carter & Co.’s account transferred to the 
Banking account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? No; when we joined with Carter, Gummow, Gillan, & 
Co. we had to put an even amount of capital down.
21317. On what date did you join ? Four years ago, I think.
21318. Was there not an arrangement between you from the start, in October, 1892, that you should 
draw at the rate of £43 per month. That would be Mr. Gummow, Mr. Gillan, Mr. Maddison,‘Mr. Ewing

Mr.
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I). G. Mr. Carter, Mr. Forrest, and yourself ? While we were in employment. But if any of the partners were 
• no grass. ouf; 0f employment, and had no contract to carry on, they only drew half the amount.

19 Oct. 1896. But if the money were drawn regularly by all of you except Mr. Gillan,^vho, I presume, drew in
’ Adelaide, that would show that you participate in all these contracts ? In all the contracts we were 

carrying on.
21320. You were probably in all the contracts, whether your names appeared or not;—for instance, Mr. 
Forrest, whose name did not appear in connection with Contract 79, participated in it ? Yes.
21321. And Mr. Gummow, out of the general business account, participated? But only out of the 
moneys of the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. He did not-participate in the profits of Contract 79. He 
did not get one three-penny piece out of that contract.
21322. "Was not the money for No. 79 transferred to Carter, Gummow, & Co’s, account? No; it 
never was.
21323. In connection with Contract 79a, which was an extension of 79, Carter and Co.’s contract, the 
moneys passed through the Treasury as Carter & Co.’s ? "When we were carrying out 79a we had become 
the new firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. The money in respect of that contract, therefore, was paid by 
the Treasury to Carter & Co., and transferred from them to Carter, Gummow, & Co.
21324. Did you make up the estimate for the departmental design on Contract 77 ? Yes.
21325. Do you know where it is—have you it ? No.
21326. Have you a copy of it ? No.
21327. You said that Mr. Bagge did you a bad turn ;—what was it ? Well, I believe the Monier system 
would have been in general use in the Colony had it not been for Mr. Bagge.
21328. How is that ? Because he ran it down all the time.
21329. He did not run it down, did he, except in so far as he thought it necessary that there should be a 
good test of the system before it was adopted—that it should have a good trial ? He said at once that it 
was of no use at all, without taking into consideration any trial.
21330. If you read his written reports you will see that all he advocates is that a proper trial should be 
given to the system ? I have not seen his written reports ; but I heard him say that the system was no good. 
21331. Is there any other reason for your saying that Mr. Bagge did you a bad turn? No.
21332. He did you no other bad turn ? No. •
21333. Do you recollect Mr. Bagge’s going out to Contract 53—the Waverley contract? Yes.
21334. Were you present at the time ? I was on the job at the time, but I was not present with Mr. 
Bagge and Mr. Davis. I was there a few minutes after they had left.
21335. Then you did not see Mr. Bagge there at all ? Yes ; I saw him from the top of the hill.
21336. There was on Contract 72 a section of the work which was filled by deposit from flood-waters, was 
there not ? I do not remember any ; I do not think so.
21337. Are you sure of that ? I cannot remember that there was any deposit from flood-water. I do not 
think there was.
21338. In reply to one of Mr. Gummow’s questions, you said that the residue of the spoil taken from 
Contract 69 was given to the Marrickville Council;—was the stone or material taken out of the job used 
for concrete ? Some of it. '
21339. In Contract 77 and the Annandale jobs generally was stone out of the cuttings used in concrete ? 
The stone out of the tunnels at Annandale was used for concrete, and very good stone it was, too.
21340. In regard to Mr. Weedon’s matter, do you know anything about his lending £2,000 to the firm? 
1 know Mr. Carter made an arrangement to borrow £2,000 from Mr. Weedon.

- 21341. Some of the property in which you are interested formed part of the security ? I believe it did.
21342. Part of the North Shore property formed part of the security? Yes.
21343. What did Mr. Carter say to you about the matter when he was borrowing the money ? He told 
me that Mr. Weedon had £2,000, which he was talking about investing in building, but that he did not 
think it was a good time to do so, especially as he might be shifted about the country anywhere. I 
understood that he asked Mr. Carter’s advice about investing the money in some way, and Mr. Carter 
thereupon said that he would take it himself, and give him interest upon it. After he had agreed to 
that, Mr. Carter told me about it.
21344. And then the money was used by the firm ? Yes.
21345. How did you obtain Contract 79a ;—did you approach the Minister ? Mr. Carter did that 
business.
21346. You yourself knew nothing about it ? I knew that he had been to the Minister once, and I 
remember that on another occasion I went with him. When we were sitting talking to the Minister, he 
called Mr. Hickson down and asked him what was the departmental estimate for ’the job. Mr. Hickson 
said that it was £12,800, or something like that. Mr. Lyne then asked Mr. Carter whether he would be 
willing to do the work for that amount of money. Mr. Carter said that he would, and Mr. Lyne then 
said, “ Very well, Mr. Hickson, that is sufficient.” Mr. Hickson suggested that if tenders were called for 
the Minister would probably get the work done for less money than the departmental estimate, but Mr. 
Lyne said that calling for tenders would take a considerable time, and that if the departmental estimate 
was a fair one, and the contractors were willing to do the work at that price, they having the plant and 
men available, it was better that work should be proceeded with.
21347. Mr. Carter was with you, was he not ? Yes.
21348. And Mr. E. M. Clark, the member for St. Leonards ? Yes.
21349. Did you ask Mr. Clark to introduce you to the Minister ? I believe Mr. Carter did ; but I did not. 
21350. As to young Mr. Hickson—was there at any time any discussion about taking him into the firm ? 
Never.
21351. There was no probability of his getting into the firm ? Not the slightest.
21352. Did he himself ever want to get into the firm, do you know ? I never heard so. He may have 
had such an idea. I do not think, as far as I know, that he ever expected to be in the firm. I do not see 
that lie had any ground for such an expectation.
21353. What was the date of your retirement from the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? I cannot tell 
you the exact date ; but I signed a dissolution of partnership, and that would give the date, I daresay. 
You have it in evidence probably. Mr. Andrews could tell you the date, because he drew out the dis
solution of partnership.
21354. Tou took out only £2,000 ? No; I do not think so. 21355.
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21355. Tou repaid £2,000 to the firm lately, did you not ? Tes.
21356. Tou drew it out and repaid it P Tes. Snodgrass.
21357. Why did you repay the £2,000—have you still an interest in the firm? No; but I had drawn 1 
£2,000 more than had Mr. Carter or Mr. Forrest. c ’’ '
21358. During the course of all the contracts ? Tes.
21359. And you repaid that proportion ? Tes.
21360. Of your own knowledge, you cannot speak as to the quantity of cement which was upon Contract 
72 at the time of the suspension ? No.
21361. Mr. Gummow7\ With regard to signing the measurement book, can any member of the firm sign 
it? Tes.
21362. It would not have been necessary for you to have been present on the occasions referred to by 
Mr. Parkes ? No. In fact, I was very likely to be away, and if Mr. Carter was away he might give 
Reid an order to the Grovernment engineer to allow him to sign for the firm. On several occasions he 
signed, I believe. ‘
21363. Are you of a speculative turn of mind ? I think so.
21364. In giving Bond and Hudson the £750 you absolutely risked it? Tes, absolutely.
21365. Tou were willing to let it go under any conditions, whether you got the contract or otherwise ?
It would have gone right enough if we had not got the job.
21366. Did you know when you gave Bond and Hudson the £750 that you were going to get the job ?
No ; and for months after that, I was very much afraid that we should not get it.
21367. It was merely a speculation ? Tes.
21368. Regarding Mr. Baltzer, does he knov/ anything about prices? Nothing, according to my idea.
He may think he knows as much as I do about them, but I do not think he does.
21369. Would you be likely to discuss the prices of things with him ? No ; I should regard it as waste 
of time.
21370. What was Baltzer’s duty in regard to the Monier contract ? He had simply to make the design.
21371. As to the salaries paid to individual members of the firm, you are quite positive as to Mr.
Grummow, Mr. Gillan, Mr. Maddison, and Mr. Ewing, getting nothing from Carter & Co.’s contracts ?
Certain.
21372. Tou are quite satisfied that they had nothing to do with Contract 79 ? Tes.
21373. Or Contract 72 ? Tes.
21374. Or any previous contract ? Or any previous contract. .
21375. What -was their first connection 'with the firm of Carter & Co. ? On the job wre got at Adelaide.
21376. What was the first contract'we got together in New South Wales? No. 69—the Marrickville 
contract.
21377. On no contract previous to that had we anything to do with Carter & Co.? No.
21378. As to the stone which came out of the tunnel on Contract 77, where was it used? On No. 118.
21379. Did you give any security to Mr. Weedon for £2,000? No. I did not see Mr. Weedon in 
connection with it. I never spoke to him about it. ' .
21380. Tou had nothing whatever to do with it ? Nothing whatever.
21381. Mr. Parkes said that you received a cheque for £2,000;—can you detail the circumstances
showing how that £2,000 came to be paid to the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. ? Mr. Gillan, Mr.
Maddison, Mr. Ewing, and Mr. Gummow, had paid more than their share of the capital of Carter,
Gummow, & Co. I received a cheque from Carter, Gummow, & Co. as portion of my share, that is, for 
£2,000, and I gave it back to Carter & Co. in payment of the £2,000 I had had. I suppose that Carter &
Co. then paid the cheque into the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co. to pay some of their liabilities.
21382. In connection with 79a, to whom did the Treasury pay the money ? Carter & Co.
21383. Whose money should it really have been ? Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s.
21384. So that Carter & Co. would have to make transfers to Carter, Gummow, & Co. now and again ?
Tes ; but they did not do it regularly. They sometimes let it accumulate.
21385. It amounts to this : that Carter, Gummow, & Co. gave you a cheque for £2,000 on account? Tes.
21386. And you owed that amount to Carter & Co. because you had had advances to that sum ? Tes.
21387. Carter & Co. then paid the amount back to Carter, Gummow, & Co. on account of the 79a 
advances ? Tes.
21388. So that it does no,t show that you have in any way an interest in the firm of Carter, Gummow, &
Co. ? I had none at all, excepting our interest in Adelaide. There is a matter in dispute at the present 
time, and if we gain our contention, I shall get a share of what is received. If we do not gain our con
tention, I shall have no interest at all in the firm of Carter, Gummcw, & Co.
21389. Mr. Parses.] Were Mr. Maddison, Mr. Ewing, and Mr. Gillan, the people who had the most money 
when you made up the firm ? I do not know whether Mr. Carter had more money than they had or not.
21390. Why did they put in more money to make up the capital of the firm if they were not good 
moneyed people ? I suppose that was the case.
21391. Mr. Gummow.'] Did the firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co. put more money in than did the others?
We put in half each at that time.
21392. Was it not an amalgamation of the two firms ? Tes. '
21393. Each side had to put in a certain sum ? Tes. There was an equal amount put in on each side.
21394. So that this transfer of money was actually a transfer of money which the Treasury paid into 
Carter & Co.’s account, but which should have been paid into the account of Carter, Gummow, & Co.? Tes.
21395. It had nothing to do with the capital of the firm ? No.
21396. Besides this £2,000, did you get any other money from the firm ? Tes ; £1,100.
21397. Making a total of £3,100 ? Exactly. I fancy 1 must have had some more money besides that, but 
I do not remember it at this moment.
21398. Tou received some salary after you had left the firm ? Tes ; three months’ salary.
21399. Besides that salary and the £3,100, did you not receive any further share? I do not remember any.
21400. I presume you could tell from the deed of dissolution ;—do you know what amount was in the 
deed of dissolution? No ; I know that I received my share, whatever it was.
21401. Mr. Parkes.] Tou said that you trembled in your shoes after you had paid Bond and Hudson 
the £750? Tes. '
21402. Fof a month after ? No. 21403.
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D. Gr. 21403. After the expiry of that month, what removed your fears ? I said several months.
Snodgrass. 21404. When were your fears removed ? When vve got a notice that our tender was accepted. 

loTf Tsflfi 21405. His Honor.'] As to Chiene, do you remember his meeting with an accident ? Yes.
c ■’ ' 21406. After that accident, was there any difference in the old man P He seemed to me what is generally

called a little hit balmy. Sometimes he was right enough, and sometimes he was half silly.
21407. Have you seen him since you left the firm? Yes; he is quite liroken down now.
21408. He never seemed to recover his old form ? No.
21409. So that his memory would be likely to be defective ? It must be defective now, I should say. 
21410. You had a conversation with Mr. Hudson about his chance of making a profit out of Contract 79 
if he got it ? Yes.
21411. What was that conversation ? I told them that they had a badly arranged schedule, and that, 
although they might have put in sufficient in their lump sum, supposing the schedule to have been 
properly arranged, still, as it was arranged, the work would be likely to so turn out that they would not 
make anything on the job if they took it up. _
21412. Do you remember having any special conversation with Mr. Hickson on the subject of guttering 
and gadding as compared with blasting in relation to Contract 79 ? Yes.
21413. Had you that conversation with Mr. Hickson by yourself? No ; Mr. Carter was with me..
21414. What was the conversation ? We strongly objected to carrying out the work by guttering and 
gadding, because, had we done so, it would have cost the lives of hundreds of men. I already explained 
that I showed to Mr. Hickson and Mr. Davis a list of men who had died from the effects of guttering and 
gadding.
21415. Then do you remember some compromise being arrived at? Yes.
21416. How did you look upon that ? I regarded it in this way ; that we had to make the most out of a 
bad job—that we could not help ourselves.
21417. You conceded 2 inches of concrete lining which you expected you would have to put in ? Yes.
21418. How much do you estimate that that would probably take off your final voucher? I do not
remember what the estimate was.
21419. Had you at the time an idea of what that work was worth ? Yes; I must have had.
21420. But you do not now remember what the amount was ? No.
21421. There was an estimate made by Mr. Boys, I believe, on which a calculation was made, and upon 
which Mr. Davis and Mr. Hickson acted? Yes.
21422. But you cannot recollect now how the matter stood ? No. .
21423. You consider that you had a substantial reduction' in that alteration ? Yes ; I consider that it 
was not a fair reduction.
21424. You thought you were got at by the department? Yes.
21425. As to the stone at St. Leonards, you remember the question which arose between the Municipal 
Council and the contractors ? Yes.
21426. The contractors had allowed the stone to be taken away ? Yes ; we sold the stone at four shafts 
to the Waverley Council for 6d. a load. After we had been carting away for some time we received a 
letter from Mr. Davis, ordering us to allow the Woollahra Council to take the stone from the Edgecliff 
Hoad shaft, in their borough, and intimating that we would not get paid for the carting of the surplus 
spoil from that shaft. We let them take it away, but we reckoned that we had to be paid for the carting of 
the surplus spoil all the same, because the surplus spoil item means the first half mile. It may be a foot 
or a yard, or any distance, so long as the stuff is taken out of the tunnel.
21427. That is the way in which you read it? Yes; whenever they order us to leave the stuff within 
half a mile that item is carried out. I took the order to mean the mouth of the shaft, and that we were 
to let the Woollahra Council take it away. We claimed the full amount, but a settlement of the matter 
was finally made by Mr. Hickson. Mr. Davis said that we were not to get anything for it. We claimed 
the full amount—Is. 3d. per yard. Mr. Hickson said that we were certainly entitled to a reasonable 
profit on the schedule item, and he estimated that reasonable profit at 6d.
21428. How did that question come into the North Shore affair ? In the case of the North Shore affair 
we got paid the surplus spoil; but, by an arrangement with the department, at the commencement of the 
carting of the surplus spoil, we asked for a tip. We always asked for a place to tip the stone, and we 
were told that we could dispose of the stuff as we liked, and that we should get the half-mile cartage. 
We arranged with the Council to take a great portion of the stone. We sold some, and we carted some 
away ourselves.
21429. The Council, I understand, paid your carters for carting it? They paid their own.
21430. Did the Council not pay you yourself? No ; they had their own carters carting that away.
21431. Not your carters at all ? No.
21432. What are you doing now ? Surveying in New Zealand. I have applied for a license for an explo
sive manufactory, but I have not started it yet, and, in the meantime, I am surveying. There is plenty 
of work just now to be done in New Zealand by mining surveyors. They are in great demand.
21433. When do you intend to go back ? Not before next week, I think.
21434. Is that on account of there being no steamer before then, or is it on account of your own business 
detaining you here ? The steamer goes on Wednesday, but, having come here, I thought I might do a 
little business, and on that account I propose to stay on a day or two longer. .
21435. Your work at the present time being surveying in New Zealand ? Yes.
21436. How was the excavation on the earth channel upon Contract 72 disposed of ? Instead of being 
thrown on the side—close to the channel—if that had been done it would have bulged in the sides, and 
the channel could not have been kept open—we agreed to take it out to a certain distance—I think 
2 chains—and stack it there, provided we got paid half the price for filling.
21437. That was the arrangement ? Yes.
21438. The ordinary arrangement for the disposition of the spoil would have been alongside the cutting ? 
Yes.
21439. The temporary spoil bank would have been there ? Yes.
21440. That you would not have been paid for under the circumstances of the contract;—it would have 
come under the heading of excavation ? Upon that contract we h^d to get paid for all the stuff that was 
excavated twice, either as re-filling or as spoil.

21441.
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21441. For all the stuff taken out of the earth channel as well? We got paid for that as excavation, D. G. 
and also under the item of re-filling. And the difference between the re-filling and the net amount of Snodgrass, 
excavation was paid for as surplus spoil. The specification says the amount to be paid for as surplus 
spoil shall be the difference between the amount of re-filling and the total amount of excavation. 0 ’’ '
21442. How were you paid then ? Half re-filling.
21443. Instead of surplus spoil ? Tes. It was a special arrangement that, provided we did the extra 
wheeling, we should get paid under the item of filling, but at half price.
21444. If you had put the stuff close to the excavation, how would you have been paid? We should 
have been paid for it as filling or as surplus spoil.
21445. Tou were paid altogether 3s. a yard ? Tes.
21446. Mr. Parkes.Will you look at page 162 of the Parliamentary return, and tell me how you made 
up the amount. The difference between excavation and filling will explain it. Those two amounts should 
be the same, but, instead of making a new item at 6d. a yard, the quantity was divided by 2. The amount 
was put in as a shilling. I think the papers which were made out by Mr. Boys will show that.
21447. If you look at the original tender which appears upon page 139 of the Parliamentary return, you 
will see that filling is put in at 12,000 yards, and excavation at 26,200 yards;—where is the earth-channel 
spoil put down at 6d. in the final voucher? It was paid for under item Ho. 2, filling.

Joseph Davis called and further examined:—
21448. .IZis Hmmr.] I believe, you undertook to supply at the request of Mr. Parkes the date of the J-Paris,
discontinuation of the practice of making advances on material ? Tes, I have not yet supplied the 
information; but I wdll endeavour to supply it to-morrow. ■ Oct., 1896.

TUESDAY, 3 NOVEMBER, 1896. '
George Scott Chiene recalled and further examined :— "

21449. His Honor.'] I believe you wish to make an explanation to the Commission ? Tes : about some G. S. Chiene 
statements made by Mr. Eaton. x
21450. What is the explanation? In the first place, Mr. Eaton says that I asked him to give me a iob 3 Nov., 1896. 
out ot chanty. As a matter of fact, I went to Mr. Eaton after Mr. Bumble, the engineer, had spoken to 
him about me Mr. Eaton also charged me with making a wrong measurement of concrete. In explana
tion ot that I have to say that I never saw the specification, and that I did not know where the bluestone 
concrete commenced or how much of it was to go in—in fact, I understood that the whole of the walls of 
the sewer were m bluestone concrete, and that the bottom of the -work was in sandstone concrete. When 
this certificate which has been referred to was made up, Mr. Eaton and I came away in the tram together.
When we were there Mr. Eaton asked me how much bluestone concrete 1 had got'in, and I handed him a 
rough certihcate which I had with me, and told him. He said to me, “ Tou have got too much.” I told 
him that he could not alter it then, but that the quantity could be altered in the next certificate. When 
« TiruT fertl , e came m Mr- Eaton asked me to get as much as I could. He afterwards said to me,

What about the bluestone concrete r” I told him that if Mr. Henderson did not allude to it I would 
not do so. I knew, of course, that the quantities had to be checked and re-checked, and that the mistake 
would be found out m the final certificate. That was on the 6th. On the 12th, Mr. Eaton gave me £2, 
and asked me to come out again on the 13th to lay out a curve. That was in February, 1896. I did not 
go out on the Thursday, because it had been raining overnight, but I went out on the Friday and found 
that the curve had been put in. On the Saturday I sent in my resignation and waited for an answer. On 
the 21stof February I sent in an application to the Secretary for Public Works, and I also wrote a letter 
to Mr. Henderson telling him that I wanted to see him. Mr. Henderson sent me a telegram, wdiich I did 
not receive until too late. It was as follows “ Just received your letter. Meet you at 12, General Post 
Omce. I saw Mr. Husband, the inspector, the next day, and he told me about the telegram. I told 
mm that I wanted to see Mr. Henderson about a wrong measurement. I afterwards wrote to him and 
told him where the mistake had been made. That is all 1 have to say as to that matter. With regard to 
the allegation that I frequently borrowed money, I have to explain that from the 18th January to 12th 
February I never received anything from Mr. Eaton. I borrowed Is. from the foreman to pay my fare.
I borrowed another Is. from one of the carpenters, and I borrowed a third Is. from another carpenter. I 
borrowed 3s. from Mr. Eaton himself, because he asked me to get out at the works at a quarter to 8 in the 
morning.
21451. Mr. Parkes.] What salary did he give you ? Fifteen shillings a day. He pleased himself as to 
the days upon which he employed me. As a matter of fact, when I sent in my account to Mr. Eaton he 
refused to pay it, and I sued him in the District Court, and lost the action. Mr. Eaton talked about a 
certificate being wrong. The certificate was wrong, so far as the bluestone concrete was concerned. At 
14 per cent, below schedule Mr. Henderson made the amount £61. I told Mr. Eaton of this, and as the 

he at once said, “ At 14 per cent, it ought to be £70.” I showed him the amount of 
£69 2s. 3d. m the certificate. When I afterwards saw him he told me that that was'right, and that that 
was the amount the Government had paid him. When I gave him the correct certificate he gave me back 
the one I now produce, and kept the wrong one.
21452. His Honor.] Are the pencilled figures his ? Tes.
214o3. What are they supposed to represent ? Nails or something he wanted to order. There are some 
other calculations there. I do not know what they are.
21454. Who is Mr. Bumble ? One of the Government engineers. .
21455. Tou received a letter from him to Mr. Eaton? Tes ; it is as follows “ Dear Chiene,—If you 
wull see Eaton, the contractor, on Tuesday next, at 10 o’clock a.m., on the iob at Double Bav, he has 
promised me to do anything he can, wdthout, of course, injuring himself. He has never employed a man 
before, and the ]ob without a doubt is cut fine. On no account miss this appointment which I have made 
tor you. I think you are certain to get something out of it^”
21456. That means that Mr. Bumble sent you to Mr. Eaton on the off-chance of your getting somethin^ '

140—4 H .
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G. S. Chiene. to do when you really wanted something to do badly? I do not know whether Mr. Eumblo asked

I understood that he was an engineer in 

at the time you have spoken of, was a

-- \ MrrEaton to "take me on out of charity or'not. I myself never said anything to Mr. Eaton about charity, 
3 Nov., 1896. although, as a matter of fact, it was a charitable action. . , , -r, n t> i »

21457. Mr. Davis] Did Mr. Rumble have anything whatever to do with the Double Day work . xes. 
21458. In what way ? He laid out the kerb line of the manholes at Double Bay.
21459. Was he the resident engineer there ? No.
21460. What was his position when he gave you that letter ? 
the Water and Sewerage Construction Branch.
21461. Do you know that, as a matter of fact, Mr. Rumble,
surveyor? I understood that he was doing all kinds of work. -.i n*- tt j o
21462. How many certificates did you make out at Double Bay m conjunction withMr. Henderson . .
21463. Was the mistake rectified while you were on the works? On the 21st Eebruary I wrote to 
Mr. Henderson, and told him that I wanted to see him.
21464. Did you see him then ? No.
21465. Did you see him at all? Yes, afterwards. ’ tt i j
21466. What did you say to him ? I told him about a mistake m the certificate. He asked me to write
to him about it, and I did write. . , , tt„
21467. Did he say that he had found out the mistake before you communicated with him ? De told me
so this morning, but he never said so before. , .
21468. When you told him did it appear to be news to him ? I understood so at the time.

R. R. P. 
Hickson.

Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined 
21469. His Honor] I wanted to ask you a few questions as to your recollection of the history of Con
tract 72. Eirst of all, do you remember what Contract 72 was to be in its entirety—that is to say, where
was it to end? At the canal. _ , , , i .1

3 Nov., 1896. 21470. At that time was it expected or supposed that when Contract 72 came to be constructed the
canal would have reached that point ? Yes.
21471. The canal itself ? Yes. t i
21472. You remember when the plans were prepared for No. 72 ? Yes. _ , , T 11
21473. About how long would it be before it was begun ? I think a very short time before, but 1 could 
not say definitely without looking through Mr. Bagge’s journal. , , •
21474. Was it before the injunction was got out against the Harbours and Rivers Department stopping 
the canal from coming up from the southward ? I think not. I think it must have been after t la . 
21475. After the injunction ? I fancy so ; but, of course, I should not like to be certain about it with
out reference to the documents. ■ TOCO •
21476. The date of the injunction was, I think, 1889 ? Yes; I think April, lobW. _ n v- v r
21477. That was an injunction obtained by McNamara, with the object of preventing the canal, which, ot 
course, had nothing to do with Contract 72, from coming any further up from the bay ? Kes, further
than a certain point. _
21478. Eor fear of the draining of his dam by percolation? Yes.
21479. That injunction stood actually until April, 1894 ? Yes. * n t i. ijo ~
21480. And during the time you say that that injunction was standing the plans for Contract 72 were 
got out ? I think they must have been got out during that time. _ The work was commenced m 1891, and
I think it is more than likely that the plans were got out at that time. , . ,,
21481 If the plans were got out after the injunction was obtained, you could see that the canal would 
not be there ? No, we did not know that, because we anticipated that an arrangement would be made to
get the canal pushed through as quickly as possible. . . , . 0 -rr „„„
21482. You thought that some arrangement would be made to get the injun’ction dissolved . xes ; y 
must remember that the injunction was got out against another branch of the department, i my sell did 
not know exactly what was going on, but the Minister was anxious to get the canal pushed through, an 
it was thought by the time we had let the contract the canal would have been completed.
21483. But, in point of fact, at the time the contract was ready to let you found that the canal was not
there at all? It had not moved an inch. , 1.14..
21484. It was necessary, then, to have an outlet; and you provided an outlet, or rather two outlets, aion& 
the line of Macdonaldtown Creek ? We provided an outlet to Macdonaldtown Creek _ „
21485. But Macdonaldtown Creek, while it might have been an outlet, was not a suihcient one. .there 
was an outlet; but we lowered Macdonaldtown Creek considerably, so that the level we had for the bottom 
of our sewer had no outlet unless a canal was made, or unless a cutting were made to the canal where
it ended. 0 -w
21486. Then the plans were prepared with the canal shown, were they r xes.
21487. Now this is the point—the original quantities were taken out, I :
^1488. And those original quantities ended off at the termination of the concrete channel as originally 

proposed ? Yes. .
21489. In fact, where it ends now ? Practically where it ends now. . ,
21490. When the tenders were called for the contract were they for the whole of the contract, including 
the channel ? Yes ; at that time we knew that the canal was not cut, and that it would not be cut. 
21491. I want you to explain, then, how it is that the original quantities were left in—the old probable 
quantities, exclusive of the channel—at the time tenders were called for, and, in fact, at the time the con- 

■ tract was let? I am afraid I could not tell you that. I should have to get the chief draftsman and 
the engineer-in-charge to explain that. I really could not explain it myself. ,
21492. When the tenders came in it was found that the lowest tender was over £20,000 f Xes.
21493. And that tender being over £20,000, some arrangement had to be made, had it not, to avoid 
bringing the work under the notice of the Public Works Committee ? I cannot say as to that 
21494. It was done, was it not, by making an arrangement for an outlet along the course of Macdonald
town Creek, instead of the proposed earth channel ? Yes. 21495

suppose, from the original plans ?
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Yes ; somethiDg of that kind21495. That is the way in which it was done P Yes.
21496. And by doing that the sum of £3,000 was, in theory, knocked off? 
was done. .
21497. Mr. Davis was called as a witness in the case of MacNamara against the Secretary for Public 
Works at a late stage of the proceedings—that is, on the motion for a new trial—and he then produced 
some minutes, explaining matters exactly, and showing the transaction—that is, the £3,000 being knocked 
off, and the approval of that by Mr. Bruce Smith, who was then Secretary for Public Works ? I do hot 
know of that. I was only a witness in the case. I do not know what Mr. Davis’s evidence was. ^ 
21498. At any rate, you know that, that is what happened—that Mr. Bruce Smith was requested to 
approve of the knocking off of the £3,000, with the object of preventing the work from coming before the 
Public Works Committee ? With the object of not delaying it.
21499. A certain amount of delay would have ensued had the matter come before the Public Works 
Committee ? Yes.
21500. In point of fact, was not the explanation of the earth channel’s not being added to the probable 
quantities, that if it had been added to the probable quantities those quantities would have shown beyond 
all possibility of doubt that the lowest tender for the whole work, including the earth channel, must be 
something over £20,000 ? I do not think so. The leaving out of that portion of the work was done in the 
drawing office, immediately under Mr. Bagge, and I do not think he had what you suggest in contemplation 
at all. This arrangement that you have spoken of was made in the Ministerial branch of the office by 
the Under Secretary and Mr. Bruce Smith. Mr. Bagge probably knew nothing about it at all.
21501. But surely, in the ordinary course of things, Mr. Bagge, when told to add to the contract this 
large addition of earth channel, would naturally have also increased the probable quantities to represent 
it ? I do not think that mattered very much, because, the contract being at Schedule rates, he had to pay 
at those rates, whether for 1 yard or 100 yards. We do not put the quantities in at all now.
21502. But at that time the probable quantities were given for the sake of making a comparison between 
the different tenders ? Yes.
21503. The excavation on the line of the swamp was rather a different kind of excavation from the usual 
run of excavation on the line of the sewer part of the work? Yes ; it was much more costly.
21504. Why was it more costly ? Because it was much more difficult to get the men into the place. 
21505. It was sludgy ? Yes ; it was most difficult to get the men to stand on it. I remember that when 
I went out there I had to have planks put down in order to get along at all.
21506. That being so, would it not have been in the ordinary course to have put into the schedule a head 
for this particular excavation, apart from the excavation into which the concrete channel had to be put, 
and into which the sewer had to be put;—would it not have been, in the ordinary course, a natural thing 
to put in a distinct head for this excavation per cubic yard ? I do not think so ; the difference was not 
so great as that. It was not so great as to w'arrant the making of a special item of it.
21507. It would have the effect rather of complicating the tendering to put two distinct kinds of work 
under the same general head ? Yes ; it would have been a difficult thing to do that. Take the upper end 
of the storm-water channel. No doubt the excavation there was fairly good, but when you got down towards 
Shea’s Creek it became gradually worse and worse until you got to Shea’s Creek itself. It was practically 
a swamp ; and it would have been very difficult to draw the line between fairly good excavation and other 
excavation. If you divided the excavation at all you would probably have had to divide it into three or four 
lengths—good, not quite as good, bad, and so on.
21508. But instructions must have been given at some stage to Mr. Bagge to get the plans out for the 
earth channel when it came to be a necessary addition to the whole work? Yes, no doubt.
21509. Do you not remember that at some time instructions were given to him not to add the earth 
channel to the probable quantities ? I do not think such instructions were given. I have no recollection 
of them.
21510. Would he not have added them as a matter of course if he had not been told not to do so ? Not 
necessarily, because the contract was a schedule-rate contract.
21511. But would he not do so in order to show what the contract was ;—anyone who did not very care
fully examine the plans and compare the probable with the actual quantities would have been likely to 
be misled as to the whole of the quantities belonging to the earth channel—that is, on the plans as they 
were exhibited ? Yes ; as quantities.
21512. If a man looked at the plans, and took out his own quantities, he would arrive at a more or less 
accurate result;—if he looked at the plans, and did not take out the quantities, but relied upon the 
probable quantities, he would certainly be misled ? As to the total quantities.
21513. Therefore a contractor might be misled in the form in which he tendered ? 1 do not see that
he could be misled in the form in which he tendered, because he would probably go down and see the 
nature of the work. There was a certain portion, of the excavation shown in the schedule which was 
actually in Shea’s Creek, and the contractor could see exactly what the nature of the material was. The 
other portion of Shea’s Creek was not worse than that portion, while it was worse than the ground 
higher up the creek.
21514. You have no recollection at all as to how it came about that the probable quantities were not 
increased ? I have not.
21515. You are positive that it was really not done for the purpose of saving the contract from coming 
under the cognisance of the Public Works Committee ? I do not think it was. All the particulars as to 
the quantities were taken down in the drawing office, and I am almost certain that Mr. Bagge did not 
know anything about this arrangement at all. It was practically made in the Ministerial branch of 
the department. .
21516. The knocking off of the £3,000 was the result of an order coming from the Ministerial branch ?
Yes.
21517. Then the idea was that the concrete channel might end, either where the present outflow is—that 
is, where the sliding doors, as they are called, are—or somewhat further up, some little distance above 
where the end of the closed work is to be found at present? Yes.
21518. Where it was considered there were convenient points in the channel of the Macdonaldtown 
Creek ? Yes.

R. R. P. 
Hickson.

3 NowA896.
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K. R. P. 21519. But I understand that, as soon as the work was let, the first thing that was gone on with was the 
Hickson. earth channel, as a matter of course ? Tes ; to he an outlet.

21520. "Was it not, in point of fact, known that, although these two outlets as probable points of 
3 Nov., 1896. departure were provided, neither of them would really be of any use, and that it would be practically 

impossible to end the work effectively at either of those two points ? I am afraid I do not quite follow 
your question.
21521. It was provided that the contract itself—that is, the lower part of it—at either the 13 or 27 
chains, might not be constructed at all, and that the outlet might be at one of those two points. Tet 
there never was any question, apparently, after the contract was let, as to where the work was to begin. 
It began, as a matter of course, apparently, with the earth-channel—the bottom of the whole affair. I 
want to know whether it was really ever expected that the work would satisfactorily end at either of the 
two points named ? No ; the outlet would have to be in the canal.
21522. Was there any bona-fides, then, in putting in the provision as to the leaving out of the portion of 
the work beyond the 13 or the 27 chains was it anticipated that the work could ever be satisfactorily 
carried out upon either of those two bases ? I do not think either would have been a satisfactory outlet. 
At the same time there could have been an outlet on the old Macdonaldtown sewer, going tow'ards 
M'Namara’s Dam. >
21523. Tou mean the old creek ? Tes. '
21524. That was supposed to be a natural watercourse ? Tes ; I quite admit that it would not have been 
a satisfactory one, but it could have been used as an outlet.
21525. It was necessary to deepen that creek for some distance down from the outlet, otherwise the 
sewage would have been backed up ? Tes.
21526. The work appears to have been begun, without any question at all, near the injunction line—in 
fact, the work must have passed through the injunction line ? That is so. I think there were sluice gates 
at the injunction line, to let the sewage from Shea’s swamp out.
21527. That is where the work was actually begun by Carter & Co. ? Tes.
21528. They began from the lower end ? Tes. ,
21529. Do you remember now whether there was ever any deliberation or any question as to whether the 
work should begin there, or as to whether it should begin at either of the other two points ? As soon as 
we were actually ready to start we found that the canal was not there, and we had to make an outlet, in 
order to make a complete job of it.
21530. Unless you had ended at one of the other two points ? It was only a temporary work, and it was 
not very satisfactory, I admit, although it would have done something.
21531. It comes to this, then—that this provision was really put into the contract to get over the diffi
culty, and it was never intended that either of these two points should be used as the lower end? It 
was never intended that the work should be ultimately ended there, because it was intended to bring it 
right into the canal.
21532. The £3,000,1 understand, came off the work between the mouth of the concrete channel and the 
upper one of these two points. That was the idea in connection with this estimate of £3,000? Tes. 
21533. The earth channel, of course, was an additional work, not appearing in the estimate at all, and, in 
fact, not appearing in the probable quantities. Therefore, if the work had been made to end at the 27 
chains, instead of £3,000 coming off, what would have come off the sum finally to be paid would have 
been something like £9,000 ? I cannot say from memory what the amount would have been.
21534. So that, beginning the work as it did begin, it was quite obvious, at the inception, that the sum 
of £15,500, and a good deal more, would be swallowed up ? Tes.
21535. If the work had been continued up to the head at Munni-street? Tes.
21536. Was it not, then, for the purpose of placating the Minister, and with no intention of really ever 
ending the work off at either of these two points, that this provision was put into the contract—in other 
words, it was really a nominal provision ? I would not like to say that without knowing exactly from 
the records of the drawing office how the quantities were got out, and how the estimate was arrived at. 
21537. Who would be able to give us that information ? I do not know whether Mr. Davis would be 
able to do so or not; but I presume Mr. Bagge would be the person best able to give you information on 
the subject.
21538. I suppose you yourself know, as a matter of fact, that the whole cause of action, in the case of 
McNamara against the Secretary for Public Works, was the making, not of the sewer, but of the concrete 
channel and the earth channel ? I do not know that that is the case. So far as we are concerned, we 
did not take any water from McNamara.
21539. It is another question whether you did or did not take water—what McNamara rested upon was 
the work you had done ? He did not get his injunction upon that ground.
21540. But apart from the injunction the cause of action was not founded upon any work that had 
preceded the injunction. That work was stopped, and it was stopped until the injunction was dissolved ? 
McNamara said, I understood, that damage had been done by making the canal up to that point.
21541. What he said was that he was afraid that substantial damage would be done if the canal were 
continued further ? I went down there with Mr. Darley, long before the storm-water sewer was com
menced, to see whether the damage was done to his work by the making of the canal up to the injunction 
point, and at that time he was very strong in insisting that damage had been done there.
21542. That you had already done damage ? Tes ; that was his strong point—that we sucked water away 
from his dam.
21543. But his action rested upon the work which was done above the injunction line ? I do not think 
that. I think it was the whole thing. The damage which had been done there, and the damage which 
he alleged was done by the sewerage works.
21544. Mr. DavisP\ If you will read your minute, which appears upon page 514 of the evidence, in reply 
to question 15718, you will see that it gives precisely the reasons for the work being carried out in the 
form in which it was carried out ? Tes; that minute was written by me in 1892.
21545. What was the amount of the lowest tender for the contract ? Carter & Co.’s tender of £20,650. 
21546. Tou do not remember what the estimate was ? I could not say without looking at the papers. 
21547. Will you look at drawing No. 3 of Contract 72, the contract drawing signed by the contractors 
and attached to the contract. Tou will see there details of the outlet of the channel where it enters the 
Shea’s Creek swamp ? Tes. 21548.
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21548. The.detail sketch shows where it enters the canal? Yes. ^
21549. Full provision is made in the detail drawing for the discharge of the channel into the canal ? Yes. Hickson. 
21550. The object, evidently, being that the channel was to discharge into the canal? ------
21551. Therefore it w'as presumed that a canal would be constructed at the time these drawings were ® Nov., 1896. 
prepared ? Yes.
21552. Do you think that that could be the reason why the quantities that were given for the excavation 
of that channel along the centre line of the canal were not included in the schedule ? That was the 
reason.
21553. The sketch in drawing No. 3 clearly proves what was in the mind of the officer in charge when he 
got out the quantities ? Yes.

[I£ts Honor: I do not think you need trouble about the original scheme, Mr. Davis. The question is, 
ivhy the probable quantities were not increased to meet the scheme as it was finally to be carried out.

Mr. Davis : What I wanted to show your Honor was that it was not likely that provision would be 
made at the outlet of the channel for discharging into the canal, and that at the same time provision would be 
made for cutting the channel along the canal.'] ■

Andrew Eaton sworn and examined:—
21554. His Honor.] Having heard Chiene’s evidence this morning, is there anything you wish to say ? I A. Eaton.
did not quite catch all he said ; but I might perhaps be allowed to explain that Mr. Rumble was sent down
by the department to lay out a new line, a slight alteration having been made in the original plan. While ® Nov., 1896.
he was doing this he spoke of Chiene. He said he was very hard up, and it would be a charity to
give him something to do. After talking the matter over with him, I told him to tell Chiene to come and
see. me. Chiene came down and missed me on the job, and came round to a sewer we were doing at Potts’ .
Point. We met in the grounds of the Bishop’s residence, and he there told me that he would come to me 
^?r ^s', a ^ sa^ ^ wou^ no.*; like to cut him down ; that I only wanted temporary assistance, and
that it he liked to come I would give him 15s. a day, but that it would be only for two or three days a 
week. . So far as the vouchers are concerned, the voucher I now hand you is the first one he gave me.
The mistake is from 27 chains 44 feet to 28 chains 30 feet, being a distance of 52 feet. That would be 
10 86 by o2 by 2. He gave me the voucher in the tram, and on looking through it I found out the 
imstake. I put these figures on it at the time—10'86 x 5.2 by 2. It ran out at nearly 40 yards; ' instead 
of being bluestone concrete it should have been freestone concrete. .
21555. In whose handwritting was that voucher ? Chiene’s.
21o56. Who wrote the word “ cancelled” across it ? Chiene. I found out that it had not been rectified 
m the second voucher. The third voucher I myself made up, but I have not been able to find it.
21oo7. In that voucher, was the mistake rectified ? No; it was rectified in the fourth.
21o58. When do you say that the mistake was first found out ? I found it out on the day on which the 
voucher was made out, when we were in the tram together.
21o59. When did you mention this to the inspector ? .1 mentioned it to the inspector before the second 
voucher was made up, but I did not mention it to the engineer.
21560. How was it that you did not mention it to the engineer at once ? I left it to Chiene to rectify 
21561. And he did not do so ? No.
21o62. And it was then that he had the conversation with you ? Yes. The second voucher was made up in 
February. 1 asked him to meet me on the 11th February. I could not meet him on that date, and I sent 
word out to him that he was not to do anything until I had seen him. I saw him on the 12th February, 
and it was then that I told him that I would have no more to do with him, at the same time offering to 
pay him what was owing to him.
21o63. He then sued you in the District Court;—how did that come about? We offered him what was 
due to him, but he refused to take it, and at the same time made an exorbitant demand in respect of a 
number of days upon which he had not been engaged by us.
21564. Did you pay into Court the amount which you admitted owing to him ? No ; we had already paid 
him. When he was going away on the 12th February, after I had told him that I would have nothin <* 
more to do with him, I gave him £2. I told him that I did not want to be hard upon him. I had always 
paid him what was due to him, and I have the butts of the cheques showing the payments 
21565. Afr. Gummow.] JM you ever inform Mr. Parkes that Chiene would be a good witness for him to 
get at this inquiry p No.
21566. Did you ever inform Mr. Parkes, by letter or otherwise, of anything in connection with Carter,
Gummow, & Co. s -works ? No.
215Q1. Mr. Parkes.] Did you ever tell Mr. James Alderson that Chiene would be a good witness for 
mer No. °
21568. Did you ever say so to your brother, Mr. James Eaton ? No.
21569. You are sure of that ? Quite certain.
21570. Then how should I be likely to know ? I do not know what you know.
21571. Did you never tell Mr. James Alderson and your brother, Mr. James'Eaton, that you and Mr. 
Carter were the only two contrnctors who had observed the insertion of “ cwts.” for “ tons ” in the case 
ot the Long Cove contract ? No.
21572. You are sure of that? Quite certain.
21573. Are you absolutely sure that you never told Mr. James Alderson or your brother that Chiene would 
be a good witness Mr. Parkes to call before the Commission ? I never mentioned Chiene’s name to my 
brother or to Mr. Alderson. J
21574. Supposing I received this information from those gentlemen, based upon statements which they 
said you had made to them, what .would you say to that ? All that I can say is that I never mentioned 
Lbiene s name to my brother or to Mr. Alderson.
21575. Did you ever mention the Long Cove contract to either of them ? Yes.
21576. Did you not tell them that you and Mr. Carter were the only two contractors who had recognised 
the error m that contract ? I did not say that we were the only two.
21577. But you told them all about it ? Yes.
21o78. Did you say that you expected to get a good thing out of it ? Yes. "

21579.
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A. Eaton. 21579. Sis Sonor,~\ A good thing in what way ? Here is the schedule of the Long Cove Creek storm
water channel. When the work was advertised I found that a mistake had been made by inserting 

3 Nov., 189G. “ cwts.” instead of “ tons.” That, of course, would make a large difference. I saw my brother, Mr.
J. W. Eaton, and asked him to see Mr. .James Eaton about it. Of course, I thought that in all probability 
the error had not been noticed, and I thought that if I put in a tender for the job the price would be so 
low that it would be noticeable.
21580. Mr. Carter did not get any benefit by it—he had to alter it ? I had determined to stand by the 
schedule.
21581. You would have kept the department to the “ cwts.”? Yes; I should have tried to do so. I spoke 
to my brother about putting in a tender for the job, so that there should not be a great discrepancy 
between our tender and the other tenders which went in. That was before the tenders went in. I found 
out afterwards that there were two tenders besides Carter & Co.’s which were lower than ours. I saw 
then that the error had been noticed by others. I remember speaking to Mr. Alderson about the matter 
coming over in the Mossman’s Bay boat, in the course of a general conversation, but 1 never mentioned 
Chiene’s name to either my brother or to Mr. Alderson. I remember saying what a good thing I had lost, 
because I was under the impression that 1 was the only one who had noticed the error. I had found out 
afterwards that there were three below us.
21582. Carter & Co. do not appear to have tendered upon the assumption that they were going to keep 
the department to the mistake ? I do not know what they intended. If I got the job I should certainly 
have tried to keep them to it.
21583.. It is the sort of thing which contractors think fair to catch the department on the hop in a clerical 
error ? If the department catch contractors on the hop they do not hesitate to keep them to their 
agreement, and if that sort of thing cuts one way it ought to cut both ways. If I said anything to my 
brother at all about Chiene it would have been to the effect that he was an altogether unsatisfactory 
man, and that 1 had had to get rid of him. _
21584. Mr. Gummow.~\ You did not give information to your brother upon either subject with the object 
of its being taken to Mr. Parkes ? JNo ; I do not remember speaking to him at all about Chiene.
21585. Sis Sonor.\ I suppose that at some time you may have told your brother in conversation about 
Chiene ? No, not at any time.
21586. Not in the course of ordinary conversation ? I do not think I ever spoke to him about Chiene at 
all, I certainly did not speak of him as a witness. I only saw my brother James once in the course of 
several months.
21587. Is he also a contractor ? Yes.
21588. Might you not have cautioned him about Chiene ? No ; he was not in the same line of work.

Joseph Davis recalled and further examined:—
21589. Sis Sonor.~\ You heard the questions I asked Mr. Hickson this morning with reference to 
Contract 72 ;—is there any information you can give the Commission on that matter—the leaving out of 
the addition to the probable quantities which would have been expected upon the contract ? Yes; I 
think I can tell you pretty well what did occur. To begin with, it was contemplated that the canal would 
be excavated by the time the channel would be ready to discharge into it. It is true that there was an 
injunction stopping the work, but it was contemplated that there would be a motion to dissolve the 
injunction and that the canal would be proceeded with. It was thought that by the time the channel was 
finished in all probability the canal would be ready to receive the drainage. When the works were 
commenced it was found that there was no chance at all of that. It was then decided that to give an 
adequate outlet it was necessary to cut a channel down the centre of the proposed casual. That was the 
first work put in hand. It was shown on the general plan, and it was also mentioned in the specification 
that this work might be carried out; but the chance of its being carried out seemed to Mr. Bagge, who 
prepared the specification and schedule, to be so remote that he left the quantities out of the schedule. 
2L590. Why did he think that the chance of the work’s being carried out was so remote ? He thought he 
had three strings to his bow„ He thought, first of all, that the canal would be constructed and that it 
would provide a proper outlet for the channel. In the original drawings he had made full preparation, 
in the event of the canal’s being made by the time the channel was ready to be put in hand. The second 
string was this—he thought he had an outlet where Macdonaldtown Creek leaves the course of the channel 
at the site of the stop-board, and then he also had an outlet at Mitchell’s Hoad into the creek bed. So 
that although we had not sufficient money to carry out the whole of the work, it was considered that we 
had ample provision made in the specification for varying the contract in any way which might be thought 
proper. Eirst of all, with regard to the canal, the reason why it was not available was simply because it 
was not constructed; and with regard to the outlets at the 13 and 27 chains, the reason they were not 
available was that they were not there.
21591. In what way—were they not deep enough ? Either the surveyor or one of the draftsmen made a 
mistake in the cross-section, and, I presume, misled Mr. Bagge, who considered he had an outlet at the 
13 or 27 chains. "When they came to carry out the work it was found that there was not such an outlet 
as had been supposed, and the only thing which remained was either to cut a race along the course of the 
Macdonaldtown Creek and through the Chinese gardens, to get an outlet in that way, wffiich meant that 
the race would have terminated in M'Namara’s dam, or have the work carried out as it has been—that is 
to say, with the channel extended along the course of Macdonaldtown Creek, through the sandhills, across 
Shea’s Creek into the swamp, with an earth channel cut along the centre of the swamp along the site of 
the proposed canal, terminating below M'Namara’s dam.
21592. "Who was the surveyor ? Mr. Corbett. _ ■
21593. After the suggestion was made about the knocking off of the £3,000, and after it had been approved, 
had he been sent down to find out what could be done ? No; he made a survey in the first instance. 
The plan was prepared in 1890. It was known that we had not enough money to carry out the whole of 
the work, and provision was made in the contract to cut off the lower portion—that is, at the 13 or 27 
chains, as the case might be. It was thought that we might get a specially good tender in, and, in that 
case, we could afford to carry out more of the work, or, if we got in a very good tender indeed, that the 
whole of the work might be carried out. If, on the other hand, as was expected from the rates then 
ruling, we got in a high tender, it might be necessary to eliminate the 27 chains of the work included in

J. Davis.
3 NovCl896.



PUBLIC WORKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. 711

the schedule of quantities. "When the work came to he carried out, as I have already explained, it was 
necessary, if there was to be a proper job made, not to eliminate anything from the lower end, but to 
commence the sewer at the line of injunction, and work upwards as far as we could get with the money ’’ ‘
available. That brought us to the bottom of Macdonald-street, and that is where the work was stopped 
in October, 1891, until further money was voted. • .
21594. Do I understand that it was you who discovered that a mistake had been made in the levels ? I 
would not like to say I took the levels; but, when I came to carry out the work, I imagine I sent my . 
officer down to lay out the work with a view of stopping at Mitchell-road, because I knew that we had 
only £15,500, and some small amount to come from another Vote for the Macdonaldtown Park sewer— 
about £17,000 in all—the tender being for £20,000 odd. At the time Mr. Barling asked the question 
whether the tender could be reduced it was not known that there could be no outlet at Mitchell Road.
It was presumed that there would be an outlet there, and that the contract could be reduced to that 
extent.
21595. That was found out, you say, as soon as the work was taken in band ? Tes. It was found that 
the outlet would perhaps go along the course of Macdonald Creek into M'Namara’s dam.
2L596. And that would have involved a lot of trouble, and would have been finally a useless work?
Yes. So that, taking everything into consideration, it was decided to anticipate the canal to the extent 
of excavating the earth channel, and to construct a channel as originally shown on the drawings, beginning 
at the canal and working upw'ards as far as the money -would go. '
21597. And then some part of the original plan was cancelled; but that cancellation must have taken 
place, I suppose, when the addition of the earth channel was made? The word “cancelled” was written 
across the contract drawing after the work was all finished. It is the custom of the office, when a work 
is finished, to show on the original drawings the work as executed, and if a portion is not carried out we 
write across that portion the word “ cancelled” in red. If there are any small alterations in the work as 
carried out they also are shown in red. We, therefore, have a complete and perfect record of the work 
as executed. That word “cancelled” across the outlet of the channel was written in after the whole of 
the work was finished. That would be some time in 1892—in May or June, I think.
21598. Mr. NorrieP\ Before the sewer was cut arrangements had been made between the tenants and the 
owners of the fee simple to allow the excavation to be taken out ? I do not know what arrangements 
were made between the occupiers and owners. I know we made an arrangement with the owners, through 
Mr. J. R. Hill, to allow us to carry out the work conditionally upon our putting in a little extra Work, 
amounting to about £600.
21599. His Honor.~] Instead of going in for resumption, and the expense incidental to that, the depart
ment thought it would be simpler and cheaper to make arrangements with Mr. Hill to do the work with 
permission ? Yes.
21600. Therefore certain concessions were made, of which the stop-board was one, the covering of the 
sewer under the sand-hills being another, and a flume across the channel where Shea’s Creek is supposed 
to cross it being a third ? Yes.
21601. Mr. Norrie.~\ It is quite a usual thing in the Sewerage Department to obtain permission to construct 
a sewer instead of resuming the land? Yes. Dor instance, we never resumed land from Mr. Cooper tor 
storm-water channels. He has regarded the channels through his property as being so eminently to his 
interest that he has always given us facilities for constructing them, provided his property was not 
directly injured.
21602. It is quite clear that when M‘Namara obtained the injunction in 1889, the injury he afterwards 
complained of was not anticipated ? Quite so. The injunction had reference to the canal.
21603. And not to the sewerage works ? No.
21604. Sis Honor.'] Do you say that, so far as your knowledge of the matter goes, the failure to add the 
probable quantities of the earth channel was not the result of a little deliberation on the part of the office, 
with a view to keep the work out of the clutches of the Public Works Committee? There was no 
deliberation whatever except in so far as we knew that we should not be able to carry out £20,000 worth 
of work for £15,500, unless the contractors were of a very'different mind from ourselves.
21605. What was your estimate ? I endeavoured to find it this morning, but I could not succeed in 
doing so. It amounted to close upon £20,000. _ _
21606. Your estimate excluded the earth channel? Yes. We got a tender a little over our estimate if 
I remember rightly. We knew, seeing that we had not enough money, that, before the Minister would 
accept the tender, provision must be made to reduce the contract. Beyond that there certainly was no 
thought of evading the provisions of the Public Works Act. _
21607. It was only after tenders were received, then, that provision was made fixing the two points 
to which you have referred ? Provision was made before the question was asked whether it had been 
made or not. When it was found that the tender was over £20,000 the Minister asked whether the 
contract could be reduced, and he was told that it could, but the idea of making that provision was not 
to bring the work below £20,000. We estimated that it would cost more than £20,000 ; but the reason 
we had for making provision for the reduction of the contract was that we had not sufficient money to 
carry out the full work.
21608. Provision was made for a reduction of the contract, so that you might try to keep down to the 
£15,500 ? Yes. .
21609. Mr. Norrie.] That provision was made, before tenders were called ? Yes. .
21610. His Honor.] That accounted for the two points being fixed;—if you had a certain definite sum 
you would have fixed upon one point, but as you had an uncertain sum you fixed upon two ? Yes; that 
is the reason we have the two points. We thought that if we got a specially favourable tender we might 
carry out the whole work, down to the canal; and that if, on the other hand, we got the tender which vve 
expected we might receive, we could eliminate the 27 chains. If, on the other hand, we got, a tender 
between the two, we could take off the 13 chains; so that we were prepared for every emergency.
21611. Were all the papers relating to this matter returned from the Equity Court? That I cannot say.
I know that during the hearing of the case several papers were mislaid, and I do not think they were ever 
found.
21612. I understood you to say that the order for the reduction of the contract by a sum of £3,000 came 
from the Ministerial branch of the department? Yes; the tender was accepted by Mr. Bruce Smith 
upon the condition that the contract was reduced by £3,000. 21613.
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J. Davis. 21613. "Who first called attention to the fact that the tender was over £20,000 ? The tenders would go 
3 °n t0 Minister, I presume.

ov., c . 21614. And it was in the Ministerial branch of the department that attention was called to that matter? 
Tes.
21615. The fact was, that there were two distinct operations going on as far as that reduction was concerned 
in your part of the department;—there was the money difficulty, irrespective of the question of £20,000, 
more or less ; and then, when the tenders actually came in, and it turned out that the lowest tender was 
over £20,000, there was the other difficulty, which was raised by the other branch ? Tes.
21616. And when the matter came down to your branch of the department, your former action fitted into 
the difficulty which had come down from above? Tes j that is precisely what occurred.
21617. In asking you some questions the other day about the schedule of Contract 69, I omitted some 
questions which I had intended to ask you; I would ask you to turn to page 76 of the Parliamentary 
return;—I take it that in the case of items Nos. 12, 13, 14, and 15, the words “solid rock,” in 
inverted commas, refer to a part of the longitudinal section ? Tes.
21618. So that that defines a particular piece of country, as it were ? Tes.
21619. The total quantities of the four items, 12, 13, 14, and 15, come to 1,465 yards ? Tes.
21620. These pieces of excavation, I understand, are roughly estimated to be split up in this way ? Tes; 
that would be for the shafts in the length classed “ solid rock.”
21621. In the final return the quantities come out under the two heads 12 and 14,14 being 4-inch charges 
of powder, at 91 and 404, the aggregate being 495. There was a difference, by way of reduction, of 970 
cubic yards between the estimated quantities and the final voucher ; that is what I cannot understand ? It 
depends upon the size at which the shafts are sunk. Provision was made in this case, I think, to sink 
shafts up to 12 x 5, but when we came to carry out the work we had the shafts put down at 6 x 5.
21622. Do you remember that that was so ? If you refer to page 97 of the Parliamentary return you 
will see that the shafts vary from 6 x 5 to 18 x 8. Take the Premier-street shaft. Several witnesses 
have said that, instead of the shaft being made 18 x 8, it was made 12 x 5. The difference of excavation 
between these two sizes would be included in Contract 69. No excavation, however, was carried out 
there in connection with that contract, and that of itself would be a big item of saving.
21623. Did that come within the classification of “ solid rock ” ? Tes ; that is the explanation.
21624. The reduction being made for the sake of economy in this case? Tes.
21625. Had you anything to do with the making out of the schedule for Contract 112, or was the putting 
in of the prices entirely Mr. Bagge’s work? I possibly had something to do in advising him. He 
generally asked my advice as to the prices, but he had the responsibility. He either adopted my view, 
his own, or someone else’s.
2L626. One price struck me as being so low that I could hardly understand it—that is, the price of special 
bluestone concrete in the carrier, including the iron;—the price is set down at£l 15s.? The special 
bluestone concrete to which you refer involves no centering of any consequence, and that wmuld reduce 
the price of the material. At the same time the price does seem low.
21627. It seems very low as compared with the estimate in the case of the Monier work ? Tou must 
remember the thickness of the wralls of the carrier in the case of Contract 112. Tou have some measure
ment there ; but in the case of No. 77 there is a great deal of wmrk and very little measurement.
21628. What is the thickness of the arch in the case of No. 112 ? Sixteen inches at the springing, and 
12 inches at the crown.
21629. With a span of about 50 feet? Tes. In fixing these prices you have to take all the surrounding 
circumstances into consideration. What may appear to be a high price in one case wmuld be really a low 
price in another case. Tou could not make your prices nearly uniform for even the same class of work. 
Tou must take all the surrounding circumstances into consideration, or you would be led astray.
21630. I think 50s. was the price fixed for ordinary bluestone concrete in the case of 79a, was it not ? 
Tes. .
21631. And 30s. for sandstone concrete ? Tes; but that was in the tunnelling, and it was a very small 
sewer. Most of it was 4-g- inches thick.
21632. Involving a great deal of work in comparison with the measurement ? Tes. Now I come to 
look at the original schedule I find that the price of £1 15s. for special bluestone concrete in the case of 
No. 112 is a clerical error. The amount should be £2 15s.
21633. A good deal has been said about windage;—I suppose the fact is, that in constructing a large, 
massive, sewer like that in Contract 101, the designer would not trouble his head about windage at all ? 
It would scarcely come in wdth such a big base as that; but it would have to be taken into consideration 
in the case of No. 77.
21634. In the departmental plan as well as in the substituted plan ? Tes.
21635. In that case windage would be a considerable element ? Tes ; it is an element you would have 
to reckon with in making your calculations. .
21636. In calculating the weight I suppose you take the sewage as of the specific gravity of water—you 
do not add anything, and I presume you also take the carrier as gorged ? No ; there is an overflow for 
the three-quarter level of the sewer.
21637. So that you take it as three-quarters full ? Tes.

‘21638. Mr. Parkes.~\ As to the Premier-street shaft, I thought you said in your former evidence that it 
was excavated in a former contract—that of Carson’s ? Tes ; that is what I said in effect this morning. 
The enlargement from 12 x 5 to 18 x 8 was included in Contract 69; but it was not carried out, and 
consequently there was that much saving.
21639. Are you sure that the excavation was not made, although the -walls were not placed in ? The 
work passed out of my hands before it was finished; but, to the best of my knowledge, certainly not. 
Before I gave up the work I gave instructions that the shaft was not to be enlarged.
21640. Can you swear positively that it was not enlarged ? No, not beyond what I have said. There 
was no alteration made in the shaft except at the top after I gave up charge.
21641. And you say that the enlarged excavation was not carried out ? Tes.
21642. In your plans is there any rock shown in that Prernier-street shaft ? It is all rock pretty well to 
the surface.
21643, It is not shale ? No; sandstone rock.

21644.
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21644. Will you refer to item 16 in the schedule of Contract 69, “ Less hard excavation in road surfaces”;— J- Davis, 
is that also in the shafts ? Yes ; that would he in the.shafts.
21645. That class of excavation is greatly increased, particularly in item 16 P The aggregate comes out ® H°v-> ^96, 
at an increase of 108.
21646. But item 16 is greatly increased ; there is an increase of 170 to 539 ? Yes ; that would be increased 
simply because the material classed under item 16 was found—that is to say, 11 Less hard excavation.”
21647. It was found that you had to increase that excavation ? It is the description of excavation that 
was found instead of rock. That accounts for the increase.
21648. Mr. Gummow.] As to a shaft in rock 6x5, what area would that be? Thirty square feet.
21649. And with regard to a shaft in soft ground where timber would be required, what area would that 
be? That would be 63 75 square feet.
21650. More than double the area in the case of the shaft in rock ? Yes.
21651. So that for every foot of shaft excavated in soft ground you would get double the quantity of 
excavation paid for ? Yes. .
21652. And that would account for the difference? That is the reason for it. The more soft ground 
which was met with in the shaft the more would the aggregate he increased under that particular class of 
excavation.
21653. And it would be double what it would be in the case of rock ? Yes.
21654. Mr. Parkes.] Your borings, as far as they went, clearly indicated what was rock and what was 
shale? They would do that certainly ; hut I scarcely think they would indicate the precise line between 
the hard rock and soft rock, and the hard shale and the soft shale. That could only he decided when the 
shafts are sunk.
21655. But in preparing your schedule, would you not have the notes before you ? The longtitudinal 
sections would be before the quantity surveyor, and in those sections would be shown the whole of the 
information available. The surveyor would use his judgment as to what to include in one item and what 
in another, but it would be quite impossible for him to say how the ground would turn out in the end.
21656. He would have the report of the officer who took the borings? Ho. All the information from 
the taking of the borings would be shown on the longtitudinal section, and he would judge of the kind of 
ground through wdiich the bore passed by the material brought up by the auger.
21657. Mis Honor?\ AYould the boring machine bring up a core or only broken material? In soft ground, •
such as clay, you might put in an auger and bring up a core, but you would not do so in hard ground.
In that case the material would be punched to powder and would be lifted in that way.

WEDNESDAY, 4 NOVEMBER, 1896.
Robert Rowan Purdon Hickson recalled and further examined:—

21658. Mis Manor.] You wish to make a statement to the Commission ? Yes. Before Mr. Parkes 
proceeds with his cross-examination I should like to correct a statement which I inadvertently made 
yesterday. I had quite forgotten the circumstances connected with the reduction of the expenditure in 
the case of Contract 72. As a matter of fact, the question was brought before the Public Works Committee 
in connection with the Johnstone’s Bay stormwater sewer. I had quite forgotten that. The question of 
the stormwater sewers v7as brought under my notice by a minute of Mr. Bruce Smith, dated 17th September, 
1890. The minute is a long one, and I will not take up your Honor’s time by reading it.
21659. What is the substance of it ? It refers to the building of stormwater sewers generally for the 
whole of the suburbs of Sydney in connection with the sewerage scheme. My report is rather a long one ; 
but, to come to the point in question, the Committee, after drawing attention to my minute, in reply to 
the minute of Mr. Bruce Smith, say:—

R. R. P. 
Hickson.

4 Nov., 1896,

To these suggestions the Cabinet assented, subject to the necessary provision being made by Parliament, and 
subsequently Parliament voted for these sewers £278,401 in two sums—£201,531 in the Estimates for 1891, and £76,870 in 
those of 1892. Of the total amount, £208,283 was for works forming part of the Western Suburbs scheme, and most of the 
money on those works, as on the others included in the votes mentioned, will be expended without any previous reference 
to this Committee, for the reason that in all instances but two the estimated cost of the sewers is under £20,000.
I may mention that all the sewers alluded to here are stormwater sewers.

The two cases in which the estimated cost of such as according to the Public Works Act makes it necessary that 
the works should be referred to the Committee are the sewers discharging into Johnstone’s Bay, and a sewer from Munni- 
street, Newtown, through Macdonaldtown, to Shea’s Creek. The latter, it was first thought by the authorities of the 
Department of Public Works, would not cost £20,000, and, under that impression, the work was commenced, and is now 
being carried on. It was not, therefore, referred to the committee. The sewers discharging into Johnstone’s Bay are 
consequently the only work under the Votes so far passed by Parliament for the construction of stormwater sewers 
respecting which the Committee will make inquiry.
So that, as a matter of fact, so far from trying to evade the Public Works Act or to hide this matter in 
any way, we ourselves brought it before the Public Works Committee, showing that the cost of the work 
would be really more than £20,000. I had quite forgotten that circumstance when I gave my evidence 
yesterday.
21660. Mr. FarTces.] The date of the injunction obtained by M'Namara was April, 1889, was it not ? 
Yes.
21661. And Contract No. 72 was signed on the 16th March, 1891 ? Yes, 1891.
21662. On 13th March, Mr. Tillett wrote this minute to the Under Secretary:—

_ It has just come to my knowledge that in carrying out the works of the Munni-street to Shea’s Creek sewer, a part 
of which is along the centre line of the proposed Shea’s Creek canal, and is itself an open channel, the material from the 

. open channel is being disposed in such a position as, in the event of the Shea’s Creek canal being extended to Buckland- 
street, the whole of this material will have again to be removed. It may be possible that this material can be so disposed 
as to make one moving sufficient. I would suggest that, the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads and Bridges attention be drawn 
to the matter.

' That was sent to the Under Secretary on 16th March, the date of the signing of the contract. On that 
same date Mr. Davis wrote this minute:—

Before this work was commenced last week I saw the importance of not only cutting our channel in such a way that 
ultimately it would form part of the proposed canal, but also that the earth excavated should be so deposited that it would 
not have to be moved a second time. I therefore asked Mr. Boys to see Messrs. Tillet and Williams, of the Harbours and

. Rivers
140—4 X
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R. R. P. Rivers, and to ascertain from them what distance from the side of the canal they would require the excavated material 
Hickson. deposited, so as to be clear of their work. Mr. Boys understood that if we kept 25 feet outside of the edge of the canal 

there would be sufficient room for the canal banks. I gave our contractors instructions accordingly. Since receiving Mr.
4 Nov., 1S9G. Tillet’s minute I have seen him, and he informs me that there will probably be an excavation 736 feet wide at the point 

where our storm-water channel joins the line of canal. The ground is of such a soft nature that I do not think it prac
ticable to move our excavated material clear of the 750 feet proposed canal resumption except at great expense ; and, as it 
does not appear that the cross-section of the excavation for the canal is definitely settled, 1 recommend that our contractors 
be allowed to go on depositing the earth parallel with the canal, leaving 25 feet from the edge of the canal for the future 
bank ?
That is quite correct. I see that upon Mr. Davis’s minute I wrote, “ I should he glad if Mr. Tillett would 
see me about this.” Apparently he did see me, because later on I wrote, “ Arrangements made with Mr. 
Tillett as to the disposal of this material.” ' _
21G63. As a matter of fact, the contractors commenced their wort at the injunction line, did they not, 
according to the documents ? Yes. Of course they had to take up the work from the bottom to get the 
outlet.
21664. They really commenced the work some time before the contract was signed ? Work is often 
started before a contract is signed, but you may be sure they did not get possession of the ground until 
after the contract was let, at all events. _ ,
21665. They must have made considerable progress with the work to admit of these minutes being 
written? The tender was accepted on the 28th Debruary, and the last minute you have read was not 
written until March IGth, upon which date the contract was signed.
21666. The plans are signed as made on the 23rd January, 1891? Mr. Bagge signed them apparently on 
that date. I suppose that would he after he had checked them, and had gone through them.
21667. If you turn to page 514 you will find a minute by you in which you say, ‘‘This tender was 
accepted on the understanding that the cost of the work be reduced so as to bring the cost of the work 
within the amount allowed, without reference to the Public Works Committee.” That minute is dated 
5th February, 1892, and it follows Mr. Nardin’s minute of the 23rd October, 1891. It seems to have 
been the first intimation given to the Minister of the excess of work. Was the Minister, Mr. Bruce 
Smith, ever consulted about the change in the contract ? I think that was set out in the minute to which 
I have already referred, which was read before the Public Works Committee in .Tune, 1S92. In that 
minute I said: “ Another channel in Macdonaldtown at a cost of about £8,500 will be necessary.”
21668. I was referring to the contract according to the understanding with the Minister. That was to 
be for £15,500, starting at the canal to be made by the Harbours and Hirers Department. I wrant to 
know whether the further portion, was referred to the Minister for his authority ? I am almost certain 
that it was, because I had authority for some years to approve of extras up to £500, and everything over 
£500 in the way of extras would, as a matter of course, go in some form to the Minister. I do not know 
where the minute is at this moment, but I am certain that it went to the Minister in some form.
21669. Then why would that minute of yours of February, 1892, explaining the need for the extra vote, 
be written ? I think that explains itself.
21670. I find that Mr. Barling, on the 28th of October, 1891, wrote this minute :—
On the Loan Estimates for 1890 the following votes were taken :—

Macdonaldtown Park Stormwater Sewer, from Swanson-street to Ashmore-street; thence from Ashmore-street to 
Macdonald-street—£8,500. ,

Stormwater Channel from Munni-street, Newtown, through Macdonaldtown Park to Shea’s Creek—£15,500.
The work comprised in the first item is shown on the accompanying plan marked “ A” to “ B.” It is being carried 

out by Messrs. Parry and Farley, and is nearly completed. The cost will be about £6,500, leaving a balance on the vote 
of about £2,000. _

The work comprised in the second item is now being carried out by Carter & Co. Its position is shown on plan 
starting from point “ C,” and it is intended to terminate at “ E,” supposing sufficient funds are at disposal for the purpose, 
the contract being a schedule one. It was found during the progress of this work that an earthen drain was required from 
point “ C ” to “ E ” on plan, running along the course of Shea’s Creek Canal. This work was one which it was first under

- stood w-ould be carried out by the Harbours and Rivers Branch in connection with the canal works, but it was subsequently
decided to include the work in the Roads Branch Contract. This earthen drain will absorb £4,000 of the money, leaving a 
deficiency on the vote of something like £9,000. The contract of Messrs. Parry and Farley lias been shown as terminating 
at point “ B ” on'plan, and a small gap has been left between “ B ” and “ D,” which it is estimated will cost £1,264 to 
complete. This can be paid for out of the balance available on the £8,500 vote. It will be seen, therefore, that a further 
sum of £9,000 will be required to complete the whole of the work from “ E ” to “ F.” Of this sum £4,000 is required on 
account of the earthen drain referred to, and which was not contemplated when the work was undertaken, and the balance, 
£5,000, is required to complete the work up to “ E.” In other words, the £9,000 represents “ extras,” not contemplated 
when the contract was let. .

It is represented that the matter is so urgent that the Minister is asked whether special arrangements cannot be 
made to permit of this work being proceeded with, in anticipation of further funds being voted. None of the additional 
sum will be required until next year. This further amount will bring the cost of the Munni-street sewer to about £25,000. 
[ Vide Appendix J. ] J- B-
That minute would show that the matter was brought before the Minister. _
21671. But this explanation by Mr. Barling seems to show that this was the first notice he had received 
of the matter, because he says, “ This work was one which it was first understood would be carried out 
by the Harbours and Divers Branch,” and then again, “It is represented that the matter is so urgent that 
the Minister is asked whether special arrangements cannot be made to permit of this work being 
proceeded with in anticipation of further funds being voted. Hone of the additional sum will bo required 
until next year. This further amount will bring the cost of the Munni-street sewer to about £25,000.” 
That seems to have been the first intimation sent to the Minister for his approval ? I really could not 
say. There is no indication in that minute when he first became aware of the facts. I can only say that 
I have never, without Ministerial approval, exceeded my instruction to approve of extras up to £500 and 
no more.
21672. Can you produce any notification of the alteration of the contract with Ministerial approval ? I 
will produce it if there be such a document.
21673. It is not among the papers sent to the Commission ? Then I presume it is not to be found, and 
that is all I can say. To the best of my knowledge, everything was sent to the Commission. There was 
another matter in connection with Mr. Bruce Smith’s minute as to these sewers which I might mention, 
and it is this—that just about this time there was an epidemic of typhoid fever in this locality, and Mr. 
Bruce Smith was very anxious, on that account, that these works should be pushed on as expeditiously as 
possible. It is probable, therefore, that this matter may have been arranged conversationally. Mr.

Barling



PUBLIC 1V0KKS INQUIRY COMMISSION—MINUTES OP EVIDENCE. 715

Barling will probably be able to enlighten you on that matter. He lias a better memory than .1 have, and p
a great many of these negotiations went through him. Hickson.
21674. In your evidence yesterday you said you anticipated that the injunction obtained by McNamara 4 
would be dissolved;—on what grounds did you anticipate that ? I thought it was a most extraordinary '
thing that he should have obtained it at all. •
21675. Did the Minister tell you that there was any likelihood of an arrangement being come to ? The 
Minister did not say so. He did not know, I suppose ; but it might have been expected that some 
arrangement would be made, because everyone concerned in the Shea’s Creek work was pushing to get the 
work gone on with as soon as possible, and it was anticipated at that time that the injunction would not 
stand for any length of time.
21676. But you knew the injunction existed, and when plans were prepared you must have seen that 
they would interfere with the injunction ? No. I took every precaution.
21677. In what way ? ’Well, McNamara was only a weekly tenant. Therefore there was no occasion 
to go to him ; but I went to the agent of the property, Mr. Hill, and made all the necessary arrangements 
with him about the carrying out of the work. If he had not agreed to the suggestions which were made 
the work would not have been gone on with, but he agreed to them, and therefore the work was proceeded 
with.
21678. How came McNamara afterwards to enforce his claim ? That I cannot tell you.

Sis Sonor : I may say that, in summing wp, Judge Owen specially called the attention of the jury 
to the fact that the department in making the earth channel were in no sense wrong-doers-, and, 
taking Ms view of the law and the facts, he said it wonld look at first sight as if the depart
ment had disobeyed the injunction by cutting the canal; but, under all the circumstances, 
which he very carefully toent into, he said it teas guite clear that they had not done so, and that 
they were in no sense icrong-doers. It was only a question of the assessment of damages, to 
discover whether any legal damage had been caused by the cutting of the earth channel or the 
making of the storm-water channel.

Mr. Hickson .- Perhaps, for Mr. Parkes's information, I might read a portion of the Judge's 
summing up. Me said, “ The provisions referred to had been carried out to the letter by the 
Government, with one exception, and that was that they put in a cement flume instead of a 
wooden one." In other words, that we did the work better than we were asked to do it.

21679. Mr. Parkes.'] Tou cannot produce any authority for making any alteration in the position of this 
contract as it was first contemplated? No, not at this moment; but, if there is such a document in 
existence, I will find it out and let you have it.
21680. "What is the date of the report of the Public Works Committee of which you have spoken?
12th July, 1892.
21681. And the contract for No. 72 was let on the 16th March, 1891 ? Tes.
21682. Mis Manor.] It was not, I understand, that the matter was ever submitted to the Public Works 
Committee, but that it was alluded to afterwards ? It was not submitted to the committee, but the whole 
question of the storm-water sewers, and the fact of two of them being under £20,000, was mentioned to 
the committee.
21683. The knocking off of £3,000 was finally done by order of the Ministerial Branch of the depart
ment for the purpose of evading a reference to the Public Works Committee, when it was found 
that the amount of the tender was .in excess of £20,000 ? I will not say that it was done for that 
purpose, because there was no occasion to do it for that purpose. As I have already explained, the whole 
matter was brought before the committee, and it was not hidden in any way. The whole action of the 
department was exhibited to the committee. It was pointed out that there was an epidemic of typhoid 
fever in the district, and that, by hook or by crook, the work had to be carried out.
21684. Mr. Bruce Smith, and Mr. Barling acting under him, wished to get the thing through without any 
further hitch on account of the works being so very necessary; and the hitch would have been the necessity 
of bringing the matter before the Public Works Committee? Mr. Barling will be better able to explain 
that matter to your Honor.
21685. I understand that you, in your capacity as Engineer-in-Chief, had nothing whatever to do with 
the action taken in connection with the particular question whether or not the amount came within or 
exceeded £20,000? It would be decided, of course, by the Under Secretary whether a certain work 
should go to the Public Works Committee or not. As Under Secretary at the present time, I have before 
me three cases in connection with which I am going to the Minister this afternoon upon the question 
whether they really come within the provisions of the Public Works Act, and will or will not have to be 
submitted to the committee. Mr. Davis, who is the engineer for one of these works, will not know until 
the question has been decided by the Minister what is to be done in the matter; and at the time to which 
you have been referring I was in precisely the same position.
21686. Tou were then only managing the engineering part of the work ;—you had nothing to do with the 
financing ? Quite so.
21687. Mr. Gummow.] Did you know the contractors personally when they obtained Contract 72 ? To 
the best of my belief, I had not met any of the contractors until that contract was let.
21688. Did you know them before they were engaged upon this canal ? I do not think so—in fact, I 
think the first time I ever met Mr. Carter was in that very swamp. If I am not mistaken, that is the first 
time I ever spoke to him. I remember going very nearly out of sight in the swamp, and Mr. Carter 
putting a plank down for me.
21689. That would be after the contractors got the canal work to do ? Tes. -

John Carter recalled and further examined :—
21690. Mis Manor.] I want you to tell me the date upon which the water was let into the section of j. Carter, 
the carrier in Contract 77, which is now filled ? 1 could not name the particular day, but the water has ,—
been there for several weeks. 4 Nov., 1896.
21691. Eor as long as three weeks, do you think? I should think so. Tour Honor will remember that 
I spoke to you about it on one occasion, and told you that the dam had broken away. On the following 
morning I had the ends of the section bricked in. That would be some weeks ago. The water has been 
there since then. 21692.
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J. Gaiter. 21692. To what deptli have you filled the carrier? It is three-parts full, or more. I should think it 
would be up to the cover-plate. I told them to put in as much water as it would conveniently hold.

4 Nov., 1898. 21693, It is nearly up to the cover-plates, you think ? Tes. ,
21694. Which length of the carrier has been filled, numbering the lengths from the north-west end ? The 
third or fourth.
21695. Could you not fix it by remembering the height of the piers ? I should say it would be the fourth 
length.
21696 It is one which stands well up above the ground ? Tes. .... .

His Honor: I may say. Hr. Parkes, that looking from the carrier from the outside it is impossible 
to tell in which length the water is, and that, I take it, is the best test of any that could be suggested.

Joseph Barling recalled and further examined :—
J. Barling. 21697. Mr. Parkes^] Do you recollect anything about the letting of Contract To. 72 ? Tes.

21698. Do you recollect that when it was let there was some trouble about the question of funds ?. I 
4 Nov., 1896. have not seen the papers for some years now, and since receiving a communication from the Commission 

yesterday I have not had access to the papers. The main facts of the case, however, are pretty clear 
in my mind. ... 0
21699. Tou remember that when the work was let it was proposed to keep it within the sum of £15,500. 
I forget what the exact amount was, but it was under £20,000. ,
21700. Was that done with the object of preventing the wmrk from going to the Public Works Com
mittee ? Certainly not.
21701. Mr. Hickson, in his minute of Pebruary 5th, 1892, said, “This tender was accepted on the under
standing that the cost of the work would be reduced so as to bring the cost of the work within the 
amount allowed without reference to the Public Works Committee”;—is that so ? That is perfectly 
true; but, as far as I can ascertain from inquiry, and can judge from what has appeared in the newspapers 
in connection with the proceedings of the Commission, one great fact in connection with this storm
water sewer has been overlooked—I mean the extreme urgency of the case. There was at the 
time this "work was undertaken a typhoid epidemic, and a large number of persons were being 
carried off by the disease. It was especially severe in that part ol the suburbs which was sewered 
by this channel. There was, therefore, in the view of the department, extreme urgency in the carrying 
out of these works, and especially the work near Munni-street, it being a thickly-populated district. 
Kepresentations were made by the Members for the district, and it was well-known to the department that 
what they stated was actually true. It was not a mere question of getting a bridge or a road, or anything 
of that sort. It was a question affecting the lives and health of a number of people. Mr. Bruce Smith 
at that time filled the office of Secretary for Public Works; and, when it was found that the work could 
not be carried out under the sum of £20,000, he, knowing the extreme urgency of the case I am speaking 
now from memory—wanted to know whether an effective work could not be carried out to afford immediate 
relief to the district for a less sum of money. Mr. Hickson, as far as I can recollect, then pointed out 
that the work could be carried out for a less sum by omitting a certain portion of it and by making the 
proposed canal the outlet of the sewer. When the work came to be carried out, it was found that some 
mistake had been made in the levels. This was not known at the time, and, in consequence of that 
mistake, instead of the upper part being first carried out, the lower part was carried out. I may mention 
that Mr. Bruce Smith took a great interest in the question of stormwater sewers for the reason which I 
have mentioned; and in that connection I should like to draw your Honor’s attention to. a minute which 
he wrote upon the question under date of 17th September, 1890. It is a very important minute, and it will 
redound greatly to Mr. Bruce Smith’s credit, and indeed will be remembered throughout his life, inasmuch as 
it is to the action he took in carrying out the stormwater sewers in advance of the sewerage system proper 
that we owe the present comparatively healthy condition of the city and suburbs. It is admitted, I think, 
on all hands, that the carrying out of these stormwater sewers has greatly conduced to the health of the 
districts affected. Mr. Bruce Smith, taking into account the fact that the sewerage works proper could 
not be carried out for some years, and that people in the meantime were dying off from typhoid and other 
fell diseases, brought about by the unsatisfactory condition of the suburban drainage, conceived the idea 
that the stormwater sewers could, for the time being, be made a channel for carrying off the foul water which, 
when the sewerage system proper was completed, would be discharged into the sewers proper. Having 
regard to the large and abundant supply of water -which we had, he thought these stormwater sewers 
should be constructed, and that for the time they would take away the foul water other than faecal matter, 
and that by flushing these sewers the abomination which then existed in the shape of foetid matter in 
the natural channels might be taken away, mitigating, to a large extent, the danger of disease. As I have 
said before, I think that one of the laurels which Mr. Bruce Smith took awTay with him from the office is 
the recollection of his having carried out a system of sewerage which has been the means o£ saving 
hundreds of lives. It was just in the midst of the epidemic of which I have spoken, or immediately 
afterwards, that this matter came up, and if anything would justify a Minister in almost straining the 
law—as a matter of fact it was not done in this case—it would be circumstances of this kind, where the 
health and even the lives of a large number of people were concerned. The Minister, seeing that the full 
work could not be carried out, asked whether it was not possible to do something to mitigate the evil from 
which this district was suffering. It must be remembered that it was a district in which comparatively 
poor people resided. Had it been populated by a different class of people, by people in better circum
stances, they could have moved into the country; but, as it happened, the people in this particular 
neighbourhood were not in a position to do that, and in the interest of humanity itself this work was carried 
out. Every succeeding Minister, I am glad to say, regarded the work in the same humane light.
21702. Then why did not the Minister, under the circumstances you have named, call for two contracts 
to complete the work ? I am speaking now from memory ; but I believe it was at first thought possible 
that the whole work could be carried out. Provision, however, was made in the contract that part of it 
only miafht be carried out if the entire work could not be carried out for a sum under £20,000.
21703. The department having made that provision for a variation of the contract, and admitting of a 
portion of the work being left out, why was the work commenced at the extreme end ? I am not clear 
upon the engineering part of the question. I have explained why, as far as I can recollect, the alteration
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When they came to carry out the work it was found that they could not get a discharge for J- Barling. 
; the unner nart. and that it wao i-----------4.4=_.-j.

was made. , ■ ------- j -------- ''•“•■■j’ WUJ.J1. iu waH iuuuu Liiau ruey coma noi
rj® uPPer part, and that- it was necessary to go to the lower part for it.
.I , , . Were you consulted about that ? No ; I should not have been consulted upon a question of 4 ■^ov-> 1896. 
tnat Kina. It was an engineering question.

®uPP°®i11S engineers commenced at a position which did not belong to the contract, or supposing 
that uhey wanted to do so, would you not be asked to authorise the alteration ? I would not say that that 
was done. J
21/07. On 28th October, 1891, you wrote'a minute with reference to this work which you will find upon 
page ot the printed evidence. I think you will see from the terms of that minute that you then had 
your nrst intimation as to the excess in the work ? I cannot remember all the details because the thing 
happened someyears ago. I have not been able to bring the exact circumstances to my mind. I cannot 
6 n.ow the precise dates upon which the excess of work would be brought under my notice. It 

wou e impossible for me to remember that now. I have given you the impression in my mind as far as 
1 can remember the circumstances of the case. *
21708. Supposing the work commenced at the lower end of the contract, there is a clause which you 
yourse sai you put into the contract to keep it within a certain amount of money, cutting that very 
portion off ? I do not think I said that I put the clause in. J > s j
217°9. I think you said in your evidence that you gave instructions that the clause should be put in ? I 

S°' ,7 may have said that h was arranged that a clause should be put in.
21710. Who would make that arrangement? It would be the engineers. As far as I can remember 
these are features of the case of which I was not aware until they were brought under mv attention at 
the particular time to which you refer. j o ^

y°u knew of the existence of the clause at that date ? I do not remember the exact words of 
the clause now, but I knew of it, because, before the contract was signed, care was taken that it was 
iramed m such a way that a certain portion might be left out.
21.712. Would it not have been wise, seeing that you started this additional work first, before you came 
to the contract work, if there was any necessity for alteration at all, to have eliminated the upper portion?
1 think power was given m the contract to eliminate any portion.

^ Mr--Bruce Smith consulted about all these matters ? .1 have no doubt be was.
1 14. JJo you know for certain whether he gave bis consent ? The contract could not have been 

accepted without it. •
21715. Was his consent obtained to the drain which was cut down the bed of Shea’s Creek ? I cannot 
Temember that, but as far as I was concerned, I always kept the Minister acquainted with everything I 
knew'm connection with this and every other matter. J &
1)1}^ y°u recollect whether you were consulted about it ? I do not think so ; I do not remember it.
21717. It was reported to you afterwards ? It was, as far as I know, afterwards. I should iust like to
hXTiT'-p'1 Wlt!VregTfmt0 ?attiir- The whole question as to this Munni-street sewer was really 
brought before the Public Works Committee when the proposal for the Johnstone’s Bay sewer was 
before the Committee. I specially drew attention to the circumstances, and the Committee in their 
report have also drawn attention to them. After giving an account of what money had been voted for the 
A"T'"rafter sewers the Committee say“ Of the total amount, £208,283 was for works forming part of 

estey Suburbs scheme, and most of the money on those works, as on the others included in the 
s mentioned, will be expended without any previous reference to this Committee for the reason that in 

all instances but two the estimated cost of the sewer is under £20,000.” The Committee then proceeded 
to refer to the sewers, which were the sewers discharging into Johnstone’s Bay and the sewer from Munni- 
street, Newtown, through Macdonaldtown to Shea’s Creek, and it was pointed out that the latter work 
was not at first estimated by the authorities of the Public Works Department to cost £20,000, and that 
under that impression the work was commenced and was being carried on, it not having, for that reason, 
been referred to the Committee. It will be seen that the whole of the particulars were brought out before 

5111(1 there tas teen no attempt whatever to burke the question.
21718. Ihe portion of the report to which you refer is only a repetition of your explanation ? Yes • all
keep anythbig8 bad£0n ^ ^ ^ thmS ^ br0Ugllt out- There was not the slightest attempt made to

21719. Bis abmor.] The explanation, I understand you to say, was volunteered to the Committee ? The 
Committee did ask me a question m reference to the matter, hut my minute, dated the 28th January, 1892,
these terms'6—rre^ t0 ^ WaS br0UsI:lt 0ut on my own moti°n- It was not asked for. My minute was in

Minute Paper—Storm-water Drains, Western Suburbs.
Department of Public Works, Sydney, 28 January, 1892.

Mr.. Hickson has frequently brought under attention the necessity for coming to a determination with regard to the 
fh \v£ +the st°Pn-'^at®r sewers, which may be looked upon-as accessories and subsidiary to the main sewerage scheme 

for the tV estern Suburbs already approved by the Public Works Committee. In 1891 the amounts Zwn on thfattach”d 
twoTn^uces th°r thetpurre °1 ^ storm-water sewers in the several localities iuS ^£18 200* Theseh! 6X066(1 ^ ®um of £20,000, viz., the Munni-street sewer by £6,000, and Johnstone’s Creek by
£18,200 These are the only cases which can be ascertamed at present where the £20,000 limit will be exceeded ?
Western Suburbs0Sewerarge0w’ aS t0-Wl?ejhef,’ Under the terms of the Act authorising the construction of'the mainCreek chfmm”b Mr HicksoYnSuts^ ftheSe P£\rtlcular sewers’ viz-’the Munni-street sewer and the Johnstone’s
sewerage scheme.M H °ks0n P°mts 0ut that the storm-water sewers are an essential to, and really form part of, the main
the 16thb^ctionOof^the^pl0il?c Wortq6 A ^ t}1086 P^ons of the works to be constructed by the department, and by 

ctl0^ ?* ,t/le Puhho VV orks Act the constructing authority is authorised to carry out the works nrovided thevAiasMWt, arcs s si: H£;s
* Amounts voted :—

Loan Act, 1889—Western Suburbs—Main scheme ............... „„„„
Loan Act, 1891-Completion of Western Suburbs Sewerage Scheme (Schediie B of Act 54 Vic.' No.' 17)'”'.'.'.'. gislaE

Total £1,143,532
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J. Barling. I have, therefore, to submit to the Minister the question whether we are not justified in at once proceeding with
these works, and to point out that the Public Works Committee, in their report upon the whole subject, make the 

4 Nov., 1896. following remarks (page 10, paragraph 13):— , . A , -i i j
“ Storm-water may cause considerable difficulty in any system of sewerage, and the subject has not been ovenooKea 

in the present proposals. Overflow weirs will carry off any excess of storm-water ; or, if necessary, at some future time, 
relief sewers can be provided, and the small quantity of sewage contained in storm-water so discharged into natural 
water-courses would be so greatly diluted, it is considered, as to render it perfectly unobjectionable. The provisions for 
storm-water would not be sufficient to prevent flooding in a portion of the Marrickville V alley, and for the effectual 
draining of that locality from any excess of storm* water certain special works would have to be carried out. The same 
thing would probably be necessary in some other localities.”

It is clear, therefore, that the Committee contemplated the carrying out of such works. _ }
In conclusion, I would point out that the work is of such extreme urgency that it hardly admits of a day’s d^lay, 

and, further, that in the event of Mr. Hickson’s calculations proving incorrect as to the cost of the works, there will be 
ample opportunity of bringing the whole subject before the Public Works Committee before we have actually exceeded the 
amount authorised, as the works will occupy many years in completing—probably ten at least. J. BARLING.

I was summoned before tbe Committee, and I gave my own statement, my minute being included in 
that statement of the facts. I think that the more the question is investigated the more it will be seen 
that credit attaches to the department for meeting the urgent necessity which existed, for the construction 
of this storm-water sewer. I do not hesitate to say that hundreds of lives were saved by reason of the 
action of the department in the matter of storm-water sewers.
21720. The Committee did not in any way find fault with what had been done? No. Had I myself 
been in the position of Minister I should have considered the carrying out of these storm-water, sewers* 
to which I have referred, one of the best feathers in my cap. I feel very strongly upon the question, and 
I should like to draw your Honor’s attention to the minute by Mr. Bruce Smith, which I also laid before 
the Committee. I do not know whether your Honor would like me to read the minute ? .
21721. As it may be thought that Mr. Bruce Smith went out of his way to evade the operation of the 
Public "Works Act, I think that it is fair that the minute should appear as part of the evidence ? It will 
be seen that what Mr. Bruce Smith did was certainly not in the way of evading it. His minute is as 
follows:—

Minute Paper—Storm-water Drainage.
Department of Public Works, Sydney, 17 September, 1890.

As the Commissioner for Roads is aware, I have been considering the question of hastening on the sewerage works of the 
city and suburbs, the subject being one of the gravest concern, as so largely affecting the health of the citizens. After 
going fully into the matter, I am satisfied that Mr. Hickson is doing his utmost to press on with the work, but I cannot 
disguise from myself the serious consequences following the delay which must necessarily take place before these works are 
completed ; and I have therefore been carefully considering whether something cannot be done quickly to (in a measure) 
mitigate the evils which are constantly resulting from the want of a proper sewerage system, more especially as regards the 
western suburbs. These districts are growing with great rapidity, and the evils I have referred to are becoming intensified 
in a corresponding degree, but the scheme now being undertaken cannot, I regret, reach them for some years to.come. It 
has, however, occurred to me that some measure of relief might be obtained by carrying out quickly what will eventually 
form the “storm-water” portion of the general scheme. At present the watercourses which serve to carry off storm-waters 
are almost entirely in their natural state, and are the receptacles of the sewerage of the large populations which have settled 
in these suburbs, becoming in consequence a series of fcetid pools which menace the health of the whole population. If 
these storm-water sewers can be at once constructed they can be utilised for a time for the more rapid and satisfactory dis
charge of the sewage matter, which must of necessity, under present circumstances, find its way into them, and thus, I feel 
sure, be the means of preventing a large amount of sickness. _

We have now an abundant water supply, the capacity of the Nepean scheme being something like 50,000,000 gallons 
per diem. The normal consumption is about 10,000,000 gallons per diem, and the present pipe-line will deliver about 
18,000,000 gallons per diem, which will be nearly doubled when the second pipe-line, about to be put down, is completed. 
Taking into account this large reserve of water, there can be no difficulty, I imagine, in utilising it in flushing down these 
proposed storm-water sewers ; and, indeed, it cannot, I think, be put to a more profitable use. Of course, as soon as the 
sewerage system proper is complete, these drains will revert to their intended use, i.e., channels for the conveyance of 
storm-waters only. One thing which must, however, be carefully avoided is, that under the term of storm-water sewers we 
are not led into carrying out what is practically municipal work, and not coming under the designation of storm-water 
sewers proper. It will, I apprehend, be easy for the municipalities to make temporary connections with the storm-water 
drains, and so render them effective for the purpose I have suggested. _

I therefore wish Mr. Hickson to at once take this matter into his most serious consideration. The surveys necessary 
for the work I have already authorised to be carried out. What I desire him to do is to push on with these, and give an 
estimate of the cost; I will then do my utmost to obtain the necessary funds, so that tenders can be invited. Every 
possible endeavour should be made to carry these instructions into effect, delay, as I have already pointed out, meaning 
the sacrifice of health and life. I can see clearly that the municipalities in these matters are almost powerless; it is only 
the central authority which can effectually deal with them. The cost will, of course, form a part of the sewerage debt, and 
I feel convinced that both my colleagues and Parliament will bear me out in every effort I may make to ameliorate the 
serious condition of affairs which now exists in our midst for the want of a proper system of sewerage. I rely upon Mr. 
Hickson to give energetic effect to these instructions so far as it lies within the scope of his branch ; and I hope by next 
summer, at all events, a large portion of this system of storm-water drainage may be in operation. .

Before concluding, I would desire to draw attention to some passages from the speeches of Drs. Maclaurin and 
Ashburton Thompson, in regard to the sewerage of these districts, which were made at a meeting of the representatives of 
the various municipalities held at this office on the 6th December, 1888, and which speak very eloquently for themselves :— 

Dr. Maclaurin said :— * * * “It was impossible to go on as we are doing at present, as the population
was increasing so rapidly that the present state of matters could not continue without causing great inconvenience. It 
was scarcely necessary to bring forward any arguments in this connection from a sanitary point of view, as it was well 
known what injury would arise from an accumulation of foul waters in many ways, and particularly by contaminating the 
water supply. The evil results of the accumulation of fiscal matters show themselves in two ways—first, by the existence 
of typhoid fever, and, secondly, by the high rate of mortality of young children under 5 years of age. With respect to both 
of these matters, it is very clear that the health of the suburbs is not what it might naturally be expected to be.”

Dr. Ashburton Thompson s&id :— * * * “ You know how prevalent typhoid has been for many years ;
but you may not, perhaps, have sufficiently observed that the importance of this disease is not to be measured by number 
of deaths alone, but also by the number of non-fatal attacks of sickness, and best of all by the ages of the persons seized 
with it. I can tell you that here this prevalent and fatal disease attacks by preference, roughly speaking, persons between 
the ages of 15 and 35—persons, that is to say, at ages when their usefulness is highest, their ordinary liability to death 
lowest, and when their sickness causes the greatest pecuniary loss to the community. But this is not the only disease of 
this kind from which we suffer very heavy losses—diphtheria, diarrhoea, cholera, and dysentery, are others of the same kind, 
and all of them are preventable diseases which, under the most favourable conditions, might almost be abolished. Now you 
are asked to join in spending money ; and many things in the world have to be brought to the test of the pocket. Even in 
matters of life and death we have to consider profit and loss, ways and means. I am afraid I cannot show that the money 
you are now asked to spend on behalf of your individual municipalities will clearly return a profit to your individual coffers ; 
but I think you must be ready to admit that a life saved is, in reality, money saved, and above that, that a diminution in 
the average annual number of days of sickness (such as sewerage will undoubtedly result in) is a real and great pecuniary 
saving. You see a saving of seven days sickness per annum per head upon 52,000 males, means, in fact, a saving to the 
community in one year of all the profit and advantage derivable from 1,000 years of toil for every single year that that

■ reduction
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reduction is .effected in that population. Now, the prosperity of nations is correlative with the prosperity of its parts—say J. Barling, 
of its municipalities. I do not wish to push this argument too far, but if you spend money in reducing sickness—and you N
will spend it to that end if you spend it on sewers—I think you will, on reflection, see that this expenditure—this bread 4 Nov. 1896. 
cast upon the waters—will at last be returned to you.” ’’ ’

Mr. Hickson.—J.B., 17/9/90. BRUCK SMITH.
21722. In the absence of that minute it might loot as if there had been a contemplated evasion of the 
Act ? Quite so ; but there was not. It is a cruel injustice to Mr. Bruce Smith to insinuate that he ever 
attempted to evade the Public Works Act.
21723. Jlr. Par&es.] The questions I asked were whether you and Mr. Bruce Smith had been informed of 
the way in which the contract was being carried on ? I have no doubt the Minister was informed ; but 
it impossible for me to remember all the circumstances now.

, Sis Honor : I may say that I certainly would have called Mr. Tiruce Smith in reference to this 
matter, hut he has endeavoured to remember, but finds that he cannot do so after all these years, 
lohat really did tahe place.

Mr. Barling : I lenow that his earnest attention was given to the whole matter of mitigating, as far 
as possible, the terrible state of affairs which existed in Sydney at that time.

21724. Sis Honor.I understand that the financial part of the business did rest in your part of the 
office more than in the engineering branch ? I do not know in what direction you mean. I think I 
explained to your Honor before that I had nothing to do with the vouchers. They did not come to me 
at all. The heads of the branches are direct accounting officers, but matters of policy would certainly be 
dealt with by the Minister in concert with me. All that I can say—and I am only too pleased to say it— 
is that I went heart and soul with Mr. Bruce Smith in this matter, and I feel that in assisting him in it, 
to the extent to which I did, I have earned in some degree the gratitude of the community. I feel very 
strongly upon the question, because I myself know what it has been to suffer from the want of works of 
this kind.
21725. Mr. Parisesi] Would the Chief Engineer at any time carry out unauthorised a piece of wrork in 
excess of the contract amount ? If there wrere any serious departure from the contract it would 
undoubtedly be his duty to bring the matter before the Minister.
21726. Sis Honori] Tou cannot recollect, I suppose, whether special mention wTas made of the earth 
channel at an early stage of the work ? I cannot exactly fix the time, and it is not to be wondered at, 
seeing that the matter transpired so many years ago.
21727. Tou know n'othing of how it came about that the quantities appertaining to the earth channel were 
not added to the quantities shown in the schedule of the contract? Ho ; I could not go into that matter.
It would be utterly impossible for me to do so. There are something like 5,000 contracts in the Works 
Department in the course of a year, and there is, of course, a large and expensive staff to deal wnth all 
such matters. If the Under Secretary were the finest engineer in the world he could not give attention 
to such details. If my attention had been directed, for instance, to the question of the bluestone pitchers 
in the schedule of Contract 69,1 should have been quick enough to ask for an explanation; but, as I say,
I was not at the time aware of it, and it would be unreasonable to expect me to be aware of it. My 
attention w'as not directed to it, and I knew nothing about it.

Christian Hermann Ohlfsen-Bagge recalled and further examined:—
21728. Mr. Parhesi] Did you make up the schedule for Contract 72 ? It wras made out in the office. 
The schedules are always re-checked by me.
21729. Had you plans before you when the schedule was made up ? Tes.
21730. Could you identify the plans ? I think so.
21731. Had you a plan or a tracing before you wdien the schedule was made up ? We had the original plan. 
21732. Would the tracing now before you be a copy of it ? This looks like a copy of the plan, but it is 
not the contract plan.
21733. What was the portion on the original plan for which you took out quantities ? I think the quan- 
titles were taken out from Shea’s Creek to the bottom of Munni-street.
21734. Was that the complete contract? Tes ; I think so. I am sure of it.
21735. Do you recollect anything about the carrying out of the contract ? Mr. Davis took me there 
several times. .

C. H.
Ohlfsen-

4 Nov., 1896.

21736. Was Mr. Davis the supervising engineer? Tes.
21737. Where did you see the work going on ? I think I saw the work going on over the whole line, 
more or less. I have been over the line several times. I could not tell jmu now exactly how many times. 
21738. Do you recollect putting a clause in the specification, to the effect that thirteen or twenty- 
seven chains might be cut off if the department found that it had not sufficient money with which to carry 
■out the whole work ? Tes. '
21739. Under whose instructions did you put in that clause ? Under Mr. Hickson’s.
21740. Did he give you the instructions himself? Tes, verbally; and I put in the clause accordingly. 
21741. Why did you fix the two points which u'ere named ? It is rather a complicated affair. It 
happened a long time ago, and it is hard for me to speak definitelv about it; but to the best of my belief 
the plan was drawn upon the supposition that the ship-canal would have been completed when we’ started the 
work. When pressure was brought to bear upon the department, and we were ordered to proceed with 
the work, it was found that the canal had not been constructed. It was, therefore, very difficult to get an 
outlet. ‘ We could not let the water run into the swamp, because it might get into various races below 
and cause trouble. I rather think it was before tendering—that we found that the contract would exceed 
the sum which we had available for this work. It was then decided that I should put in a clause giving us 
the option of leaving out a certain portion—I think from Shea’s Creek to Mitchell Hoad—in the event 
of sufficient money not being available. .
21742. Why did you take these special points ? We intended first of all to start from Shea’s Creek. 
Every storm-water channel is generally started from the outlet end, so that we may work against stream. 
Then, if flood-water comes down, no harm is done. The outlet at the end being closed up on account of 
the ship-canal’s not being built, other outlets were taken into consideration, at Mitchell Hoad for instance. 
There is a usual clause in contracts allowing a reduction of any part of them ; but this clause was specially 

, put in on account of the difficulties which arose when Mr. Hickson saw there was no chance of the canal’s 
being cut. 21743.
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C. H. 21743. Do you recollect when the earth channel was added to the plan ? It is very difficult to say. I
Ohlfsen- have been thinking over the matter, and I have been reading through some of the correspondence to see 
_ ^ what I could make of the affair. It looks to me to be a little confused. I should think, however, that

4 Nov. 1896. information you want could easily be ascertained. I saw, for instance, a minute from Mr. Barling, in 
which he stated that during the construction of the work it was found that there was no outlet, thus 
necessitating the construction of the earth channel at the end of the contract. I think Mr. Barling is 
right there. I recollect its being discovered that there was no outlet at Mitchell Boad, and that once, at 
a time of heavy flood, Mr. Davis took me out and said, “ This channel, through which it was intended to 
let the water run, is all silted up. After all, we shall have to finish down to the ship canal site ; we 
cannot get rid of the water otherwise.” "When it had once been decided to build down to the canal site 
it became a necessity to cut an earth channel within the width of the proposed canal.
21744. Sis Sonor ] If you remembered the fact that the work was actually begun with the earth 
channel—that that was the very first work done—would not that put a different aspect upon the matter ? 
Upon that point I cannot agree with what has been said. I cannot recollect that the earth channel was 
done first. To the best of my belief the contract had been started when the contractors received a 
notification from the department that their tender was accepted, and it may have been some time afterwards 
that the bond was signed. That is the only way in which I can Explain it.
21745. Mr. Parkes.'] Do you not see, on reference to the minute of Mr. Barling to which you have 
referred, that the first work done must have been in connection with the earth channel? I see Mr. 
Barling says in his minute, “ It was found during the progress of this work that an earthen drain was 
required.”
21746. That must have been the first intimation which Mr. Barling received of the matter; but have you 
read Mr. Tillet’s minute of 16th March, 1891 ? I have seen the minute; it is possible that the contract 
was started on receipt of the notification of acceptance. ' Mr. Barling’s minute is in distinct agreement 
with my recollection of what occurred as to the earth channel.
21747. He must have got his information at a later date ? Ho, the information would be laid before him 
at the time when the necessity of cutting an earth offlet channel arose.
21748. Is it possible that they did a portion of the upper work and afterwards the earth channel, and that 
the two portions were subsequently connected ? Tes, and I believe they worked from Mitchell Boad 
upwards and that the work was stopped when it was found that the stormwater would do mischief on 
account of there being no outlet. My impression is, that on that’s being discovered, the earth channel was 
proceeded with. When the discovery was made I am inclined to think that the contractors were at work 
on the upper portion of the job—that is, on the portion above Mitchell Road.
21749. Were you out on the ground in the early part of the work? I was out there several times, and 
I am under the impression that the upper portion was in course of construction before the outlet end of 
our channel and the earth channel were commenced.
21750. Did you estimate in your original quantities the excavation of the earth channel ? That I think 
must have been an after consideration. We also thought that the earth channel ivhen constructed would 
be paid for by the Harbours and Rivers Department.

Sis Sonor.] Perhaps if Mr. Sagge ivere to look at the journal it ivould refresh his memory as to the 
point at which the work began.

21751. Having looked over the journal, what is your impression as to the point at which the work com
menced ? As far as I can see the journal does not prove that the work started at the earth channel. 
21752. How long was it after the work had been started when you first went out there ? That I could 
not tell.
21753. Do you recollect whether, in taking the quantities off the plan, you calculated in those quantities 
the earth channel ? Unless I saw the quantities it would be difficult for me to say. My impression is 
that the earth channel was an after consideration.

J. Carter. John Carter recalled and further examined :—
21754. Sis Sonor.] Do you remember when you tendered for and obtained Contract No. 72, what it was 

4 N°v.’I8-6, for which you really tendered ? Tes; I remember that when we got the contract I went out with 
Mr. Snodgrass to the site of the works. I had not been there previously, and Mr. Snodgrass took me 
down to what has been spoken of before the Commission as the injunction line below the Shea’s Creek 
swamp. We walked through the whole of that morass, and I remember that the reeds were 8 or 9 feet 
high. "We walked up the line marked out for a canal, and I recollect that we had considerable difficulty 
in walking through the swamp. It took us two hours to walk through. That is conclusive proof, to my 
mind, that that portion of the work was included in the contract, although I do not remember the quan
tities. It is not at all likely that we should have walked through that swamp unless we had something 
to do there.
21755. "Would it have been possible at all to open the lower end of the concrete channel into the swamp 
without making a cut ? No, decidedly not.
21756. The levels would not allow of it? No.
21757. Tou would have been some feet underground? Tes. I know that in one or two cases, until we 
got an outlet, we had to pump the water out of the excavation.
21758. At the very end, what was the difference between the level of the swamp and the level of the 
bottom of the concrete channel ? It was a matter of feet.
21759. How many feet do you suppose ? Two feet, anyhow.
21760. What was the depth of what is known as the earth channel? 5 ft. 6 in.
21761. Did it run about level with the bottom of the concrete channel when it was excavated ? It would 
be practically level with the invert of the concrete channel.
21762. So that the invert would have been so much underground if the earth channel had not been made? 
Tes.
21763. The swamp runs nearly level—the fall is very slight ? Tes.
21764. So that without the channel it would have been quite impossible to make an outlet at that point ? 
Tes.
21765. Do you remember the alternative outlets ? One was near Mitchell Road. We could see that 
here was no outlet .there. 21766.
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21766. If you began your work at tbe very bottom, that would not have been considered? No. I 
remember standing under the bridge one day, and we saw that that point was of no use as an outlet. 
21767. That is what is known as Macdonaldtown Creek ? Tes.
21768. Which portion of the work did you start first of all ? The earth channel. We cut a channel to 
drain the surrounding ground, and then we began at what is said to be Shea’s Creek. That is where we 
began with the excavation for the concrete channel.
21769. Between the time your tender was accepted and the time the work began, what delay was there— 
do you remember ? There was no delay as far as I know.
21770. Was there any deliberation in which the contractors were consulted ;—was there any question put 
by the contractors to the department as to what the contract was to be considered to be ? No ; I do not 
recollect any.
21771. As far as you recollect, was it taken as a matter of course ? We ■went into the contract, as far as 
I know, just as we would go into any other contract.
21772. Just as if the work upon which you began had previously been in it? Yes. I remember no 
question or hitch of any sort.
21773. As far as you can remember the question of whether a proviso should be put in was not con
sidered ? Not so far as my recollection goes.
21774. Whatever had been done about that matter of the proviso had been really settled before your 
tender was accepted ? I should think so.
21775. Mr. Davis^] It was evident to you when you went over the ground that there was no outlet in 
Mitchell Boad ? Quite evident. If there bad been an outlet at Mitchell Boad we should have been glad 
to use it temporarily, at all events, to keep the excavation dry.
21776. Will you look at the longitudinal section and tell me to what extent the invert of the channel is 
below the bed of the creek at Mitchell Boad ? 4 ft. 3 in.
21777. Mr. Gummow.~\ You did not start the work of the contract from above Mitchell Boad? No ; we 
started the work at the loiver end. We got as far down as we could get.
21778. Sis Sonor?^ What have you to say about the value of the stuff, per cubic yard, which vou took 
Out ? We had a fair price for it. There was nothing extraordinary about it. In those days the tender 
rate was almost the market rate. We were all on the same footing. I do not think 2s. 6d. was by any 
means an exorbitant price. I remember that in many places in the canal the men practically stood still for 
three weeks or more. They were constantly working and wheeling without getting a yard further ahead. 
The stuff kept running in as fast as we took it out. '
21779. Did you take out a lot of stuff beyond your measurement ? Yes ; I remember Mr. Snodgrass 
saying. “ I do not know whether it was brought out before the Commission, but you would be quite safe 
in saying that we lost 10,000 yards of excavation upon that contract.” I know that there was one 
particular place on the contract where we had to pull Chiene out with a rope. I know that at several places, 
for weeks and weeks, we were working for nothing. We were getting the stuff out, and it was running 
back again. I think the price we had for the contract was just about a fair one taking it all through. 
21780. Mr. Snodgrass, I suppose, made out the tender as usual;—did he or did he not mention to you 
that the department must have made some big blunder in the schedule of quantities as to the excavation ? 
No ; he did not. I am quite certain of that. I think that in this case the tender was made out rather 
hurriedly. I do not think Mr. Snodgrass adopted his usual method in making it out.
21781. As far as you know he must have taken the probable quantities as though they were correct? I 
am positive from what transpired that he took whatever was in the schedule. He took out no quantities 
for this particular contract. He must have assumed that the quantities in the schedule were correct. He 
would have had no motive in putting an extra price upon the excavation or anything of that kind. He 
put in an average price for the whole lot.

J. Carter.

4 Nov., 1896.

’ TUESDAY, 10 NOVEMBER, 1896.
Joseph Davis recalled and further examined : —

21782. Sis SonorAs to the 12 square yards of probable quantity which appeared in error in connection ^ Davis, 
with the bluestone pitchers in the schedule of Contract 69—on looking through the schedule it struck me f~**-/<**~\ 
as probable that there had been a transposition between the numbers appropriate to sandstone pitchers and Aov., 1896.
the numbers appropriate to bluestone pitchers. Have you gone into the question To find out what the '
proper quantities of the sandstone pitchers and bluestone pitchers respectively would be ? Yes. The 
only sandstone pitching shown on the drawings is on drawing No. 12, in connection with a culvert at 
2 miles 51 chains 11 links on the Illawarra Boad. It is there shown that there are to be 6 feet of pitching 
at each end of the culvert; and, taking the width of the pitching shown, 8 feet 6 inches, it would work out 
to close upon 12 yards. That appears to correspond with the 12 yards which is put opposite the item of 
bluestone pitchers. The bluestone pitchers shown on the drawings originally would work out to about 
38 square yards, and 38 square yards has been put opposite the item of freestone pitchers. So that, while 
I have not succeeded in finding in the quantities anything to confirm your Honor’s opinion, still it does 
seem to be a very remarkable coincidence, to say the least of it, that these probable quantities should have 
been put opposite items Nos. 36 and 37 as 12 and 38 yards, and that the numbers so placed should agree 
respectively with the quantities for freestone and bluestone pitchers as provided in the contract.
21783. So that it really looks reasonable to suppose that the foundation of the error lay in a transposition 
of quantities ? That certainly does seem to be the most reasonable solution of the mistake. I have 

.found the original quantities, and there is no mention made in them of bluestone or sandstone pitching, 
so that they do not help us.
21784. The pitchers were not worked out in the draft quantities you have found? No. I found these 
quantities this morning among some old papers, and I find that neither the bluestone nor free,stone 
pitchers are given.
21785. Can you account for their not being given? The only reason I can suggest would be that no 
calculation of any consequence would be required—that is to say, one could make in one’s mind the 
calculation necessary to arrive at the probable quantities to include in the schedule.
21786. I suppose the quantities would be given at the nearest integer to the result? Yes; they would 
not go into decimals.

140—4 Y 21787.
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J. Davis. 21787. As to the way in which the bluestone pitchers were shown on the plan, they are apparently to be 
put round the manholes of certain shafts ;—I should like you, having examined the plans, to explain that ?

10Nov., 1896. To begin with, the specification provides that the whole of the manhole covers are to be pitched with 
bluestone pitchers. _ _
21788. That is the way in which you read that clause in the specification ? Tes. _
21789. Which may mean, however, the way in which the pitching is to be done, may it not ? Yes. The 
specification explains the way in which the pitching is to be done round certain covers, such as manhole 
covers, ventilating covers, and street boxes, so that I regard it as indicating that these covers are to be 
pitched, the clause simply stating how they are to be pitched.
21790. But that clause would not distinguish in any way between one set of manhole covers, or whatever 
it might be, and another;—you will remember that, when the question arose whether the shafts should 
have these bluestone pitchers round them, Mr. Hickson, in his minute, distinguished between those wuich 
were shown to be pitched and those which were not shown to be pitched with bluestone pitchers;—how 
do vou explain that? In the original drawings some of the shafts were shown to be pitched and others 
were not. Only a few were shown not to be pitched, and I should imagine that even that was an accident 
on the part of the draftsman, because it was certainly intended that the whole of the shaft coverings 
should be pitched. Mr. Hickson took advantage of that, and he decided that the pitching was to be 
carried out only where the drawings showed it, and in no other cases. _
21791. In what way are the pitchers shown in the drawing? In the cross-sections of the shafts the 
pitchers are shown in section, with a black line running outside of the pitching, the section being 
coloured with Prussian blue.
21792. Is that blue colour known and accepted to be the indication of bluestone pitchers ? Yes.
21793. I have not been able to find any interpretation of colours upon the plans ;—is there a regularly 
accepted scale of colouring ? Yes; there is a uniform practice in the office with regard to colouring. 
There is no interpretation of the colours which are used in ordinary sewerage w-ork, but in the case of 
ironwork the specification states what is cast-iron, wffiat is wrought-iron, and what is gun-metal. There 
is no index of the colouring in the ordinary sewer work. There are really so very few materials that it 
would be almost impossible to make a mistake. Por instance, there is bluestone concrete, sandstone 
concrete—which, by the way, would not be shown, I think, in the case of this particular contract 
brickwork, and bluestone and sandstone pitching ; excepting, of course, the ironwork..
21794. I believe 36| was the number of yards of bluestone pitching actually paid for in the final voucher 
of Contract 69 ? Yes. . ,
21795. That was in excess of the quantity that wmuld be shown by the number of shafts clearly indicated 
to be surrounded with bluestone pitchers ? Yes. _ _ _ .
21796. Do you know how that came about ? To the best of my belief it arose in this way u'hile the 
original drawing did not show bluestone pitchers, the supplementary drawings sent out by the office 
during the progress of the work showed that these pitchers were to be put in, and the contractors carried 
them out accordingly. The minute which Mr. Hickson wrote seems not to have been acted upon in that 
respect, as far as the draftsmen were concerned. The contractors carried out the pitching.as they were 
ordered to do in the supplementary drawings. _
21797. And there was about 1|- yard difference between the 36i yards and the 3S yards, that being, I 
suppmse, the quantity of pitching which would have surrounded the one shaft which you have mentioned 
as being left unpitched ? I think 38 yards would be about the quantity, if the whole of the shafts shown 
on the original drawings had been carried out by Carter, G-ummow, & Co.; but two or three of the shafts 
I think three of them—were, as has already been explained in the evidence, constructed by Mr. 
M‘Sweeney, and those shafts would not, therefore, have to be pitched under Contract 69, and the quantity 
would be reduced in that way. Then again, during the course of the contract, there were some shafts 
which were altered, and supplementary drawings were issued; in those supplementary drawings pitchers 
were shown, increasing the quantity over and above that which I stated in my minute—which you will 
find upon page 125 of the Parliamentary Beturn. I there say, “ The quantity likely to be used, if the 
whole of the manholes are to be pitched, will be 35 square yards.” That quantity, lor the reason 1 have 
expdained, was increased to 36J yards. _
21798. But how was it that 38 yards was originally the appropriate number—I suppose a cutting down 
took place ? The number was cut down in consequence of Mr. M‘Sweeney having carried out certain 
shafts, including the manholes, to expedite the construction of the Marrickville to Burwood railway. 
21799. The changes which were afterwards made, as I understand, would have been made after Mr. 
Hickson had given up charge of these works ? To the best of my belief, yes. I would not like to say 
positively because I have not looked into the matter. I am pretty confident, however, that that is the 
case. _ _
21800. At what stage of sewer construction does this work usually come in ? At the end.
21801. At the very end or towards the end? Towards the end. It would be almost the last work done. 
It is usually done in the maintenance period. At the same time, in shallow shafts, where there may be 
short tunnels, and, again, in man-holes in open cuttings, the work would be carried out early in the 
contract. The shafts would be pitched as soon as they were constructed.

’ 21802. The object, I presume, being to get rid of the obstruction caused by the hoardings ? Yes, to
finish off the street, so that the traffic may be turned on to it. ^
21803. As long as the hoardings are there the pitchers would not have been put down? Ho. _
21S04. There was one little question which occurred to me in connection with Contracts 72 and 75. Hirst 
of all. as to the numbering of these contracts. I should like to know what is the principle upon which 
they are numbered ? They a-re numbered in the drawing office as the designs are being made. The chief 
draftsman usually arranges it under the present management; but formerly Mr. Bagge used to give the 
numbers himself to the chief draftsman. The chief draftsman, in preparing the drawings, would want to 
know what number was to be put upon them. Mr. Bagge would then give him the number, and that 
v\ould be the number of the particular work. _
21805. Would that number depend upon the order in which Mr. Bagge had given out instructions for 
drawings ? Yes. It would not necessarily be the order of the work at all. ^ __
21806.'it would show then that the drawings for Ho. 72 must have been given out before those for Ho. 75 ? 
It is very likely, because that would be the first work to be designed. Ho. 75 would have no outlet until 
Ho. 72 had been carried out. 2180/.
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21807. Just above No. 75 is No. 55 P Yes ; that was carried out first. J- Davis.
21808. And then there are some high numbers ? Yes. That was due to the works having been carried 
out higher up the creek before the lower portion was carried out at all. Then the higher portion had to 10 Nov.,1896. 
be altered a little, and the high numbers came into that. I know the circumstances to which your 
Honor refers.
21809. There was a gap between No. 72 and No. 75, which, I think, is mentioned in Mr. Nardin’s 
minute, and which, I understand, was not part of either Contract No. 72 or No. 75 originally. It was 
computed that the tvork would cost £l,261i upon the basis of the w'ork in Contract No. 72 ? I am under 
that impression—but I should like to look at the drawings before committing myself to the statement—- 
that No. 75 commenced where No. 72 terminated.
21810. If No. 72 and No. 75 did not close, then for some reason No. 75 was drawn short, because No. 72 
was intended to join on to some contract ? What was not constructed in No. 72 was constructed in 
No. 75.
21811. Was the piece of work spoken of by Mr. Nardin done as part of the work in Contract No. 72 ?
I do not quite know. I cannot speak positively upon the point. The thing occurred such a long time 
ago. I will look at the plan of Contract No. 75, and I can then say definitely what was done.
21812. Darcus, in his evidence, spoke of a lot of unnecessary concrete filling being put into the Premier- 
street shaft in the excavation which was not afterwards required, but which had been partly done, 
instead of ordinary earth or stone filling, which, according to him, would have been sufficient;—do you 
know anything about that ? As far as that shaft is concerned, it was not increased in size from the 5 feet 
by 12 feet originally sunk by McSweeney.
21813. But it was not built up to the excavation ? Yes, the shaft was rather neatly sunk. It was 5 feet 
by 12 feet, and there was a 9-inch lining of concrete put inside the excavation.
21814. It was not increased to 8 x 18 ? No, it was not increased in size.
21815. At that rate Darcus must have been talking about the ordinary filling? I do not know what he 
had in his mind, but in regard to this shaft there was most certainly no unnecessarv filling there.
21816. Was there at one of the other shafts ? No ; at the other shafts there was ordinary earth filling.
The shaft was built up in the centre or side of the excavation and the space behind was filled in with 
earth.
21817. In the case of the lining of the shaft being smaller than the shaft itself, which frequently happens,
I believe, is it ever the practice to fill in with concrete behind the lining P Formerly the large shafts used 
to be lined with brick, and the packing between the brickwork and the excavation was sandstone concrete.
21818. That, I understand, was in narrow spaces ? Yes; but in the shafts as carried out upon Contract 
69, with the exception of Premier-street, which was lined in the way I have described with a small lining 
of bluestone concrete, the shafts were small, very much smaller than the excavation itself, and between the 
brickwork and the excavation there was ordinary filling.
21819. So that you do not know what Darcus wo.uld be alluding to ? I do not know whether he had in 
his mind the chamber. I cannot quite call to mind the answers he gave.
21820. I was referring to his answer to Question 2162, as to the substitution of a small chamber. Darcus 
gave this evidence :—

2162. When that drawing was substituted the spiral stairways of stone were taken out and iron 
ladders were substituted in a comparatively small shaft ? After the excavation for the larger 
chamber, not including the stairway, had been made it was found that a great deal of space had 
been shot out which had to be filled in with concrete. The ground had been shot out, and when
the altered plan came in of course it had to be filled in. '
2163. What then took place? The excavation was filled in with concrete, and the contractors, I 
suppose, were paid for the excavation and for the extra filling.

■ Can you say whether there was, in point of fact, a lot of extra filling there ? There was a little extra filling 
there,^ but not unnecessary filling. It arose in this way: The excavation for the shaft-chamber at 
Premier-street was taken out at the time it was decided to substitute the one for the two sewers, and the 
internal dimensions of the chamber where it was decided to make the alteration had necessarily to be 
reduced to some extent—not to any great extent, but to some extent. Previously provision had been made 
for four sewers to discharge into the shaft-chamber into three sewers on the lower side of the shaft- 
chamber.
21821. Three sewers being the outlet for the discharge into the chamber of four ? Yes. It was proposed 
in the alteration to put in a larger sewer to take the place of two of the smaller ones, and that necessitated '
a slight alteration being made to the chamber, but not to any great extent. I should like to point out, 
however, that Darcus is not consistent in what he says, because, first of all, he says that an unnecessary 
quantity of bluestone was put in, and he then goes on to say that upon one occasion he considered that 
the concrete that was being put in was not sufficiently rich for the work, and requested that better 
concrete should be sent down to him, which, I need scarcely say, was quite out of his province, because 
the contractors were supposed to be carrying out the specification, and it would not be likely that they 
would alter the quality of the concrete.
21822. I understood Darcus to refer to the way in which the concrete was made up, and not to the 
description of concrete ? I understood that he wanted sent down better concrete than was specified.
21823. Mr. Gummow.] The bluestone pitchers were coloured on the plans of Contract 69 in just the same 
way as they were coloured upon the plans of previous contracts? Yes.
21824. So that contractors who had carried out previous contracts could easily see that the colouring upon 
the plans would apply to bluestone pitchers ? Yes. Even a strange contractor could find out what was 
meant, because the specification would help him. While the drawings did not specifically say that one 
colour meant bluestone concrete and another colour meant bluestone pitchers, the specification would 
say where bluestone pitching and where bluestone concrete was to be put. Taking the specification in 
conjunction with the plans, there could be no doubt as to what was meant.
21825. There could be no doubt in anyone’s mind but that the colouring in this instance meant bluestone 
pitching ? There could be no doubt about that, because the bluestone concrete would be shown in neutral 
tint, which is quite a different colour from Prussian blue. I do not think any sandstone concrete was 
shown in the case of this contract; but, if it were shown, it would be in a light wash of Indian ink.
21826. Mr. Parkes.] The voucher I now hand you is dated the 7th August, 1894 ? Yes.
21827. How much bluestone pitching is there paid for ? Six yards. 21828.
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The voucher I now hand you is dated 20th May, 1895 ? Tes.
How much bluestone pitching is there paid for ? Twenty-one yards.
The intervening vouchers would carry the increase ? Tes.
That would be the quantity paid for up to the date of the change in the department ? Tes.
The first voucher signed by Mr. Darley had 22 yards of bluestone pitching in it, had it not ? The 

voucher of the 30th May is signed by Mr. Small, Mr. Harley’s substitute.
21833. But the former one is not signed by him? No ; the first voucher signed by Mr. Small bears the 
date of 20th May, 1895.
21831. His Honor.'] Having referred to the site plan of No 75, what do you find to be the ease in reference 
to the matter upon which I questioned you just now? The two contracts appear to coincide. There is a 
piece shown on Contract No. 72 drawing to be constructed on the Ashmore-street side of the junction. 
The two contracts close.
21835. I find I was mistaken ■ it was not Mr. Nardin, but Mr. Barling, who, in his minute of 28th October, 
1891, says : “ And a small gap has been left between ‘ B ’ and ‘ D,’ which, it is estimated, will cost £1,264 
to complete”? I imagine the explanation of that is simply this—that at the date of the minute there 
remained £1,200 worth of -work to be completed at the lower end of Contract No. 75, and that had to be 
taken into consideration in providing the funds. It was not that it was not included in the contract. 
21830. Mr. ParJces.] What do I understand that you infer from Darcus’s evidence with reference to the 
concrete ? I understand Darcus’s evidence in this way. He swore that he had seen five mixings of blue- 
stone concrete in which he considered that a few shovelfuls of extra stone had been put into the mixture, 
and I further understood that when he was down in the Premier-street chamber he wanted better concrete 
than was being sent down. He did not say anything about the quality of the concrete on that occasion. 
But, when he was questioned with reference to the quality of the concrete, he said he had actually 
seen five mixings himself in which he considered there was more bluestone than there should have been. 
When he was speaking of the kind of concrete sent down, I also understood him to say that he did not see 
it, but that he thought that the class of work he was carrying out—that is, the putting of concrete into 
an arch—required better concrete than the men were sending down. He did not say anything as to the 
qualities not being in accordance with the specification. That was not the point.
21837. Did you not understand from his evidence that he asked for good concrete because the men were 
sending down inferior concrete ? No ; I understood him to say that he wanted better concrete put into 
the work that he had in hand.
21838. When the excavation of the sewer was made for the duplicate sewer in the case of Contract 69, 
the excavation was also made for the Premier-street chamber, was it not ? Tes.
21839. The chamber and shaft? Not the shaft. The shaft was not included, as far as excavation was 
concerned, under Contract 69.
21840. When you wrote your minute, which appears upon page 133 of the Parliamentary return, in 
which you say that the size of the shaft in Premier-street, excavated under Contract 62, was 12 ft. x 5 ft., 
you referred to an excavation which was not carried out under Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract at all ? 
No ; the excavation was done under McSweeney’s contract, No. 62.
21841. It was then excavated to the full size of 12 ft. x 5 ft. ? Tes, under Contract 62, but it was 
originally intended, under Contract 69, to increase the shaft from 12 ft. x 5 ft. to 18 ft. x 8 ft. That was 
the original intention, and that is what you will find in the specification. Then, as has been explained, 
the size of the shaft was reduced to 14 ft. x 7 ft.
21842. To the size shown in the present drawing ? It is in the second drawing. The first drawing was 
cancelled. The third drawing issued to the contractors provided for the shaft as it stood only. There 
was no excavation whatever to be done under Contract 69. In other words, the 12 ft. x 5 ft. excavation 
was done under Contract 62, and the lining of the shaft, 12 ft. x 5 ft., was done under Contract 69.
21843. That was done in accordance with the latest plan given ? Tes.
21844. His Honor.] And there you say there would be no filling at all ? No, there would be no filling. 
21845. Mr. Porrie!] Will you turn to Darcus’s evidence, at Question 2149, as to the quality of the concrete ? 
Tes ; that referred to the material which Darcus asked might be given to him when he was putting in the 
shaft-chamber at Premier-street. The question and answer read thus:—

“ Was the material bad ? I did not consider that it was good enough, and I applied for better.” 
21846. Will you now read what Darcus says in reply to Question 2143? Tes. He was asked by Mr. 
Parkes what was his occupation, and he said he was a carpenter. It will be seen that it was a little out 
of his province to ask for better material in connection with the concreting.

J. Davis. 21828. 
' 21829. 

10Nov., 1896. 21830.
21831.
21832.

John Carter recalled and further examined :—
J. Carter. 21847. His Honor^] Can you throw any light upon the question of the drawings of Contract 69 in 

relation to the pitchers ? I know that we received supplementary drawings from time to time showing 
lONov.,1896. i)iuestone pitchers, and that we carried them out according to those drawings.

21848. Tou did carry out, in point of fact, more than Mr. Hickson intended that you should carry out, 
as it would appear? Tes, certainly; but it was not our province to send the drawings back and to ask 
the office to cut out the bluestone pitchers. They sent us out drawings from time to time extending over 
a period of some months, and upon those drawings the pitchers were shown, and we put them in 
accordingly.
21849. There is one matter about which I wish to ask you a question, Mr. Carter, and it is one in which, 
exercising my discretion, I do not wish to be made public. I do not think that it is right that it should be 
made public. I will, therefore, request the press—if they do not see any reason to decline to do so, for I 
will not make any order—to leave. The reporters would themselves recognise, if they knew the nature of 
the question I intend to put, that it would be very unfair that it should go forth.

[The reporters withdrew.]
A witness, Mr. Carter, mentioned some gentleman who had been in a very good position whom you 
and other persons at North Shore had assisted in practically supporting, or, at any rate, whom you 
had helped to support. I am not going to ask you the name of the gentleman, even now. If you would 
rather put the name down on paper than give it orally I will allow you to do so ? 1 can think of only
one gentleman to whom your Honor can be referring, and I should prefer to put the name down upon 
paper. 21850.
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21850. There was no one else excepting the gentleman whose name you have handed to me to whom the J• Carter, 
statement to which I have referred could apply ? No ; I think the name I handed to your Honor must ' 
be that of the gentleman referred to. 10Nov., 1896.

Mr. Parkes : Would there he any objection, your Honor, to my knowing the name?
His Honor : I would have let you know the name, Mr. Parkes, if it had been in the least degree 
material; but it is utterly immaterial, and it is therefore fair, I think, that I should not disclose 
the name.

21851. His Honor.'] I desire to know from you, Mr. Carter, whether you were acquainted with Mr.
Edward Moriarty ? Only to a very slight extent.
21852. He was living at North Shore, was he not ? Yes ; but my acquaintance with him was of the very 
slightest—in fact, I really could not claim any acquaintance with him at all.
21853. When did he leave North Shore? Some considerable time ago. In the interval between my 
boyhood and the time of Mr. Moriarty’s leaving I was away in the country surveying, so that I saw nothing 
of him. ,
21854. He was not living at North Shore at the time you were carrying on any work for the Govern
ment? No.
21855. You did carry on some work during his connection with the department, did you not? I do not 
think so. I think Mr. Moriarty relinquished his position in January, 1889, and I had only just appeared 
on the scene as a contractor then. It is barely seven years since I returned to Sydney from Tasmania.
21856. Did you ever, directly or indirectly, have any money or business dealings with Mr. Moriarty?
None whatever.
21857. You are perfectly certain of that ? Yes.
21858. You never directly or indirectly assisted Mr. Moriarty in any way ? No.
21859. You are quite sure of that? Quite sure of it.
21860. Do you know whether Mr. Snodgrass, Mr. Eorrest, or any one of your partners, was an acquaintance 
of Mr. Moriarty? No; I think that would be quite out of the question. I do not think they knew 
him ever so slightly.
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Appendix No. 1.
“B.”

Specification.
1. Description of Contract.

This contract comprises the provision by the contractor of all labour, machinery, tools, plant, and everything that 
may be necessary for the construction of the Northern Main Sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale Section, as described in detail 
in the specification, schedule to specification, special condition, and general conditions, and as shown on the following 
drawings:—

No. 1. General plan showing sites of sewers, &c.
No. 2. Longitudinal sections of main and branch sewers.
No. 3. Cross-sections of road deviations, &c.
No. 4. General elevation of Johnstone’s Creek aqueduct, road crossings, and details.
No. 5. Details of Nelson-street crossing, general cross-sections of sewer, &c.
No. 6. General elevation of White’s Creek aqueduct, road crossings, &c.
No. 7. Details of White’s Creek aqueduct.
No. 8. General details of White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek aqueducts.
No. 9. Designs and details of shafts.
No. 10. Details of Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek aqueducts.

2. Materials.
The materials are to be of the quality specified in clauses 7 to 39 of the schedule to specification.
The bricks to be used in these works to be of the quality and description specified in clauses 11 and 12 of the 

schedule to specification, excepting all red bricks to be used in piers, arches, haunches, spandrels, parapets, and in 
approaches to aqueducts, up to the level of underside of coping, which are to be as specified, but to be dry-pressed bricks 
of approved manufacture, dimensions, form, and colour, as per sample to be seen at the Engineer’s office. The dry-pressed 
red bricks, when immersed in water twenty-four hours, not to increase in weight more than 7 '85 per cent., and the average 
breaking strain of twelve bricks to be taken from each parcel not to be less than 5,553 lb. All brickwork is tinted red on 
plans and sections; the areas on elevations of aqueducts as arches, abutments, piers, spandrels, circular panels over piers, 
parapets, pilasters, corbels, &c., which are to be specially faced with red and white bricks, are tinted red and white accord
ingly. The white bricks round circular panels to be specially formed and radiated bricks. All white bricks to be double- 
pressed plastic bricks, and as hereinbefore specified.

The sandstone to be used in these works to be of the quality specified in clause 15 of the schedule to specification, 
but the stone to be used in stop-blocks at ends of aqueducts, in copings, string-courses, and skewbacks of the aqueducts 
herein described to be Pyrmont bottom block sandstone, and as specified.

3. Excavation. r‘
The excavation for all the works comprised in this contract to be executed in accordance with clauses 40 to 80, 83 to 

87, and 107 of the schedule to specification.
The excavation for the foundations of piers, abutments, abutment piers, and approaches to aqueducts to be executed 

as specified in the schedule to specification, and to the various depths, widths, steps, &c., as shown on drawings, or to such 
lesser or greater depths and widths as may be directed, said excavations to be measured to the outside of timbering where 
such has been approved of.

All logs, existing pitching, masonry, brick, or concrete work, oval or circular drains, sewers, &c., met with in 
excavations shall, in the first instance, be put aside beyond actual site of works in separate spoil-banks, to be measured and 
paid for at schedule prices under items of excavation of open trenches, tunnels, shafts, &e.

In connection with clause 63 of the schedule to specification, it is to be understood that the Engineer may, according 
to the nature of the ground, allow a margin of lining round sewer not exceeding 3 inches, consisting of concrete below 
level of springing and of sand-packing above level of springing. The filling round brick or concrete shafts to be executed 
as specified in clause 90 of the schedule to specification.

In connection with clauses 72 and 73 of the schedule to specification, it is to be distinctly understood that all sumps 
which the contractor may think necessary to sink on lines of sewers shall be sunk only of approved dimensions, and the 
cost of sinking, timbering, unwatering, removing the excavated materials, timbering, &c., and the filling in, to be defrayed 
entirely by the contractor.

Shafts are to be sunk as specified in clauses 65, 66, 68 to 71, and 76 to the schedule to specification, and as shown 
on drawing ; but if during the progress of the works the Engineer may deem it necessary to omit any of the shafts shown 
the contractor shall omit such shaft or shafts where ordered, and such omission shall not entitle him to any claim for loss, 
damage, or compensation ; he shall be only entitled to be paid for the shafts ordered to be sunk at schedule rates.

The price of 1 cubic yard of excavation for all work comprised in this' contract (excepting refilling and disposing of 
surplus materials) shall include the cost of all work herein specified and described in the various clauses of the schedule to 
specification herein enumerated.

4. Subducts.
Subducts to be constructed on lines of tunnels and open trenches, where ordered, as specified in clauses 78 and 79 of 

the schedule to specification. •
5. Filling.

The filling in of all excavations, and in any situation comprised in this contract, including the filling in round shafts, 
concrete foundations of piers, abutment piers, approaches to aqueducts, retaining-walls, and sand-packing over and round 
closing arch of sewers, &e., to be executed as shown, and as specified in clauses 85 to 97, and 101 to 107 of the schedule to 
specification.

The price of 1 cubic yard of filling in any situation comprised in this contract (except disposing of surplus materials) 
shall include the cost of all work herein specified and described in the various clauses of the schedule to specification 
herein enumerated.

6. Temporary and Permanent Shoring, Timbering, Piling, d;c.
The shoring and timbering, including all iron used in fixing same, required in the construction of these works to be 

provided, erected, placed in position, withdrawn, covered up, and measured up as specified in clauses 87, 125, and 126 of 
the schedule to specification. If
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If during the progress of the contract, in the opinion of the Engineer, pile foundations under piers of aqueducts is 
considered necessary, it shall be executed as shown on drawing, and as specified in clauses 110 to 126 of schedule to specifi
cation.

The piles to be not less than 15 inches diameter at the small end, and 17'50 inches diameter at large end, and they 
are to be driven until a 20-cwt, ram falling 10 feet does not drive them more than J inch at the last stroke.

7. Ordnance Fences.
Road embankments to be protected by sawn hardwood ordnance fences to the extent and as shown on drawings, and 

as specified in clauses 197, 210, and 211, of the schedule to specification. The fences required for this contract to be two- 
rail only, and all posts to be 6 in. x 4 in. x 6 ft. long, the lower 2 feet to be walled into upper portion of concrete retaining- 
walls. All woodwork, ironwork, &c., to be painted and tarred as specified in clauses 269, 270, and 273 of the schedule to 
specification.

8. Roadmaking.
The different road deviations and roads under, over, and at sides of main sewer, within the resumed land or other

wise, along Crescent-lane, Nelson-street, Young-street, lanes on each side of same, along White’s Creek and White-street, 
to be constructed on embankments, in excavations, and along surface of ground, to be formed, sloped, bored out, ballasted, 
metalled, &c., as shown on drawings, as may be directed and as specified in clauses 200 to 204 in the schedule to specification.

9. Tarred Metal Deck.
All sand filling over sewer in aqueduct to be covered with tarred metal deck, as specified in clauses 205 to 208 of the 

schedule to specification. The metal to be used in decking for this contract to be of l£-ineh gauge, as specified in clause 140 
of the schedule to specification. The tarred metal to be spread 3 inches thick over the sand-filling.

10. Sewers, Storm-water Channels, &c.
The various works comprising this contract are to be executed in conformity with clauses 132 to 139 of the schedule 

to specification.
The Leichhardt and Annandale section of the Northern Main Sewer commences at 6 miles 51 "2515 chains ; to be 

built in open cutting of 4 ft. 6 in. x 3 ft. 6 in. internal dimensions, of concrete, extending for about 9 feet under Orescent- 
lane ; it is then to cross the Johnstone Creek Valley, built of concrete, brick, and stone, on piers, and ten flat brick arches 
of 12-foot span for the length of about 159‘6 feet; on pile foundations, where ordered, and on piers and twelve elliptical 
brick arches of 48-foot span for a length of about 633’316 feet; on abutment piers and one flat arch of 57-foot span, over 
Nelson-street, for a length of about 76'333 feet, and on rock foundation with one flat arch of 12-foot span, of concrete, 
brick, and stone facings, for a length of about 88 feet up to 6 miles 65'8478 chains. A water-escape drain, consisting of 
24-inch diameter stoneware pipe, about 130 feet in length, with gullies complete, and open rock cutting about 10 feet in 
length, from Nelson-street towards Johnstone’s Creek, to be constructed as shown.

From 6 miles 65'8478 chains to 6 miles 67’30 chains the sewer to be built in open cutting of concrete ; from 6 miles 
67'30 chains to 6 miles 78'24 chains of brick and concrete in tunnel in rock ; and from 6 miles 78'24 chains of 4 ft. 3 in. x 
3 ft. 3 in. internal dimensions of brick and concrete in tunnel in rock up to 7 miles 5T941 chains ; and then of concrete 
only in open cutting up to 7 miles 6'9091 chains.

The sewer then to cross the White Creek Valley, built of concrete, brick, and stone, on rock foundation and on 
piers, and seventeen flat brick arches of 12-foot span for a length of about 359T feet; on piers and nine elliptical arches of 
48-foot span for a length of about 474’09 feet; on abutment piers and one flat arch of 33-foot span over White-street for a 
length of about 58 feet, on which length the sewer to be provided with two storm-water escape weirs and 12-inch diameter 
stoneware vertical off-let pipes, discharging into a water-escape drain consisting of 24-inch diameter stoneware pipes about 
200 feet in length, with gullies complete; and open cutting only, about 10 feet in length, from White-street towards White’s 
Creek, to be constructed as shown. The sewer then to be constructed on rock foundations and on piers and four flat brick 
arches of 12-foot span for a length of 241-79 feet up to 7 miles 23’0758 chains.

Then from 7 miles 23'0758 chains to 7 miles 23’9840 chains the sewer to be constructed of concrete only in open 
cutting, and from 7 miles 23'9840 chains to 7 miles 30‘4840 chains the sewer to be constructed of brick and concrete in 
tunnel in rock, but the lining of this length of tunnel shall not be commenced until specially ordered.

A branch sewer in tunnel in rock of 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. internal dimensions to be constructed along Johnstone- 
street from Piper-street to Rose-street.

If during the progress of the contract the Engineer may deem it necessary to omit or alter any of the sewers, 
shafts, junctions, drops, inlets, or other works shown or described in the clauses herein quoted, then the contractor shall be 
bound to omit altogether, or alter, as may be ordered at the time, any sewers, shafts, junctions, drops, inlets, &c., as the 
case may be, and such omission or alteration shall not entitle him to any claim for loss, damage, or compensation. He 
shall be only entitled to be paid for the work actually ordered and carried out at the various schedule rates referring to 
such work.

11. Concrete work.
The concrete to be used in foundations of all piers, and in all piers and abutment piers, for the 12-foot, 33-foot, 

48-foot, and 57-foot span arches up to level of springing and top of plinths, in haunches and spandrels, between and over 
all arches between external brick facings up to level of underside of string-course (6 inches below invert of sewer), in 
retaining walls along road deviations and roads, round storm-water discharge pipes, round stoneware pipe where directed, 
and where ordered in any situation in the construction of these works, to be sandstone concrete of the quality specified in 
clause 142 of the schedule to specification.

The concrete to be used in inner sewer lining (between brick facings) of aqueducts to be special bluestone concrete 
of the quality specified in clause 141 of the schedule to specification, except that in this instance the bluestone metal to be 
broken to a size to pass freely with its largest dimensions through a ring of § inch in diameter, to be screened and washed 
as specified in clause 140 of the schedule to specification.

The concrete to be used in lining sewers in tunnels, open cuttings, in ventilating shafts, drops, weir-chambers, 
inlets, flushing, gas-check, and other chambers, and where ordered in the construction of these works, to be bluestone 
concrete of the quality specified in clause 140 of the schedule to specification. The whole of the concrete work comprised 
in this contract to be commenced, executed, and completed (including the iron bond-rods in concrete lining of sewer on 
lines of aqueducts, as described in clause 164 of the schedule to specification), as shown on drawings, and as specified in the 
schedule to specification in clauses 140 to 171.

12. Cement facing.
_ All exposed, internal, and external concrete surfaces to be protected by cement facing prepared of cement and sand 
in the proportion of one cement to two of sand, except all internal concrete surfaces of sewer over aqueducts, which are to 
be protected by special cement facing prepared in the proportion of one cement to one of sand. The cement facing to be 
executed as specified in clauses 180 and 181 of the schedule to specification, complete with all battered faces, recesses, 
chamfers, weatherings, &c., as shown, and as shall be directed.

13. Brickwcn-k.
The brickwork comprised in this contract to be executed and completed as shown on drawings, and as specified in 

clauses 172 to 179 of the schedule to specification and clause 2, except that in this instance the 12-foot span arches in 
aqueducts are not to be built in 44-inch rings, but they are to be built in radiating through courses of rubbed and gauged 
or radiated bricks, as shown, and as shall be directed. The 48-foot span arches to be built as specified, and to be thickened 
out at the haunches, so as to abut against the sandstone concrete filling over piers between the arches, and between the 
external brick facings as shown.

14. Masonry.
All freestone ashlar in skewbacks, string-courses, copings, 6 ft. 8 in. x 2 ft. x 9 in. stop-blocks at ends of aqueducts, 

and steps, to be provided, dressed, set in cement and built in where shown on drawings and where directed, as specified in 
clauses 15, 182, and 183 of the schedule to specification, and in clause 2. The exposed faces of skewbacks to be finished 
with 2-inch parallel drafted margins along each exposed arris, stopped in at inner edges, and the surface of stones between 
to be picked down, the projecting parts to be level with true line of wall. 15.
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15. Squared bluestone pitching. .
Squared bluestone pitching to be provided and set round manhole covers, and where ordered, to be 7| inches deep, 

and as specified in clause 186 of the schedule to specification.

16. Squared freestone pitching and channelling.
Squared freestone pitching to be set round gully gratings, and in road-channels as shown, and where ordered, as 

specified in clause 187 of the schedule to specification. .
17. Freestone curbing and gully covers.

Freestone curbing to be set along edges of footpaths, at gully-gratings, &c., to be of the exact dimensions, dressed 
and sunk as shown, and as specified in clause 188 of the schedule to specification. Gully-covers, 3 ft. 3 in. x 3 ft. x 9 in., 
to be provided and set, dressed to the exact dimensions, where shown, as specified in clause 183 of the schedule to specifi
cation.

18. Pipe-laying and Jointing.
The providing, laying, and jointing of glazed stoneware pipes to be executed as specified in clauses 13, 14, 137, 170, 

189 to 194 of the schedule to specification.
19. Scupper-pipes, slate covers, cfcc.

The 4-inch diameter glazed stoneware scupper-pipes along footpaths over sewer on lines of aqueducts to have cistern 
heads built of concrete, covered on top with 16 in. x 9 in. x 1 in. slate covers set in cement as shown.

20. Cast-iron and Wrought-iron worlc.
All cast-iron ventilating grates and closed manhole covers w’ith frames, gas-check frames, gully-gratings and frames, 

galvanised wrought-iron step-irons, &c., required for this contract to be supplied by the Government to the contractor, 
and to be received and removed by him when not required as provided in clauses 264 and 265 of the schedule to specifi
cation. Contractor to place said ironwork in position, wall in, joint, and fix same in the works, as specified in clauses 138, 
139, 168, and 170 of the schedule to specification, as shown on drawings, and as shall be directed.

21. Order of works.
The excavation of all shafts to be commenced simultaneously within three weeks after the date the contract has 

been signed, and all shafts to be completed within nine weeks after commencement of excavation. The five working 
shafts shown on lines of tunnels provide seven working faces. The driving of the tunnels to be commenced from all faces 
simultaneously, and the average total progress at all working faces during every day of twenty-four hours to be not less 
than 11'666 feet or 70 feet during every week of six working days of tunnel excavation complete.

The various excavations of open trenches for sewers, piers, and abutment piers of aqueducts, approaches to same, 
roads, &c., to be commenced in each length from the different faces simultaneously. The piling, where such has been 
ordered for foundations of piers of aqueducts, all pipe-laying, concrete work, brickwork, masonry, &c., required in shafts, 
chambers, junctions, tunnels, foundations of piers, and abutment piers of aqueducts to level of top of plinths and springing 
of arches, and in sewers in open cuttings approaching aqueducts, &c., to form the first part of the works.

The construction and completion of all brickwork, concrete work, and masonry of all piers, abutment piers, with all 
arches, of 12-foot, 33-foot, 48-foot, and 57-foot span and spandrels up to level of tops of said arches, to form the second 
part of the works.

The construction and completion of all concrete work, brickwork, masonry, &c., of all sewers over aqueducts from 
top of arches to level of top of all parapets, including weir chambers, storm-water discharge pipes, sand filling, and asphalt 
covering over aqueducts; road-making, road-repairing, and every other work required in the completion of the whole 
contract, to form the third part of the work. .

In constructing the various items forming the first and second part of the works, it is to be distinctly understood 
that all piers and abutment piers for arches of 12-foot, 33-foot, 48-foot, and 57-foot span must be built and completed up to 
level of springing and top of skewbacks, as the case may be, throughout each respective length of aqueduct over each 
valley, before any of the arches are commenced.

On completion and approval of all piers and abutment piers, each series of arches over each valley to be commenced 
(unless otherwise directed) at its eastern end, and to advance to its western end, with not less than six centres at a time 
for the arches of 48-foot span, and with five centres for the arches of 12-foot span, that is to say—

After the first six centres of 48-foot span and the first five centres of the 12-foot span arches are placed in position, 
the arches over same are to be built and completed one after another, then the spandrels between the 48-foot span arches 
are to be built with concrete between brick-facings to a height of 11 ft. 3 in. above the springing, after which the centres 
from underneath the first arch of each series, after the specified period allowed for settlement has expired, to be removed 
and at once to be re-erected over the sixth or seventh openings, as the case may be, then the centres from the second arch 
to be removed and re-erected over the seventh and eighth openings, and so on, and the same system to be continued until 
all arches of one aqueduct have been built and completed.

All centres of arches, cambered as shall be directed, to be strong enough in every part to carry the weight of each 
arch to be built thereon. Centres under the 12-foot span arches shall not be removed until fourteen days after the 
completion of each arch. Centres under the 48-foot span arches shall not be removed until twenty-eight days after 
completion of each arch, and the concrete and brickwork of spandrels between the arches from springing of arch to a 
height of 11 ft. 3 in. above same, and the centres of the 33-foot span and the 57-foot span arches shall not be removed until 
fourteen days after the completion of each arch, and until the centres of the adjoining arches at each side of each respective 
arch have been removed.

After all arches of one aqueduct have been completed as specified, and approved of, the concrete, brickwork, and 
masonry, as the case may be, to be built in between and above same, in horizontal layers transversely and parallel with 
gradient of sewer longitudinally, so that all arches of one aqueduct (except where otherwise directed) shall be gradually, 
uniformly, and equally weighted, as the superstructure rises to the levels hereinbefore specified.

22. Schedule to specification, special condition, and conditions of contract.
Notwithstanding that certain clauses of the schedule to specification are especially enumerated, it is to be under

stood that the schedule to specification, special condition, and the general conditions attached to the specification, shall be 
held binding in all matters relating to this contract, as far as the Engineer may deem the same applicable.

23. Note.
Parties tendering are particularly requested to observe that they must name only one rate of percentage above or 

below all the prices in schedule, and not one rate of percentage upon certain items, and another rate or rates upon others.

This is the specification marked “ B ”, referred to in our annexed 
16th day of May, a.d., 1895,—

Witness—Harold F. Norme.

agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 

JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOOREHOUSE GUMMOW.

By his Attorney,—John Carter.
D. G. SNODGRASS.

This is the specification marked “ B,” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th 
day of May, a.d., 189-5.

Witness—H. F. Nokrie. JAMES GILLAN.
This is the specification marked “ B,” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th 

day of May, a.d., 1895.
Witness—H. F. Norme, GEO. FORREST.

C.”
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Access to works.

Surface area for 
shafts.
Surface area for 
open trench.

Application for 
land.

Samples.

Source of supply 
and manufae* 
ture.
Notice of 
delivery.
Gauging’ and 
weighing.
Bricks.

Tests.

Defective bricks.

Stoneware pipes.

Dimensions.

Tests.

Defective pipes, 
&c.

Sandstone.

Bluestone.

Sand.

Cement.
Condition.

“C.” .
Schedule to Specification.

Land required for works.
1. Access to the site of the works (other than by public roads) to be had by means of such land the Engineer may

deem necessary. '
2. For the purpose of sinking, working, and building shafts on lines of streets, and on private ground, the contractor

to have temporary possession of an area of 24 ft. by 17 ft. at the site of each shaft, unless otherwise directed. _ >
3. For the purpose of excavating open trenches, and for constructing the various works therein, and raising

embankments over same, or where ordered, contractor to have temporary possession of such land, of the exact widths and 
lengths which, in the opinion of the Engineer, is required for these works. .

4. The land herein referred to, to be set out by the Engineer upon receiving written application from the contractor. 
Such application must be made four weeks prior to the time the said land is required.

Setting-out work.
5. The centre lines of sewers, &c., are shown on general plans by full lines, which will be marked on the surface of

the ground, the same as on plans, as the works proceed. #
6. Contractor shall at his own cost and expense at any time—by day or by night, either on working days or on 

Sundays or holidays—render all such assistance and supply all such labour, plant, and lighting as the Engineer or 
Superintending Officer may require, to set out, to check such setting out, or to inspect any portion of the works, which 
must for that purpose be left clear and free from any obstruction or impediment. During and for the performance of those 
operations, contractors shall be obliged to suspend any or all of his work, if required to do so by the Superintending Officer, 
and without having any claim for loss or damage on account of such temporary suspension.

Materials.
7. All materials supplied by the contractor are to be of the best quality and description of their respective kinds.

Samples of each kind to be submitted for the approval of the Engineer, and retained in office ; and, on approval having 
been obtained, they are to be delivered on the works ready for use, as per sample. _

8. The contractor shall inform the Engineer of the sources whence the various materials are supplied, or of the places 
of their manufacture, and afford him every facility to inspect their supply or manufacture at any stage of the same.

9. Due notice shall be given by contractor to the Superintending Officer when any material is brought on the
ground, all of which must be neatly stacked in regular heaps, submitted for approval, and approved of in writing by the 
Superintending Officer, before it may be used in the works. None but that so approved shall be used. . .

10. The contractor to provide approved gauge-boxes or scales for measuring or weighing all materials supplied.
11. Bricks to be double-pressed, of well-mixed material of approved quality and uniform fineness ; to be new, sound,

hard, and well-burnt kiln bricks, free from cracks and all other defects, equal in every respect to the sample brick to be seen 
at the Engineer’s office. They are to have sharp arrises, and to be of approved dimensions, form, and colour, and, when 
ordered, to be specially moulded. Radiating and specially-formed bricks to be provided for all segmental shafts. All 
bricks to be subjected to the following tests :— ...

{a) Tensile strength.—The tensile strength to be tested, in the departmental testing machine, by laying the brick 
horizontally on its base of 3 inches, between supports 7 inches apart, and the strain applied across the centre of 
the brick. An average breaking strain of twelve bricks to be taken, which must not be less than 8,000 lb.

(b) Porosity.—Bricks immersed in water for twenty-four hours must not increase in weight more than 3 per cent.
Should the twelve bricks fracture under the foregoing average strain, or prove more porous than 3 per cent., then 

the Engineer may reject the whole stack of bricks from which the twelve bricks were taken. . <
12. In the event of the contractor delivering bricks of a mixed description and quality, the Superintending Officer

shall have the power to require of the contractor to have those bricks which, in his opinion, are suitable for the works, 
picked out and stacked where directed, and those unsuitable removed from the site of the contract; and in the event of 
the contractor refusing or failing to comply with such request within twelve hours from the time it has been made, then in 
all such cases the Superintending Officer shall have the power of rejecting the whole of the bricks so delivered by the 
contractor. t <

13. Stoneware pipes to be of well-ground and mixed material, of tough, tenacious, impervious quality, well-burnt, 
sound, hard, uniform in thickness, true in section, straight longitudinally, uniformly glazed both inside and outside, free 
from fire and other cracks, flaws, and ash-holes, the collar perfectly joined to the barrel, and in every way equal to sample 
pipe to be seen at the Engineer’s office.

Pipes to be of the following thicknesses and depth of collars, namely :—
Pipes, inside diameter, 9 inches ; thickness, inch ; depth of collar, 2 inches.

12 „ 1) i „ >> 2
15 „ if

n

16 „ a 13 „ 5) 2i
18 „ j

n „ jj 24
21 „ j > 16 j> 05
24 „ if .. j i 2f

All parcels of pipes used in these works will be tested and submitted to the following crushing strains, as applied in 
the departmental testing machine :—

24-inch diameter pipe, 165 lb. per square inch of bearing surface.
21 „ 165 „ j i J J

18 „ i i 142 „ » j JJ

16 a 142 ,, J> j j
12 „ a 142 „ j JJ

9 „ jj 142 „ J» J J

If the Engineer deems it necessary, the pipes will also be tested for porosity. Should the pipes fracture under the 
foregoing strains, or not prove impervious to water, then the Engineer may reject the whole parcel from which the pipes 
were taken. # <

14. In the event of the contractor delivering quantities of pipes, bends, and junctions of a mixed description and
quality, the Superintending Officer shall have the power to require of the contractor to pick out and stack, where directed, 
those pipes, bends, and junctions which, in his opinion, are suitable for the works, and those unsuitable removed from the 
site of the contract; and in the event of the contractor refusing or failing to comply with such request within twelve 
hours from the time it has been made, then in all such cases the Superintending Officer shall have the power of rejecting 
the whole of the pipes, bends, and junctions so delivered by the contractor. ^ .

15. All sandstone used in the construction of these works to be hard, sound, and solid, of the best description, free »
from all defects, and as per sample to be seen in the Engineer’s office, and to stand a crushing strain of 6,500 lb. per square 
inch. A tensile test will also be required ; for this six stones must be prepared, 4 in. by 4 in. by 12 in. ; these when laid 
on their natural beds upon supports 10 inches apart, must give an average breaking strain of not less than 4,333 lb., the 
strain being applied across the centre of the stone. . _

16. All bluestone used in the construction of these works to be of the best description of basaltic bluestone obtain* 
able, free from honeycomb and all defects, and as per sample to be seen at Engineer’s office.

17. Sand to be sharp quartz sand, free from all earthy, loamy, or clayey matter, equal in quality to the sample of 
Nepean River sand to be seen at the Engineer’s office, and to be washed perfectly clean whenever the Engineer deems it 
necessary.

18. The cement to be used throughout these works to be well packed in strongly-made casks ; to be the best 
Portland cement, of approved brands and manufacture, delivered in thoroughly sound condition, fit for immediate use, and 
without requiring seasoning or air-slacking ; to be free from any symptons of staleness, caking, damage to the packing, 
hard or set lumps ; and no barrel or portion of same to be used until it has been examined and approved. The Engineer

may
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may delay approval of any parcel of cement pending tests extending over a longer period than hereinafter specified.
Samples taken from various casks, from each parcel brought on the works, to be submitted for testing. Such samples Samples, 
shall be taken out of the package in an equal section, extending from the surface to the centre of the cask. The cement, setting test, 
when gauged with water to a stiff paste, must set in a damp atmosphere in from one and a half to six and a half hours. Hydraulicity. 
Neat cement, of the consistency abovementioned, will be made into pats, kept in moist air until set, and then placed in 
water at a temperature of between 65° and 80° F., and also in Deval’s hot bath, at a temperature of 180° F. These test 
pats will be examined from day to day, and should they show systems of blowing, or any alteration or variation in form or 
volume, or imperfect setting capacity, the whole parcel from which the cement was taken will be rejected. The cement 
shall weigh not less than 100 lb. per imperial striked bushel, filled from the hopper. Each cask shall contain not less than Weight.
374 lb., exclusive of weight of packing. The specific gravity to be not less than 3*00 ; but cement up to or exceeding the Specific gravity.
specified degree of fineness, if of a lighter weight than herein stipulated, but otherwise equal to the specified tests, may be
-accepted subject to the decision of the Engineer, provided that the deficiency in weight is made up in quantity. The
cement must be ground so fine that the residue on a sieve of 6,400 meshes per square inch, without rubbing, shall not Fineness.
exceed 20 per cent., and on a sieve of 14,500 meshes not more than 30 per cent. For the test for tensile strength, the Tensile strength.
cement will be gauged with three times its weight of standard sand (viz., sand from crushed sandstone, washed, dried, and
sifted through a sieve of 400 and retained upon one of 900 meshes to the square inch), and mixed with an average of about
10 per cent, of their weight of water, and made into briquettes formed in moulds of 1 inch sectional area at the weakest
part. Such briquettes to be kept in a damp atmosphere, and put into wrater twenty-four hours after they have been made,
and remain in water at a temperature of between 60° and 70° F., until their tensile strength is tested. These brisquettes
must bear a tensile stress of not less than 100 lb. per square inch after seven days, and 200 lb. per square inch after twenty-
eight days from being moulded. Cement, w7hen tested neat, must bear a tensile stress of at least 300 lb. to the square inch
after three days, two of them in water ; and 450 lb. after seven days, six of them in water ; and 550 lb. after twenty- Hofc fce3t-
eight days, twenty-seven of them in water. Briquettes shall also, after being in a damp atmosphere for twenty-four
hours, be kept in water af a temperature of 180° F. for six days, when the tensile stress must be equal to that specified for
twenty-eight days at normal temperature. The tensile strength will be ascertained in the Government testing-machine, Rate in loading
with the load increasing at the rate of 200 lb. per minute, and the average breaking weight of six briquettes will be taken testing machine.
for each test. Any cement which absorbs in proportion more than 2 milligrams of carbonic acid to 3 grains of cement
shall be taken as containing more than the permissible quantity of free lime or magnesia. Should the sample Free lime.
fail in any or all of these tests, or show irregularity in quality, or not show a proper progressive increase in
strength with age of briquette, then the Engineer may reject the whole parcel from which the sample was taken, and
the contractor shall at once remove the said parcel of cement from the site of the works at his own expense ; failing which,
the Engineer may have it removed at the contractor’s cost without further notice. Empty casks to be immediately broken Contents of
up and removed from off the works. To facilitate the gauging of cement throughout the contract, cement casks will be casks‘
taken as equal to holding 4 cubic feet; otherwise, the contractor to provide and make approved gauge-boxes, holding
exactly 4 cubic feet, for measuring cement.

. Cement is to be brought on the ground in quantities of not less than fifty casks, provided that this quantity is Delivery, 
sufficient for fourteen days’ supply, but in no case is less than fourteen days’ supply (whatever that may prove to be) to be 
brought on the ground in one parcel; nor is the supply stored on works to be at any time less than fourteen days’ supply.
All cement to be kept on the ground in approved weather-tight sheds, under lock and key, which shall be in the custody Storage, 
of the Superintending Officer.

19. The mortar to be used in these works to be composed of one part of Portland cement and of two parts of clean Mortar, 
washed sharp sand, as described in clauses 17 and 18, the proportion of each to be correctly ascertained by measurement, 
the whole to be mixed with fresh water, as may be directed, to be well incorporated, and to be used fresh. Any mortar 
which has become hard or set to be at once rejected. All mortar to be mixed on approved sawn timber platforms close to 
where it is required.

^ 20. Special mortar, composed of one part of cement and one part of sand, and prepared as before described, to be Special mortar, 
provided and used in all portions of the work where specially specified or directed.

21. The grout to be made of mortar as described in clause 20, to be mixed fluid in tubs, close to where it is required, Grout, 
and to be used fresh. '
22. Puddle to consist of the best clay to be obtained in the district within a radius of 5 miles ; to be carefully turned over Fuddle, 
and mixed with fresh clean water until the clay, in the opinion of the Engineer, has become of one even and uniform 
colour and plasticity.

23. Spun-yarn to be of the best description of f-inch New Zealand flax. Spun yarn.
24. Lead to be of approved quality, of the best description of soft pig lead, and to be delivered in pigs, which must Lead-

show the brand or mark of the manufacturer. t
. 25. Wrought-iron and steel to be of the very best description and quality, with square arrises, free from scales, 3^u&hi"iron

blisters, laminations, and all other defects, and subject to tests hereinafter* specified. 8 e *
26. The tests for rolled iron shall be as follows :—A piece of iron of such width as shall not exceed 2 inches, or exceed Tests.

1 square inch in cross-section, and of a sufficient length to have 10 inches under actual tension, shall be cut, as directed 
by the Engineer, from any plate or bar about to be used on the work, and the following tensile stresses shall be applied :—■

Rolled girders... ...
Plates—across grain ...

,, with grain ...
T» I___Ij and bulb X bars
L bars ... ... ...
Square, flat, and round bars, and bolts 

over 4 inches sectional area 
Square, flat, and round bars, and bolts 

up to 4 inches sectional area

Stress per square inch 
without fracture. 

20 tons 
18 „
22 „
22 „
23 „

23

24

Ultimate 
elongation. 

8 per cent. 
4 „

10 „
10 „
12 „
12 „
12

Ultimate contraction 
of area.

10 per cent.
6 „

12 „
15 „
18 „

18 „

25
Iron within 10 per cent, of above specified stress will be accepted if the contraction of area and elongation are 

proportionately higher.
The wrought-iron to be further tested for ductility, as follows :—

_ A plate planed and rounded on both edges, about 4 in. wide and 1 ft. long, shall bend cold over a slab, the corner 
of which is rounded to J inch radius, for the following angles, without showing any sign of injury or fracture :—

With grain. Across grain.
1-inch plate for ... ... ... ... ... 15 degrees 5 degrees
£ }» ... ... ... ... 25 ,) 10,,
g .. ............................................... 30 „ 12 „
~h j> ••• ••• ••• ... ... 35 ,, 15,,
8 „ ................................................. 52 „ 20 •„
i „ ............................................... 70 „ 30 „

27. Rivet-iron must be capable of being bent cold until the sides are in close contact, without sign of fracture on the 
convex side.

28. The tests for rolled steel shall be as follows :—
The steel to be of a mild quality, having an ultimate tensile strength, either lengthways or crossways, of not less Steel, 

than 26 tons, and not more than 31 tons per square inch, on a test bar, cut in a similar manner to those for rolled iron, * 
with a minimum elongation of 20 per cent., and a minimum contraction of area of 40 per cent.

Strips cut from any steel plate, angle, or bar, to be heated to a low cherry red, and cooled in water of 82 degrees 
Fahrenheit, must, when cold, stand bending double round a curve, of which the radius is not more than one and a half 
times the thickness of the plates tested, without showing any sign of injury or fracture.

4 29. Cast-iron to be equal to No. 2 pig-iron, or of a proper mixture of No. 1 and No. 3 pig-iron, according to the Cast-iron, 
description of iron-work and pattern ; said iron to be of the best quality, tough, close-grained, and capable of being chipped and drilled without difficulty. i .n s > 5 > .t- s fu

30.
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30. Branded test-bais, 2 in. x 1 in x 3 ft 6m, to be cast vertically, m the presence of the Superintending Officer, 
from the cupola from which castings are being run, and to be then carefully marked with the date. These test bais will 
be placed on bearings 3 feet apart, and submitted m the centre to a weight not exceeding 28 cwt , and the deflection caused 
by this weight must not be less than § inch before fiactnre ; if the bars do not stand this test to the satisfaction of the 
Engineer, then the whole of the castings which have been cast of iron of the same quality shall be at once rejected

31 All castings of every description, before they leave the foundry, to be carefully exammed and weighed, to be 
slung on chains above ground, and to be sounded with a hammer, and they are again to be carefully examined, slung, and 
sounded with a hammer when deln ery of same is taken at the site of the works

32 All straight pipes required m the contract, before deli veiy of same is taken on the works, shall be, at the foundry 
or at the site of the works, as shall be directed, duly proved under hydrostatic pressure equal to a column of water of 200 
feet, and when under pressure to be thoroughly sounded quickly all over with a hammer of not less than 4 lb.

33 The gun metal required throughout these works to be an alloy composed of eight part of copper to one part of 
tin, unless otherwise specified

34 The tests for cast steel shall be as follows —
Bars turned to j inch diameter for a sufficient length to have 5 inches under actual tension, shall have an ultimate 

tensile strength of not less than 26 tons per square inch, and a minimum elongation of 18 per cent
35. The cost of providing the materials and wrought and cast iron works, &c , herein described, required by the 

Engineer for testing puiposes, and the carriage of same to the Public Works testing-room, place of manufacture, site of 
works, or to the Unnersity, as the case may be, and as shall be directed, shall be borne solely by the contractor ; and any 
of the materials, or any part of the wrought iron and gun metal work, or any of the pipes, casting, &c , injured or broken 
by the testing, shall be immediately replaced by new and sound materials at contractor’s expense ; wrought iron, gun-metal, 
cast non pipes, or other castings, to be again tested as before described, until the whole ha\e been tested to the entire 
satisfaction of the Engineer

36 Timber to be of the best description, sound, straight, fiee from sap, large or loose knots, vanes, shakes, gum- 
vems, pipes, or other defects

37 Hardwood used m the works to be of approved timber
Round timber to be caiefully barked ; the diameter given on drawing is to be measured at the small ends
Hewn timber is to be squared true on all sides, and dressed fair and clean with the adze, so as to show no axe-marks, 

to be of full dimensions, free from sapwood, and no heart timber must appear on the outside
Sawn timber to have clean sharp arrises, to be cut die square, free from heart timber, and of the full dimensions 

shown or specified.
38 Softwood timber to be of the best Baltic or yellow deals, and of the exact dimensions specified when finished
39 Split posts and rails for fencing must be perfectly straight and cleanly split, free from laige knots, splinters, and 

othei defects
Ea'i ik boi mgs

40. When earth borings have been taken the results ha\e been shown on drawings, but the Government undertake 
no guarantee whatever regarding the kinds of soil that will be met with or the firmness or stratification of the ground to be 
excavated, or the amount of unwatermg to be done, or the strength of the timbering that may be required, or the nature 
and extent of othei precautions which may have to be adopted

Charing and Clubbing
41 The areas of the sites for all excavations and of all embankments, together with a margin of 10 feet in width 

beyond all these areas, to be cleared and grubbed of all trees, scrub, stumps, roots (to the depth of same), and dead timber, 
and the whole of such trees, scrub, stumps, roots, and dead timber thus grubbed and cleared to be removed and cleared 
away from any lands set apart for the purposes of this contract The cost of all clearing ana grubbing to be covered by and 
included in the schedule price foi excaA ation

Excavation.
42. No excavation to be commenced on any portion of the contract until, m the opinion of the Engineer, sufficient 

building materials are on the ground, together with the necessary appliances and plant to ensure the uninterrupted progress 
and continuance of the woiks, after they once have been commenced, at any locality, without any delay or stoppage

43 It is to be distinctly understood that, when sinking shafts and driving tunnels, the materials excavated, on their 
arrival at level of staging above mouth of shaft, are to be at once removed ; and when materials, &c , are to be conveyed 
through shafts to the tunnel woiks, that all such materials, on arrival at mouth of shafts, must be at once conveyed to the 
works underground, as the contractor cannot be allowed to occupy a larger area than that authorised by the Engineei.

44 When excavating in open trenches, if ordered, the matenals excavated and raised to the surface are to be at once 
removed ; and when materials are being con\eyed to open trenches, where they occur m public roads, they must be at once 
taken into the work, so as not to impede the usual traffic.

45 The road metal, ballast, pitching, w7ood paving, concrete, asphalting, flagging, sodding, &c , when they are met 
with in excavation, are to be carefully removed, put aside, and stacked where directed

46 The cross sections of tunnel excavation are shown on drawings, but they will vary with the solidity of the 
ground, and as the Engineer directs

47 Wherevei the solidity of the ground permits it, the excavation in trenches for concrete or brickwork to be taken 
out with vertical sides to level of springing of sewer aich, and to the exact widths of concrete or brickwork shown on 
drawings, and below that level to bottom of trench with curved or vertical sides, as shall be directed

48 Where timbering is required, trenches 8 feet deep and under shall have vertical sides, and shall be 1 ft. 3 m wider 
to outside of polling boards than w idth of concrete or brickwork Where trenches are over 8 feet deep and require timber
ing, they shall have vertical sides, and shall be 1 ft 3 m wider to outside of polling boards than the width of the concrete 
or brickwork for the lower 8 feet Above that level they shall be 2 feet wider to outside of polling boards than concrete oi 
brickwork

49 The excavation for foundation of embankments to be taken out, where ordered,”12 inches below surface of 
ground, and to such widths and lengths as shall be directed, or as ordered for benching

50 The excavation in solid rock for pipe trenches shall have vertical sides, and be of the following sizes, viz —
For 24 inch diameter stoneware pipe sewers 

21-mch ,, ,, ,,
18 inch ,, ,, ,,
15 inch ,, ,, ,,
12 inch ,, „ ,,
9-mch ,, ,, „

3 ft 9 m wide. 
3 ft 4 m „
3 ft 0 m ,,
2 ft 6 in. ,,
2 ft 0 m ,,
2 ft 0 in. „

51 W hen timbering is not required in excavation m all other ground for pipe trenches, the trenches shall be of the 
same widths as those m solid rock Wheie timbering is required, the excavation for pipe-trenches 8 feet deep and undci 
shall have vertical sides, and shall be of the following si/es to the outside of the polling boards, viz —

24 inch diameter stoneware pipe sewers 4 ft 0 in w ide
21 inch ,, }) 9i 3 ft 7 m. ,,
18 mch ,, 3 ft 3 in „
15 inch ,, J J 2 ft 9 m ,,
12 inch ,, } > 5 J 2 ft 3 m ,,
9 inch ,, > > > > 2 ft 3 in „

52 Where timbering is required, the excavation for pipe trenches more than 8 feet deep shall have \ertical sides, 
and shill be the widths given in clause 61 for the lower 8 feet, and for any depth over and above 8 feet the trenches shall 
be of the following sizes to the outside of the H inch polling boards (unless otherwse oidered m writmg), viz —

24 inch diametei stonewaie pipe sewers 4 ft 9 in wide
21 mch ,, 55 4 it 4 m „
18 mch ,, 3 5 5 5 4 ft 0 m ,,
15 inch ,, 3 5 3 5 3 ft 6 in ,,
12 mch ,, 3 5 3 5 3 ft 0 m ,,
9 mch ,, 3 3 7 7 3 ft 0 in. „
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53. Transverse and other cheeks to be excavated to receive pipe-sockets and’junctions, and for the purpose of making Cheeks, 
the joints.

54. The trenches for the cast-iron pipe-sewers to be excavated to the depths and widths which the Engineer may Cast-iron pipe
order. Joint-holes to be excavated to the dimensions specified or ordered by the Engineer. trenches.

55. The excavation of trenches to be carried on in such a manner that they shall be always completed and approved Trenches, 
for a length of 48 feet (unless otherwise directed) in advance of sewers or other works.

56. In ground which, in the opinion of the Engineer, does not require blasting, the excavation is to be carried on by The use of 
means of picking, and when the ground, in the opinion of the Engineer, is hard and suitable for blasting, charges of explosives, 
compressed powder, not exceeding 4 inches in length by If inch in diameter, shall be used. The Engineer, however, 
reserves to himself the right of ordering any excavation which he may consider blasting would facilitate, to be taken out by 
meanS'Of charges of compressed powder not exceeding 2 inches in length by If inch diameter, or he may prohibit the use of 
explosives altogether, when the excavation shall then be done by means of guttering and gadding. If explosives, other
than compressed powder, are permitted to be used, the charges thereof will be determined by the Engineer.

. 57. When the use of explosives is authorised, the contractor shall use every precaution and carry on such operations Precautions,
with such limited charges of powder only, or other approved explosives, as will loosen the shale, rock, &c., without 
shattering the same ; and to employ approved means to prevent, effectually and thoroughly, all stones or other materials 
from being thrown out of trench, tunnel mouth, or shaft. ' ’

58. Blasting will not be allowed between the hours of 10 p.m. and 6 a.m., nor after 1 p.m. on Saturdays, except by Working hours, 
the written authority of the Engineer.

59. Every hole drilled for blasting purposes will be measured by an inspector, and charged under his supervision. Drilling and
60. No larger quantity of explosives shall be taken underground than is likely to be used during any current shift. charging holes.
61. When pipe-sewers are to be laid in tunnels, the dimensions of timnel to be 4 ft. x 3 ft. exclusive of timbering. explosives.

. 62. If the contractor has exceeded the sectional area of excavation ordered, he shall remove such extra excavation, Pipe'sewer
and in the case of trenches make good and fill in same at sides of trench with approved materials, and at bottom of trench tunnels, 
with concrete described in clause 142, at his sole cost; the actual cubic contents only of the excavation and of the concrete excavation 
work shown on drawings and ordered for each special length of sewer in open trench shall be paid for ; and in the case of *
excavation in tunnels and shafts the contractor shall remove such extra excavation, and make good and fill in same with 
concrete or brickwork, in the manner herein specified, at his sole cost; the actual cubic contents only of the excavation and 
of the brick and concrete work shown on drawings, and ordered for each special length of tunnel or shaft, shall be paid for.
, 63. If, however, in cases where the use of explosives is ordered (and in no other case) the Engineer considers it Maximum
impracticable to excavate any particular length of tunnel or shaft to the exact sectional area ordered, then he may, allowance, 
according to the nature of the ground, allow a margin of concrete lining not exceeding 3 inches over and above that 
ordered.

# 64. Unless otherwise directed, the excavation of the various tunnels to be commenced from the different faces Starting tunnel 
described in the specification, simultaneously within the specified time after the date the contract has been signed. excavation.

65. Ventilating fans or other approved means to be provided and worked by the contractor at all working shafts and Ventilation,
tunnel faces where directed by the Engineer. '

66. In all cases where a greater thickness of lining, or a greater cross-section area of tunnel or shaft is ordered to be Enlarging shaft 
executed, from whatever cause, after the length of tunnel or shaft in question has been excavated to the profile ordered in or tunnel.
the first instance, or if any portion of the excavation of open trench is ordered to be deepened, the excess of excavation so 
ordered shall be paid for at schedule rates for tunnel, shaft, or open trench excavation, as the case may be, and as the 
Engineer shall classify and direct at the time. ’

67. No concrete or brickwork shall be commenced until the portion of sewer excavation in tunnel or open trench to Inspection and
be operated upon has been cleaned and levelled, and until the Engineer has examined and approved of same. approval.

68. Shafts are to be sunk at the various sites shown on longitudinal sections and on general plans, or in lieu of those shafts, 
shown, at such other sites as the Engineer from time to time may determine. Wherever shafts are ordered they are to be 
sunk truly plumb, and of the full dimensions shown on drawings, or as may be ordered at the time, clear of timbering.

69. All excavation for shafts situated within the lengths of open trenches is to be paid for as excavation in Shafts in open
open trench. ” trenches.

70. If the contractor desires, to suit his own convenience, to sink temporary shafts, they are to be sunk only at Temporary 
approved places, and on completion of work to be filled in, as specified in clause 95, to the satisfaction of the Engineer, shafts.
The cost of'sinking, timbering, unwatering, &c., and of filling in, withdrawing, or covering up timber of such shafts, to be 
defrayed entirely by the contractor.

All temporary shafts to be sunk to the dimensions directed, clear of timber.
71. All shafts, temporary or permanent, to be provided and fitted during their construction and completion, or during Shaft plant, 

the progress of _ the contract, if deemed necessary by the Engineer, with approved winding engines and steel-wire ropes 
capable of resisting a strain equal to six times that of the working maximum strain, or with such other winding arrangements, 
ladders, staging, &c., as shall be directed and approved of by the Engineer.

72. Where directed, sumps are to be sunk at the bottom of shafts not less than 6 feet deep below invert of sewer, and Sumps,
afterwards to be filled in with concrete, as specified in clause 142. *

# 73. Any other sumps which the contractor, for his own convenience, may think fit to sink on line of sewer, in tunnel
Or in open trenches, during the construction of these works, are to be filled in with concrete, as specified in clause 142, and 
the cost of sinking, timbering, unwatering, and filling in with concrete, and removing the materials, &c., to be defrayed 
entirely by the contractor. ' “

. 74. The excavation for sub-ducts in tunnel and open trench to be made below invert of sewer, or as shall be directed, Sub-ducts,
with a fall towards each working shaft or face, and of such dimensions and gradients as may be determined at the time.

75. Any material obtained from the excavation, which in the opinion of the Engineer, is suitable for refilling or other Material for
works comprised in this contract, shall be put aside in separate spoil-banks beyond the site of the works. “filling.”

76. In the case of tunnel and shaft excavation, when “ solid rock” or “more or less hard material,” or “ solid rock” Classification of 
and “ more or less hard material” occur, provision is made on the longitudinal section and in the schedule of quantities for material from 
the materials to be classified under these headings. No guarantee is given as to the means which may be ordered for shafts and 
excavating such work. The actual excavation done in tunnels, shafts, and open trenches will, however, be paid for, not unne s* 
exceeding that ordered or specified.

. 77. The schedule price for 1 cubic yard of excavation in any situation shall include the cost of taking out and placing works covered 8
said excavation aside in separate temporary spoil-banks beyond the actual site of work, together with the works comprised by i cubic yard 
in clauses 41 and 107. of excavation.

, Sub-ducts,
78. Sub-ducts to be constructed, when decided on, along lines of tunnels and open trenches, commencing on each 

length midway, or thereabouts, between two working shafts or faces, 33 inches below invert of sewer, &c., or as shall be 
directed at the time, and having a fall towards each working shaft, or face of such gradients as may be determined at the 
time. Sub-ducts of 9 inches, or of a greater or less internal diameter, to be laid immediately underneath the timber floor 
of tunnel or open trench, or at sides of sewer, in hardwood boxes varying in size and dimensions as shown on drawing. 
Said boxes to be laid straight and true to levels decided upon, and the pipes to be laid therein, upon, and surrounded by 
sandstone chippings and quarry refuse. Dry sandstone packing, 4-inch gauge, to be put over pipes.

79. In solid and disintegrated rock the excavation for sub-duct to be executed as shown on cross-sections, and as 
shall be directed, and the sub-duct to consist of glazed stoneware spigot and faucet pipes of 9 inches internal diameter, more 
or less as the case may be. The pipes to be jointed dry, and the filling above same up to under size of sewer lining to be of 
dry stone, hand-packed, as before described. The Engineer may also, if he deems it necessary, order the pipes to be jointed 
altogether, or in part, with tarred gasket, IJ inch deep, and cement mortar If inch deep. The mortar to be prepared 
of I part cement to 2 parts of sand.

Existing Gas, Water, and Sewer Pipes, and Sewers.
80. During the excavation and construction of these works, the contractor is to take every precaution and provide

and execute all, which in the opinion of the Engineer is necessary, to prevent the existing gas, water, or sewer pipes, and 
sewers wherever met with, or that are adjacent to these works, from injury, and to maintain the same at his sole cost, 
until, in the opinion of the Engineer, the refilling of excavation and the general progress of the works render further 
precaution unnecessary. All damage to existing water, gas, or sewer pipes, and sewers, to be repaired at once by 
contractor at his own cost to the satisfaction of the Engineer. Railway \
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Railway and Tramway.
81. Before proceeding to excavate underneath or near any railway or tramway, the contractor must give ample 

notice in writing to the District Railway or Tramway Engineer of his intention to commence operations; and he must 
adopt such precautions as the said Engineer may think necessary or prudent for the safety or preservation of the traffic 
over the said railway or tramway. The contractor will be held wholly responsible for all stoppage of traffic, delays, 
accidents, &c., that he or his men may cause, no matter how brought about, during the execution of the work under or near 
any railway or tramway.

82. The Railway Commissioners may, if they consider it advisable, place a watchman or watchmen on all work to 
be executed under or near any railway or tramway, for the purpose of seeing that no danger to the traffic is allowed to 
occur ; but this shall not relieve the contractor of any of the responsibilities set forth in the foregoing clause, and the 
expense of such watchman or watchmen is to be borne by the contractor.

Diverting Water.
83. During the construction of these works the contractor shall, at his own cost, do all work which may be required 

for the effectual diversion of surface-water, subsoil water, and storm-water, across and beyond the site of the works, to 
keep the trenches free from water during the whole time the works are in progress, and in preventing any injury to the 
works by floods or any other causes.

Diverting Sewage.
84. During the construction of the works in general, and of all points of intersection of existing and new sewers, and 

until completion of all works connected therewith, the contractor, at his own cost, to execute all the works of every 
description required to prevent injury to private property or to the existing or new works by sewage, and erect and con
struct watertight fluming across sites of works for the purpose of conveying constantly the whole of the sewage which may 
flow in said sewers at any time, to the entire satisfaction of the Engineer.

Unwatering.
85. All water which, during the progress of the work, may drain into excavations, to be properly, effectively, and 

continually pumped out, and the whole to be kept dry until after the completion, setting, and hardening of all brick and 
concrete work and pipe sewers, at the sole cost of the contractor. The greatest care to be taken to prevent running water 
passing over any of the brick, concrete, and pipe-work until it has set perfectly hard ; any concrete, mortar, and cement 
jointing exposed to wash of water must be taken up at once, and replaced by fresh concrete, mortar, and jointing, at con
tractor’s expense.

Temporary Bridges, Roads, Fences, dc.
86. The contractor shall provide, erect, and maintain all necessary temporary bridges, footways, &c., over rivers,

creeks, water-courses, open trenches, and underneath railways, tramways, roads, streets, and footpaths, so as to ensure 
that the flow of water or traffic is uninterrupted, as the case may be, during the period of contract. He shall also provide, 
erect, and maintain all temporary fences, hoarding-barriers, night-lights, &c., necessary to thoroughly protect both the 
general public, land, and property ; and shall also properly ballast the temporary roads which may be required for the 
convenience of the public, and which the Engineer may order. >

In the event of the contractor refusing or neglecting to carry out any of the above work, the Engineer shall have 
power (after having given twenty-four hours’ notice in writing of such intention) to do the same at the contractor’s expense, 
and the cost thereof shall be charged to the contractor on account of this contract.

Temporary Timbering.
87. During the excavation the contractor to adopt every precaution, and provide all materials, as planking, strutting, 

shoring, timbering, piling, sheet-piling ; all packing materials, as straw, asphalted felt, bags, tarred gasket, puddle, &c., 
and carefully execute (unless where otherwise specified) all piling, sheet-piling, timbering, &c., where they are required, 
and carefully and securely close up and pack against the outside of all joints and open spaces between polling-boards, sheet
piles, or timbering, wherever they occur, and caulk open joints where directed, and execute whatever may be required to 
prevent any buildings, or other superstructures, road and other surfaces over and adjacent to the line of sewer from settling, 
cracking, being shaken, slipping, or falling in, and to prevent any portion of the floors, sides, roofs, and end faces of 
excavation, beyond the exact cross-sections and dimensions determined on, from slipping, falling, running in, or being forced 
through joints and open spaces in the timbering and sheet-piling, and maintain said timbering, piling, shoring, &c., where 
and when directed till completion of the works, to the entire satisfaction of the Engineer and at the contractor’s sole cost.

Filling.
88. The materials referred to in clauses 75 and 93, to be used in filling in the spaces between sides of excavation, and

of concrete and brickwork, over sewers, into headings, filling in abandoned open channels, low ground adjoining channels, 
into roads and other embankments, &c., as shown on drawings and as ordered by the Engineer. Sand only to be used in 
filling over sewer between copings on lines of aqueducts. All filling, unless otherwise specified, to be brought up in level 
layers, spread 6 inches thick, each layer to be rammed (and watered if directed) until approved of, before the succeeding 
layer is put on. This filling to be carried up to the surface of the ground, or to such other level or slope, &e., as may be 
directed at the time. Embankments to be formed as shown on longitudinal sections, to be finished in horizontal layers 9 
inches thick after spreading, to be well rammed (and watered when directed) until approved of before the succeeding layer 
is put on, with side slopes and top widths, as shown on drawings, or as maybe determined at the time ; to be finished with 
such benches and curves as shall be directed. Only iron-shod rammers of not less than 101b. weight, of approved pattern, 
to be used, and one man to be employed in ramming to each man employed in filling. .

89. Material only of approved quality shall be used in refilling the spaces between sides of pipes, &c., and sides of 
excavation, and over pipes, &c¥ The refilling to be done in level layers, spread 6 inches thick (and watered when directed), 
each layer to be carefully and separately rammed as hereinbefore specified. The lower layers up to level of top of pipes to 
be carefully packed and rammed solidly under and at sides of pipes and socket-joints with spades or other narrow tools. 
The filling to be done as above described, to such a distance below the level of the street, road, path, &c., as the case may 
be, to admit of the ballasting, metal, or other covering being replaced.

90. On completion of concrete, brickwork, &c., in shafts, the space between the sides of excavation and outer face of
brickwork or concrete to be filled in in 6-inch layers, well rammed (and watered where directed) with materials provided 
for in clauses 75 and 93, great care being taken in lowering the materials to the bottom, so that stones do not fall on top, or 
against sides of pipe-shafts, brick or concrete lining. Where stones are permitted to be used as filling they are to be put in 
in alternate layers with the earth, and at least 12 inches of earth to be placed nearest and round the pipe-shafts, brick or 
concrete lining. •

91. Shafts not required as manholes or ventilators, on completion of contract, or when directed by the Engineer, to
have all timber withdrawn (as specified in clause 95), and to be carefully filled in. ^ ^

92. Where it is found necessary to carry the excavation deeper than the underside of concrete foundations, in order 
to obtain a compact solid bottom, the portion so excavated to be filled in to the underside of concrete foundation, or as may 
be directed, with good quarry filling, spread 6 inches thick, rammed and watered until approved. The price per cubic yard 
for providing and putting in position quarry filling is to be 1 cubic yard of ** filling.”

* 93. All soil, sand, and other materials which the excavations of this contract do not supply, and which it is necessary
to obtain for the completion of the embankments and filling of every description, the contractor shall procure, of approved 
quality, from any other source or land outside the limits of this contract. The cost of providing to be included in the price 
per cubic yard for “filling.”

94. As the works proceed, all shoring, timbering, staging, temporary bridges, piling, sheet-piling, &c., shall be with
drawn, excepting permanent timbering, as shown on drawings, and in all other cases where, in the opinion of the Engineer, 
the withdrawing of the same is impracticable, or would endanger the safety of the works, buildings, streets, and other 
surfaces over and adjacent to the works, when the contractor must obtain an order in writing, signed by the Engineer, to 
the effect that piling, sheet-piling, shoring, timbering, &c., may be covered up.

95.
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95. In withdrawing timbering from open trenches and shafts the same shall be commenced from bottom of excavation, 
or, as the Engineer may direct, from lowest practicable portion of same, and continued upwards ; the contractor to exercise 
every precaution by means of intermediate shoring, plankings, props, &c., and the filling in around and above sewer and 
shaft lining to be carried on simultaneously with the withdrawing of the timbering. The cost of withdrawing to be included 
in the price per cubic yard for “filling.”

96. Refilling into excavation shall be measured the net dimensions of excavation less the actual displacement of any 
permanent works. Any other “filling” shall be measured the actual cross-sections ordered.

97. The schedule price for one (1) cubic yard of filling in any situation shall include the cost of removing the materials 
from temporary spoil-banks, or from other sources outside the limits of this contract, and the depositing same in accordance 
with the plans and specification, together with the work and material described in clauses 92, 93, 95, and 107.

Surplus Material,
98. The excavated material not required, or approved for filling, to be removed off the works to such places as shall 

be ordered, spread and trimmed, and to be paid for as lead.
99. The surplus materials to be measured the actual net excavations less the actual net refilling.
100. The distance of lead shall be measured from top of shaft or end of open cutting to centre of spoil-bank or other 

place of deposit.
Restoration of Roads and other Surjaces.

101. After the filling in of sewer trenches and shafts has been consolidated and approved, the surfaces of roads, 
streets, paths, &c., to be at once restored in the manner hereafter described, viz. : In the case of streets which are wood- 
blocked on concrete the City Surveyor will replace same on behalf of the contractor, at the rate per square yard stated in 
specification ; in the case of roads or streets which are ballasted and metalled 9 inches of ballast shall be laid thereon, and 
after this has been blinded with selected and approved material the metal put aside,-as specified in clause No. 45, shall be 
evenly spread and rammed until approved : in the case of roads or streets which are ballasted only 9 inches of ballast shall 
be laid thereon, and blinded as above ; and in the case of other coverings, the surfaces to be restored to the same condition 
as they were before the commencement of the work. Materials damaged, injured, or otherwise not approved of as fit for 
reinstating^ surfaces to be replaced by contractor with new, sound, and approved materials of their respective kinds, 
together with any additional ballast which may be required, over and above that found on the site of the excavation and 
referred to in clause 45. If, however, in the opinion of the Engineer sufficient hard rock is excavated from the tunnels, 
shafts, and open cuttings, the contractor will be allowed to break such rock to a 4-inch gauge, and use same for restoring 
road surfaces.

102. Immediately the pipes are laid, or concrete and other work in connection with shafts, manholes, lampholes, &c., 
are executed, and the ground filled in over same in any length of sewer, it is to be distinctly understood that all surplus 
material is to be carted away, the road cleaned until approved, and the road and other surface to be made good, flush with 
surrounding surfaces of roads, paths, &c., to the satisfaction of the Municipal authorities and the Engineer, in accordance 
with the specification ; and if the contractor fails to do this the Engineer shall be at liberty, without further notice, to 
get the roads cleaned, and the road and other surfaces made good at contractor’s cost.

103. The contractor shall maintain the surface of the roads, streets, &c., after the excavations have been filled in, 
where the streets, roads, &c., have *been broken up or injured during the progress of the work, during the period of the 
contract time, and afterwards during the period of maintenance, and shall from time to time make good any sinkings in 
the surface, and shall provide any additional metal, ballast, or other material that may be necessary during these periods.

104. The whole cost of work and materials in connection with the restoration of road and other surfaces to be solely
borne by the contractor. '

105. The contractor shall, at the termination of the period of maintenance, procure certificates from the Municipal 
authorities concerned that the roads, &c., in their respective districts are in a satisfactory condition.

Restoring Buildings, Walls, Fences, <&c.
106. All buildings, walls, fences, and works of any description met with on the site of the works that it is found 

necessary to remove or that may be disturbed, are to be replaced or repaired, at the sole cost of the contractor, and left, at 
the completion of the works, in the same order and condition as they were before the commencement of the works.

Trimming.
107. On completion of all embankments, cuttings, and filling, all top surfaces and slopes to be dressed and trimmed 

off to the specified inclinations and surfaces, and to such other inclinations, slopes, and surfaces as may be directed at the 
time; and all materials accumulating after trimming and levelling top surfaces and slopes, &c., shall, at the completion of 
the works, be removed, carted away, or spread about, as may be directed by the Engineer; and the schedule rates for 
filling and excavation shall include and cover all costs for trimming and dressing surfaces, and of removing, carting away, 
or spreading about all superfluous accumulations at the conclusion of contract.

Sodding.
108. On completion of embanking and filling, where ordered, all top surfaces and slopes to be protected by sodding. 

The surfaces to be sodded are to be boxed out the widths and depths required for the reception of turf-lining. The 
materials boxed out to be dealt with as provided in clause 107. The sods to be the best obtainable within a radius of 
5 miles, of approved quality, not less than 3 inches in thickness and 10 inches square, full cut, with square arrises, to be 
laid in approved bond on their flat beds, close jointed over all top surfaces of filling or embanking, to be beaten down as 
the work proceeds with proper tools, as shall be directed, and when finished to present throughout perfectly smooth and 
plain surfaces. If the season requires it, the turfing to be properly and regularly watered to ensure the grass taking fresh 
root. The boxing out and turfing to be carried out simultaneously, and no greater area to be boxed out at any time than 
can be covered with turfing during two working days. The price for sodding to cover all the work described in this clause.

Soiling and Sowing.
109. All slopes of embankments, cuttings, and filling, after they have been trimmed, to be covered, when directed, 

with a layer of surface soil, to be carefully rolled, and when finished to be of a thickness of not less-than 3 inches. All 
slopes, soiled or not soiled, or embankments, cuttings, or filling (where not sodded), after they have been trimmed, &c., 
and when ordered, to be sown with couch grass seed, as shall be directed, and to be rolled afterwards.

Piling, Timbering, d-c.
110. Piling to be executed as required and ordered, but the actual quantities required can only be ascertained during 

the progress of the excavations, and as the trial piles are sunk.
111. The whole of the timber which, in the opinion of the Engineer, is required for each part of the various works, or 

for such portions of the same as he may determine at the time, shall be cut and delivered on the ground prior to contractor 
commencing the excavation of such part or portion of said work. All timber when brought on the ground to be at once 
properly and carefully stacked on even plain surfaces, and all timbers to lay perfectly straight in the stacks ; all timbers 
bent, split, unsound, or objected to on other grounds by the Engineer shall be removed by the contractor from the ground 
within twenty-four hours after such objections have been made known to him, and if he neglects to do so they shall be 
removed without further notice by the Engineer at contractor’s cost; all rejected timbers to be marked by a brand or axe- 
mark.
a , ..4^ timbers required and delivered for each respective part of works to be, when dressed, pointed, placed, and 
fixed m position, of the various lengths and dimensions indicated and shown on the drawings referring to such works, or of 
such other dimensions which the Engineer may deem suitable for the works.

1J3. All square or round piles shall be sharpened (pointed) at the lower end, the sharpened sides to be cut to a 
batter of 1 to 6, finished at lowest end with a flatter diamond-cut point, as shown on drawings ; the lowest point to be 
exactly ip the straight line of the true axis of the pile, and the sharpened sides to be cut true to the axis of pile to prevent 
same from twisting and slanting when being driven. 114.
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114. All lower ends of sheet-piles to be sharpened on one side only to an inclined edge, as shown on drawings, and as
shall be directed, to ensure the pile when being driven to drift towards the pile last driven ; all sheet-piles of the same 
length and thickness within each respective panel to have their ends sharpened exactly the same as regards length of cut 
surface and inclination of bottom edge. # . i j

115. All round, square, and sheet piles to be straight-grown timber, and before being driven all square, angle, and 
guide-piles to be faced truly straight on the sides against which sheet-piles are to be driven and finished as shown on plans ; 
all round piles for staging across rivers, against which planked sides for concrete filling are to be fixed, to be finished with 
a straight adzed face the depth required for reception of said planking.

116. All sheet-piles to he perfectly parallel, and before being driven to be truly faced and. fitted to each other within
each panel (between each pair of guide-piles), as shown on drawings, forming a straight close joint. #

117. All round, square, and sheet-piles are to be hooped with wrought-iron rings at the top, such rings to be of not
less than 2 in. x 1 in. iron for the square and round piles, and of not less than 2 in. x £ in. iron for the sheet-piles ; stronger 
rings to be provided and used when directed. All piles are to be pointed, as hereinbefore described, and where driven into 
hard ground, when directed and ordered, the points to be protected by wrought-iron steel-pointed shoes, weighing, except 
where otherwise directed, 28 lb. each for the main and guide piles, and 8 lb. each for the sheet-piles. All shoes to be 
provided and made of such shape and workmanship as the Engineer shall approve of. They are to be carefully and truly 
fitted and fixed on to points of piles, and the lowest points of shoes for the round and square piles to be fixed exactly in a 
straight line with the axis of each pile. #

118. The exact lines and positions of all piles shall be carefully and correctly ascertained and staked out by the
contractor to the satisfaction of the Engineer, and all stakes fixed in water or river-beds to extend above high-water level 
before any piles are placed and driven. After the staking out, piles to be placed truly plumb, or to such batters as inay 
be directed, in their respective positions between guide-wales. All sheet-piles to be placed, truly plumb, between each 
pair of guide-piles, and lowered into their respective positions between two walings, fitted and fixed on both sides of 
guide-piles, as shown on drawings. ^

119. After the excavations for the various foundations have been completed, timbered, and approved, the pile
driving as indicated on drawings, or where ordered, to be proceeded with as follows :—In order to ascertain the lengths of 
piles required for the foundations of the different piers and abutments, as indicated on drawings, the contractor is first to 
drive trial piles, in the manner hereinafter specified, in positions required for permanent purposes, one for each alternate 
pier, or as shall be directed. Any extra expense in connection with trial piles to be borne by the contractor. After the 
different lengths of piles required for the works have been in this manner ascertained the permanent piles to be placed in 
their exact positions, and then to be driven perfectly plumb (or to such batters.as may be directed) until tested ana 
approved, as specified. # t .

120. Long piles from 25 feet and upwards, of 12 inches and greater diameters, to be driven with a ram weighing
from 20 to 30 cwt., having a drop over head of pile of not less than 5 feet, the drop to increase in height as the pile is 
driven, as shall be directed. Any pile driven with a ram of 20 cwt. or more, as the case may be, falling 10 feet, to be 
driven until at the last stroke it does not drive more than the specified depth, and any pile not standing this test to be 
drawn when ordered, and to be replaced by a longer pile. Shorter piles may be driven with a ram of less weight than 20 
cwt. ; and when rams of lighter weight are allowed to be used over shorter piles, sheet-piles, &c., the height of drop to 
vary from 12 to 18 feet, as the Engineer shall direct. .

121. All piles to be pitched of such lengths as will ensure good sound heads at the levels shown on drawings, or as 
may be given at the time by the Engineer. No pile shall be pitched until measured and marked by an officer of the 
Department, nor cut off until tested and approved. Tenons, 8 in. x 4 in. x 6 in. deep, to be neatly cut on pile-heads. Any 
pile which may be too short, or which may have been driven out of plumb, or out of the stipulated batter, or which may 
split below the level of the required height when driven, to be at once drawn, and to be replaced by a sound pile, driven 
plumb, or battered, as the case may be, of the required length, at contractor’s cost. The contractor must, be careful not 
to pitch any pile which he is not satisfied will be long enough. Scarfing of piles is not permitted. The driving of piles to 
be commenced and carried on in such order of works as specified, and as shall be directed.

122. Where close piling is shown on drawings, all angle-piles and guide-piles to be driven first, after which the 
upper guide-wales are to be fitted and fixed on to heads of main piles, and then the whole of the sheet-piles of one panel, 
after being prepared and fitted, to be lowered and placed into position for driving, after which they are to be driven each 
a few feet at a time, so that the whole panel of sheet-piles shall be driven to the specified depth, as near as possible 
together ; in this manner each panel is to be driven, one after another, unless otherwise ordered.

123. As the sheet-piling and excavation between same proceeds the lower guide-wales to be fitted and fixed 
together with all transverse, diagonal, and angle struts as shown on drawings, and with such additional and intermediate 
struts as the Engineer may deem necessary during the progress of the works.

124. Capsills to be accurately mortised, placed upon bearing piles, and to bear truly on pile-heads. Transverse
sleepers to be spaced as shown, placed upon capsills, halved out 1^ inch deep at points of intersection, and planks to be 
laid and close fitted between sleepers upon the capsills. Sleepers and planks to be secured to capsills with wrought-iron 
4-inch square 9-inch spikes. 4

125. The net quantities of all permanent timbering, planking, and piling, as shown on drawing, and where ordered, 
and of all other shoring, timbering, piling, sheet-piling, which the Engineer has ordered to be covered up shall be ascer
tained by measurement before any timbers are covered up and paid for at schedule rates, which shall cover and include the 
cost of timber fixed in works, iron used in fixing same, wrought-iron shoes for piles, packing materials, &c..

126. The measurements to be taken to ascertain the net quantities of timber to be paid for under this contract shall 
be as under, viz. :—For all hewn and sawn timber where ordered, in any situation in the construction of these works, the 
width multiplied by the depth and the actual length (tenons included) shall be the net measurement. For round timber, 
other than piles, ordered to be covered up the diameter given is to be measured, exclusive of bark, at the smallest end, 
and the area of such diameter multiplied by the actual length fixed in the works shall be the net measurement. For piles 
where ordered, in any situation in the construction of these works, the measurement shall be the actual number of lineal 
feet (tenons included) of each such pile as placed in position, driven, and fixed in the works.

. Carpenter's toorh.
127. The whole of the carpenter’s work for girders, planks, working platforms, railings, &c., to be of the timbers 

specified or approved and of the best workmanship, to be framed, fitted, and fixed, finished, cleaned off, rough parts sand
papered (where directed), and completed in the best possible manner, in strict accordance with drawings and measurements 
indicated and dimensions figured thereon, with all necessary nails, spikes, screw-bolts, drift-bolts, wood-screws, coach- 
screws, wrought-iron straps, stays, and other fastenings of the best quality and approved workmanship. All holes for bolts, 
spikes, nails, &c., to be bored with the exact augers, and all mortise holes and tenons, &c., to be cut so as to fit exactly to' 
prevent timbers from splitting. All timber split during the progress of the work and its term of maintenance to be at once 
replaced by sound timber. All scantlings requiring scarfing in places are to be joined together as shown on sections, and 
as shall be directed.

Cylinders.
128. The cylinders for piers, buildings, &c., to be bolted up in the necessary lengths, accurately placed in position,

lowered, and the sinking proceeded with by weighting as long as cylinders continue to go down, the tops to be finished at 
same level. As the cylinders are sinking into the ground the materials inside to be removed by such excavating appliances 
as may be approved. On completing the excavation of each cylinder to secure and approved foundations the water to be 
expelled by pressure of air or other approved method, and on having ascertained the cylinder to be perfectly true in position 
and plumb the bottom to be thoroughly cleaned and levelled, after which the concrete, as specified in clauses 140 to 145, 
and 148. to be filled in for the first 6 feet under air pressure, or as shall be directed, till twenty-four hours after having 
deposited same in position. Above this level the cylinders to be filled in with concrete, as specified, to level of top of cast- 
iron cap. ' .

. 129. The sinking of cylinders to be continued, if required, to greater depths than shown on drawings ; such 
additional depths to be paid for at schedule rate, which is to include all charges, except cost of extra lengths of cast-iron 
cylinder ; a corresponding deduction to be made if secure foundations are obtained at lesser depths.
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130. If rock, boulders, dead logs, &c., are met with in an irregular manner, or at one side, while sinking cylinders, Rock, &c. . \ 
the air-lock, or other approved method, must be applied, and the obstructions removed, so as to ensure the cylinders to
sink plumb, and to rest on a perfectly flat and solid bottom ; no powder or other explosives to be used in the removal of 
such obstacles. The sinking to be proceeded with as soon as possible after delivery of ironwork, to ensure the erection of 
bridges, &c., without delay. .

131. After the sinking is completed, making up or fitting lengths are to be provided and cast, at schedule rate, so Fitting lengths,
as to bring the top of the cylinders to the exact level shown on drawings. *

t Rewers, Slorm-watcr Channels, etc.
■ 132. As the cross-section area of each respective length of tunnel and open trench has been excavated, cleaned, and

approved, the sewers, storm-water channels, and other works specified, shown on drawing and determined by the Engineer, 
to be built therein.

133. In rock and other compact formation the concrete and brick lining to be filled in solid between internal surfaces Tunnel lining, 
of sewer, storm-water channel, &c. (less, in the case of concrete, §-inch S2)aee required for cement facing), and surfaces of
tunnel or open trench.

134. Under all shafts, w hen ordered, relieving arches of brick or concrete to be built of a thickness, form, and width Relieving 
as shall be directed at the time. Under temporary shafts excavated by contractor for his own convenience, the extra brick arches, 
and concrete work to be at the contractor’s cost.

135. The thickness and description of the lining, whether concrete only, of brick and concrete, or of brick only, Lining, 
required for the different portions of tunnels and open trenches, depends upon the nature of the ground through which they
are driven or excavated, as the case may be, and shall be determined by the Engineer as the excavation advances.

136. In strong compact rock, 4^-inch concrete and brick lining will be requisite ; and, as the materials occur less 
compact, two or three rings of brickwork or brick and concrete lining, as shall be determined by the Engineer as the 
tunnel proceeds, may be required.

. ^7* Junction chambers for sub-main and reticulating pipes, upper inlet chambers in shafts for junctions with Junctions and
reticulating pipe-sewers, drop-shafts, penstock and gas-check chambers, flushing-stations, weir-chambers with storm-inlet chambers, 
water discharge pipes, ventilating shafts, aqueducts on arches, and on wrought-iron girders, syphons, buildings, bridges, 
culverts, storm-water channel junctions, intersections with existing roads, sewers, and water pipes, branch inlets, man-holes, 
gullies, road work, &c., to be constructed in connection with main sewers, branch sewers, and storm-water channels of 
concrete, brickwrork, masonry, cement-facing, iron, timber, stoneware, and cast-iron pipes, &c., of the exact sizes, heights, 
shapes, forms, curves, and with such ornamental red, white, and other bricks, panels, mouldings, piling, &c., as shown on ,
drawings, and as may be ordered and directed at the time. Shafts to be built of concrete or brickwork, at the option of 
the Engineer, to the thickness and shape shown on drawings, or as shall be directed. Curved junctions for branch, oval, Curved junc- 
or pipe sewers, as shown on drawings, and where ordered, to be constructed in concrete, to enter the main sewers at such tions. 
levels above the invert, with such radius and longitudinal fall as shown, or as shall be determined at the time.

138. Cast-iron pipes, landing platforms, bars, scupper boxes, gully gratings, girders, over weir and shaft-chambers, Cast-iron work, 
or other castings, flushing-valves, gas-check frames, penstocks, man-hole covers, saddles, stop-board grooves, &c., to be 
walled and built in, as shown on drawings ; at points of intersection, branch junctions, gas-check chambers, pipe ventilat- .
ing shafts, where ordered, &c.
, 139. Step-irons, supports to wrought-iron ladders, holdfasts, ends of wrought and cast-iron girders, bars, &c., to be Building in
ouut into side walls of shafts, and anchor bolts for fixing cast-iron frame for penstocks, gas-checks, &c., to be built into wrought-iron 
walls of shaft chambers as shall be directed. Flap-traps to be built in where ordered. Permanent putlog holes in shapes of work- 
reveals, for temporary staging, are to be left in walls of gas-check chambers, shaft chambers, and shafts where directed ; 
and, in all cases, unless otherwise ordered, the reveals are to be built round of the same thickness of brick or concrete as 
shown on walls of shafts or chambers at the places referred to. Putlog holes to be included in the schedule price for brick
work. Stop-board grooves to be formed in concrete where ordered. .

Concrete Work,
140. Bluestone concrete used in these works to be composed of one part of concrete, two parts of sand, and four Bluestone con- 

parts of bluestone metal. The bluestone metal to be broken to a size to pass freely with its largest dimensions, through a cre^e.
ring of inch in diameter, to be free from dirt, quarry refuse, and to be screened through a sieve of J inch meshes, and 
then to be washed with fresh water until approved.

141. Special concrete, if required, to be composed of 2 parts of cement, 3 parts of sand, and 7 parts of bluestone Special concrete-
metal, prepared as specified in clause 140. „ '

142. Sandstone concrete, where ordered to be used in these works, to be composed of 1 part of cement, 2 parts of Sandstone con- 
sand, and 5 parts of sandstone metal. The sandstone metal to be free from dirt, quarry refuse, sieved (as specified in clause crete.
140), washed, and of a size to pass with its largest dimensions through a ring of 2 inches in diameter.

143. All concrete to be prepared close to where it is required on a sawn timber plank platform. All proportions to Mixing, 
be correctly ascertained by measurement, the metal to be well washed when put on the platform and levelled at top, the
sand to be placed in a level layer upon the metal, and the cement to be placed in a level layer upon the sand ; after which
all materials to be carefully mixed and turned over twice, and then the whole to be mixed with fresh clean water, and ’ '
thoroughly turned over twice, and oftener if required, until, in the opinion of the Engineer, it shall be fit for the work before
it leaves the platform ; it shall then be conveyed to the works as shall be directed, and be used fresh. Referring to clause
10, the gauge-boxes are to be made to the following internal dimensions, viz.:—For stone 3 feet square in plan, and for sand
2 ft. 6 in. square. The depth of each box to be made so as to give the correct proportion of material.
■ 144. If the concrete is made by machinery, all materials to be prepared as previously described, then to be mixed Mixing by
dry, and afterwards with fresh clean water, as may be directed and as shall be approved of ; to be used fresh. machinery.

145. The diffei’ent kinds of concrete described under clauses 140,141, and 142, as bluestone concrete, special concrete, 
and sandstone concrete respectively, shall be used in the various parts of these works as specified, and as may be ordered at 
the time.

. 146. After the excavation for foundation of each respective part of the works, and the piling, planking, timbering, Order of work'
staging, &c., for same have been completed, and the bottom of excavations has been cleared and approved, the concrete 
work to be built thereon to the exact dimensions, and of such forms and shapes as shown on the drawings referring to each 
respective part of said works. °

14/. The contractor to provide, at his own cost, approved concrete-boxes, centres, staging, shoring, planking, &c., of Boxing, 
the exact forms, shapes, curves, &c., required ; in a proper, secure, and substantial manner, due allowance being made*for timtering,
% iBch thick cement-facing over all internal exposed surfaces of concrete work; and great care being taken that all centering centerin£* 
and concrete-boxes can be easily withdrawn. After completion of any portion of the concrete, the concrete-boxes and the 
centering, as the case may be, shall not be removed until the Engineer or his Superintending Officer has given written 
permission to that effect.

* 148. The concrete, after it has been approved of, to be conveyed into cast-iron cylinders, shafts, excavations for Method of work,
piers, and other deep foundations, in skips of approved size, and to every other part of the work as may be directed, and 
as shall be approved of, and tipped into same and upon the surface of each layer from a height not exceeding 18 inches, to 
be quickly spread out in layers not exceeding 9 inches in thickness. Commencing at each part of the work at lowest level 
of excavation or surface of work, the concrete to be brought up in horizontal layers or parallel with specified longitudinal 
gradients of works ; each layer, when spread, to be quickly and evenly rammed all over until approved of.

449. In circular, oval, elliptical, and open channels, the concrete to be filled first into central pads, or, in accordance Below springing 
with the transverse curvature of .invert or bottom of channel, into central strips, not exceeding 2 feet in width for wide ^ne- 
open channels, then into bottom layer right up to extreme width at sides, and then into the curved sides, as shown on 
drawings, up to top of side walls in open channels, or to level of springing in closed channels.

loO. After the concrete has been carried up to the level of springing, all concrete arches to be commenced at both Above springing 
walls or abutments simultaneously, and carried on towards centre line in radiating parallel strips, spread 9 inches thick of line* 
the whole width of arch, or in lengths, as specified in clauses 157 and 158, and as shall be directed at the time, and rammed 
as before described. W here the arch is thicker than 9 inches, the lower layer to be always completed throughout 12 inches 
in advance of the upper succeeding layer.

151.
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151. After completion of the closing arch, all concrete work above springing of the same, at sides of arch, in man
holes, chambers, shafts, &c., to be carried up m the same manner as specified in clause 148, and of the exact dimensions, 
curves, and thicknesses, &c., as shown on drawings. ^

152. No portion of the concrete work described m the previous clauses (unless otherwise directed in writing) to be 
covered up with earth or brickwork until it has been examined and approved of by the Engineer. Any leakage that may 
appear m each layer to be carefully attended to and be made good and repaired at the time, as shall be approved, before 
each succeeding layer is put on.

153. All end faces of layers of concrete to be stepped back at each respective length of sewer or other work, as
shall be directed, to be carefully washed clean with fresh water, and then to be grouted prior to each layer of the adjoining 
length being commenced and joined on to the same. ^

154. No traffic shall pass over any fresh concrete work except where such is duly protected against injury by
boarding, planks, or any other means approved of by the Engineer or Superintending Officer at the time. ^

155. In the event of any stoppage occurring to the work, from whatever cause, or in anticipation^of rainfall, the 
contractor, before temporarily stopping work, shall finish it off at whatever level the work may be raised at the time, by 
thoroughly grouting the whole of the surface with cement grout. The contractor also to provide and have always on hand 
approved tarpaulins for the purpose of covering all fresh concrete work and brickwork, when ordered, so as to protect the 
same during all stoppages in the daytime and at night from sun and ram, and during hot or dry weather, to keep said 
tarpaulins watered to pi event the work from cracking and setting too quickly on the outside.

156. In all cases where a layer at mid-day or at evening is left incomplete the said layei shall not be continued after 
any stoppage until the surface of the lower and the end of the upper layer have been washed clean and then grouted with 
cement grout.

157. The concrete and brickwork in sewers and channels to be built in open trenches, in three continuous lengths of 
40 feet each (unless otherwise directed), that is to say, when the arching-in of the first 40 feet commences, the next length 
of 40 feet must be completed up to the springing of arch, and the third 40 feet length must be in progress, and the latter 
so timed that the work is raised up to springing of arch by the time the closing-in of the adjoining length commences.

158. The concrete and brickwork in sewers and channels on completion of each length of tunnel to be carried on m 
each length, from the middle towards each end simultaneously, m three continuous lengths of 16 ft. 6 in. each, unless 
otherwise directed ; that is to say, when the arching of the first 16 ft. 6 m. commences ; the next 16 ft. 6 m. length must 
be m progress from height of invert up to the springing of arch ; the third 16 ft. 6 in. length must be in progress between 
floor of tunnel and level of invert of sewer.

159. At all plinths for piers of arches and abutments, piers of arches, abutments, between wings of abutments, 
pilasters, foundations, of buildings, culverts, &c., unless otherwise directed, each layer to be completed right through the 
whole length and width of the work before the succeeding layer is put on. Where concrete has to be walled or filled m 
against and between brick facings or masonry, the latter m each case to be 'well wetted and grouted, and then to be covered 
with a coat of cement mortar inch thick before the concrete is built against it, and it is to be brought up simultaneously 
with same m layers 6 inches thick after ramming, the brick or masonry facings, however, being always kept 6 inches (or 
more, as the case may be) higher than the concrete work up to the level of string-course or other defined limit, when the 
work has to be fimshed level all through.

160. The brickwork, masonry, and concrete-filling between all arches and at sides of end-arches to be carried up 
simultaneously over the whole length and width of eveiy aqueduct, building, or other structure (unless otherwise directed), 
so that all arches or other structures shall be simultaneously and equally weighted as the brick, stone, and concrete work 
rises against and over same.

161. The concrete in pieis of arches of aqueducts, abutments, and approaches to aqueducts to be carried up in the 
first instance from bottom of exca\ations to level of top of plinths ; m the second instance to level of top of skewbacks ; m 
the third instance to level of underside of stringcourse ; and m the fourth instance to level of top of coping of aqueducts.

162. When all piers and abutments of aqueducts have been built to a level of springing of arches or to top of skew- 
backs, as the case may be, the concrete, brick, and stone arches, as specified, to be built one after another over the openings 
upon centres, cambeied as shall be directed, of such numbei as shall be specified, strong enough m every part to carry the 
weight of the arch to be built theieon, till all openings of one aqueduct are arched over, after which the whole of the arches 
shall be allowed two weeks’ time to set and harden before the buck and stone facings, and the concrete, &c., between the 
arches and at sides of end-arches is commenced. In filling in, between arches and at sides of end-arches the various layers 
of concrete, of the thickness specified m clauses 148 and 159, as the case may be, to be brought up extending on to extrados 
of arches till the thickness of each layer at its end is reduced to 4J inches above extrados, when it is to be finished at the 
time with a radiating end face before the succeedmg layei is put on. The junctions of the storm-water sewers to be con
structed with such curves, shapes, forms, flat arches between wrought-iron rolled girders, &c., as shown on drawings. On 
completion of junctions, or any lengths of storm-water channel, as may be specified, to exact level of underside of iron 
girders, the latter to be laid transversely over side-walls of junctions or channels, bedded in and upon special cement 
mortar, J-mch thick, truly parallel to each other, and spaced 4 feet fiom centre to centre, or as may be specified, after 
which the concrete filling along side-walls, between and over ends of girders, to be completed. The arches of 4-feet span 
or thereabout, with a rise of 5 inches m centre between the girders, to be commenced from lower end, and to advance to 
the upper end of the junction or channel in each case (all girders being carefully stiffened and held in position by props, as 
shall be directed), with not less than twelve centres, or as may be directed, of the exact width of junction or channel 
between side walls. The arches to be built as specified m clause 150, and on completion to foim a level concrete decking 
3 inches above level of top of girders.

163. The concrete lining round sewer on lines of aqueducts and approaches (between underside of string-course and 
underside of coping, unless where otherwise specified) to be brought up between brick and stone faciugs (where such occur) 
simultaneously with same, as specified m clause 159. The concrete to be finished transversely level with underside of copings. 
This work to be carried on along each line of aqueduct m the manner and m lengths as specified m clauses 161 and 162.

164. In conjunction with the concrete surrounding sewer, where the latter is built upon arches and m embankments,
the contractor to provide, fit, place m position, and wall m with the concrete, longitudinally m each corner at top and 
bottom of conciete lining §-mch diameter bond-rods in 16 feet lengths. The ends to overlap 12 inches, and tied together 
with binding-wire, and, transversely, f-mch diameter bond-rods 4^ inches above soffit of sewer of such lengths as to fit 
between the outer brick lining, or as shall be directed, spaced 10 feet from centre to centre. The cost of providing, fitting, 
placing, and walling-m said bond-rods to be included m the schedule price per cubic yard of concrete. _

165. Special care to be taken by contractor to prevent the concrete, &e., from cracking at ends of each respective
and successive length of sewer and channel m any situation in consequence of the draught m same, by providing and carefully 
closing up ends of sewers or channels with canvas oi wooden shields or doors, and by carrying the -w orks on m continuous 
lengths, without delays and stoppages, so as to prevent air cracks or shrinkage. ^

166. Should, however, cracks occur at ends of any length of sewer, storm-water channel, or other work, during its 
construction and time of maintenance, they shall be opened up for their whole length and depth, and of such width as may 
be directed at the time, and filled in with neat cement mortar and grout by the contractor, at his own expense, to the satis
faction of the Engineer, or he may order such cracked paits of the works to be taken down and rebuilt at contractoi’s cost.

167. The concrete work comprised m this contiact to be completed to the exact dimensions shown on drawings, less
| mch at all exposed inner and outer surfaces, and after the boxes and centerings have been removed, all exposed outer and 
inner surfaces shall present compact, solid, even, plain faces. All faulty and honeycomb portions, cavities, holes, or other 
defects, to be at once repaired by the contractor, at his own cost, with concrete or moitar, as the case may require, to the 
satisfaction of the Engineer. No portion of the concrete work to be covered up with earth or brickwork until it has been 
examined and approved. > #

168. After the concrete or masonry has been built to the exact height and gradient (leaving sufficient space for 
jointing), the whole of the cast and wrought iron work, after having been washed clean with fresh water, is to be truly laid 
and jointed in its exact positions, lines and gradients, on fillets of mortar; and as the concrete rises against and around the 
castings, bond rods, &c., leaving a space of not less than ^-mch all round between the concrete and iron, this space round 
the invert, or underneath bottom of plates and rods, as the case may be, to be filled m with grout or mortar, as shall be 
directed at the time, whilst above the springing line the outer surface of the castings, &c., to be grouted, and then to be 
covered with a coat of special mortar J mch thick before the concrete is built on to and around said pipes, castings, frames, &c.

169.
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169. All anchor-bolts in connection with cast-iron and wrought-iron work to be placed in the exact positions required ; 
to be washed clean, wetted, bedded upon, and surrounded with special mortar in each case before the concrete is built 
round same.

170. All stoneware or cast-iron pipes, &c., where they are shown to be or ordered to be surrounded with concrete,
to be clean washed with fresh water, to be laid and jointed in the exact lines and gradients on fillets of mortar, and to be 
grouted all round as the concrete is being built round same. -

171. Prior to commencing any concrete which has to be built on to and against rock faces, all shaken and loose 
rock to be removed; all rock surfaces to be well cleaned, washed, and wetted, and all beds, open joints, and spaces 
between concrete and rock faces to be carefully 611ed in with cement mortar, and the cost of thus preparing rock faces, 
washing, grouting, flushing, &c., to be included in and covered by the schedule price per cube yard for the concrete.

Brickwork.
172. In executing the brickwork in any situation in the construction of these works, all bricks to be thoroughly 

soaked in clean fresh water immediately before being used, and all work to be built with whole bricks (except where 
otherwise directed), of approved shape and dimensions, to ensure the bond of each particular part of the work being 
executed, in the manner as shown on drawings, and as may be ordered at the time with £-inch joints, each brick to be set 
full upon and rubbed in cement mortar, and every course to be carefully and thoroughly grouted, and well wetted before 
the succeeding course is put on, care being taken to keep the inner and outer faces of work clean by placing fillets of 
mortar on outer and inner edges before grouting.

173. The brickwork in arches up to 12-foot span to be built as shown on longitudinal and cross sections in radiating
courses, with radiated bricks where ordered, in 4^-inch rings in approved bond, the bricks of each course to break joint 
over the centre of those above or below. Where the brickwork consists of two or more rings, said rings to be built 
simultaneously, the lower ring to be always completed throughout 4j inches in advance of the upper succeeding ring, each 
brick to be set full upon and rubbed in cement mortar, and each ring to be keyed in centre and" to be covered with a coat 
of cement mortar ^ inch thick, to ensure the thorough bonding between the different rings. When completing any length 
of brick closing arch of main sewer, storm-water channels, &c., the courses at end of same to be stepped back, as shall be 
directed, and the end face of each ring or course to be well wetted, and then grouted, prior to each ring of the succeeding 
length being commenced. '

174. The brickwork in arches over 12-foot span to be built in radiating through-courses, of rubbed and gauged bricks 
if directed, in approved bond ; to be commenced at both abutments simultaneously, the whole width of same, and to be 
completed in the most perfect manner throughout the full width and thickness of arch, and to be keyed in centre.

' 175. The brickwork in abutments, abutment piers, wings, parapets, pilasters, spandrels, piers, facewalls, &c., to be
built of the various heights, thicknesses, and other dimensions, together with all recesses, projections, panelling, &c., and 
carried up at each special part or length of work simultaneously with the concrete and masonry, in English or other 
approved bond, in truly level courses or in courses truly parallel with longitudinal gradient of work, and in such other lines 
and curves as shown on drawings, or as may be ordered at the time. Where directed, all outer and inner faces of walls to 
be carried up straight, square, and plumb, with perfectly fair and even faces.

176. Weep-holes of the sizes shown to be left through the brick walls where directed, and everything to be made 
good where necessary.

177. The brick-on-edge flooring of inverts of storm-water channels on steep gradients, as shown on drawings, and 
where ordered, in any situation in the construction of these works, to be laid in approved bond ; each brick to be set full 
upon and rubbed in special cement mortar, after which the whole cf the surfaces of the brick-on-edge flooring to be care
fully and thoroughly grouted. •

178. The |-inch thick mortar covering (pargetting) of outside faces of brickwork or concrete of ventilating shafts, 
manholes, sewer-chambers, and sewers, as shown on drawings, shall not be measured and paid for as cement facing, but 
included in the measurement of the brick or concrete work, and paid for as such.

179. All putlog holes to be filled in, taking particular care to match the bricks and the mortar. All external faces 
of brickwork to be thoroughly cleaned, and all joints to be raked (if ordered f inch deep), and pointed with special cement 
mortar, and to be finished off'with a neatly struck and cut joint.

Cement Facing.
180. The whole of the internal and external concrete (and brick surfaces, if ordered), where such is shown on 

drawings, and in any situation in the construction of these works, to be protected by a cement facing to be put on in two 
thicknesses ; the facing throughout, when finished, to be § inch in thickness. All surfaces of concrete or brickwork to be 
well wetted before the cement facing is put on. The cement facing of all surfaces of works to be finished, as shown on 
drawings, and, where directed, with joints struck in imitation of ashlar masonry.

181. The different kinds of cement facing with which the exposed surfaces of these works are to be protected are :— 
Cement facing, prepared of cement and sand in the proportion of 1 of cement to 2 of sand ; and special cement facing, 
prepared of cement and sand in the proportion of 1 in cement and 1 of sand. The different qualities of cement facing, as 
above described, to be executed in the various parts of these works as shall be specified, and as may be ordered.at the time.

Masonry.
182. All freestone and bluestone ashlar of the exact sizes, forms, and shapes, to be built in where shown on drawings, 

and where directed, simultaneously with the concrete and brickwork. Stones to be washed clean and to be well wetted
. with fresh clean water immediately before being used, to be laid upon their natural beds in approved bond, and set solidly 

upon and in cement mortar in the exact positions required ; after which all joints between stones, between stones and 
brickwork, and between stones and concrete, to be carefully filled in with grout. Prior to each succeeding course being 
put on, the surface of the previous course to be well wetted and washed clean. All ashlar stones to be properly lifted by 
lewising, or as shall be directed when being placed in position. All beds and joints to be punched, axed, and picked, so 
as to form §-inch joints throughout. All exposed joints of masonry, and between masonry and brickwork, &c., to be 
carefully raked out, f inch deep, and filled in solid with special mortar, neatly pointed, finished flush with outside faces of 
work. All masonry to be left perfectly clean at completion of w’orks.

183. Freestone ashlar, to be provided in any situation in the construction of these works, of the exact dimensions, 
moulded, sunk, weathered, throated, checked, grooved, radiated, curved, channeled, fine-axed, battered, hammer-dressed, 
worked, rubbed where directed, and finished off in the best possible manner, as shown on drawings, and in accordance with 
any details which the Engineer may provide during the progress of the works. All stones to be in lengths, as shown, and 
as shall be directed, with truly squared and axe-dressed beds, joints, and backs. All joints from exposed surfaces of stones, 
and from faces of concrete work, as the case may be, to be axed-in 2 inches deep. The plinths, where shown on drawings, 
to be weathered with 2 inches parallel drafted margin, under edge of weathering and at all external angles of same. All 
external faces of plinths, skewbacks, abutments, piers, wings of abutments, &c., to be pitched-faced, no part of which to 
project more than approved of beyond true line of wall, with a true pitched line along each exposed arris, and with 2-inch 
parallel drafted margin as shown. All capstones over pilasters to be of one stone. Holes for lewis-bolts to be sunk where 
directed, of the depth and size required. All quoins, of the exact sizes specified, to be set in and out bonds to all angles.

184. Bluestone ashlar to be provided in any situation in the construction of these works, of the exact dimensions, 
forms, shapes, moulded, weathered, throated, fine-axed, sunk for reception of cast-iron bearing plates ; and faces of weir- 
crest stones to be radiated, and to have vertical bird’s-mouth grooves sunk along centre line of joints, as shall be directed ; 
to be built in with the concrete, brickwork, and freestone masonry, as the case may be, and as the latter rises, where shown 
on drawings, and as may be directed, to be lewised and set as specified in clause 1S2. All stones to be washed clean and to 
be well wetted before being used. Holes for lewis and anchor bolts to be sunk, where directed, of the depth and size 
required.

185. Squared freestone rubble masonry in any situation in the construction of these works, to be built of squared 
hammer-dressed throughstones, unless otherwise directed, in from 10 to 14 inch level courses, as may be directed at the 
time, or on lines of open channels in courses parallel with longitudinal gradient. Said masonry to be built straight, curved, 
battered, or sloped, every stone to be set full up on and in cement mortar. When the exposed face of wall is battered, the 
surface of each course to be at right angles with line of batter, the top course to be built of larger stones, level at top and
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squat ed at back. All stones to be punched, dres-ed, and picked to the exact thicknesses, sizes, and forms required, and 
set m the most approved bond, with joints throughout not exceeding inch in thickness. All stones to be washed clean 
and wetted with clean fresh water before being used. Every course to be carefully grouted before the succeeding course is 
put on. All masonry to be finished with a neatly struck and cut joint as the work proceeds, and to be left perfectly clean 
on completion

Squared Blueetone. Pitching.
186. Squared bluestone pitchers, m any situation in the construction of these works, to be set m sand, in regular 

9 inch courses, lengthwise across the channel, m the most approved bond, and m single ring or course round manhole 
covers, &c. All stones to be dressed and picked so as to ensure the joints all through not to exceed J mch in thickness. 
No stone to be less than 9 in. x 9 in. x 9 m , but to be longer, curved, and radiated if directed.

Squared Freestone Pitching and Channeling.
187. Squared freestone pitchers, m any situation m the construction of these works, to be set upon their natural beds 

in sand or m cement mortar, as may be specified, in legular 12-inch courses, lengthwise across the course of the channel, in 
approved bond, with J-inch wide joints throughout. No stone to be less than 12 inches deep, 12 inches wide, and 12 inches 
m length, but to be longer, curved, and radiated if duected. If the pitchers are set m cement, all stones to be washed 
clean and well wetted with clean fresh water before being used, to be set full upon and in cement mortar, and on completion 
of pitching, all joints to be carefully filled with cement grout. All pitching in road channels to be set m sand in regular 
courses parallel with kerb-stones, m appioved bond, with *,- inch joints, no stone to be less than 12 inches wide, 8 inches 
deep, unless otherwise specified, and 18 inches long, but to be longer, cuived, and radiated, if directed. On completion of 
pitching set in sand all joints to be carefully filled m with sand.

Freestone Kerhmg
188. Kerb-stones in such lengths, picked and axed dressed to such widths, depths, shapes, and forms, with squared 

and axed ends, insuring J-inch joints throughout, to be set upon their natural beds m sand, m any situation in the con- 
stiaction of these woiks, along such lines, levels, gradients, and curves as shown on diawmgs, and as may be directed at 
the time.

Pipe laying and Jointing.
189. After the trenches have been excavated to the exact depths, levels, and gradients, and after the foundation layer 

of concrete has been filled m where oidered, as the case may be (leaving sufficient room for jointing), glazed stoneware pipes 
of the required diameter to be laid thereon, along such lines, curves, and inclinations as shown on general plans and 
longitudinal sections, true, stiaight, and solid ; and for all vertical branch pipe-sewers and ventilating pipe-shafts, the pipes 
to be set true, straight, and plumb.

190. In clay or similar soil the pipes to lest direct and solid upon the soil. In rock they are to be laid as shown on 
draving, on a 1-inch bed of poor mortar, composed of one part of cement and six paits of sand, the cost of same to be 
included m items for pipe-laying. In soil liable to be scoured out or easily shifted they sjjall, if directed by the Engineer, 
be laid on sandstone concrete, as shown on drawing.

191. In every case the pipes shall be laid m such a manner that their barrelsyshall bear firmly and evenly on their 
bed, the sockets being entirely free from pressure m the jomt-hole, and the spigots concentric with the sockets.

192. The pipes are to be jointed as follows —The 6 inch pipes with tarred gasket J mch deep, after setting, and 
special cement mortar IJ inch deep within socket of pipe ; the 9-inch pipes with tarred gasket J mch deep after setting, 
and special cement mortar 14 mch deep withm socket of pipe ; the 10-mch pipes with tarred gasket J mch deep after 
setting, and special cement mortar If mch deep withm socket of pipe ; the 12 inch pipes with tarred gasket § inch deep 
after setting, and special cement mortar If inch deep within socket of pipe ; the 15-mch pipes with tarred gasket f inch 
deep after setting, and special cement mortar If mch deep within socket of pipe; the 16-mch pipes with tarred gasket 
T mch deep after setting, and special cement mortar 14; mch deep withm socket of pipe ; the 18-mch pipes with tarred 
gasketmeh deep after setting, and special cement mortar 1 j mch deep withm socket of pipe ; the 21-mch pipes with 
tailed gasket § mch deep after setting, and special cement moitar If mch deep withm socket of pipe ; the 24-meh pipes 
with tarred gasket j meh deep after setting, and special cement mortar 2 inches deep withm socket of pipe.

193 The tarred gasket to be placed m the faucet and set tight round spigot end of pipe, after which the remaining 
space m faucet to be cleaned, wetted, and filled in with stiff special cement mortar, packed m solid, splayed off outside to 
an angle of 45 degrees, and neatly finished off. The inner joints between pipes to be carefully filled with special cement 
moitar all round, neatly wiped off as a finish. Each pipe-length thus finished to be carefully cleaned out before another 
pipe-length is added.

194 Junction pipes of any desired size are to be laid into the line of pipe-sewers wherever required by the Engineer. 
The socket ends of all junction pipes, junction blocks, junction holes, ventilating pipes, and dead ends are to be protected 
against the ingress of foreign substances, and made easily accessible for effecting future connections, by being closed with 
earthenware discs having a temporary watertight joint all round, the cost of providing and fixing same to be included m 
items for pipe-laying.

Cast-iron Pipe laying.
195. After the pipe-tienches have been excavated to the exact depths, levels, and gradients required, cast iron pipes 

of the diameters shown or ordered, to be laid along lines (curved or straight), and solid upon the bottom of the trench, or 
upon a foundation layer of concrete, and the vertical pipes placed as shown, leaving sufficient room for jointing.
_ 196. The pipes are to he jointed as follows •—The 6-mch and 7-mch diameter pipes with spun-yarn 2| inches and 3
inches deep i espectively after setting up, and soft lead 1J inch deep after setting up; the 8-mch, 9-mch, and 10-mch diameter 
pipes with spun yarn 3 inches, 3J inches, and 3J inches deep lespectively after setting up, and soft lead IJ mch deep after 
setting up; the 11-mch, 12-mch, 14-mch, 15-inch, and 18 mch diameter pipes with spun yarn 3 inches, 3 inches, 3J inches, 
3} inches, and 3^ inches deep respectively after setting up, and soft lead If meh deep after setting up ; the 20-mch, 
22-mch, 24 mch, 26-mch, 28-meh, 30-meh, 32-inch, 34-mch, and 36 meh diameter pipes w ith spun-yarn 3 inches, 3f inches, 
3} inches, 3f inches, 3f inches, 3J inches, 3J inches, 3J inches, and 3^ inches deep lespectively after setting up, and soft 
lead 2 inches deep after setting up. “

197. Should the faucets of pipes used m these works, m places, be of greater or lesser depths than indicated in the 
previous clause, then the spun yarn packing is to be of greater or lesser depths as may be required, the depths of the lead 
joints to remain as specified. Expansion joints to be made m the same maimer, hut of such special depth of lead joint, 
with or without spun-yarn packing, as shown on drawings and as may be ordeied at the time. All curves on lines of pipe- 
sew ers to be accurately formed with the spigot and faucet joints of the pipes without any abrupt horizontal and vertical 
dip, use, or bend The spun-yarn to be tightly platted or laid round each spigot end, so as to fill the socket of each pipe 
attei setting up to the exact depth specified, leaving m each instance the remaining depth of faucet for the specified lead 
joint, the lattei to be made at each joint in the trench with one running, and when cold to be set up with proper irons to 
one smooth, even, plain surface all round the pipe, and f mch withm socket of same.

198. The setting up of all lead joints to be made with a proper set of setting irons, commencing from outer surface 
of spigot end with J mch thick setting irons, and continuing towaids outer edge of lead joint, with setting irons advancing 
gradually by T*¥ mch in thickness at the time. Special setting irons to be used for setting up expansion joints. After the 
pipes ha\ e been laid and the joints of every description made, examined, and approved, they are at once to he covered up, 
but m no case are they to lemam longer than twelve hours uncovered after they have been approved of.

199. Faulty and objectionable lead joints to be immediately and carefully chiseled out (they are not allowed to be 
burnt out) and fresh lead joints to he made and set up until approved of. Attempts to repair defective joints are under no 
consideration to be peimitted.

Road-mahnq.
200. The different roads shown on drawings are to be formed 30 feet wide between edges of slopes, whether on 

embankments or m cuttings. The longitudinal gradients of approaches to he at an inclination of 1 m 20, or as shall be 
directed. All roadways to he formed with a crown, which at the centre line is to be 6 inches higher than the edges.

201. After the roadway has been formed and approved, it is to be carefully boxed out along centre line, if ordeied,
for the reception of the road material, 8 inches deep for ballast, and 4 inches deep for metal—12 inches m all, by a width 
of 24 feet. 202.

Boxing out.
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202. After the boxing-out has been completed, its bottom surface to be covered by a layer of 4-inch guage sandstone Ballasting and 
ballast, spread 8 inches thick throughout, and then covered with bluestone metal spread 4 inches thick throughout. metalling.

_ 203. After the metalling has been completed and approved, the whole of its surface to be covered with about one- Blinding,
eighth of its own bulk of bluestone chippings of a uniform thickness, after which the whole road surface to be watered and 
rolled until approved.

204. The stone used for metalling to be basalt or other similar hard stone of approved quality ; to be broken to Quality of metal, 
angular fragments of a size to pass freely with their largest dimensions through a ring 21 inches diameter, and to be free size-
from dirt, quarry refuse, &c. "

The prices per cubic yard for bluestone metal and sandstone ballast for road surface to include the cost of providing 
and spreading blinding.

Tarred Metal Declc.
205. After the tarring of upper surface of metal flooring, and after the sand-filling over arches and abutments of

aqueducts has been completed, levelled, and approved, or in any other situation in the construction of these works, the 
whole of these surfaces as shown on drawings, to the thickness figured or ordered at the time, to be covered with the tarred 
metal decking, as follows :— .

206. The stone to be basalt, broken to a 2-inch gauge, free from dirt; the screenings to be crushed from the same stone for tar. 
stone, and to pass through a ^-ineh sieve. All stones and screenings to be perfectly clean and dry, to be heated before 
admixture with tar. The tar to be coal-tar, free from all .adulterations, and boiled a sufficient time to get rid of the light oils
before being used.

The stones and screenings to be mixed with the boiled tar separately ; to be then stacked where directed, so as to Tarring and 
allow the surplus tar to drain away for at least three weeks before being laid in position. stacking..

^ 207. The 2-inch stone to be spread over the whole bridge, upon the concrete filling of roadway, and upon the 7-inch Laying and
thick sand layer of footpaths, between kerb-logs, to such thicknesses and surfaces, and with such curvature to roadway, rohmg- 
when rolled, as shown in drawing, and to be then covered with about one-eighth of its own bulk of screenings. Both layers 
to be well rolled and cross-rolled with a 30-cwt. roller, having not less than a 3 feet width of face, until they form solid 
compact surfaces to the required levels and curvature. 4

208. The sides along kerb-logs and all places where the roller cannot work, to be well punned by hand with a flat- Punning, 
faced 42-lb. iron rammer. When approved by the Engineer, the whole of the surfaces to be brushed over with a coat cf hot 
coal-tar, and a layer of heated fine bluestone screenings, with dust left in, spread over it.

Coke Concrete Deck.
209. Coke concrete to be provided, placed in position where directed in the manner specified for other concrete, and 

to be mixed as described in clause 143, but in the following proportions :—16 cubic feet of approved coice broken to a strict 
1-inch gauge, 8 cubic feet of sand, and 1 cask of cement.

Fencing.
210. Fencing is to be erected in such line and situation, and of such description as shall be directed, and as marked 

out by the Superintending Officer, and of the form and to the dimensions marked on the drawings.
211. Ordnance fences to be provided, framed, fitted, and erected where ordered, of sawn hardwood timber, unless 

where otherwise specified, as viz. : Posts 6 in. x 4 in. x 6 ft. 6 in., top rail 4 in. x 4 in., intermediate and lower rails, 4 in. x
3 in. Posts spaced 6 ft. 6 in. from centre to centre, sunk in rock not less than IS in., and into other ground not less than 
2 ft. 6 in. deep. On road embankments, where ordered, posts to be 7 ft. 9 in. long, mortised into sills 9 in. diameter x 5 ft. 
long, secured by 1 inch diameter hardwood tree-nail, stayed to posts by 4 in. ‘x 4 in. struts, secured to posts and sills by 
f-inch screw-bolts; and TVinch diameter spikes, 74 inches long. Angle and end posts, 10 inches diameter at smallest end, 
x 8 feet long, to be sunk 3 feet deep in the ground, mortised 6 inches deep for reception of ends of rails. Tops of round 
posts to be protected by caps of 6-lb. sheet-lead, secured to posts by lead-headed nails 2 inches long, and wrought-iron 2 in. 
x J in. rings, secured each by four 3-inch wood screws. Sawn posts to be notched at top for reception of top rail and halved 
out for reception of intermediate and lower rails, spaced as shown. Top rail to be laid arris uppermost into notches, 
secured to posts with 2 in. x f-in. hoop-straps, and four 2-inch long wood screws to each strap. Intermediate and lower 
rails to be fitted flush with inner faces of sawn posts, and secured to each with two 4-inch wood screws. All sawn timber 
above ground to be planed, all scarf-joints of rails to be made as directed, over posts only, and all sills, struts, and ends of 
posts under ground to^ be charred thoroughly. The ground round posts to be well rammed, and the clearing spaces round 
ends of posts stepped in rock holes, to be carefully filled in ■with cement grout.

212. The split timber fencing may be of one or more of the three following descriptions :—
1st. Fence, consisting of split hardwood posts, two split rails (wired if shown), and round posts where required.
2nd. Fence, consisting of split hardwood posts, three split rails, and round posts where required.
3rd. Fence consisting of split hardwood posts, two split rails, covered with split hardwood palings, with round 

posts where required.
213. Posts to 6 ft. 6 in. long, 8 inches broad by 24 inches thick, except those for the paling-fence, which shall be 7 

feet long, with mortises 6 in. x 3 in., cut square to the gauge shown on the drawings. All posts to be charred for a length 
of 2 ft. 6 in. from the bottom, sunk 2 feet into the ground, set uniform and upright, and spaced 8 ft. 3 in. apart from centre 
to centre, and the earth well rammed in round them until the posts stand solid and firm.

214. Rails to be 9 feet long, the top rail not less than 7 in. x 2 in., and the bottom rail not less than 8 in. x 2 in. in 
the two-rail fencing, and in the three-rail fencing the centre rail to be not less than 8 in. x 2 in., and the bottom rail 7 in. x 
2 in. Tenons to be 6 inches long, carefully adzed to fit closely into the mortises, shouldered square with the saw, and fitted 
so as to butt close up to the posts.

. 215-. Palings are to be sound, straight, cleanly split, and free from sap, and of approved timber, 5 feet long, not less than
4 inches wide, and 4 inch thick. They are to be sawn off square, placed upright, close together, and to a straight line on top, 
and securely fixed by 14 inch strong wire nails, two nails to every paling in each rail. They are to be further secured along 
the rails by galvanised hoop-iron of 18-gauge, 1 inch wide, well nailed by IJ inch clout nails at intervals not exceeding 12 
inches apart.

216. At all intersections with existing fences, and at all angles, a round post is to be provided and fixed, 9 inches in 
diameter, charred for a length of 3 feet from the bottom, and sunk 2 ft. 6 in. into the ground, and the earth well rammed 
m until the post stands solid and firm. These posts are to be of such length as to leave the top 6 inches above the upper 
rail. At existing fences the junctions are to be made good and connected with these posts, which are to be mortised for the 
rails to suit the fence in the same manner as shown on drawing.
. 217- Where necessary, posts, either round or split, are to have a hardwood strut 6 in. x 3 in., checked at upper end
into the post, and secured by a 6 in. x 4 in. round spike. A hardwood stake, 3 ft. long x 8 in. x 3 in., to be driven close 
into the foot of the strut, as shown on drawing.

218. The crossing of ditches, watercourses, or hollows in the ground, are to be made secure, either by supporting the
fence on logs, extra long posts, or as may be directed. °

219. The fencing is to be erected to a true line on top, and is not to follow the minor irregularities of the ground.
220. The wire used in fences to be that known as No. 8 “best best annealed drawn,” or other approved fencing 

wire ; to be passed through the posts, which are to be bored for the purpose with a quarter (4) inch auger, and strained 
tight by means of F. Morton & Co.’s, or other approved straining bracket, fixed to the straining posts by wood screws or 
spikes, so as to suit the gauge, as shown on the drawing.

The works and materials comprised in clauses Nos. 217, 218, and 220 to be included in the schedule rates for fencing.

Wrought-iron Work.
“2!. wrought-iron spindles, bolts, [—, ""T", and I 1 irons, flat and round bar, plates, straqis, axles pins anchor-

bolts, rolled girders, nuts, washers, rods, rivets, holding-down bars, gratings, frames, keys, chains, &c., to be of the exact 
dimensions and forms shown on drawings. The greatest care to be taken in any welds to ensure perfect soundness and 
the contractor to be at the expense of any test which the Engineer shall think fit to submit the welds to. All plates bars 
channel-irons, rods, &c., to be perfectly true and of even uniform thickness ; all angle-irons and bars to be sound, uniform’ 
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and regular on edges ; all joints and edges to be truly planed to the dimensions on drawings ; all wrought-iron parts to be 
rolled or forged out of one piece, unless otherwise specified and directed. Ends of spindles, shackles, &c., to be forged 
with eye-holes, and holes for male and female joints of the exact forms. All bolts, handles, hand-rails, spindles, keys, 
chains, pins, axles, bars, crosses, &c., to be forged with protecting necks, and welded with ends of large diameters or 
otherwise for screw ends, and made of the exact shapes, forms, dimensions, lengths, widths, and diameters shown on 
drawings, with angular and square threads, as the case may be, to all bolts, spindles, &c., with the correct pitch, angle, 
and depth. All portions fastened with screws, bolts, or rivets to fit close together. The chains attached to blades of 
penstocks, and the wdiole of the wrought-iron gratings, channel-irons, &c., connected therewith, wrought-iron girders to 
working platforms, hand-rails to platforms and stairs, to be galvanised before being fixed in the works.

222. All joints in plate, angle T irons, &c., to be made only in such positions as shown on drawings and where 
directed ; and all covering plates, wrappers, “J“> and angle irons to be truly cut at ends to insure a perfect fit.

223. All screw-bolts and screws to flanged pipes, penstocks, valves, all other castings and wrought ironwork of every 
description to be of the exact diameters and lengths shown on drawings, with hexagon heads and nuts, and to be angular 
threaded with the correct pitch and angle of the Whitworth screw.

224. Joints of shafts, spindles for penstocks, axle shafts for strainers and traveller, engines, &c., to be made by said
shafts being truly turned and cut at ends, and cast-iron flanged and turned sockets, -with turned spigot and faucet, the 
internal diameter of socket to be turned exactly, and slightly of less diameter than ends of shafts. Sockets and ends of 
shafts to pe grooved, as shown for steel key. Sockets to be heated and then fitted on to ends of shafts with keys, after 
which the flanges to be bolted together, forming coupling, as shown on drawings. . _

225. All joints and working parts of wrought iron on penstocks, valves, strainers, standards, engines, travelling 
cranes, travellers, gratings, troughs, louvre shutters, brackets, &c., to be turned, scraped, or ground and glazed bright, as 
the case may require, and as shall be directed.

226. All handles and levers for working penstocks, valves, strainers, travellers, travelling cranes, &c., to be ground
and glazed bright. < .

227. The rivets throughout to be made from ^-inch, |-inch, f-inch, £-inch, 1-inch, and IJ-inch iron respectively, with 
heads and necks, as shown on drawings. The Engineer may require any holes to be drilled and the bolts turned for same, 
or he may order bolts to be substituted for rivets, or other changes of the kind, in such places as he may consider necessary, 
without extra charge.

228. All rivet, bolt, and screw-holes to correspond as to diameter and position with the drawings, and to be care
fully drilled parallel, and at right angles with face of work. All the holes in booms of main girders, bearing-plates, lattice- 
bars, wrought-iron aqueduct pipes, rolled |_, channel, Ti and flat bar irons to be drilled—the respective pieces being 
clamped in their proper positions and secured under drill and bored right through ; holes in cylinder-bracing, cross-girders, 
and wind-bracing girders may be punched. No drifting or rhymering to be done without the consent of the officer in charge, 
and then rhymering only when the plates can in no other way be made to coincide. Holes which are directed to be punched 
or drilled at the building site to be about inch narrower than the diameter of the rivet required, so as to ensure a good 
lit after its being enlarged with the rhymer. Where several holes meet each other in the parts to be united, a horizontal 
dislocation of not more than 5 per cent, of the diameter of the hole is allowable, the hole then to be made perfectly equal 
with the rhymer, and not by filing on one side, and rivet-bolts of proportionately large size to be used in holes thus enlarged.

229. All rivets to be inserted at a bright heat, after being carefully freed from scales, into the duly cleared holes, to 
be quite firm after the head is completed. If not firm, rivets to be at once removed and replaced by others, and of larger 
size when directed. In putting together parts, care to be taken that none of them are forced into one-sided tension ; any 
portions distorted in riveting the connections to be at once loosened and the faults remedied. All rivets to be finished 
with cup heads, and when countersunk the sinking to be drilled and the heads to be finished perfectly flush. All rivets 
and heads of bolts to be countersunk where plates, when fixed, will bear on other work, and where they form the inner 
surfaces of aqueduct pipes. All riveting to be done in the neatest and most workmanlike manner.

230. Wrought-iron gratings to be of the exact dimensions, straight or curved, as the case may be, the bars spaced
and riveted as shown, all bars to have rounded-off top surfaces. All hooks, rings, and chains attached to flushing-valves, 
&c., to be galvanised before being fixed in the works. # 4 .

231. Wrought-iron ladders, in lengths shown on drawing, and as may be ordered, consisting of 2^ in. x § in. uprights, 
spaced 13f inches apart, and J-inch round bar-rungs spaced 12 inches from centre to centre. Joints of uprights to occur 
only at supports, where directed. Supports, spaced as shown, to consist of two 6 in. x 3 in. x 3 in. x § in. channel-irons 
fixed to uprights with f-inch screw-bolts, stiffened off at ends, at top and bottom, with f-inch plates varying from 12 inches 
to 13J inches in length, riveted on to top and bottom flanges of channel-irons, as shown.
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Cad-iron Work. v
232. The whole of the castings to be perfectly sound, free from all cold shuts, honeycomb, holes, or other defects; 

to be cast in dry sand moulds, unless where otherwise directed.
233. All castings to be true in sectional form, straight longitudinally where shown to be so, or of such shapes,

projections, curves, angles, and forms as shown on drawings ; and each portion of such castings to be of equal strength and 
of the specified thickness throughout its respective length. #

234. The external and interval services of all castings to be perfectly clean and smooth, and in strict accordance 
with sections.

235. All cylinders and pipes to be cast vertically, with the socket or flanged end downwards ; to be straight longi
tudinally ; all straight pipes with faucet, or flanged, and with spigot ends, to have the latter cast 9 inches longer than 
shown on drawings; all cylinders to be cast with such head of metal as shall be directed. After the castings have been 
cleaned and coated, the head of metal over the cylinders, and the 9 inches at spigot ends of pipes to be cut off, so as to 
leave same perfectly square on section and true and equal in circumference, so as to fit the socket, leaving an equal space 
all round of the exact thickness shown on drawings for lead joints. #

236. The faucet of each pipe or casting to be perfectly square and true, of the exact dimensions shown on drawings, 
and to be cast with a groove of the size and depth as required by the Engineer. The faucet of large circular and oval pipe 
for expansion joints to be cast as shown with an inner narrower faucet and projecting rim, and both inner sides of narrower 
faucet and of projecting rim to be truly turned and polished.

237. The feathers and flanges, where such are shown, to be of the exact widths, forms, and thicknesses, and all
surfaces of contact to be planed and turned to true and even faces. .

238. All spigot ends for expansion joints, where shown on drawings, to be cast with a recessed end for reception of 
wrought-iron ferrule on inner face, and a corresponding projecting face on the outside; said recessed inner and projecting 
outside faces to be truly turned and polished to the exact cross section for reception of lead joint, gun-mctal packing ring, 
and wrought-iron cover-plate, as the case may be.

239. The thimbles for expansion joints for large, circular, and oval pipes, to be cast with faucets as described in 
clause 236, and with web-plates, ribs, and bed-plates cored out, with bosses truly bored for heads of anchor-bolts ; the 
whole to be of the exact shapes, forms, and dimensions as shown on drawings.

240. The flanges of gas-check frames to be provided with a projecting face, planed and turned to true and even faces, 
of the exact dimensions shown on drawings.

241. All holes in hinge-brackets at top of gas-check frames to be truly bored to the diameter required for the 
reception of hinge-bolts.

242. All bolt-holes to be of the exact sizes, spaced as shown, and to be truly bored and turned.
243. All flange-joints, unless where otherwise directed, to be made tight with red lead.

. 244. Frames of penstocks to be of the different parts, and of the exact shapes, forms, and dimensions, with all screw
and bolt holes, and the exact circular valve openings, with flanged end at back, projecting rim round opening in front and 
at sides of same, with cap-pieces on top, upright slide frames, flanged, bolted together, cored out with bosses and web-plates 
between, to receive front guide-plate, with inner projecting faces screwed into bosses of upright frames. Guide-pieces, 
with flange and web, faced on surface of contact, with boss in centre, the latter truly bored and turned for reception of 
brasses and spindle to pass through, fitted with bolt-holes, and screwed on to guide-plates.

245. All landing and other plates and grates to be complete with ribs, flanges, hinged and other lids, close or ventil
ating covers, girders of the exact shapes, forms, dimensions, projections, recesses, &c., as shown on drawing.

246.
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246. Valve blades to be of the exact diameters, forms, shapes, and dimensions, with circular projecting faces back 
and front, and vertical projecting faces corresponding with and bearing on projecting faces of guide-plates and framing, and 
vertical racks or brackets, with eyeholes truly bor.ed for fixing foot of valve spindle, as the case may be. All seatings to 
be truly faced and bored out to receive gun-metal faces, and all stuffing boxes, glands, foot-step bearings, and journal 
boxes to be bored and turned and polished where directed.

247. All girders, brackets, standards, wheels for'chains, and balance weights, tubes, boxes, glands, plummer- 
blocks, and boxes for lifting or turning spindles, as the case may be, foot-brackets for upper spindles, flanged pipes for 
spindles, street-boxes, &c., of the different parts, and of the exact lengths, forms, and dimensions, to be truly faced, 
turned, and polished at all joints, bored and turned for reception of screws, nuts, and brasses, with all bolts and screw- 
holes of the sizes shown, bolted at all joints, and all faces of flange-joints and working parts and other faces, where 
directed, to be truly planed, turned, faced, and scraped, to the necessary surfaces.

^ 248. All penstocks, scour-valves, &c., to be carefully and truly fitted and fixed together, with all lifting and 
turning gear, gun-metal facings, spindles, wrought-iron work, street-boxes, screws, bolts, nuts, &c., complete, in strict 
accordance with drawings and dimensions figured thereon, and all valves to close watertight.

249. The frame and flap-valve of flushing valve, with bracket, pulley, &c., to be complete, with wrought-iron 
galvanised chain, to be cast of the exact diameter, shapes, forms, and dimensions ; the flushing valves to have a projecting 
rim all round, the inner face truly faced and turned to a “V shape ” of the exact dimensions, so that when the flap is 
placed in position the edge of the V rim to he exactly against the centre line of the square tuck or lead-packing of opposite 
groove in frame, planed out to a dovetail for the purpose.

# 250. Couplings, flanged, turned, bored, faced, with turned and bored spigot and faucet, and bolt-holes of the exact
diameters, to be of the exact forms and dimensions for making joints of valve-spindles, &c.

251. Cast-iron frame with 22-inch diameter opening, with non-ventilating lid fitting easily into frame, complete, 
with sawn and tarred ironbark wood-bricks fitted into panels, the whole to be in strict accordance with drawings and 
dimensions shown thereon.

252. Scupper-pipes, with cistern-heads and grating-cover for inlets of scupper-pipes, and plain cover-plates over 
inlets of scupper-pipes, as shown, to be cast to the exact shapes, forms, with the exact openings, and to the dimensions 
figured on drawings.

253. All grooves for stop-boards to be cast with a connecting ledge at top, to be cut off when casting is completed. 
All grooves to be cast true, of the exact dimensions, shapes, and forms ; and all working parts of frames and slide-valves, 
grooves, and stop-plates, to be truly planed and faced so as to fib, but not too tight. All stop-plates to be complete with 
wrought-iron shackles, 12-foot galvanised chain, hook, and rings.

Gun-metal Work.
254. All portions tinted yellow on drawings, as in nuts, bolts, shackles, bearings, and working parts, nuts and 

naves of wheels, seatings of valves, penstocks, standards, hangers, and brackets, and all other brasses in working and lifting 
gear, &c., to be made of gun-metal. The gas-check flaps to be of muntz or delta metal.

255. The whole of the castings to be solid and perfectly sound, and free from all honeycomb, holes, or other defects.
256. All spindles' to be cast on end, having a riser on top of each not less than 3 feet in height, after which they 

are to be turned and finished to the exact lengths and diameters ; to be straight, and work true in stuffing boxes, nuts, 
glands, &c.

257. All screw ends and nuts, unless where otherwise specified and directed, to be angular, threaded with the correct 
pitch and angle ; and all naves of wheels, nuts for lifting gear in standards and for off-let valves, bearing nuts of end 
brackets for shafts, &c., where shown, to be turned with the square thread and correct pitch and angle of the Whitworth 
screw.

258. All nuts, naves, pins, lubricators, shackles, eyeholes, sockets, hinges, hinge-bolts, guide and other brasses in 
plummer-blocks, brackets, standards, valves, penstocks, &c., to be truly bored, turned, faced, and finished to the exact 
lengths and diameters, shapes, and forms, and to be straight and work true on ail bearings and working faces.

, 259. All projecting rims, straps, eyehole brackets, &c., to be provided and fitted on to gas-check flaps, to be cast of 
the sizes, shapes, and forms as shown on drawings, to be faced on surface of contact, and to be soldered on to the flaps with 
zinc, after having been placed truly in position, and then riveted as shown. All gas-check flaps to be of the exact thickness 
shown on drawings. When the rims and straps for each flap are not cast in one casting, then they are to be cast in parts 
as shall be directed ; and prior to fixing such parts in position, they are to be truly fitted and jointed together. All such 
joints to be scarfed and braced, as, viz., the edges filed or scraped clean and bright, covered with spelter and powdered 
borax, and exposed in a clear fire to a heat sufficient to melt the solder, which, for all scarf-joints, to be an alloy composed 
of four parts of copper to three of zinc. All scarf joints to be placed where directed. All hinge-axles to be truly turned. 
All links of shackles to be made with one joint, scarfed, brazed, and riveted together.

# 260. At expansion joints of large cast-iron pipes, where shown, a gun-metal packing ring of the size specified to be 
provided, placed, and fitted round spigot end of pipe, carefully set up flush with end face of inner recess of faucet.

_ 261. All portions of castings, as exposed surfaces of nuts, hinge-bolts, hinges, shackles, rims, straps, brackets, hooks,
links, &c., are to be cleaned as they leave the mould, and all irregularities to be removed. All other portions of gun-metal 
work to be truly faced on all surfaces. All gun-metal facings and fittings to be truly turned and faced on all surfaces, to 
fit exactly, to be forced into positions, screwed where shown, and to sit perfectly firm and true.

Wrought-iron Work, Gun-metal Work, and Gant-iron Work.
262. The whole of the wrought-iron, cast-iron, and gun-metal work to he of first-rate quality and workmanship, in 

strict accordance with the specification and the dimensions and patterns shown on the drawings, and any details which the 
Engineer may provide during the progress of the contract.

263. Wrought and cast ironwork and gun-metal work not to be more than 3 per cent, below the scheduled weight, 
and the contractor shall only be entitled to payment of the weights as per schedule, at the various prices set forth therein, 
and payment will not be made for any excess on such weights.

264. AH ironwork and gun-metal work supplied by Government to the contractor to be delivered free of charge at
the various sites of the works where they are required. For each article so delivered the contractor shall give a written 
receipt, after which he shall be held solely responsible for same ; and shall, if any7 such article be lost, stolen, damaged, or 
destroyed, refund the cost to the Government. *

265. All ironwork and gun-metal work, &c., provided by the Government which, at the completion of the contract, 
by direction of the Engineer has not been built or permanently7 fixed in the works shall be conveyed by the contractor to 
the site of the Field Office, or to the iron store at Camperdown, as may be directed.

Painting.
266. All wrought-iron work (except where otherwise specified and directed) before leaving the foundry to be scraped 

and cleaned, and well coated with boiled linseed oil; and prior to being fixed in position (excluding internal surfaces of 
circular and oval wrought-iron tubing, and excepting all working parts) after it has been cleaned and scraped free from 
scales, &c., and inspected, to receive two coats of anti-corrosive paint over all surfaces, and after being fixed in position, 
to be finished with two coats of best oil-colour, in approved tints.

267. All bolt-heads, washers, nuts, straps, and all other exposed ironwork of timber bridges above level of kerbs, 
ordnance fencing, &c., to be finished with two coats of black varnish instead of oil-colour.

268. The whole of the cast-iron work to be properly cleaned immediately after completion ; and, after being inspected, 
except where otherwise specified, to receive over all surfaces two coats of anti-corrosive paint (except working parts and 
joints), and to be finished afterwards with two coats of best oil-colour, in approved tints.

269. All carpenter’s work of timber bridges above level of kerbs, and all ordnance fencing above ground, handrails,
travelling cranes, &c., to be properly prepared, knotted and primed, and painted with four coats of best oil-colour, finished 
with approved tints. All tenons, mortises, notches, halvings, joints, scarfs, and butting surfaces to receive two coats of 
approved paint before being fixed in position. .

270. No paint to be applied during or immediately after wet weather, or while surface of timber or metal work is 
wet; and an interval-of forty-eight hours must elapse between each application.

140—c
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. Tarring.
271. All cast-iron cylinders, pipes, short lengths, bends, junctions, and any other castings, &c., which will be placed

or laid under water, or which are to be covered up in earth, concrete, &c., and all non-ventilating man-hole covers, street- 
boxes, flushing-flaps and frames, scupper pipes, precipitating tanks, grooves, landing-plates and frames, grates, cover-plates, 
gulley grates, &c., as soon as they have been cast and inspected, to be properly cleaned and then heated, and whilst hot 
to be dipped or coated twice in hot gas-tar. ....... .

272. All flat, segmental, and buckled plates, rolled girders, bulb T irons, &c., before being placed m position, unless 
otherwise ordered, to receive one coat of tar, and after erection is completed to receive a second coat ; the tar to be coal
tar, mixed with kerosene in the proportion of three of tar to one of kerosene, and applied hot.

273. Kerbs, flooring planks, timber in girders, longitudinal stringers, cross-girders, corbels, capsills, sills, piles, 
pier-bracing, abutment platforms, ends of handrail posts below level of tops of kerbs to receive three coats of tar and 
composition ; the first coat to be all tar laid on hot, the se#cond and third coats to be composed of seven parts coal-tar, four 
parts of Stockholm tar, and one part of pitch thoroughly melted together and applied hot, the last coat on top of deck to 
be well sprinkled with a layer of clean sharp sand and lime. All joints and butting surfaces to be well payed with the 
hot composition before fixing, and in finished work the composition to be poured into interstices and joints. Any timber 
inaccessible for tarring when fixed to receive three coats before being placed in position.

274. No tar to be applied during or immediately after wet weather, or while surface of iron or timber is wet ; and 
an interval of forty-eight hours to elapse between each application.

Tar Varnish.
275. The whole of the interior surfaces (working parts and joints excepted) of the wrought-iron circular and oval 

tubes, cast-iron thimbles, expansion joint castings, short lengths of cast-iron circular and oval pipes, &c., after having been 
placed in position in the works, to be thoroughly cleansed of all scales, rust, and previous coating of linseed oil or paint, 
&c., and then to be coated twice with a tar varnish composed of 30 gal. of coal-tar, fresh, with all its naphtha retained, 6 lb. 
tallow, 1^ lb. resin, 3 lb. lamp-black, and 30 lb. freshly-slacked lime finely sifted ; all materials to be approved of, and 
then to be intimately mixed as shall be directed, and applied hot, like paint.

Day Labour.
276. When “day labour” is required by the Superintending Officer to execute any works other than those for

which a special price is given in the schedule of quantities and prices, the contractor shall provide the same at the several 
rates for “day labour” inserted in said schedule. . ^ • a

The price for day labour is to include supervision as well as all tools, lighting, and implements of every kind 
necessary for carrying on the work, and shall be returned in the usual monthly progress certificate.

277. The accounts for this “ day labour ” shall, however, be rendered by contractor to the Superintending Officer 
in half-weekly intervals, that is to say, during the forenoon of every Monday and Thursday, failing this he shall lose all 
claim to payments for the “ day labour” performed by him during the preceding three days.

278. The schedule rates per day are for the day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and night-work being 
ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 per cent, advance on the time rates set down for day-work.

Measurements and Payments.
279. The contractor shall be present at all measurements, and, if required, assist in making the same. If he fail to

attend after twenty-four hours’ notice in writing has been delivered to him of the Superintending Officer s intention to take 
measurements, and clearly setting forth the locality of such intended operation, the measurements made by the Superin
tending Officer shall be binding on the contractor. # . . £ \

280. On satisfactory completion of any portion of the works, and at all other suitable times, the dimensions oi such 
work shall be measured by the Superintending Officer, as specified, and recorded in a book kept for that purpose; and 
these quantities shall serve as the basis for arriving at the contract sum on completion of contract.

281. For the purpose of making progress payments, the dimensions of still unfinished portions of the work will be
measured in a summary way monthly, or as near as may be, but without prejudice to the ultimate acceptance or rejection 
of such unfinished portion of work. _

282. The contractor shall sign the measurement book each month, before the monthly progress payments are made,
accepting the detailed quantities, prices, and amounts. Should he, however, disagree with the detailed quantities, prices, 
and amounts, he is at once to state in the measurement book in what particulars he disagrees, and the grounds of his dis
agreement ; and unless this is done it is to be distinctly understood that the detailed quantities, prices, and amounts, as 
recorded in the measurement book, shall be binding. ,

283. The final measurements, based upon the measurements made during the progress of the works, will be prepared 
within thirty days, or as nearly as may be after the completion of the work ; and the contractor will be required to accept 
such measurement before the fixed deposit is returned.

Junction with other Contracts.
284. If two different contractors execute simultaneously two adjoining sections of the works, they shall be held 

jointly and severally responsible for effecting a proper junction of the sections.
Suspension of Works.

285. The contractor shall suspend the whole or any portion of the works, on receiving a written notice to that effect 
from the Engineer. He shall have no claim for loss or damage on this account, and such suspension shall in no wise vitiate 
the contract, but a commensurate extension of time for completing the works will be granted to the contractor, as set iortli 
in clause 24 of the general conditions.

Duties.
286. In the event of any materials being imported by contractor for use on this contract, no refund will be made of 

any duties which may be legally chargeable on such materials; and the contractor shall bear and pay all duty stamps, 
licenses, building or surveyor’s fees or other charges or fees whatsover legally demanded by any municipal or other 
authorities.

Testing the whole of the Works.
237. It is to be distinctly understood that on completion of the works the Engineer shall have the power of ordering, 

and having the sewers, or portions of same, &c., closed in such order as he shall direct, and the whole of Idie sewers and 
aqueduct tubes, &c., filled with water for such a time as he may deem necessary for the purpose of testing the works 5 
any injuries, faults of whatsoever description, caused by or detected in consequence of such testing, to the work, shall be 
at once repaired, replaced by new work, and made good, the whole expense being borne solely by the contractor; and 
after the completion of these repairs, replacing with new works, and making good, any damages, injuries, faults, &c., the 
whole of the works shall again be tested, as before described, until they shall be satisfactory to the Engineer.

This is the schedule to specification marked “ C” referred to in our annexed 
the 16th day of May, a.d. 1895.

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie.

This is the schedule to specification marked “ C” referred to in my annexed 
day of May, a.d. 1895.

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. #
This is the schedule to specification marked “ C” referred to in my annexed 

day of May, a.d. 1895.
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. '

agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated 

JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOOREHOUSE GUMMOW

(By his Attorney, John Carter).
D. G. SNODGRASS.
bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated 16th 

JAMES GILLAN.
bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated 16fch

GEO. FORREST.
“ D.”
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“D. ”
_ General Conditions. ■

Interpretation of Terms.
I. Whenever the terms hereafter explained in the present clause occur in these or any special conditions, or in the 
contract or specification, they shall be held to mean, and shall mean, as follows :—

“ Government” shall mean the Government of New South Wales promoting this undertaking.
“ Minister” shall mean the Secretary for Public Works of the Colony of New South Wales for the time being.
“Engineer” shall mean the Engineer-in-Chief having the principal charge of the works, or the person acting as such 

for the time being. .
“ Superintending Officer” shall mean any person or persons who may from time to time be entrusted with the 

superintendence of the works on behalf of the Government. '
“Contractor” shall mean the person or persons who contracted to execute the works.

. “Special conditions” shall mean any “special conditions” hereto attached and forming part of the contract; and 
such special conditions shall be read with the general conditions as part and parcel of the contract.

“Schedule of prices” shall mean the rates at which the contractor has offered or agreed to execute the contract, 
where the same is based on a schedule of prices; and be the basis on which the value of any extra works or of any 
deductions shall be calculated, and progress payments made, whether the contract be one of a schedule of prices or a 
bulk sum.

“Plans” shall mean and include all drawings referring to the works and explanatory of, or supplementary to the 
specification. ’

“Works” shall mean the works set out in the specification and plans, or, in the event of there being no plans in 
the specification only.

“Net claim” shall mean the sum claimed by the contractor after deducting therefrom the sum acknowledged by the 
Department to be due. .

“Net award” shall mean the sum awarded on arbitration, after deducting therefrom the sum acknowledged by the 
Department to be due. * b j

Supply of Labour, Materials, and Plant.
2. The contractor shall, except in so far as the specification may expressly state to the contrary, provide at his own 

cost and expense all labour, materials, and plant, and everything which the Engineer may consider necessary for the 
proper and complete performance of this contract. No materials or plant placed on the site of the works shall be removed 
therefrom, or otherwise disposed of, without the consent of the Engineer.

Plans, Specifications, <fec.
H7L 3' The- r’lanS and sPecificati°ns represent generally the form, dimensions, and description of the several works. 
Where any discrepancy exists between the dimensions as indicated by the scale and those marked in figures, the figures are 
to be considered as correct, and are to be taken in all cases in preference to the measurements by scale. Or if there be any 
discrepancy between the figures or dimensions, or the form of construction, or the material as indicated in the plans^ and 
the dimensions and materials given in the specification, the directions of the specification shall be adopted ; and in all 
cases of defective description, or any ambiguity, the explanation given by the Engineer shall be binding upon the con
tractor. Also, anything contained in the plans, and not in the specification, or anything contained in the specification and 
not shown in the plans, shall be equally binding as if it were contained in both. If neither specification nor plans contain 
any mention of minor parts, which, in the opinion of the Engineer, are reasonably and obviously necessary for the satis
factory completion of the works, such parts are to be provided by the contractor without any extra charge, as if they were 
specially mentioned, and shall be deemed to be, and hereby are, included in this contract.

All works described in, or implied by, the specification or shown in any of the plans, or set forth in any lists or 
tables thereon, or attached thereto, as well as those expressly provided for, are to be made and executed in every detail 
conformably to the several plans already prepared or which may be prepared hereafter for the purpose of this contract, in 
strict accordance with the provisions of the specification and conditions, and to the entire satisfaction of the Engineer.

Copies of Plans, etc. ■
A copy of all plans and specifications required by the contractor for carrying on the works will be provided by 

the Government, but must be returned before a final certificate for the work can be given. Any additional copies which 
may be required and are supplied by the Department shall be paid for by the contractor at a rate to be fixed by the 
Engineer. .

Setting out Works.
5. The works will be set out—that is to say, all necessary centre lines and levels will be given to the contractor_

except in the case of buildings, when, in the absence of setting out, a block plan will be supplied, from which he must 
work ; but the contractor must satisfy himself of the accuracy of the setting out, as no work incorrectly set out or 
improperly executed will be paid for.

Protecting and Maintaining Signals and Marks.
6. All bench marks, pegs, and signals on the surface, and all alignments, and level marks underground put in by the 

Engineer or Superintending Officer for the purpose of checking the contractor’s work, will be confided to the care of the 
contractor. He shall, at his own expense, take all proper and reasonable precaution and care to preserve and maintain 
them in their true position ; in the event, however, of their being disturbed or obliterated by accident or from any other 
CaiiSei.W^atever’ t^ley may’ ^ necessary, be replaced by the Engineer or Superintending Officer at the contractor’s expense, 
and the cost thereof deducted from any mondys then due or thereafter becoming due to the contractor.

Possession of Ground.
7. In giving the contractor possession of the site it shall not be deemed that he is to have the exclusive possession, 

but only a limited possession—that is to say, such possession as will enable him to perform the works comprised in this 
contract. The Minister may at any time take possession of any portion of the works or ground or intended site of the 
works for the purpose of carrying on any other works or for any purpose whatsoever. The contractor must procure for 
himself all other land which he may deem requisite for any temporary purposes, or for his own convenience.

Access to Works.
8. The Engineer, or any other person authorised by him, shall have free and uninterrupted access at all times to the 

works, and during working hours to any workshop or premises, not on the site of the works, where materials may be in 
preparation or stored for the purpose of this contract. The contractor shall give the Engineer all particulars as to the mode 
and place of manufacture of any of the materials proposed to be used in connection with this contract, and shall facilitate 
in every way the inspection of the same.

Contractor’s Bisk.
. 9. The contractor shall take upon himself the whole risk of executing the works to the satisfaction of the Engineer, 

and in accordance with the plans, sections, and specifications.

Contractor to be represented.
10. The contractor at all times during the progress of the works, when he is not personally superintending them, 

must have a responsible agent or overseer in charge to receive instructions from the Superintending Officer or Engineer, 
and to represent the contractor for all purposes of this contract.

Any notice or any written instructions to be given or delivered to the contractor under this contract shall be 
deemed to have been so given or delivered when given or delivered to the contractor or his representative at the work, or 
left at the contractor’s usual or last-known place of abode or business,

Order
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0) dtr of Procedm e.
11. The Engineer shall have full power to decide m what order in point of tune the various parts of the work or 

woiks comprised under thu contract shall be carried out.
Powei of Entry.

12. The Engineei shall have the power, at his discretion, without vacating this contract, to enter upon, by himself 
or his agents, and make use of any part or parts of the work compnsed under this contract, and his doing so shall in no 
wise be°held as a waiver of the responsibility of the contractor in respect of this contract, except m so far as any injury 
may accrue to such work so entered upon, by reason of any proved carelessness, to the satisfaction of the Engineer, of any 
employee of the Government, m which event the contractor shall be free from liability on account thereof, but not other
wise.

Insti notions to be obeyed.
13. Should the contractor refuse or neglect to carry out the instructions of the Engineer or the Superintending 

Officer, the Engineei shall have the power of suspending the usual monthly certificate until such instructions have been 
complied with.

Ponei to damns men
14. The Engineer may require the dismissal, within twenty-four hours, by the contractor, of any agent, overseer, 

foreman, workman, oi other person employed on the works, and m the event of the contractor refusing or neglecting to 
comply with such requisitions, all further payments on account of the work may be stopped until such dismissal is effected.

Bad Materials or Impioper Worts to be i emoted.
15. The contractor shall be bound to remove, within twenty four hours, if wntten notice form the Engineer or Super

intending Officer to that effect be given, any mateuals or work, whether fixed or not, which may appear to the Engineer to 
be of an inferior or improper description , and, m case of refusal, the Engineer shall have the power to get such materials 
or work removed at the contractor’s expense, and to withhold all payments until such instructions have been complied with.

Extra Woils—Omissions of Woils.
1G. If at any time whilst the woiks are m hand it shall be deemed expedient by the Engineer to order material or 

vvoik of a different description to that specified, or to inciease or dimmish the dimensions oi extent of any works to be done 
under this contract, or to alter then situation oi vai y the form or dimensions of any of the said works, oi of any part thereof, 
or to make any deviation or to substitute one class of work for another, he shall have full powei to do so, and to order and 
direct any such inciease, diminution, alteration, deviation, or substitution, and the works involved m any such increase, 
alteration, deviation, oi substitution, shall be executed by the contractor if of the class of works provided for in the schdule 
of prices, at such schedule prices ; and no such increase, diminution, alteration, deviation, or substitution of works shall in 
anv way’annul or set aside this contract, or extend the tin e for the completion theieof, unless the Minister shall see fit to 
giant such extension ; but such additions or alterations shall be measured and paid foi, or deducted from the contractor’s 
account, as the case may require, according to the schedule of puces Provided that if any portion of the woiks so ordered 
to be done shall not be, in the opinion of the Engineei, of the same value or class of works provided for m the schedule of 
puces, the same shall be executed by the contractor at such prices as may be agreed upon with the Engineer ; but if the 
contractor and Engineei cannot agree as to the price to be paid, the Engineer may order and direct the same to be done by 
such person or pel sons as he may think fit Betoie any extra work, or work of an altered value or class, is undertaken by 
the contractor, it shall be impel ative for him to procure an order in writing from the Engineer for carrying out such extra 
oi variation of’work, and the contractor shall not be entitled to any payment for such extras or variations unless he produce 
the written order for the same, as aforesaid, and he shall not be entitled to plead that the Engineer omitted to give such 
written order, as it is to be distinctly understood that the onus of obtaining such order shall be on the contractor. The 
contractor shall not be entitled to any other rate than the schedule rate on any plea that the wmrk was in a different position, 
or of a different class from, or m a more difficult position than that shown on plan or specification, or carried out under 
circumstances not contemplated m the specification, unless an agi eement entitling him to payment by other than the schedule 
rates shall have been previously made and signed by the Engineer and the contractor

Valuation of Omission s.
17. The Engineer shall have the powei to direct the omission of the carrying out of any part or parts of the said 

works, biit not amounting to the omission of the whole ; and the value of such work so omitted m such case, calculated at 
the schedule rates, or m the event of there being no schedule rates, calculated on the basis of the pioportionate value which 
such work bears to the lump sum, as ascertained by the Engineer, whose decision on that point shall be final, shall be 
deducted from the contract sum, subject, however, to arbitration clauses Nos 36 to 41.

Met Measui ements.
18 The whole of the work shall be executed and paid for according to the contract dimensions, and no allowance will 

be made for any excess of dimensions above those found on the working plans now exhibited, oi which may be afterwards 
supplied, notwithstanding any general or local custom to the contrary, unless such excess has been expressly ordered In 
the case of dressed masonry all cubic measurements will be taken at the extremes, and m the ease of rock faced masonry 
all measurements will be taken to the draft Witn regard to timber, all framed work will be paid to extremes, but m no 
case will scaifs m hewn or round logs be paid foi.

Contractor liable for nyuiy to allowing Lands, Piopeilies, tic.
19 The contractor shall not commit any act of trespass, and shall effectually protect all adjoining properties and 

owneis thereof against any loss, damage, or injury that may occur through the carrying on of the works, whether to 
buildings, goods,°property of any kind, or to persons; and in case any such tiespass be committed, oi any such loss, 
damage, oi injury occur, the contractor shall make full compensation, and shall make good all oi any such loss, damage, or 
mjuiy ; and if any such compensation for tiespass, or any such loss, damage, oi injuiy be recovered against the Govern
ment m the first instance, it maybe deducted from any money due or coming due to the contractoi under this contract, or 
may be recoveiable from the contractor or his suieties as liquidated damages m that respect incurred.

Damages, itc , to be paid for by the Contractor.
20. All damage, injury, or loss that may happen to the works from any cause whatever during their progress must 

be made good by the contractor at his own expense ; and the whole of the works must be delivered up complete m every 
lespect, according to this contract, and the care and maintenaee of all works under this conti act shall remain with the 
conti actoi until the Engineer shall, by notice in writing under his hand, inform the contractor that he has taken charge 
thereof ; and until such notice shall have been given, the contractor shall be responsible for all accidents, from whatever 
cause arising, and shall make good all damages thereto.

Contractor not to Sublet Worls or Assign Moneys.
21 The contractor shall not assign or underlet this contract, or any part thereof, oi assign or mortgage, charge or 

encumber all or any of the moneys payable oi to become payable under this contract, or any other benefit whatsoever 
aiisino-, oi which may arise, under this contract, to any person without the consent m w ntmg of the Minister being first 
obtained The conti actor for each and every breach of this condition shall be liable to pay to the Government the sum of 
£50 as and for liquidated damages ; and the sum or sums payable as such damages may be deducted from any sum or sums 
due to the contractor under this or any other contract with the Government And any permission to assign or underlet 
woiks to be done under this contract shall not discharge the contractor fiom any liability m respect of this contract, and 
shall extend only to the permission actually given, but not so as to prevent any proceedings for any subsequent breach of 
this condition ; and all rights under these conditions shall remain m full foice, and shall be available as against any such 
subsequent bieach.

Truck



21

, Truck System not allowed.
22. The workmen and labourers of every class employed on the works shall be paid their wages in full, in money, 

current coin of the Colony, at least once in every month, and no ticket or other system of payment by provisions, liquors, 
or goods will on any pretence be allowed ; nor shall the contractor, or any person or persons employed by him, or in any 
way connected with him, establish any shop for the supply of provisions, liquors, or goods ; nor shall the contractor oblige 
his workmen to take provisions, liquors, or goods of any kind from any person in particular. The workmen and labourers 
of every class shall be paid on the works if it be possible, or in some building in the vicinity ; and in no case shall they be 
paid at a public-house or other place where liquors or refreshments are sold. The contractor, for each and every 
breach of this condition, shall pay to the Government the sum of £50 as and for liquidated damages ; and the sum or sums 
payable as such damages may be deducted from any sum or sums due to the contractor under this or any other contract 
with the Government.

Power of the Government to pay Workmen and Tradesmen.
23. Before the payment of any money to the contractor, the Engineer may require from him a statutory declaration 

that the tradesmen supplying materials for or incidental to the works, and the workmen and labourers of every class 
employed on the works, have been paid their claims of every kind in full, in current coin of the Colony, and to the latest 
date at which such wages or claims are due ; and the Engineer may withhold the payment of any money that may be due 
or become due to the contractor until such declaration has been made and delivered to him.

If the contractor shall fail or omit to pay the claims of any such tradesmen, workmen, or labourers, in the current coin 
of the Colony, it shall be lawful for the Minister or the Engineer, as often as the same shall happen, upon complaint of such 
failure or omission made by any such tradesman, workman, or labourer, and upon proof to the satisfaction of the Minister 
or Engineer of such failure or omission to pay the amount of such claim to such tradesman, workman, or labourer, and to 
deduct the same amount from any money then due or owing, or thereafter to become due or owing, to the contractor under 
this contract. -

Delay by Minister.
24. If the contractor shall not be able to obtain possession of any portion of the ground required for the execution of 

the works to be done in connection with this contract, or if from the non-delivery, or any delay in the delivery to the 
contractor, of any materials which under this contract the Minister is to supply, or from any cause whatever arising out of 
the acts or defaults of the Minister, or any officers or servants in his employment, or from any accident happening to the 
said works during their progress not arising from the neglect or default of the contractor or his servants or workmen, the 
contractor shall be delayed or impeded in the execution of his contract, the contractor may from time to time within seven 
days of the happening or occurring of such act, default, or accident, apply in writing to the Engineer for an extension of 
time on account of such act, default, or accident, setting forth the cause of such application, and the Engineer shall, if the 
Minister think the cause sufficient, but not otherwise, allow by writing under his hand such an extension of time as the 
Minister shall think adequate ; and the penalties, sets-off, and deductions to which under this contract the contractor is 
liable shall not attach until the expiration of such extension of time, but shall attach, and the contractor shall become 
liable to the same from the date of the expiration of such extended time or times. And unless the contractor shall make 
such application within the time and in the manner aforesaid, and unless and until the Minister shall allow such extension 
or extensions of time as aforesaid, the contractor shall not by reason of any delay arising from the cause or causes aforesaid, 
or any of them, be relieved in any way or to any extent of his liability to finish and complete the works within the time in 
this contract specified ; and in default of his so doing, to pay and be subject to the liquidated damages, deductions, and 
sets-off as in these conditions provided ; nor shall the Minister be deprived in any way or to any extent of his right to deduct 
or recover any sum or sums as liquidated damages, and not as or in the nature of a penalty or to make deductions or sets- 
off which under this contract hois entitled to make, deduct, set-off, or receive from the contractor for or by reason or on 
account of any delay in the completion of the work or any portion of the same, nor shall the rights, powers, and authorities 
by these conditions given to or vested in him be in any way affected.

Patent Rights to be included.
25. The contractor is to include in his tender the amount of all patent rights and royalties which may be claimed 

by any patentee or patentees for the manufacture and use of any portion of this work, and must undertake to liquidate the 
same when required to do so.

Free Passes, etc.
26. No free passes on any of the Government railways will be granted either to the contractor or his agents, nor 

will any materials or articles of any description be conveyed free of charge.
Conditions not to be Waived.

_ 27. None of the conditions of this contract shall be varied, waived, and discharged,- or released, either at law or in
equity, unless by the express consent of the Minister, testified in writing under his hand.

Progress Payments without Prejudice.
28. No progress payment given to the contractor shall prevent the Engineer from at any future time before the final

settlement rejecting all unsound materials and improper workmanship discovered subsequently to the giving of any previous 
payment; and notwithstanding any approval given or made by the Superintending Officer that portions or the whole of the 
works have been satisfactorily performed, the Engineer may require the contractor to remove or amend at any future time 
previously to the final payment on account of the work, any work that may be found not in accordance with this contract; 
and the contractor must remove and amend at his own cost all such work when so required ; and if he refuse or neglect to 
do so, the Engineer shall have the power to carry out such work, and to deduct the whole cost thereof from any moneys 
that may be due, or that may become due, to the contractor. •

If, in the opinion of the Engineer, further inquiry is necessary or desirable before any progress payment is made, he 
shall have the power to withhold the certificate on which such payment would have been made, for any period which he 
may consider necessary for the purpose of such inquiry.

Security.
29. Within fourteen days after the notice of the exceptance of his tender shall have been given to the contractor, or 

posted to the address of his last-known place of business or residence, he shall deposit with the Minister, or at the option of 
the Minister, in some bank or banks in Sydney, upon fixed deposit in the name of the Minister, a sum calculated at the rate 
of £5 for every £100 or part thereof on the amount of his tender up to the sum of £100,000, and at the rate of £1 for every 
£100 or part thereof in addition, for any amount over that sum, to be held by the Minister as security for the due and proper 
performance and completion of this contract until the Engineer has certified that the whole of the work in the said contract 
has been completed to his satisfaction, or until this contract has been cancelled by the Minister under the power given to 
him in that respect under clause 32 of these conditions, in which last-mentioned event happening the money so deposited 
shall become forfeited to the Grown, and shall be held by the Colonial Treasurer, for and on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen, 
as liquidated damages. If, however, this contract shall not have been cancelled under the said clause, and if the works 
comprised in this contract are not completed within the time mentioned in clause 34 of these conditions, the liquidated 
damages which under the last-mentioned clause are made payable to the Minister may be deducted and taken from the 
money so deposited.

If the contractor fail to deposit the sum as hereinbefore provided within fourteen days from the acceptance of the 
tender, or if he fail to execute the contract for the due performance of the works mentioned in the said tender, the Minister 
shall have the option of and full power and authority to declare such acceptance to be annulled, in which case the amount 
of the preliminary deposit will be absolutely forfeited to the Crown, as provided by the Regulations of the Tender Board.

No tenderer will be authorised to proceed with the work tendered for until he has made the deposit as aforesaid, and 
has executed the required contract for the due performance of the.said works, it being hereby declared that for all or any 
work done or materials found and provided by the contractor before the due execution of the said contract, or the said 
moneys being deposited as aforesaid, he shall not have any right of action, claim, or demand against the Minister.

The
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The contractor will be entitled to receive any interest that may be payable upon the fixed deposit of the money, if 
the money be placed in a bank at fixed deposit, as such interest becomes payable ; but it is expressly declared that the 
Minister is not to be held liable or answerable in any way for any loss on the money so deposited, or for any loss of interest 
from the fixed deposit not being renewed.

Payments.
30. Progress payments may be made once in every month, unless the same shall become not payable by reason of 

anything contained in these conditions, on the certificate of the Engineer, as the work proceeds, in the proportion of 80 per 
cent, of the value of the work returned, until the sum retained reaches the amount of the deposit provided for in the pre
ceding clause, when no further deductions will be made. The amount of the retention money will be held by the Minister, 
m addition to the cash security, unless otherwise provided for in the specification, until the Engineer has certified that the 
whole of the works have been satisfactorily completed, and the period specified for the maintenance of the said works has 
expired, and all accounts finally adjusted, when the retention money, in addition to the cash security, will be paid to the 
contractor ; and it is expressly declared that until a certificate has been given by the Engineer to the Minister that the 
work done by the contractor has been executed and completed to h is satisfaction, the contractor shall have no right or 
claim is respect of any work done or materials provided, nor to the payments from time to time to be made under this 
contract, or to the final payment upon the whole of the works being finished.

Delay or Bad Work, Bankruptcy, &c.
31. In case the Engineer shall be at any time dissatisfied with the mode of proceeding, or at the rate of progress of 

the works or any part thereof, or in case the contractor shall at any time neglect or omit to carry o'ut the instructions of 
the Engineer, or to dismiss any person employed when required, or shall neglect or omit to remove any materials or work 
which he is required to remove under condition 15, or in case the contractor shall assign or underlet this contract, or any 
part thereof, or assign or mortgage, charge or encumber, or attempt to assign, mortgage, charge or encumber, all or any 
of the moneys payable or to become payable under this contract, or any other benefit whatsoever arising or which may 
arise under this contract, without the consent in writing of the Minister being first obtained, or in case the contractor shall 
make default in insuring and keeping insured, in cases where insurance is specified, and depositing the policies and receipts 
for premiums in accordance with these conditions, or in case the contractor shall become bankrupt, or shall make an 
assignment of his estate for the benefit of creditors, or shall make an arrangement or composition with his creditors, then 
and in every such case the Minister shall be at liberty, without vitiating this contract, and without prejudice to any right 
that may have accrued to liquidated damages under any of these conditions, to take the works wholly or partially out of 
the hands of the contractor, and to employ or contract with any other person or persons to execute the same, and for that 
purpose to take possession of and use all horses, materials, plant, tools, implements and things on, or about the said works, 
without making any allowances for the same, and all damages and expenses thereby incurred shall be ascertained and 
certified by the Engineer, and, together with any sum payable as liquidated damages under these conditions, shall be 
deducted from any money that may be then due, or may thereafter become due to the contractor, or may have been deposited 
by him ; and if the money then due, or thereafter becoming due, to the contractor, or deposited by him, be not sufficient 
for that purpose, the balance remaining unpaid shall be a debt due by the contractor to the Minister, and may be 
recovered accordingly.

Cancellation of Contract.
32. In any or either of the events mentioned in the last preceding clause of these conditions, the Minister shall have 

the option and full power and authority in lieu of proceeding under such clause, and without prejudice to any right that 
may have accrued to liquidated damages under any of these conditions, to cancel this contract, whether there are any works 
remaining to be done or not; and in such case the moneys which shall have been previously paid to the contractor on 
account of the works executed shall be taken by him as full payment for all works done under this contract ; and upon 
notice in writing under the hand of the Minister that he, under the authority of this condition, cancels this contract, being 
given to the contractor, this contract shall be cancelled, and thereupon all sums of money that may be due to the contractor, 
or unpaid, together with all implements in his possession, and all materials provided by him, upon the ground upon which 
the work is being carried on, or adjacent thereto, shall be forfeited, and all sums of money held as security or named as 
liquidated damages for the non-fulfilment of this contract, within the time specified, shall also be forfeited and become 
payable to the Groverument, and the said implements and materials shall become and be the absolute property of the 
Government, and with the moneys so forfeited and payable as aforesaid shall be considered as ascertained damages for 
breach of contract.

Insurance.
33. The contractor shall from time to time, when required to do so by the terms of the specification, insure the works 

against loss or damage by fire, in an office to be approved, in the name of the Minister, for the amount of the full value of 
the work completed, as determined by the Engineer, and shall lodge with the Engineer the policies and receipts for the 
premiums for such insurance, and shall continue sucb policies until possession is given up by the Government; in default 
of which the Minister shall be at liberty to insure and deduct the amount of the premiums paid from any moneys payable 
to the contractor, and may refuse payment of any certificate until such policies and receipts are handed in as aforesaid ; 
but this insurance is to be no limit or bar to the liability and obligation of the contractor to deliver up the works to the 
Minister completed in all respects according to the contract. In case of loss or damage by fire the moneys payable under 
any such insurance shall be received and retained by the Minister until the works are finally completed, and shall then be 
credited to the contractor in the final settlement of accounts in the event of the contract not having been previously 
cancelled under these conditions.

Time of Completion, <0c.
34. The contractor shall complete the whole of the wmrks comprised in this contract within seventy-eight weeks from

the date of the acceptance of his tender, and in the event of their non-completion at the specified times, should the Engineer 
not have proceeded under clauses Nos. 31 and 32 of these conditions, or either of them, the contractor shall pay, by way 
of liquidated damages, and not as or in the nature of a penalty, the sum of pounds sterling for every week, or
for every part of a week, that shall elapse after such specified time, until their completion, and which sum or sums may be 
deducted from any money payable to the contractor under this or any other contract. The contractor shall have no right 
to a certificate for payment after the date specified in these conditions for the completion of this contract until the whole 
of the works shall have been properly completed to the satisfaction of the Engineer, unless the time for the completion of 
this contract shall have been extended by the Minister, in w'hich case such extended time shall become the time for the 
completioh of this contract, and it is to be expressly understood that the fact of the time having been so extended shall not 
in any way be taken as a waiver of this contract, or as annulling or setting aside this contract in any respect, nor be taken 
as releasing the contractor from any of the responsibilities or obligations of this contract, which, in all other respects, shall 
remain the same as if the time had not been extended.

The like liability also shall hold good as to the obligation of the contractor in the event of any advance being made 
to him from the retention money, or on material on the ground and not in situ.

Maintenance.
35. The contractor will be bound to maintain the works for a period of three months after their final completion and 

use by the Government; and if any part should within that period show signs of weakness, or of giving way, or if any 
defective workmanship or materials be detected, the contractor, when called upon to do so, shall make good the same at his 
own expense, to the satisfaction of the Engineer, before any moneys held by the Government on account of this contract 
will be paid. It is also to be distinctly understood that the Government shall have the full, free, and unrestricted use of 
the said works, without any interference whatever on the part of the contractor during the currency of this period of 
maintenance ; and such use of the said works on the part of the Government shall not be held as relieving the contractor 
of any liabilities or obligations whatever in respect of his contract.

Arbitration.
36. The following matters shall be decided by the Engineer, whose decision shall be absolute and final:—(1) All

questions or disputes which shall arise respecting the true construction or meaning of the plans or specification, or the 
quality of the workmanship, or quantity or quality of materials necessary for the whole or any part of the contract. 
(2) All questions and disputes when the net claim shall not amount to the sum of £500. 37.
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37. All questions and disputes not hereinbefore provided for shall, if the net claim bo £500 or upwards, upon the 
completion of the works under the said contract, and before payment of the retention money and the money deposited as 
security for the due carrying out of the contract, be fixed and determined by arbitration as hereinafter provided.

38. If either party consider that he has claims in respect of any matter in which arbitration may be claimed, he shall, 
within one month of the date of the final certificate, furnish to the other party full particulars in writing of such claims, 
breaches, doubts, disputes, and differences in respect of which he desires arbitration, giving distinct and separate items, 
and the amount, if any, claimed under each item; and the other party may thereupon furnish particulars of all claims he 
has in respect of such matters, irrespective of the aggregate amount of such claims ; and the party furnishing the same shall 
be bound by such particulars ; and no claim not included in such statement shall be taken into consideration at such 
arbitration, or become subject of1 arbitration or action ; and the claim or respective claims so made as aforesaid shall be 
determined by arbitration, in the manner as hereinafter provided.

39. If both parties concur in the appointment of a single arbitrator, then the reference shall be to such single
arbitrator ; but if the parties for twenty-one days after the particulars first mentioned in the last preceding clause shall 
have been furnished, cannot concur in the appointment of a single arbitrator, the reference shall be to two arbitrators, one 
to be appointed by each party, or their umpire to be appointed in writing by such arbitrators before they commence the 
business of the reference ; and the arbitration shall, subject to the express provisions herein contained, be made and held 
pursuant and subject to the Arbitration Act of 1892, or any statutory modification or re-enactment thereof for the time 
being in force. •

40. The costs of and incidental to the arbitration shall be paid or borne by or between the parties in manner herein
after mentioned, that is to say :— -

1. If the sum awarded does not exceed the amount acknowledged by the Department to be due, the contractor shall
pay all the costs of and incidental to the arbitration.

2. If the sum awarded shall amount to the sum claimed by the contractor, the Government shall pay all the costs of
andiincidental to the arbitration.

3. If the sum awarded exceeds the amount acknowledged by the Department to be due, but is less than the sum
claimed by the contractor, the costs of both parties shall be added together and the total cost so ascertained shall 

1 be paid by the parties in the proportions following, namely :—The Government shall pay such sum as bears the
same proportion to the total cost as the net award bears to the net claim, and the balance shall be paid by the

, contractor.
The award shall direct to, and by whom, and in what proportions the costs shall be paid, in accordance with the 

provisions hereinbefore contained ; but the award need not specify the amount of such costs. Such amount shall, iu the 
event of disagreement, be taxed or settled by the arbitrators or umpire, as between party and party, after the award is 
made. No costs shall be allowed as between solicitor and client. If either party shall be dissatisfied with the costs 
allowed by the arbitrators or umpire, the same may be taxed by the Prothonotary or other proper officer of the Supreme 
Court.

41. It is to be distinctly understood that all claims by either party to have any of the matters which may be
submitted to arbitration so dealt with, must be made upon the whole of the work being completed, and before payment to 
the contractor of the retention money, or of the money deposited as security for the due performance of the contract, and 
that the acceptance by the contractor of payment of the retention money in cases where a bond to secure the completion 
of the works has been given, and in other cases of the retention money, or of any balance thereof, and of the money 
deposited as security for the due performance of the contract, shall be conclusive proof that the contractor has no such 
claim or claims. ■ -

. ROBT. HICKSON,
Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief,

Department of Public Works. Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage.

These are the general conditions marked “ D ” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Oueen, dated
the 16th day of May, a.d. 1895. ■

Witness,—Harold P. Norrie. ■ JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOORHOUSE GUMMOW,

(By his Attorney—John Carter).
D. G. SNODGRASS.

These are the general conditions marked “ D ” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th 
day of May, a.d. 1895.

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. JAMES GILLAN.
These are the general conditions marked “ D ” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th 

day of May, a.d. 1895.
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. ------------------ GEO FORREST

“E.” ’ '
Special Conditions.

Rates of Wages to be Paid.
Not less than the several rates of wages as set out in the schedule herein shall be paid by the contractor (or—in the event 
of the Minister approving of the subletting of any portion or portions of the works—by the subcontractor) for the various 
services to be performed under this contract, and in case of dispute as to the classification of workmen, the decision of the 
Engineer shall be final; the rates, however, do not include those to be paid to apprentices or boys.

With respect to overtime, the recognised rules of the particular trade then prevailing in the district where the work 
is situated shall be observed.

If it shall at any time be proved to the satisfaction of the Minister that the contractor or any approved subcon
tractor is paying or has paid a lesser rate of wage for services rendered during the progress of the works to any workman 
employed thereon than is set out in the following schedule, the Minister shall have the option and full power and authority 
to cancel the contract, as if such breach was and is one of the events mentioned in clause 32 of the general conditions. 
Any permission to sublet shall not discharge the contractor from any liability in respect of the rate of wages to be paid 
uuder this contract.

In all classes of labour forty-eight hours shall be considered as a week’s work. This rule, however, shall not apply 
to those workman, the necessities of whose employment demand that longer hours shall be worked, as in the case of fire
men, who usually have to get up steam in readiness for the day’s work. The necessity for longer hours of labour in special 
cases shall be determined by the Engineer, whose decision shall be final.

The following is the schedule referred to :— ’

Trade. Rate.

Carpenters ....................................................... ..............
s. d.
8 0 per day.

10 0 „
9 0 „
9 0 „
8 6 ,,
9 0 „
9 0 „
7 6 „
8 6 „
9 6 ,,
9 0 „
7 0 „
7 6 ,,
6 0 „

Masons ............................................................. ...................
Bricklayers .........................................................................................
Plasterers ........................................................................................
Blacksmiths ....................................................................................
Boilermakers and riveters...................................................................
Fitters............................................................... . .
Painters............................................................................
Plumbers .....................................................................
Shipwrielits ................................ .....................
Copper and brass workers .......................................................
Moulders ................................................................
Engine drivers.......................................................................................
Workmen not included in the foregoing list...........................................
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These are the special conditions marked “ E ” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 
]6th day of May, a.d., 1895.* .C’ > JOHN CARTER.

FRANK MOOREHOUSE GUMMOW
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. (% his Attorney-John Carter).

D. G. SNODGRASS.
These are the special conditions marked “ E ” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated 16th May,
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. ' JAMES GILLAN.
These are the special conditions marked “ E ” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated 16th day 

of May, a.d., 1895.
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. GEO. FORREST.

“F.”
Department of Public Works, Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage Branch.

Tender Form.
In pursuance of advertisement in the Government Gazette, we the undersigned, do hereby tender to provide tlie material and 
perform the various works required in about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion of the Northern 
Main Sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale section (Contract No. 77), agreeably to the plans, specification, schedule to 
specification, special condition, and general conditions, which have been inspected and lodged by us for the sum of ±,15,509, 
and to complete the same within eighteen months from the date of the acceptance of this tender ; and we hereby under
take that we will, within fourteen days from the date of notification of the acceptance of the Said tender, execute and 
deliver to the Minister for Public Works, a valid legal contract with Her Majesty the Queen, embodying the terms and 
conditions above mentioned, and to provide the security required by clause 29 of the said general conditions ; and we 
enclose herewith our cheque for the sum of £160 as a preliminary deposit; and we agree that such sum shall be absolutely 
forfeited if we at any time within thirty days after the said tender is opened withdraw same, or if m the event ot this 
tender being accepted, we fail to complete the abovementioned contract within fourteen days thereafter ; and further, that 
this tender is made subject to the conditions contained in the Tender Board Regulations, printed on the back hereot, and 
by which we agree to be bound. ___ ^
Dated this 13th day of March, 1895. CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.,

. Witness,-A. R. Bukkitt. Box No. 10, North Sydney.

Tender Board Regulations.
No Tender shall be received after eleven a.m. on the day named for the receipt of such Tender unless there are 
circumstances which, in the opinion of the Member, of the Board then sitting, render it desirable to do so.

It shall be the duty of the President, Vice-President, or the senior member present, as the case may be, as soon as 
..the Tenders shall have been opened and the necessary particulars ascertained, to publicly announce the number of lenders 
received for each work and the name of the lowest Tenderer ; but no 'i ender shall be accepted until the head of the branch, 
under whose directions the work is to be carried out, has reported upon the whole of the 'tenders received.

The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable after the Board has adjourned, exhibit in a conspicuous position, in the 
Public Works Office, a full statement of the Tenders received, showing the work, the name of the Tenderer, and the
amount of each Tender. . „ , , _ _ . . , -v, j j

All envelopes containing Tenders must be addressed to the President of the Board, and have legibly endoised upon 
them the name of the work for which the Tender is submitted. ..iiaj j-a.

Every Tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according to 
the following scale, viz. :—

For amounts up to £500 inclusive... ... ... ... ... ••• £5 0 0
For amounts exceeding £500 and not exceeding £1,000 ... ... ... £10 0 0

For all sums over £1,000 one per cent, on the amount of Tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit to be in 
the form of a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the Manager of the Bank upon which it is drawn,
or a hank draft. „ , ■

All deposits, with the exception of that of the successful Tenderer, shall be returned by the Secretary to the person 
entitled thereto, as soon as possible after the Board shall have adjourned, and the deposit made by the successful Tenderer 
shall be returned to him on his executing the bond for the fulfilment of the Contract. W hen the Contract is for a less sum 
than £200 the deposit with Tender shall not be returnable until the service is satisfactorily completed.

Any Tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless otherwise directed by the Board,
be deemed to be informal, and rejected accordingly. .at xi ^ a ± -at •

In the event of any Tenderer failing to take up his Tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the Contract, withm 
the time specified, or withdrawing his Tender after it shall have been opened, whether such Tender shall have been accepted 
or not, all moneys deposited by him on account thereof or in connection therewith, shall be forfeited to the Crown, and in 
such case he paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony. . .

Whenever a Tenderer shall fail to proceed with a Contract as aforesaid, fresh Tenders shall be invited at short notice 
for the work, unless in the opinion of the President there are circumstances which make it desirable for another Tender in 
the same series to he accepted ; but the Tenderer by whose default sucb a course has been rendered necessary shall be 

• excluded from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the pleasure of the President.
In submitting a Tender, the full Christian name of the Tenderer must be given, or when the offer is m the name of a 

firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses 
must be stated in the Tender. The omission of this information will render the Tender liable to be declared informal.

The Board shall not be bound to accept the lowest or any Tender.
The Board-room shall be open for the admission of the public while the Tenders are being opened and declared.

This is the tender marked “ Freferred to in the annexed 
of May, a.d., 1895.

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie.

agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th day 

JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOOREHOUSE GUMMOW

(By his Attorney—John Carter).
D. G. SNODGRASS.

This is the tender marked “ F,” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated 16th day of May,

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. JAMES GILLAN.

This is the tender marked “F,” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated 16th day of May,

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. GEO. FORREST.

The plans herein referred to are those exhibited by the Department (with the exception of aqueduct plans), together 
with plans on our patent system lodged with Public Works Department.

“G.”
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“G.”
Supplementary Specification.

u.^trtUCt,Jre.a^0VA theievel of the skewbacks of main arches to be constructed as shown on drawing which accompanies 
w S dfr of mortar (except the cement facing), composed of one part of cement to three parts of sand,

ana wrougnt-iron rods on the‘‘Monier system.’
of pier.s are to.be in conformity with the drawings attached to the contract, except as regards to the 

extra size necessitated by the larger pier shown on the contractor’s plan, and are to be to the satisfaction of the Engineer.
^ Should the piers be required to be put down to a greater depth than shown on the drawings, or a greater number of 

them require piling than shown, the work is to be executed as ordered without extra payment being made.
';he, pi/rs are *° Jrallt Wlth sandstone concrete of the quality specified, and faced with cement mortar composed 

or one part ot cement and two parts of sand. *
cementmiVone^art ofDsandtlle structure’ above the level of the sPringmg of main arches, is to be composed of one part of

JIle„WOrk/ ge5®rally are *0 be carried out in accordance with the specification, schedule to specification, and the 
referred to, save and except such structural parts as are to be carried out under the “ Monier system,” or 

ditions^ ^ enlarged to meet the re<luirenients of the contractor’s plan, and within the time set out in the general con-

■ , ?be contraetors shall continue to maintain the said works at their own cost after the period of maintenance set forth 
wWo §an?r.al f°r a further period of three years, computed from such date, to the satisfaction of the Engineer,

.L'l'i fii! be ?!nal al,ld oon,claslve uPon a11 points concernmg workmanship and materials, and the permanency 
+- 9 nm y,l0fl ne+Sald '™rks’and ^ coiitractoi s sliall enter into a bond to Her Majesty the Queen in the penal sum 

d fin,d *7?,®"®°. jnt su!'etles *? ®nfer mt0 separate bonds in the penal sum of £6,000 each, to secure the 
SU+C,h of the .sald 'VOrks, as. shadl ha.v,e been constructed on the “ Monier system,” if the Engineer shall be 

dissatisfied with the same at any time during the said periods of maintenance, and to re-erect and construct the said works
? accordanf flth things with the specification, schedule to specification, and plans 

therein referred to, within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon so to do.

This is the supplementary specification marked “ G ” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, 
dated the day of a.d. 1895. j a ^ >

JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOOREHOUSE GUMMOW

(By his Attorney, John Carter).
D. G. SNODGRASS.

ThiSfiStthe supj)lemmitary_specification marked “G ” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 

Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. JAMES GILLAN.
ThlS 1 etlfday of^gg^0^011 marked “ G ” referred to in my annexed bond to Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 

■Witness,—Harold F. Norrie. • GUO. FORREST.

Appendix No. 2.
“H.”

This is the Schedule of Quantities and Prices hereinbefore referred to.

No. of 
Item.

12
3

4

5
6
7
8

9

10
11
12

Description of Work.

Excavation in opening cutting, as specified in Clause No. 3 ..............
Refilling and embankment, as specified in Clause No. 4 .....................
Rubble stone filling, as specified in Clause No. 4, hand-packed where 

ordered. '
Sandstone road ballast, 4-inch gauge, spread 9 inches thick, as specified 

in Clause No. 4.
Concrete work, as specified in Clause No. 9 .......................................
Cement facing, as specified in Clause No. 10 .......................................
Brickwork, as specified in Clause No. 11...............................................
Supplying and fixing in position rolled iron girders, as specified in 

Clause No. 12.

Fascine work, as specified in clause No. 13...........................................
Supplying and fixing in position glazed stoneware pipes, including 

providing and fixing discs, as specified in Clause No. 14
18 inches internal diameter ............................o ........

Unit. Probable
Quantity. Rate per Unit.

Cubic yards...... 800
£ s. d.
0 10

>> ...... 1,400 0 0 6
it ...... 150 0 3 6

>> ..... OoCl 0 4 0

'......
Square yards ...

391 16 0
1,025 0 2 3

Cubic yards...... 3 2 5 0
Ton.—J.C. 9C 8 0 0
GwU—F.M.G. 
G.C.
Cubic yards...... 70 0 3 0

Lineal foot ...... 10 0 4 0
fy ...... 10 0 10
}j ...... 10 0 0 6

, , If tenderers are not desirous of abidmg by the prices fixed, they must quote only one rate of percentage above or 
below all prices in the schedule, and not one rate of percentage upon certain items and another rate or rates upon others.

The quantities are approximate, and are merely for the guidance of tenderers, and are subject to omissions deduc
tions, alterations, and additions.

The prices in the schedule are for each kind of work in place, complete, as specified.
. They also include continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of construction and up to the dav of their being formally taken over by the Engineer. r c uay m

G.C. Note.—Item No. 8 should be read as “ton” and not “cwt.”

Witness,—Geo. Chapman. JOHN CARTER, 
F. M. GUMMOW.

This is the schedule of 
the Queen, dated the 7 th day quantities and prices marked “H” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Maiestv 

of May, a.d. 1896. 1 J

Witness,—Geo. Chapman. JOHN CARTER, 
F. M. GUMMOW.

140—D Appendix
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Appendix No. 3.
95-283—Sewerage. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 29 July, 1895.

W. Schill v. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ; A. Schill v. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
Amount paid verdict to plaintiffs’ cost of actions.

Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works,— ,
These actions were brought to recover compensation for damage to the plaintiff’s houses which, it was alleged, had been 
caused by blasting on the sewerage Contract No. 69.

The cases were tried in the District Court, and whilst the officers of the Department who gave evidence considered 
that no damage had been sustained by the plaintiffs, the jury thought otherwise, and assessed the damage in the case of W. 
Schill to be £20, and in that of A. Schill £30.

The costs in the actions, it appears, amounted to £146 17s. 4d. _
In September, 1892, the question of liability in connection with such cases as those under consideration was referred 

to the Crown Solicitor for his advice, and he replied as follows :— ,
“ No. 92/663-92/2165. 92/2385, 29/10.

« Sirj Crown Solicitor’s Office, Sydney, 26 October, 1892.
<£ I have the honor to return herewith the minute of the Engineer-in-Chief of the Sewerage Branch relating to 

the liability of the Department for damaged property caused by blasting in sewer tunnels, sent to me for advice on two
questions submitted. • a 11 a-

“It is stated that claims are frequently made on the Department for damage done to houses owing to blasting 
operations carried out by sewerage contractors, and that hitherto the Department has been able, acting under clause 11 of 
the General Conditions, to transfer the liability to the contractors. ...

“ It is understood that one of the contractors has recently been advised by his solicitor that the Department is liable, 
on what grounds is not known.

“ I am now asked to advise :— . # .
“1. Whether the contractor who carries out the work as specified, as regards size of charges, is liable.
“ 2. Whether an action lies against the contractor or the Department. i

“ The questions involved in the consideration of this matter have frequently come before Courts in England, and the 
result of these cases, and the general principles on which they go, have been stated by a learned judge in a Scotch case, 
which is accepted as a correct interpretation of the law. He says as follows :— . i

“ On carefully considering the very numerous cases on this branch of the law, and of which we have had in the 
argument a very full citation, I think that the principle which governs the decision in such cases is that the principal or 
superior, be he called either master or employer, who has reserved or who has assumed the direct and personal control over 
the subordinate, be he called servant or workman, who committed the fault or negligence, is liable for the damage thereby 
caused. In such case ‘ .Respondeat Superior *—the superior is answerable for the negligence of hip subordinate : and the 
test always is, I think—had the superior personal control or power over the acting or mode of acting of the subordinate ? 
I use the expression ‘ personal control ’ because I think that this is always the turning-point in such cases. Was there a 
control or direction of the person in opposition to a mere right to object to the quality or description of the work done ? 
Where this element of personal control is found, then responsibility, either for malfeasance or nonfeasance, for fault or 
negligence, will attach, not only to the servant or workman (he is always liable), but to him who has the.personal control 
over him who was his superior in the sense of the maxim. On the other hand, if an employer has no such personal control, 
but has merely the right to reject work that is ill-done, or to stop work that is not being rightly done, but has no power 
over the person or time of the workman or artisan employed, then will he not be their superior in the sense of the maxim, 
and not answerable for their fault or negligence. .

“From this it will be seen that the test of who is liable, the contractor or the employer, is which retained the 
power of controlling the work. If this power of control is retained by the employer, it would seem that he is liable as 
well as the contractor for any damage that may be done in carrying out the work. ^

“ Turning to the General Conditions used in this case, I find in clause No. 14, under the head of explosives, the 
following condition :—‘ The use by the contractor on the work of blasting powder or any other explosive material shall be 
confined strictly to the limit which shall be set by an order in writing of the Engineer as to the locality, time, quantity, 
particular kind of material, and precautions to be taken during its use.’ . # t

“Under this clause it is quite clear that the Department, through its Engineer, exercises a complete ‘personal 
control or power 5 over the use of these explosives, and, on the principle above stated, I think the Department would be 
liable for any damage that might be caused. On turning to clause 11, referred to in the minute of the Engineer-in-Chief, 
it will be seen that it is provided as follows :— ....

‘ During the whole time of construction of the work, and during the period of their maintenance, the contractor 
shall be liable for any accident, damage, or injury, whatsoever, to the public or to any individual which may be caused by 
his operations or his neglect.’ .

“ Under this clause, I think that as between the Department and the contractor, the damage caused by the operations 
must be paid by the contractor, but this does not affect the liability of thd Department to the person injured.

“ I have, therefore, the honor to advise as follows :— _ _
“ 1. The contractor who carried out the work, as specified, as regards size of charges, is liable to an action for damage 

caused by his operations, although he may have received the directions in writing of the Engineer under clause 14.
“2. An action would, in my opinion, lie not only against the contractor but also against the Department for any 

damage that is caused by operations carried out under the direction of the Engineer in accordance with clause 14. 
“As between the Department and the contractor, however, I think clause 11 will give the Department the right to 

charge the contractor with any damage which the Department may have been called upon to pay.
“In view of the liability attached to the Department, I think it is the duty of the engineer-in-charge, and he 

should be so instructed, to take every possible care, in exercising his functions under clause 14 with regard to explosives, 
that in authorising the use of any such explosives no possibility of any damage to any building or property could arise.

“ If there is any risk, I think that he should not give his order in writing.
“ I have, &c.,

“E. A. SMITH,
“ Crown Solicitor.”

Appendix No. 4.
W. Schill v. Carter, Gummow, & Co. ; A. Schill v. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Minute by Mr. Davis upon Crown Solicitor’s opinion.
From this it would appear that the contractors are, strictly speaking, liable, and that the Department, seeing that it had 
“personal control” by specifying the sizes of charges to be used, and by measuring depth of holes, &c, (see clauses 65 and 
66 of the Schedule to Specification), is also to some extent responsible.

When in carrying out work under instructions damage has been done to property, not through any neglect on the 
part of the contractor, but what might be regarded as incidental to the carrying out of the work, and to be expected in 
the natural course of events, the Department, and not the contractor, has satisfied the claims, except in those cases in 
which the compensation sought has only been very small.

In the present instance, if the claimants had brought their suit against the Department, as they should have done, 
according to the Crown Solicitor, the cases could no doubt have been defended, because :— ^ #

Firstly,—The officers of the Department were strongly of opinion that no damage had been done to the properties in 
question. #

And Secondly,—Many other property-owners who were asking for compensation were similarly situated to the Schills, 
and, if they had been settled with, the others must have been treated in the same way.

The contractors, knowing what was involved, determined, and properly, I think, to resist the claims. ^
There were three of these cases up to the end of March. The first two went against the contractors, but the third 

against the property-owner, and the failure in that instance has, I believe, had the effect of making many hesitate before 
bringing a suit to recover compensation for alleged damages. Under
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Under these circumstances, I am inclined to think that the Department would only be acting in accordance with its
. 4d. At the same time, I desire to point out that, so far as I am aware, this is theusual custom in refunding the £196 17s. 4d. At the same time, I desire to point one tnai, 

only case in which matters of this description have been dealt with through the contractor.
J. DAVIS.

Papers might be forwarded to Mr. Darley. When the Minister has decided the question, I should like to see the 
gUldanCe'“;Ro:ET' Hickson> Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, 5/S/95. Under Secretary. Mr. Darley,

Appendix No. 5.
. Mr. !R. A. Arnold to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

' Contract No. 79a.—North Sydney Sewerage Works.
r i • , , . _ . “ Cooya,,, M(Dougall-street, North Sydney, 25 June, 1895.

., 1 desire to bring under your notice the following facts, and ask for your prompt and favourable consideration ofthe same. ^ r
During the tunnelling from the upper shaft in M(Dougall-street (just completed) for that portion of the North Sydney 

Sewerage Scheme I had on several occasions to complain to the Engineer in charge of the work (first Mr. Boys, and 
latterly Mr. VV eedon) that the vibration from the blasting was so severe as to shake my whole cottage (a solidly built stone 
structure) , that some of my windows had been broken ; and that the walls and ceilings were cracking in all directions. I 
also made similar communications to the contractors Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Co., and intimated that I should expect 
the damage done to my building to be made good.
• a damage actually apparent is the breakage of six large panes of glass (one of which I was obliged to have replaced
in August last at a cost of 2wS. 6d.), cracks in many places in the walls and ceilings, and the opening of what were before 
mere hair cracks, and the breaking of several slates in the roof.

I estimate that it will cost me to repair the damage :—
. £ s. d.

Five large panes of glass, about 5 ft. x 3 ft. ; labour of fitting, &c., at, say, 22s. each .. 5 10 0
One smaller pane, about 2 ft. 6 in. square, say............................................................ 0 10 0
Cleaning out and refilling cracks in plaster of the walls and ceilings, say ............................. 3 0 0
Towards recolouring the walls, &c., a work only rendered immediately necessary for the

damaged one, say.................................................................................................... jq g g
Damage to slates on the roof...................................................... ............................................... 10 0

£20 0 0
. „ there is the damage done to the structure by the shaking it has received, which is difficult to estimate

at a fixed sum, but on which I shall be pleased to confer with any officer who may be able to report on the matter.
As 1 am desirous of having the necessary work of repairing done as soon as possible, I shall be glad if you will have 

my claim mquired into at once. j am &e
’ RICHD. A. ARNOLD.

Mr Small for report for U S.-Jno. P„ 26J6J95. Mr. Smail for report.-C.D., l|7|9o. Mr. Cook.-T.G., 117/95. 
Report and tracing herewith -W.E.C.,,3J7/95. Fwd. J. M. Smail, Esq.-T.G., 4|7|95. Mr. Boys might be asked if 
he knows anything about this claim.—J.M.S., 15/7/95. Mr. Griffiths. Mr. Cook saw Mr. Weedon yesterday and 
discussed the matter with him, the latter gentleman handing m two letters herewith attached. It was thought that £10 
might be ofiered as a reasonable compensation.—T.G., 16/7/95. Mr. Arnold’s claim does not on the face of it appear an 
unreasonable or made-up claim. If our works did all the damage stated, he should be recompensed by either the Department 
or the contractor. The two officers who had charge of the work at the time (Messrs. Weedon and Boys) have not been 
transferred to this Branch, so perhaps Mr. Hickson might be asked to obtain their reports as to what they know of the 
occurrence. I gather from Mr. Arnold’s letters that they visited the house.—C.D., 17/7/95. The U.S., P.W. Mr. 
Hickson for report for U.S.—Jno. P., 18/7(95. Mr. Boys forreportinfirstinstance.—W.S., 19/7/95. Messrs. Boysand 
Weedon s reports attaohed.-J. Davis, 30/7/95, for Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works. Under Secretary. Mr. Darley, 
tor U.S.—JNO. P., 50/7/95. _ From perusal of the reports, there is no doubt but that the blasting must be in a great 
measure the cause of the injury to Mr. Arnold’s house. I, therefore, recommend that the sum of £10 be offered in full 
discharge.—C.D., Engineer-m-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Division, 2/8/95. The U.S., P.W. For approval, £10 
without prejudice.—J. Barling, Secretary for Public Works, 5/8/95. Appd.—J.H.Y., 6/8/95. Write, 6/8195. R. A. 
Arnold, Esq., 7/8/95. Resubmit with reply__Jno. P., 7/8/95.

Sir,

Appendix No. 6.
Inspector G-. A. Fowle to /Resident-Engineer Weedon.

T, . . ,, , , . 19 February, 1894.
. , . ,.//■, *:0 1 eport that on several occasions I have had to complain about the time the sandstone concrete is mixed
for packing brickwork m shafts. To-day two 20-foot mixings were made up at 2 p.m. at No. 5 shaft. This concrete will 
not be put dowm shaft for use till 5'30 p.m. I have instructed Connors’ foreman, who has charge of this work, not to have 
the concrete mixed so long before being used. He states to me that he has to take his instructions from the firm.

1 saw Mr. bnodgrass last Friday, and complained to him about this matter, when he promised it should not be 
.urJ)e^ore lf; 18 t^fiRired to be used. I spoke to Reid (contractors’ representative) to-day, and he states 

that they shall mix the cement when convenient for themselves.
■ • IlilAI?Cfc40rfRei^ ^lforms me that on Saturday last, 17th February, about 1 p.m., at No. 6 shaft, it required half 

mixing 10 feet of sandstone concrete to finish brickwork packing in shaft. Henderson, bricklayer, working in shaft, was 
on mixing board, and started to assist labourer gauge the stone. Inspector Reid instructed Henderson to use the fork in 
place of shovel m filling gauge-box, as the stone which is broken close to mixing-board is not free from refuse. Inspector 
Reid asked Henderson the second time to use fork. Henderson replied that it did not want forking. Connor’s foreman 
came on the scene and said to Henderson, “ Go on ; don’t take any notice of him ; he is only a damn big buck navvy.”

G. A. FOWLE,
________________________________ Inspector.

Sir,

■ Appendix No. 7.
Mr. A. Armstrong (Agent for Messrs. Carter & Co.) to The Hon. W. J. Ljne.

t , , i. , . 5, Spring-street, Sydney, 3 April, 1893.
ihave the honor to direct your attention to a patent, No. 4,084, issued on 3rd November, 1892, to Messrs, 

lodgrass, and. Baltzer. for the nurnose of st.rpnerfV»Am‘n<r onri of. tHa o n ivi /v 4-1-» .v ~ — — J   *  _ i?
n , a , j n il - , y°ur attention to a patent, JNo. 4,084, issued on 3rd November, 1892, to Messrs.
Carter, Snodgrass, and Baltzer, for the purpose of strengthening, and at the same time cheapening, the construction of 
sewer and other^arches, as desenbed^in such patent as “invention of improvements” in concrete, cement, and mortarsewer and other arches, as described in such patent as 1 
building, and other constructions and manufactures.

alA fesi^d ^ my cli®nts to state that they are willing to dispose of their sole powers and rights granted in such 
patent, and to offer the same to your Department for the sum of £1,500.

1 I have, &c.,
A. ARMSTRONG,

___________________________ _ Agent for Messrs. Carter & Co.

Appendix
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Appendix No. 8.
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

gir Marrickville, 11 November, 1894.
In reply to your letter of 11th October, ’with regard to alteration of design between Premier-street shaft and 

Illawarra Hoad, we beg leave to state that we will accept the terms therein, provided a special item be arranged for the 
filling, at the rate of 5s. per cubic yard. Yours, &c., .v * CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.,

_____  Contract No. 69.
Mr. Davis.—R.H., 11/11/94. Commissioner for Roads.—D.C.M'L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 15/11/94. Will Mr. 

Weedon please let me have quantity of filling.—J.D., 17/11/94. Quantity of filling, due to alteration m design, 410 
cubic yards.—S.H.W., 20/11/94. . ... .

The schedule rate for filling is fid. per cubic yard ; but it is manifest that the contractors, m giving this low price, 
did not contemplate doing the kind of filling required in connection with the western branch sewer, between Premier-street 
and Illawarra Road. The 5s. asked is, I consider, a little high ; but I suppose, as they will lose something by the reduction 
of concrete and brickwork, occasioned by the alteration, it will be just to take this into account, and allow them what they 
ask. There will be about 400 cubic yards of this filling, which, at 5s. per cubic yard, would amount to £100. I 
recommend that the price named be approved.—J.D., 21/11/94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, 
and Sewerage. . , i

This addition is caused by an alteration in the original design, which has the effect of reducing the cost of the work 
*ei ^nv.si o ■Pnv»+V'wai'* a txtVia1 a "wAT'lr nf ^lO.OflO. Recommended for approval.—in this contract by about £750, and a further reduction on the whole work of £10,000. 

R.H., 21/11/94. _ „
For approval.—J.B., 28/11/94. Approved.—J.H.Y., 29/11/94. Roads.—D.C.M‘L.

Seen.—R.H., 30/11/94. Mr. Weedon to note.—J.D., 4/12/94. Noted.-S.H.W., 6/12/94.
{pro U.S.), B.C.,29/11/94. 

File. —J.D., 7/12/94.

Appendix No. 9.
No. 1.

C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, Esq., to The Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage.
21 September, 1894.

Western Outfall Sewer—4th Division—about 40 Chains in Length. ✓
Three designs are herewith submitted for the consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief, each design with an open aqueduct 
carried upon arches and piers. The aqueduct, or main carrier, is capable of discharging 11,000 cubic feet of sewage per 
minute, which is equal to two 6-foot diameter outfall sewers, running three-quarter full, with a gradient of 1 in 2,000.

The sewerage aqueducts have hitherto been constructed here in such a manner, method, and of such materials, that 
any competent tradesman, in his special line, obtainable in the Colony, could do the work.

Now, however, as it is a matter of the greatest importance to reduce the cost of the works, there seems to be no 
other way of accomplishing this object, but to adopt for this Colony a more or less experimental system of construction for 
these aqueducts,—of increasing the spans of arches, introducing arches with joints, of constructing the whole iu concrete, and of 
constructing the whole of the work of concrete and mortar and iron. . .

In the Old Home countries these novel systems of construction have caused in the commencement failures, owing to 
the works being carried out by more or less inexperienced and untrained engineers and artisans ; hence the various State 
Governments would not entertain and construct works on these novel methods until special companies established themselves, 
who made it their special business to carry out such works with artisans who had had time to gain the necessary experience, 
and who had been practically and specially trained in the construction of such work. ... . „

It was only to such companies that works, which are termed purely and simply specialities, were entrusted, after 
they had given adequate security for the faithful, careful, and competent execution of same.

ls£ Scheme. .
To he constructed on the system of Road-Engineer Koch, of Ulm, as reported by the Association of German Cement 

Manufactures, in their publication of 1892. _ . # M
The concrete aqueduct rests on 50-foot span arches, concrete piers, and pile foundations. The piers are to be built on 

sixteen 18-inch diameter hardwood round piles, assumed to be 30 feet in length ; each pile will have to carry 25 tons.
The pile-heads to be cut off level at a depth of 7 feet below datum, and from 9 inches below heads of piles, for a 

depth of 3 feet. They are to be filled in between with rubble packing, to make a footing for the concrete foundation 
course ; the latter to be built of sandstone concrete. ■

The pier itself to be built of bluestone concrete, rounded on top as shown, and the rounded surface to be covered 
f-inch thick with asphalt (bitumen and cork), while the faces of the skewbaek are to be covered with Val de Travers 
asphalt, f-inch thick. # . . , ,,

In former sewerage aqueducts, which were built on piers and brick arches, it was specified, in order to reduce the 
cost of the centering, that not less than six arches should be constructed at a time, which necessitated an abutment-pier at 
the end of each series of six arches. These abutment-piers are, for economical reasons, not to be introduced in any of these 
schemes. It will, therefore, be necessary to at once provide in the construction for more centerings, perhaps fifteen at a 
time, which would be sufficient for about one-third of the length of the aqueduct, as all arches built of concrete require at 
the very least four weeks’ time to harden before the centres can be removed. _

A concrete arch of 50 feet span settles the moment the centres are removed. The more rigid and the more watertight 
the centres are made the less settlement of the arch takes place, which will vary from 5 inches to 1 inch accordingly ; and 
the longer the centres are left under the arch, the less settlement takes place, provided always that the centres are made 
thoroughly watertight. .

The removal of the centres has to be done with utmost care. The 50-foot span arches, having each a radius of 47 
feet, and a rise of 7‘2 feet, are 12 inches thick at the crown and 18 inches at the springing, with a §-inch thick transverse 
butt-joint at the crown, filled in with Val de Travers’ asphalt, and the total horizontal thrust at this joint is 235 tons, with 
a safety factor of 8’7 at the area of cross-section in centre of arch. The arches are calculated upon Scheffler’s theory, as 
described in Ira O. Baker, C.E., treatise on masonry construction, pages 474 to 479, of 1891. This arch is given liberty to 
contract and expand and move up and down without cracking. The tendency of concrete is the same as wrought-iron as 
regards expansion and contraction. The rise and fall of the arch should not exceed 1 inch at a difference of 60 degrees in 
the temperature. . . . . ..

The arches are to be built of bluestone concrete, and jointed, require very rigid centerings, and very careful, unitorm 
manipulation, handling, and filling in of the concrete. t #

After the arches are completed, the concrete between the haunches (spandrels) to be built in, the outer faces 18 
inches thick of bluestone concrete, and the inner filling of gravel concrete in the proportion of 1 cement, 3 sand, and 6 
gravel

There is to be a vertical butt-joint over centre of pier of §-inch, filled in with f-inch mastic plate. The joint extends 
right across and from top of pier to 9 inches below invert of aqueduct. It is to allow the arch to expand and contract 
without causing cracks in the concrete. f .

The main carrier (aqueduct, 8 ft. 8|: in. x 5 ft. 3 in.) is to be built of bluestone concrete, its side walls on the reser
voir dam principle, and to prevent its cracking, in consequence of expansion and contraction taking place, the concrete is 
strengthened and held together longitudinally at the base of each side-wall by four f-inch diameter iron bond-rods, and in 
the upper part of each side-wall by six f-inch diameter iron bond-rods, spaced as shown, and walled in with the concrete 
as the work progresses. The cement adheres to the iron rods with a force of about 675 lb. to the square inch surface of 
iron rod. # . . . -j j •

Over the centre of each pier the concrete of aqueduct has a transverse vertical butt-joint, f-inch wide, nliea m with 
mastic plate, and the joint is made watertight by a 5-in. x 10-in. channel, built down in the side-walls and underneath 
invert of carrier, filled in with mastic. Probable



APPENDIX. 29

Probable Estimate of the Cost of 58 feet length of Aqueduct, from centre line of Pier to centre line of Pier.

No.
of

Item
Description of Work. Unit. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

£ s. d. £ s. d.
i Sixteen 18-inch diameter 30-ft. piles .............................................. lineal foot 480 0 3 6 84 0 0
2 Rubble packing, 3 feet deep, at top of piles ................................... cubic yard 19 0 5 0 4 15 0
3 f-inch round wrought-iron bond-rods .............................................. cwt. 16 0 15 0 6 0 0
4 Asphalt joints, f-inch and f-inch thick ........................................... square foot 168 0 0 3 2 2 0
5 Mastic-plate joint.............................................................................. 120 0 0 3 1 10 0
6 Mastic-channel joint ............................................................. .......... 1 14- 8
7 Excavation....................................................................................... cubic yard 58 0 2 0 5 16 0
8 Sandstone concrete ......................................................................... 22-84 1 8 0 31 19 6
9 Gravel concrete................................................................................... j} 51-62 1 1 0 54 4 0

10 Bluestone concrete .............. ............................................................. 155-45 2 2 0 326 9 0
11 Rendering ........................................................................................... square yard 366 0 2 0 36 12 0

Total for a length of 58 feet.................................................. 555 2 0

At per lineal foot, £9 11s. 5d. ; or at per lineal yard, £28 14s. 3d.
2nd Scheme.

_ The 2nd scheme proposed is to be built on the same principle, the rise and spans of arches, &c., as the 1st scheme, 
with the exception of the main carrier, which, although of the same internal dimensions, is to be built with much thinner 
side walls, which reduces the outside width of aqueduct from 14 feet to 10 ft. 8 in., and thus materially diminishes the 
general quantities. ■

The side walls of the aqueduct, being so much thinner, are to be strengthened, each wall, by vertical f-inch diameter 
wrought-iron bond-rods, spaced 2 ft. 7J in. from centre to centre, and nine longitudinal j-inch diameter wrought-iron 
bond-rods, spaced and built in as shown. Along the outside faces of copings a 4-in. x 2-in. x ^-in. channel-iron to be built 
in, and transverse, 2f-in. x 2|-in. x f-in. p iron braces are to be placed, spaced 7 ft. 10 in. from centre to centre, and 
bolted on to the channel-iron of each side wall.

The transverse butt-joints in concrete work of aqueduct are similar to those of the 1st scheme, with the exception of 
the 5-in. x 10-in. channel-joint round the aqueduct, which is to be left out in this instance, and a f-in. straight transverse 
joint is provided instead over centre line of pier, filled in with mastic plate.

The 50-foot span arch, with rise of 7'2 feet, is 12 inches thick in centre and 21 inches at the springing, and has a 
transverse butt-joint in the centre of § inch, filled in with asphalt (Val de Travers). The total horizontal thrust at centre 
is 144 tons, with a safety factor of 10 at the area of cross-section in centre of arch.

The piers to be built on twelve 18-inch diameter piles, filled in between at top, 3 feet deep, with rubble-stone packing 
to make sound footing for concrete pier. Each pile has to carry 22 tons, as against 25 tons of the 1st scheme. '

The foundation courses under each pier to be built of sandstone concrete ; the pier, arches, aqueduct, and outer faces 
of spandrels to be built of bluestone concrete, while the filling in between the haunches of arches to be done with gravel 
concrete.

Probable Estimates of the Cost of 58 feet length of Aqueduct, from centre line of Pier to centre line of Pier.

No.
of

Item.
Description of Work. Unit. Quantit}’. Rate. Amount.

£ s. d. £ s. d.
i Twelve 18-inch diameter 30-ft. long piles ....................................... lineal foot 360 0 3 6 63 0 0
2 Rubble-stone packing at top of piles, .3 feet deep............................

Wrought-iron 4 in. x 2 in. x ^ in. channel-iron, 116 feet .............
cubic yard 10‘5 0 5 0 2 12 6

3 cwt. 7‘954 12 0 8 15 0
4 ,, eight 2g in. x 2f in. x § in. x 11 ft. J- irons, with

thirty-two J in. screw-bolts—24 lb. in all.
) > 5-125 12 0 5 12 9

5

6

Eighteen longitudinal f in. x 60 ft. diameter bond-rods—1,594‘7 lb., 
forty-four vertical bond-rods f in. diameter x 66 ft.—3,003 lb. 

Mastic and asphalt in joints .............................................................
}J

lump sum 
cubic yard

16-92 0 15 0 12 13 10

2 8 0 
3 18 07 Excavation.................................. ...................................................... 39 0 2 0

8 Sandstone concrete ............................ :.............................................. 7-07 1 8 0 9 18 0
9 Bluestone concrete ............................................................................ }) 101-25 2 2 0 212 12 6

10 Gravel concrete................................................................................... 40 1 1 0 42 0 0
11 Rendering ..........................................................................................

Total for a length of 58 feet...........................................

square yard 336 0 2 0 33 12 0

397 2 7

At per lineal foot, £6 16s. 11 "Sd.; or per lineal yard, £20 10s. lOd.
In support of the system applied for the construction of the two schemes just described, I can refer, amongst similar 

structures, to the one built by Mr. Road-Engineer Koch, of Ulm, as reported in the publication of the Association of 
German Portland Cement Manufactures in 1892, and to one road bridge built by Von Liebbrand, as reported in the Pro
ceedings of the Association of German Engineers of 28th July, 1894 (page 908).

Mr. Koch’s concrete bridge was built near Erbach, on the Danube, in YVurtemburg, with a jointed arch of 104‘98- 
foot span, rise of arch 13 feet, thickness at the crown 1 ft. 7J in., and at the springing 2 ft. 4 in., and a width of roadway 
between parapets of 19 ft. 6 in. The arch was built in transverse slips 31‘49 inches in width, with radiating end faces held 
by boards, well rammed. On removal of centering (after two months) the arch settled at the crown about 1‘9685 inch, and 
after the road material had been placed in position the total settlement at the crown amounted to 4‘7244 inches. This 
bridge was built by the Association of German Portland Cement Manufacturers.

Mr. Von Liebbrand’s concrete bridge was built over the Danube in one arch of 162‘5-foot span, with a rise of 16‘25 
feet, 3‘25 feet thick in centre, and 3‘6 feet thick at the springing. The arch rests at one side upon hard limestone rock, 
and on the other side on a pile foundation. The bridge is also a road bridge, 25 feet wide between parapets ; it has been 
built near Munderkingen, in Wiirtemberg, and has stood, at the time when it was reported, from 16th November, 1893, 
till 28th July, 1894.

These bridges carry roadways, whereas those of the two schemes herein described will have to carry an aqueduct, 
with such precautionary arrangements, however, which should be sufficient to prevent the concrete from cracking.

Drawings accompanying Schemes Nos. 1 and 2.
Schemes Nos. 1 and 2 are accompanied each by one sheet of drawing, showing the proposed general design, and one 

sheet of drawing showing diagram of forces on the arch and at the abutment pier at Muddy Creek. The blue lines in 
arches and abutments show the line of pressure as the result of Scheffler’s theory, and the red lines in the other diagrams 
show the resultants in size and direction. °

The diagram at side wall of aqueduct of the first scheme shows the resultant in position, size, and direction of water 
pressure and weight of water at a point 45 inches below top of wall when aqueduct is supposed to be running full up to 
level of top of coping.

3rd
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3rd Scheme.
Proposed to be constructed on the Monier system, with concrete piers on pile foundations, 75-foot span arches of 

80 feet radius, rise of arch 9'3 feet; spandrels of dwarf-piers and small arches carrying the aqueduct.
The piers to be built on 12 18-inch diameter piles, assumed to be 30 feet in length, each pile to carry 22'2o tons. 

Pile heads to be cut off level at a depth of 7 feet below datum. From 1 ft. 6 in. below heads of piles, and for a depth of 3 
feet, the piles to be filled in between with rubble-stone packing to ensure a solid foundation for the concrete foundation 
courses, to be built of bluestone concrete.

The piers to be built of bluestone concrete, excepting recesses for reception of footing of arch, which, when the 
latter is being built, will be filled in with cement mortar the same as arch.

The 75-foot span arch to be constructed on perfectly rigid and watertight box centering, of which no less than 10 
should be provided at a time.

The arches to be 10 inches thick at the crown and 14 inches thick at the springing ; total width, 9 ft. 5 in., to be 
constructed of cement mortar in the proportion of 1 to 3, strengthened by a wrought-iron network for the whole length 
and width, placed f inch above intrados of arch, and a similar network placed f inch below extrados of arch, extending' 
from each springing for a length of about 29 feet up the arch. The building of each arch to be commenced at both ends 
simultaneously and continued towards the crown without intermission until completion.

The lower and upper wrought-iron network to consist of f-inch diameter longitudinal rods, spaced 2J inches from 
centre to centre, and the cross-bars to be ^-inch diameter rods, spaced 3 inches from centre to centre.

The total horizontal thrust at crown of arch is 180 tons, equal to 356 lb. per square inch of sectional area of same, 
whereas a square inch ought to stand 2,000 lb. (factor of safety, 5'618).

The spandrels, between extrados of main arches and underside of aqueduct, to be constructed of dwarf-piers and 
small arches as shown. The dwarf-piers to be built of bluestone concrete, but the plinths of said piers to be built of cement 
mortar of the same quality as to be used in the main arches, and simultaneously with the arches. Dwarf-piers to be 
12 inches thick, excepting the 2-foot piers between main arches ; all piers to be built of concrete up to springing of small 
arches, and above that level they are to be completed with cement mortar, built in simultaneously with the small arches. 
The upper part of central pier to be rounded off at top as shown, and covered 1 inch thick with asphalt (bitumen and cork).

The vertical 1-inch joint to be filled in with mastic plate, and the 3-inch by 4-inch channel joint to be filled in with 
mastic.

The piers in the first instance to be built up to level of springing throughout a length of 660 feet at a time, and, on 
completion of the piers of the second length of 660 feet, the small arches of a series of 60 at the time to be constructed over 
the piers over the first length of 660 feet, and so on, to ensure the whole structure being evenly and uniformly weighted as 
it progresses.

The piers are spaced 7 ft. 3 in. apart, and closed in at top with arches built of cement mortar (1 to 3) and wrought- 
iron. The small arches with a radius of 6 ft 7J in. and 13 inches rise, to be built on rigid watertight box centerings ; they 
are to be 3 inches thick at the crown and 5 inches thick at the springing, 9 ft. 5 in. in width, and strengthened by a 
wrought-iron network of the same description as that for the 75-foot span arches, placed f-inch above intrados of arches.

The total horizontal thrust at crown of small arches is 13 tons, which gives 85 lb. per square inch of sectional area, 
equal to twenty-three times security.

The spandrels between extrados of small arches and underside of aqueduct and the narrow portion of spandrels near 
crown of main arch to be built in with fine bluestone (bluestone toppings) concrete.

The aqueduct to be 8 ft. 1J in. wide at top and 5 ft. 3 in. deep, although a few inches less in width than the 
aqueducts of the 1st and 2nd schemes, its sides are less battered, and its bottom or invert being straighter, has the same 
cross-section area, and can therefore discharge the same quantity of sewage.

The side walls and invert to be constructed of cement mortar in the proportion 1 in 2, the side walls at the top to 
be 4J inches thick, and at a depth of 3 ft. 9 in. from the top to be 6 inches thick ; the level portion of invert to be also 
6 inches thick. The walls and invert to be strengthened by wrought-iron network, one to be placed 1J inch below inner 
face of aqueduct, and one to be placed vertical 1J inch below outside faces of side walls of same.

These networks to be made of f-inch diameter longitudinal rods, with the exception of the six upper rods in each 
side wall, which are to be J-inch diameter ; all to be spaced 2| inches from centre to centre, and the cross-bars to be f-inch 
diameter, spaced 2J inches from centre to centre on the inside of aqueduct, while for the outside faces of same the longitu
dinal rods to be 3 inches and the vertical cross-bars 4 inches from centre to centre.

To prevent the aqueduct from cracking there is to be an inch butt-joint right across same over the centre of the 
main pier, to be filled in with mastic plate. The joint to be made water tight by a 3-in. x 4-in. channel joint running 
vertically down the side walls and underneath invert of aqueduct, to be filled in with mastic.

The inner and outer surfaces of aqueduct, front elevation of main arches, dwarf-piers, and small arches, and main 
piers all round, to be rendered §-inch thick with cement mortar (1 to 2).

The main piers of aqueduct are corbelled out on elevations of same, as shown, to be built up to the level of top of 
side W'alls, leaving an inch space between it and outer face of side wall, to be filled in with mastic plate.

Drawings accompanying the 3rd Scheme.
Scheme No. 3 is accompanied by one sheet of drawing, showing the proposed general designs, and by a second sheet 

of drawing showing diagrams of forces on the 75-foot span arches, loaded and not loaded, and on the 7 ft. 3 in. arches loaded 
only. The blue lines in the diagrams show the line of pressure as the result of Scheffler’s theory, cheeked by the theory of 
elastic arches (by W. M. Cain, C. E.), and the red lines in the diagrams show the resultants in size and direction.

Probable Estimates of the Cost of 83 feet length of Aqueduct, from centre line of Pier to centre line of Pier.

Item Description of Works. Unit. Quantity. Kate. Amount.

i Twelve 18-inch diameter piles, 30 feet long....................................... lineal foot 360
£ d.
0 3 6

£ s. d. 
63 0 0

2 Rubble-stone packing at top of piles, 3 feet deep ............................ cubic yard 10-5 0 5 0 2 12 6
3 Excavation at pier foundation............................................................. 39 0 2 0 3 18 0
4 Bluestone concrete in main and spandrel pier................................... 34-41 2 2 0 72 5 3
5 Fine bluestone concrete in spandrels.................................................. 11-8 2 2 0 24 15 7
6 Cement mortar in aqueduct (1 to 2) including wrought-iron network 26-5 4 10 0 119 5 0
7 Cement mortar in (1 to 3) main and spandrel arches, including 39-81 4 0 0 159 5 0

8
wrought-iron network.

Cement rendering in aqueduct, piers, front faces of arches, spandrel square yard 323 0 2 0 32 6 0

9
fillings.

Asphalt in joints................................................................................... square foot 14 0 0 3 0 3 6
10 Mastic in joints ................................................................................... cubic foot 2-88 0 12 0 1 14 6
11 Patent right fees due on account of work done on the Monier system 

in arches and aqueduct, at rate of 15 per cent., on items 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10, amounting to £310 0s. 4d.

For a length of 83 feet—Total................. .....................

at 15 per 
cent.

46 10 0

525 15 4

At per lineal foot, £6 6s. 8’36. ; or at per lineal yard, £19 0s. Id.
Calculations.

_ All that we know so far of the mode of constructing works designed on the Monier system is described in pamphlets 
giving a number of works carried out by the patentees, accompanied by sketches and photos of said works, and furnishing 
the reason for which the work was carried out, and the sizes and dimensions on the sketch drawings, but giving no clue 
whatever as to any formula or principle that ought to be used in calculating the forces which should have' to be contended 
with in the various structures enumerated in said pamphlets. In
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In order to meet this difficulty the radius of the 75-foot span arch of Scheme No. 3 had to be so selected that the 
centre line of forces (line of resistance) should always keep within the middle third of the arch ring.

The centre line of resistance was constructed by Scheffler’s theory, and checked by the theory of elastic arches 
(W. M. Cain, C.E.), after which the thickness of the arch was determined in a manner so that at no part the compression 
exceeds 400 lb. per square inch, which, in this instance, fixed the minimum thickness of arch at 10 inches at the crown and 
at 14 inches at the springing, giving a safety factor of 5'618.

The wrought-iron network was mainly to be laid in as additional security, to strengthen the arch, on account of the 
low factor of safety and the light structure of the arch. '

Exactly the same system has been adhered to in the construction and calculation of the arches in the spandrels.
With respect to the aqueduct in connection with the third scheme, on the Monier system, it must be borne in mind 

that the office had also to adopt its own method for ascertaining the strength and dimensions for the invert and sidewalls of 
same, which resulted in fixing the width of top of sidewall at 4| inches, the outer faces of sidewalls to be vertical, and at a 
depth 3 ft. 9 in. from top of sidewall, the latter to 6 inches thick, the invert at end of side curve to be always 6 inches 
thick.

Summary.

Name of Scheme. Span of Arch. Rise of Arch. Factor of Safety. Cost per lineal foot. Cost per lineal yard. Length of Work. Total Cost.

feet. feet. £ s. d. £ s. d. feet. £ s. d.
1st scheme ....... 50 7'2 8-7 9 11 5 28 14 3 58 550 2 0
2nd „ ... . 50 7-2 10 0 6 16 11-3 20 10 10 58 397 2 7
3rd ............... 75 9-3 5-618 6 6 8-3 19 0 1 83 525 15 4

' Cost per lineal foot. Cost per lineal yard.
Mr. Ahern’s present outfall sewer, Contract No. 101, if calculated for two sewers

of 6 feet diameter, would cost ..................................................................... £10 16 1 £32 8 3
C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE.

No. 2.
Mr. C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge to The Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Eoads, Bridges, and Sewerage.

Sydney, 14 March, 1894.
The tenders for the construction of the northern main sewer, Annandale and Leichhardt sections, Contract No. 77, have 
now been checked, the lowest being that of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 28J per cent, below schedule rates, 
amounting to £15,757 Is. 9d.

The following are the other tenderers :—- .
Messrs. J. M‘Sweeney...............................

J. F. Carson ...............................
Gilliver and Curtis.......................
Holloway Bros..............................
J. Stewart & Co............................
Howie Bros...................................
Hugh Owen..................................
Phillips, Rhodes, and Broughton
R. and S. Butcher.......................
E. Taylor......................................
Maddison and Ewing ................
T. Williams..................................
T. E. Spencer...............................
Carter, Gummow, & Co................

At 25J per cent

m

18|
181 
174 
15 
13 
11 
10i 
8i 
6i 
5

Lump sum of £15,500.

below schedule rates.

With respect to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s second tender for a lump sum of £15,500, I find that it is 
accompanied by a special design on the “ Monier ” system.

The plans for the White’s Creek and Johnstone’s Creek aqueducts as designed in this office, for which tenders were 
invited, were prepared with a view to securing the most substantial and enduring structure at the most reasonable cost. 
At the time that this design was made I had as full particulars regarding the “ Monier ” principle as it was possible to 
obtain in the Colonies. I would also like to point out that in Europe this class of work is made a speciality, being patented, 
and is wholly in the hands of private companies, who are required to give a substantial guarantee for the stability of their 
work. I think it would not be advisable to construct at the outset a work of such importance on the “ Monier ” principle.

The total for the office design amounts to ........................................................................  £15,757
„ contractor’s Monier design.................................................................... 15,500

Difference ..................................................................... £257
---------------- C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.6.
7.
8. 
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

No. 3.
List of Tenders received for Contract No. 77.

Number of tenders received
Estimated amount ............
Amount of lowest tender .. 
Name of lowest tenderer .. 
Vote ..................................

Wednesday, 13 March, 1895.
Fifteen.
£22,037 17s. 8d.
28| per cent, below schedule rates. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co.
£830,000. 53 Vic. No. 33.

Carter, Gummow, & Co..............
J. M'Sweeney ............................
J. F. Carson ................................
Gilliver and Curtis .....................
Holloway Bros.............................
J. Stewart & Co...........................
Howie Bros..................................
Hugh Owen ................................
Phillips, Rhodes, and Broughton
R. J. S. Butcher ........................
E. Taylor ..................................
Maddison and Ewing .................
T. Williams ...............................
T. E. Spencer ............................
Carter, Gummow, & Co...............

Amount. Deposit. Nature.
28^ per cent. B.S. £160 Cheque.

33254 J 3 166
20t4u >3 177 33
185 J 3 ISO 33
18f 33 180 33

18* 3 3 220 33

174 3 3 182 33
15 190
13 5J 190
11 200 33
104 3 3 192 33

84 33 220 33

6i 33 205 33
5

sum of £15,500
200 3 3

lump 160 33

ROBERT HICKSON,
Vice-President of Tender Board.

No. 4.
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No. 4.
Beport by Board o£ Eeference.

Board of Reference.—Tenders for Contract Bo. 77, Main Northern Sewer, Annandale and Leichhardt Sections.
The tenders for this work were submitted to the Board to-day. In doing so, Mr. Hickson pointed out that fifteen tenders 
had been received, the lowest being that of Carter, Gummow, & Co., at 28^ per cent, below schedule rates amounting 
approximately to £15,757 Is. 9d. The same firm also submitted a lump sum tender for carrying out the work, according 
to a plan sent in by them, for the sum of £15,500. The plan submitted is for constructing the work on the “Monier arch 
principle. This system has been extensively used during recent years on the Continent of Europe with successful results, 
and Mr. Hickson sees no reason why, under certain restrictions, the opportunity should not be taken to introduce the 
system in the public works of this Colony. The advantages claimed by the patentees are that works can be carried out at 
a much cheaper rate wherever this method of construction is used. Mr. Hickson said he had no doubt that the design 
submitted was thoroughly suitable and likely to be effective, and as the main principles as regards size and inclination of 
sewer were as provided for in the Departmental design, he was prepared to recommend it; but if it was decided to accept 
the tender, a short specification of the work should be included in the bond, and provision also made for the maintenance 
of the work by the contractors for a certain period after completion. . i i u j

Mr. Hickson further said, that as Mr. Darley would be the responsible officer for carrying out this work, he had 
gone into the matter very thoroughly with that gentleman, and Mr. Darley was quite prepared to endorse his views.

The Board, in view of the fact that Messrs. Darley and Hickson are satisfied that the principle is a sound one, and 
that the adoption of the plan will result in considerable economy, are prepared to endorse the recommendation of these 
gentlemen, and now submit the matter for the Minister’s consideration.

J. BARLING,
Chairman.

C. W. DARLEY,
Engineer-in-Chief, Harbours and Rivers.

ROBERT HICKSON,
• Commissioner for Roads.

H. DEANE,
Engineer-in-Chief, Railway Construction.

J. W. Holliman, Secretary, W. L. YERNON,
20 March, 1895. Government Architect.

Submitted.—J.B., 27/3/95. Before approving of this proposal I should like an estimate of the actual value of the
work to be carried out by the contractors under the substituted scheme.—J.H.Y., 27/3/95. .^r’ Hickson.—J.B., 28/3/95.

To comply fully with the Minister’s minute would mean the taking out of quantities in the plan submitted by 
Messrs. Carter and Gummow. This would take at least a week to do. I think, however, I can answer sufficiently for 
the Minister to come to a decision. When plans were being prepared for the extension of the sewers on to the sewage 
farm, estimates were made for the work on the Monier system, as well as on the Department’s designs. The result was 
that the estimate of both works was practically the same. Applying that comparison to this case, it would mean that the 
Departmental estimate for the work under consideration would be £22,000.—Robert Hickson, 28/3/95. Under Secretary.

Submitted.—J. Barlino, 28/3/95. This is quite sufficient for me, and I now approve of the recommendation of 
the Board being carried out.—J.H.Y., 29/3/95. Accept.—D.C.McL. (pro U.S.), 29/3/95.

No. 5.
Messrs. Carter, Grummow, & Co. to The Secretary for Public Works.

Sirj North Sydney, 4 April, 1895.
We have the honor to draw your attention to the conditions upon which the acceptance of our tender depends 

for Contract No. 77, Balmain Sewerage Works, and to our conversation with you of even date in connection with security 
required for its due performance. .

We respectfully submit that our personal sureties for the amount necessary should be taken for its completion and 
maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the proper carrying out of the work.

We are a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to your Department as contractors for many 
large and important contracts extending over a period of eight or nine years under the Departments of Harbours and 
Rivers, and Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage, which facts we trust will satisfy you as to our bona-Jides in this matter.

We have, &c.,
___________ CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

No. 6.
The Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Beads, Bridges, and Sewerage to The Under Secretary for

Public Works.
Sydney, 5 April, 1895.

The accompanying letter of 4th April, 1895, from Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., is a protest against the stringent sup
plementary specification prepared by Mr. Norrie, at my suggestion, with regard to the alteration in the design of Contract

The last paragraph of this specification states : “And the contractors shall enter into a bond to Her Majesty the 
Queen in the penal sum of £12,000, with two sufficient sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 each, to secure the removal of so 
much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the Monier system, &c., &c.” .

The amount of £12,000 is the sum it would cost the Department, at Departmental rates, to renew that portion of 
this sewer which is built on the Monier system.

It is right, however, to say, that the tendered rates for this portion of the work would only come to £9,000, but 
prices being abnormally low, I think it is only right to put in a sum at which the Department really values the work.

Messrs. Carter and Gummow ask that their own “ personal sureties for the amount named,”«.e., £12,000 (an amount 
which they do not dispute), “ should be taken for its completion and maintenance, and as a sufficient guarantee for the 
proper carrying out of the work.”

They go on to say that they are “ a firm of sound financial standing, well and favourably known to the Department 
. as contractors.” This is quite true. They are a firm in which I have every confidence. They have done a great deal of 
work under me, and I can testify that their aim always has been to turn out the very best class of work possible. _ At the 
same time, misfortunes happen the very soundest firms of contractors, and the Department must look a little way into the 
future. There own bond of £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough in the meantime to become 
bankrupt. .

I think, therefore, it is right that the sureties should be insisted upon. They give the names of two men, Mr. 
George Forrest and Mr. James Gillan. From inquiries made, I believe these men to be financially sound, and I think, if 
their names were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 each, the Department would be secured as far as it is 
reasonably possible to be. .

This work will be carried out under Mr. Darley, and I recommend that the whole of the papers be sent him to give 
his opinion thereon.F _____ ROBERT HICKSON.

Mr. Darley for report.—J.B., 5/4/95. ... j xi
I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think in accepting a new patent of this kind, and'adopting it in a large and costly 

contract, that the Department cannot be too careful in securing its position by leaving all the risk in the hands of the 
contractors and patentees. I, therefore, recommend that the personal names be required for further security. The names 
mentioned may, I think, be accepted.—C.D., Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, 8/4/95.

For Minister’s approval as to course suggested in regard to sureties.—J. Barling, Under Secretary, 9/4/95. 
Approved.—J.H.Y., 10/4/95. Mr. Norrie.—Jno. R., 10/4/95. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, &Co., Auditor-General,
Mr. Norrie, 11/4/95.

Purchase
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JSo. 7.
Purchase of Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Baltzer’s Patent.

The patent herein referred to is, I believe, based upon the “System Monier.” Monsieur Monier was the proprietor 
of a garden near Paris, who, in endeavouring to construct large and durable flower pots of cement mortar, which enclosed 
a frame of wire netting, detected the extraordinary strength of this material as compared with cement only, and in this 
manner speedily developed this system in manufacturing and constructing upon the same principle—bridges, roofs, gas and 
water tanks, ceilings, walls, &c., until the extraordinary strength of the Monier material became gradually very favourably 
known. Messrs. G. A. Wayfs & Co., in Berlin and Leipzig, are the patentees for Germany. They manufacture from the 
“Monier material,” floors, wells, tanks, arched ceilings, roofs, bridges, stairs, pipes, columns, &c., in such a manner and to 
such an extent that the Monier system has been very creditably mentioned in the proceedings of the Association of 
Engineers in Germany since early in 1888.

The Monier construction system has been founded and developed by experiments on natural scale (which have been 
carefully watched by this Department for some years) and can only be carried on by persons trained in the works, or 
trained by experiments under the guidance of initiated persons. It should therefore be introduced here in a manufactory, 
and by an agent of the company experienced in the work, who should be in a position to offer the manufactured articles at 
their prices, subject to any tests which the authorities might deem necessary to enforce.

As regards the patent offered by Messrs. Carter, Snodgrass, and Baltzer, I have not had the opportunity of 
examining it to discover in what way it differs from the “Monier patent,” nor do I know if the Monier system has been 
patented in this Colony. If it has not, I presnmfe it is free to public use, as it has been known in the Colony for some years.

The patentees might be requested to furnish a copy of their patent, with drawings and calculations of strength, so 
that further examination of its merits may be made. C. H. OHLFSEN BAGGE, 7/4/93.

Ask one of the firm to see me.—R.H., 10/4/93. Carter & Co. informed.—F.C.P., 11/4/93.
I find Messrs. Carter & Co. have patented in Australia ‘ ‘ Monier’s patent concrete arch. ” This arch has been under 

my consideration for some time, long before it was patented here, and as soon as funds are available I have arranged for 
the erection of a small culvert on this principle, without a patent fee. In any case I could not recommend compliance 
with this request. A small fee per bridge might be granted if it is found desirable to erect any more on this design.— 
B,.H., 12|4|93.

List to so inform.—J.B., 17/4(93. Approved by Minister.—T*V.J.L. Order No. 1,225.—D.C.M'L., 24/4/93. 
Inform,—J.B., 24/4(93. A. Armstrong, Esq., 28(4/93. Will Mr. Hickson kindly see me about this at his convenience.—■ 
J.B., 8(5/93. Put away for the present.—R.H., 16/6(93.

Appendix No. 10.
Divisional Engineer.—August, 1894.—Metropolitan Division.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 18 July, 1894. . 
Minute Paper.

Subject:—“ Monier System of Concrete Arching.”
The Monier system of concrete arching has been patented in the Colony by Messrs. Carter & Co. Where applicable, it 
reduces the cost of spanning an opening by about 50 per cent.

The patentees are willing to allow the Department to use the patent on payment of a royalty of 15 per cent, on the 
cost of the arch. I recommend this for the Minister’s approval. "

I might state_ I have just completed (with the permission of the patentees) a culvert on the Parramatta Road, built 
on this principle, with most satisfactory results, financially and otherwise.

•----— ROBT. HICKSON.
Mr. Hickson’s recommendation approved.—J.H.Y., 6/8/94.

Appendix No. 11.
Divisional Engineer.—2 July, 9.—Metropolitan Division.

Sir, Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 2 February, 1894.
Referring to our conversation re the use of our patent system of bridge and culvert building, we hereby inform 

you that the royalty we require for the use of the same by your Department will be 15 per cent, on the cost of contruction.
We are, &c.,

CARTER & CO.

Appendix No. 12.
Department of Public Works, Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction,

341, Pitt-street, Sydney, 9 September, 1895.
_ _ Contract 77.

Wilt, the Engineer-in-Chief kindly approve the accompanying schedule of prices for use in preparing progress vouchers in 
this contract, the price for which is “lump sum” ?

It will be observed that quantities are slightly altered from original. This has been done in order to provide for 
“ Monier” work, which has been substituted for brickwork.

T. GRIFFITHS,
_ Supervising Engineer, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

Contract No. 77.
This is the Schedule of Quantities and Prices hereinbefore referred to.

No.
of

Item.
Description of Works. Unit. Probable Quantity. Rate per Unit.

i

Excavation in open trenches in more or less hard materials, and in hard 
rock, for foundations of abutment-piers, and piers of arches of 
aqueducts, main sewers, retaining walls, gullies, seats of embank
ments for road deviations, road cuttings, storm-water overflow and 
storm-water discharge and other pipe-sewers, &c., including removing 
pitching, masonry, brick or concrete work, drains, &c., met with in 
excavations as specified in clauses 3, 4, 6,10, and 21:—

Excavations in road surfaces, soil, sand, loam, clay, ironstone, soft rock 
only ..................................................................................................... cubic yard 4,243

£ a. a.

*

0 2 0
2 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 2 in. in length 

x If in. in diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as shall be 
directed only are permitted .......................... .................................... 140 0 7 0

3 Excavation in herd rock where charges of powder 4 in. in length 
x If in. in diameter, and such depths of bore-holes as shall be 
directed onlv are permitted ................................................................ a 1,160 0 6 0

140—e
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No
of

Item Description of Work Unit Probable Quantity Rate per Unit

4
Excavation m tunnels m solid rock for mam and branch severs, jimc 

tions, subducts, curve*, Ac as specified in clauses 3, 4, 10, and 21 — 
Excavation m hard rock where guttering and gadding only is permitted cubic yaid 90

£ s d.

3 5 05 Excavation m hard rock where charges of powder 2 in in length x Ig in 
m diameter, and such depth of bore holes as shall be directed only 
are permitted ... .. ... 100 3 0 06 Excavation in hard rock where charges of po wdei 4 in in length by 1$ in 
m diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as shall be dnccted only 
are permitted ............. . ... ... 1,000 2 17 6

1

Excavation m more or loss hard materials and m solid rock, m shafts and 
shaft chambers, as specified m clauses 3, 6, 10, and 21 —

Excavation in road surf ices, loam, ironstone, shale, and soft rock only 70 0 G 08 Excavation m hard rock where charges of powder 2 in in length byl^m 
m diameter, and such depth of boreholes as shall be dnected only 
are peimitted .... .. . 4 12 69 Excavation m hard rock where charges of powder 4 in in length by 1^ in 
m diameter, and such depth of bore holes as shall be dnected only 
are permitted . 70 1 0 010 Excavation m haid rock where guttering and gadding onl) is peimitted 2 1 10 011 Filling m at side*, round and over all concrete and buckwork of mam 
sewer m open cutting lound manhole shafts, chambcis, retaining 
walls, gullies, round abutment piers, and piers of arches of aqueducts, 
round ill pipe-sewers m tunnels and open trenches, into embank 
ments for road deviations, including all sand-filling over mam sewer 
between parapets of aqueducts and in tunnels, restoring nil road and 
other surfaces, trimming, &c , as specified m clauses 5, 6, 10, and 21 2,300 0 1012 Tarred metal deck over sand filling between paiapet walls of aqueducts, 
and where ordered, complete, including all screenings, hot coal tar 
coatings, Ac, as specified m clause 9 .......... .. .... 95 2 8 013 Sandstone ballast provided, placed in position, and spiead 8 m. thick on 
road formation, 3 feet thick ballast-packmg between heads of pile* 
when directed and where ordered, as specified m clause 8 740 0 4 014 Bluestone road metal provided, placed in position, and spiead 4m thick 
on load foimations, and where oidered, as specified m clause 8 ... 370 0 12 015 Bluestone screenings piovided, placed m position, and spread over road 
formation*, as specified m clause 8 ... ISO 0 5 016 Subducts m more or less hard materials, when ordered, of gla/ed stone 
ware pipe of 6 m internal diameter, piovided and executed as 
specified in clause 4 ... lineal yai d 50 0 1617 Timber ordeied m wilting to be left m excavations, as specified in clause 
6, including all non used m fixing same cubic foot 300 0 1818 Supplying and fixing hardwood lound timber m piles, where ordered, 
including pi ov iding and fixing all iron shoes and other ironwork used 
m driving same . . . ... lineal foot 960 0 4 019 Sandstone concrete, m any situation, m any shape, form, or thickness, as 
specified m clauses 10, 11, and 21 .. cubic vard 2,350 18 020 Bluestone concrete, in any situation, m any shape, form, or thicknes*, as 
specified m clauses 10, 11, and 21 ... 590 2 10 021 Special bluestone concrete m inner lining of seweia (between brick 
facings) of aqueducts, including providing, placing m position, and 
walling m of iron bond lods, as specified in clauses 10, 11, and 21 1,000 3 0 022 Brickwork in cement m facings, aiches, cnculai panels, pilasters coibels, 
piers, spandrels, parapets, of specially selected while and led bucks, 
m sower linings, and m any situation, as specified m clauses 2, 10, 13, 
and 21 . , 2,020 2 10 023 Cement facing, 1 to 2, m any situation wheie ordered, as specified m 
clause 12 sq yard 2,960 0 2 3

24 Special cement facing, 1 to 1, to all internal suifaces of concrete lining 
of seweis ovei aqueducts, as specified m clause 12 . 2,750 0 2 625 Pyrmonf bottom black sandstone ashlar, set in cement, in skewbacks to 
arches over Nelson and White Streets, to etimg comses and copings 
of aqueducts, m stop blocks at ends of aqueducts, and many situation 
where ordered, as specified in clauses 2, 10, 14, and 21 cubic foot 13,250 0 3 626 Freestone ashlar set m cement m steps along lines of raised footpaths 
as specified m clauses 2, 10, 14, and 21 130 0 3 0

27 Supply and set in position freestone embmg as specified in clause 17 lineal foot 650 0 2 628 SuPPty set freestone gully covers, wheie ordeied, qs specified in
clause 17 ... ... , ... each 4 0 ]8 6

29 Supply, piicc in position, aud set in cement, slate covers over cistern 
heads of scupper pipes on lines of aqueducts, as specified m clause 19 40 0 2 0

30 Supply and set lound manhole covers, and where ordered, squared blue 
stone pitchers, as specified m clause 15 sq yard 8 0 12 6

31 Squared freestone pitchers to be supplied and set m any situation, 6 m 
deep, as specified in clause 16 ... .......... " 320 0 8 0

32 Supply and fix two rail ordnance fencing, complete with all ironwork, 
painting, and tarring, as specified m clause 7 rod .. 50 0 18 0

33 Supply and fix, where ordered, hardwood, split, two-iail and wire fence, 
as specified in clauses 212 to 220 of the schedule to specification .. ,, 100 0 8 0

34

Eroviding laying, and pointing glazed stoneware plain, junction and bend 
pipes m trenches, shafts, Ac , including providing and fixing disc* 
complete, as specified m clause 18, as viz —

24 m diameter storm water overflow pipes ... ................. lineal yard 120 1 13 0
35 32-m diameter vertical diop pipes from weir chambers . . .. 20 0 6 936 9-m diameter pipes m sliafta . , 15 0 5 0
37 4-m diameter scupper pipe* ... ...................... ” 64 0 16
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No.
of

Item. Description of Works. Unit. Probable Quantity. Rate per Unit.

38

Removal of surplus materials from all excavations as specified in clauses 
98 to 100 of the schedule to specification as viz.:—

Eor the first half mile of lead.................................................................. cubic yard 4,580

£ 8. d.

0 0 9
39 For every further quarter of a mile of lead ........................................... 4,580 0 0 4
40

41

42

Receiving, fixing, and jointing any metal-work, as cast-iron frames with 
manhole coverings or guliy gratings, gas-check frames, galvanised 
wrought-iron step-irons, &c., supplied by G-overnment at the site of
the works, as specified in clause 20 ........... .......................................

Flap-traps, providing, delivering, and building in, including providing
and fixing discs.....................................................................................

Permanent puddle, where ordered in any situation in the construction of 
these works (temporary puddle ordered for the purposes of execution 
of work not be paid for), as specified in clause 22 of the schedule to 
specification, including spreading in 9-in. layers and ramming, 
complete .............................................................................................

cwt. ...

each ...

cubic yard

125

10

rate only ...

0 4 0

15 0

0 10 0
43 Special bluestone concrete, in any situation, as specified in clause 11...... 3 0 0
44 Bluestone metal (clause 11), l£-in. gauge, stacked ................................. O 13 0
45 Sandstone metal (clause 11), 2-in gauge, stacked.................................... 0 4 0
46 Bluestone metal (clause 8), 2^-in. gauge, stacked.................................... 0 12 0
4V Sharp, clean, washed sand (clause 2), stacked ........................................ 5)

cubic foot.
0 V 6

48 Sawn hardwood, in scantlings or planks (clause 2) ................................ 0 3 0
49 Oregon timber, in scantlings or planks ................................................... j) ... 0 3 0
50 Wrought-iron, in bolts, screw's, nads, spikes, straps, &c. (clause 2) ...... lb. ... >> ... 0 0 4
51 ■ Portland cement (clause 2) ...................................................................... cask .. 0 13 O
52 Artizan or mechanic, supplied by Contractor............................................ day ... 0 11 0
53 Quarryman or other skilled labourer, supplied by Contractor.................. O 10 0
54 Ordinary labourer, supplied by Contractor ............................................ 0 8 0
55 Cart, with one horse aud driver, supplied by Contractor......................... 0 11 0
56 One additional horse, supplied bv Contractor ........................................ ,, ... It ... 0 5 6

The quantities are not guaranteed as correct, and are merely for the guidance of Tenderers, being subject to omissions, 
deductions, alterations, and additions. ■

All work herein enumerated shall be understood as being placed in position where specified and ordered, and in com
plete working condition, in accordance with the specification.

The above schedule prices include, in every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of con
struction, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the Engineer. ;

Prices for items Nos. 52, 53, 54, 55, and 56 are to be for such, as are able-bodied and efficient. The schedule rates per 
day are for the day of eight hours In the event of overtime and night-work being ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 per , . 
cent, advance on the time rates set down for day-work.

The whole of the foregoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centering, concrete boxes, unwatering, coffer-dams, fiuming, temporary bridges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting 
water-courses and surface water, diverting and maintaining the traffic along roads crossing over pipe-sewers, disposal and 
removal of surplus materials on completion of contract, reinstating all roads and other surfaces, &c., and any other thing 
necessary in executing and completing each respective item, in accordance with plans and specification.

Contract No. VV.
This is the Schedule of Quantities and Prices hereinbefore referred to.

{The printing in heavier type indicates additions and alterations to original Schedule).

No.
of

Item. Description of Works. Unit. Probable Quantity. Rate per Unit.

i

Excavation in open trenches in more or less hard materials, and in hard 
rock, for foundations of abutment-piers, and piers of arches of 
aqueducts, main sewers, retaining walls, gullies, seats of embank
ments for road deviations, road cuttings, storm-water overflow and 
storm-water discharge and other pipe-sewers, &c., including removing 
pitching, masonry, brick or concrete work, drains, &c., met with in 
excavations as specified in clauses 3, 4, 6, 10, and 21 :—

Excavation in road surfaces, soil, sand, loam, clay, ironstone, soft reck 
only .................................................................................................... cubic yard 4,244

£ 8. d.

0 2 0 —
2 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 2 in. in length 

x If in. in diameter, and such depths of bore-holes as shall be 
directed only are permitted .................... ’..................... ... 140 0 7 0 —

3 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 4 in. in length 
x If in. in diameter, and such depths of bore-holes as shall be 
directed only are permitted .............................................................. 1,160 0 6 0 —

4

Excavation in tunnels in solid rock for main and branch sewers, junc
tions, subducts, curves, &e., as specified in clauses 3, 4, 10, and 21:— 

Excavation in hard rock where guttering and gadding only is permitted 90 3 5 0 —
5 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 2 in. in length x If in. 

in diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as shall be directed only 
are permitted ...................................................................... * 100 3 0 0 —

6 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 4 in. in length by If in. 
' in diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as shall be directed only

are permitted .............................................................................. )> 1,000 2 17 6 —
« 5"--

V

Excavation in more or less hard materials and in solid rock, in shafts and 
shaft-chambers, as specified in clauses 3, 6, 10, and 21:—

Excavation in road surfaces, loam, ironstone, shale, and soft rock only... 20 0 6 0 —
; 8 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 2 in. in length by If in. 

in diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as shall be directed only 
are permitted ............................................ .................. " 4 12 6 —

9 Excavation in hard rock where charges of powder 4 in. in length by If in. 
in diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as shall bo directed only 
are permitted ............................................................... • 55 10 0 —

1 H) Excavation in hard rock where guttering and gadding only is permitted 3J 2 1 10 0 —

£ s. d.

m 8 0

49 0 0 

348 0 0 

292 10 0 

300 0 0 

2,875 0 0

6 0 0

£5 0 0
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No.
of

Item.
Description of Works. Unit Probable Quantity

ii Filling in at sides, round and over all concrete and brickwork of main 
sewer m open cutting round manhole shafts, chambers, retaining 
walls, gullies, round abutment piers, and piers of arches of aqueducts, 
round all pipe-sewers in tunnels and open trenches, into embank 
ments, for road deviations, including all sand-filling oyer main sewer 
between parapets of aqueducts and m tunnels, restoring all road and 
other surfaces, trimming, &c , as specified in clauses 5, 6, 10, and 21 

Tarred metal deck over sand filling between parapet walls of aqueducts 
and where ordered, complete, including all screenings, hot coal-tai 
coatings, &c., as specified m clause 9................................................

cubic yard 2,300
12

@5
13 Sandstone ballast provided, placed in position, and spread 8 in. thick on 

road formation, 3 feet thick ballast-packmg between heads of pile* 
when directed and where ordered, as specified m clause 8................ 749

14 Bluestone road metal provided, placed in position, and spread 4 in. thick 
on road formations, and where ordered, as specified m clause 8 .. >» 370

15 Bluestone screenings provided, placed in position, and spread over road 
formations, as specified in clause 8 .................................................. }} 180

16 Subducts in more or less hard materials, when ordered, of glazed stone
ware pipe of 6 in. internal diameter, provided and executed as 
specified in clause 4 .. .................................................. ... lineal yard 50

17 Timber ordered m writing to be left in excavation, as specified m clause
6, including all iron used in fixing same ........................................

Supplying and fixing hardwood round timber in piles, where ordered, 
including providing and fixing all iron shoes and other ironwork used 
in driving same .... .... .................................................

cubic foot 300
18

lineal foot 960
19 Sandstone concrete, in any situat on,m any shape, form, or thickness, as 

specified in clauses 10, 11, and 21 ............................................. cubic yard 1,800
20 Bluestone concrete, m any situation, in any shape, form, or thickness, as 

specified in clauses 10, 11, and 21 ................................................ 300
21 Special bluestone concrete in inner lining of sewers (between brick 

facings) of aqueducts, including providing, placing in position, and 
walling m of iron bond rods, as specified m clauses 10, 11, and 21 . 1,050

22 Brickwork m cement in facings, arches, circular panels, pilasters, corbels, 
piers, spandrels, parapets, of specially selected white and red bricks, 
m sewer linings, and in any situation, as specified m clauses 2,10, 13, 
and 21 ................................................................................. ... . >> 150

23 Cement facing, 1 to 2, m any situation where ordered, as specified m 
clause 12 ........................................................................................... sq. yard . 12,000

... Cast-iron plates, &c.............................................................................. tons 12
24 Special cement facing, 1 to 1, to all internal surfaces of concrete lining

SiTSOof sewers over aqueducts, as specified m clause 12 . . . ...... sq. yard .
Tie-bars, channel iron, &c. &c.......................................................... tons . 22

25 Byrmont bottom-block sandstone ashlar, set m cement, m skewbacks to 
arches over Nelson and White Streets, to string courses and copings 
of aqueducts, in stop-blocks at ends of aqueducts and m any situation 
where ordered, as specified m clauses 2, 10, 14, and 21.................. cubic foot 13,350

l-m. and 4-m iron rods, bedded in cement mortar ................ tons 44
26 Freestone ashlar set m cement in steps along lines of raised footpath.!-

as specified in clauses 2, 10, 14, and 21 ... .........................

Supply and set m position freestone curbing as specified in clause 17
cubic foot. 130

27 lineal foot 650
28 Supply and set freestone gully covers, where ordered, as specified m 

clause 17 .. ........................ ........................................................................ each .. 4
29 Supply, place in position, and set in cement, slate-covers over cistern 

heads of scupper-pipes on lines of aqueducts, as specified m clause 19 » • 40
30 Supply and set round manhole covers, and where ordered, squaredblue- 

stone pitchers, as specified m clause 15 .. .. ...................................... sq yard . 8
31 Squared freestone pitchers to be supplied and set m any situation, 6 in 

deep, as specified m clause 16 ......................................................... 320
32 Supply and fix two-rail ordnance fencing, complete with all ironwork, 

painting and tarring, as specified m clause 7 .................................. rod ... 50
33 Supply and fix, where ordered, hardwood, split, two-rail and wire fence 

as specified m clauses 212 to 220 of the schedule to specificatioa .. • ' 100

34

Providing laying, and jointing glazed stoneware plain, ]unction, and bend 
pipes in trenches, shafts, &c., including providing and fixing discs 
complete, as specified m clause 18, as viz. —

24-m. diameter storm water overflow pipes .......................................................................................... lineal yard 120
35 12-m. diameter vertical drop-pipes fiom weir chambers ...................................... >5 20
36 9-m. diameter pipes m shafts ..................................................................................................... . J) 15
37 4-in. diameter scupper-pipes ....................................................................................................................................... ,, 64

38

Removal of surplus materials from all excavations, as specified in clauses 
98 to 100 of the schedule to specification as viz. —

For the first half mile of lead ............................................................................................................................... cubic j aid 4,584
39 For every further quarter of a mile of lead ........................................................................ 33 4,584
40 Receiving, fixing, and 30inting any metal-wrork, as cast-iron frames with 

manhole coverings or gully gratings, gas-check frames, galvanised 
wrought-iron step-irons, &c., supplied by Government at the site of 
the works, as specified m clause 20 .............................. ... . .

Flap-traps, providing, delivering, and building in, including providing 
and fixing discs.......................................................................................................................... ...

cwt. .. 125
41

each . . 10
42 Permanent puddle, where ordered m any situation in the construction of 

these works (temporary puddle ordered for purposes of execution of 
work not to be paid for), as specified m clause 22 of the schedule to 
specification, including spreading m 9-m. layers and ramming 
complete ... ............................................................................................................................................................... cubic yard rate only ..

43 Speial bluestone concrete, in any situation, as specified in clause 11... 
Bluestone metal (clause 11), l£-in. gauge, stacked.............................

33 » ••

44 >3 33 •••

45 Sandstone metal (clause 11), 2-m. gauge, stacked...................................
Bluestone metal (clause 8), 2^-in. gauge, stacked.................................. .

>3 ,, ...

46 » • • •

Rate n t

£ s. d s. d.

0 I 0 - 115 0

3-8-0

0 4 0 — 148 0 0
0 12 0 — 222 0 0
0 5 0 — 45 0 0

0 l 6 - 3 15 0
0 l 8 - 25 0 0

0 4 0 - 192 0 0
1 8 0 - 2,520 0 0
2 10 0 — 750 0 0

3 10 0 - 3,675 0 0

2 10 0 — 375 0 0
0 2 3 — 1,350 0 0

11 3 0 — 133 16 0
0-3-4

15 0 0 - 330 0 0

0 3 fi
10 0 0 - 440 0 0
0 3 o - 19 10 0
o 2 6 — 81 5 0
0 18 6 — 3 14 0
o 2 o — 4 0 0
o 12 6 — 5 0 0
0 8 0 — 128 0 0
o is o — 45 0 0
0 8 0 — 40 0 0

1 13 0 — 198 0 0
0 6 9 — 6 15 0
<» 5 0 — 3 15 0
0 1 6 - 4 16 0

009— 171 18 0
o o 4 — 76 8 0

0 4 0 — 25 0 0
1 5 0 — 12 10 0

0 10 0
3 0 0
0 13 0
0 4 0
0 12 0 ------------ -

& 15,500 0 0
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No*
of

Item.
Description of Works. Unit. Probable Quantity. Rate per Unit.

'47 Sharp, clean, washed sand (clause 2), stacked ........................................ cubic yard rate only ...
£ 8. d. 
0 7 6

48 Sawn hardwood, in scantlings or planks (clause 2) ................................ cubic foot. n • • • 0 3 0
49 Oregon timber, in scantlings or planks ................................................... » ,, ... 0 3 0
50 Wrought-iron, in bolts, screws, nails, spikes, straps, &c. (clause 2) ...... lb. ... ,, ... 0 0 4
51 Portland cement (clause 2) ...................................................................... cask ... ,i ... 0 13 0
52 Artizan or mechanic, supplied by Contractor ......................................... day ... ,, ... • 0 11 0
53 Quarryman or other skilled labourer, supplied by Contractor................. ,, ... »> • •• 0 10 0
54 Ordinary labourer, supplied by Contractor ............................................ ... ii • • • 0 8 0
55 Cart, with one horse and driver, supplied by Contractor......................... „ ... 0 U 0
56 One additional horse, supplied by Contractor ........................................ >1 • • • ,, ... 0 5 6

The quantities are not guaranteed as correct, and are merely for the guidance of Tenderers, being subject to omissions, 
deductions, alterations, and additions.

All wort herein enumerated shall be understood as being placed in position where specified and ordered, and in com
plete working condition, in accordance with the specification.

The abore schedule prices include, in every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of con
struction, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the Engineer.

Prices for items Nos. 52, 53, 54, 55, and 56 are to be for such as are able-bodied and efficient. The schedule rates per 
day are for tbe day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and night-work being ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 per 
cent, advance on the time rates set down for day-work.

The whole of the foregoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centering, concrete boxes, unwatering, coffer-dams, fiuming,. temporary bridges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting 
watercourses and surface water, diverting and maintaining the traffic along roads crossing over pipe-sewers, disposal and 
removal of surplus materials on completion of contract, reinstating all roads and other surfaces, &c., and any otber thing 
necessary in executing and completing each respective item, in accordance with plans and specification.

Carter, Gummow, & Co., Contractors for Contract No. 77. Progress Return, No. 9, showing quantity and value of work 
executed or fixed, and material advanced on, on the 12th day of May, 1896.

Estimated cost of work
Progress payments......
Present advance ..........

£8,191 19 1 ) 
755 0 5 \

£15,500 0 0 
8,946 19 6

1
2
3
6
7
9

11
13
14
15 
18
19
20 
21 
24a 
25a
27
28
31
32
34
35
38
39

Description. Unit. Quantity. Rate. Amount. Total.

£ s. d. £ s. d.
Excavation in earth............................................................. cubic yards 4,244 2|- 424 8 0

,, rock (2 in. powder) .................................... ,, 140 71- 49 0 0
? 4 ,, ,, .................................... 1,160 6|- 348 0 0

,, tunnel .......................................................... 1,071 ' 57/6 3,079 2 6
,, shafts in soil ............................................... 20 61- 6 0 0
,, ,, (4 in. powder).................................... 65 20|- 65 0 0

Filling in ........................................................................... 3 I 700 H- 35 0 0
Sandstone ballast................................................................. 740 *1- 148 0 0
Bluestone metal ................................................................. 370 12f- 222 0 0
Bluestone screenings ............. ............................................ 75 51- 18 15 0
Supplying and fixing piles.................................................. lineal feet 960 *1- 192 0 0
Sandstone concrete............................................................. cubic yards 1,388 281- 1,943 4 0
Bluestone „ ............................................................. 146 501- 365 0 0
Special ,, ............................................................. i» 576 701- 2,016 0 0
Channel iron and tie bars .................................................. tons 4 t. 6 c. 15|-|- 64 10 0
§ in. and i in. iron rods...... ................................................ 14 j ion- 147 10 0
Freestone kerbing ............................................................. cubic feet 330 2(6 41 5 0

,, gully covers ...................................................... each 4 18|6 3 14 0
,, pitchers .............................................................. lineal yards 100 SI- 40 0 0

50 ]8|- 45 0 0
24 in. diameter pipes .......................................................... lineal yards 90 331- 148 10 0
12 „ „ .......................................................... ^ i>

cubic yards
20 6(9 6 15 0

Carting to spoil ................................................................. 4,584 -19 171 18 0
,, ,, further J mile........................................... 4,584 -14 76 8 0

9,656 19 6
150 8(8 65 0 0

9,721 19 6

Appendix No. 13.
Extract from Hansard, 19 May, 1896.

####*####
Mr. REID : No, I do not think there was ; because the hon. gentleman came to me to press this matter forward as 

one of great urgency, and gave me a reason for it, and I immediately summoned a Cabinet to meet that afternoon out of 
the regular time. That is the reason there was not a full Cabinet. I quite agreed with the hon. member that there should 
be no delay. We all know how witnesses are got out of the way if there is any time.

Mr. Parkes : I can tell you Mr. Hickson’s son has gone ! -
Mr. REID : The hon. member will see that I recognise what he says.
Mr. Young : The hon. gentleman made a very unfair imputation. He has been gone a month.
Mr. Crick : How did the hon. gentleman know that ?
Mr. Young : I was told so yesterday ?
Mr. REID : My hon. colleague would naturally ask about it, after all that has been said about it. Surely he is 

entitled to ask in his own Department.
Mr. Parkes : I hope the hon. member knows where he is ?
Mr. Young : I do not!
Mr. REID : If he went months ago, the hon. member has found a little mare’s nest this time.
#######*#

Appendix



38

Cart

2 6
^ <13

o 3in&-

1
8

11
12
14
16
19
20
21
22
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
38
39
40
41
42
43
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

'66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
SO

81
82
83
84
85
86
95
96
97
99

100

' APPENDIX.

Appendix No. 14.
Gummow, & Co., contractors for Contract No. 69. Final return showing quantity and value of work executed o

fixed on the 23rd day of October, 1895.
Amount of contract 
Progress payments.. 
Final payment .....

£52,100 0 01 
2,220 7 7/

£45,207 3 11 
54,320 7 7

Description.

Excavation in open trench......................
,, tunnel ...................................

,, shafts, soft ...........................
,, ,, hard...........................
!> ,, more or less .......
,, ,, hard...........................

Filling.......................................................
Timber left in .........................................
Removing culverts .................................
Stone filling ............................................
Blue-metal................................................
Sand .......................................................
Sandstone concrete .................................
Bluestone ,, .................................
Brickwork................................................
Cement facing .........................................
Sandstone ashlar .....................................
Bluestone pitchers .................................
Ordinance fencing .................................
9-in. S.W. pipes .....................................
12-in. ..................................................
16-in. stoneware pipes..........................
18-in. „ ..............................
Surplus material .....................................
Fixing ironwork .......... '.......... ■...............
C. I. penstock, 6 ft. diameter ...............

,, ,, 3 ft. 9 in. diameter........
,, ,, 2 ft. diameter ...............
,, gas-check, 6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in. 
>> ,, 6 ft. 8 in. x 5 ft. 8 in. .
„ ,, 5 ft. 6 in. x 4 ft. 6 in. .
,, ,, 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. .
>, ), 5 ft. 1 in. x 4 ft. 1 in. .

,, F. and F. pipe, 3 ft. 9 in. diameter 
,, F. and F. pipe, „
,, F. and S. pipe, ,,
„ S. pipe, „
,, thimble, ,,
,, F. pipe, 3 ft. 6 in. diameter...........
,, F. and F. pipe, 3 ft. 6 in. diameter 
,, F. and S. pipe, ,,
„ S. pipe, „
„ S. pipe, „
,, F. and S. pipe, ,,
,, thimble ,,
,, F. and F. pipe, 2 ft. diameter........
,, F. and S. pipe, ,, .
,, thimble, ,,
,, F. bend, 12 in. diameter ................
,, F. and S. bend, 16 in. diameter.....

Wrought-iron girders...............................
Platform for penstocks ...........................
C. I. standards and W. I. railways......
W. I. ladders ........................... . .............
Landing plates..........................................
W. I. gratings ..........................................

J» .....................................
C. I. pipes, 3 ffc. 9 in. diameter................

,, 3 ft. 6 in. diameter............... .
,, 2 ft. diameter.......................

Screw-bolts ............................................ .
>> ...................................... .

Laying, &c., 3 ft. 9 in. pipes...................
Laying 3 ft. 6 in pipes...............................

,, 2 ft. pipes......................................
Flap-traps.................................................
Wrought-iron, galvanised .......................
Portland cement ......................................
Artisan .....................................................
Ordinary labourer ..................................
Cart, horse, and driver ...........................

Filling Western Branch...........................

C. I. pipes for flushing ...........................

Total

Unit. Quantity. Rate. Amount. Total.

£ s. d. £ S. d.
. cubic yard 19,230 9d. 72T 2 6
• 7,661 27/6 10,533 17 6
■ a 6,712 27/6 9,229 0 0
• a 91 4/- 18 4 0
• a 404 4/- 80 16 0
• i i 539 40 - 1,078 0 0
• a 84 51- 21 0 0
• a 17,200 -16 430 0 0
, cubic feet 9,818 -11 40 18 2
. cubic yard 74 2/8 9 5 0
• it 329 1/- 16 9 0
• a 132 10/- 66 0 0
* a 66 2/6 8 5 0
• . 5 i 1,031 401- 2,062 0 0

a 4,844 431- 10,414 12 0
• a 1,921 55/- 5,282 15 0
. square yard 10,683 51- 2,670 15 0

cubic feet 60 51- 15 0 0
. square yard 36-50 £50 1,825 0 0
. rod 5 801- 20 0 0
. lineal yard 32 21- 3 4 0
• i i 31 31- 4 13 0
• >} 11 61- 3 6 02 101- 1 0 0
. cubic yard 17,671 -13 220 17 9
. ton 20 401- 40 0 0
. each 3 £230 690 0 02 £140 280 0 0

i £45 45 0 0
’ 5) i £75 75 0 0
* >> i £70 70 0 0
’ > J i £45 45 0 0
• ,, i £40 40 0 0
• ii i £40 40 0 0

tons. cwt. qr. lb.
■ ton 2 2 3 4 £16 34 4 7
• a 2 0 0 18 £16 32 2 7
• i i 1 6 3 13 £16 29 9 10
• a 2 5 3 23 £16 36 15 3
• i t 0 11 3 20 £16 9 10 10
* i i 4 12 2 2 £16 74 0 3
• ii 5 16 0 6 £16 92 16 10
• 3 3 4 9 2 2 £16 71 12 3
' 33 2 2 3 25 £16 34 7 6
* 33 i 7 3 20 £16 22 6 10
• 33 i 5 2 24 £16 20 11 5

33 i 0 2 14 £16 16 10 0
* 33 0 19 0 4 £16 15 4 7

3 3 1 13 3 16 £16 27 2 9
3 3 0 4 15 £16 3 8 8
3 3 0 14 1 0 £16 11 8 0
33 0 8 1 10 £20 8 6 10
33 1 7 2 4 £22 30 5 9
,, 1 4 2 15 £30 36 19 0
3 3 0 4 1 11 £50 10 17 5
„ 0 16 2 15 £30 24 19 0
3 3 0 15 2 27 £20 15 14 10
33 0 4 1 20 £30 6 12 10
3 3 0 9 1 11 £30 14 0 5
3 3 289 4 0 0 £8/15/ 2,530 10 0
33 435 5 0 14 £8/15/ 3,808 9 10
33 63 16 3 20 £8/15/ 558 13 1
33 0 2 0 23 £50 5 10 3
,, 0 0 1 26 £50 1 4 1

lineal yard 376 3/6 65 16 0
3 3 640 3/6 112 0 0
>3 244 2/6 30 10 0

each 30 25/- 37 10 0
cwt. 19 501- 47 10 0
cask 11 12/- 6 12 0
day 47 161- 37 12 0

3 3 119 11/- 65 9 0
3 3 27 20/- 27 0 0

54,114 14 5
cubic yard 400 5/- 100 0 0

tons cwt. qr. lb.
ton 3 4 0 4 24/- 76 16 10

33
1 6 0 22 22/- 28 16 4

-P

205 13

JU 390 7

2
7
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Appendix No. 15.
Contract No. 77—“Monier System”—June 4th, 1896.

Quantities and estimated cost Johnstone’s and White’s Creek Aqueducts. Above footings.
Aqueducts, 30i chains.

Sandstone Concrete— '
852 cubic yards in piers=9 full piers, containing 2,556 cubic feet, each,—21s.................

Blue-metal Concrete—
682 cubic yards in piers, in spandrels of arches and base bottom of channel,—40s..........

Compo.—
In all arches..................................................   11,260 cubic feet.
Bottom channel, including plinths .......................... 2,896 „ .
1,084 cubic yards, top, including cornice and coping, 2,558 „ .
Bottom angle corners.................... :......;.................. 5,340 „ .
Sides of channel ....................................................... 7,216 „ .

29,270 cubic feet,—30s

Total length of both

£ s. d. 
.........  894 12 0

.........  1,364 0 0

1,626 0 0
Ironwork— •

16,776 ft. in J" dia. side and top iron bars ..................................................................................
33,218 ,, in f" „ top cross-bars and side vertical bars ...........................................................

‘ 4,880 „ in i" „ cross-bars in arches ......................................................................................
11,200,, inf" ,, longitudinal bars in arches=29 tons 9 ewt. 3 qrs. 22 lb (say) 30 tons,—£10 300 0 0
34,100 „ in Channel-plates drilled for ties......................................................................

2,012 „ in f" „ bottom tie-rods „ „ ,, ....................................................
4,000 „ bolts and nuts=19 tons 12 cwt. 16 lb. (say) 20 tons,—£13 ........................................ 260 0 0

12 tons cast-iron plates,—£10 ........................................................ ,....................................... 120 0 0
12,000 sup. yds. cement rendering,—Is. 6d................................................................................... 900 0 0

£5,464 12 0
Cost per foot run............................................................................................................... 2 13 3
Cost per yard cube ............................................................................................................ 2 1 9

’ Particulars showing how values have been estimated.
Sandstone Concrete—

5 yards sandstone,—2s. 6d................................................................................................................ 0 12 6
2 „ crushed sandstone (sand),—2s. 6d....................................................................................... 0 5 0
1 „ = 6 casks of cement, per cask,—9s. 6d..................................................   2 17 0

which makes 5 yards cube of concrete .......................................................................... 3 14 6
— 14s. lid. per yard for material, 6s. Id. per yard for labour, timbering, &c................. 110

Blue-metal Concrete—
7 yards blue-metal,—12s................................................................................................................... 4 4 0
3 „ crushed sandstone (sand),—2s. 6d....................................................................  0 7 6
2 ,, cement = 12 casks, per cask,—9s. 6d.................................................................................. 5 14 O

which makes 7 yards cube of concrete .......................................................................... 10 5 6
= £1 9s. 4d. per yard material, 10s. 8d. per yard labour, boarding, &c.......................... 2 0 0

Compo.—
3 yards sand,—2s. 6d......................................................................................................................... 0 7 6
1 yard cement—6 casks, per cask,—9s. 6d.................................................................. ................... 2 17 0

which makes 3 yards cube of compo................................................................................. 3 4 6
= £1 Is. 6d. per yard material, 8s. 6d. per yard labour, boarding, &c............................. 1 10 0

Contract No. 77—Departmental Design—June 5th, 1896.

Quantities and estimated cost, Johnstone’s and White’s Creek Aqueducts. Above footings.
Brickwork— £ s. d.

1,760 cubic yards double-pressed bricks,—40s................................................................................ 3,520 0 0
Special Bluestone Concrete—

1,282 cubic yards. Round sewer,—40s.......................................................................................... 2,564 0 0
Sandstone Concrete—

1,362 cubic yards piers and haunches of arches behind brick,—21s.............................................. 1,430 2 0
11,774 cubic feet Pyrmont ashlars,—3s............................................................................................ 1,766 0 0

95 cublic yards tarred metal decking,—40s......................................................................i......... 190 0 0
2,662 superficial yards cement rendering,—Is. 6d.......................................................................... 199 13 0

130 cubic yards sand-filling,—-Is.................................................................................................. 6 10 0
40 No. slate covers,—Is. 6d. ..................................................................................................... 3 0 0

9,679 7 0

Cost per foot run......................................................................................... 4 16 2

’ Contract No. 77—“Monier System”—June 8th, 1896.

Quantities and estimated cost, Johnstone’s and White’s Creek Aqueducts. Above footings. Departmental prices
as per Schedule.

£ s. d.
852 cubic yards sandstone concrete,—28s...................................................................................... 1,192 16 O
682 „ blue-metal „ 60s....................................................................................... 2,046 0 0

1,084 „ compo. „ 40s....................................................................................... 2,168 0 0
30 tons ironwork (fixed),—£10.................................................................................................  300 0 0
20 „ channel-plates; drilled tie-rods, bolts, &c.,—£15 ........................................................ 300 0 0
12 „ cast-iron plates,—£10 ..................................................................................................... 120 0 0

12,000 superficial yards cement rendering,—2s. 6d.......................................................................... 1,500 0 0

7,626 16 0

Cost per foot run nearly.............................................................................. 3 15 9i

Contract.
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Conteact No. 77—Depaethental Design—June 8th, 1896.
Quantities and estimated cost, Johnstone’s and White’s Creek Aqueducts. Above footings.

as per Schedule.

1,760 cubic yards brickwork,—50s.........................
1,282 ,, special bluestone concrete,—60s.
1,362 „ sandstone concrete,—28s.............

11,774 cubic feet Pyrmont ashlars,—3s. 6d..............
95 cubic yards tarred metal decking,—48s.........

2,662 superficial yards cement rendering,—2s. 6d..
130 cubic yards sand filling,—Is...........................
40 No. slate covers,—2s.................................

Departmental prices

£ s. d.
,. 4,400 0 0
.. 3,846 0 0
,. 1,906 0 0
.. 2,060 9 0
.. 228 0 0
. 332 15 0
. 6 10 0
. 4 0 0

Total £12,783 14 0

Price per foot run, 2,013 feet, £6 7s.

Contract No. 112.—18th June, 1896. Fourth Division Western Outfall Sewee.
Total length, 2,320 ft. 1 in., made up iu—40 arches, 50 feet span each, 2,000 feet; 38 piers, 8 feet wide each, 304 feet;

4 piers, 4 feet wide each, 16 feet; total, 2,320 ft. 1 in.
Aqueduct only, without approaches or piers, for bridge in centre. 

Sandstone Concrete— _
3,108 cubic yards, in piers and spandrels of arches and footings of piers,—22s.............................

Bluestone Concrete (special)—
1,643 cubic yards, in channel,—49s.................................................................................................

Bluestone Concrete (ordinary)—
1,388 cubic yards, in arches and skewbacks of piers,—40s............................. ................................

Excavations—■
1,230 cubic yards, for footings and foundations,—2s. 6d................................................................

Cement Kendering—
4,202 superficial yards, inside, 1 of cement to 1 of sand,—2s..........................................................
8,031 „ external faces, 1 of cement to 2 of sand,—Is. 6d.......................................

Ironwork—
56 tons 13 cwt. 1 qr. 24 lb. (say) 57 tons, £13 ..........................................................................
459 superficial yards—Val de Travers and bitumen and cork dampeourse; mastic jointing, 

&c.,—.........................................................................................................................................

3,418 16 0

4,025 7 0

2,776 0 0

153 15 0

420 4 0 
602 6 6

741 0 0

229 19 0

Total........................................................... £12,367
Cost per foot run, £5 6s. 7Jd.

Jf0. 77,—Cost 0f Departmental Design, Contract No. 77, including foundations, per foot run .......... 5
Mr. M'Credie’s prices :—Total cost, £10,192 7s.

As compared with office prices, departmental plan, per foot run .....................  ........................ 5
£12,000. '

No. 77.—Cost of Monier Design, Contract No. 77, including foundations, per foot run..................... 3
Mr. M'Credie’s prices :—Total cost, £6,168 2s.

No. 101.—Cost of Contract No. 101, Western Outfall Sewer, constructed similar to design, but for
one-barrel drain instead of three, as shown, at per foot run........................................................... 4

At departmental rates, £6 10s. 8d.
Comparative Areas of Sections— ,

No. 112.—When full, 4T22 superficial feet; when three-quarter full, 29'48 superficial feet.
No. 77.—Departmental Design—

White’s Creek, when full, 13'0 superficial feet; when three-quarter full 
Johnstone’s Creek, ,, 14’0 i, ; i> »

Monier Design—
White’s Creek, when full, 11’56 superficial feet; when three-quarter full, 8T2 superficial feet.
Johnstone’s Creek, „ 13' 5 „ , 9'57 „

No. 101.—The barrel drain, when full, 28'27 superficial feet.r GEO. McCREDlE.

7 6

1 3 

19 3

2 3i

15 4A

Appendix No. 16. *
Department of Public Works.—Metropolitan Sewerage Construction—Tender Foem.—Balmain and 

Leichhardt Extension, 3rd Division, Northern Main Sewer.
Contract No. 117.

In pursuance of an advertisement in the Government Gazette (I or we), the undersigned, do hereby tender to provide the 
material and perform the various works required in and about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion of the 
Balmain and Leichhardt Extension, 3rd Division of the Northern Main Sewer, agreeably to the Plan, Specification, Schedule to 
Specification, Special Conditions, and General Conditions, which have been inspected by (me or us), at per cent.
• the prices affixed to each item, in the Schedule of Prices annexed hereto, and to complete the same within ten

months from the date of the acceptance of this Tender ; and (I or we) do hereby agree that any additions to or deductions from 
the said works shall be paid or allowed for, as the case may be, at and after the rate quoted above, or if not in Schedule, at 
a price to be agreed upon at the time, and (I or we) hereby undertake that (I or we) will, within fourteen days from tlm date of 
the notification of the acceptance of the said Tender, execute and deliver to the Minister for Public Works a valid legal 
Contract with Her Majesty the Queen, embodying the terms and conditions above mentioned, and to provide the security 
required by clause 29 of the said General Conditions ; and (I or we) enclose herewith (our or my) cheque for the sum of £77 
as a preliminary deposit; and (I or we) agree that such sum shall be absolutely forfeited if (I or we) at any time within 
thirty days after the said Tender is opened withdraw the same, or if in the event of this Tender being accepted (I or we) fail 
to complete the above-mentioned Contract document within fourteen days thereafter; and further, that this Tender is made 
subject to the Conditions contained in the Tender Board Regulations, printed on the back hereof, and by which (I or we) 
agree to be bound.

Dated this day of 189 .
This is the Tender marked “ referred to in annexed Agreement with Her Majesty the Queen,

dated the day of a.d. 189 .
Witness—•

TENDER BOARD REGULATIONS.

No tender shall be received after ll’SO a.m. on the day named for the receipt of such Tender, unless there are circum- 
stanees which, in the opinion of the Members of the Board then sitting, render it desirable to do so.

It shall be the duty of the President, Vice-President, or the senior member present, as the case may be, as soon as the 
Tenders shall have been opened and the necessary particulars ascertained, to publicly announce the number of Tenders 
received for each work and the name of the lowest Tenderer; but no Tender shall be accepted until the Head of the Branch, 
under whose directions the work is to be carried out, has reported upon the whole of the Tenders received. The
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The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable after the Board has adjourned, exhibit in a conspicuous position, in the 
Public Works Office, a full statement of the Tenders received, showing the work, the name of the Tenderer, and the amount 
of each Tender.

All envelopes containing Tenders must be addressed to the President of the Board, and have legibly endorsed upon 
them the name of the work for which the Tender is submitted.

Every Tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according to the 
following scale, viz.:—

For amounts up to £500 inclusive ................................................................... £5 0 0
For amounts exceeding £500.and not exceeding £1,000.  ................................. £10 0 0

-For all sums over £1,000 one per cent, on the amount of Tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit to be in the 
form of a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the Manager of the Bank upon which it is drawn, or a 
bank draft. .... ,

All deposits, with the exception of that of the successful Tenderer, shall be returned by the Secretary to theperson 
entitled thereto, as soon as possible after the Board shall have adjourned, and the deposit made by the successful Tenderer 
shall be returned to him on his executing the bond for the fulfilment of the Contract. When the Contract is for a less sum 
than £200 the deposit with Tender shall not be returnable until the service is satisfactorily completed.

Any Tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless otherwise directed by the Board, be 
deemed to be informal; and rejected accordingly.

In the event of any Tenderer failing to take up his Tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the Contract, within 
the time specified, or withdrawing his Tender after it shall have been opened, whether such Tender shall have been accepted 
or not, all moneys deposited by him on account thereof or in connection therewith shall be forfeited to the Crown, and in 
such case be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony.

Whenever a Tenderer shall fail to proceed with a Contract as aforesaid, fresh Tenders shall be invited at short notice 
for the work, unless in the opinion of the President there are circumstances which make it desirable for another Tender in the 
same series to be accepted ; but the Tenderer by -whose default such a course has been rendered necessary shall be excluded 
from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the pleasure of the President.

In the event of any Contract being tendered for at a Schedule of Rates, the approximate quantities as given of each 
item must be worked out and a total sum shown;

In submitting a Tender the full Christian name of the Tenderer must be given, or when the offer is in the name of a 
firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses must 
be stated in the Tender. The omission of this information will render the Tender liable to be declared informal.

The Board shall not be bound to accept the lowest or any Tender.
The Board-room shall be open for the admission of the public while the Tenders arc being opened and declared,

Coktract No. 117.
This is the Schedule of Prices hereinbefore referred to.

Note.—Unless especially notified otherwise, all reference to Clauses occurring throughout this Schedule of Prices are 
to be understood to refer to Clauses of the Specification hereunto attached. ' ' ■ ’

No. of 
Item.

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

8 
9

10

11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18

19
■ 20 

21 
32
23
24

25
26

Description of Work.
«

Unit. Rate.

£ s. d.
Excavation in open trenches, shafts, and tunnels, for shaft and junction 

chambers, ventilating shafts, foundations, &c., in any situation, in 
“ordinary soil” and “solid rock,” as specified in clauses 66 and 67 of 
the Schedule to Specification.

Excavation in Open Trenches in ordinary soil, as above described............. cubic yd. 0 2 3
Excavation as above, in solid rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 

4 in. in length x If in. diameter .......................................................... 0 6 0
Excavation, as above, in solid rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 

2 in. in length x 1$ in. diameter.............................................................. 0 7 0
Excavation, as above, in solid rock, where gadding and guttering only are

0 8 0
Excavation for Shafts and Shaft-chambers in ordinary soil, as specified in 

clause 66 of the Schedule to Specification ............................................ 0 5 0
Excavation for the above in solid rock, where charges of powder not 

exceeding 4 in. in length x If in. diameter ............................................ 0 12 0
Excavation, as above, in solid rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 

2 in. in length x If in. in diameter ...... ................................................ 0 14 0
Excavation for the above in solid rock, where guttering and gadding only 

are permitted......................................... ’............................................. 10 0
Excavation in Tunnels in ordinary soil, and as specified in clause 66 of the 
' Schedule to Specification..... ................... ................................................. 0 10 0
Excavation, as above, in solid rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 

4 in. in length x If in. in diameter'...... ......‘.......................................... 18 0
Excavation, as above, in solid rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 

2 in. in length x If in. diameter ........................................................... 1 10 0
Excavation, as before, in solid rock, where gadding and guttering only are

1 15 0
Sandstone concrete in any situation, as specified ........................................ 18 0
Bluestone concrete in any situation, as specified ........................................ 2 0 0
Special bluestone concrete, as specified ...................................................... . 2 10 0
Brickwork in cement in any situation, as specified .................................... 2 5 0
Cement facing, 1 to 2, in any position where ordered, as specified.............
Special cement facing, 1 to 1, in any position where ordered, as specified...

square yd.
.•>

■ 0 2 0
0 2 3

Providing, laying, and jointing glazed stoneware, plain, junction, and 
bend pipes, in trenches, shafts, &c^, as specified, including providing 
and fixing discs complete for—

6 in. diameter .............................................. .................................. lineal ft. 0 10
' 9 in. „ ............................................. '................................... 0 1 6"

12 in. „ .................................................................................. 0 2 3
Kcceiving ironwork supplied by the Government, and fixing same in 

position, as specified................................................................................. cwt. 0 2 6
Hand-packed stone filling 4-in. gauge........................................................... cubic yd. 0 4 0
Bluestone metal, 2£-in. gauge, including spreading and blinding, with 

bluestone chippings, as specified............................... ............................... 0 13 0
Squared'bluestone pitchers in any situation, as specified............................. square yd. 15 0
Ereestone kerbing, set in position, as specified ............................................ lineal ft. 0 2 6

Amount.

£ B. d.

140—E
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No of 
Item Description of Work Unit Rate Amount

. £ s d.
27 Squared freestone pitchers 6 in deep, ^et in any situation, as specified square yd 0 8 0
28 Fixing, where ordered, two rail fence, as specified in clause 5 iod 0 7 0
29 Subducts m ordinary soil, wnen ordered, of glazed stonewaie pipes, 6 in

internal diameter, laid as specified .... .. lineal jard 0 16
30 Sand filling, it required, placed m position cubic jd 0 10
31 'limber otdeied m wilting to be left in oxca\ations, including all non us^d

in fixing same, as specified .. ............ •• cubic ft 0 2 0
32 Timber foundation, if required J! 0 2
31 Portland cement . ... cask 0 13 0
31 Special bluestone cornicle in any situation, as specified m clause 107 of the

Schedule to Specification ... . . cubic yd 3 5 0
35 Bluestone metal, in gauge, stacked „ 0 11 0
36 Bluestone metal, 21 in gauge, stacked . 0 10 0
37 Sandstone metal, 2 m gauge, ^tacked .. „ 0 4 0
38 Sharp, clean, washed sand, stacked, as specified in clause 17 of the Schedule

to Specification . .. »> 0 5 0
39 Sawn hardwood or Oiegon in scantlings or planks, as specified m clauses

27 to 30 of the Schedule to Specificatioa .. ... cubic ft 0 2 6
40 Wrought iron in ^cie^s, bolts, nails, spikes, stiaps, Ac . lb 0 0 4
41 Mechanic supplied by Contractor ... day 0 11 0
42 Quarry nen or other skilled labouiei supplied by Contractor . . 0 8 0
43 Oidinary labouier supplied by Contractor ... 0 7 0
41 Cait, 1 horse, and driver, supplied by Contractor ............... . 5> 0 10 0
45 Cart, 2 horses, and dnvei, supplied by Contractor ............ » 0 13 0

Total ................ .............. ... *

Tenderers must state only one rate of percentage above or below all the prices m the above Schedule
All work herein enumeiated shall be understood as being placed m position wheie specified and ordered and m complete 

working condition, in accordance with the Specification
The above Schedule Prices include, in every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of 

construction, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the Engineer
Prices for items Nos 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45 are to be for such as are able bodied and efficient. The Schedule rates per 

day are for the day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and night work being ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 per cent 
advance on the time rates set down for day woik

The whole of the foregoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centering, concrete boxes, unwatermg, coffer dams, fiuming, temporary bridges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting water 
courses and surface water, diverting and maintaining the traffic along roads, crossing over pipe sewers, disposal and 
removal of surplus materials on completion of Contract, lemstatmg all roads and other surfaces, &c , and any other thing 
necessary m executing and completing each respective item m accordance with plans and Specification.

This is the Schedule of Prices maiked “ ,” referred to in annexed Agreement with Her Majesty the Queen,
dated the day of AD 189 .

Witness —

Appendix No. 17.
Momeu System—Conteact No 77 

Approximate Estimate foi* White’s and Johnstone Cieeks Aqueducts

680 yards . 
1,464 „

658 „
994 „

11 tons 14 cwt 
38 „ 1 }> 
18 „ 8 „ 

11,440 yards

Cube . . Excavation (irrespective of formation) 3/-
£ s d 

102 0 0
Sandstone concrete (1 2, and 5) £12s 6d 1,647 0 0
Blue metal concrete (1, 2, and 4) . £2 1,316 0 0
Compo (1 to 3) £1 10s 1,491 0 0
Cast iron £12 140 8 0
Plain wrought-iron £11 418 11 0

. . . Channel non ... . £14 257 12 0
Superficial Cement rendering . . ... 1/6 858 0 0

Total £
Or £3 Is 8id per foot

6,230 11 0

Departmental Plans—Contract No 77.
Approximate Estimate for White’s and Johnstone’s Cieeks Aqueducts

£ s d
672 yards .. Cube......... Excavation (soil) ••• — 1/9 58 16 0
376 „ Excavation (lock) w 94 0 0

1,720 „ Concrete, sandstone (1, 2, and 5) £1 2s od 1,935 0 0
1,030 „ .. Special blue-metal concrete .. £2 2,060 0 0

93 „ .. Tarred metal 36/- 167 8 0
1,890 „ .. 5J ......... Double pressed bnckwoik m cement ... £2 3,780 0 0

11,838 feet . Ashlar masonry ..... 3/- 1,775 14 0
2,694 yards .. Superficial Cement rendering inside sewer ............. 1/6 202 1 0

Total ..... ... £ 10,072 19 0

Or £4 19s 8id per foot lineal.

Estimate—Department’s design 10,072 19 0
Monier „ 6,230 11 0

Difference ... ......... £ 3,812 8 0
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Conteact No. 77.

Comparison of a 52-ft. 3-in. length of Aqueduct executed (1st) in the specified materials, and (2nd) in similar materials
to No. 101.

23 yards ...

5H „ ...
304 feet ......
93 yards ...

23 yards ...
511 „ ...

304 feet ......
93 yards ...

Cube ..........

Superficial...
Cube ..........
Superficial...

Estimated Values.

Sandstone concrete in lieu of brickwork in 
spandrels.

Cementing spandrels ...............................

No. 77. No. 101.

40/-
£ s. d. 
46 0 0 23/

1/6
1/6
1/6

£ s. d. 
26 9 0

3 17 3 
22 16 0 
6 19 6

Blue-metal concrete in lieu of stone dressings ... 
Cementing carrier sides ................................

3/- 45 12 0

Totals.................................... £ 91'l2 0 60 1 9

£91 12s. — £60 Is. 9d. = £31 10s. 3d. 52' 3" = 12s. 06d. per foot.

Schedule Values.

Cube ..........
Superficial...
Cube..........
Superficial...

Concrete, &c, 
Cementing... 
Stonework .., 
Cementing...

Totals.............................
£110 14s. — £83 3s. lid. = £27 10s. Id.

£

50/

3/6

57 10 0 

53 4 0

28/
2/6
2/2
2/6

32 4 0 
6 8 9 

32 18 8 
11 12 6

110 14 0 83 3 11
52'3 10'.-Ojd. per foot.

Note.—Piers, brick arches, and carrier are common to both, and are not estimated.

Conteact No. 77.

Memo, of Quantities outside Aqueducts (Departmental), including footings to same not previously measured. I have checked 
e various items m the Government schedule, and have so closely agreed with them as to adopt them here.

4,240 yards... Cube ..........
140 „ ... ii •••

1,160 „ ...
90 „ ...

100 .„ ...
1,000 „ ...

70 „ ...
4 „ ...

70 „ ...
2 „ ...

2,300 „ ...
740 „ ...
370 „ ...
ISO „ ...

Lineal ......50 „ ...
300 feet ... Cube ..........
960 „ ... Lineal ......
776 yards... Cube..........
590 „ ...
166 „ ...

2,960 „ ... Superficial...
130 feet ... Cube ..........
650 „ ... Lineal ......

8 yards... Superficial...
320 „ ... >) • • • 

Lineal ......50 rods ...
100 „ ...
120 yards...
20 „ ...
15 .........
64 „ ...

4,580 „ ... Cube ......
4,580 „ ...

125 .......... Cwt. .
No., 10

Excavation in soil, &c...................
„ rock .....................
,, rock .....................
„ rock for tunnels ...
,, rock for tunnels ...
„ rock for tunnels ...
„ earth for shafts ...
„ rock for shafts.......
„ rock for shafts......
„ rock for shafts......

Filling ........................................
Sandstone ballast.........................
Road metal .................................
Bluestone screenings ..................
Subducts .....................................
Timber ........................................
Piles ............................................
Sandstone concrete .....................
Bluestone concrete .....................
Brick in cement .........................
Cement facing, 1 to 2 ..................
Freestone steps.............................
Freestone kerb .............................
Gully covers.................................
Slate covers .................................
Bluestone pitchers .......................
Freestone pitchers .....................
Ordnance fencing..........................
Split fencing..................................
24-in. diameter drains..................
12-in. drains.................................
9-in drains....................................
4-in. scuppers .............................
Carting spoil..................................
Carting spoil an additional J- mile
Fixing metal work .......................
Flap-traps......................................

Less 28i per cent.

Net value,

£ s. d.
Item 1 2/- 424 0 0

2 7/- 49 0 O
3 6/- 348 0 0

a 4 3/5/- 292 in 0
5 £3 300 0 0
6 2/17/6 2,875 0 0

a 7 6/- 21 0 0
8 22/6 4 10 0
9 £1 70 0 0

jj 10 £1/10 3 0 0
>» 11 1/- 115 0 0

13 4/- 148 0 0
14 12/- 222 0 0

5) 15 5/- 45 0 0
16 1/6 3 15 0

ij 17 1/8 25 0 0
18 4/- 192 0 0
19 1/8/- 1,086 8 0

ii 20 2/10/- 1,475 0 0
Ii 22 2/10/- 415 0 0

23 2/3 333 0 0
26 3/- 19 10 0

II 27 2/6 81 5 0
)l 28 18/6 3 14 0
j, 29 2/- 4 0 0
II 30 12/6 5 0 0

31 8/- 128 0 0
II 32 18/- 45 0 0

33 8/- 40 0 0
34 33/- 198 0 0
35 6/9 6 15 0
36 5/- 3 15 0
37 1/6 4 16 0
38 •/9 171 15 0
39 -/4 76 6 8
40 4/: 25 0 0

II 41 1/5/- 12 10 0

9,272 9 8
2,642 13 o

6,629 16 8
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CONTBACT NO. 101.

Approximate Estimate, exclusive of Piles, for one Carrier, to a length of 60 feet, including 2 Arches and 2 i Piers.

Estimated Value. Contract Price.

1/6
23/
£2

£ s. d. 
3 18 0 1/6

£ s. d. 
3 18 0

ins 124 4 0 28/- . 151 4 0
Rg . 118 0 0 34/- 100 6 0

£2 54 8 0 44/- 69 16 10
9.Qf) 1/6 21 15 0 2/3 32 12 6
50 .............. Tar-paving, If inch thick ................................. 2/- 5 0 0 2/- 5 0 0

• * . Totals .................................... 327 5 0 352 17 4

Estimate:—£327 5s. -f- 60 feet = £5 9s. Id. per foot lineal. 
Contract£352 17s. 4d. 60 feet = £5 17s. 7Id. per foot lineal.

Area of carrier = 28'27 feet superficial.

Conteaot No. 112. 

Approximate Estimate for Aqueduct.

1,216 yards......
3,140 ' „ ......
1,399 .............
1,625 .............
56 tone 5 ewt....
8,440 yards......
4,210 „ ......

316 yards 
143 „ ,

Cube......
)» ......
J» ..............

ft ..«•••'

Superficial,
No., 76 ...i 
Superficial

Excavation (soil) .......................
Sandstone concrete (1, 2, and 5) . 
Blue-metal concrete (1, 2, and 4)
Special concrete..........................
Wrought-iron..............................
Cement rendering (1 to 2) ........
Cement rendering (1 to 1) .......
Bluestone stops ...........................
i-incli cork and bitumen ...........
f-inch val*de-travers...................

2/
1,3/-
£3

£2 8s. 
£13 
1/6 

l/10i
2/

10/
10/-

£ s. d. 
121 12 0 

3,611 0 0 
2,798 0 0 
3,900 0 0 

731 5 0 
633 0 O 
394 18 0 

7 12 0 
158 0 0 
71 10 0

Total 12,426 17 0

Or £5 7s. lid. per foot lineal.

Particuiars snowixo how Values have been estimated.

1st compo. 1 to 3, at £1 10s. per yard cube (Hurst’s Tables, 8T3 cube feet cement, 24'34 cube feet of sand, and 37 gallons 
of water = 1 yard cube)— £ s. d.

2^2 casks cement, at 9s. 6d..................................................... 0 19 9i
25 cubic feet of sand ................................................................ 0 2 6 _
Labour—mixing ...................................................................... 0 1 3 A small mortar mill will mix 2o yards

per diem.
Centres (see below)................................................................... 0 2 0 '
Labour—placing ....................;................................................. 0 4 5i Allowing a man to deposit 1J yard per

------------- diem, or 13 large barrow-loads.
Total............................................ 1 10 0

Centres for above (centering for 2 arches and 80 feet, lineal, of channel)—
£ s. d.

2,800 feet superficial struts and sills, at 14s............................. 19 12 0
6,400 „ principals and bolts, at 209..................... 64 0 0
1,200 ,, boarding under arch, at 14s.................... 8 8 0
1,760 „ boarding channel, at £1.......................... 17 12 0

Total.;.......................................... 109 12 0
Less value on completion ......................................... 10 19 0 (10 per cent.)

Net ................................. 98 13 0

Or for 990 yards compo. (say) 2s. per yard.

2nd
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2nd estimate for sandstone concrete 1, 2, and 5, at £1 2s. 6d. per yard—

5 yards cube sandstone, at 3s. 
2 „ sand, at 2s. 6d. .
6} casks cement, at 9s. 6d.....

Material for 5 yards

Material per yard , 
Add labour, &c........

Total

rd estimate for blue-metal concrete 1, 2, and 4, at £2 per yard—•
4 yards cube blue-metal, 1^ inch, at 12s..........................
2 „ sand, at 2s. 6d..............................................
6| casks cement, at 9s. 6d..................................................

Material for 4 yards ........................................

Material per yard ............................................
Add labour, &c...............................................

Total

4th estimate for blue-metal concrete 2, 3, and 7, at £2 per yard cube—
7 yards cube metal, at 12s.......................................................
3 „ sand, at 2s. 6d....................................................

13£ casks cement, at 9s. 6d........................................................

Materials for 7 yards cube........................................

Materials for 1 yard....................................................
Add labour, &c...........................................................

Total

5th estimate for blue-metal concrete 1, H, and 3, at £2 8s. per yard—
3 yards cube J-inch metal, at 14s....................... ....................

1£ „ sand, at 2s. 6d....................................................
6| casks cement, at 9s. 6d.........................................................

Materials for 3 yards ................................................

Materials for 1 yard ................................................
Add labour, &c...........................................................

Total

6th estimate for brick in cement, at £2 per yard cube—
Ter rod, 4,000 double-pressed bricks, at £3 17s. 6d.
6i casks cement, at 9s. 6d................................... ’....
2 yards sand, at 2s. 6d..............................................
Labour, &c.................................................................

£ S. d.
0 15 0
0 5 0
3 4 U

4 4 H or

0 16 10
0 5 8

1 2 6 per yard cube.

2 8 0
0 5 0
3 4 1

5 17 1 or

1 9 3
0 10 9

2 0 0 per yard cube.

4 4 0
0 7 6
6 8 2

10 19 8 or

1 11 4
0 8 8

2 0 0 per yard cube.

2 2 0
0 3 9
3 4 1

5 9 10 or

1 16 7
0 11 5

• 2 8 0 per yard cube.

15 10 0
3 1 9
0 5 0
3 16 6

22 13 3 per rod, or £2

7th estimate for J-inch cement rendering 1 to 2—
1 bushel of cement, at 9s. 6d. per cask.................................... 0 3 1
2 bushels of sand....................................................................... 0 0 3

----------- ♦
Materials for 4'8 yards ........................................... 0 3 4 or

Materials for 1 yard 
Labour, &c..............

0 0 Si\ 
0 0 8 ) Total Is. 4jd. per yard supl.

8th estimate for i-inch cement rendering 1 to 1—
Cement and sand as above for 3J yards ................................. 0 3 4 or

Tor 1 yard 
Labour ....

0 10 
0 0. 8 Total Is. 8d. per yard supl.

I

Messes.
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Messes. Oaeteb, Q-ummow, & Co.’s Contracts.
Return shovv’ing number of barrels of cement necessary for the execution of the various items paid for by voucher. 

Note.—Each barrel estimated to contain 4 cubic feet as specified. The respective quantities of cement required are 
strictly consistent with the estimates handed in upon a previous occasion, attached to estimates for No. 77.

Description. Quantity.

Contract No. 69.
Sandstone concrete mixed—1 cement, 2 sand, and 1,031 yds. cube .

5 of 2-in. sandstone.
Bluestone concrete mixed—1 cement, 2 sand, and 4,844 „ .

4 of blue metal.
Brickwork—1 cement to 2 of sand........................ 1,921 „ .
i-in. cement rendering mixed—1 cement to 2 ol 10,683 yds. sup. .

sand.
9-in. c.w. drain, jointed in cement........................ 96 ft. lin. '

12-in. „ „ ........................ 93 „ ...
16-in. „ „ ........................ 33 „ ...
18-in. ,, „ ........................ 6 ., ...,

Contract No. 72.
Brickwork—1 cement to 2 of sand........................ 32 yds. cube .
Sandstone concrete mixed—1 cement, 2 sand, and 8,372 „ .

5 of 2-in. sandstone.
f-in. cement rendering—1 to 2............................. 12,324 yds. sup. .

24-in. e.w. drain, jointed in cement........................ 58 ft. 1m. ... ]
18-in. ,, ,, ........................ 349 „ ...
12-in. „ „ ........................ 4 „ ... 1
9-in. „ „ ........................ 2 „ ...
6-in. „ „ ........................ 357 „ ...J

Contract No. 77 (on 12th May, 1896).
Sandstone concrete mixed—1 cement, 2 sand, and 1,388 yds. cube .

5 of 2-in. sandstone.
Bluestone concrete........... .......................................... 146 „ .
Compo.—1 cement to 3 of sand ............................. 576 „ .
24-in. e.w. drain, cement jointed ........................ 270 ft. lin. ... 1
12-in. „ „ ........................ 60 „ ...)

Contract No. 79.
Sandstone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 5 of 1,872-17 yds. cube

2-in. sandstone.
Bluestone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 4 of 1,562-52 „ .

bluestone.
Brickwork—1 cement to 2 sand............................. 521-81 „ .

8,779-12 yds. sup.|-in. cement rendering—1 to 2 .............................
Bluestone concrete mixed—2 cement, 3 sand, and 161 yds. cube .

7 of blue metal.
Brickwork—1 cement to 2 of sand........................ 862-99 „ .
f-in. cement rendering—1 to 2 ..................t........ 255*06 yds. sup.
18-in. e.w. drain, cement jointed ........................ 3 ft. lin. ...
9-iu. „ „ ......................... 31 „ ...)

7 casks.........

Contract No. 79a.
Sandstone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 5 of G59 yds. cube ..

2-in. sandstone.
Bluestone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 4 of 1,270 „ .

blue metal.
Brickwork—1 cement to 2 sand ............................ 297 . „ .
f-in. cement rendering—1 to 2 ............................ 2,522 yds. sup. ,

Hioh-street, No. 79a.
Sandstone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 5 of 104-|- yds. cube,. ,

2-in. sandstone.
Bluestone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 4 of 170 „ .

blue metalt
Brickwork—1 cement, 2 sand.................................
f-in. cement rendering—1 to 2 ............................

42 „ .
473 yds. sup. .
133 ft. lin........

Contract No. 118 (on 26th May, 1896).
Sandstone concrete—1 cement, 2 sand, and 5 of 5,363 yds. cube .

2-in. sandstone.
f-in. cement facing—1 to 2 .................................... 16,169 yds. sup. .
Brick in cement—1 to 2 ......................................... 9 yds. cube .
24-in. e.w. drain, cement jointed ........................ 30 ft. lin.........

.

Barrels of Cement required. Totals.

31

32

33
34

39
40
41
42 
96

4
5
6 
7 
9

10
11
12
28

19

20 
21
34
35

17

18

19 
21 
22

23
24
27
28 
43

12

13

14
15
20

12

13

14
15 
20

R
9

10

T35 cask per yd. 

1-6875 „

i a cask per yd.............
A cask = 171 yds. sup. ...

Eor jointing.

i a cask per yd... 
1'35 cask per yd.

A cask = 17i yds. sup.

For jointing (say)

1-35 cask per yd.

1-6S75 „ ..
2t13 casks per yd...
For jointing (say)

l-35 cask per yd. 

1-6875 „

J a cask per yd..............
A cask = 17£ yds. sup. 
1-9285 cask per yd.......

i a cask per yd..............
A cask = 17| yds. sup.
For jointing (say) ......

1'35 cask per yd. . 

1-6875 „ .

1 a cask per yd..............
A cask = 171 yds. sup. 
For jointing (say) ......

1-35 cask per yd.. 

1-6875 „

1 a cask per yd..............
A cask = 171 yds. sup. 
For jointing (say) ......

1'35 cask per yd.

A cask = 171 yds. sup.
1 a cask per yd..............
For jointing (say) ......

1,391

8,174

960
610

2

11

16
11,302

704

1,873

246
1,200

2
150

2,527

2,636

260
502
310

431
14

1
7

889

2,143

148
144

1

141

286

21
271

7,240

924
4
1

Grand Total

11,148

12,027

3,471

6,688

3,325

476

8,169

45,304

Supplementaey Statement of completed Contracts included in the above.
Contract No. 69 ....................................................................... 11,148

„ No. 79 ........................................................................ 6,688
„ No. 79a ................................................................................... 3,325
„ High-street ................................................................ 476

Total .................................................... 21,637
W. THOMPSON. 

Appendix
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■ Appendix No. 18.
Sir, Patent’s Office, Sydney, N.S.W., 3-(17) November, 1892.

I beg to make application for Letters Patent for an invention of “ Improvements in concrete and cement mortar 
building and other constructions and manufactures.” The petitioners being Messrs. J. Carter, D. G. Snodgrass and W. 
lialtzer. .

In connection with this application, I enclose the following documents :—
1. A petition in the form prescribed by law.
2. A complete specification of the invention.
3. A copy of the specification.
4. Two sheets of drawings (in duplicate).
5. A Treasury receipt for £5. Yours, &c.,

FEED WALSH,
The Examiner of Patents. , . . Manager.

The 7th sub-sec. of Peg. 22 has not been complied with.—P.P.P., 4/11/92.
I cannot report in favour of this application, as it seems to me that the alleged improvements have been anticipated in ‘ 

the invention revealed in the specification attached to Letters Patent of this Colonv. No. 3,147. Inform agent.—J. B. 0‘C., 
9/12/92. ■ "

International Patent and Trade Marks Office, established,—Melbourne, 1859; Sydney, 1882; Brisbane, 1887 ; Sydney,
22nd December, 1892.

Sir, ■ 11 January, 1893.
Be Carter and others application for Letters Patent, No. 4,084.

I have to thank you for yours of 9th instant herein, and specially for the reference you make to Letters Patent, 3,147.
My clients, however, were aware of the patent mentioned, and believed that in their claims they have avoided 

claiming anything included in the claims of that prior patent or shown in the specification thereof.
I would point out that in the former patent it is essential that beams be used, and it is over and between the beams 

that the patentee places or droops a tcire fabric, the whole being embedded in concrete. My clients dispense with the 
beams altogether, and use solid bars tied together to form a skeleton on which the concrete is supported, and there is nb 
wire fabric in the strict sense of the term used in my clients constructions. The claims of Messrs. Carter and others are 
not wide, being simply for the material consisting of bars laid across each'other and tied at their intersections, embedded in 
concrete, as an improvement in building. Should you require it, lam willing to insert the words “and tied at their 
intersections ” after the words £ £ other ” and ‘1 another ” in the first and second claims respecti vely.

I trust in view of the foregoing you will see your way clear to recommend the grant of my clients’ application.
• Yours, &c.,

FRED WALSH,
The Examiner of Patents, Patents Office, Sydney. ’ Manager.

Upon reconsideration, and in view of the communication from Mr. Walsh, I am now of opinion that if the suggested, 
amendments be made in the specification Letters Patent might issue to his clients. Inform.—J. B. 0‘C., 12/1/93.

(A.)
Complete Specification.

Improvements in concrete and cement mortar building and other constructions and manufactures.
We, John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer, all of North Sydney, in the Colony of New South Wales, 
engineers, do hereby declare the nature of the abovenamed invention or improvement to be as follows :—

This invention, consisting of improvements in concrete and cement mortar building and other constructions and 
manufactures, is especially adapted for constructing buildings, bridges, arches, sewers, pipes, water tanks, gas reservoirs, 
walls, floorings, ceilings, roofings, stairs, columns, and fire-proof structures, and concrete or cement mortar constructions 
and manufactures of all kinds and conditions in which strength and safety from fire, together with economy in cost, are 
required. It is'especially useful in the construction or production of culverts, arched and other bridges, subways, aqueducts, 
bridge flooring, outside partition and double walls, fire and burglar proof receptacles and strong rooms, arched and level 
ceilings, roofs, arches, girders, steps, staircases, columns, baths, hollow bricks and masonry, chimneys, water tanks, gas 
reservoirs, cattle and other troughs, swimming basins, flower-pots, pipes for water, gas, telegraph wires, conduits for cable 
ways, lining for tunnels, shafts, wells, and cesspits, locks and gates for rivers, flagging for yards, floors, and footpaths, 
■walls and floors of silos, sewers, open channels, factory chimneys, and light-houses, and for similar purposes. Among the 
many advantages ■which buildings and other structures and manufactures constructed according to this invention possess 
over similar ordinary work are speed of erection without prejudice to durability and security of the work, immunity from 
injury by water, extraordinary power of resisting very high and variable temperatures, great strength, lightness, saving of 
space, the satisfying of all acoustic and hygenic demands, and cheapness and neatness.

In carrying out these improvements, a lattice or skeleton work consisting of a number of iron bars or rods is first 
formed, the bars being held in their relative positions by binding at their intersections. Should the bars be insufficiently 
long to reach from end to end of the structure or article, they are overlapped and held by a similar thin binding. Any 
other suitable method, however, for holding the bars together at their intersections or overlappings might be employed. 
The bars used are of different sizes, and are placed to suit the various stresses to which the structure is likely to be sub
jected, the larger or stronger being placed in the direction of the tension and the thinner being placed across them, thus 
forming open angular meshes of suitable size and angle. The binding is of sufficient strength to hold the bars in position, 
during the process of packing the concrete around them. This lattice or skeleton work is erected in the required position 
and is supported in the manner most suitable for the construction for which it is intended, care being taken that the iron
work is kept at a sufficient distance from the intended outside face of the concrete that a good covering thereof will be 
ensured round the said iron. The bars having been properly arranged and secured in their places, concrete or cement 
mortar, or plastic material of sufficient strength of any suitable description, is pressed in the usual manner of moulding 
such structures or articles round the bars or lattice or skeleton work to the required thickness in such a manner that a good 
solid body is formed. In setting, the concrete for mortar or plastic material shrinks, and takes a firm hold of the iron, 
thus forming one homogenous mass of the description desired.

So far as described the construction takes place in situ, but this is not an essential feature of the invention, a'fc the 
.structures might be made up of plates or mouldings separately constructed, and bolted or otherwise fastened or jointed 
together or to other frames, as in the case of pipes, columns, and other manufactures : but, at the same time, where 
possible, it is preferable to construct the latticed concrete or cement work in its permanent position.

The accompanying drawings, illustrating the main features of this invention, wrill be easily understood without 
further reference than a description of each particular figure : Figure I is a plan of lattice or skeleton work, showing one 
manner in which the rods are laid ; but it is not necessary that they should always be at right angles. Figure 2 is a 
section of the lattice or skeleton work surrounded by concrete or cement mortar or plastic material. Figure 3 is an 
isometrical drawing, showing a portion of lattice or skeleton work partly covered by concrete or cement mortar. Figure 
4 is a design for roofing, according to this invention, in which the side pressure is taken up by two girders held in position 
by tie-rods. Figure 5 is a design for a ceiling, according to this invention, and showing an ordinary flooring for the upper 
storey. Figure 6 is a design for a combined’floor and ceiling, according to this invention.

Having now particularly described and explained the nature of this said invention, and in what manner the same 
is to be performed, we declare that what we claim is—

First, as an improvement in concrete and cement mortar building and other constructions and manufactures, a 
material consisting of a inetal lattice or skeleton work, formed of bars laid across each other and tied at their 

‘ intersections, in conjunction with concrete or cement mortar or other plastic material, moulded on or around it, 
substantially, as herein described and explained. .

Second,
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Second, as an improvement in concrete and cement mortar building, and other constructions and manufactures, the 
formation of a metal lattice or skeleton work of bars across one another and tied at their intersections in 
permannent position, and the embedding of the same in concrete or cement mortar, &c., of the desired 
configuration, substantially, as' herein described and explained.

Dated this 3rd day of November, 1892. JOHN CARTER.
D. G. SNODGRASS.

Witness,—Fred. Walsh, F.A.I.P.A. W. BALTZER.

This is the specification, marked “A,” referred to in the annexed Letters Patent, granted to John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer, and dated as of the 3rd day of November, a.d. 1892.

JERSEY.

(No. 31,247.) New South Wales, The Treasury, 3rd November, 1892.
Received from Messrs. J. Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, and W. Baltzer, the sum of £5 sterling, being the deposit required to 
defray the expense of granting Letters Patent for an invention, viz., Improvements in concrete and cement mortar 
building, and other constructions and manufactures.

£5 C. E. F. ROBBERDS,
---------- pro Treasurer.

Petition tor Letters Patent.
To His Excellency the Governor of the Colony of New South Wales. (4,084.)

The humble Petition of John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer, all of North Sydney, in the 
Colony of New South Wales, Engineers,—

Sheweth :— ,
That your Petitioners are the authors or designers, by virtue of a communication from abroad, of a certain 

invention or improvement to the arts or manufactures which your Petitioners desire to introduce into the Colony of New 
South Wales, and for which they are desirous of obtaining Letters Patent of the said Colony.

2. That communications from the Patent Office relative to this application may be forwarded to your Petitioners’ 
agent, Mr. Edward Waters (Fred Walsh, Manager), 26 Elizabeth-street, Sydney. _

3. That, in connection herewith, your Petitioners have paid to the Colonial Treasurer the sum of five pounds 
sterling.

4. The title of the said invention is ‘1 Improvements in concrete and cement mortar, building and other con
structions and manufactures. ”

5. That, to the best of your Petitioners’ knowledge and belief, the invention has not been publicly used or published, 
or offered for sale, within the Colony of New South Wales.

6. That a detailed specification of the said invention, illustrated by drawings, is annexed hereto.
Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray that your Excellency, with the advice of the Executive Council, will be 

pleased to grant unto them, their executors, administrators, and assigns, Letters Patent for the said invention for the 
term of fourteen years, in accordance with the provisions of the Act 16 Victoria, No. 24, and the Patents Law Amendment 
Act of 1887.

And your Petitioners will ever pray, &e. '
. . JOHN CARTER.

D. G. SNODGRASS.
Dated at Sydney, N.S.W., this 3rd day of November, 1892. W. BALTZER.

Sir, Patents Office, Sydney, 24 January, 1893.
In the matter of the application of J. Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, and W. Baltzer, for Letters Patent.

Having examined the Petition relating to the above, I do myself the honor to report, for the information of the 
Minister of Justice, that I see no objection to the prayer of the Petitioners being complied with.

■ I have, &c.,
J. B. O’CONNOR,

The Under Secretary of Justice. Examiner of Patents.

Minute Paper for the Executive Council.
Department of Justice, Sydney, 24 January, 1893. 

Issue of Letters Patent to John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer.
Having examined the petition for Letters Patent from J. Carter, D. G. Snodgrass, and W. Baltzer, for an invention of 
“Improvements in Concrete and Cement Mortar Building and other Constructions and Manufactures,” and having also 
examined the report thereon of the Examiner of Patents, I now approve of the prayer of the petitioners, and recommend 
the issue of Letters Patent, securing to the aforesaid petitioners for fourteen years the benefit of the said inventions.

R. E. O’CONNOR.

Executive Council Office, February 1, 1893. — No. 569.
The Executive Council advise that Letters Patent be issued for the invention specified.—A. C. Budge, Clerk of the 

Council. Min. 93-5, 7/2/93. Confirmed, 14/2/93. Approved.—Jersey, 7|2/93. His Excellency the Governor and 
the Executive Council. Regd., 15/2/93.

Letters Patent to John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer.
By His Excellency the Right Honorable Victor Albert George, Earl of Jersey, a member of Her Majesty’s Most 

Honorable Privy Council, Knight Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael and Saint 
George, Governor and Commander-in-Chief of the Colony of New South Wales and its Dependencies.

To all to whom these presents shall come Greeting :—
Whereas John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer, all of North Sydney, in the Colony aforesaid, 
engineers, have by their petition represented to me that they are by virtue of a communication from abroad the authors or 
designers of a certain invention in, or improvement to, the arts or manufactures, that is to say, of an invention of 
“Improvements in Concrete and Cement Mortar Building and other Constructions and Manufactures,” which is more 
particularly described in the specification marked “A” and the two sheets of drawings marked “B” and “C” respectively, 
which are hereunto annexed. And that they, the said petitioners, have deposited with the Colonial Treasurer of the said 
Colony of New South Wales the sum of five pounds sterling, as required by the “Patents Law Amendment Act of 1887,” 
and have prayed that I would be pleased to grant Letters Patent whereby the exclusive enjoyment and advantage of the 
said invention or improvement might be secured to them for a period of fourteen years. And whereas I have received a 
report from the Minister of Justice to the effect that, after examination of the said petition, and of the report thereon of 
the Examiner of Patents, the Minister of Justice approves of the prayer of the said petitioners. Now, therefore, I, being 
willing to give encouragement to all inventions in, and improvements to, the arts or manufactures which may be for the 
public good, am pleased, with the advice of the Executive Council, and in exercise of the power and authority given to me 
by the beforementioned Act and the Act of Council, Sixteenth Victoria Number Twenty-four, to grant, and do by these 
Letters Patent grant, unto the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and William Baltzer, their executors, adminis
trators, and assigns, the exclusive enjoyment and advantage of the said invention or improvement for and during the term 
of fourteen years from the date hereof. To have, hold, and exercise, unto the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, 
and William Baltzer, their executors, administrators, and assigns, the exclusive enjoyment and advantage thereof for -and 
during and unto the full end and term of fourteen years from the date of these presents next and immediately ensuing and
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fully to be complete and ended. In witness whereof I have hereunto set my sign manual, and have caused the present 
Letters Patent to be sealed with the seal of the said Colony of New South Wales, at Government House, Sydney, in New 
South Wales, and dated as of the third day of November m the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and ninety* 
two. J

-------- JERSEY.
Registered by me and entered of Record in the Patents Office of New South Wales this 1st day of March, a.d., 1893 in 
pursuance of the Act 51st Victoria No. 3, section 13, No. 4,084, Book 4. ' ’

J. B. O’CONNOR,
. Examiner of Patents.

Appendix No. 19.
Deed op Partnership—Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

J318 made the twenty-fifth day of August, one thousand eight hundred and nmety-two, between John Carter, of
North Sydney, in New South Wales, contractor, of the first part; David Graham Snodgrass, of North Sydney aforesaid, 
contractor, of the second part; George Forrest, of Waverley, Sydney, in New South Wales, contractor, of the third 
part; Frank Moorhouse Gummow, of Glebe Point, Sydney aforesaid, contractor, of the fourth part; James Gillan, of 
Dulwich Hill, Sydney aforesaid, contractor, of the fifth part; George Maddison, of Petersham, Sydney aforesaid, contrac
tor, of the sixth part; and Peter Ewing, of Newtown, Sydney aforesaid, contiactor, of the seventh part; whereas the said 
parties hereto have lately entered into a contract with the Government of South Australia, for the construction of certain 
works m or near Adelaide, m South Australia, called Contract Number 60, Inlet Tunnel, Happy Valley Waterworks ; Now 
this indenture witnesseth that, in pursuance of the said agreement and m consideration of the confidence which the said parties 
have m each other, each of them, the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, 
James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, doth hereby for himself, his heirs, executors, and administrators (so far 
as the agreements and provisions hereinafter contained are or ought to be performed or observed by him, his executors, or 
administrators) covenant with the others of them, their executors and administrators, in the manner following, that is to say,— 
^ „ .1- The said parties hereto will become and remain partners under the name, style, or firm, of “ Carter, Gummow, &

Co.,” in the trade or business of Contractors, for the purposes of carrying out and completing the contract hereinbefore 
referred to, and any other contracts which the said parties shall mutually agree upon and shall obtain.

2. The capital of the partnership shall be the sum of ten thousand pounds, to be contributed by the said parties in 
the manner following, that is to say, the sum of five thousand pounds shall be contributed by the said John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, and George Forrest, jointly, and the sum of five thousand pounds by the said Frank Moorhouse 
Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, jointly.

3* The whole of the capital of the said partnership and the receipts and earnings of the said partnership business 
shall be employed in the said partnership business : and, m the event of the capital of the said partnership business being 
insufficient to carry on and complete the contracts aforesaid, then the said parties shall contribute the additional moneys 
necessary for such carrying on or completion in the proportions and manner in which the original capital is to be 
contributed.

4. All material, plant, tackle, tools, implements, machinery, goods, chattels, effects, and things, necessary and 
requisite in and about the construction of the works the subject of the said contracts shall be purchased, and all wages and 
salaries of persons employed m connection with the same works, and all other outgoings and other expenses, losses, and 
damages, incurred in connection with the said partnership business or m any wise relating thereto, shall be paid out of the 
capital receipts and earnings of the said partnership business : and, m case of deficiency, then such deficiency shall be borne 
as to one-half by the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and George Fonest, jointly ; and as to the other half by 
the said Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, jointly.

5. The partners shall be entitled to the profits of the partnership business in the following shares, that is to say,
one-half to the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and George Forrest, jointly ; and one-half to the said Frank 
Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, jointly : the said profits shall be divided between 
the said partners, so soon after the completion or determination of all the contracts, for the time being, m hand, as a general 
account shall have been taken, and the assets collected, and liabilities discharged, as provided m paragraph twenty of these 
presents. .

6. During such time as any of the said partners shall be engaged or employed upon, or m connection with, the said 
partnership business, he shall be entitled to draw out of the partnership funds the sum of ten pounds per week, as salary 
for his personal services in connection with the said business ; but no partner shall be allowed, or entitled to draw, any other 
moneys out of the partnership funds during the contmuance of the partnership.

7. The bankers of the partnership shall be the Bank of New Zealand, or such other bankers as the partners shall 
from time to time mutually determine ; and all moneys, notes, bills, and securities, which shall from time to tin.e be received 
by the partners, or any or either of them, for or on account of or belonging to the partnership, shall be immediately paid 
to the credit of the partnership, with the bankers for the time being of the partnership, m the same drafts bills or cash 
in which the same are received. And all disbursements for or on account of the partnership shall be made by cheque on 
such bankers or through the medium of the cash clerk of the partnership.

8. All cheques, bills, and promissory notes, drawn for or on account of the partnership, shall be signed m the name 
of the firm by either the said John Carter or the said Frank Mooihouse Gummow.

9. None of the partners shall buy, order, or contract for, any goods or articles, or pledge the credit of the partnership, 
to an amount exceeding ten pounds, without the pre\ lous consent, m writing, of the others of them ; and, m the event of 
any partner so doing, the other partner shall have the option either to take the goods or articles so bought, ordered, or 
contracted for, on behalf of the partnership, or to insist that the same shall remain and be for the separate use of the 
partner so buying, ordering, or contracting, m which case he shall pay for the same out of his own separate moneys.

10. Each partnei shall be just and faithful to the other partners m all transactions relating to the business of the 
partnership, and shall give a true account of the same to them and each of them when and so often as the same shall 
reasonably be required, and shall also inform the other partners of all letters, accounts, writings, and other things, which 
shall come to his hands or knowledge concerning the business of the partnership, and shall also join with the other partners 
in doing and performing all matters and things necessary for the beneficial woikmg of the partnership business.

11. None of the partners shall take or go upon any journey or voyage on account of the partnership without the 
consent of the others of them: and, if any partner shall take oi go upon any journey or voyage on account of the partnership 
with such consent, he shall be allowed his reasonable expenses of travelling and subsistence during such voyage or journey.

12. No partner shall use any of the moneys goods or effects of the partnership, or engage the credit thereof, except 
upon the account and for the benefit of the partnership.

13. No partner shall, without the consent of the others, do or knowingly suffer anything whereby the property of the 
partnership may be seized, attached, or taken m execution.

14. No partner shall, without the previous consent in wilting of the other partners, assign alienate or encumber his 
share or interest m the partnership.

15. No partner shall, without the written consent of the others of them, compound or release any debt or right which 
shall be due or owing or belonging to, or any action brought by, the partnership: and, if any partner shall so do, he shall if 
required pay to the partnership the full amount or value of the debt, right, or claim, which he shall so release or com
pound for.

16. Each partner shall punctually pay and discharge his present and future separate and private debts and engage
ments, and shall at all times keep indemnified the other partners and their executors and administrators and the property 
of the partnership against the same, and all actions proceedings and claims and demands m respect thereof.

17. Proper books of account shall be kept by the partners, and entries shall be made therein of all such matters 
transactions and things as are usually and properly entered in books of account kept by persons engaged m concerns of a 
similar nature. And the same shall be posted up quarterly or as near thereto as practicable, and signed by all the partners, 
and when so signed shall be binding on all the partners ; except that, if any manifest error shall be discovered in any such 
account, and shall be signified by any partner to the others within one calendar month after signing of such account, such
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error shall be rectified. And the said books of account, and all letters, papers, and documents, belonging to the partnership, 
except such as are to be kept at the bankers, shall be kept at the principal office of the partnership, and each partner shall 
at all times have free access to examine and copy the same. _

18. In the event of the death of any of the partners, the executors or administrators of such deceased partner shall 
be at liberty to appoint some person, to be approved of by the other partners, to assist in the management of the partnership 
business, and completion of the said contracts. Provided always that if there shall be any dispute or difference as to the 
person to be so appointed such dispute or difference shall be settled by arbitration as hereinafter provided. .

19. In the event of the death of any partner, his executors or administrators shall be entitled to require the payment
to the estate of such deceased partner of an allowance.not exceeding six pounds per week until the completion of the said 
contracts, provided the prospects and finances of the partnership are Such that such allowance can be paid without causing 
any loss to the said partnership, and such allowance shall not be deemed to be paid on account of, but shall be in addition 
to, the share to which such deceased partner or his estate would be entitled on the winding up and final distribution of the 
assets of the partnership. .

20. Upon the completion of all the contracts for the time being in hand, or upon the happening of any event 
rendering it impracticable for the partnership to carry out and complete the same, whichever shall first happen, the 
partnership shall be dissolved, and a general account taken of the assets and liabilities of the partnership, and ; with all 
convenient speed, the assets shall he realised, and the debts due to the partnership collected and got in ; and the proceeds 
shail be applied in discharge of the liabilities of the partnership, and the expense of liquidating the same and realising the 
assets thereof, and, in the next place, in payment to the partners, or their respective representatives, of the proportionate 
parts of the capital contributed by the partners respectively : and the surplus (if any) of the moneys realised as aforesaid shall 
be divided between the partners, or their representatives, in the shares in which the partners are interested in the profits of 
the partnership, as provided by the fifth paragraph of these presents : and each partner, or his representatives, shall execute 
such release to the other partners, or their representatives, from all claims on account of the partnership as is usual and 
proper in such cases.

21. In case any of the partners shall be guilty of any wilful breach of or fail or neglect to observe all or any of the
provisions herein contained, for the space of twenty-one days after having received notice in writing from the other 
partners to fulfil the same, the defaulting partner shall, at the election of the other partners, be deprived of haying any 
voice in the management of the partnership business, and shall not be entitled to any salary or allowance during such 
deprivation : and in any such case the other partners shall be at liberty to carry on and complete the said contracts and to 
all things necessary therefor, without any hindrance or interference from or by the said defaulting partner, and shall be at 
liberty to receive and give discharges for all moneys payable to the partnership, and pay all debts due by the partnership. 
And, if it shall seem fit to the other partners, they may, in their discretion, remove the disability of the defaulting partner 
and restore him to all the rights and privileges of partnership. .

22. If any dispute or difference shall at any time arise between the partners, or their executors or admistrators, or 
between the executors or administrators of any deceased partner or partners and the surviving partners or partner, or any 
of them, touching the partnership or any matter or thing relating thereto, then the dispute, matter, or difference, shall be 
determined by arbitration, under the provisions of the Arbitration Act of 1892 or other the enactments for the time being 
in force relating to arbitration.

In Witness whereof the said parties to these presents have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year first 
above written :—

Signed, sealed, and delivered, by the said John Carter, in the presence of,—
A. W. Snodgrass.

By the said David Graham Snodgrass, in the presence of,—
A. W. Snodgrass. .

By the said George Forrest, in the presence of,—
A. W. Snodgrass.

By the said Frank Moorhouse Gummow, in the presence of,—
A. W. Snodgrass.

By the said James Gillan, in the presence of,—
A. W. Snodgrass.

By the said George Maddison, in the presence of,—
• A. W. Snodgrass.

And by the said Peter Ewing, in the presence of,—
A. W. Snodgrass.

JOHN CARTER. 

D. G. SNODGRASS.

GEO. FORREST. 

^ F. M. GUMMOW. 

J. GILLAN. 

GEORGE MADDISON. 

PETER EWING.

Appendix No. 20.
Notice is hereby given that the partnership lately subsisting between us, the undersigned, John Carter, David Graham 
Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, and Peter Ewing, as Contractors, 
carrying on business in Adelaide (South Australia) and Sydney (New South Wales), under the name style or firm of Carter, 
Gummow, & Co., was on the first day of April, 1895, dissolved by mutual consent in so far as regards the said George 
Maddison and Peter Ewing, who retired as from that date from the said firm. All debts due to or owing by the said firm 
will he received and paid by the said John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George. Forrest, I rank Moorhouse Gummow, 
and James Gillan, who continue the business under the same style of Carter, Gummow, & Co.

As witness our hands, this first day of April, a.d. 1895. „J ^ E. M. GUMMOW.
JOHN CARTER.

• D. G. SNODGRASS.
JAMES GILLAN. 
GEORGE FORREST. 
GEORGE MADDISON. 
PETER EWING.

Appendix No. 21.
Department of Public Works, Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage Branch.

•Here insert 
“under” or 
above, as the 
case may be, 
or erase the 
words “per 
cent.” if the 
party is desirous 
to abide by the 
prices affixed.

Tender Form.
In pursuance of advertisement in the Government Gazette (l or we), the undersigned, do hereby_ tender to provide the 
material and perform the various works required in and about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion of 
the Western Outfall Sewer Extension, 4th Division (Contract No. 112), agreeably to the Plans, Specification, Schedule to 
Specification, Special Condition, and General Conditions, which have been inspected by (me or us), at cen^•

the prices affixed to each item, in the Schedule of Quantities and Prices annexed hereto, and to complete the same 
within twenty months from the date of the acceptance of this Tender; and (I or we) do hereby agree that any additions to or 
deductions from the said works shall be paid or allowed for, as the case may be, at and after the rates quoted above, or it 
not in Schedule, at a price to be agreed upon at the time, and (I or we) hereby undertake that (I or we) will, within 
fourteen days from the date of notification of the acceptance of the said Tender, execute and deliver to the Minister tor 
Public Works, a valid legal Contract with Her Majesty the Queen, embodying the Terms and Conditions above mentioned, 
and to provide the security required by clause 29 of the said General Conditions ; and (I or we) enclose herewith (our or 
my) cheque for the sum of £ as a preliminary deposit; and (I or we) agree that such sum shall be absolutely

^ forfeited
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forfeited if (I or we) at any time within thirty days after the said Tender is,opened, withdraw the same, or if in the event 
of this tender being accepted (I or we) fail to complete the above-mentioned Contract within fourteen days thereafter ; 
and, further, that this tender is made subject to the Conditions contained in the Tender Board Regulations, printed on the 
back hereof, and by which (I or we) agree to be bound.

Dated this day of 189 .
Witness—
This is the Tender marked £C ■ referred to in the annexed Agreement with Her Majesty the Queen,

dated the day of a.d. 189 .
Witness—

Tender Board Regulations.
No Tender shall be received after 11 a.m. on the day named for the receipt of such Tender, unless there are circum

stances which, in the opinion of the Members of the Board then sitting, render it desirable to do so.
It shall be the duty of the President, Vice-President, or the senior member present, as the case may be, as soon as 

the Tenders shall have been opened and the necessary particulars ascertained, to publicly announce the number of Tenders 
received for each work, and the name of the lowest. Tenderer ; but.no Tender shall .be accepted until the Head of the 
Branch, under whose directions the work is to be carried out, has reported upon the wdiole of the Tenders received.

. The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable after the Board has adjourned, exhibit in a conspicuous position, in the 
Public Works Office, a Rill statement of the Tenders received, showing the work, the name of the Tenderer, and the 
amount of each Tender.

All envelopes containing Tenders must be addressed to the President of the Board, and have legibly endorsed upon 
them the name of the work for which the Tender is submitted.

Every Tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according to 
the following scale, viz. :—

For amounts up to £500 inclusive...................................' .........................£5 0 0
For amounts exceeding £500 and not exceeding £1,000 .........................£10 0 0

For all sums over £1,000 one per cent, on the amount of Tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit to 
be in the form of a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the Manager of the Bank upon which it is 
drawn, or a Bank draft.

# All deposits, with the exception of that of the successful Tenderer, shall be returned by the Secretary to the person 
entitled thereto, as soon as possible after the Board shall have adjourned, and the deposit made by the successful Tenderer 
shall be returned to him on his executing the bond for the fulfilment of the Contract. When the Contract is for a less sum 
than £200 the deposit with Tender shall not be returnable until the service is satisfactorily completed. t

Any Tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless otherwise directed by the Board, 
be deemed to be informal, and rejected accordingly.

^ . In the event of any Tenderer failing to tak£ up his Tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the Contract
within the time specified, or withdrawing his Tender after it shall have been opened, whether such Tender shall have been 
accepted or not, all moneys deposited by him on account thereof, or in connection therewith, shall be forfeited to the 
Crown, and in such case be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony.

. Whenever a Tenderer shall fad to proceed with a Contract as aforesaid, fresh Tenders shall be invitee! at short 
notice for the work, unless in the opinion of the President there' are circumstances which make it desirable for another 
Tender in the same series to be accepted ; but the Tenderer by whose default such a course has been rendered necessary 
shall be excluded from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the pleasure of the President.

In submitting a Tender, the full Christian name of the Tenderer must be given, or when the offer is in the name of 
a firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses 
must be stated in the Tender. The omission of this information will render the Tender liable to be declared informal.
. The Board shall not be bound to accept the lowest or any Tender. .

The Board-room shall be open for the admission of the public while the Tenders are being opened and declared.

. Contract 'No. 112.
This is the Schedule of quantities and prices hereinbefore referred to.

No.
of

Item.
Description of JVorks. Unit. Probable Quantity. Rate per Unit.

i Excavation in open trenches in sand, mud, clay, for foundations of main £ s. d.
and branch carriers, straining chambers, abutments for Muddy Creek 
bridge, piers of arches of aqueduct, offlet-pipes, &c., including 
removing any pitching, masonry, brick or concrete work, logs, drains, 
&c., met with in excavations, as specified in clauses 3, 6, and 7 ...... cubic yard 4,400 0 3 0

2 Filling in all excavations round all concrete foundations of piers, abut
ments, straining chambers, main carrier, round pipe-sewers, and in 
any situation in the construction of these works, including all sand 
filling, as specified in clauses 4, 6, 7................................................ 1,820 0 0 63 Removal of surplus materials from all excavations, as specified in clause 5 ■ 2,580 0 0 64 Timber ordered in writing to be left in excavations, as specified in clause 
6, including all iron used in fixing same.............................................. cubic foot 1,000 0 195 Supplying and fixing hardwood round timber in piles where ordered, 
including and fixing all iron shoes and other iron-work used in
driving same, as specified in clause 6..................................................

Sandstone ballast of the description specified in clause 202 of the 
schedule to specification, provided and packed solid, 4 feet thick, 
between heads of piles, when directed........................................

lineal foot 10,400 0 3 6
6

cubic yard .740 0 5 0
7 Supplying, placing in position, sawn hardwood turpentine timber in 

floor joists, plank floors, and where ordered, including all iron-work 
required in fixing same, and tarring, as specified in clauses 2,16, and 18 cubic foot 145 0 3 68 Sandstone concrete, in any situation, in any shape, form, thickness, with 
pear-shaped openings in spandrels, including providing and placing 
in position and jointing bitumen and cork plates and mastic plates, 
as specified in clauses 7 and 8............................................................... cubic yard 3,125 18 0

9 Bluestone concrete, in any situation, in any shape, form, or thickness, 
moulded, curved in skewbacks of piers, in abutments of bridge, in 
inverts, side, and division walls of straining chambers, in 50-ft. span 
arches, and where ordered, including providing, placing in position, 
and jointing val-de-travers asphalt plates and mastic plates, as specified 
in clauses 7 and 8................................................... 2,010 2 5 010 Special bluestone concrete, in any shape, form, or thickness, panelled, 
weathered, curved, in invert and sides of main carrier, including the 
providing, placing in position, jointing, walling in the wrought-iron 
vertical, transverse, and longitudinal bond-rods, longitudinal Q, and 
|_ iron braces, screw-bolts, and vertical transverse mastic plates and 
circular and rectangular mastic bars, as specified in clauses 7 and 8... ,, ... 1,820 2 15 0

Insert date.
Signature of 
party tendering 
here, with 
address. In th« 
case of a firm 
tendering, the 
name and 
address of each 
member must be 
given in full.
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No.
of

Item.

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

21

32

Description of Work. Unit. Probable Quantity.

Brickwork in cement in dwarf walls, under main carrier, under No. 2 
straining chamber, under stone stairs, and where ordered, as specified
in clause 10 .........................................................................................

Monier plates, receiving, placing in position upon brick walls, set upon 
and in cement mortar and jointing, as specified in clauses 2, 7, and 8 

Cement facing, 1 to 2, in any situation where ordered, as specified in
clause 9.................................................................................................

Special cement facing, 1 to 1, to all internal concrete surfaces of main
carrier, as specified in clause 9 ...........................................................

Freestone ashlar in steps, stone blocks, and where ordered, set in cement,
as specified in clause 11 ......................................................................

Bluestone ashlar in imposts, bedstones, in weir-crests, and in stop- 
blocks, set in cement, as specified in clause 11....................................

cubic yard 

square yard

)>
» ••• 

cubic foot.

n

116

233

12,080

4,525

100

65

Ironwork.

Manufacture, supply, place in position, erect, lay, joint, and fix, with all 
rivets, screwbolts, anchor-bolts, lead, and spun-yarn (except where 
otherwise specified and directed), all wrought-iron, steel, gun-metal, 
cast-steel, and cast-iron work, including painting, tarring, and tar- 
varnishing, complete, as shown on drawings, and as specified in 
clauses 12 to 20 (inclusive) as, viz. :—

Wrought-iron trough bridge over Muddy Creek, 77 ft. 4 in. in length over 
all, including handrails over bridge and abutments, weighing in all
26 tons 10 cwt. 1 qr. 10 lb...................................................................

Hinge, bearing on rollers on western abutment, consisting of cast-steel 
bed-plate, rollers, and bearing-plate, wrought-iron frame, cast-iron 
bearing-plate, below and above, steel-pin, &c., complete, weighing in
all 5 cwt. 2 qr. 18 lb. ..........................................................................

Hinge, bearing on eastern abutment, consisting of cast-iron bearing- 
plates, steel-pin, anchor-bolts, washer plate, and cotter key, weighing
in all 3 cwt, 1 qr. 11 lb.........................................................................

Wrought-iron stairs or ladder, at abutment of bridge, complete, with 
cast-iron steps, wrought-iron stringers, and handrail, weighing in all
12 cwt. 3 qr. 11 lb................................................................................

Three sluice-gates at end of triplicate sewer, of 6 feet diameter, with all 
screwbolts, cast-iron frames, wrought Q iron top girders, 50*6 cubic 
feet of sawn turpentine-wood in bottom sills, and sluice-gates, with 
wrought-iron fittings and fixings, one Weston block and chain for 
lifting gates, complete, weighing in all (including timber), 3 tons
16 cwt. 2 qr. 23 lb.................................................................................

Sluice-gate for 6 ft. by 2 ft. 6 in. inlet of straining chamber No. 1, with 
cast-iron frame, guides, standard, handwheel, wrought-iron handles, 
screw and anchor-bolts, spindle, gun-metal fittings, 6*27 cubic feet of 
sawn turpentine-wood bottom sill and sluice-gate, complete with all 
lifting gear, weighing in all (including timber) 13 cwt. 2 qr. 16 lb.... 

Sluice-gate (without lifting gear) for 3 tt. 9 in. wide inlet of branch- 
carrier at No. 1 straining chamber, with cast-iron frame, wrought ^ 
iron top girder, 6*2 cubic feet of sawn turpentine-wood bottom sill 
and sluice-gate, complete with L ir(>n guides and screw-bolts, weigh
ing in all (including timber) 12 cwt. 3 qr. 17 lb.................................

Sluice-gate (without lifting gear), with 8*4 cubic feet of sawn turpentine 
wood in sluice-gate, similar to item 23, but for 5-foot wide inlet of 
branch-carrier at No, 1 straining chamber, weighing in all (including
timber) 14 cwt. 1 qr. 15 lb...................................................................

Sluice-gate for 5 ft. 4 in. wide outlets of No. 1 straining chamber, with 
8*8 cubic feet of sawn turpentine-wood in sluice-gate, similar to items 
Nos. 23 and 24, but with wrought-iron, cast-iron, and gun-metal 
lifting gear, complete, weighing in all (including timber), 16 cwt.
2 qr. 2 lb................................................................................................

Sluice-gate for 4-ft. 6-in. wide inlets and outlets of straining chamber
No. 2, and inlets to carriers, with 7*2 cubic feet of sawn turpentine- 
wood in sluice-gate, similar to item 25, with wrought-iron, cast-iron, 
and gun-metal lifting gear, complete, weighing in all (including
timber) 14 cwt. 3 qr. 25 lb....................................................................

Wrought-iron strainer for No. 2 straining chamber, with cast-iron 
standard, coverplates, bedplate, wheels, plummer-block, counter
balance weight, wrought-iron axle, spindle, brackets, screw and 
anchor-bolts, gun-metal work, complete with all gearing, weighing
in all 1 ton 11 cwt. 2 qr........................................................................

Cast-iron off-let valve at ends of triplicate sewer, and at end of straining 
chamber No. 1, of 9 in. internal diameter, with frame, sawn and 
planed turpentine-wood valve-blade lifting gear, and all wrought- 
iron and gun-metal work, complete, weighing in all (including
timber) 1 cwt. 3 qr. 18 lb......................................................................

Cast-iron flanged and spigot pipe of 2 in. internal diameter, 24 in. long,
round spindle of 9 in. off-let valve, weighing in all 1 qr. 5 lb.............

Cast-iron flanged, spigot and faucet, bent, junction, and straight pipes, 
of 9 in. and 12 in. internal diameter, for off-lets to the 9-in. diameter 
valves, including all screw-bolts, laying and jointing, complete,
weighing in all 3 tons 17 cwt. 2 qr. 19 lb............................................

Cast-iron penstock for weir chambers of western abutment of bridge, ofi 
18 in. internal diameter, with frame, standard, lifting gear, all 
wrought-iron and gun-metal work, complete, weighing in all 7 cwt.
3 qr. 10 lb......................................................................................... .

Cast-iron flanged, spigot, bent, junction, and straight pipes, of 18 in.,
20 in., and 27 in. internal diameter, for storm-water off-let to the 
18-in. diameter penstocks, including all screw-bolts, laying and 
jointing, complete, weighing in all 4 tons 7 cwt. 3 qr.........................

ton

each

)>

total

each

a

a

it

a

ti

ton

each

ton

tons cwt. qr. lb. 
26 10 1 10

2

2

2

tons cwt. qr. lb. 
3 16 2 23

4

1

1

2

8

3

5

3

tons cwt. qr. lb. 
3 17 2 19

2

tons ewt. qr. lb. 
4 7 3 0

Rate per Unit.

£ B. d. 

1 15 0 

0 10 

0 2 0 

0 2 3 

0 3 0 

0 5 0

22 10 0

15 17 0 

7 0 0 

15 1 4

80 0 0

21 3 8

15 0 0

16 0 0

20 15 O

19 4 0

43 6 1

5 0 0 

0 5 0

12 0 0

16 9 3

12 0 0
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No.
of

Item. Description of Work. Unit. Quantity. Bate.

33 Wrought-iron floor girders over straining chambers Nos. 1 and 2, and
over weir chambers, consisting of 30 feet of 6 in. by 3 in. I iron
girders, and 264 feet of 4-in. by 4-in. I iron girders, including allow-
ances for crossings, end plates, joints, and screw-bolts, complete, tons. cwt. qr. lb. £ s. d.
weighing in all 1 ton 19 cwt. 0 qr. 71b............................... ............ ton ... 1 19 0 7 18 0 0

34 Cast-iron floor-plates over straining chambers, consisting of 26 plates of
different dimensions over No. 1 straining chamber, and 27 plates of
different dimensions over No. 2 straining chamber, laid in position,
complete, weighing in all 11 tons 16 cwt. 3 qr. 16 lb........................•.. u - • • 11 16 3 16 12 9 6

35 Galvanised J-inch wrought-iron pipe handrail, 122 lineal feet over No. 1
straining chamber, and 100 lineal feet over No. 2 straining chamber,
fitted with jagged ends where shown, with solid circular wrought-iron
straight standards, with forged foot-plates, short and bent standards
with jagged ends at stone stairs, including all screw-bolts, and fixed
as shown, complete, weighing in all 17 ewt. 2 qr. 18 lb...................... 0 17 2 18 37 1 9

36 Wrought-iron rake for straining chamber, with wooden handle, as shown,
complete............................................................................................. each ... 1 0 12 6

37 Special bluestone concrete, in any situation, as specified in clause 2...... cubic yard Rate only...... 3 5 0
38 Bluestone metal, l£-in. gauge, stacked ...................................................
39 Sandstone metal, 2-in. gauge, stacked....................................................... )y 0 4 0
40 Bluestone metal, 2|-in. gauge, stacked ................................................... n 12 O
41 Sharp, clean, washed sand (clause 2), stacked ........................................ 0 7 642 Sawn hardwood, in scantlings or planks (clause 2) .............................. . 0 2 9
43 Oregon timber,, in scantlings or planks .................................................... 0 2 9
44 Wrought-iron, in bolts, screws, nails, spikes, straps, &c. (clause 2).......... 110 0
45 Portland cement......................................................................................... n 12 6
46 Artisan or mechanic, supplied by contractor................................!.......... day ... nil 0
47 Quarryman or other skilled labourer, supplied by contractor.................. 0 8 0
48 Ordinary labourer, supplied bv contractor...... ......................................... 0 7 0
49 Cart, with one horse and driver, supplied by contractor ......................... Oil o
50 One additional horse, supplied by contractor............................................ » ••• U ..... . 0 5 6

The quantities are not guaranteed as correct, and are merely for the guidance o£ tenderers, being subject to omissions, 
deductions, alterations, and additions.

All work herein enumerated shall be understood as being placed in position where specified and ordered, and in 
complete working condition, in accordance with the specification.

The above schedule prices include, in every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of 
construction, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the Engineer!'

Prices for items Nos. 46, 47, 48, 49, and 50 are to be for such as are able-bodied and efficient. The schedule rates per 
day are for the day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and night-work being ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 per cent, 
advance on the time rates set down for day-work.

The whole of the foregoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centering, concrete boxes, unwatering, coffer dams, fluming, temporary bridges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting 
water-courses and surface water, diverting and maintaining the traffic along roads crossing over pipe sewers, disposal and 
removal of surplus materials on completion of contract, reinstating all roads and other surfaces, &c., and any other thing 
necessary in executing and completing each respective item, in accordance with plans and specification. '

Appendix No. 22.
. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch. 

Tender Form. . .
In pursuance of advertisement iu the Government Gazette (I or we), the undersigned, do hereby tender to provide the 
material and perform the various works required in and about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion 
of the western outfall sewer, 3rd Division (Contract No. 101), agreeably to the Plans, Specification, Schedule to Specifi
cation, and General Conditions, which have been inspected by (me or us), for or at the rate's entered in the Schedule of 
Quantities and Prices annexed hereto, and to complete the same within fifteen months from the date of the acceptance of 
this Tender ; and (I or we) do hereby agree that any additions to or ■ deductions from the said works shall be paid or 
allowed for, as the case may be, at and after the rates or prices mentioned in the Schedule of Quantities and Prices 
annexed hereto, or if not in Schedule, at a price to be agreed upon at the time, and (I or we) hereby undertake that (I or 
we) will, within fourteen days from the date of notification of the acceptance of the said Tender, execute and deliver to 
the Minister for Public Works a valid legal contract with Her Majesty the Queen, embodying the terms and conditions 
*vbove mentioned, and to provide the security required by clause 29 of the said General Conditions ; and (I or we) enclose 
herewith (our or my) cheque for the sum of £ as a preliminary deposit; and (I or we) agree that such sum shall
be absolutely forfeited if (I or we) at any time within thirty days after the said Tender is opened withdraw same, or if in 
the event of this Tender being accepted (I or we) fail to complete the above-mentioned Contract within fourteen days 
^hereafter ; and further, that this Tender is made subject to. the Conditions contained in the Tender Board Regulations, 
printed on the back hereof, and by which (I or we) agree to be bound.

Witness—
Dated this day of 189

Tender Board Regulations.
No Tender shall be received after 11 a.m. on the day named for the receipt of such Tender, unless there are circum

stances which, in the opinion of the members of the Board then sitting, render it desirable to do so.
It shall be the duty of the President, Vice-President, or the senior member present, as the case may be, as soon as 

the Tenders shall have been opened and the necessary particulars ascertained, to publicly announce the number of Tenders 
received for each work and the name of the lowest Tenderer ; but no Tender shall be accepted until the Head of the 
Branch, under whose directions the work is to be carried out, has reported upon the whole of the Tenders received.

The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable after the Board has adjourned, exhibit in a conspicuous position, in the 
Public Works Office, a full statement of the Tenders received, showing the work, the name of the Tenderer, and the 
amount of each Tender.

All envelopes containing Tenders must be addressed to the President of tfie Board, and have legibly endorsed upon 
them the name of the work for wdiich the Tender is submitted.

Insert date. 
Signature of 
party tendering 
here, with 
address. In the 
case of a firm 
tendering the 
name and 
address of each 
member must be 
given in full. -

Every
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Every Tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according to 
the following scale, viz. :—

For amounts up to £500 inclusive ... ... ...‘ ... ... ... £5 0 0
. For amounts exceeding £500 and not exceeding £1,000 ......................... £10 0 0
For all sums over £1,000, 1 per cent, on the amount of Tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit to be in 
the form of a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the Manager of the Bank upon which it is 
drawn, or a Bank draft.

All deposits, with the exception of that of the successful Tenderer, shall be returned by the Secretary to the person 
entitled thereto as soon as possible after the Board shall have adjourned, and the deposit made by the successful Tenderer 
shall he returned to him on his executing the bond for the fulfilment of the Contract. When the Contract is for a less 
sum than £200 the deposit with Tender shall not be returnable until the service is satisfactorily completed.

Any Tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless otherwise directed by the Board, 
be deemed to be informal, and rejected accordingly. . .

In the event of any Tenderer failing to take up his Tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the Contract, within 
the time specified, or withdrawing his Tender after it shall have been opened, whether such Tender shall have been 
accepted or not, all moneys deposited by him on account thereof or in connection therewith shall be forfeited to the 
Crown, and in such case be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony.

Whenever a Tenderer shall fail to proceed with a Contract as aforesaid, fresh Tenders shall be invited at short 
notice for the work, unless in the opinion of the President there are circumstances which make it desirable for another 
Tender in the same series to be accepted ; but the Tenderer by whose default such a course has been rendered necessary 
shall be excluded from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the pleasure of the President.

In the event of any Contract being tendered for at a Schedule of Rates, the approximate quantities as given of each 
item must' be worked out and a total sum shown. . .

In submitting a Tender, the full Christian name of the Tenderer must he given, or, when the offer is in the name of 
a firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses 
must be stated in the Tender. The omission of this information will render the Tender liable to be declared informal.

The Board shall not be bound to accept the lowest or any Tender.
The Board-room shall be open for the admission of the public while the Tenders are being opened and declared.

This is the Schedule of Quantities and Pbices hereinbefobe referred to.

No.
of

Item.
Description of Work. Unit. Quantity. Rate.

£ s. d.
i Excavation in piers and open cutting, as specified in clause 3.................. cubic yard 4,600 0 16
2 Filling in at sides of piers and embankments, as specified in clause 4 ... » 3,900 0 0 6
3 Supplying and depositing sandstone, 4-inch gauge, on road surfaces,

including blinding, as specified in clause 6 ........................................ }> 550 0 3 0
4. Supplying and fixing hardwood round timber in piles, including the

providing and fixing of iron shoes and other ironwork used in fixing
same, as specified in clause 5 ............................................................... lineal feet 7,400 0 4 0

5 Supplying and fixing sawn hardwood timber platform, including ironwork
required in fixing same, as specified in clause 5 ................................. cubic feet 2,850 0 3 0

6 Timber ordered (in writing) to be left in excavation, including ironwork
used in fixing same, as specified in clauses 115 and 117 of the
Schedule specification.......................................................................... » 500 0 2 6

7 Sandstone concrete in any situation, as specified in clause 9 .................. cubic yard 8,700 18 0
8 Bluestone concrete in any situation, as specified in clause 9..................... >> 4,180 1 14 0
9 Brickwork in any situation, as specified in clause 11................................. „ 2,370 2 4 0

in Cement, coating in any situation, as specified in clause 10 ..................... square yard 17,800 0 2 3
11 Supplying, depositing, and rolling tarred metal deck If-in. thick, as

230 0 2 0
12 Receiving and fixing ironwork supplied bv the Government ................. cwt. ... 82-76 0 5 0
13 .Removing surplus materials to where ordered within half-mile of site of ,

excavation, including spreading same ............................................... cubic yard 700 0 16
14 Sandstone metal, 2£-in. gauge, stacked ................................................... >5 15 0 4 6
15 Bluestone metal, 2£-in. gauge, stacked ................................................... » 15 0 12 6
16 Sharp clean washed sand, stacked ........................................................... 9) . 100 0 5 0
17 Sawn hardwood, in scantling or planks ................................................... cubic feet 100 0 3 0
18 Oregon timber, in scantling or planks....................................................... 100 0 3 0
19 Baltic or yellow deal, in scantling or planks ............................................ 9> 100 0 3 0
20 Wrought-iron in bolts, step-irons, &c......................................................... cwt. ... 20 2 0 0
21 Portland cement........................................................................................ cask ... 25 0 15 0
22 Artisan or mechanic .................................................................................. day ... Rate only ... 0-14 0
23 Quarryman or other skilled labourer ....................................................... 39 * * * 99 ••• 0 10 0
24 Ordinary labourer ..................................................................................... 99 **• 33 0 9 0
25 Horse, cart, and driver .............................................................................. 39 *•* 33 ••• 0 15 0

Notes.
1. The quantities are not guaranteed as correct, and are merely for the guidance of Tenderers, who must satisfy them

selves as to their accuracy, which is not in any way guaranteed by the G-overnment, and they are subject to omissions, 
deductions, and alterations. _ • j j j j j •

2. All work herein enumerated shall be understood as being placed in position where specified and ordered, and in
complete working condition, in strict accordance with the specification. . #

3. The above Schedule prices include, in every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of
construction during the specified period of maintenance, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the 
Engineer. . .

4. Prices for items Nos. 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21 are to be for materials in strict accordance with specification, 
delivered on the works ready for use, and only the actual net quantities ordered and approved of shall be paid for. In case 
Contractor’s prices arc considered too high by the Engineer at the time such materials may be required, or if the Contractor 
fail to deliver such materials at the time required and ordered, then the Engineer shall have the power to supply the same 
from any other source, and the Contractor shall have no claim for loss or compensation on account of the exercise of such
power by the Engineer. _ r™ « t j i ^

5. Prices for items Nos. 22, 23, 24, and 25 are to he for such as are ablebodied and efficient. The Schedule rates per 
day are for the day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and nightwork being ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 per 
cent, advance on the time rates set down for day-work.
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Appendix No. 23.
Ketubn of Payments made to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., on account of Sewerage Contracts during period 1892 to 1896 

.inclusive.
Western Suburbs Drainage 

near
Works, from near Premier-street to 
Dmily-strert. Northern Main Sewers, Leichhardt and Annandale Sections.

Cont.
No.

Advance
No. Amount. Voucher

No.
Date of 

Payment.
Cont.

No.
Advance

No. Amount. Voucher
No.

Date of 
Payment.

£ s. d. £ s. d.
69 1. 2,610 0 0 791 28 Feb., 18')4 77 i 666 10 2 1.407 17 Sept., 3895

2 3,440 0 0 1,242 29 Mar., 1894 2 723 9 2 1,926 17 Oct., 1895
3 3,710 0 0 1,587 24 April, 1894 3 1,228 8 10 2,901 29 Nov., 1895
4 4,720 0 0 2,431 12 June, 1894 4 1,375 19 2 3,348 20 Dec., 1895

■5 4,130 0 0 2,642 23 ., 1894 r. 1,136 13 10 8,960 21 Jan., 1896
6 4,050 0 0 3,168 30 Julv, lb94 6 1,225 15 6 4,519 19 Feb., 1896
7 2,970 0 0 3.635 29 Aug., 1894 7 788 11 8 5,069 17 Mar., 1896
8 4,607 10 0 4,057 24 Sept., Id94 8 1,046 10 9 5,679 16 April, 18969 2,040 0 0 4,589 30 Oct., 1894 9 ■ 755 0 5 6,366 16 May, 1896

10 2,6G7 10 0 4 937 24 Nov., 1894
11 2,290 0 0 5,356 27 Dec., 1894 Johnstone's Creek Stormwater Channel.
VI 2,935 10 0 415 29 Jan.j 1895
13 1,860 0 0 967 27 Feb., 1895 118 • i 1,308 15 3 1,408 17 Sept., 1895
14 2,129 10 0 1,467 25 Mar , 1895 2 2,087 4 H 1,954 18 Oct., 1895
15 2,420 0 0 2,701 7 June, 1895 3 2,457 13 10 2,351 8 Nov.. 1895
16 1,520 0 0 468 26 July, 1895 4 1,244 7 3 3,128 11 Dec., 1895
17 4,000 0 0 2,173 31 Get., 1895 5 937 19 5 4,861 9 Mar., 1896

i'inai 18 2,220 7 7 4,901 10 Mar., 1896 Outfall Works at JSorih Shore, Willoughby Pay.
Total... £54 320 7 7 108 ■ 767 5 10 | 6,563 j 28 May, 1896

Department of Audit, 18th June, 189d.

Bettjbn of Payments made to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., on account of Sewerage Contracts during period 1892 to 1896
inclusive.

Waverley and Woollahra Branch Intercepting Seiocr.

Cont.
No.

Advance
No. Amount. Voucher

No.

53 i
£ s. d.
838 1 2 4,756/90

2 1,422 10 4 5,257/90
3 751 13 2 295/91
4 1,116 4 6 792/91
5 859 5 6 1,508/91
6 594 18 0 2,093/91
7 228 5 3 3,009/91
8 479 9 6 3,412/91
9 508 9 6 4,291/91

10 608 12 6 4,882/91
11 416 17 9 5,450/91
12 758 0 0 6,051/91
13 827 13 5 6,628/91
14 808 19 0 7,376/91
15 545 19 8 205/92
16 1,572 19 6 1,157/92
17 1,074 6 1 1,766/92
18 665 15 6 2,359/92
19 600 0 0 2,705/92
20 578 17 2 3,150/92
21 818 4 3 5,268/92
22 300 0 0 6,195/92
23 975 11 8 419/93

Final 24 958 1 3 1,452/93

Total... £18,308 14 8

North Shore Main Outfall Sewer from near hong Bay, 
at Mount-street.

Date of Cont.
Payment. No. No. Amount.

11 Nov., 1890 79 i
£

2,460
s.

10
d.
2

17 Dec., 1890 2 3,010 8 3
16 Jan., 1891 3 2,874 19 2
12 Feb., 1891 4 2,648 1 513 Mar., 1891 5 1,537 10 4
10 April, 1891 G 1,310 10 8
20 May, 1891 7 1,188 18 09 June, 1891 8 898 13 0
17 July, 1891 9 752 1 915 Aug., 1891 10 1,043 0 2
11 Sept., 1891 11 914 1 8
10 Oct., 1891 12 757 12 5

6 Nov., 1891 13 1,453 9 0
15 Dec., 1891 14 835 14 0
13 Jan,, 1892 15 1,480 4 6

8 Mar., 1892 16 1,739 4 5
8 April, 1882 17 2,452 1 8

10 Ma^, 1892 18 1,883 11 525 1892 19 1,227 5 017 June, 1892 20 1,774 17 6
22 Sept., 1892 21 2,880 11 614 Nov., 1892 22 1,832 7 9
30 Jan., 1893 23 1,794 18 0
30 Mar., 1893 24 741 8 0

Final... 531 10 6

Total... £40,023
........... .

10 3

Voucher
No.

Date of 
Payment.

Stormwater Sewer, Munni-street, at Shea’s Creek.

1,849/92
2,597/92
3,153/92
3,801/92
4,705/92
5,692/92
6,219/92
6,814/92

281/93
733/93

1,278/93
1,664/93
1,834/93
2,386/93
3,004/93
3,571193

'4,103/93
4,591/93
5,306/93
5,705/93

117/94
351/94
884/94

2,017/94
5,248/94

Sydney Sewerage.

72

1892
1892
1892
1893 
1893

13 April, 1892 
19 May, 1892
17 June, 1892
18 July, 1892 
24 Aug., 1892
14 Oct.,
15 Nov.,
19 Dec.,
19 Jan.,
17 Feb.,
18 Mar., 1893
17 April, 1893
28 „ 1893
5 June, 1893 
7 July, 1893 
7 Aug., 1893
6 Sept., 1893 
5 Oct.,

14 Nov.,
7 Dec.,

10 Jan.,
2 Feb.,
7 Nov.,

18 May,
18 Dec.,

1893
1893
1893
1894 
1894 
1894 
1894 
1894

79a 1 1,337 19 10 2,793/94
J 2 1,135 18 0 3,189/94.1 1,213 19 4 2,440/91 24 April, 1891 j 3 658 2 8 3,651/942 2,854 2 0 3,319/91 4 June, 1891 | 4 549 15 0 4,155/943 641 12 8 4,099/91 9 July, 1891 , 5 356 10 1 4,630/944 2,095 0 5 4,567/91 31 „ 1891 6 674 0 11 4/981 945 2,462 13 10 5,292/91 4 Sept., 1891 7 1,400 12 4 89/956 2,650 19 0 5,951/91 8 Oct., 1891 8 270 8 11 434/95

7 3,257 18 3 6,695/91 6 Nov., 1891 9 322 3 2 980/95
8 905 1 3 7,473/91 21 Dec., 1891 10 349 1 3 1,579/95
9 1,293 11 1 1,094/92 4 Mar., 1892 11 746 15 5 2,149/95

10 2,155 17 2 2,890/92 3 June, 1892 12 717 9 8 2,587/95
11 500 0 0 3,369/92 27 „ 1892 13 507 15 9 ie/95-6
12 1,842 7 5 3,526/92 5 July, 1892 14 618 18 0 580/95-613 1,258 12 8 4,083/92 29 „ 1892 15 2,000 0 0 820/95-614 528 3 10 4,870/92 2 Sept., 1892 16 194 15 2 1,339/95-615 628 2 5 6,232/92 15 Nov., 1892 17 694 13 0 1,678/95-616 100 0 0 6,490/92 30 „• 1892 18 247 7 0 2,169/95-6Final 17 816 17 7 68/93 6 Jan., 1893 19 192 9 0 2,967/95-6

20 240 3 9 3,897/95-6Total... £25,264 18 11 21 1,050 6 7 6,226/95-6

3 July, 1894 
31 „ 1894
30 Aug., 1894 
29 Sept., 1894

2 Nov., 1894
28 „ 1894

9 Jan., 1895
29 „ 1895
28 Feb., 1895

1 April, 1895 
8 May, 1895
3 June, 1895
2 J uly,
2 Aug.,

15 „
13 Sept., 1895

3 Oct., 1895
30 „
4 Dec.,

15 Jan.,
12 May,

1895
1895
1895

1895
1895
1896 
1896
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Retuen of payments made to Messrs. Carter & Co. on account of Sewerage Contract No. 65.

Nature
of

contract
Advance

No. Amount. Voucher
No.

Date of 
Payment.

Nature
of

contract
Advance

No. Amount. Voucher
No.

Date of 
Payment.

£ s. a. £ s. a.00rO i 406 0 11 5,255/90 17 Dec., 1890 mrp 10 2,934 1 0 6,047 10 Oct., 1891
s . 2 628 u 11 934/91 19 Feb., 1891 u 2,848 1 i 6,794 17 Nov., 1891_o ® 3 648 6 8 • 1,559 16 Mar., 1891 . =3 fcjo 12 1,000 0 0 7,156 4 Dee., 1891

OG g 4 824 18 6 2,229 16 April, 1891 02 a £ 13 1,545 15 0 7,369 15 „ 1891
fTI 5 1,086 14 7 2,839 13 May, 1891 fe £ 14 1,668 13 ii 404/92 22 Jan., 1892
« GO 6 1,045 5 2 3,524 12 June, 1891 R © 15 1,208 6 i 823 19 Feb., 1892o 7 940 14 11 4,289 17 July, 1891 © Final 1,681 15 7 3,202 20 June, 1892

8 2,712 8 6 4,894 17 Aug., 1891
9 3,118 15 5 5,441 11 Sept., 1891 Total......£ 24,298 9 3

Department of Audit.—A.F., 26/6/96. £5. Sandstone ballast, W.S. and S. Board.—T.F., 21/2/93. V. 3,266/93.

Appendix No. 24.
Know all Men by the Presents,—That I, George Forrest, of Marrickville, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, 

am held and firmly bound unto Her Most Gracious Majesty, Queen Victoria, in the penal sum of £6,000 sterling, to be 
paid in Sydney, in the said Colony, to Her said Majesty, her heirs or successors, for which payment well and truly to 
be made, I bind myself, my and each and every of my heirs, executors, and administrators firmly by these presents.

Sealed with my seal, dated the 16th day of May, in the year of our Lord, 1895.
Whereas by agreement, bearing even date herewith, and expressed to be made between John Carter, Frank Moorehouse 
Gummow, and David Graham Snodgrass, carrying on business together as contractors, under the name, style, or firm of 
“ Carter, Gummow, and Company,” and therein and hereinafter called the contractors, of the one part, and Her said 
Majesty of the other part, the said contractors covenanted to perform the various works required in and about the full and 
proper construction, erection, and completion of the northern main sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale sections, Contract 
No. 77, Sydney Sewerage, according to the copy notice, specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, special 
condition, supplementary specification, tender, copy letter of acceptance of tender, and letter of assent thereto, thereunto 
annexed, and marked “A,” “B,” “C,” “D,” “E,” “F,” “G,” “H,” and “I,” respectively, and certain drawings 
relating thereto, now in the office of the Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, and marked “No. 1” 
to “No. 11,” both inclusive.

. .And whereas the contractors have entered into a bond to Her said Majesty, dated the 16th day of .May, 1895, 
conditioned to remove at their own cost so much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the “ Monier System” 
if the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time during either of the periods of maintenance set out in the 
said General Conditions and Supplementary Specification respectively, and for the re-erection and construction of the said 
works, and to provide for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding, at their own 
expense, in accordance in all things with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, special 
condition, and plans therein respectively referred to, and within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon to 
do so. And whereas I, the said George Forrest, have offered to become bound to Her said Majesty, her heirs and 
successors, for the due performance and fulfilment of the said contract, according to the said agreement, and the several 
aunexures thereto, so far as the removal of a portion of the said works constructed on the “ Monier System” is concerned, 
if the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time during either of the periods of maintenance referred to, and 
the re-erection of the said works, and for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding, 
at the contractor’s expense, in the manner provided for in the original specification, schedule to specification, general 
conditions,^ and plans within the time lastly hereinbefore set out. Now the condition of the above-written bond and 
obligation is such that if the contractors do and shall well and truly remove so much of the said works as shall have been 
constructed on the “ Monier System,” if the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time during the respective 
periods of maintenance set out in the said general conditions and supplementary specification, and re-erect and construct 
the said works, and provide for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding at their 
own expense, in accordance in all things with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and 
special condition, and the plans therein respectively referred to within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called 
upon to do so. Then this obligation will be void, and of none effect, otherwise to remain in full force and virtue.
Sworn, sealed, and delivered by the abovenamed ) GEO. FORREST.

George Forrest, in the presence of,— \
Harold F. Norrie. •

Statutory Declaration.
I, George Forrest, of Marrickville, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and 
affirm that I am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and that such property consists of— 
Freehold property, £5,700 ; cash in bank, £300 sterling. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid, 
according to the law in this behalf made and subject to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement 
in any such declaration.
Taken and declared at Marrickville, this 1st day ) GEO. FORREST,

of June, 1895, before me,— j
Robert Anderson, J.P.

Know all Men by these Presents,—That I, James Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, 
am held and firmly bound unto Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen Victoria, in the penal sum of £6,000 sterling, to be 
paid in Sydney, in the said Colony, to Her said Majesty, her heirs or successors, for which payment well and truly to 
be made I. bind myself, my and each and every of my heirs, executors and administrators firmly by these presents.

Sealed with my seal, dated the 16th day of May, in the year of our Lord, 1895.
Whereas, by agreement bearing even date herewith, and expressed to be made between John Carter, Frank Moorhouse 
Gummow, and David Graham Snodgrass, carrying on business together as contractors, under the name, style, or form, of 
“ Carter, Gummow, & Co.” and therein and hereinafter called the contractors of the one part, and Her said Majesty of 
the other part, the said contractors covenanted to perform the various works required in and about the full and proper 
construction, erection, and completion of the northern main sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale sections, Contract No. 77, 
Sydney sewerage, according to the copy notice, specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, special con
dition, supplementary specification, tender, copy, letter of acceptance of tender, and letter of assent thereto, thereunto 
annexed and marked “A,” ££B,” ££ C,” “D,” ££E,” “F,” ££G,” ££H,” and “I” respectively, and certain drawings 
relating thereto, now in the office of the Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, and marked No. 1 to 
No. 11,” both inclusive.

, And whereas the contractors have entered into a bond to Her said Majesty, dated the 16th day of May,. 1895, 
conditioned to remove at their own cost so much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the “ Monier System ” 
if the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time during either of the periods of maintenance set out in the 
said general conditions and supplementary specifications respectively, and for the re-erection and construction of the said 
works, and for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding, at their own expense, in 
accordance in all things with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, special conditions and

plans
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plans therein respectively referred to, and within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon to do so. And 
whereas I, the said James Gillan, have offered to become bound to Her said Majesty, her heirs and successors for the due 
performance and fulfilment of the said contract, according to the said agreement and the several annexures thereto, so far 
as the removal of the portion of the said works constructed on the “ Monier System ” is concerned, if the Engineer shall 
be dissatisfied with the same, at any time during the periods of maintenance referred to and the re-erectionof the said 
works, and for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding at the contractor’s expense, 
in the manner provided for in the original specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and plans within the 
time lastly hereinbefore set out. Now the condition of the above-written bond and obligation is such that if the contractors 
do and shall well and truly remove so much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the “ Monier System,” if 
the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same, at any time during either of the respective periods of maintenance set out 
in the said general conditions and supplementary specification, and re-erect and construct the said works, and provide for 
the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding at their own expense, in accordance in all 
things with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and special condition, and the plans therein 
respectively referred to within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon to do so. Then this obligation will 
be void and of none effect, otherwise to remain in full force and virtue.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the abovenamed 1 • JAMES GILLAN.

James Gillan, in the presence of, — t ’
Habold F. Nokrie.

Statutory Declaration.
I, James Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, in the Colony of New South Wales, householder, do hereby solemnly declare and affirm 
that I am possessed of property to the value of £6,000 sterling and more, and that such property consists of cash at 
bankers, freehold, and other property. And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid according to the 
lawm this behalf made, and subject to the punishment bylaw provided for any wilfully false statement in any'such 
declaration. ‘ J
Taken and declared at Sydney, this 27th day 1 . JAMES GILLAN

of May, 1895, before me,— j . '
Harold F. Nokrie, J.P.

Appendix No. 25. '
List of Contracts entered into by Messrs. Snodgrass and Gillan, Rochester and Gummow, Gummow, Bennett, and Canty, 

Gummow & Co., Forrest and Snodgrass, Gummow and Gillan, Carter & Co., and Carter, Gummow, & Co with the 
Government of New South Wales, between November, 1886, and May, 1896.

No. of 
Contract. Style or Firm. Names of Persons comprising Firm.

22
21
30

68
S.W.S.

38
32

45
56
60
61
53
63

66
65
72
74
79
78

69

79a
77

118
108

Snodgrass and Gillan.................
Rochester and Gummow ..........
Gummow, Bennett, and Canty

Gummow & Co...........................

Forrest and Snodgrass............
Gummow & Co..........................

Forrest and Snodgrass..............
Carter & Co.................................

Do ............................
Do ............................
Do ............................

Gummow and Gillan.................

Do do ,
Carter & Co..............

Do ...........
Gummow and Gillan.
Carter & Co...............
Gummow and Gillan.

Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Carter & Co....................
Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Do do
Do do

David Graham Snodgrass and James Gillan 1...........................
Joseph John Rochester and Frank Moorhouse Gummow*5 ......
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, Edward Bennett, and Michael 

Canty.
Frank Moorehouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Feather- 

stone Maddison, and Peter Ewing.
George Forrest and David Graham Snodgrass............................
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, 

and Edward Bennett.
George Forrest and David Graham Snodgrass............................
John Carter, Charles Richards,!- and David Graham Snodgrass
John Carter and George Forrest..................................................

do do ...................................................
John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass ...............................
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison, 

and Peter Ewing. ■
do do do do-

John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and George Forrest ...
do do do ...

Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, and Peter Ewing...
John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass ................................
Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George Maddison,

and Peter Ewing.....................................................................
John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, George Maddison,

Peter Ewing, and Frank Moorhouse Gummow.....................
John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass....... :.......................
John Carter, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, and David Graham

Snodgrass ................................................................................
do do do ...

John Carter, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, and George Forrest

Date of
Signing Contract.

2 Nov., 1886
23 „ 1886
30 June, 1887

27 July, 1888

16 Nov., 1888
26 „ •1888

5 July, 1889
16 April, 1890
23 June, 1890
23 „ 1890
25 Aug., 1890
13 Sept., 1890

19 Dec., 1890
12 Feb., 1891
16 Mar., 1891
6 April, 1891

10 Mar., 1892

21 Mar., 1892

22 Jan., 1894
20 June, 1894

16 May, 1895
15 June, 1895
19 May, 1896

HAROLD F. NORRIE,
Clerk-in-charge of Bonds and Contracts. 

* Mr. Gummow assigned his interest to Mr. Rochester, 
t Mr. Richards assigned his interest to Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass.

Appendix No. 26.
Sureties—Contract 77. ’

Mr. Darley for report. J.B., 5/4/95. I concur with Mr. Hickson. I think in accepting a new patent of this kind, 
and adopting it on a large and costly contract, that the Department cannot be too careful in securing its position by leaving 
nil the risk on the hands of the contractors and patentees. I therefore recommend that the personal names be required lor 
further surety. The names mentioned may, I think, be accepted.—C.D., Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construc
tion, o/4/95. . °

For Minister’s approval as to course suggested in regard to sureties.—J. BarlinGi Under Secretary for Public Works 
9/4/9o. Approved.—J .H.Y., 10/4/95. . Mr. Norrie.—Jno. P., 10/4/95. ‘ ' ’
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Appendix No. 27.
List of Sewerage Contracts in which Sureties haye been accepted.

No. of 
Contract. Contractor. Sureties. Penal Sum.

Date when 
Contract was 

signed.

94 Wm. Walker Johnson, of Walls- George Fishburn, of Summer Hill, railway con-
£
800 7 Not., 1893.

89

end.

Thomas Steele Phillips, Benjamin

tractor ; Samuel Palmer, of Bandwick, free
holder.

Robert Le Neve Scrutton, of Sydney, iron mer- £00 16 „ 1893.

91

Rhodes, jun., of Waverley.

William O’Neill, Daniel O’Neill,

chant; John Henry Bichard Ring, of Glebe, 
civil engineer.

James Pellow Webb, of Rodfern, contractor; Wil- 1,300 17 „ 1893.

83
James Bodgers, of Waverley. 

William O’jSeill, Daniel O’Neill,
liam Hanley, of Paddington, property owner. 

James Pellow* Webb, of Rodfern. contractor; 2,500 17 „ 1893.

67
James Bodgers, of Waverley. 

William Gilliver, Charles Henry
Edward Punch, of Waverley, hotelkeeper. 

Robert George Watkins, of Sydney, machinery 675 8 Jan., 1894.

92

Curtis, of Bankstown.

Robert Butcher, Samuel Butcher,

merchant; Henry Lucien Gilliver, of Jerilderie, 
contractor.

Henry Hart and Edward Gallagher, of Petersham, 550 17 „ 1894.

101
of North Sydney.

John Abeam, of Burwood..........
pottery proprietors.

Henry Hudson, of Darling Point, contractor; 3,050 19 „ 1894.

69 John Carter, David Grraham Snod-
Hugh McArdle, of Sydney, contractor.

Charles James Hentyand Robert LeNeve Scrutton, 4,520 22 „ 1894.

93

grass, George Maddison, Peter 
Ewing, Frank Moorhouse Gum
mow, of North Sydney.

Andrew Eaton, George Eaton, of

of Sydney, merchants.

John Wood Eaton, of North Sydney, timber mer- 1,000 14 May, 1894.

100

North Sydney.

Thomas Johnston, Patrick

chant; John Andrew Ellis katon, ot Redfern, 
contractor. ^

George Anderson and James Power, of North 700 16 July, 1894.

77

| O’Rourke, Patrick Gordon, of 
[ North Sydney.
1 John Carter, Frank M. Gummow,

Sydney, contractors.

George Forrest, of Marrickville, householder 12,000 16 May, 1895.
1 David Graham Snodgrass. (£6,000); James Gillan, of Dulwich Hill, house

holder (£6,000).

HAROLD F. NORRIE,
Clerk in Charge of Bonds and Contracts.

Appendix No. 28.
The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage to The Tinder Secretary for Public Works.

Minute Paper.
Department of Public Works, Eoads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 5 April, 1895

_ . ,L . ., n *- n.____ _ W -Ic «, ■.-.T./yfrtef orraincf t.nfa ‘sfrimTPnt', RTinnlf
The {
mentary s x ^ ^ ,

3 naraoraph of this specification Suul/uo . ------------- ----- * i ■ r
Queen in the penal sum of £12,000, with two sufficient sureties in the penal sum o^£6,000 each, to secure the removal of so 
much of the said works as shall have been constructed on the Monier system, &c., ’

The amount of £12,000 is the sum it would cost the Department, at departmental rates, to renew that portion ot this
sewer which is built on the Monier system. w i hnf r*riVp«

It is right however, to say that the tendered rates for this portion of the work would only come to £9.000 , but, prices 
being abnormally’ low, I think it is only right to put in a sum at which the Department really values the work.

Messrs. Carter and G-ummow ask that their own “ personal sureties for the amount named, £12,000 (an amoun,
which they do not dispute), “ should be taken for its completion and mamtenance, and as a sufficient guarantee lor the pioper
carding out of the work.”^ ^ .. a flrm of sound Smnciai standing, wcll'and farourably known to the Department as 
contractors”0 This is quite true ; they are a firm in which I hare every confidence. They have done a great deal of work 
under me, and I can testify that their aim always has been to turn out the very best class ot wort possible At the same time 
misfortunes happen the very soundest firms of contractors, and the Department must look a little way into the iutuie. Their 
own bond for £12,000 would be really of no use if they were unfortunate enough m the meantime to become t>aDkl P ■

I think, therefore, it is right that the surelies should be insisted upon They giro the names of two men ®e<£g® 
Forrest and Mr. James Gillan. From inquiries made, 1 belieye these men to be financially sound ; and, I think if then names 
were accepted as the sureties in the penal sum of £6,000 each the Department would be secured as far as it is icasonably
possibleto be.^ be carricd out unaer Mr. Darley, and I recommend that the whole of ™ to glrC hlS

opinion thereon. Engineer-in-Chief for Public Worts.

Appendix No. 29.
Me. Geoege Foreests’ Private Account.

Eetuen showing his receipt of salary as member of the firm
1894. £ s. d.

October ......................... 43 6 8
.................................. 43 6 8

1895.
January......................... 43 6 8
February .....................  43 6 8

„   43 6 8
3 April ............................. 43 6 8
3 May ............................. 43 6 8
6 June ............................. 43 6 8
6 July ............................. 43 6 8

30 „ ............................. 43 6 8

16
30

2
12
28

of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., from 1894 to 1896.
1S95.

2 September 
23 October ...
12 Noyember
13 December

1896.
16 January ...

3 February
13 March ... 
30 „ ...
4 May .....
1 June .....

£ s. d. 
43 6 8 
43 6 8
43 6 8 
43 6 8

43 6 8 
43 6 8 
43 6 8 
43 6 8
43 6 8
43 6 8

Appendix
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Appendix No. 30.
Securities lodged ■with the Bank of New Zealand for the Account of Carter A Co.

Beceiyed, 23rd May, 1890 ; given up, 2nd July, 1891.
Conveyance No. 1,000, Bk 156, T. Ellen to E Carter, of land at St. Leonards, 30 feet to Hill-street West and 71 feet 

to Elizabeth-street, and sundry deeds in support of title.
Equitable deposit of above deeds, John Carter (Administrator of E. Carter) to Bank.

Received 20th April, 1892.
Letter from Treasury stating that they hold order from Carter A Co to lodge all moneys with us 

Received, 11th Marih, 1895 ; given up, 10th April, 1895.
Equitable deposit of certificates of title, vol. 1,072, fols 73 and 7o.

T. E CORKILL,
Assist Accountant

Dr James Gill ax, Esq , in account with the Bank of New Zealand, Sydney. Or.

1895. £ s d. 1895. £ S d
April 4 . To Daily Telegraph........................ 1 0 0 March 31 .. . By Balance ... .. ............. 74 3 6
May 22 Cash.................... .............. 30 0 0 April 8 . . Cash ............... .............. 5 10 0
June 12 Town and Country Company ... 1 5 0 June 13 , J} ......................... ......  5 10 0

„ 30 Balance ..................................... 52 18 6

£85 3 6 £85 3 6

June 30 . By Balance ............... ........... £52 18 6

Bank of New Zealand,
Sydney, 30th June, 1896.

T. E. CORKILL,
Assist. Accountant.

Dr. George Forrest, Esq , in account mtli the Bank of New Zealand, Sydney. Cr.

1895.
May 1 ... To Forrest 

„ 21 ... „ 
June 30 Balance

£ s. d. 
10 0 0 
20 0 0 

353 10 0

£383 10 0

1895.
March 31 ... By Balance 
April 3 ... Cheque , 
May 3 . ,, ...
June 6 ... „ ...

June 30 ... By Balance ,

£ s. d 
253 10 O 
43 6 8 
43 6 8 
43 6 8

£383 10 0

£353 10 0

Bank of New Zealand,
Sydney, 30th June, 1896.

T. E CORKILL, ‘
Assist. Accountanfc.c ~

Appendix No. 31.
Sales and deliveries of Cement—Paibury, Henty, & Co. to Messrs. Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co., from 1st

January, 1892, to 30th June, 1896.

rsO Statement of Delivery c

Date
O

Ex Ship Brand Delueied Returned Place of Deliveij
1 031 o

<
1 O1 o

O O 1 1 5 OV
o o _ o

>■
- >T~

o o oct°Or- j* o ® J3 o"S 5.-0C-
> «

Su
nd

r

1892. Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks C asks* Cd«ks Cask1'.
18 May 1 Strathdon Wouldham 100 Waverley . . . - 1 I-sh 100
28 July 2 Wavertree . 5J 150 ! ? i 150
21 Sept. 3 Brilliant 50 North Shore . . 50
24 „ 4 Indrapura 699 >> • • • 699
21 ,, 5 Illawarra .. 250 . ... 250
24 Oct. 8 Bungaree 925 925

1893.
30 June 11 500 North Shore . 500Leyland Bros.

1894.
24 Jan. 14 562 Marrickville . . . 562

Pericles24 „ 273 273 1
24 „ 14 Cromdale . 174 174 _|
21 „ 16 Cressmgton 400 53 .... -- 400
14 April 18 Indramayo 180 33 • 180

2 May 20
Wamgal .

• ;> 160
North Shote, 24 ; Manick

160 1
11 „ 22 ,, 199 24 151 1 24

ville, 151; Drummoyne, 1 *
24. jA _ ,

21 „ 25 Innarmncka Gillingham 117 116 Marrickville . ... > ...n.i t 1 C*
9 June 28 IStar oi England. W ouldham 24 33 . , i 24 ^ 1
1 ,, 29 12 0 '12 t . X

14 „
29
32 Dartford

4
172 ) Ji .C/ j/T

1 17^
1

* t -
32 15 128 12£ f |

16 „ 34 Miltiades ,. > •
Germania.

200 S3 •
(Not traced)

' ‘ • <-20(f tl
33 Ex Store 6 6
37 Uuii ot Taranto. VV ouldham 238 Marrickville ... . 238

20 „ 38 Star oi England. } • 150
(Not traced) , irr_

150 t j
38 j • ” •• 4 _4
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&>2 8 o 
= 8

Ex Ship Brand. Deln ered Returned Place of Deliver}.

Statement of Dehvei}

& £ o- c

1894.
*

Casks Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks. Casks Cl u
IS June 41 Culgoa ......... Wouldham 750 Marrickville................ 750
30 ,, 42 Australasian.. 977 North Shore........... 977
6 Aug. 43 Patriarch . .. 358 Marrickville .. . 358

20 Sept. 45 Cairnbulg...... 1,500 North Shore (Grant's 1,500
wharf).

15 ,, 47 Neotsfield.. .. Gostlmg.. 2,528 654 Marrickville.... . . 1,874
6 Nov. 49 Cairnbulg . . . Wouldham 50 Marrickville (from store, 50
1895. 134 delivered to Molloy).

10 Jan. 50 200 Mai rick ville . 200 ... .
15 Mar. 53 Macquarie . . . j > •

Hemmoor..
250 5 J ........ ‘ 250

19 June 55 Afghanistan .. 100 ,, .................... 100
8 July 57 100 5) ... . 100

17 „ 59 750 ,, ............... 750
27 „ 60 250 250

6 Aug. 61 50
North Shore, Chester,

50
10 „ 63 100 100

lighter, 28/3/93.
10 Sept. 64 Sommerfeld ... Condor ..... 1,000 North Shore, 200; Annan- 200 800

dale, 800.
16 ,, 65 Ross shire..... Hemmoor 1,000 Annandale, lighter......... 1,000

16 „ 65 ..... Germania 2,000 5 J >> * 2,000 .
16 Oct. 66 ,, .... Hemmoor. 9 y
14 Nov. 67 Lady Palmerston Josson . . 1,000 Annandale...................... 1,000
28 Dec. 69 Coromandel . .. 1,124 35 .................................................. 1,124

1896.
16 May 70 Ross-shire........ Hemmoor.. 100 Leichhardt ..................... 100

20 „ 71 ...... 24 24
] 9 72 114 114
19 „ 72 Achilles.. . 32 Rozelle .......................... 32
19 „ 73 Poss-shire... 24 24
8 June 74 Lord Elgin . Germania 100 Leichhardt ..................... 100

i ,, 75 >) • 30 J» ................. 30
75 12 12

o „ 76 Lord Elgin . Germania. 100 100

1 ,, 77 j} 50 3 3 ...... • • •
Parsons Bros., Sydney .

50
15 „ 78 Achilles . .. Hemmoor 100 ioo
26 „ 79 »} .......... > > • 50 33 33 * • 50

20,509 1,695 1,300 7,561 6,519 250 184
Returns not deducted direct from Shipments

1894. Casks.
25 July ............. 150
27 August . 98

7 September....... 584

832 832 832

12 November .......... 12 12 12

20,509 2,539 4,300 6,729 6,519 250 172

Net Sales.
Casks.

Total Deliveries ............................. 20,509
Less Returns.................................... 2,539

17,970

Deliveries.

North Shore ..
Marrickville__
Annandale, &e. 
Waverley ... 
Sundry ...........

Casks.
4,300
6,729
6,519

250
172

17,970

Summary of Sundry Purchases of Cement.

Date. Vendor. Ex Ship. Deliveries.

Totals. North Shore. Annandale.

1893. casks. casks. casks.

15 July . . Henry Austin............................ Argo.................................. 400 400

24 „ . Henry Austin............................... M. E. Watson.................... 1,002 1,002

14 ,, .. Burns, Philp, & Co....................... -Miltiades........................... 1,000 1,000

John Try....................................... ” .................................
1,200 1,200

3,602 2,402 1,200
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Copy of Ledger Account—Carter & Co. in account with Parbury, Henty, & Company.

1892. 
18 May 
18 „

28 Aug.
21 Sept.
24 „ 
21 „
25 Oct.
22 „ 
24 „
29 Nov.

1893. 
20 Feb. 
28 „

To Cement ............................................................ . 
N

o.
 of

: 
In

vo
ic

e.

£ s. d. 
57 10 0

33 ........................................................... 2 18 4

' i 60 8 4

Invoice of cement............ 2 88 15 0
>3 33 ............................. 3 28 2 6

4 393 3 9
5 140 12 6

Cartage account .............. 6 18 14 7
Invoice of candles .......... 7 35 18 9

,, cement.............. 8 502 19 5
Allow, as agreed, 1,000 

casks cement................. 9 31 5 0

Invoice candles................. 10 31 5 0
Transfer of account to J. 

Carter............................ 10a 0 17 6

1892. 
22 June

29 Nov. 
31 Dec.

1893.
20 Feb. 
12 April

£ s. d. 
60 8 4

60 8 4

474 1 3 
765 10 3

0 17 6 
31 5 01 ’

1,271 14 0

1893.
30 June To Invoice of cement............. 11 256 5 0

7 July ,, candles .......... 12 34 0 7

1894.
24 Jan. 13 34 10 i
24 „ ,, cement......... ... 14 517 2 3
24 „ ,, cartage .......... 15 33 12 8
31 „ ,, cement.............. 16 208 6 8

6 April ,, candles ......... 17 33 17 1
14 „ ,, cement.............. 18 93 15 0
14 „ ,, cartage .......... 19 6 0 0
2 May ,, cement.............. 20 83 6 8
2 „ ,, cartage .......... 21 5 6 8

H ,, cement.............. 22 103 12 11
11 ,, cartage ......... 23 7 18 8
23 „ ,, candles .......... 24 33 17 1
21 „ ,, cement.............. 25 60 18 9
21 „ ,, cartage .......... 26 3 18 0

9 June 27 1 6 0
9 „ ,, cement............ 28 12 10 0
1 „ 29 8 6 8
1 „ ,, cartage .......... 30 0 10 8

14 „ 31 10 0 0
14 ,, ,, cement.............. 32 156 5 0
16 „ 33 3 2 6
16 „ 34 104 3 4
16 „ ,, cartage .......... 35 6 13 4
16 „ 36 7 18 8
16 „ ,, cement............ . 37 123 19 O
20 „ 38 80 4 2
20 „ ,, cartage .......... 39 5 2 8
18 „ 40 25 0 0
18 ,, 41 390 12 6
30 ,;

6 Aug.
42 504 15 8
43 186 9 2

6 „ ,, cartage .......... 44 11 )8 8
20 „ ,, cement.............. 45 787 10 0
15 „ ,, cartage .......... 46 84 5 4
15 „ . ,, cement.............. 47 1,316 13 4
9 Oct. ,, charges .......... 48 1 18 4

' 6 JNov. ,, cement.............. 49 26 0 10

1895.
10 Jan. 50 104 3 4
21 „ ,, rent................ 51 3 7 4
13 Feb. ,, charges ......... 52 3 11 3
15 Mar. ,, cement............ 53 130 4 2
15 ,,
19 June

,, charges (cart’ge) 54 8 6 8
,, cement............ 55 52 1 8

19 „ ,, cartage ........... 56 ■ 3 6 8

£ 5,676 15 2

1893. 
17 Aug.

1894.
6 Mar. 
6 „

22 June 
25 July 
15 Aug. 
15 „ 
27 „

7 Sept. 
31 Oct.

7 Nov. 
12 „ 
20 „ 
14 Dec. 
22 „
2 Jan. 

10 „ 
30 June

By Cash

1,271 14 0

290 5 7

> J ................  • •  .......................• . • •  ......................

J > ........................ -..................*....................................
Cement and cartage.................
Cement, &c., returned ..........
Cash .......................................

,, cartage net .................
Cement and cartage returned..

>> 3>

»» 9i • • *

3 3 >» • • ••
»» J> •••

Cash ........................................
Cement and cartage.................

3 3 33 ................ *..................
Cash ........................................
Balance ....................... ...........

585 5 0 
208 6 8 

64 5 S 
83 2 6 

1,025 0 0 
70 17 4
54 6 2 

323 12 8
55 8 4 
16 12 6

7 18 0 
6 13 0 

1,000 0 0 
6 13 0 

277 1 8 
1,296 6 0 

305 1 1

£ 5,676 15 2
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O S
O ^{zq s

1895. 1895.
To Balance ........... 305 1 1 £ s. d.

8 Julv Invoice of cement 57 52 1 S 5 Hov. By Cash ...... 2,946 16 ii
1896.

8 ,, ,, cartage . . . 58 3 6 8 17 Mar. 3 3 • * ‘ *
Balance ...............

1,066 0 0

17 „ ,, cement ........ 59 378 2 6 30 June 386 19 4
27 „ 60 126 0 10
6 Aug. >> >> • • • 61 26 0 10
6 „ ,, cartage ...... 62 1 13 4

19 „ ,, cement . . . 63 50 0 0
10 Sept.. 64 500 0 0
16 „ 65 1,500 0 0
16 Oct. 66 4 10 0
14 Nov.

Cartage on pig iron ....
67 500 0 0

1 Dec. 68 4 0 0
28 „ Invoice of cement .. 69 562 0 0

1896.
16 Mav ... 70 52 18 4
20 „ 33 33 • * ' 71 12 14 0
19 „ 33 33 •• 72 77 5 2
19 „ 73 12 14 0

8 June 74 52 18 4
1 „ 75 22 4 6
6 ,, 3j ........ 76 52 18 4
1 „ . 77 26 9 2

15 ,, J} ...... 78 51 5 0
26 „ .» .» ........................ 79 25 12 6

£ 4,399 16 3 £ 4,399 16 3

30 ,, Balance ... . . £ 386 19 4 #

Copt of Invoices.—Parbury, Henty, & Co.—Messrs. Carter & Co.
1892 £ S. d.

18 May... . Ex “ Strathdon ”—100 casks cement—Wouldham .............. At 11s. 6d. . . 57 10 0
Extra cartage to Denison street, Waverley ......................... >> ”s..................... 2 18 4

60 8 4 (1)

28 July . . ., Ex “ Wavertree ”—150 casks cement—Wouldham........... „ 11s. 3d................. 84 7 6
„ 7s....................... 4 7 6

88 15 0 (2)

21 Sept. Ex “ Brilliant”—50 casks cement—Wouldham................. ,, 11s. 3d................. 28 2 6 (3)

24 „ .. Ex “ Indrapura ”—699 casks cement—Wouldham.............. „ 11s. 3d................ 393 3 9 W

21 „ . Ex “ Illawarra ”—250 casks cement—Wouldham . . . ,, 11s. 3d................. 140 12 6 (5)

25 Oct Extra expense m delivering 899 casks cement to North 
Sydney (699 ex “ Indrapura,” 200 ex 44 Illawarra ”). ... (6)„ ......................... 18 14 7

22 „ Ex “ Oakhurst ”—60 boxes candles, each 25 packets = 1,500
(7)packets (all faults) ................................ „ 5fd. . . . 35 18 9

24 „ . Ex 44 Bungaree ”—925 casks cement—Wouldham............... ,, 10s. 10id. . 502 19 5 (8)

29 Nov. . .. (See I returns)—ex 44 Cairnbulg ” (net cash)—allowance on
1,000 casks cement (taken over by P. H. & Co.)— 
Wouldham ... .. . . „ 7id.. . 31 5 0 (9)

1893
20 Feb. .. . Ex “ Okie ”—50 boxes candles (all faults), each 25 packets

0 (10)= 1,250 . ...................... . „ 6d. . . . . 31 5

30 June Ex “Leyland Bros.” (North Shore—Chester)—500 casks
256 0 (IDcement—Wouldham .. ........ . .... ,, 10s. 3d. . .. 5

7 July Ex 44 Hohenzollern ”—50 boxes D.R.J. candles, each 25
packets = 1,250 ........... ........................................ „ 6Jd..................... 33 17 1

Extra cartage ... . . .. ......................... 0 3 6

1894.
34 0 7 (12)

Ex “ Stassfurt”—50 boxes D.B. J. candles, each 25 paekets =
(13)

24 Jan.
1,250 ............ .... „ 6|d .. . 34 10 1

24 „ .. Ex “Leyland Bros ’ (Marrickville)—562 casks cement—
In store, at 10s 3d..
At 10s. 3d. ....

288 0 6Wouldham ... . . ..
Ex “Pericles” (Mainck\ ille)—273 casks cement—Wouldham 
Ex “Cromdale” ,, 174 ,, ,,

139 18 3
„ 10s. 3d. . . 89 3 6

517 2 3 (14)

Ex “ Leyland Bros. —caitage on 562 casks cement . . ,, 8d.. . IS 14 8
Ex 44 Pericles ”—cartage on 273 casks cement ......................
Ex 44 Cromdale ” , 174 ,, ... ...

„ 8d. . . 9 2 0
,, 8d........ . 5 16 0

33 12 8 (15)



APPENDIX. 63

1894. 
31 Jan. ,

£ s. d.
Ex “Cressmgton” (delivered to Melloy, carrier, for Mar

rickville)—400 casks cement—Wouldham ..................... In store, at 10s. 5d... 208 6 S (16)

6 April 

14 „

14 „

2 May .

... Ex “Sommerfeld”—50 boxes D.R.J. candles, each 25
packets = 1,250.................................................................  At 6Jd. 33 17 1 (17)

... Ex “ Indramayo ” (Marrickville)—180 casks cement—
Wouldham ......................................................................... On wharf, at 10s. 5d. 93 15 0 (18)

... Ex “ Indramayo’’—cartage on ISO casks cement (prompt
net cash) .............................................................................  At 8d. 6 0 0 (19)

Ex “ Indramayo ” (Marrickville)—160 casks cement—
'Wouldham (prompt net cash)...........................................  On wharf, at 10s. 5d. 83 6 8 (20)

Cartage on 160 casks cement ................................................... At 8d. 5 6 8 (21)

11 May 

11 „

23 „

21 „

Ex “Warrigal” (see below)—199 casks cement—Wouldham ,, 10s. 5d.............'... 103 12 11 (22)

... Ex “Warrigal” (Marrickville)—prompt net cash—Cartage
on 151 casks cement.......................................................... ,, 8d. ...

Cartage on 24 casks cement to N. Shore................................ ,, Is. Id.
,, 24 ,, Drummoyne ......................... ,, Is. 4d..

.. Ex “Solingen”—50 boxes D.R.J. candles, each 25 packets
1,250 ............................................................................. At 6td.

5 0 8 
10 0 
1 12 0

7 18 8 (23)

33 17 1 (24)

... Ex “ Innamincka ” (Marrickville)—117 casks cement—Gil
lingham (prompt net cash)............................................... On wharf, at 10s. 5d. 60 18 9 (25)

Cartage on 117 casks cement..................................................  At 8d. ..
116 see No. (2) Returns.

9 June...... Ex “Star of England ” (Marrickville)—24 casks cement—

3 18 0 (26)

Cartage on 24 casks cement ...................................................  At Id. Id.

1 ,, ... Ex “Star of England ” (Marrickville)—12 casks cement—
W ouldham.

14 „

Ex “ Indramayo ” (Marrickville)—4 casks cement—Would
ham—delivered 11(5/94 (prompt net cash) .....................

Cartage on 16 casks cement ..................................................  At Sd.

... Ex “Dartford”—cartage on 172 casks cement ................. ,, Sd.
Ex “Derwent”—cartage on 128 casks cement (prompt ’ 

net cash)...........................  ............................................... ,, 8d.

10s. 5d...

14 ,, ... Ex “Dartford” (Marrickville)—172 cask cement—’Would
ham ............................... ....................................................  On

Ex “Derwent” (47 Marrickville)—128 casks cement—WTould- 
ham....................................................................................

16 „

16 „

16 „

20 .,

20 „

18 „

... Ex “Miltiades” (Marrickville)—200 casks cement—'Would
ham (prompt net cash)......................................................  On wha

Cartage on 200 casks cement................................................... At 8d.

... Ex Store (not traced)—6 casks cement—Germania .............. In store, at 10s. 5d... 3 2 6 (33)

... Ex “Gulf of Taranto’’(Marrickville)—238 casks cement—

Cartage on 238 casks cement...... ............................................ At Sd,

... Ex “ Star of England ”—Cartage on 150 casks cement ...... ,, Sd.
Ex “Derwent”—Cartage on 4 casks cement (prompt net

cash).................................................................................... ,, 8d.

... Ex “ Star of England” (Marrickville)—150 casks cement—
'Wouldham......................................................................... In store

Ex “Derwent” (not traced)—4 casks cement—Wouldham ,,

... Ex “Culgoa” (Marrickville)—750 casks cement—Wouldham
(prompt net cash).............................................................  On wha

Cartage on 750 casks cement................................................... At'Sd.

12 10 0 (28)

1 6 0 (27)

6 5 0

2 1 8

8 6 8 (29)

0 10 S (30)

. 5 14 8

. 4 5 4

10 0 0 (31)

. 89 11 8

. 66 13 4

156 5 0 (32)

. 104 3 4 (34)

. 6 13 4 (35)

. 3 2 6 (33)

. 123 19 2 (37)

- 7 18 8 (36)

. 0 0 0

. 0 2 8 (39)

5 2 8

.. 78 2 .6

.. 2 1 8

80 4 2 (38)

L 390 12 6 (41)

.. 25 0 0 (40)
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(0) 100 off 
(7) 30 ,

12
12 „

500 ,

654
797 to Mar 

nckville

1,451

1894 £ s d
30 June Ex “Australasian”—977 casks cement—Wouldham Delivered by lighter,

(See T Chester s lighterage a/c , 5/6/94 ) at 10s 4d 504 15 8 (42)

6 Aug. Ex “ Patriarch” (Marrickville)—358 casks cement—Would
ham (prompt net cash) On wharf, at 10s 5d 186 9 2 (43)

Cartage on 358 casks cement At 8d 11 18 8 (44)

20 Sept Ex “ Cairnbulg ’ —1,500 casks cement—Wouldham .... ,, 10s 6d 787 10 0 (45)

15 „ Ex “ Neotsfield ”—cartage on 2,528 casks cement „8d 84 5 4 (46)

15 „ Ex “ Neotsfield ”—2,528 casks cement — Gostlmg — 1,072
casks delivered Marrickville, 1,456 casks stored Grafton
Bond On w harf, at 10s 5d 1,316 13 4 (47)

9 Oct Ex “Neotsfield” — charges on 500 casks cement stored
Grafton Bond—

Rent 0 17 4
Receiving and deli\ermg 1 1 0

Prompt net cash 1 18 4 (48)

6 Nov Ex <c Cairnbulg ” (Marnck\ille)—per Melloy, from store—
50 casks cement—Wouldham In store, at 10s 5d 26 0 10 (49)

1895.
10 Jan Ex “Cairnbulg ’—delivered to Melloy, for Marrickville—

200 casks cement—Wouldham ,, at 10s 5d 104 3 4 (50)

21 „ . Ex “ Neotsfield ”—rent on 202 casks cement—Gostlmg—
from 14 September to 31 December, 16 weeks, at Is 4d
per cask pei week (net cash) • 3 7 4 (51)

13 Feb. Ex “ Neotsfield ”—charges on balance of cement—
Bond charges 3 3 4
Rent 0 7 11

Net cash 3 11 3 (52)

15 Mar. Ex 4 ‘ Macquai le ”—cartage on 250 casks cement (prompt
net cash) Sd 8 6 8 (54)

15 „ Ex “Macquarie” (Mainckiil'e) — 250 crsks cement—
Wouldham In store, at 10s od 130 4 (53)

19 June Ex “Afghanistan” (Manickville) — 100 casks cement—
Hemmoor (prompt net cash) ,, at 10s 5d 52 1 8 (55)

Cartage on 100 casks cement Sd 1 6 S (56)

8 July Ex “Afghanistan” (Marnckiille’) — 100 casks cement—
Hemmoor (net cash) In stoie, at 10s 5d 52 1 8 (57)

Cartage on 100 casks cement 8d 3 6 8 (5S>

17 July Ex “ Afghanistan ” (Marrickville) —750 casks cement—
Hemmoor At 10s 'd'i'o 0 0

Extra cartage, as arranged ,, Id 3 2 6

Net cash 378 2 6 (59)

27 „ Ex “Afghanistan” (MarnckMllc)—250 casks cement—
Hemmoor _ „ 10s 125 0 0

Extra cartage „ Id 1 0 10

Net cash 126 0 10 (60)

G Aug Ex “Afghanistan” (Marrickville)—50 casks cement—
Hemmoor (prompt net cash) On wharf, at 10s 5d 26 0 10 (61)

Cartage on 50 casks cement At Sd 1 13 4 (62)

19 „ ,. Ex “Afghanistan”—100 casks cement—Hemmoor (net
cash) „ 10s 50 0 0 (63)

10 Sept. Ex “ Sommerberg ”—lightered 200 to Grant’s Wharf, North
Sydney, 800 to Annandale 1,000 casks cement—Condor
(net cash) „ 10s 500 0 0 (64)

16 „ Ex “Ross shire”—lightered to Annandale, 1,000 casks
cement—Hemmoor „ 10s 500 0 0

Lightered to Annandale, 2,000 casks cement—Germania „ 10s 1,000 0 0

Net cash 1,500 0 0 (65)

1G Oct Ex “ Ross shire ”—9 casks cement—Hemmoor Net cash „ 10s 4 10 0 (66)

14 Nov Ex “Lady Palmerston” (Annandale)—1,000 casks cement—
Josson (net cash) „ 10s 500 0 0 (67)

1 Dec Ex “Port Jackson”—cartage on 10 tons pig iron to and
from Annandale (prompt net cash) 4 0 0 (68)

28 „ Ex “Coramandel” (Annandale)—1,124 casks cement—Josson
(net cash) ,. . „ 10s . ... 562 0 0 (69)
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1896
16 May Ex “Ross shire” (Leichhardt)—100 casks cement—Hem £ s d

mooi Delivered to Leichhardt At 10s 7d 52 18 4 (70)

20 „ Ex “Ross ohiie”—24 casks cement—Hemmoor „ ICs 7d 12 14 0 (71)

19 „ Ex “Ross shire”—114 casts cement—Hemmooi „ 10s 7d 60 6 6
Ex “ Achilles ’ (Rozelle)—32 casks cement—ilemmoor „ 10s 7d 16 18 8

77 5 2 (72)

19 „ Ex “ Ross shne”—24 casks cement—Hemmooi . „ 10s 7d 12 14 0 (73)

8 June Ex “Lord Elgin’ (Leichhardt)—100 casks cement—Ger-
mania „ 10s 7d 52 18 4 (74)

i , Ex u Lord Elgin” (Leichhardt)—30 casks cement—Geimania „ 10s. 7d. 15 17 6
Ex “Ross shire * (Leichhardt)—12casks cement—Hemmooi „ 10s 7d. 6 7 0

22 4 6 (75)

6 „ Ex “ Lord Elgin” -100 casks cement—Germania „ 10s 7d. 52 18 4 (76)

1 „ Ex “ Lord Elgin ’—50 casks cement—Germania (192) „ 10s 7d 26 9 2 (77)

15 , Ex “Achilles” (Parsons, Sydney)—100 casks cement—
Hemmoor „ 10s 3d 51 5 0 (78)

26 „ Ex “ Achilles ’ (Parsons, Sydney)—50 casks cement— 
Hemmoor , 10s 3d 25 12 6 (79)

Copi of Cpedit Notes —Pakbuei, Hema, & Co

1892 £ s d
29 Nov Ex “Bungaree” (See No 8)—925 casks cement—Wouldham At 10s 3d 474 1 3

1894
22 J une “Innamincka” (See No. 25)—116 casks cement—Gillingham „ 10s 5d . 60 8 4

Cartage „ Sd. . 3 17 4

64 5 8

25 July Ex “ TalaAeia” (Marrickville)—150 casks cement—W ouldham On wharf, at 10s 5d 78 2 6
Cartage At 8d 5 0 0

83 2 6

27 August Ex “Tala\era” (Marrickville)—98 casks cement—Wouldham In store, at 10s 5d 51 0 10
Cai tage At Sd. 3 5 4

54 6 2

7 Sept Ex “Talaveia ’ (Mamck\ille)—584 casks cement—Wouldham „ 10s 5d 304 3 4
Cartage „ 8d. 19 9 4

323 12 8

31 October Ek “ Neotsfield” (See No 47)—100 casks cement—Gostlmg On wharf, at 10s 5d. 52 1 8
Cartage At 8d 3 6 8

55 8 4
7 Nov Ex “Neotsfield” (See No 47)—30 casks cement—Gostlmg „ 10s 5d 15 12 6

Cai tage „ Sd i 0 0

16 12 6

12 „ Ex Store—12 casks cement—Wouldham—net cash ,, 13s 2d 7 18 0

20 „ • Ex “ Neotsfield” (See No 47)—12 casks cement —Gostlmg „ 10s 5d. 6 5 0
Cartage . „ 8d. 0 8 0

6 13 0

22 Dec Ex “ Neotsfield (See No 47)—12 casks cement—Goatling „ 10s 5d 6 5 0
Cartage „ Sd 0 8 0

6 13 01895
2 Jan Ex “ Neotsfield’ (See No 47)—500 casks cement—Gostlmg . „ 10s 5d 260 8 4

Cartage „ 8d 16 13 4

277 1 8

140—x
Copt
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Copy op Ledger Account, Messrs Carter & Co , Forest Lodge, m account with Heniy Austin.

1891. £ s. d.
10 Mar. To goods, cement . . 698 10 8
20 April 521 11 0
22 July 343 0 2

1 Aug. 147 14 3
30 ,, 458 2 9
30 ,, 519 8 3
31 „ To P N. stamps o 13 0

2,691 0 1

1 Sept To balance 970 2 0
1891 92

Oct —1 A.v>' goods, cement 3,749 9 6
> > P. N. stamps . 3 0 0

1892.
9 Mar. cable 1 9 2

31 Aug. P.N. stamps . 0 9 6

4,724 10 2

1893.
15 July To goods, cement 195 0 0
24 „ J5 . 488 9 6
25 Sept P N stamp 0 14 0

684 3 6

£ s. d.1891. 
10 Mar.

20 April 
20 „ 
22 July

£ s. d
By P.N. due 13 June,

1891 . 699 4 8
By P N due 23 August 261 0 9 

„ „ 261 0 
„ 25 Nov. 273 11 5

4 Dec. 147 17 3
1,642 14 10

31 „ By goods (cement lent), £69 14s 5d ,
78£8 9s. 3 J

31 „ ,, balance 970 2 0

2,691 0 1

17 Dec. By cash, £205 ; discount, £5 210 0 0
1892

30 Jan ,, cement, loaned 11 5 0
11 Mar. ,, ,, rejected 170 5 0
30 April ,, contribution for shed 10 0 0
1891-92

Au^ —23 Md) „ P N’s 3,853 3 3
,, charges account on exchange,

0 01892 P N. stamps 6
27 July „ P.N 469 10 11

4,724 10 2

1893.
25 Sept By P N. due 28 January, 1894 684 3 6

Copy op Invoices (Henry Austin).

Date Amount No Casks (2) Brand Delivered. Ex Ship

1891. £ s d
Wilhelmma.10 March 698 10 8 992 Germania . Forest Lodge

20 April
22 July

521
343

ii
0

0

2

732
482 Germania ^ 50 Forest Lodge >

432 Shea’s Creek )
Solingen.
Kenyon.

482

1 August 147 14 3 209 ! 144 Forest Lodge \
65 Shea’s Creek / Pluto.

209
30 ,, 458 2 9 643 Shea’s Creek Bargany.
30 ,, 519 8 3 729 John of Gaunt.
8 October 267 18 0 376 5 J

Alsen’s
Shea’s Creek M. Deursen.

6 November 210 0 0 300 (Bought from ii. Haege &
Co )

13 „ 289 19 9 407 Germania .. • • Superb
1892.

12 February 110 16 8 175 j > Glebe Drumlanng
20 „ 295 16 0 464 Waverley

Lottie18 „ 276 13 6 434
22 April 70 2 6 110 )>

Gummow and Gillan
Helen Scott and others.

30 ,, 386 17 6 619 ,, ,,

30 „ 620 9 10 967 Shea’s Creek )! 33

7 May 633 13 6 994 j f > 5 3 3 3 3
Paposo '23 ,, 117 6 0 184

11 July 206 17 6 331 Gummow and Gillan Formosa.
11 August 260 14 9 409 ,, Waverley Olga

1893.
15 July 195 0 0 400 ,, (In Lighter) . Argo
24 „ . . 488 9 6 1,002 ” M E. Watson.

Copy op Cpedit Notes (Henry Austin).
Cement loaned, 14th Maich to 10th July, 1891

Brand, “Germania”—15 casks to Douz Bros. ; 24 casks to Josephs ; 24 casks to Allum Bios , 24 casks to A Hum 
Bros. ; 12 casks to Allum Bros. Total, 99 casks—£69 14s. 3d

Cement loaned, 12th August, 1891
Brand, “Germania”—12 casks to Allum Bros, (delivered Liverpool street) ; £8 9s.

Cement loaned, 30th J anuary, 1892.
Brand, “ Germania ”—18 casks for Forest Lodge ; £11 5s

Cement rejected, 11th March, 1892 
Brand, “Geimania”—252 casks, ex “ Drumlanng ” , £170 5s

Copy of Messrs Burns, Philp, & Co.’s Invoice.
Messrs Cartel & Co , Box 10, P O , North Sydney. Sydney, 14 July, 1893.

Bought of Bums, Philp, & Co. (Limited).
Terms—Cash m thirty days less 21 per cent oi fom months P.N.

Ex “Miltiades”—1,000 casks “ Anchoi” cement, D.P. m ship’s slings, 9s 9d —£487 10s.
Ordei on the ship enclosed

Appendix
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Appendix No. 32.
Schedule oe Tenders received by Tender Board.

Wednesday, 10 June, 1891.
List of Tenders received for construction of the North Shore Main Outfall Sewer, from near Long Bay to'Mount-stfeet.

Number of tenders received..................... Seven. ”
Estimated amount .................................... £43,494 10s. 6d.
Amount of lowest tender......................... £36,900. ' '
Name of lowest tenderer ......................... Messrs. Bond and Hudson.
Vote .......................................................... Balance of £107,000, North Shore Drainage. 53 Vic. No. 23.

J.

1. Bond and Hudson .....................
Amount.

.......... £36,900 0 0
Deposit.
£369

Nature.
Cheque.

2. Carter & Co................................. .......... 39,890 0 0 400
3. Gummow and Gillan................. .......... 40,840 0 0 410
4. D. Sheehy ................................ .......... 45,980 18 8 500
5. J. McSweeney............................ .......... 48,146 12 4 480
6. Lemon and Spencer ................. ....... :. 56,563 10 0 500
7. Jno. Taylor & Co........................ .......... 58,011 0 0 500 } i

• D. C. McLACHLAN,
-------- ‘ 10|6|91. .

I recommend acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender at schedule rates.—R.H., 10|6|91. Under Secretary. 
Barling, Vice-President of Tender Board.

Appendix No. 33.
Contract No. 72.—Munni-street Sewer.

Sir. St. John’s Road, Glebe, 15 -February, 1892.
We have the honor to forward herewith our account in connection with Sewerage Contract No. 72, amounting 

to £6,625 2s., and we beg to request that you will issue a certificate in our favour for that amount.
A further account for day-work, now in progress, and for maintenance will be forwarded on the expiration of our 

contract period of maintenance, when we will ask that the amount of our deposit, viz., £900, may be refunded to us.
We are, &c.,

The Engineer-in-Chief, Sewerage, Sydney. CARTER & CO. .

For report.—R.H., 1SJ2|92. Mr. Davis.—C.H.O.-B., 22|2|92. This matter has now been settled, I under
stand. The contractors have signed the office measurementsacceptingthem.—J.D., 26|2|92. Mr. Bagge. ' This paper 
might now be put aside, in accordance with Mr. Davis’ minute.—C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 2612)92. Enuineer-in-Chief.

Statement oe Account.

Item. Description of Work. Quantity. Rate. Amount. , Total. Remarks.

£ S. d. £ s. d.
i Excavation .................................... 43,336 c. y. 2/6 5,417 0 0
2 Filling ........................................... 22,620 1|- 1,131 0 0
5 Sandstone concrete ............ ........... 6,015-75 34|- 10,226 15 6
6 Cement rendering .................. 8,175 s. y. 2)6 1,021 17 6
7 24" earthenware pipes ................ 56 i- y. 15|- 42 0 0
9 18" „ „ ................. 42 71- 14 14 0
9 18" ,, ,, (extra)...... 5 71- 1 lo 0 5 bends.

12 6" „ ,, ................. 88 2|- 8 16 0
12 6" ,, ,, (extra)...... 23 2)- 2 6 0 23 bends.
14 Sheet piling.................................... 51 c. ft. M- 10 4 0 *
16 Timber left in trenches................. 337 6d. 8 8 6
17 Sandstone pitchers......................... 2-5 s. y. 15|- 1 17 6
18 Ironwork in girders ..................... 393'7 cwt. 2o|- 492 2 6
19 Gratings ....................................... 7 No. 90(- 31 10 0
20 Manhole covers ............................ 2 200|- 20 0 0
22 Puddle ........................................... 9 c. y. 2)6 1 2 6
26 Oregon timber................................ 6-5 c. ft. 2|- 0 13 0
27 Wrought iron ................................ 1,826-33 lbs. 6d. 45 13 2
28 Portland cement............................ ii casks 20|- i 10 0
A Gas-pipes as ordered —cost and 20 8 7 10 Vouchers furnished —

per cent, profit. £6 9s. lOd.
B Sods—cut and stacked ................. 1,000 s. y. 8d. 33 6 8 Before work was counter-

manded.
C Timber in foundations ordered on 1,000 c. ft. 1(6 75 0 0 \ ' ’

account of works shown on 
contract drawings and wasted. > At Outlet works.

D Ballast filling ordered in place of 140 c. y. 8d. 56 0 0 )
above.

E Bull-nosing sandstone concrete ... 800 i. y. 6d. 20 0 0
F Ribs for centres—superseded by 11 No. 40/- 22 0 0 At commencement of con-

alteration of design. tract and at 0ms. 31chs.
G Cleaning out sewer below fluming, 20 dys. 10/- 10 0 0 Caused through faulty de-

labourer. sign. ''
H Altering and refixing temporary 12 0 0 At 32 chs. (temporary

fluming. inlet). ‘ ‘
18,715 19 8

Losses by withdrawal of Contract *
Work. .

Rent of Knight’s paddock.............. 40 weeks 5/- 10 0 0 Required for storage pur-
poses, Macdonald-st.

Sandstone for concrete, broken and 1,000 c. y. 8/- 400 0 0 Material purchased before
stacked. withdrawal of work.

Portland cement............................ 1,300 casks 14|9 958 15 0 >3 >3,, loss on sale.......... 2,000 2|6 250 0 0
Gratings ....................................... 25 No. 70/- 87 10 0
Manhole covers ............................ 4 1501- 30 0 0
Interest on expenditure, £3,211 5s. 3 mos. 8% 64 4 6 Cost of cement sold is
Valuation of plant on ground for 500 0 0 included in £3,211 5s.

completion of contract. K . •
Loss of profit on work withdrawn £7,000 @ 25 % 1,750 0 0 The greatest profit would

4,050 9 6 have accrued from this
portion of the contract.

22,766 9 2
Credit by payments due to Carter 16,141 7 2

& Co.
£6,625 2 0
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Appendix No. 34.
Contract 72.

Gentlemen, 13 October, 1891.
With reference to your Contrd,ct No. 72, Sydney Seweiage Works (Munni-street to Sheas Creek btormwater 

Channel), I have the honor to inform you that in accordance with clause No 3 of the specification, which gives me power 
to make such permanent alterations as may be considered necessary, I have decided to terminate the contract after the 
construction of the Junction Chamber and connection with the Macdonaldtow n Park Stormwater Channel at 41’30 chains, 
thereby omitting that portion of the contract from such junction upwards to the point of termination of the sewei (as shown 
on drawings) at Union-street, and hereby give you notice that the Munni street Stormwater Channel is not to be cained on 
beyond the before-mentioned junction. I have, &c , TTT^,T,0„>T

R. R. I’. HICKSON,
Messrs. Carter & Co., Contractors for Contract No. 72 Engineer-m-Chief for Sewerage.

Appendix No. 35.
Contract 79

95. The concrete, after it has been approved of, to be conveyed to the woik as may be directed, and as shall be 
approved of, and tipped into same and upon the surface of each layer from a height not exceeding 18 inches. Commencing 
at each part of the work at lowest level of excavation, the concrete to be brought up m horizontal and even layers, and on 
lines of sewer, branch and pipe sewers, junctions, gas check and shaft chambers, inspecting chambers, &c , unless where 
otherwise directed, in even layers parallel with specified longitudinal gradients of works ; each layer, when spread, to be 
9 inches thick throughout before ramming, and, after spreading, to be quickly and evenly rammed all o\er until appioved 
of, and then allowed time to set before the succeeding layer is put on.

Appendix No. 36.
Contract 69.

Extux Works—Omissions of Worls.

16. If at any time whilst the works are in hand it shall be deemed expedient by the Engineer to order material or 
work of a different description to that specified, or to increase or diminish the dimensions or extent of any works to be 
done under this contract, or to alter their situation or vary the form or dimensions of any of the said works, or of any 
part thereof, or to make any deviation or to substitute one class of work for another, he shall ha\e full power to do so, 
and to order and direct any such increase, diminution, alteration, deviation, or substitution, and the works involved m 
any such increase, alteration, deviation, or substitution, shall be executed by the contractor if of the class of works 
provided for in the schedule of prices, at such schedule prices; and no such increase, diminution, alteration, deviation, or 
substitution of works shall m any way annul oi set aside this contract, or extend the time foi the completion thereof, 
unless the Minister shall see fit to grant such extension ; but such additions or alterations shall be measured ar^d
or deducted from the contractor’s account as the case may require, according to the schedule of prices. I rovided that if 
any portion of the works so ordered to be done shall not be, in the opinion of the Engineer, of the same value or class ot 
works provided for m the schedule of prices, the same shall be executed by the contractor at such prices as may be agreed 
upon with the Engineer; but if the contractor and Engineer cannot agree as to the price to be paid, the Engineer may 
order and direct the same to be done by such person oi persons as he may think fit. Before any extra work, or work of 
an altered value or class, is undertaken by the contractor, it shall be imperative for him to procure an order in writing 
from the Engineer for carrying out such extra or variation of work, and the contractor shall not be entitled to any payment 
for such extras or variations unless he produce the written order for the same, as aforesaid, and he shall not be entitled to 
plead that the Engineer omitted to gi\e such written order, as it is to be distinctly understood that the onus of obtaining 
such order shall be on the contractor. The contractor shall not be entitled to any other rate than the schedule rate on 
any plea that the work was in a different position or of a different class from, or m a more difficult position than that 
shown on plan or specification, or carried out under circumstances not contemplated m the specification, unless an agree
ment entitling him to payment by other than the schedule rates shall have been pieviously made and signed by the
Engineer and the contractor. .

Valuation of Omissions. s
17. The Engineer shall have the power to direct the omission of the carrying out of any part or parts of the said 

works, but not amounting to the omission of the whole; and the value of such works so omitted in such case, calculated 
at the schedule rates, or m the event of there being no schedule rates, calculated on the basis of the proportionate value 
which such work bears to the lump sum, as ascertained by the Engineer, whose decision on that point shall be final, shall 
be deducted from the contract sum, subject, however, to arbitration clauses Nos. 36 to 41.

Appendix No. 37.
ParHcular% of Landed Property held by Carter, Gummow, <t Co.

Detached cottage, Illawarra Road, Marrickville. Frontage, 35 ft 8 in. ; depth, 128 ft. 6 in. Certificate of title 
Vol. 1,128, folio 191; m the name of John Carter, but held in trust by him for F M. Gummow, G. Forrest, James Gillan, 
and self equally.

This is included in properties held as security by S. H. Weedon for loan of £2,000.
Properties Mortgaged-to S. II. Weedon 

Detached cottage and land, Illawarra Road, as above.
Vacant land, Alfred-street, North Sydney, between Falcon-street and Einest-street.

132 ft. ; being part of Lot 16, Section 24, town of St. Leonards, parish of Willoughby.
Vacant land, Miller-street, North Sydney, between Falcon-street and Ernest-street.

132 ft. ; being part of Lots 11 and 12, Section 18, town of St. Leonards, parish of Willoughby, 
name of John Carter, but held by him in trust for G. Forrest, D. Snodgrass, and self equally.

Stables and land, Hill-street, North Sydney, between Miller-street and Elizabeth-street 
71 ft. or thereabouts ; being part of Lot 12, Section 2, town of St. Leonards, parish of Willoughby,

Fixed Deposits, Carter, Gummow, it Co.

Bank of New Zealand, Adelaide, £5,000 
,, Sydney, ' ‘

Frontage, 99ft. ; depth,

Frontage, 75 ft. ; depth, 
Certificate of title in the

Frontage, 30 ft. ; depth.

Waterworks Contract.
650 . Contract 79a.
605 . „ 118.
775 . • „ 77.
345 . ,, 108.

35 „ L)> it J» 00 »»
Current account, Adelaide, approximate : £2,000 credit balance 

Particulars of Properties, Cai ter Co
Lodge Estate, Miller-street, North Sydney. Frontage, 330 ft. ; dejith, 264 ft. ; area, 2 acres, with two dvvelhng 

houses thereon. Certificate of title 1,072 ; fols. 73, 74, 75 ; in the names ot John Carter, George Forrest, and D. Snodgrass 
mortgaged to W. P. Manning and F. J. Partridge, for £4,500. , ^ ,00 w i f t

Vacant land, Miller street, between Falcon-street and Ernest-street. Frontage, /o ft. ; depth, 13- ft. 5 part oi Lots 
11 and 12, Section 18, St. Leonards, parish of Willoughby. Certificate of title m the name of J. Carter, but held in trust 
for G. Forrest, D. Snodgrass, and self equally. Included m mortgage to S. H. Weedon for £2,000.

Appendix
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Appendix No. 38.
Tested Cement for Messrs. Carter & Co. and Carter, Gummow, & Co. 

(Extracted from Register of Cement Tests, Department of Public Works.)

Re
gi

ste
r N

o.

Date For use at. Bags. Casks
53. 56 65 72

D

79

stribut

79a.

ion.

69. 77 118.
53

and
72

Remarks.

1,075 lOJuh, 1894 No. 79\ .... 1,300 1,300
1,156 23 Nov., 1894 69..................... 1,300 1 1,300
1,290 C Aug , 1895 118................. 1,311 437 437 J. Fr>’s “ Lion ”
1,302 5 Sept , 1895 79\ . .. 200 *200
1,303 10 „ 1895 118 400 400 North s “ Condor ”
1,308 18 „ 1895 118 .......... 400 400

J Fry’s “ Lion.”1,309 20 „ 1895 118 ... 700 233 233
1,312 24 „ 1895 118 . . 500 500 J H Hagenah’s “ Crown ”
1,317 27 „ 1895 118 . . 2,000 2,000 H Manske & Co.’s “ Germania.”
1,329 15 Oct , 1895 77 500 or 500 oi J H. Hagenah’s “Crown.”

700. 700.
1,330 19 ,, 1895 77 .... 500 oi 500 oi H. Manske & Co.’s “ Germania.”

600. 600.
1,333 17 ,, 1895 Johnstone’s Creek, 1,360 453 J. Frj’s “ Lion ”

118 Rejected.
1,346 21 No\., 1895 No 118 . . 1,200 1,200 Josson Sr Co.’s “ Tripod ”
1,355 5 Dec., 1895 118. Rejected.. 1,360 453 J. Frv’s “ Lion.”
1,363 6 Jan., 1896 118 1,200 1,200 Josson & Co’s “ Tripod.”
1,364 9 ,, 1896 US9. Rejected 2,000 J. Frj’s “ Lion.”
1,378 12 Feb , 1896 118. ,, 1,500 500
1,424 28 July, 1896 Johnstone’s Creek.. 600 Lion & Co ’& “ Eiffel Tower.”

(1,364 tested for Carter, G , & Co., contract not stated )

Appendix No. 39.
Contract 79.

Cost of Material and Cartage in connection with repairs to Culvert at Bondi. (See Parliamentary papers, page 321.)
1893.

4 July ... Single teams to Bondi ................................
Freight.........................................................

7 Aug. .. Single team, Bondi.....................................
Extra horse.................................................
Freight.........................................................
Cement.........................................................

26 ,, ... Single team, Bondi......................................
Cement......................................................
Freight.........................................................

14 Sept. ... Single team, Bondi.......................................
Extra horse .................................................
Freight.........................................................

£ s. d.
1 day at 20s......... 1 0 0

.................... 0 16
1 day at 20s........ 1 0 0
1 „ ,, 10s......... 0 10 0

..................................  0 3 0
5 barrels at 16s... 4 0 0
1 day ................. 1 0 0
2 barrels ............ 1 12 0

................. 0 1 6
1 day .............. 1 0 0
1 „ ............... 0 10 0

..................................  0 3 0

£11 1 0

Appendix No. 40.
Monier Culvert, Burwood.

Analysis of W. A. Smith’s Statement re Expenditure.
Voucher No. £ s. d.

389 Mr. Smith is quite in error in stating that fourteen casks of cement charged were not used, the fact 
being that none, or but very little, was left over, as can be shown from the fact that a fresh
supply was needed and obtained for the next work ....................................................................... 9 9 0

275 & 354 Bramston had but little else to attend to while this work was in progress ; therefore the whole of two
months’pay was rightly charged to this work. Deduction wrongly claimed by Mr. Smith ... 25 16 0

414 The pievious wages voucher dated July 28th : Thus to August 2nd occurs an interval of four work
days ; five men’s wages for this tune amounts to ............................................................................ 7 4 0

201 Bolts were not used in the culvert, but in making the centres, &c......................................................... 0 10 5
327 The whole this was for repair of tools used upon the work...........   0 8 3

467, 8, 9 The Water and Sewerage Board’s charges for removal of main, &c., were consequent upon this (more
than necessarily) large culvert being put m ..................................................................................... 12 5 9

, Monier Culvert—Wages Account. ■
189 This is a correct charge ; ItJes did not do all the carting for culvert, but merely the cartage of plant 

to the work. W. Thompson (the road carter) did more of it, such as carting gravel and sand 
from railway, metal to make good the roadway, spoil from excavation, removal of plant, &c.
No record was kept of this ; but the whole of this would probably amount to twelve days for
one man, horse, and cart, 10s. .. ... ................................................ ... 600

190, 224, The whole of these wages (or, approximately the whole) had to do, either directly or incidentally,
270, 363, with the construction of this culvert, and consequently are a 'correct charge against it. The

414. division of time I look upon as fictitious, i e., the old rotten brick structure was scarcely any
hindrance to excavating trench for the men. And the cutting of outlet drain is mentioned ; 
whereas this item of work was done prior to the work on the culvert being commenced, and is 
not charged against it.

220 This item had to do with preparing centre, &c., for the culvert. Mr. Smith’s statement as to the 
man Davis (or Davison) is incomprehensible. The man’s time (49J days) I believe to be correct.
He was on the work till nearly the finish, and certainly did not go to gas-works bridge until 
September. Deductions incorrectly claimed by Mr. Smith on above items ................................. 48 2 0

List
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List of Vouchers paid fiom Panamatta District Votes foi V ages md otner matters not applying to the Distnet.
Voucher No

475 92 Brown and others, woiking on Sydney Distnet, but charged to Mam Windsor Boad 
498-92 W A Smith
925-92 V ells and otheis, working on Metropolitan Distnet, charged to Main Southern Road 

18-93 W A. Smith, £39 5s 9d , q *
430-93 W A Smith, V £5, of which only £1 applies
277-93 W. Larkin (Mam Southern Road)
418- 93 Larkm and another (Mam Southern Road)
518-93 P Wells „
551-93 W. A. Smith, V £6 18s 8d charged to district, one item only applying
298 94 W A Smith, V £12 Os lid chaiged, one item only applying
419- 94 W A. Smith, V £9 14s 5d chaiged, one item only applying

£ s d. 
42 13 6
2 0 0 

55 11 6

4 0 0 
18 15 0 
32 10 0 
13 0 0
5 14 6 

11 0 11
9 4 5

JAMES SYMONDS.

Messes. Cakter, Gummow, & 

September 3 To

Appendix No. 41.
Sydney, N S

Co bought of Francis Guy, Pyrmont Wharf and

7

9

10

11

12

13

16

17

24

25

8 pieces 
22 „
17 „
30 ,,
15 „ 

106 ,,
44 „
21 „
16 „
40 „
15 ,,
20 „
20 „
15 „
27 „
62 „
57 „
24 „
21 „
71 „
12 ,,
12 „
36 ,,
28 „

6 „
42 „

3 „
70 „
30 „
29 „
26 „ 
24 „
10 „
8 „

26 ,,
12 „
24 „

243 „
63 „
16

1J hardwood-
li
i1 ,, 
li „
2 Oregon—
2 hardwood-
li
11 Oiegon— 
2“ „
1 „
21 hardwood
s’' ,,

9 x 
10 x 
10 x 

9 x 
3 x 
3 x 

10 x 
12 x 
5 x
3 x
4 x 
3 x 
9 x

10 x 
9 x 

10 x 
9 x 

10 x 
9 x 
3 x 

10 x 
9 x 

10 x 
3 x
5 x 

10 x
9 x
3 x
4 x 
4 x 
4 x

12 x li „
12x1 „
12x1 ,,
12 x li „
10 x li ,,
3x1 ,,
3x2 hardwood-
4 x 2i „

10x11 ,,

H „
n „ 
n „
ii „ 
ii „ 
ii „ 
ii „

: 1 Oiegon—
: li hardwood-

1 2 >5

: li ,,
: 1 Oregon— 
:2 „
: li hardwood-
H „

■ 2 „
: 2i „
: 2 Oregon— 
:li „

- 190 2
572 6-762 8 
395
500 8-895 8 
145 6

- 816 
1,152 6

867
318 4-1,185 4 

182 6 
- 262 6 

160 
292 6 
432 6
571 6-1,719 

1,558 4
1,146 6-2,705 3 

615
407 3-1,022 3 

285 3
- 262 6 

226 2-488 8 
788 9 

136
118 4 254 4 

- 915
90-1,005 

854 6
568 4-1,422 10 
289 4 
255 6 

1,014
208-1,766 10 
208 

1,035 
271 3
186-1,700 3 

-1,992 
1,043 4

392 6-3,427 10

W., Pyrmont, 30 September, 1895 
Timber Yard, Black wattle Bay

£ s d.s d.

9 0

9 0 
11 0 
9 0 
9 0

11 0

9 0

9 0

9 0 
11 0

9 0 
9 0

11 0

9 0

9 0

11 0

11 0

9 0

3 8 8

4 0 8 
0 16 0 
3 13 5
5 3 9

6 10 5 
1 1 11

7 14 9 

12 3 6

4 12 0
1 11 5

2 4 0
3 11 0

1 7 11

4 10 5 

6 8 1

9 14 5

15 8 6
26 36 „

5 ,,
9 x 1) ,, 789 9
4x2 Oregon— 41 4

9 0 3 11 1

50 „ 3x1 „ 253-294 4
12 x 1 Col pine— 102

11 0 1 12 4
9 „ 15 0 0 15 4

27 38 „ 9x1) hardwood— 927 9 0 4 3 5
7 „ 12 x 6 „ 1,032

12 x 6 „ 2,634 .
10 6 5 8 5

30 19 „ 10 6 13 16 7

£132 15 0

Appendix No. 42.
Estimate of the value of work to be performed

Contract No. 77 —Johnstone’s Cieek and White’s Creek Aqueduct, above Footings

Description of Work Unit Probable
Quantiti Rate

Brickwork cubic yard 1,935 2/10|
£ s. d. 

4,837 10 0
Tarred metal decking 95 2/8/ 228 0 0
Special bluestone concrete 1,000 3/ 1 3,000 0 0
Sandstone concrete 1,260 1|8|- 1,764 0 0
Sand filling between parapets . 53

cubic foot
130 1/ 6 10 0

Pyrmont ashlars . _ 13,250 3(6 2,318 15 0
Cement facing square yard 2,750 2/6 342 15 0
Slate covers each 40 2/ 4 0 0

£ 12,501 10 0
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Appendix No. 43.
Contract No. 69.

Description.

Excavation («oft) .
,, (hard) 1
,, (blasting-)
„ (blasting)

,, (less hard)
„ (gadding) .
,, (light blast)
,, (hea^y blasting)
,, m hard loch, gadding and gutteimg 011I3

allowed
,, in hard lock, light blasting

„ heavier blasting
„ ('oft) 6
„ in hard lock, light blasting .
>> ,, heaviei blasting
>> „ gadding and guttering onlj

allow ed
,, (less hard)
,, haid sandstone
>> ,, light blasting
m ,, &c , heavier blasting

Filling 111 at sides 
Tmibu and non in excavations 
Remov ing cuh erts 
Subduct in hard rock

,, of 6" internal diameter 
,, of 9'
„ of 6 „
>> of 9' „

Hand packed 4* stone filling 
Bluestone road metal,
2/ blinding ov or metallecl surfaces 
Sandstone concrete 
Bluestone ,,
Brickwork in cement 
Cement facing 
Pyimont sandstone ashlar 
Squared bluestone pitcheis 

,, freestone ,,
Supplying, &c , ordnance fencing, complete 
Glazed stoneware pipes, 9' diameter 

„ „ 12" „
>. „ 16 ,,
„ „ 18" „

Remov al of material first1 mile
,, ,, ever} further £ mile

Receiving and fixing ironwork 4
Cast non fiame and penstock, 6' diameter 

„ „ 3' „
„ „ 2' „

Gas check foi 6' 10" x 5' 10" sewer
„ 6' 8" x 5 8" „
,, 5' 6' x 4 6' ,,
„ 4 2' x 5 2" ,,
„ 5 1" x 4' V „

Flange and faucet pipe *
Cast non pipe, 3 9" diameter (8)

„ flange and spigot
,, pipe, 3' 9" diameter (10)
,, thimble 

2 cast iron flange pipes 
2 „ flanged and faucet pipes
2 ,, flange and spigot pipes
Cast iron spigot pipes, 3 6 diameter

„ „ 3 6' „ (6'6 )
„ spigot and faucet pipe 

2 cast non thimbles 
Cast non flange and faucet pipe 
2 cast non flange and spigot pipes 
Cast iron thimble

„ flanged bend 
,, flange and spigot bend 

General average (5U—70) vnclusive**

2 wrought iron 1 oiled girders for penstock 
Platfoim for penstocks, Premier stieet 
Cast non standards and wiought iron 1 ailing 
Wrought-non ladder in shaft
3 angle non bearers with landing plates 
■Wiought iron gratings for outlet w ell of s} phon

,, ,, inlet ,,
96 3' 9" syphon pipes
154 3 6" diametei duplicate sewer pipes
59 2' scour pipes
74 screw bolts
15 1" sciew bolts
Gene7 al average (78—82)*>'

3' 9' syphon pipes
8 6" duplicate sew er pipes '
2 diametei scour pipes 
Flap traps 
Permanent puddle 
Special bluestone concrete 
IV' bluestone metal 
2" sandstone ,,

2£" bluestone ,,
Sharp sand 
Sawn hardwood 
Oregon timber
Wrought non bolts, step irons, Ac 
Portland cement 
Artisan or mechanic 
Quarr}man or skilled labouier 
Ordinary labourer 
Cart, 1 hoise, and dnv er 
1 additional horse

Office Estimate (1)Carter, Gummow,
& Co (2) John Ahearn

Rate £ s d Rate £ s d Rate £ s d
3/- 2,898 0 0 -/9 724 10 0 2/- 1,932 0 0

15/- 873 lo 0 -/9 43 13 9 15/- 873 15 0
12 6 728 2 6 -/9 43 13 9 10/- 582 10 0
8/6 495 2 6 -/9 43 13 9 11/- 640 15 0

0 15 0
20/- 810 0 0 27/6 1,113 10 0 10/- 405 0 0
50/- 2,8o0 0 0 27/6 1,567 10 0 18/- 1,026 0 0
40/- 2,280 0 0 27/6 1,567 10 0 15/- 8d5 0 0
30/- 1,710 0 0 27/6 1,567 10 0 16'- 912 0 0
60/- 5,550 0 0 27/6 2,543 15 0 25/- 2,312 10 0
55/- 5,087 10 0 27/6 2,543 15 0 18'- 1,665 0 0
45/- 4,162 10 0 27/6 2,543 15 0 19/- 1,757 10 0
10/- 65 0 0 41- 26 0 0 10/- 65 0 0
40/- 890 0 0 4h 89 0 0 15/- 333 15 0
30/- 667 10 0 4,- 89 0 0 15/- 333 15 0
50/- 1,212 10 0 4/- 89 0 0 20/ 445 0 0
10/- 85 0 0 40/- 340 0 0 6/- 51 0 0
40/- 230 0 0 5 - 28 15 0 20/ 115 0 0
35/- 201 5 0 5/- 28 15 0 18/- 103 10 0
o0/- 172 10 0 5/- 28 15 0 18/- 103 10 0
1/- 761 0 0 -16 380 10 0 1/- 761 0 0
2/- 900 0 0 -a 37 10 0 2/- 900 0 0

15/- 183 0 0 2/C 30 10 0 10/- 122 0 0
5/- 70 0 0 -/i 1 3 4 20/- 280 0 0
ih 128 0 0 -/i 2 13 4 61- 192 0 0
Cl- 192 0 0 -A 2 13 4 8/- 256 0 0
V- 98 0 0 - 1 1 3 4 7/- 98 0 0
8/- 112 0 0 -A 1 3 4 9/- 126 0 0
4h 152 0 0 1/- 38 0 0 SI- 114 0 0

1,/- 142 10 0 10/- 95 0 0 12/C 118 15 0
7/6 33 15 0 2/6 11 5 0 V- 4 10 0

30/- 1,575 0 0 40/- 2,100 0 0 36/- 1,890 0 0
50/- 11,375 0 0 4ih 9,782 10 0 42/- 9,555 0 0
60/- 4,815 0 0 55/- 4,413 15 0 5j/- 4,413 15 0

2/- 1,160 0 0 V- 2,900 0 0 2/6 1,450 0 0
4/- 42 0 0 bh 52 10 0 61- 52 10 0

30- 18 0 0 £o0 600 0 0 15/- 9 0 0
20/- 38 0 0 20/- 38 0 0 81- lo 4 0
20/* 7 0 0 80/- 28 0 0 50/- 17 10 0
5/- 10 0 0 2/- 4 0 0 41- 8 0 0
7/6 24 0 0 3/- 9 12 0 bh 16 0 0

10,- 7 10 0 Cl- 4 10 0 8/- 6 0 0
13/6 3 7 6 10/- 2 10 0 12,- 3 0 0

1/- 1,021 0 0 -/3 255 5 0 -/9 765 15 0
-16 750 0 0 -A 125 0 0 -/8 375 0 0

30/- 37 10 0 40/- 50 0 0 £6 150 0 0
£200 000 0 0 £230 690 0 0 £300 900 0 0
£100 200 0 0 £140 280 0 0 £180 360 0 0
£50 50 0 0 £45 45 0 0 £100 100 0 0
£43 43 0 0 £75 75 0 0 £100 100 0 0
£39 39 0 0 £70 70 0 0 £95 95 0 0
£28 28 0 0 £45 45 0 0 £90 90 0 0
£25 2o 0 0 £40 40 0 0 £75 75 0 0
£22 22 0 0 £40 40 0 0 £70 70 0 0

/'*-«Cl6 34 4 7 *£27 27 0 0
£16 32 2 7 £30 30 0 0
£16 29 9 10 £30 30 0 0
£16 36 15 3 £30 30 0 0
£16 9 10 10 £14 14 0 0
£16 74 0 3 £40 80 0 0
£16 92 16 10 £45 90 0 0
£16 71 12 3 £40 80 0 0

V £18 •< £16 34 7 6 £25 25 0 0
£16 22 6 10 £18 18 0 0
£16 20 11 5 £17 17 0 0
£16 16 10 0 £10 20 0 0
£16 15 4 7 £15 15 0 0
£16 27 2 9 £14 28 0 0
£16 3 8 8 £3 3 0 0
£16 11 8 0 £18 18 0 0

J l *£20 8 6 9 *£10 10 0 0
Total, 6O0 11 5 16/0 11 per ton is/im\ per ton

5 4 to 70
£20 20 10 9 £22 22 11 9 £15 15 8 0
£28 34 9 9 £30 36 19 0 23/- 28 6 7
28/- 6 1 9 £50 10 17 5 45/- 9 15 8
28/- 23 5 9 £30 24 19 0 40/- 33 5 4
28/- 22 0 9 £20 15 14 11 SO/- 23 12 3
28/- 6 4 0 £30 6 12 10 70/- 15 10 0
£28 13 1 9 30/- 14 0 5 60/- 28 0 0

> 2,530 10 0 *9/- 2,602 16 0
1 | 8/15/- 3,808 9 10 9/- 3,917 6 2
V9/10/- { 8/15/- 5o8 13 1 9/- 574 12 4
1 | £50 5 10 3 35/- 317 2 0V. £50 1 4 1 *35/- 0 16 11
Total, 7,490 3 0 10/218 per ton 9/011 07 per ton

78 to 82
7/6 148 10 0 3/6 69 6 0 20/- 396 0 0
7h 227 3 0 3/6 113 11 6 18/6 600 6 6
3/3 39 19 6 2/6 30 15 0 6/- 73 16 0
V- 2 10 0 25/- 12 10 0 £5 50 0 0
6/- 3 0 0 2/- 1 0 0 7h 3 10 0

70/- 35 0 0 50/- 25 0 0 60/- 30 0 0
20/- 15 0 0 10/- 7 10 0 15/- 11 5 0
6/- 4 10 0 n- 2 15 0 8/- 6 0 0

17/6 13 2 6 10/- 7 10 0 14/- 10 10 0
5/- 3 lo 0 10/- 7 10 0 £5 3 15 0
2/- 10 0 0 1/6 7 10 0 3/- 15 0 0u- 15 0 0 1/6 7 10 0 2/6 12 10 030/- 30 0 0 50/- 50 0 0 40/- 40 0 0

16/- 20 0 0 12/- 15 0 0 15/- 18 15 0
15/- 16/- 14/-

14/- 10/-
11/- 9/-
20/- 15/-
10/- Cl-

£64,420 6 r> £4i,207 3 11 £47,061 3 0
£45,207 8 11 £47,061 3 9

4/
3/

15/
15/

21
-/I

4/6
5/
7/
9/
3/6

16/
2/

32/
50/
55/
3/
3/

60/
85/
30/
5/
9/6

15/
23/
-/3-/l

40/
£220
£140
£95
£80
£65
£60
£60
£50

J
Total, 

54 to 70 
£16 
£25 
55/- 
5i/- 
30/
50/
50/

9/15/
£11 
£50 

*£o0 
9/16,-



1
2
6
4r,
0
7
8
9

ID

11
12
13
14
15

1G
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43
44
40
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
5o
>0
57
58
59
GO
01
02
03
04
05
00
07
08
09
70

71
72

73

74

75

7G
77
78*
79
SO
81
82*

83
84
85
80
87
aS
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99

100
101

5 d0 0
LO 0
L7 0
5 00 00 00 00 00 0
0 0
0 0
0 00 0

10 0
5 0

0 0
10 0

15 0
0 (J0 00 08 00 00 00 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

10 0
15 00 0
10 00 0
0 00 00 0

10 00 00 08 0
15 00 0
10 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0
0 «0 00 0

7 6

3 6
5 3

19 0

10 0

8 0
3 G

16 0
6 3

12 7
6 2

14 G

0 0
5 0

10 00 00 0
10 0

5 0
15 0
10 0
15 00 00 00 010 0

0 9

APPENDIX.

Descnption

fixcavation (soft)
(hard)
(blasting)
(blasting)
(less haid)
(gadding)
(Hfeht blast)
(hea\ y blasting)
in haid lock, gadding and gutteimg 

allow ed
in hard took, light blasting

,, heawei blasting
(soft)
m haid lock, light blasting 

,, heaviei blasting
, gadding and gutteimg

allowed 
(less haid) 
hard sandstone

,, , light blasting
,, ,, heaviei blasting

Filling in at sides 
Tnnbei and non in excavations 
Removing cuheits 
Subduct in haid rock

,, of 0//internal diametei
„ of 9 ,,
,, of 0 ,,
„ of 9" ,

Hand packed 4" stone filling 
Bluestone load metal, 2}
2" blinding over metal sui faces 
Sandstone conciete

Bluestone ,,
Bnckwork in cement

Cement facing 
Pj rmonfc sandstone ashlai 
Squaied bluestone pitcheis 

,, freestone ,,
Supplying, &c , ordnance fencing, complete 
Glazed stoneware pipes, 9" diameter 

12"
” ” 10 ”

IS'

Removal of matenal, fhat \ mile
,, ,, eveiy fmther £ mile

Receiving and fixing nonwoik 
Cast iron fiame and penstock, 6 diameter 

„ »> 3 „
„ „ 2' ,,

Gas check for 6' 10" x 5 10' sew ei 
„ 0 8" x •)' 8" „
„ 5 6" x 4 b ,
,, 4' 2 x o' 2' ,,
„ 5' 1' \ 4' 1" „

Flange and faucet pipe
Cast iron pipe, 3' 9' diametei (8')

,, flange and spigot
,, pipe, 3 9" diameter (10)
,, thimble

2 cast iron flange pipes 
2 ,, flanged and faucet pipes
2 ,, flange and spigot pipes
Cast non spigot pipes, 3 6' diametei

,, , 3 G" „ (0 O')
,, spigot and faucet pipe

2 cast iron thimbles 
Cast iron flange and faucet pipe 
2 cast iron flange and spigot pipes 
Cast non thimble 

,, flanged bend
,, flange and spigot bend

Qcneial a:etay&(^4—70 indusiie)**

2 wrought iron lolled gilders for penstock 

Platform foi penstock® Premiei stieet

Cast iron standards and wiought non railing 

Wrought non laddei in shaft

3 angle iron bearers with landing plates

Wiought iron giatings foi outlet well of s>phon
,, ,, inlet ,,

90 3 9 1 syphon pipes
154 3' 0" diametei duplicate sewer pipes
59 2 scour pipes
74 sciew bolts

15 1" sciew bolts 
General ave/age (78—82)' *

3 9" syphon pipes 
3 6" duplicate sewer pipes 
2 diameter scour pipes 
Flap traps 
Permanent puddle 
Special bluestone concrete 
14" bluestone metal 
2^ sandstone ,,
24" bluestone ,
Sharp sand 
Sawn hardwood 
Oregon timber
Wrought iron bolts, step nons, &c
Portland cement
Aitisan oi mechanic
Quanyman or skilled labouier
Ordinary labourer
Cart, 1 horse, and dnvei
1 additional horse .

(4) H M‘,Kenzie & Sons

only

onl\

Rate
3/6

13/6
12/
9/-
9/

22 6 
18/
13/0 
27/
22/6

18/
12/
27/
22/6 
30/

13,0 
27/

22/0 
22/0 
1/0 
2 0 

10/- 
l-v- 

91
14/
12/
18/- 

o/— 
14/— 
5/

33/

46/
54/

3'
31

20/
10/- 
o/- 
6/

10/
20/- 
>5/-

1/3
-/3

£250
£140
£75

£100
£80
£70
£07
£60

20/
20/
lo - 
18/
18/
15/
18/
18/
18/
20/
20/
18/
18/
20/
20/- 

*25 - 
17/5W

25/

25/
45/- 

)0,- 

50- 

•)0 -
->0/- 

*•£10 
10/

10 10 - 
40/-

*40/-
10/0/11}

25'
22/
12- 
£10 
4/

45/
13/

5 - 
12/
5/
2/3 
2/0 

37/
12/
14/
10/
8/

12/-

£ s
3,381 0 

786 7 
099 0 
524 o 
304 10 

1,282 10 
1,020 0 

769 10 
2,497 10 

0 5 
2 081 10

l,66o 0 
78 0 

GOO 15 
500 12 
067 10

114 lo 0 
1d5 5 0

129 7 6 
129 7 6 

1 141 10 0 
1,125 0 0 

122 0 0 
210 0 0 
288 0 0 
448 0 0 
168 0 0
252 0 
190 0 
133
22 10 0 

1,732 10 0

10,465 0 0 
4,333 10 0

1,740 0 0 
31 10 0 
12 0 0
19

7
12
32

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

lo 0 0
0 5 0

1,270
375
125
750
280

75
100 0 0

(5) J M‘Sw eenev (6) Holloway Bros

Rate
3 9 
4/
5/
V 

20 - 
37 0 
32 0 
32/0 
45,-
3o/-

35/
12 - 
23/
22/
34/

12/
20/0

23/
22/
1/0 
-/3 
5/
3/
>/- 
6/
6/
8/
4/

15 - 
20/
33/

38'
49/

1/6 
4/

45/
10/
20/
5/- 
b'3 

10/
12/0

-/9
_/4l

00/
£270
£170
£63

£100

£ s d
3,022 10 0 

233 0 0 
291 5 0 
291 5 0 
810 0 0 

2,137 10 01 8o2 10 0l,So2 10 0
4,lb1 10 0

3,237 10 0
3,237 10 

78 0 
511 15 
489 10 
756 10
102 0 0 
152 7 0

132 5 0 
126 10 0 

1,141 10 0 
112 10 0 

61 0 0 
0 
0 
o 
0 
0

42 
100 0 
192 0 

84 0 
112 0
152 0 0 
142 10 0 
90 0 0 

1 732 10 0 
~ 10 0 

8,645 10 0 
3,932 5 0

870 0 
42 0 
27 0 
19 0 

0
0 0 
0 0 
7 10 0 
3 2 0

765 15 0 
562 10 0 

75 0 0
810 0 O
340 0 0 

03 0 0 
100 0 0

Rate 
1/6 

15/
13/6 
12/6 
20 - 
25/
22 0 
20/ 
30/

27 6

2.o/~ 
30/
30 - 
27/0 
40/

30/
40/

35/
30/
1/
5/

10 - 
10/
5/
6/
7/0 

10
5/

16
10/
37/0

42/6 
55/
1/6 
4/

30/
20/

£3 
5/
7/0 

15/
20
1'
- 0 
£5 

£217 
£137

£ s d 
1,449 0 0 

873 lo 0 
786 7 6 
728 2 6 810 0 0 

1,425 0 0 
1,282 10 0 
1,140 0 0 
2,775 0 0 

+ 231 5 0 
2,31° 10 0

80 0 0 £75 75 0 0 01 0 0
70 0 0 £75 75 0 0 57 0 0
07 0 0 £o5 55 0 0 54 0 0
60 0 0 £55 5) 0 0 50 0 0
38 10 0 \
40 3 2
36 17 3
34 10 0
10 15 0
83 5 0
87 0 0
80 0 0
38 14 0 ^ £20 £15 -<
2o 3 0

15 0
20 12 6
17 3 0
30 12 0
4 0 0

14 5 0
10 0 0

per ton Total, 072 17 2 Total, — 8
o4 to 70 060 13 10 54 to 70 504 13 0

+ 11 — 10 1
2o 12 0 £20 20 30 8 £15 15 8 0

30 lo 0 30/- 36 19 0 20/- 24 12 6
+ 7

9 15 0 45/- 9 15 8 w- 11 19 0

40 11 0 40/- 33 5 4 o0/- 41 11 0
r + 1 > 0

39 7 (» 2o/- 19 13 5 20/- 15 1 0
— 3 0 + 3

11 > 0 00/- 13 j 8 50/- 10 IS 0

23 6 0 00/- 28 0 10 40/- IS 14 0
2,892 0 0 A
4,352 11 0 1

670 18 
4 3

0
9 > £10 £10

— 17 19 1 i
SO 18 4 j

2?er ton Total 7,884 7 4 Total, 7,884 7 0
78 to 82 78 to 82

| 495 0 0 18/0 306 6 0 45/- 891 0 0
713 18 0 16/6 535 8 6 40/- 1,298 0 0
147 12 0 13- 159 18 0 20/- 246 0 0
100 0 0 30/- lo 0 0 £5 50 0 0

2 0 0 12/- 6 0 0 20/- 10 0 0
22 10 0 00/- 30 0 0 60/- 30 0 0
9 15 0 15/- 11 5 0 18/- 13 10 0
3 15 0 8/- 6 0 0 16/- 12 0 0
9 0 0 14/- 10 10 0 15/- 11 5 0
3 15 0 12/- 9 0 0 10/- 7 10 0

11 5 0 3 - It 0 0 5/6 27 10 0
12 10 0 4'- 20 0 0 5/6 27 10 0
37 0 0 56/- 50 0 0 35/- 35 0 0
lo 0 0 15/-. 18 15 0 18/ 17 10 0

12/- 11 -
10/- 10/-
9- 8/- {

13/- 14/-
18/- 18/-

£53,523 6 6 £54,636 7 7 £55,752 9 6
£53,505 2 7 £64,623 18 2 £65,104 8 9

+ 231 5 0 
2,081 5 0 

195 0 0 
067 10 0 
611 17 0 
890 0 0 + J00 0 0 
155 0 0 
230 0 0

— 10 
211
172 10 0 
761 0 0 

2,250 0 0 
122 0 0 
180 0 0 
160 0 0 
192 0 0 
lOo 0 0 
140 0 0 
190 0 0 
152 0 0 
45 0 0 

1,968 15 0
9 008 15 
4,413 15 

— 1/ 
870 13 

42 0 
IS 0 
38 0 
21 0 
10 0 
24 0
11 D

5 0 
+ 1 0 

1,020 0 
750 0 
12a 0 
051 0 
274 0 

0 
075

Rate
3/

10/
7/6
Ol-

lOi
25/
20/
15/-
bOl-

50'

40/
10/
40/
30/-
45/

10/
30/

25/
20/

21
2/6 
2/- 
bh 
7/0 
7/6 

10/
12/0 
5/

15/
7/0 

40/
45/
50/

1/0 
4/

20/
15/
20 - 
3 - 
4/6 
9/t 

12/

-/6 
-/4 

£10 
£2 >0 
£150 
£90 
£75 
£70 
£03 
£62 
£6o 

* £25 
£30 
£30 
£30 
£12 
£35 

37/10/
£35 
£27 
£20 
£18 

10/10/
£15 
£15 
£4 

£15
V* £10

1U/1S/5 V

56/
* £9 

£9 
£9 

£30

V. *£30 
9/0/S 86
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Item

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26 
27
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60 
61 
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

71
72
73
74

75

76
77
78*

79

80
8182*

83
84
85
86
87
88
89

90
91
92
93
94
95
96

97

98

99 
100 

101

Description (8) A Dean & Sons

E\ca\ ation (soft)
(hard) #
(blasting)
(blasting)
(less hard)
(padding)
(light blast)
(heavy blasting)
in haid lock, gadding and gutte] 

allow ed
in hard rock, light blasting 

,, heauer blasting
(soft)
in hard rock, light blasting .

,, heavier blasting
,, gadding and gutter 

allowed 
(less hard) 
hard sandstone

,, light blasting
.. ,, &c , heav lei blasting

Filling in at sides 
Tnnbei and iron in excavations 
Removing culverts 
Subduct in hard rock

of 6" internal diametei 
of 9 ,,
of 6' ,,

.. of 9 „
Hand packed 4' stone filling 
Bluestone road metal 2^
2// blinding over metalled surfaces 
fcanostone concrete 
Bluestone ,,
Brickw ork m cement 
Cement facing 
Pyrmont sandstone ashlar 
Squared bluestone pitchers 

,, freestone ,,
Supplying, &c , ordnance fencing, complete 
Glazed stoneware pipes, 9' diameter 

» » 12 „
» >* 16 ,,
,, „ 18' „

Remov al of matenal first £ mile
.. ,, every further J mile

Receiving and fixing ironwork 
Cast iron frame and penstock, 6' diameter

» 3 ,»
. », 2 „

Gas check for 6 10 x 5 10" sewer 
6' 8" x 5 8 ,,
5 6' x 5 6' „
4 2" x 5 2 „

.. 5 1 \4 1" „
Flange and faucet pipe 
Cast iron pipe, 3' 9' diameter (8) 

flange and spigot 
pipe 3 9 diameter (10) 
thimble 

2 cast iron flange pipes 
2 ,, flanged and faucet pipe
2 ,, flange and spigot pipes
Cast iron spigot pipes, 3 6 diameter

,, 3 6 „ (6 6)
. spigot and faucet pipe

2 cast iron thimbles 
Cast iron flange and faucet pipe 
2 cast iron flange and spigot pipes 
Cast iron thimble

flanged bend
.. flange and spigot bend

Gena al average (54—70 inclusive)**

2 wrought iron rolled girders for penstock 
Platform for penstocks, Premier street
Cast iron standards and wrought iron railing

Wrought iron ladder m shaft

3 angle iron bearers with landing plates

Wrought irt n gratings for outlet well of sj phon 
„ ,, inlet ,,

; 3 9M svphon pipes

154 3' 6' diameter duplicate sewer pipes

59 2' scour pipes

74 li^ screw bolts
lo 1 screw bolts
Gmeial average (78—82)**

3 9 S3 phon pipes .
3 6' duplicate sew er pipes 
2 diameter scour pipes 
Flat traps 
Permanent puddle 
Special bluestone concrete 
14" bluestone metal

2" sandstone ,,
2s" bluestone ,,
Sharp sand 
Sawn hardw ood 
Oregon timber
Wrought iron bolts, step irons, Ac 
Portland cement

Artisan and mechanic
Quarrj man or skilled labourer

Ordinary labourer

Cart, 1 horse, and dnver

1 additional horse . ,

(9) Langtree & Owen (10) Pany&larlej (11) J Stewart & Co
Rate £ s d Rate £ s d Kate £ s d Rate £ s d

3/- 2,898 0 0 2/10 2,737 0 0 2/- 1,932 0 0 3 6 3,381 0 0
12/- 699 0 0 ii,- 640 15 0 12/- 699 0 0 61- 349 10 0
10/- o82 10 0 6/- 349 10 0 9- 524 5 0 5/6 320 7 6
9/- ->24 5 0 5/- 320 7 6 8/- 466 0 0 5 - 291 5 0

16/- 648 0 0 8/- 324 0 0 2o/- 1 012 10 0 30/- 1,215 0 0
20/- 1,140 0 0 42/- 2,394 0 0 40/- 2 °80 0 0 80- 3,420 0 0
18/- 1,026 0 0 41/- 2 337 0 0 3d - 1,995 0 0 54/- 3 078 0 0
18 - 1 026 0 0 40 - 2,280 0 0 84/- 1 938 0 0 50/- 2 850 0 0
30/- 2,77a 0 0 42 - 3 885 0 0 38/- 3,515 0 0 60 - 5,550 0 0
25/- 2 312 10 0 hi- 3,792 10 0 33- 3 052 10 0 56/- 5,180 0 0
2o/- 2 312 10 0 40/- 3,700 0 0 31/- 2,867 10 0 54/- 4,995 0 0
12- 78 0 0 8/- 52 0 0 2o/- 162 10 0 £4 520 0 0
20/- 44o 0 0 41/- 912 5 0 45 - 1,001 5 0 70/- l,5o7 10 0
20/- 445 0 0 40/- 890 0 0 42/6 945 12 6 65/- 1 446 5 0
30- 667 10 0 42/- 934 10 0 50- 1,112 10 0 £4 1,780 0 0
12/- 102 0 0 8/- 68 0 0 2o/- 212 10 0 £4 680 0 0
20/- 115 0 0 42/- 241 10 0 45/- 258 15 0 100/- 575 0 0
20/- llo 0 0 41/- 23o 15 0 42/6 244 7 6 84/- 488 15 0
20/- 115 0 0 40/- 230 0 0 40/- 230 0 0 80/- 460 0 0

1 3 9il 0 1/3 951 5 0 1/0 1,141 10 0 -16 3S0 10 0
6/- 2,700 0 0 1/- 4o0 0 0 i/- 450 0 0 -11 37 10 020/- 244 0 0 ‘Al- 24 8 0 4/- 48 16 0 21- 24 8 0

20/- 280 0 0 2 - 28 0 0 3/- 42 0 0 6/- 84 0 0
10/- 320 0 0 4/_ 128 0 0 3/- 96 0 0 3 - 96 0 0
15/- 4S0 0 0 5/3 668 0 0 3/6 112 0 0 *1- 128 0 0
18/- 2d2 0 0 7 - 98 0 0 5/- 70 0 0 5/- 70 0 0
20- 280 0 0 83 115 10 0 6/- 84 0 0 6/- 84 0 0
10/- o80 0 0 114 0 0 2- 76 0 0 6/- 228 0 0
18/- 171 0 0 13/- 123 10 0 12/6 118 lo 0 12/- 114 0 0
6/- 27 0 0 2/6 11 5 0 2/- 9 0 0 12/- 54 0 0

3V- 1 837 10 0 32/- 1,680 0 0 3o - 1 837 10 0 40/- 2,100 0 0
50/- 11,370 0 0 50/- 11,375 0 0 4d/- 10 937 10 0 45/- 10,237 10 0
58/- 4,654 10 0 56/- 4,494 0 0 80/- 6 420 0 0 55/- 4,413 15 0
2/- 1,160 0 0 2/3 1,305 0 0 2/0 3,450 0 0 1/- 580 0 0
4/- 42 0 0 4/- 42 0 0 4 - 42 0 0 5 - 52 10 0

30/- 18 0 0 20/- 12 0 0 20/- 12 0 0 30/- 18 0 0
15/- 28 10 0 9/- 17 2 0 12/- 22 16 0 20/- 38 0 0

£3 21 0 0 15/- 5 5 0 50/- 17 10 0 20/- 7 0 0
5/ 10 0 0 8 6 17 0 0 3/6 7 0 0 6/- 12 0 0
7/6 24 0 0 10- 32 0 0 6/- 19 4 0 10- 32 0 0

10/- 7 10 0 lo/- 11 5 0 12 - 9 0 0 15/- 11 5 0
15/- 3 15 0 18/- 4 10 0 16'- 4 0 0 20/- 5 0 0

V-
+ 0 10 6

1/3 1,276 5 0 1,021 0 0 1/3 1 276 5 0 -n 595 1 0
i/- 1,500 0 0 -/4 500 0 0 31- 337 0 0 -1 125 0 0
£4 100 0 0 40/- 50 0 0 80|- 100 0 0 £3 75 0 0

759 0 0 £275 825 0 0 £292 876 0 0 £180 540 0 0
£165 330 0 0 £166 332 0 0 £191 382 0 0 £140 280 0 0

107/36/- 107 16 0 £54 54 0 0 122/10/- 122 10 0 £100 100 0 0
£99 99 0 0 86 0 0 £112 112 0 0 £80 80 0 0

83/12 - 83 12 0 77 0 0 £98 98 0 0 £70 70 0 0
£77 77 0 0 51 0 0 £78 78 0 0 £62 62 0 0

73/14/- 73 14 0 47 0 0 73/10/- 73 10 0 £60 60 0 0
£66 66 0 0 45 0 0 65/10/- 65 10 0 £54 54 0 0
* 38 10 0 * 38 0 0

3o 4 0 36 0 0
33 0 0 o3 0 0
39 l"5 0 40 0 0
11 11 0 11 0 0

38/10/- 77 0 0 SO 0 0
45/2/- 90 4 0 100 0 0
36 6/- 72 12 0 78 0 0

33 0 0 38 0 0 ,-24/10 - £16
23 2 0 24 0 0
22 0 0 22 0 0
19 16 0 17 10 0

14/17/- 17 1 0 15 15 0
29 14 0 30 0 0

10 0 3 17 0
14 17 0 12 14 0

* 11 11 0 * 7 7 0 y
16/191- per ton 17/10/11 pn ton Total, S24 5 0 Total, 538 5 9

54 to 70 54 to 70
15/2/6 15 10 8 24 0 0 20/10/- 21 1 0 £15 15 8 0

24/6 30 3 6 41 0 0 28 - 34 10 0 25/- 30 15 9
60/- 14 7 0 11 0 0 57 - 12 7 9 60/- 13 1 0

6
60 6 50 6 5 24 0 0 06/- 40 11 6 60/- 49 17 6

—3 7 9
25/6 20 1 5 14 0 0 28/- 22 0 9 30/- 27 0 0

5
52/- 11 10 3 7 15 0 50/- 11 1 4 o0/- 10 13 0
44/- 20 11 4 lo 10 0 48/- 22 8 8 40/- IS 14 0

+ -Z 0 0
*10/3/6 2,942 12 2 195/- 2,819 14 0 /9/10/- 2,746 8 0

+ 4 7
10/3/6 4,428 18 5 19o/ 4,243 14 0 | 9/10/- 4,134 18 9

iiiii/- 737 8 6 195/-
— 1 

622 11
9
0 ,14/8/- 1 £11 702 7

10
0

1 8
6 12 0 52/- 5 16 0 1 56/-

6 3 6
1 3 0 *52 - 1 5 0 / V 56/- 1 7 0

1015/A pei ton 9/lA/n pei ton Total 11,156 7 9 9112/6 per ton
78 to 82

20/- 396 0 0 7/6 148 10 0 8 - 158 8 0 15/- 297 0 0
649 0 0 V- ?27 3 0 7/6 243 7 6 10- 324 10 0
246 U 0 6/- 73 16 0 4/- 49 4 0 10/- 123 0 0

£o 50 0 0 30/- 15 0 0 15/- 7 10 0 20/- 10 0 0
10/- 5 0 0 6/- 3 0 0 3/- 1 10 0 61- 3 0 0
70 - 3d 0 0 60/- 30 0 0 60 - 30 0 0 70 - 35 0 0
17/- 12 15 0 15/- 11 5 0 12/6 9 7 6 14/- 10 10 0

— 15 0
11/- 8 5 0 5/- 3 15 0 4/- 3 0 0 12/- 9 15 0
16/- 12 0 0 lo/- 11 5 0 12/6 9 7 6 12- 9 0 0
10/- 7 10 0 5A- 3 lo 0 10/- 7 10 0 bh 4 10 0
6/- 30 0 0 2 6 12 10 0 1/6 7 10 0 2/- 10 0 0
7/- So 0 0 2/6 12 10 0 1/8 8 6 8 2/- 10 0 0

40 - 40 0 0 70/- 70 0 0 56/- 56 0 0 30/- 30 0 0
16/- 20 0 0 15/- 18 lo 0 15/- 18 15 0 13/- 16 5 0

— 12 0
12/- 0 12 0 12/- 15/- 12/-

— 10 0
10/- 0 10 0 10/- 13/- 10/-— 8 6

S 6 0 8 6 9/- 12/- k 9,- . .
— 13 O

13,- 0 13 0 15/- 20/- 14/- . »
— 6 0

6/- 0 6 0 20/- 5/- 8'-
£53,168 0 2 £59 676 14 0 £63,09o 11 11 £68,173 10 11
£58 165 10 8 £59 676 16 1 £.68,171 6 9

140—k
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Appendix No. 44.
SuB-Duers.

104 Sub-ducts to be constructed, when decided on, along lines of tunnels and open trenches commencing on each 
length midway, or thereabouts, between two working shafts or laces, 33 inches below invert of mam sewer, branches, &c„ 
or !s shall be directed at the time, and having a fall towards each working shaft or face of such gradients as may be 
determined at the time, after the thickness of sewer-lining required for ea,ch length between shafts or faces has been 
ascertained and ordered. Sub ducts of 9 inches, or of a greater or less internal diameter, if directed, to be laid immediately 
underneath the timber floor of tunnel or open trench, or at sides of sewer m hardwood boxes varying m size and dirnen- 
sions as shown on drawing. Said boxes to be laid straight and true to levels decided upon and the pipes to be laid therein, 
upon, and sui rounded by sandstone cluppmgs and quarry refuse. Dry stone packing to be put over pipes, as specified in
clause 21. go^ an(j disintegrated lock the excavation for sub-duct to bo executed as shown on cross-sections, and as 
shall be directed, and the sub-duct to consist of glazed stoneware spigot and faucet pipes of 9 inches internal diameter, 
more or less, as the case may be. The pipes to be jointed dry, and the filling above same, up to undeiside of sewer lining, 
to be of dry stone, hand-packed, as above described. The Engineer may also, if he deems it necessaiy, older the pipes to 
be j'omted altogether, or m part with tarred gasket, 1^ inch deep, and cement moitar, ls inch deep. The mortar to be 
prepared of one part cement to two parts of sand.

23

24
25

26
27

Sub-duct m hard rock, with tile covers, as specified in clause 8 •
Sub-duct, as specified m clause 8, in “ more or less hard material, including diy or 

cement jointing for stoneware pipes
Of 6 in. internal diametei ........................ • •
Of 9 in. internal diameter • . . , , ,
Sub-duct m water-charged loose ground, as specified in clause 8, including hardwood 

boxes with packing in same, and diy or cement jointing for pipes of .
6 in. internal diameter .................................... • • .....................
9 m. internal diameter ... ..................... • • • • ... • •

lineal yard . 51- 280

4|- 640
6/- 640

7|- 280
>> SI- 280

Appendix No. 45.
Final Certificate.

Contract No. 79.—Final Return showing quantity and value of Work executed or fixed on the 10th day of October, 1894.

,2 o
z* Description. Unit. Quantity Rate Amount. Total.

1
3
4
7
8

17
18 
19 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28 
29
31
32
33
43
44
46
47
48
49

Excavation in tunnels, gadding.......
,, ,, 2 m. powder
„ ,, 4 in. „ .
,, shafts, 4 in. ,, ,

Filling in .....
Sandstone concrete 
Bluestone ,,
Brickwork ... .
Cement facing ..
Bluestone concrete
Brickwork ...........
Cement facing . .
Sandstone ashlar .
Bluestone pitchers 
18-m. E.W. pipes .
9-in. ,, ,, .
Sui plus material ..
Fixing ironwork.................
Closing branch sewers ...
Trapped junction blocks . .
Portland cement .
Mechanic .... ...
Ordinary labourer.........
Cart, horse, and driver ...
Additional horse................
Three months’ maintenance 
Galvanised sheet iron ...
Castings .........................
6-m. vent pipes .................

cubic yard

squaie yard 
cubic yard

> 5
square yard 
cubic foot 

square yard 
lineal toot

5 5
cubic yaid 

ton 
each

cask
day

lump sum 
sheet 
cwt.

lineal foot

21
3,707

541
3,267

431
1,872
1,562

521
8,779

161
862
255
170

16
3

31
7,006

29

■22
'52
•77
■97
■80
17
52
■81
■12
00
99
06
97
■77
00
00
68
■16

7
4
7

13
8
3V

1
li

44-00

63|-
bOl-
7SI-
7S|-

H-
37(6
56l-
50(-
2l-

60l-
6ol-

2l-
6l-

30f-
10-

2l-
1(-

60/
10/

51
161

12/

10/-

20|-
10/-

'bl- 

25 -
II-

25 3 
1 10
3

350
87

3
1
5
2

£ s. d. 
66 16 10 

11,122 11 2 
2,112 18 1 

12,745 1 8 
21 11 10 

3,510 6 4 
4,375 1 
1,304 10 

877 18 
483 0 

2,804 14 
25 10 
51 5

2 
6 
9

10 
0 

12 
6

6 10 
8 0 
1 15 

21 18

£ s d.

40,023 10 3

Appendix No. 46.
Estimate for Aqueducts, Contract No. 77, Departmental plans upon the rearranged quantities.

1484
1054
1859

12190
2682

608
92

No. 40 
170 

70

Cubic yards sandstone concrete.........•••.........
,, special bluestone concrete.........
,, brickwork.................................

Cubic feet molded freestone .........................
Super, yards g inch cement rendering, 1 to 1

„ .. lto2
Cubic yards tarred metal...............................
Super, slates ..................................................
Feet lineal 4 inch scupper pipes................
Cwt. fixing only iron ....................................

£ S. d.
2,217 11 0

50|- 2,635 0 0
40J- 3,718 0 0
3/6 2,133 5 0
21- 268 4 0
1/9 53 4 0

30|- 138 0 0
3|- 6 0 0
2|- 17 0 0
51- 17 10 0

£ s. d.

11,203 14 0
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Estimate for Monier Aqueducts in Contract No. 77, based upon quantities as rearranged, and according to the work as 
' being executed.

1,533 Cubic yards material above skewbacks, comprising—
383 cubic yards compo.............................................................)

£ s. d.

1150 ,, small bluestone concrete ............................ >
37 tons of iron in grills........................................... •..............)

4,330 0 0

18* Tons channel iron and tie-bars fixed.................................................. £15 270 3 0
15g- ,, cast-iron cover plates fixed ....................................... ..............

Super, yards cement rendering, 1 to 1...............................................
£14 220 10 0

10,625 2|- 1,062 10 0
1,016 ,, ,, 1 to 2............................... ...............

Cubic yards sandstone concrete..........................................................
1|9 88 18 0

1,350 24|- 1,620 0 0
1588 ,, bluestone concrete in skewbacks................................... 50J- 396 13 4

£ s. d.
Brick departmental plans ............................................................................  11,203 14 0
Monier plan....................................................................................... v........ . 7,988 14 4

£3,214 19 8

JOHN YOUNG.

Appendix No. 47.
Contract No. 79.—Schedule of quantities and prices for constructing and completing 1 mile 25'3 chains, more or less, of 

the main outfall sewer, North Shore, branch and pipe sewers, shafts, junctions, &c., subject to omissions, extras, 
extensions, additions, enlargements, deviations, or alterations, as provided by the conditions of contract.

The quantities in this schedule are not guaranteed as correct, but are merely given for the guidance of intending contractors,
this being a schedule of Prices Contract. .

No.
of

Item.
Description of Work. Unit. Probable Quantity. Rate. Araount.

i

Excavation in tunnels, in hard rock, for sewer, branches, pipe-sewers, 
junctions, curves, &c., as specified in clauses 38, 42, 45, 48 to 68, 
including subducts, timbering, unwatering, and removing the 
excavated materials beyond actual site of works, as viz. :— 

Excavation in hard rock, where gadding only is permitted ............ cubic yard 800 63/-

£ s. d.

2,520 0 02 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 2 inches in length 
by 18 inch in diameter, and such depths of boreholes as shall be 
directed only are permitted.............................................................. 835 61/- 2,546 15 0

3 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 4 inches in length 
by 1|- inch in diameter, and such depths of boreholes as shall be 
directed only are permitted.............................................................. 3,000 60/- 9,000 0 0

4

Excavation in shafts, shaft-chambers, and sumps, as specified in 
clauses 39, 52, 53, 71* and 72, including timbering, unwatering, 
and removing the excavated materials beyond actual site of works, 
as viz. :—

Excavation in road surfaces, sand, soil, clay, pipeclay, shale, and soft 
rock only ...................................................... 75 78/- 292 10 0

5 Excavation in hard rock, where gadding only is permitted ........... . 361 83/- 1,498 3 0
6 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 2 inches in length 

by If inch in diameter, and such depths of boreholes as shall be 
directed only are permitted.............................................................. 500 79/- 1,975 0 0

7 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 4 inches in length 
by If inch in diameter, and such depths of boreholes as shall be 
directed only are permitted.............................................................. 2,500 78|- 9,750 0 0

8 Filling in round brick and concrete work of, ventilating and inter
cepting shafts and chambers, manholes, and into all shafts, as 
specified in clauses 40, 41, 42, 43, 71, and 72, including with

- drawing of timber, depositing in layers, replacing road and other 
surfaces, ramminef. &c........................... ................... 120 6 0 0

9 Timber ordered in writing to be left in tunnels, shafts, as specified 
in clauses 36 and 37, including all iron used in fixing same.......... cubic feet 500 2 1 8

10 Subduct in hard rock, with tile covers, as specified in clauses 76 
and 77 ............................ lineal yard 250 7i 1 0 10

11

Subduct, ^ as specified in clauses 76 and 78, in more or less hard 
material, including dry or cement jointing for stoneware pipes, 
&c. :—

Of 6 inches internal diameter .................................................. 100 -|i 0 8 4
12 Of 9 „ „ ...................................................... 100 -|i 0 8 4

13

Subduct in water-charged loose ground, as specified in clause 76, 
including hardwood boxes with packing in same, and dry or 
cement jointing for pipes of :—

6 inches internal diameter.......................................................... 100 -/i 0 8 4
14 9 .......... :.............................................. 100 7i 0 8. 4
15 10 „ „ .......................................................... 100 7i 0 8 4
16 Hand-packed stone-filling, 4-inch gauge, as specified in clauses 17, 

69, 76 to 78, over subducts, and when ordered, round sewers, 
and pipe-sewers in tunnels, including depositing, packing, and 
ramming ..................... cubic yard 300 7i 15 0

17 Sandstone concrete, any shape, form, or thickness, in shafts, tunnels, 
sumps, round stoneware pipes, and, where ordered, in any 
situation in the construction of these works, as specified in clauses 
26, 27, 93 to 109, including washing, dry surfaces, wetting, and 
grouting, complete...................................................... . 1,020 37/6 1,912 10 0

18 Bluestone concrete, any shape, form, thickness, arched, circular, or 
otherwise, in sewer, curved junctions, arches, manholes, &c., as 
specified in clauses 24, 27, 93 to 109, including washing dry 
surfaces, wetting, and grouting, complete...................................

i ”
1,390 56|- 3,892 0 0
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No.
of

Item
Description of Work.

19
20 
21

22

23

24

25

2G

27
28

29
30

31

32

33

34

35

36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43
44
45
46
47
48

49

Brickwork in cement in sewer, junctions, shaft-chambers circular, 
curved, arched, or otherwise, any shape or form or thickness, as 
specified in clauses 110 to 113, including wetting, flushing, 
grouting, collar-joints, pointing, where ordered, &c. :—

Of one ring or portion of a ring ..................................................
Of two or more rings, straight, arched, &c................... ..............

Cement facing in two thicknesses, f inch thick when finished, as 
specified in clause 114, to all internal (and external, where 
ordered) surfaces of sewer, junctions, shaft-chambers, culverts, 
manholes, and where ordered in any situation in the construction
of these works.......................................................................;.........

Bluestone concrete, any shape, form, or thickness, arched, circular 
or otherwise, in shafts, over shaft-chambers, as specified in clauses 
93 to 109, including washing dry surfaces, wetting and grouting,
complete ............................................................................. .............

Brickwork in cement, circular, arched, curved, or otherwise, any 
shape, form, or thickness, as specified in clauses 110 to 113, in 
shafts, over shaft-chambers, including wetting, flushing, grouting,
pointing, where ordered, collar-joints, &e., complete....................

Cement facing in two thicknesses, § inch thick when finished, to all 
internal and external surfaces of shafts, where ordered, as speci
fied in clause 114......................................................................

Pyrmont sandstone, ashlar, set in cement, on top of ventilating 
shafts, and where ordered, as specified in clauses 16 and 115,
complete ..........................................................................................

Squared bluestone pitchers, 9 inches deep, set in sand, round cast 
iron ventilating grates of shafts, where ordered, as specified in
clause 116, complete ..................................................... ............... .

Providing, laying, and jointing glazed stoneware, plain pipes, ir 
trenches, and where ordered, including fixing discs, as specified 
and including bed joints, in mortar, where required : —

18 inches diameter.......................................................................
9 it it ................... .*......................... .........................

SURPLUS MATERIALS.
Removal of surplus materials from the various excavations through

out this contract, as tunnels and open trenches, including sub
ducts, shafts, sumps, &c., as specified in clauses 40, 42, 43, and 
45, as viz.

For the first half mile of lead..............................................
For every further quarter of a mile of lead.......................

GOVERNMENT PROPERTY.
Placing, building in, fixing, and jointing only, any metal work, as 

cast-iron oval and circular pipes, junctions, branches, flanged, and 
with spigot and faucet ends, gas-checks, ventilating grates, lamp- 
hole boxes, man-hole covers, staples, step-irons, earthenware 
covers, &c., supplied by the Government, including carriage,
specified in clauses 91, 121, 131 to 133 complete .......................

Closing of branch sewers and intercepting pipes with earthenware or 
cast-iron covers, set in cement, labour only, as specified in clause
131 complete .........................................................••••.■""................

Trapped junction blocks, taking delivery of, and building in............

GENERAL.
Permanent puddle where ordered, in any situation, in the construe 

tion of these works (temporary puddle ordered for purposes of 
execution of work not to be paid for), as specified in clause 29, 
including spreading in 9-inch layers, and ramming, complete ......

Special bluestone concrete, as specified in clause 25, where ordered in
any situation, in the construction of the works ............................

Bluestone metal (clause 18), IJ-inch gauge, stacked............................
Sandstone metal (clause 26), 2J-inch gauge, stacked ........................
Bluestone metal (clause 32), 2( inch gauge, stacked............................
Sharp, clean washed sand (clause 19), stacked ...................................
Sawn hardwood, in scantlings or planks (clause 30)...........................
Oregon timber, in scantlings or planks ............................ .......... . —
Wrought-iron in bolts, galvanised step-irons, screws, nails, spikes,

straps, &e. (clause 31) ....................................................................
Portland cement ...................................................................................
Artisan or mechanic, supplied by contractor......................................
Quarryman or other skilled labourer, supplied by contractor .........
Ordinary labourer, supplied by contractor..........................................
Cart, with one horse and driver, supplied by contractor.....................
One additional horse, supplied by contractor......................................

MAINTENANCE.
Three months’ maintenance after formal delivery of works ............

Total.........................................................

Unit Probable Quantity. Rate. Amount.

cubic yard 520 50|.

£ s. d.

1,300 0 0 
180 0 0)> 180 20f-

square yd. 8,900 2J- 890 0 0

cubic yard 150 60) - 450 0 0

870 65J- 2,827 10 0

square yd. 290 2|- 29 0 0

cubic feet 185 6/- 55 10 0

square yd. 20 30/- 30 0 0

lineal feet 2 10/- 1 0 0
>) 60 2/- 6 0 0

cubic yard 7,960 H- 398 0 0
15,920 -|1 66 6 8

ton 40 60/- 120 0 0

each 30 10|- 15 0 0
a 10 51- 2 10 0

cubic yard 20 2/- 2 0 0

10 6/- 3 0 0
10 ' 15/- 7 10 0
10 2/6 1 5 0
10 15/- 7 10 0

i i
cubic feet

10 5- 2 10 0
50 2/- 5 0 0

„ 50 2/6 6 5 0

cwt. 3 56/- 8 8 0
cask 10 16/- 8 0 0
day 15 12/- 9 0 0

15 10|- 7 10 0
30 10/- 15 0 0
10 20|- 10 0 0

a 10 10/- 5 0 0

lump sum 21 18 2

39,890 0 0

This is the Schedule of Quantities and Prices referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, 
dated the 10th day of March, a.d. 1892. john

Witness,—V. C. Lumsdaixe. . ^ G- SNODGRASS.
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Appendix No. 48.
Contract No. 69.—Return showing the ielati\e amounts of the various tenders received based upon the quantities actually paid for. (Note —The first money columns lepresent the \alues vhere the schedule 

quantities have been exceeded, the second where they have been ieduced, and the thud where no appreciable difference m quantity has been made )

Item. Description Estimated
Quantity

Quantity 
paid for.

Messrs Carter, Gummow, & Co. Mr John Ahern. Messrs Keile & Eerie

Rate Amount Amount Amount Rate Amount Amount Amount Rate Amount Amount Amount

£ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d.
1 Excavation, open tiencli 19,320 yards cub 19,230 yards cub. 9d 721 2 6 2/- 1,923 0 0 2- 1,923 0 0
8 „ tunnel (more or less liard) 1,140 „ „ 7,661 „ „ 27/6 10,533 17 6 16- 6,128 16 0 23/- 8,810 3 0

11 1,850 „ „ 6,712 „ „ 9,229 0 0 19/- 6,376 8 0 35/- 11,746 0 0
12 110 „ „ 91 „ „ 4/- 18 4 0 10/- 45 10 0 4;- 18 4 0
14 445 „ „ 404 „ „ 4/ 80 16 0 15/- 303 0 0 20- 404 0 0
16 ,, (more or less hard), soft 170 „ „ 539 „ „ 40/ 1,078 0 0 6/- 161 14 0 4/- 107 16 0
19 „ ( ), liaid 115 „ „ 84 „ „ 5/- 21 0 0 18/- 75 12 0 15/- • 63 0 0

20 15,220 „ „ 17,200 „ „ 6d 430 0 0 1/- 860 0 0 2/- 1,721 0 0
21 9,000 feet „ 9,818 feet „ Id 40 18 2 2- 981 16 0 Id 40 18 2
22 Removing culveit 244 yards ,, 74 yards „ 2/6 9 5 0 10/- 37 0 0 i/- 3 14 0
28 Hand packed stone filling 760 „ „ 329 „ „ i/- 16 9 0 3/- 49 7 0 3,6 57 11 6
29 Blue metal 1°0 „ „ 132 „ „ 10/- 66 0 0 12/6 82 10 0 ]6,- 105 12 0
30 Blending 90 „ „ 66 „ „ 2/6 8 5 O i/- 3 6 0 2- 6 12 0
31 Sandstone concrete l,0o0 ,, „ 1/31 „ „ 40- 2,062 0 0 36- 1,855 16 0 32- 1,649 12 0

:.2 4,550 „ „ 4,844 „ „ 43/- 10,414 12 0 42/- 10,172 8 0 50/- 12 110 0 0
3J 1,605 , ,, 1,912 „ ,, 55/- 5,282 15 0 55/- 5,282 15 0 55/- 5 282 15 0
34 Cement facing 11,600 ,, sup 10,683 yards sup 5/- 2,670 15 0 26 1,335 7 6 3/- 1,602 9 0
35 210 feet cub 60 feet cub 5/- 15 0 0 5/- 15 0 0 3- 9 0 0
36 Bluestone pitchers 12 yards sup 3G£ yards sup £50 1,825 0 0 15/- 27 7 6 £3 109 10 0
38 Ordnance fencing 7 rods 5 rods £4 20 0 0 50/- 12 10 0 30/- 7 10 0

39 97 stoneware pipes 40 yards 1ml 32 yards 1ml. 2/- 3 4 0 4/- 6 8 0 5/- 8 0 0
40 12 ,, ,, 64 „ „ 31 „ „ ot- 4 13 0 5/- 7 15 0 96 14 14 6
41 16' ,» „ 15 „ „ 11 » „ 6/- 3 6 0 8/- 4 8 0 15/- 8 5 0
42 18’ „ „ 5 „ „ 2 „ ,, 10/- 1 0 0 12/- 1 4 0 23/- 2 6 0
43 21,420 ,, cub. 17,671 yards cub 3d 220 17 9 9d 662 13 3 3d 220 17 9

45 to 82 (From schedule quantities) 8,909 5 6 10,041 11 3 9,840 1 9
S3 Laying, &c , 3' 9* pipes 396 j ards 1ml 376 yards 1ml. 3/6 65 16 0 20/- 376 0 0 15,- 207 0 0
81 „ S' 6" „ 649 „ „ 640 „ „ 3 6 112 0 0 18/6 592 0 0 13/- 416 0 0
85 „ 24" „ 246 „ „ 244 „ „ 2/6 30 10 0 6/- 73 4 0 10/- 122 0 0

86 Flap traps 10 No 30 No. 25/- 37 10 0 £5 150 0 0 25/- 37 10 0
95 Galvamsed wrought iron 20 cwt 19 cwt 50- 47 10 0 40/- 38 0 0 30- 28 10 0
96 25 casks 11 casks 12/- 6 12 0 15/- 8 5 0 ii/- 6 1 0
97 Artizan No quantity 47 days 16/- 37 12 0 14/- 32 18 0 15/- 35 5 0
99 Labourers 119 „ 11/- 65 9 0 9/- 53 11 0 »/- 53 11 0

100 27 „ £1 37 0 0 15/- 20 5 0 12/- 16 4 0
Out of schedule .. £205 3s. 2d. 205 3 2 205 3 2 205/3/2 205 3 2

£ 38,871 12 8 6,204 5 3 9,244 9 8 30,141 4 6 7,507 15 9 10,353 8 5 39,964 12 2 6,883 18 9 10,150 4 11
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Contract No. 69.—Return showing the relative amounts of the various tenders received based upon the quantities actually paid fox —continued. 00

Item.
H. McKenzie & Sons. J. McSweeny. Holloway Bros. J. F. Carson. A Dean & Sons

Rate. Amount. Amount. Amount Rate. Amount. Amount. Amount. Rate. Amount. Amount. Amounl Rate. Amount. Amount. Amount. Rate. Amount. Amount. Amount.

£ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ B. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s. d. £ s a £ s. d.
1 3 6 3,365 5 6 3/9 3,605 12 6 1/6 1,442 5 0 3/- 2,884 10 0 3'- 2,834 10 0
8 13/6 5,171 3 6 32/6 12,449 2 6 20/- 7,661 0 0 15,- 5,745 15 0 18/- 6,894 18 0

11 18/- 6,040 16 0 35/- 11,746 0 0 25/- 8,390 0 0 40/- 13,424 0 0 25/- 8,390 0 0
12 12/- 54 10 0 12/- 54 12 0 30/- 136 10 0 10,- 45 10 0 12/- 54 12 0
14 22/6 454 10 0 22/- 444 4 0 27/6 555 10 0 30/- 606 0 0 20/- 404 0 0

16 13/6 363 16 6 12/- 321 8 0 30/- 808 10 0 10/- 269 10 0 12- 323 8 0
19 22/6 94 10 0 22/- 92 8 0 30/- 126 0 0 20/- 84 0 0 20- 84 0 0
20 2/6 1,290 0 0 1/6 1.290 0 0 i/- 860 0 0 2/- 1,720 0 0 1/3 1,075 0 0
21 2,6 1,227 5 0 3d. 122 14 6 5/- 2,454 10 0 , 2/6 1,227 5 0 6/- 2,945 8 0
22 10/- 37 0 0 5,- 18 10 0 10/- 37 0 0 2/“ 7 8 0 20/- 74 0 0

28 5,- 82 5 0 4/- 65 16 0 5/- 82 5 ft 5/- 82 5 0 , 10- 164 10 0
29 14/- 92 8 0 15/- 99 0 0 16/- 105 12 0 15,- 99 0 0 18/- 118 16 0
30 5/- 16 10 0 20/- 66 0 0 10/- 33 0 0 7/6 25 5 0 6'- 19 16 0
31 33/- 1,701 3 0 33/- 1,701 3 0 37/6 1,933 2 6 40/- 2,062 0 0 35/- 1,804 5 0
32 46/- 11,141 4 0 38/- 9,205 12 0 42/6 10,293 10 0 45/- 10,899 0 0 50/- 12,110 0 0

33 54/- 5,186 14 0 49/- 4,706 9 0 55/- 5,282 15 0 50- 4,802 10 0 58/- 5,570 18 0
31 3/- 1,602 9 0 1,6 801 4 6 1/6 801 4 6 1/6 801 4 6 2/- 1,068 6 0
35 3/- 9 0 0 4/- 12 0 0 4/- 12 0 O 4/- 12 0 0 4/-
36 20/- 36 10 0 45/- 82 2 6 30- 54 15 0 20/- 36 10 0 30/- 54 15 0
33 20/- ... 5 0 0 20/- 5 0 0 60'- 15 0 0 20/- 5 0 0 £3 15 0 0

39 6/- 9 12 0 5/- 8 0 0 5- 8 0 0 3/- 4 16 0 5/- 8 0 0
40 10/- 15 10 0 6/3 9 13 9 7/6 11 12 6 4 6 6 19 6 7/6 11 12 6
41 20/- 11 0 0 10,- 5 10 0 15/- 8 5 0 9,- 4 19 0 10/- 5 10 0
42 25/- 2 10 0 12/6 1 5 0 20/- 2 0 0 12- 1 4 0 lo/- 1 10 0
43 2/3 1,104 8 9 9d. 662 13 3 .. 1'- 883 11 0 6d. 441 15 6 1/3 1,101 8 9

45 to 82 10,410 6 9 10,354 15 1 9,960 1 6 9,471 12 3 10,549 10 S
83 25/- 475 0 0 18/6 347 16 0 45/- 851 0 0 5- 99 0 0 20/- 3/U U 0
84 22/- 704 0 0 16/6 528 0 0 40/- 1,280 0 0 5- 160 0 0 20/- 64U 0
85 12/- 146 8 0 13/- 158 12 0 20/- 244 0 0 5/- 61 0 0 20/- 244 0
86 £10 300 0 0 30/- 45 0 0 £5 150 0 0 30/- 45 0 0 •* £5 150 0 0

95 37/- 35 3 0 56/- 53 4 0 35/- 33 5 0 40/- 38 0 0 40/- 38 0 0
96 12/- 6 12 0 15/- 8 5 0 18/- 9 18 0 10/- 5 10 0 16/- 8 16 0
97 14/- 82 18 0 12/- 28 4 0 11/- 25 17 0 15/- 35 5 0 12/-
99 8/- 47 12 0 9/- 53 11 0 8/- 47 12 0 9/- 53 11 0 8/6

100 12/- 16 4 0 13/- 17 11 0 14/- 18 18 0 12/6 16 17 6 13/-
205 3 2 205 3 2 205 3 2 205 3 2

£ 30,757 9 0 10,024 16 3 10,712 3 11 39,963 8 6 8,748 9 0 10,659 4 3 35,955 0 0 8,611 0 6 10,257 11 8 33,169 10 0 7,537 6 6 9,782 8 11 37,514 7 0 9,091 12 3 10,351 0 4
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Contract No. 69.—Return showing the relative amounts of the various tenders received based upon the quantities actually paid foi—continued.

Item

Langtiee & Owen Parry & Parley. J Stewart & Co

Rate Amount Amount Amount Rate Amount Amount Amount Rate Amount Amount Amount

£ d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s a £ s d £ s d £ s d1 2/10 2,724 5 0 2/- 1,923 O 0 3 G 3,315 5 08 40 ■/- 15,322 0 0 34/- 13 023 14 0 50/- 19,152 10 011 40/- 13,424 0 0 31/- 10,i03 12 0 54/- 18,122 8 012 8/- 36 8 0 25/- 113 15 0 £4 36* 0 0
14 40/- 808 0 0 42/6 858 10 O 65- 1,813 0 0
16 8/- 215 12 0 25/- 673 15 0 £4 2,156 0 0
19 40/- 168 0 0 40/- 168 0 0 £4 336 0 020 1/3 1,075 0 0 1/6 1,290 O 0 6d 430 0 021 I/" 490 18 0 1- 490 18 0 Id 40 18 222 2/- 7 8 0 4/- 14 16 0 2- 7 8 0
23 3/- 49 7 0 2/- 32 18 0 6- 98 14 0
29 13/- 85 16 0 12/6 82 10 0 ]2/- 79 4 0
31 2/6 8 5 0 2- 6 12 0 12/- 39 12 0
31 32/- 1,649 12 0 35/- 1,804 5 0 40- 2,062 O 0
32 50/- 12,110 0 0 45/- 10,899 0 0 45- 10,899 10 0
33 56,- 5,378 16 0 80/- 7,681 0 0 55/- 5,282 15 0
34 2/3 1,201 16 9 2/6 1,335 7 6 i/- 534 3 0
35 4/- 12 0 0 4/- 12 0 0 5/- 15 0 0
36 20/- 36 10 0 20/- 36 10 0 30/- 54 15 0
38 15/- 3 15 0 50/- 12 10 0 20- 5 0 0
39 8/6 13 12 0 3/6 5 12 0 6- 9 12 0
40 10/- 15 10 0 6/- 9 6 0 10,- 15 10 0
41 15/- 8 5 0 12/- 6 12 0 15/- 8 5 0
42 18/- 1 16 0 16/- 1 12 0 20/- 2 0 0
43 1 - 883 11 0 1/3 1,104 8 9 7d 515 8 3

45 to 82 9,984 8 0 14,058 3 9 9,615 19 3
83 7/6 141 0 0 8/- 150 8 0 15- 282 0 0
84 7/- 224 0 0 7/6 210 0 0 10,- 320 0 0
85 6/- 73 4 0 4/- 49 4 0 10/- 122 0 086 30/- 45 0 0 15,- 22 10 0 20,- 30 0 0
95 70,- 66 10 0 56/- 53 4 0 30/- 28 10 0
96 15/- 8 5 0 15/- 8 5 0 13/- 7 3 0
97 12/- 28 4 0 15/- 35 5 0 12/- 28 4 0
99 9/- 53 11 0 12/- 71 8 0 9/- 53 11 0100 15/- 20 5 0 20/- 27 0 O 11/- 18 18 0

205 3 2 205 3 2 205 3 2
£ 48,097 16 0 8,190 5 9 10,291 11 2 44,523 19 0 7,S92 15 3 14,396 19 11 56,168 16 2 9,479 14 3 9,921 15 5

Cat tei,

£ s d 
o8,871 12 8 

6,204 5 3 
9,244 9 8

£54,320 7 7

Aheai n.
£ s d 

30,141 4 6 
7,507 15 9 

10,353 8 5

£48,002 8 8

Kerk.

£ s d. 
39,964 12 2 
6,883 18 9 

10,150 4 11

£56,998 15 10

McKenzie.

£ s. d. 
30,757 9 0 
10,024 16 3 
10,712 3 11

£51,494 9 2

McSacemy. Langtiee

£ s d £ s d
39,968 8 6 48,097 16 0

8,748 9 0 8,190 5 9
10,659 4 3 10,291 11 2

£59,376 1 9 £66,579 12 11

Holloway. Fa, i j.

£ s d £ s d
3d,955 0 O 44 523 19 0
8,611 0 6 7 992 15 3

10,257 11 8 14,396 19 11
£54,823 12 2 £66,913 14 2

Carson. Steuart

£ s d £ s d
38,169 10 0 56,168 16 2
7,537 6 6
9,782 8 11

9,479 14 3 
9,921 15 5

£55,489 5 5 £75,570 5 10

Dean

£ s d 
37,514 7 0 

9,091 12 3 
10,851 0 4

£57,456 19 7
<1
ZD
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Appendix No. 49—Contract 69.
List of Items Omitti.d in Final Voucher.

Item Description Carter. Abeim Kerle McKenzie. McSweeney. Holloway. Carson. Dean. Langtree. Parry. Stewart.

£ s. d £ s d £ s a £ s a. £ s a £ s. d £ s. a. £ s a £ s. a £ s. d. £ s d.

2 Excavation, liard 9d. 43 13 9 15/- 873 15 0 10/- 582 10 0 13 6 786 7 6 4- 233 0 0 15/- 873 15 0 10,- 582 10 0 12- 699 0 0 ii/- 640 15 0 12/- 699 0 0 6/- 349 10 0
3 ,, blasting 9d 43 13 9 10- 582 10 0 8- 466 0 0 12/- 699 0 0 5 - 291 5 0 13/6 786 7 6 7/6 436 17 6 10/- 582 10 0 6/- 349 10 0 9/- 524 5 0 5/6 320 7 6
4 ,, ,, .. £d. 43 13 9 11/- 640 15 0 8/- 466 0 0 9/- 524 5 0 5/- 211 5 0 12/6 728 2 6 5/- 291 5 0 9- 524 5 0 5/- 320 7 6 8,- 466 0 0 5- 291 5 0
5 ,, less bard . 27/6 1,113 10 0 10/- 405 0 0 7/- 283 10 0 9 - 364 10 0 20- 810 0 0 20/- 810 0 0 10/- 405 0 0 16/- 648 0 0 8/- 324 0 0 25/- 1,012 10 0 30/- 1,215 O 0
6 „ gadding 27/6 1,567 10 0 18/- 1,026 0 0 25/- 1,425 0 0 22/6 1,282 10 0 37/6 2,137 10 0 25/- 1,425 0 0 25/- 1,425 0 0 20- 1,140 0 0 42/- 2,394 0 0 40/- 2,280 0 0 60/- 3,420 0 0
7 ,, light blast 27/6 1,567 10 0 15/- 855 0 0 23/- 1,311 0 0 18/- 1,026 0 0 32/6 1,852 10 0 22 6 1,282 10 0 20/- 1,110 0 0 18- 1,026 0 0 41/- 2,337 0 0 35/- 1,995 0 0 54/- 3,078 0 0

13 „ hard, lod light blast 4- 89 0 0 15/- 333 15 0 20/- 445 0 0 27/- 600 15 0 23/- 511 15 0 30/- 667 10 0 40/- 890 0 0 20- 445 0 0 41/- 912 5 0 45/- 1,001 5 0 70/- 1,557 10 0
15 ,, gadding and gutter 4/- 89 0 0 20/- 445 0 0 23/- 511 15 0 30/- 667 10 0 34/- 756 10 0 40- 990 0 0 45/- 1,001 5 0 12/- 102 0 0 80 68 0 0 2o/- 212 10 0 £4 680 0 0
17 „ bard sandstone 5/- 28 15 0 20/ 115 0 0 3/- 17 5 0 27/- 155 5 0 26 6 152 7 6 40/- 220 0 0 30/- 172 10 0 20/- 115 0 0 42,- 241 10 0 45/- 258 15 0 £5 575 0 0
18 ,, ,, light blast 5/- 28 15 0 18/- 103 10 0 15/- 86 5 0 22 6 129 7 6 23/- 132 5 0 35/- 211 5 0 25/- 143 15 0 20/- 115 0 & 41,- 235 15 0 42 6 244 7 6 84,- 488 15 0

-23 Subduct Id 1 3 4 20/- 280 0 0 10/- 140 0 0 15/- 210 0 0 3/- 42 0 0 10/- 180 0 0 6/- 84 0 0 20/- 280 0 0 2/- 28 0 0 3/- 42 0 0 6/- 84 0 0
24 6" Id 2 13 4 6 - 192 0 0 4/6 144 0 0 9/- 2S8 O 0 5/- 160 0 0 5- 160 0 0 7/6 240 0 0 10/- 320 0 0 4,- 128 0 0 3/- 96 0 0 3/- 96 0 0
25 » S" Id 2 13 4 8/- 256 0 0 5 - 160 0 0 14/- 448 0 0 6/- 192 0 0 6/- 192 0 0 7/6 240 0 0 15,- 480 0 0 5/3 168 0 0 3 6 112 0 0 4/- 128 0 0
26 „ 6" . Id 1 3 4 7/- 98 0 0 ?/- 98 0 0 12/- 168 0 0 6/- 84 0 0 7/6 105 0 0 10/- 140 0 0 18,- 252 0 0 7/- 980 0 0 5/- 70 0 0 5- 70 0 0
27 „ 9" Id. 1 3 4 9/- 126 0 0 9/- 126 0 0 18 - 252 0 0 8- 112 0 0 10/- 140 0 0 12/6 175 0 0 20- 230 0 0 8/3 115 10 0 6- 84 0 0 6/- 84 0 0
37 Freestone pitcbei 20/ 38 0 0 8/- 15 4 0 35/- 66 10 0 10/- 19 0 0 10- 19 0 0 20/- 38 0 0 15- 28 10 0 15- 23 10 0 9- 17 2 0 12/- 22 16 0 20/- 38 0 0
44 Removing * mile furtbei Id 125 0 0 3d. 375 0 0 Id 125 0 0 3d 375 0 0 4*a. 562 10 0 6d. 750 0 0 4d. 500 0 0 i/- 1,500 0 0 4d 500 0 0 3/- 337 0 0 Id 125 0 0
87 Ruddle 2/- 1 0 0 7/- 3 10 0 V- 0 10 0 4/- 2 0 0 12,- 6 0 0 20,- 10 0 0 10/- 5 0 0 10/- 5 0 0 6- 3 0 0 3'- 1 10 0 6,- 3 0 0
88 Special con 50/- 25 0 0 60/- 30 0 0 50/- 25 0 0 45- 22 10 0 60- 30 0 0 60/- 30 0 0 45/- 22 10 0 10/- 35 0 0 61/- 30 0 0 60/- 30 0 0 70/- 35 0 0
89 iy' metal 10/- 7 10 0 15/- 11 5 0 12/- 9 0 0 13/- 9 15 0 15- 11 5 0 18/- 13 10 0 15/- 11 5 0 17/- 12 15 0 15/- 11 5 0 12/6 9 7 6 14/- 9 15 0
90 2" sandstone 3/- 2 15 0 8/- 6 0 0 3/- 2 5 0 5,- 3 15 0 8,- 6 0 0 16,- 12 0 0 5/- 3 15 0 11/- 8 5 0 5/- 3 15 0 v- 3 0 0 12/- 9 15 0
91 2£// bluestone 10/- 7 10 0 14- 10 10 0 11 - 8 5 0 12- 9 0 0 14/- 10 10 0 15- 11 5 0 14/- 10 10 0 16- 12 0 0 15/- 11 5 0 12/6 9 7 6 12/- 9 0 0
92 Sand 10/- 7 10 0 Sf- 3 15 0 4/- 3 0 0 5- 3 15 0 12,- 9 0 0 10/- 7 10 0 5/- 3 15 0 10/- 7 10 0 5,- 3 15 0 10/- 7 10 0 6/- 4 10 0
93 Hardwood 16 7 10 0 3/- 15 0 0 2/- 10 0 0 23 11 5 0 3/- 15 0 0 5/6 27 10 0 1/- 5 0 0 6- 30 0 0 2/6 12 10 0 1/6 7 10 0 2/- 10 0 0
94 Oregon 1/6 7 10 0 26 12 10 0 23 11 5 0 2/6 12 10 0 4/- 20 0 0 5 6 27 10 0 V- 5 0 0 7/- 35 0 0 2/6 12 10 0 18 8 6 8 2/- 10 0 0

4,853 2 11 6,814 19 0 6,523 0 0 8,070 0 0 8,447 12 6 9,698 15 0 7,962 7 6 8,682 15 0 9,847 14 6 9,534 0 2 12,691 7 6
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APPENDIX. 81

Appendix No. 50.
Monier Arch Culvert, Burwood.

Area of arch, 54 feet x 6 feet 6 inches = 351 feet sup.
Cubic contents of 4|-inch work ................................................... 4J cubic yards.
Cubic contents if of 9-inch work................................................... 9f ,,
Cubic contents if of 14-inch work ............................................... 14f ,,

Estimated cost of brick in cement arch in 9-inch work—9} cubic yards at 45s. per cubic yard.........................
Or equal to 4J-inch Monier compo. work at 90s. per cubic yard.

Estimated cost of brick in cement arch in 14-inch work—14f cubic yards at 45s. per cubic yard.....................
Or £4 2s. less than actual cost of present Monier arch, which amounts to £7 11s. 6d. per cubic yard, 

or a total of £37.

£ s. d. 
21 18 9

32 18 1J

J. SYMONDS, 11(8/96,

Appendix No. 51.
Comparative Estimate—Western and Canterbury Branches, from Chamber, Premier-street, to Shaft, Illawarra Road—

8 ft. x 7 ft. Sewer.

Description of Work. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

cub. yards. cub. yds. 
1,-329*43 

163-57
66 3 

185-14 
720-5 
539-4

£ s. d.
1 7 6
2 3 0
2 0 0
2 15 0
0 5 0
2 0 0

£ s. d. 
1,828 1 6 

351 13 6 
132 12 0 
509 2 6 
180 2 6 

1,186 16 0 
85 0 0

Sandstone concrete (filling) ............. I’lnxftlfi............................
New gas-check.......................................................................................................

£4,273 8 0

Comparative Estimate -Construction of Sewers, Western and Canterbury Branches, from Chamber, Premier-street, to 
' Shaft, Illawarra Road—8 ft. x 7 ft. Sewer.

Description of Work. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

1,329-43
328-69

64-2
185-14
720-49
412-8

£ s. d.
1 7 6
2 3 0
2 0 0
2 15 0
0 5 0
0 0 9

£ s. d. 
1,828 1 6 

706 13 10 
128 8 0 
509 2 7 
ISO 2 6 

15 9 7 
85 0 0

Bluestone concrete ............................ *fi37 -y ......................
Sandstone ...................................... *1244 x 516.......................
Brickwork........................................... *3:iS8xolfi............

New gas-check ......................................................................................................

£3,452 18 0

Comparative Estimate—Construction of Sewers, Western and Canterbury Branches, from Chamber, Premier-street, to 
Shaft, Illawarra Road—6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in., and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. Sewers.

Description of Work. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

1,541-3 
356-0 
160-0 
248-2 

1,145 '5

£ s. d. 
17 6
2 3 02 0 0
2 15 0
0 5 0

£ s. d. 
2,119 6 0 

765 8 0 
320 0 0 
682 11 0 
286 7 6

£4,173 12 6

Bluestone concrete............................................... -69 x 516...........................

Brickwork (two rings of brickwork)................. -481 x 516............................

Comparative Estimate—6 ft. 10 in. x" 5 ft. 10 in., and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in.

Description of Work. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

Excavation............................................... 2-987 x516 . . . 1,541-3
356
299-84
108-36

1,145-5

£ s. d.
1 7 6
2 3 0
2 0 0
2 15 0,
0 5 0

£ s. d. 
2,119 6 0 

765 8 0 
599 13 5£ 
298 0 0 
286 7 6

Bluestone concrete ................................ -69 x 516............................
Sandstone ,, ................................ -581 x 516..............
Brickwork ............................................... *21 x 516 (one ring of brickwork)
Rendering ............................................... 2-22x516 .

£4,068 14 5i

140—l
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Appendix No. 52.
Contract No. 69.—This is the Schedule of Quantities and Prices hereinbefore referred to.

No.
of

Item
Description of Work. Unit. Probable Quantity.

Rate
per

Unit.
Amount.

i

Excavations in open trenches, in more or less hard materials, and in 
hard rock, for sewers, branches, pipes, sub-ducts, &c., as specified 
in clause 3, as viz. :—

Excavation in road surfaces, sand, soil, pipeclay, shale, soft rock, 
where in the opinion of the Engineer blasting is unnecessary....... cubic yard 19,320 3(6

£ s. d.

3,381 0 0
2 Excavation in hard shale or rock, where gadding and guttering only 

is permitted...................................................................................... 5 5 1,165 6/- 319 10 0
3 Excavation in hard shale or rock, where charges of powder not 

exceeding 2 in. in length by 13 in. in diameter, and such depths 
of boreholes as shall be directed only are permitted.................... 1,165 5/6 320 7 6

4 Excavation in hard shale or rock, where charges of powder not 
exceeding 4 in. in length by Ig in. in diameter, and such depths 
of boreholes as shall be directed only arc permitted ..................... } i 1,165 51- 291 5 0

5

Excavation in tunnels in “ more or less hard materials,” for sewers, 
pipe-sewers, sub-ducts, &c., as specified in clause 3, as viz. :— 

Less hard excavation in clay, loose, and jointy shale, &c., where in 
the opinion of the Engineer blasting is unnecessary ..................... > 5 810 30|— 1,215 0 0

6 Excavation in hard sandstone or shale, where gadding and guttering 
only is permitted ............................................................................ > 5 . 1,140 601- 3,420 0 0

7 Excavation in hard sandstone, shale, ironstone, &c., where charges of 
powder not exceeding 2 in. in length by If in. in diameter, and 
such depth of boreholes as shall be directed only are permitted ... >) 1,140 541- 3,078 0 0

8 Excavations in hard sandstone, shale, ironstone, &c., where charges of 
powder not exceeding 4 in. in length by If in. in diameter, and 
such depth of boreholes as shall be directed only are permitted ... >3 1,140 50/- 2,850 0 0

9

Excavation in tunnels in “solid rock” for sewers, pipe-sewers, sub
ducts, &c., as specified in clause 3, as viz. :—

Excavation in hard rock, where gadding and guttering only is 
permitted.......................................................................................... 33 1,850 60/- 5,550 0 0

10 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 2in. 
in length by If in. in diameter, and such depths of bore-holes as 
shall be directed only are permitted ............................................... 3 3 1,850 56|- 5,180 0 0

11 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 4in. 
in length by If in. in diameter, and such depth of bore-holes as 
shall be directed only are permitted ............................................... ,, 1,850 54|- 4,995 0 0

12

Excavation in “ solid rock,” in shafts, shaft chambers, and sumps, as 
specified in clause 3, as viz. :—

Excavation in road surfaces, soil, clay, pipeclay, shale, and soft rock 
only, where in the opinion of the Engineer blasting is unnecessary 3 3 130 £4 520 0 0

13 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 2in. 
in length by If in. in diameter, and such depths of bore-holes as 
shall be directed only are permitted ................................................................................................ 3 3 445 101- 1,557 10 0

14 Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder not exceeding 4in. 
in length by If in. in diameter, and"such depths of bore-holes as 
shall be directed only are permitted .................................................................................................. 33 445 65|- 1,446 5 0

15 Excavation in hard rock, where gadding and guttering only is 
permitted............................................................................................................................................................................................. • 33 445 £4 1,780 0 0

16

Excavation in “ more or less hard ground,” in shafts, shaft chambers, 
and sumps,as specified in clause 3, as viz. :—

Less hard excavation in road services, soil, clay, pipeclay, loose and 
jointy shale, and soft rock, where in the opinion of the Engineer 
blasting is unnecessary................................................................................................................................................. 33 170 £4 680 0 0

17 Excavation in hard sandstone or shale, where guttering and gadding 
only is permitted.................................................................... ...................... 3 3 115 100J- 575 0 0

18 Excavation in hard sandstone or shale, ironstone, &c., where charges 
of powder not exceeding 2 in. in length by 1§ in. in diameter, 
and such depth of bore-holes as shall be directed only are per
mitted ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ 3 3 115 85|- 488 15 0

19 Excavation in hard sandstone or shale, ironstone, &c., where charges 
of powder not exceeding 4 in. in length by 1§ in. in diameter, 
and such depths of bore-holes as shall be directed only are per
mitted ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ 115 SOI- 460 0 0

20 Filling in at sides, round and over all concrete and brickwork of 
sewers, shafts, chambers, pipes, embankments, and tunnels, as 
specified in clauses........................................................................................... ..................................................................... 3 15,220 -16 380 10 0

21 Timber ordered in writing to be left in excavations, as specified in 
clause 9, including all iron used in fixing same .......................................................... cubic foot 9,000 ■n 37 10 0

22 Removing existing culverts crossing the Illawarra Road, as specified 
in clause 12, including masonry, pitching, and timber decking ... cubic yard 244 21- 24 8 0

23 Sub-duct in hard rock, with tile covers, as specified in clause 8 ............. lineal yard 280 61- 84 0 0

24

Sub-duct, as specified in clause 8, in “more or less hard material,” 
including dry or cement jointing for stoneware pipes:—

Of 6-inch internal diameter ............................................................................................................................................... 640 31- 96 0 0
25 Of 9-inch internal diameter............................................................................................... ................................................. ■ » 640 41- 128 0 0

26

Sub-duct in water-charged loose ground, as specified in clause 8, 
including hardwood boxes with packing in same, and dry oi 
cement jointing for pipes of :—

6-inch internal diameter...............■.................................................................. ..................................................... 33 280 51- 70 0 0
27 9-inch internal diameter ................................. ..................................... >3 .

cubic yarc;
280 61- 84 0 0

28 Hand-packed stone filling 4-inch gauge, as specified in clauses 8 and 10 760 61- 228 0 0

29 Bluestone metal 2iVin. gauge, on road surfaces, as specified in clause 10 190 121- 114 0 0
30 Blinding 2 in. thick over metalled surfaces, as specified in clause 10... 3 3 90 12/- 54 0 0
31 Sandstone concrete, in any situation, as specified in clause 13......... ”

1,050 4.01- 2,100 0 0
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Item.

32
33
34
35
36
37

38

39
40
41
42

43
44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

54

55

56

57

58

59

60 

61

62

63

Description of Work.

Bluestone concrete, in any situation, as specified in clause 13 ... 
Brickwork in cement, in any situation, as specified in clause 15 
Cement facing, in any situation, as specified in clause 14 ..........

in clause 18 .................................................................’....................
Supply and fix ordnance fencing complete, with ironwork, painting.

and tarring, as specified in clause 11...................................... '
Providing, laying, and jointing glazed stoneware, plain, junctioi 

bend pipes, in trenches, shafts, &c., as specified in clans 
, including providing and fixing discs, complete, as viz. :—

9-in. diameter pipes in pipe-sewers and shafts ...........................
12-in. diameter pipes in pipe-sewers.............................................
16-in. diameter pipes in pipe-sewers.............................................
18-in. diameter pipes in pipe-sewers ............................................

SURPLUS MATERIALS.

spreading, as viz. :—
For the first half-mile of lead......................
For every further quarter of a mile of lead.

GOVERNMENT PROPERTY, 
jceiving and fixing ironwork, supplied by the Government, 

specified in clauses 272 to 275 of the Schedule to Specification.

IRONWORK.
1 .  A A «/ J ----- \***"sysy*v UC11VX vv xoc OJACiOIilCU-y <Xl.

wrougnt-iron, gun-metal, and cast-iron work, and includino- paint

Penstocks.

drawings Nos. 20 and 3.

gear, street-box, cover-plate, wrought-iron and gun-metal work,
complete, as shown on drawings Nos. 19 and 14............................

Cast-iron frame and penstock of 2-ft. diameter opening, with 2-ft. 
diameter spigot and flanged bend, lifting gear, street-box, wrought, 
iron and gun-metal work, complete, as shown on drawings Nos. 
14 and 18................................. • s

' . Gas-checks.
Cast-iron frame with Muntz metal gas-check for sewer of 6 ft. 10 in. 

x 5 ft. 10 in., with all wrought-iron and gun-metal work, com
pleto, as shown on drawings Nos. 23 and 3 ....................................

Cast-iron frame with Muntz metal gas-check for sewer of 6 ft. 8 in. x 
5 ft. 8 in., with all wrought-iron and gun-metal work, complete
as shown on drawings Nos. 24 and 3 ...............................................

Cast-iron frame with Muntz metal gas-check for sewer of 5 ft. 6 in. x 
4 ft. 6 in., with all wrought-iron and gun-metal work, complete,
as shown on drawings Nos. 25 and 3..............................................

Cast-iron frame with Muntz metal gas-check for sewer of 5 ft. 2 in. x 
4 ft. 2 in., with all wrought-iron and gun-metal work complete,
as shown on drawings Nos. 26 and 3...........................................

Cast-iron frame with Muntz metal gas-check for sewer of 5 ft. 1 in. .. 
4 ft. 1 in., complete, with all wrought-iron and gun-metal work, 
as shown on drawings Nos. 27 and 17 ...................................

. Irregular Castings, &c.
Cast-iron flange and faucet pipe, 3 ft. 9 in. internal diameter, 8 ft,

long in the body, as shown on drawings Nos. 14 and 16 .............
Cast-iron pipe, 3 ft. 9 in. internal diameter, 8 ft. long over all, with: 

two flange ends, one flange turned and drilled for IJ-in. diameter
bolt-holes, as shown on drawings Nos. 14 and 16, weighing..........

Cast-iron flange and spigot pipe, 3 ft. 9 in. internal diameter, 9 ft. 
long over all, the flange to be turned and drilled for 1 J-in. diameter
bolt-holes, as shown on drawing No. 16, weighing.........................

Cast-iron pipe, 3 ft. 9 in. internal diameter, 10 ft. long over all, with
spigot ends, as shown on drawing No. 16 ......................................

Cast-iron thimble, for 3-ft. 9-in. diameter siphon pipes, 18 in. long
over all, as shown on drawing No. 16...........................................

2—cast-iron flanged pipes, 3 ft. 6 in. internal diameter, " 10 ft. long 
over all, one flange turned and drilled for l£-in. diameter bolt
holes, as shown on drawings Nos. 17 and 18...............................

2—cast-iron flange and faucet pipes, 3 ft. 6 in. interiiai diameter’ 12
ft. long in the body, as shown on drawings Nos. 17 and 18..........

2—cast-iron flange and spigot pipes, 3 ft. 6 in. internal diameter, 10 
ft. long over all, the flange* to be turned and drilled for 1^
diameter bolt-holes, as shown on drawing No. 18 ...............

Cast-iron spigot pipe, 3 ft. 6 in. internal diameter, 10 ft. long over
all, as shown on drawing No. 18...............................................

Cast-iron spigot pipe, 3 ft. 6 in. internal diameter, 6 ft. 6 i’n.'lono-over 
all, as shown on drawing No. 18............................................°......

.Unit. Probable Quantity.
Rate
per

Unit.
Amount.

£ s. d.

cubic yard 4,550 45|- 10,237 10 0
55 1,605 551- 4,413 15 0

square yd. 11,600 1|- 580 0 0
5 cubic foot 210 51- 52 10 0
7 square yd. 
{

12 30|- 18 0 0

5 J 38 20|- 38 0 0
rod........... 7 20|- 7 0 0

lineal yard 40 6|- 12 0 0
,, 64 10|- 32 0 0
,, 15 15/- 11 5 0
3 3 5 20/- 5 0 0

r

cubic yard 20,420 -P 595 1 2
33 30,000 -/l 125 0 0

ton........... 25 £3 75 0 0

each ........ 3 £180 540 0 0

3 3 ............. 2 £140 280 0 0

3 3 *........... 1 £100 100 0 0

3 3 • • < 1 £80 80 0 0

>3 .............. 1 £70 70 0 0

>3 ............. 1 £62 62 0 0

” ..............
1 £60 60 0 0

33 ............. 1 £54 54 0 0

Tons. cwt. qr. lb.

2 2 3 4 £16

2 0 0 18 £16

1 16 3 13 £16

2 5 3 23 £16

0 11 3 20 £16

4 12 2 2 £16

5 16 0 6 £16

4 9 2 2 £16

2 2 3 25 £16

1 7 3 20 £16
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No
of

Item.

Rate
Description of Work. Unit. Probable Quantity. per

Unit.
Amouut.

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

Cast-iron spigot and faucet pipe, 3 ft. 6 in. internal diameter, 4 ft.
10 in. long in the body, as shown on drawing No. 18.....................

2—cast-iron thimbles for 3-ft. 6-in. diameter pipe-sewer, 18 in. long
over all, as shown on drawing No. 18 ..........................................

Cast-iron flange and faucet pipe, 2 ft. internal diameter, 10 ft. long
over all, drawings Nos. 15 and 16 ..................................................

2—cast-iron flange and spigot pipes, 2 ft. internal diameter, 10 ft. 
long over all, the flange to he turned and drilled for 1 J-in. diameter
bolt-holes, as shown on drawing No. 16...........................................

Cast-iron thimble for 2-ft. diameter scour-pipes, 15 in. long over all,
as shown on drawing No. 16....................................................... •••■•

Cast-iron flanged bend, 12 in. internal diameter, as shown on drawings
Nos. 14 and 16...................................................................................

Cast-iron flange and spigot bend, 16 in. internal diameter, as shown
on drawings Nos. 3 and 10 .............................................................
Total, including placing on cement mortar bedding, where ordered, 

and fixed (except lead joints) in position in the works ..........

71 2—wrought-iron rolled girders for supporting lifting gear of penstocks
at Premier-street shaft-chamber, 25 ft. long each, weighing per 
foot run 46 lb., as shown on drawings Nos. 3 and 20.....................

72 Platform for working penstocks in Premier-street shaft-chamber-,
consisting of two wrought-iron rolled girders, 25 ft. long each, 
weight per foot run 19 lb., with cast-iron gratings and wrought- 
iron standard and railings, complete, as shown on drawings Nos. 
3 and 22, weighing in all .................................................................

73 Cast-iron standards and wrought-iron tube-railing at top of shaft, and
solid bar-railings across shaft at landings, complete, as shown on 
drawing No. 4....................................................................................

74 Wrought-iron ladder in shaft, with supports, in four lengths, com
plete, as shown on drawing No. 4 ................................................

75 3—angle-iron bearers, with cast-iron perforated landing-plates in
shaft, complete, as shown on drawing No. 4....................................

76 Wrought-iron hinged gratings, for outlet well of siphon, with cast-
iron hinge-plates and wrought-iron channel-girders, complete, as 
shown on drawings Nos. 14 and 21 ............................................

77 Wrought-iron hinged gratings, for inlet well of siphon, with cast-iron
hinge-plates and wrought-iron channel-girders, complete, as shown 
on drawings Nos. 14 and 21....:.......................................................

78
79
80 
81

82

Cast-iron Pipes.
Cast-iron straight, spigot, and faucet pipes, 12 ft. long in the body, 

complete, as shown on drawings Nos. 16 and 18, as viz. :—
96—3-ft. 9-in. diameter siphon pipes ..................................................
154—3-ft. 6-in. diameter duplicate sewer-pipes....................................
59—2-ft. diameter scour-pipes ..............................................................
74—screw-bolts, IJ-in. diameter, with hexagon heads and nuts, for

3-ft. 6-iu. and 3-ft. 9-in. diameters flange pipe-joints.....................
15—screw-bolts, 1 in. diameter, with hexagon heads and nuts, for 

2-ft. diameter flange pipe-joints ......................................................

Total for all straight pipes

83
84
85

PIPE-LAYING.
Laying and jointing (including providing lead and spun-yarn) the 

3-ft. 9-in. diameter, the 3-ft. 6-in. diameter, and the 2-ft. diameter 
cast-iron pipes, and irregular castings in open trenches and shafts, 
as specified in clause 20, complete, as viz. :—•

3-ft. 9-in. diameter siphon pipes and short ends, &c............................
3-ft. 6-in. diameter duplicate sewer-pipes, short ends, &c...................
2-ft. diameter scour-pipes and short ends, &c.......................................

86
TRAPPED JUNCTIONS.

Flap-traps, providing, delivering, and building in, including providing 
and fixing discs ...............................................................................

87

88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95

96
97
98
99 

100 
101

GENERAL. ... .
Permanent puddle, where ordered many situation in the construction 

of these works (temporary puddle ordered for purposes of execution 
of work not to be paid for), as specified in clause 29, including
spreading in 9-in. layers and ramming, complete .........................

Special bluestone concrete, in any situation, as specified in clause 2...
Bluestone metal (clause 2), IJ-in. gauge, stacked................................
Sandstone metal (clause 2), 2-in. gauge, stacked ................................
Bluestone metal (clause 2), 2J-in. gauge, stacked................................
Sharp, clean, washed sand (clause 2), stacked ...................................
Sawn hardwood, in scantlings or planks (clause 2) ............................
Oregon timber, in scantlings or planks.................................................
W’rought-iron, in bolts, galvanised step-irons, screws, nails, spikes,

straps, &c. (clause 2) .........................................................................
Portland cement ....................................................................................
Artisan or mechanic, supplied by Contractor.......................................
Quarryman or other skilled labourer, supplied by Contractor.............
Ordinary labourer, supplied by Contractor...........................................
Cart with one horse and driver, supplied by Contractor.....................
One additional horse, supplied by Contractor ....................................

Total

Tons. cwt. qr. lb. £ s. d.
1 5 2 24 £16

1 0 2 14 £16

0 19 0 4 £16

1 13 3 18 £16

0 4 15 £16

0 14 1 0 £16

0 8 1 19 £16

33 12 3 12 £16 538 5 9

ton.

) > 10 2 4 £15 15 8 0

cwt. 1 4 2 15 25/- 30 15 9

JJ 0 4 1 11 60/- 13 1 0

>5 0 16 2 15 60|- 49 17 6

}} 0 15 2 27 30/- 27 0 0

J) 0 4 1 20 50/- 10 13 0

ii 0 9 1 11 40|- 18 14 0

289 4 0 0 9/10|- 2,746 8 0
435 5 0 14 9/10/- 4,134 18 9
63 16 3 20 £11 702 7 0

0 2 0 23 561- 6 3 6

0 0 1 26 56j - 1 7 0

ton. 788 8 2 27

lineal yard 396 151- 297 0 0
649 io|- 324 10 0

if 246 10/- 123 0 0

each 10 20/- 10 0 0

cubic yard 10 61- 3 0 0
10 70|- 35 0 0
15 14|- 10 10 0
15 12|- 9 15 0
15 121- 9 0 0
15 61- 4 10 0

cubic foot 100 21- 10 0 0

it 100 2|- 10 0 0

cwt. 20 30/- 30 0 0
cask 25 13/- 16 5 0
day Rate only 12/-

101- .............................

9|-
14|-

,, 81-

.................£ 68,173 10 11
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No of 
Item

4G

47 -

48

49

50

51

52

53

54
55

56

57
58
59

60 
61

62
63
64
65
66
67

68
69
70

71

72

73

74
75

76

77

78
79
80

81

82

Summary of Weights of Wrought and Cast Ironwork, including all Gun-metal.
(The number of Items underneath correspond with those of the Schedule of the Quantities and Prices.)

Descnption of Item. Number Weight of each 
required Item. Total weight.

PENSTOCKS. '

Cast-iron frame and penstock, with 6-ft. diameter opening, with all lifting
gear, screw-bolts, anchor-bolts, and gun-metal, complete ...............

Cast-iron frame and penstock, with 3-ft. 9 m. diameter opening, with all lifting
gear, screw-bolts, anchor-bolts, and gun-metal, complete .........................

Cast-iron frame and penstock, w ith 2-ft. diameter opening, with all lifting 
gear, screw-bolts, anchor-bolts, and gun-metal, complete .........................

Total weight .......................................................

GAS-CHECKS.

Cast-iron frame, with muntz metal gas-check, for 6-ft. 10-in. by 5-ft. 10-m.
sewer, with all screw-bolts, anchor-bolts, gun-metal work, complete ... 

Cast-iron frame, with muntz metal gas-check, for 6-ft. 8-m. by 5-ft. 8-in.
sewer, with all screw-bolts, anchor-bolts, gun metal work, complete . . 

Cast iron frame, with muntz metal gas-check, for 5-ft. 6-in. by 4-ft. 6-in.
sewer, with all screw-bolts, anchoi-bolts, gun-metal work, complete .. . 

Cast-iron frame, with muntz metal gas-check, for 5-ft. 2-in. by 4-ft. 2m.
sewer, with all screw-bolts, auchor-bolts, gun-metal work, complete . . . 

Cast-iron frame, with muntz metal gas-check, for 5-ft. 1-in. by 4-ft. 1-in. 
sewer, with all screw-bolts, anchor-bolts, gun-metal work, complete ....

Total weight .......................................................

IRREGULAK CASTINGS, &c.

Flange and faucet pipe, 8 ft. long, 3-ft. 9 in. internal diameter .
Flange pipe, 8 ft. long, 3-ft. 9-m. internal diameter, one flange turned and

drilled, for IJ-m. diameter bolt-holes .... ............... .
Flange and spigot pipe, 9 ft. long, 3-ft. 9-in. internal diameter, the flanges to

turned and drilled for 1J m. diameter bolt-holes ............................
Spigot pipe, 10 ft. long, 3 ft. 9-in. internal diameter .......................
Cast-iron thimble for 3-ft. 9-in. diameter pipe, 18 m. long . ....
Flange-pipe, 10 ft. long, 3-ft. 6-m. internal diameter, one flange turned and

drilled, for l|-in. diameter bolt-holes .. . ..........
Flange and faucet pipe, 12 ft. long, 3-ft. 6-m. internal diametei .
Flange and spigot pipe, 10 ft long, 3-ft. 6-m. internal diameter, the flange

turned and drilled for 1J in. diameter bolt-holes ................ .......
Spigot pipe, 10 ft. long, 3 ft. 6-m. internal diameter ...............................
Spigot pipe, 6-ft. 6-m. long, 3-ft. 6-m. internal diameter ..........................
Spigot and faucet pipe, 4-ft. lO-m. long, 3 ft. 6-m. internal diameter . .
Cast-iron thimble foi 3-ft. 6-m. diameter pipe, 18 m. long ...........................
Flange and faucet pipe, 10 ft. long, 2 ft. internal diameter...................
Flange and spigot pipe, 10 ft. long, 2 ft. internal diameter, the flange to be

turned and drilled foi l£-m. diameter bolt-holes .......... ....................
Cast-iron thimble for 2-ft. diameter pipe, 15 in. long.....................................
Cast-iron flange bend, 12 in. internal diameter . .. ...........................
Cast-iron flange and spigot bend, 16 m. internal diameter................................

Total weight ..........................................................

Wrought-iron rolled girders, 13§ in. high, top and bottom flange 5| in. wide,
25 ft. long, to be walled m at Premier-street shaft chamber ..........

Platform for working penstocks. Premier-street shaft, two wrought-iron rolled 
girders, 9 m. high, top and bottom flanges, 3 m. wide, 25 ft. long, weigh
ing 19 lb. per lineal foot, with cast-iron giatings and wmought-iron
standards and railings complete.............................................. . .

Cast-iron standards and wrought-iron tube-railmg at top of shaft, and solid
bar-railing across shaft at landings .............. .........................

Wrought-iron ladder.in shaft, with supports, in four lengths, complete 
Angle-iron bearers wuth cast-iron perforated landing-plates m shaft in Premier-

street, complete ...................... .. . . .........................
Wrought-iron hinged gratings on cast-iron hmge-plates and double wrought- 

iron channel girders, with cast-iron distance blocks for outlet well of syphon 
Wrought-iron hinged grating for inlet well of syphon on cast-iron hmge-plates 

and double wrought-iron, channel-iron girders with cast-iron distance 
blocks ..................... ........................................................................

Total weight

CAST-IRON STRAIGHT SPIGOT AND FAUCET PIPES, 12 FT. LONG.

3-ft. 9-in. diameter syphon pipes.................................................... .......
3-ft. 6-m. diameter duplicate sewer-pipes.........................................................
2-ft. diameter scour-pipes..................................................................................

Total weight of pipes.............................................

Screw-bolts 1J in. diameter, with hexagon heads and nuts, for 3-ft. 9-in. and
3-ft. 6-in. diameters, flange pipe-joints......................................................

Screw-bolts 1 in. diameter, with hexagon heads and nuts, for 2-ft. diameter 
flange pipe-joints ..........................................................................................

Total weight

Ts. ct. V. lb. Ts. ct. qr. lb.

3 6 5 1 22 18 16 1 10

2 3 ni 0 4 6 14 0 8

1 1 i 1 20 1 1 1 20

26 11 3 10

1 1 i 1 26 1 1 1 26

1 0 19 2 17 0 19 2 17

1 0 14 0 26 0 14 0 26

1 0 13 0 3 0 13 0 3

1 0 11 0 2 0 11 0 2

3 19 1 18

1 2 2 3 4 2 2 3 4

1 2 0 0 18 2 0 0 18

1 1 16 3 13 1 16 3 13
1 2 5 3 23 2 5 3 23
1 0 11 3 20 0 11 3 20

2 2 6 1 1 4 12 2 2
2 2 18 0 3 5 16 0 6

2 2 4 3 1 4 9 2 2
1 2 2 3 25 2 2 3 25
1 1 7 2 20 1 7 3 20
1 1 5 2 24 1 5 2 24
2 0 10 i 7 1 0 2 14
1 0 19 0 4 0 19 0 4

2 0 16 3 23 1 13 3 18
1 0 4 1 5 0 4 1 5
4 0 3 2 7 0 14 1 0
2 0 4 0 19 0 8 1 10

• 33 12 3 12

2 at 46 lb per ft. 1 0 2 4

1 4 2 15

0 4 i 11
0 16 2 15

3 0 15 2 27

• - 0 4 i 20

0 9 i 11

4 15 2 19

96 3 0 1 0 289 4 0 0
154 2 16 2 3 435 5 0 14
59 1 1 2 16 63 16 3 20

00O
O

!>. 6 0 6

74 0 2 0 23

15 0 0 1 26

0 2 2 21
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Appendix No. 53.
No. 1.

Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Gummow and Gillan to the President of Tender Board.
Sir> Sydney, 10 June, 1891.

We have the honor to enter our protests against the acceptance of the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for 
Contract No. 79, North Shore sewerage, on the following grounds :—

1. That the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for Contract No. 56, Potts’ Point sewerage, was accepted by your 
Board and not taken up by them.

2. Upon fresh tenders being called the tender of Mr. G. E. Hudson was the lowest, bixt was not accepted by the 
Board, in accordance with their rules and regulations.

Upon these grounds we, as tenderers for the North Shore sewerage, beg to protest against the tender of Messrs. 
Bond and Hudson being now accepted. We have, &c.,

GUMMOW and GILLAN. 
-------- CARTER & CO.

Let me have papers re Bond and Hudson’s tender for Contract 56.—R.H., 10/6/91. Herewith.—J.C.P., 10/6/91.
Mr. Hickson for report.—J.B., 10/6/91. .

, . January, 1890, C. S. Bond (afterwards Bond and Hudson) tendered for Sewerage Contract No. 56, at a
ridiculously low figure, and, as anticipated, had to throw up the contract and forfeit deposit. They were the lowest again 
when fresh tenders were invited, but did not get the work, they being ineligible under the Tender Board Regulations, 
clause 14. The same firm now (some sixteen months later) are the lowest tenderers for Sewerage Contract 79, and it is 
contended by the writers of the within letter that their tender should not be accepted. I cannot recommend that this 
course be taken. It is true, under clause 14, they can be excluded from competing for other works at the pleasure of the 
President. But in all fairness there must be some limit (when no fraudulent action has taken place) to this prohibition ; 
and it seems to me, after sixteen months, all bar to their tendering should be removed. In recommendation on face of 
tender.—R.H., 10/6/91. Under Sec.

Resubmit when we deal with the tenders,—J.B., 30/12/91.

No. 2.
E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to the Secretary for Public Works.

Parliament House, Sydney, 30 July, 1891.
I understand that tenders were accepted some time ago for the outfall sewerage to Long Bay, St. Leonards. 

The successful contractors were, I understand, Messrs. Bond and Hudson; and, as the work is a very urgent one, I think 
they should be compelled to go on with the work.

Trusting you will hurry the matter on. I have, &c. *
_ , . . . . -------- EDWARD M. CLARK.
Resubmit with the tender, which I do not think has been accepted.—J.B., 3/8/91. 'tenders for Contract No. 79 

(91/1524) and all previous papers submitted, 13/7/91.—R.H., 3/8/91. All papers herewith.—D.C.M‘L., 4 8/91.
To stand over.—J.B., 7/7/91. Roads, B.C. Seen.—R.H., 8/9/91. '

No. 3.
t E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to the Secretary for Public Works.

Parliament House, Sydney, 18 August, 1891.
I shall be glad to know how far the matter of proceeding with the “ outfall sewer to Middle Harbour,” in my 

electorate, has progressed.
I might say I wrote you on the matter a fortnight ago. Yours, &c.,

-------- EDWARD M. CLARK.
91/1,991, and all previous papers, sent Under Secretary, 4/8/91. Tenders areawaiting acceptance; amount, 

£36,900, loan.—J.B., 19/8/91. Submitted.—J.D., 19/8/91. Inform must stand over until the question of further 
loan expenditure has been determined.—B.S., 21/8/91. Inform to-day.—J.B., 21/8/91. E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., 
21/8/91. Seen.—R.H., 24/8/91. .

No. 4.
Messrs. Bond and Hudson to The Secretary for Public Works.

In re Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works.
Dear Sir, . , 88, Sussex-street, Sydney, 28 September, 1891.

On the 10th June, of this year, we had the pleasure of submitting a tender for the above works, and we believe, 
were successful in being the lowest tenderers.

We have been anticipating the acceptance of our tender for some months, but not hearing from your Department, 
we have, in the meantime, entered upon other obligations, and must consequently respectfully ask you to permit us to 
withdraw our tender, and to return us the deposit attached thereto now lying in your hands, viz., £369.

We are, &c.,
-------- C. B. BOND,

. (Bond and Hudson).
How does this matter stand?—D.C.M'L., 30/9/91. Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s tender was recommended for 

acceptance on 10/6/91. Papers herewith.—F.C.P., 1/10/91. Return deposit.—J.B., 2/10/91. Accountant to return
deposit, 2/10/91. I recommend that fresh tenders be invited.—R.H., 6/10/91. Under Secretary. Submitted.— 
J.B., 9/10/91. Approved.—W.J.L., 22/2/92. Insert notice, 22/2/92. Notice to Gazette. 22/2/92. Tenders for 9th
March, 1892. ' '

Since writing my minute of 6/10/91, complications have arisen with Carter & Co., re their Contract No. 72 having 
been stopped. They have made large claims on this account, some of which no doubt could not not be entertained, but on 
some items they have made a good case. They are prepared, if they obtained this work, to waive all claims on No. 72. 
As their tender is a reasonable one, and some £3,600 below the estimate, I think it might fairly be accepted. If this 
course were adopted work would be given at once to a large number of men.—R.H., 23/2/92. Under Secretary. Important.

As^Mr. Hickson thinks Messrs. Carter & Co. could make good a claim for something like £2,000 as compensation on 
Contract ;2 (Munni-street, partly), should they be willing to forego this claim, their tender may be accepted for construction 
of the main outfall sewer, North Sydney—£39,890, as worked out at schedule rates. If this firm will not agree to the 
condition imposed, fresh tenders to be invited.—W.J.L., 23/2/92.

Mr. Hickson.—D.C.MCL., for U.S., B.C., 23/2/92. Please see me with Messrs. Carter & Co.—J.B., 23/2/92. 
Mr. Hickson.

^ No. 5.
Precis of case up to return of Messrs. Bond and Hudson’s deposit.

-Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
_ Sydney, 29 January, 1892.

Minute Paper. '
Subject:—North Shore Outfall Sewer, Contract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage Works.

Tenders were received on the 10th June, 1891, for this work, that of Messrs. Bond and Hudson, at £37,254 10s., being 
the lowest. On the same date Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Gummow and Gillan conjointly wrote in protesting 
against the acceptance of Bond and Hudson’s tender, as that firm had, on a previous occasion, thrown up a contract, but 
the protest was not allowed on account of the lapse of time, and as no fraudulent action had taken place, their tender was 
therefore recommended for acceptance. On
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On 28th September, 1891, Messrs. Bond and Hudson wrote in asking for the return of their deposit, and to he 
allowed to withdraw their tender owing to the delay in acceptance of same, and their having entered into other large 
engagements.

The deposit was returned accordingly on the 7th October, 1891.
The Kngineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. -------- F.E.P., 29|1|92.
. Seen.—R.H., 1|2|92. File.—K.H., 10|3|92. .

No. 6.
The Chief Clerk to The Tender Board Clerk.

Department of Public Works, Sydney, 23 February, 1892. 
Minute Paper.

Subject:—Main Outfall Sewer, North Sydney.
Withdraw notice inviting tenders for the above.

Done, 23|2|92. Put with the papers, 25J2|92.

• No. 7.
The Under Secretary for Public "Works to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Sirs, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 10 March, 1892. ■
I have the honor, by direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated 10th 

June last, is accepted for construction of the North Shore Main Outfall Sewer, from near Long Bay to Mount-street— 
Cjntract No. 79, Sydney Sewerage—at your schedule of prices.

. . The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the several contract exhibits relating to this contract, and to
be completed within twenty-four months from this date.

I have to refer you to the Commissioner for Roads for further information, and to request that you will call upon 
the officer in charge of bonds and contracts at this office, for the purpose of executing the necessary documents for the due 
observance of your contract. I am, &c.,

■ J. BARLING, '
Under Secretary.

Appendix No. 54.
Contract No. 72.—Schedule of quantities and prices for constructing and completing concrete and stoneware pipe storm

water sewer, from Munni-street along Macdonald-street to Mitchell Road and Shea’s Creek, with manholes, flushing 
chambers, junctions, &c., subject to omissions, additions, deviations, or alterations, as provided. The quantities in 
this schedule are not guaranteed as correct, but are merely given for the guidance of intending contractors, this being 
a schedule of prices contract. 

N
o.

 of
’ 

Ite
m

.

Description of Works. Unit. Probable quantity.
Rate
per

unit.
Amount.

i General excavation in open trenches for sewers, junctions, curves, 
manholes, pipe-drains, &c., including grubbing, clearing, tim
bering, unwatering, road restoring, coffer-dam, removing of old 
stone abutments and timber-decking of existing road bridge, 
depositing the excavated materials beyond actual site of works in 
separate spoil-banks, complete, as specified in clauses 34 to 36, 
and 37 to 54, inclusive .................................................................... cubic yard 26,200 2/6

£ s. d.

3,275 0 0
2 Filling in below, at sides, and over sewers, junctions, curves, man

holes, into abandoned open channels, road embankment, &c., 
including the providing of quarry filling, lead from sites of excava
tions or temporary spoil-banks, or any other sources outside the 
limits of this contract, to the place of permanent deposit, breaking, 
road restoring, ramming, watering, leading surplus and rejected 
material to spoil, as specified in clauses 47, 50, 51, 53 to 62, 
inclusive ........................................................................................... 12,000 1/- 600 0 0

3 Sodding at both sides of new channels, and where ordered, complete, 
as specified in clause 63 ................................................................... squarevard 1,000 li- 50 0 0

4 Brickwork, any thickness, shape, arched, &c., where ordered, in any 
situation, as specified in clauses 06 to 99 ....................................... cubic yard no 80|- 440 0 0

5 Sandstone concrete, any shape, form, thickness, arched, &c., where 
ordered, in any situation, as specified in clauses 78 to 95 inclusive 8,100 34/- 13,770 0 0

6 Cement facing -§ inch thick, where ordered, in any situation, as 
specified in clause 112 ..................................................................... squarevard 11,600 2/S 1,450 0 0

7

Providing, laying, and joining glazed stoneware plain pipes, in 
trenches, and where ordered, including fixed discs, as specified in 
clauses 16, 40-42, 44, and 73 to 77 :—

24 inches internal diameter .......................................................... lineal foot 250 15/- 187 10 0
8 21 „ „ .......................................................... 20 12/- 12 0 0
9 is „ „ .......................................................... 550 7/- 192 10 0

10 12 „ „ ......................................................... 20 51- 5 0 0
11 9 ,, „ .......................................................... 20 .3/- 3 0 0
12 6 ■ » ......................................................... - . 20 2 - 2 0 0
13 Less than 6 in. ,, .......................................................... 20 21- 2 0 0
14 Providing and fixing in position hardwood timber in piles, walings, 

sheet piling, including ironwork, as specified in clause 71 .......... cubic foot 600 4|- 120 0 0
15 Providing and fixing in position hardwood timber in platform, in

cluding ironwork as specified in clause 70, where ordered............ 600 3/- 90 0 0
. 16 Timber, ordered in writing, to be left in excavations, as specified in 

clause 43, including all iron used in fixing same............................ J J

squareyard
600 -/6 15 0 0

17 Sandstone pitchers, laid where ordered, as specified in clause 114...... 40 15[- 30 0 0

18
IRONWORK.

Providing, delivering, and fixing in position girders, including 
bedding same on special mortar, as specified in clauses 91 and 102 
to 107 ................................................................................................ cwt. 74 cwt. 22 lb. 25/- 92 14 11

19 Providing, delivering, and fixing cast-iron gratings, as specified and 
shown on drawing No. 5, weighing 4 cwt. each, as specified in 
clauses 90 and 108 to 111 ................................................................. each ' 32 90/- 144 0 0

20 Cast-iron ventilating grates, with square frames, 22 inches diameter, 
internal opening, tarred sawn hardwood bricks in centre, fitted 
into panels, circular dirt-box 8 inches deep, complete, as shown 
on drawing No. 5, and as specified in clauses 90 and 108 to 111, 
placed in position, weighing each about 9 cwt............................... 6 2001- 60 0 0
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ft'-'

21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

34

Description of Works.

GENERAL.
Special bluestone concrete (clause 26), where ordered in any situation,

in the construction of these works..................................................
Permanent puddle, where ordered in any situation, in the construction 

of these works (temporary puddle ordered for purposes of execu
tion of work not to be paid for) ■......................................................

Bluestone metal (clause 19), IJ-inch gauge, stacked ..........................
Bluestone metal (clause 31), 2i-inch gauge, stacked ..........................
Sharp, clean-washed sand, stacked ......................................................
Oregon timber, in scantlings or planks ..............................................
Wrought-iron in bolts, screws, nails, spikes, and galvanised step-irons
Portland cement ....................................................................................
Artisan or mechanic, supplied by contractor.......................................
Quarryman or other skilled labourer, supplied by contractor.............
Ordinary labourer, supplied by contractor...........................................
Cart, with one horse and driver, supplied by contractor ..................
One additional horse, supplied by contractor .....................................

MAINTENANCE.
Three months’ maintenance after formal delivery of works ...............

Total ....................................................................................

Unit. Probable quantity.
Rate
per

unit.
Amount.

£ s. d.

cubic yard 5 60/- 15 0 0

5 2(6 0 12 6
5 15|- 3 15 0
5 14/- 3 10 0

j j
cubic foot

5 4/- 1 0 0100 ‘•V- 10 0 0
lb. 1,000 -16 25 0 0

cask 5 20/- 5 0 0
day 10 15/- 7 10 010 10/- 5 0 010 10/- 5 0 0

>> 5 20/- 5 0 0
5 10(- 2 10 0

lump sum 20 7 7

... 20,650 0 0

Final Certificate.

Contract No. 72.—Final Return showing quantity and value of Work executed or fixed on the 23rd day of September, 1892>

Sc
he

du
le

 
Ra

te
 N

o.

Description. Unit. Quantity. Rate. Amount. Total.

£ s. d. £ s. d.
i General excavation........................................ cubic yard 53,410-24 2/6 6,676 5 72 Filling .......................................................... 27,961-11 K- 1,398 1 1
3 Sodding.......................................................... square yard 11 i|- 0 11 0
4 Brickwork...................................................... cubic yard 32-30 80/- 129 4 0
5 Sandstone concrete....................................... J y 8,372-31 34(- 14,232 18 66 Cement facing ............................................... square yard 12,324-79 2/6 1,540 12 0
7 Earthenware pipes, 24 in. diameter............. lineal foot 58 15/- 43 10 0
9 ,, 18 in. ,, .............. 349 71- 122 3 010 12 in. ,, .............. 4 5/- 1 0 011 „ 9 in............................... 2 31- 0 6 012 „ 6 in. ....................... ) )

cubic foot
357 2/- 35 14 0

14 Hardwood timber ........................................ 902-92 4/- 180 11 s
16 Timber left in excavation ........................... 336-93 -16 8 8 5
17 Sandstone pitchers ....................................... square yard 13-58 151- 10 3 8
18 Cast-iron girders........................................... cwt. 400-33 251- 500 8 3
19 ,, gratings ........................................ number 15 90|- 67 10 020 Manhole covers.............................................. 11 2001- 110 0 022 Permanent puddle ....................................... cubic vard 9 ■2/6 1 2 6
26 Oregon timber .............................................. cubic foot 6-5 2/- 0 13 0
27 Wrought ironwork ....................................... lb. 2,301-31 -16 57 10 8
28 Portland cement ........................................... cask 2 20/- 2 0 0
29 Mechanic ...................................................... day 2 151- i 10 0
31 Ordinary labourer ...................................... 92 10/- 46 0 0
32 Cart, horse, and driver ................................ 2-50 201- ■2 10 0
33 Additional horse ........................................... 1 10(- 0 5 0
34 Three months maintenance ......................... lump sum 20 7 7

25,189 5 11
Wot in Schedule.

18-in. earthenware pipes (bends) ................. lineal foot 6 9/5J 2 16 9
Sandstone, ashlar........................................... cubic foot 4S0-47 1(6 36 0 8
Fixing girders ............................................... cwt. 10-70 5/- 2 13 6
Connecting Messrs. Green and Son’s mill ... 6 12 6
Cast-iron gratings ....................................... number 11 50/- 27 10 0

75 13 5

Total.......... ................ 25,264 19 4

Value of work executed

Recapitulation. Amount.

£ s. 
25,264 19

d.
4

Deductions to be, Made:— 
Amount of progress payments already made............................

Total.

£ s. d. 

25,264 19 4 

24,448 1 9

Amount of final payment now recommended 816 17 7

We hereby certify that the above return is a fair and correct statement of the contract to which it refers, and that 
the above measurements were made by the Resident Engineer with Mr. Snodgrass.

. STEPHEN H. WEEDON, J. DAVIS,
Resident Engineer, Contract No. 72. Supervising Engineer.

Amount of contract ................................................................................... £29,650
Actual amount of payments, including present advance......................... £25,264 19s. 4d.

Contractor’s name—CARTER & CO, I.
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I hereby certify that I examined the work generally and found it in accordance with specifications, and have checked 
the quantities with the plans, and that they generally agree with same, and that rates are correct.

. . C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE,
Chief Assistant Engineer.

I certify that the amount charged in this voucher as to computations, castings, and rates is correct, that the service 
has been faithfully performed, and that the expenditure is duly authorised in terms of the Audit Act.

ROBT. HICKSON,
. Head of the Department.

Received on the day of 189 , the sum of eight hundred and sixteen pounds
seventeen shillings and seven pence, sterling, in full payment for the whole of the works mentioned in the above account, 
the quantities stated having been finally agreed upon, and settled to be the whole of the work done and materials provided, 
for which payment is to be made in respect of the Contract for Munni-street to Shea’s Creek, S. W. Sewer, Ct. 72, and all 
extra works in connection with the said Contract, and we declare that the sum hereby acknowledged to be received by us 
includes the percentages retained until the final completion of the work, and is in full payment and satisfaction of all our 
claims for or in respect of, or arising out of, our Contract for the said work, and for everything in connection therewith, in 
respect whereof we have any claim whatsoever.
(Witness)

Appendix No. 55.
Contkact No. 79a.—Return of Cement used, taken from Inspectors’ Daily Reports.

Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspector
making
returns.

Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspector
making
returns.

1894. 1895.
17 Oct. ... 2 5 G. A. Fowle.
18 „ ... 2 29 „ .T. 4i i
22 „ ... 8 4 Feb. ... 4
23 „ ... 8 5 „ ... 4 1
24 „ ... 8 6 „ . A
25 „ ... 7 26 ... 4

>>
26 „ ... 8 27 \\ ... 1
27 „ ... 2 28 \\ ... 4 4
29 „ ... 10 ■ 3i
30 „ ... 11 2 „ 3 X
31 ,, ... 9 4 \\ ... 24 X

1 Nov. ... 3 7 ;; ... 9
6 ........... 2 5 8 ... 3
7 „ ... 2 5 9 " ... 2
8 „ ... 3 11 \\ ... 12

10 ........... 2 12 ... 10
12 „ ... 3 13 '' ... 7
13 „ ... 7 4 14 ... 3
14 „ ... 11 3 15 ” ... 4
15 „ ... 13 2 16 " ... *4
16 „ ... 13 2 18 „ ... 8
17 „ ... 8 1 19 ” ... 12
19 „ ... 5 2 20 " ... 13
20 „ ... 11 1 21 ,, ... 10
21 „ ... 1 22 ;; ... 11
22 „ ... 5 2 14 23 " ... 7
23 „ ... 3 14 11
24 ,, ... 1 1“ 26 \\ ... 14
26 „ ... 8 4 2 27 ;; ... 10
27 „ ... 8 5 4 28 „ ... 12 2
28 „ ... 11 3 l 29 „ ... 18 3
29 „ ... 12* 2 4 30 „ ... 6 1
30 ,, ... 8 H 1 1 April... 3 2

1 Dec. ... 9 1 4 2 „ ... 11 4
3 „ ... 8 4 1 5 „ ... 5 4
4 „ ... 24 14 3 „ .. 14 3
5 „ ... 24 £ 4 „ 11 4
6 „ ... 9 r 14 5 ;; ... 5 4 ■
7 „ ... 5i 2 1 6 „ ... 5 3
8 „ ... 2 14 8 „ 2 4

10 ,, ... 3 14 9 „ ... 3 4
a

11 „ ... 5 3 1 10 ;; ... 11 5
12 „ ... 8 24 14 n „ ... 18 4
13 ,, ... 9 3 16 „ ... 6 3
14 „ ... 6f 24 17 ... 4 4
15 „ ... 2 18 „ ... 4
17 „ ... 1 1 19 ” ... 14 4

ii

18 ,, ... 1 14 20 ... 1] 3
19 „ ... 11 22 ” 13 3
20 „ ... 4 ■ 2| ' 23 " ... 14 3 a

21 ........... 4 If 24 '' ••• 10 3
22 ,, .. 4 • ■ | 25 \\ ... 3 * y

1895. 26 ... 2
2 January j £ 27 „ ... 7 2
3 „ .:. i if 1 3 G. A. Eowle. 29 ;; ... 6 2
4 „ ... li l 2 j, 30 „ ... 2 2
5 „ ... ii 12 2
9 „ ... 5

2
2 „v ... 14 3 a

12 „ ... 3 4 3 " ... 19 3
14 „ ... 7* 4 j I ... 10 3
17 „ ... i * 6 " ... 13 4
24 „ ... I 1 7 ii ... 12 4
25 „ ... 4 ” s ... 18 • 4

140—M
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Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

1395.
9 May 10 „

11 „
13 „
14 „
15 „
16 „
17 „
18 ,,
20
21 „
22 „
23 „
27 „
28 „
29 „
30 „
31 „

1 June
3 „
4 „
5 „
6 „
7 „
8 >,

10 „
11 „
12 „
13 „
14 „
15 „
17 „
18 „
19 „
20 „
21 „
22 „
24 „
25 „
26 „
27 „
28 ,,
29 „1 July 

9w ii

3 „
4 „
5 ,,
6 „
8 „
9 „10 „

11 „12 „
13 „
15 ,,
16 „
17 „
18 „
19 „
20 „
22 „
23 „
25 „
26 „
27 „
29 „
30 „
31 „

1 August
2 „
3 „
5 „
6 „
7 „
8 „
9 „

10 „
12 „
13 „
14 „
15 „
16 „
17 „
19 „
20 „
21 „
22 „
23 „
24 „

15

8
12
8

16
19
18
10

5

10

2
94
6
6

6
5
3
3
2
8

10
14
5

12
2

10

5

6
34

2
3

4
10
44
9

12

24

i
i

2

4
5

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspectors
making
returns.

Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspector
making
returns.

1895.
4 G. A. Fowle. 26 August 13 ii 4 G. Andrew
5 27 „ ... 14 i 4 »>
3 28 „ ... 15 s i a
4 29 „ ... 16 i i it
5 30 „ ... 4 i i a
4 31 ... 7 I i a
2 2 Sept. ... 11 4 4 a
2 4 3 „ ... 13 i it
J 1 4 ........... 12
1

2
4 5 „ ... 14 4 i

3 4 6 ........... 16 1 4 a
4 4 5> 7 „ ... 7 i a
4 4 ,, 9 „ ... h a
5 4 10 „ ... 2 i i t
5 X H „ ... i i a
5 i 12 „ ... 3 34 4 it
4 i 13 „ ... .......... 6 4 i
4 i 14 „ ... 6 3 i ii
3 i 16 „ ... 13 5 4 it
3 i 17 ... 13 24 it
3 i 18 „ ... 13 3 4 i
3 i 19 „ ... 12 2i 4 i »
3 i 20 „ .. 23 2 i it
2 i 21 „ ... 7 14 i it
2 i 23 „ ... 12 24 it
2 3 24 „ ... 7 i a
2 4 25 ,, ... 11
2 4 26 „ ... 5 11
11 4 30 ,, ... 11
l" 3 1 Oct. ... 13
1 i 2 „ .. 7 tt
2 2 3 „ ... 13 it
3 2 5 „ ... i a
3 3 8 ,, ...
2 3 9 „ ... |
3 3 io ;; ... 4 »i
2 3 n „ ... 2 i „
2 4 12 „ ... 8 it
3 3 14 „ .. 4 i tt
4 2 15 „ ... ¥ ,,
4 2 16 „ ... s
4 2 17 „ ... s i ,,
3 1 18 ........... 4 it
4 1 19 ,, ... |
4 1 2i ;; . .......... 1 4 ,,
2 2 22 „ ... 4 j t
4 23 „ ... i

H
4

2 ** 24 " .. |
i n 25 ,, ... IS i > t
2 26 „ .. H i ,,

28 „ ... 24 4 } }
44 29 „ ... 3" j
4 30 " ... 24 i
3 31 ... 14 i
1 1 Nov. ... i|
34 4 a 2 „ ... li i J)

4f | a 4 „ ... 2 !>
5| 4 5 „ ... 24 >>
4 i 6 „ ... 2 i 11
1 S 7 „ ... 24 ii

i 2 8 „ •• 3i a
i 2 11 „ ... 34 ii

2 12 „ ... 4| i t

i is 13 „ ... 3f it

i 2i 14 ........... 4 3 a

4 15 „ ... 4 2 tt

1 1 16 ........... 1 i a

i 14 18 „ ... 2 4 ,,
1 19 „ ... IS 4
34 20 „ ... 24 4

4 2 2i ;; ... 24 i it
X 22 „ ... 2J

2 23 ........... 14 i
24 2 25 ;; ... 3i ,,

31 26 „ ... 2
27 " ... 2i

i it 28 ;; ... 2 11

4 4 29 „ ... 2i tl
1 4 30 ,, ... ii
14 s 2 Dec. ... 24 tt

IS 14 i i 3 .......... 2i a

if f 4 „ ... 2 a
| 5 „ ... 1 1

i 4 a 6 „ ... 11 1 l ,,
if 7 „ ... 2 | ii
IS 4 9 „ ... 3 1 14 ii

i 4 10 „ ... 4 1 a
i 4 12 „ ... 14 h ,,
i 4 13 „ ... 5 14 f t i

4 i- a 14 „ ... 14 4 i t
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1 j

Date. -
No. of casks No. of casks No. of casks Inspectors No. of casks No. of casks No. of casks Inspectors‘ • in ^ ^ t '»• ▼ ‘ in ’ making Date. in 1 1 in " ’ in ’

. 1 concrete. jjrickwork. rendering. returns. concrete.i * brickwork rendering. returns.

1895. 1896.
1(5 Dec. ... 
17 ^ ...

4 i G. Andrew. 3 Feb. ... 2i
1?
li
li
i

G. Andrew..
3i
2i ,
2'

- 4 - 4 ’ ...
18 „ ... 6 l5 5 „* ...
19 „ ... 3 li 6 „ ...
20 „ ... ' 2i

1
li
i

li

J!

7 „ ..
21 „ ... 2 S’ 8 ... 1

if
23 „ ... 7 li

1
10 ... li

a
»•

24 „ ... 11 ...
1896. 12 ;; ... i

if
'2. January li

?i
H

9

ii
ii

13 ,, i
i
i

i

14 „ ...
a

4 „ ... 15 f \ ...
It

6 „ ... l 17 ;; ...
18 ,, ...

. if
7 ... i

i
. 2 if

8 „ ... 2 19 „ ... • 1
li

9 „ ... 1 li
1

i 20 " ... it
10 „ ... 21 ,, ... ■« r
11 „ ... li

i
1

i 22 " .. if
13 „ ... « 24 ... 1

1
E. C. Board

14 ... ii
ii
H
i

25 ... -
16 „ .. 26 '' ... If
17 „ ... li

% •
27 “ ... 1

If

18 „ ... | 28 „ ... S
20 „* .. If § 29 „ ... 1

221 „ ... 2|
2'

if

22 ............ i
i

li 3 „ ... 1 ft

23 „ ... 4 1 •4 ... '!
2

. if

24 „ ... 1 *i i
i
i

2

5 „ ...
25 .. 6 ... Jt
28 „ ... ! ! 1 ii

G. Andrew.
29 „ ... 11&13 „30 ... 2i

i*
17&19 ” 1 If

31 ... i >• ** . If

1 Feb. ... Total... 1,562| 598i 239i

Contract No. 79a.—Summary.
Total amount of casks of cement used in concrete .............................. l,562f„ ' ,, ' used iii brickwork ........................... •. 598J,, ,, used in rendering.......................  ... 239J

Total...... ...........  ........................... 2.400J

Conteact No. 79.—Eeturn of Cement, taken from Inspector’s Daily Reports.

Date.
No, of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks'in ♦
brickwork.

No. of casks 
in

rendering.
Inspectors

making
returns.

Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspectors 
making1 
returns.

1893. - 
10 June ... 4 Parsons.

1893.
2 August.
3 „ ..

24 G. A. Fowle.12 „ ... 4 22
1613 „ ... 6 4 ,1 ... a

15 ;; ..: 6 G. A. Fowle. 5 ”■ ... 9 a
16 „ ... 13 7 >; 23

16

a
17 „■ ... * 9 ’* . 8 “ ... a
19 „ ... 16 9 „ ... 22
20 „ ... 24 10 \\ 14

24
26
28
34
41
31
31
38
14
1«1

x a
21 „ ... 27 11 2 a
22 „ ... 27 12 ... 2 tl
23 „ ... 27 14 „ ... 4 a
24 „ ... 17 is ...

16 „ ...
17 „ ...
18 „ ...
19 „ ...
21 „ ...
22

11
26 „ ... 29 fi
27 „ ... 26 7 11
28 „ ... 27 if
29 „ ... 21 6

7

if
30 ... 21 1 4

5
li

1 July ... 
3 „ ...

8 5 li
14 23 ;; ..

24
7 5 If

11 „ ‘2 !Q 9
12
7

4
4

”
12 „ ... 1 25 ,, .. ii

13 „ ... i 26 ;; ...

28 „ ...
29 „ ...
30 „ ...
31 „ ...

1 Sept. ..

2 ii

14 „ ... 2 * 5 g 8 1
if

15 „ ... 3 88
5 .

it
17 ;; ...

38 „ ...

19 „ ...

20 „ ...

5 7 ii
4 ff
5 9 ii

5 6 g li
21 .„ ... 6 4 . 88

13
ii

9
7
7

x n

22 „ ...

24 „ ...

4 f? 1
10
10
12
9

14
35

>»

4 >>

25 „ ...

26 „ ...

28 „ ...

31 „ ...

4 7 if
5

16
9

6
4

II

>1

8 „ ..

9 ......................

11 ,, ...

12 ......................

3
2

11

II
ii

1 August. 16 10
if
J J..
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Date.
No. of casks No. of casks No. of casks Inspectors No. of casks No. of casks No. of casks Inspectors

in in in making Date. in in in making
concrete. brickwork. rendering. returns. concrete. brickwork. rendering. returns.

1893. 1894.
13 Sept. ... 40 6 3 G. A. Fowle. 4 Jan. .. 29 7 G. A. Fowle.
14 „ .. 32 9 4 5 29 6
15 „ ... ' 25 9 3 6 19 4
16 „ ... 17 7 4 8 20 4
18 „ ... 34 8 1 9 10 5
19 „ ... 35 9 2 10 13 15 5
20 „ ... 33 4 2 f t 11 17 5 a
21 „ ... 34 4 12 18 5
22 „ ... 44 8 2 13 ii •• 16 4 it
23 „ ... 30 5 15 12 5
25 ............ 33 5 3 16 !! -- 19 3
26 „ ... 31 8 7 17 6
27 „ ... 40 5 5 18 15 16 4
28 „ ... 38 3 7 19 8 13 2
29 „ ... 19 3 6 20 17 1 i>
3 Oct. ... 2 2 ii 22 8 5 3
5 „ ... 13 8 5 23 3 11 4
4 „ ... 11 7 4 24 U ■■ 13 3
6 „ ... 23 10 5 *i 25 a •• 8 3 a
7 ............ 9 9 3 26 11
9 „ ... 4 4 27

29
16

6
4 3>

10 „ ... 2 4 9
11 ............ 6 30

31
20
16

' 3 99
12 „ ... 4 4 5 3 a
13 „ ... 11 2 3 1 Feb. .. 8 14 2
14 „ ... 6 5 1 2 3i 12 1 a
16 ,, ... 11 11 2 3 8 13 4
17 „ ... 8 12 7 5 4 4
18 ............ 12 12 7 6 10 4
19 „ ... 3 12 7 7 4 i
20 „ ... 5 12 4 9 l
21 „ ... 7 8 3 10
23 „ ... 24 9 6 12 ” |
24 „ ... 26 14 7 13 5 8 4
25 „ ... 30 15 3 14 jj 6 16 i
26 „ ... 41 20 4 15 jj •• 6 19 l
27 „ ... 29 19 3 16 22 2
28 „ ... 15 17 2 17 jj •• 20 2
30 „ ... 37 20 4 19 jj 14 1
31 „ ... 17 19 4 20 jj ■ • 18 2

1 Nov. ... 26 18 4 21 16 2
2 „ ... 30 28 2 22 13 2
3 ............ 34 23 4 23 9 4 jj
4 ............ 17 2 24 9 3
6 „ ... 42 21 3 26 7 3
7 „ ... 26 29 4 27 10 3
8 ............ 25 22 1 a 28 4 2 j j

10 „ ... 28 2 2
11 ............ 19 1 2 5 2
13 ............ 26 20 3 3 jj •• 5 9 2 a
13 „ ... 15 3 5 2
15 ., .. 29 11 6 ** 6 1 99
16 ............ 29 12 5 7 5 2
17 „ .. 35 17 6 8 3 14
18 „ ... 16 8 6 9 2
20 „ ... 25 9 6 10 4
21 ,, ... 21 8 14 6

4
N. Longheed

22 „ ... 6 20 6 15 9
23 „ ... 23 15 7 16 i •
24 „ ... 17 22 7 17 *
25 „ ... 13 18 4 19 4

427 „ ... 9 20 6 20 **
28 „ ... 20 6 21 4

429 ............ 17 5 ** 22
1 Dec. ... 3 15 7 27 J J
2 ,, ... 12 22 4 29 4

44 „ ... 22 5 30 99
5 „ ... 8 23 5 31 99
6 „ ... 7 16 4 2 Anril ..

£7 „ ... 20 5 3
8 ,, ... 24 3 4 A
9 „ ... 18 3 5 33 14 A

11 .. ••• 3 7 5 6 4 4
12 „ ... 10 21 6 7 14

3413 „ ... 2 22 6 a 9 4
14 „ .. 22 6 a 10 74 4 4
15 „ ... 14 5 i i 11 4 3 34
16 „ ... 16 4 12 7 1
18 „ ... 15 13

14
13
419 „ ... 22 6 5 ’

14
14
l

20 „ ... 22 4 16 10
6
2

21 „ ... 21 3 17
1822 „ ... 3 25 4 l

23 „ ... 5 20 2 20 2 l
27 „ ... 8 21

23
1 1

28 „ ... 10 3 ’ * . 1 1
29 ............ 15 4 24 l

131J
4

30 „ .. 14 4 26
1894. 27 10

3 Jan. 14 6 28 14 i
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Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspectors
making
returns.

Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No of. casks 

in
rendering.

Inspectors
making
returns.

1894. 1894.
1 May ...
2 „ ...

6
5

1
2

N. Longheed 14 June ... 1
1

N. Longheed
3 „ ... 7 3 16 " ... 1 })
4 „ ... 8 4 17 ... 1
5 „ ... 8 2 19 ',, ... 1
7 „ ... 9 11 ” 20 ” ... 1
8 „ ... 3 22 „ 1
9 „ ... 10 6 25 ” ... i >>

10 „ ... 11 21 26 ,, ...
11 „ ... 8 4 27 ... tt

12 „ ... 3 28 ... i
14 „ ... 3 11 4 4 July ... 2

4
> 1

15 „ ... 4 | 5 „ ... 1
16 „ ... 31 7 r, ... 1 tt

17 „ ... 21 11 ** 12 „ 1 tt
18 „ ... 3 4 14 " ... 4

It

19 „ ... 1 i 24 " ... 2
tt

21 ............ 21 i 25 „ ... 11
22 „ ... 3 ii 26 " ... 2
23 „ ... 2 11 27 ... 3

tt

25 „ ... 3 4 28 „ ... 3
26 „ ... 3 30 „ ... 8
28 „ ... 3 i 30 " ... 8

it

30 „ ... i 31 „ ... 1
31 „ ... i 1 ii

1 June ... i 4 r, . 1 it

2 „ ... 11 6 ^ ... Ii
it

4 „ .. i 7 ... 1 tt

7 „ ... 11 10 ,', ... x ii

9 „
12 „ ...

h
i

5>
it

13 „ ... l i) 2,569 2,1584 421

Summary Contract No. 79.

Total number of casks of cement used in concrete ................................................. 2,569
Total number of casks of cement used in brickwork ............................................... 2,158J
Total number of casks of cement used in rendering .............................................. 421

Total.................................................................... ................ 5,148i

Contract No. 77.—Return of Cement, taken from Inspector’s Daily Returns.

1895.
Week ending
7 Sept. ...

14 „ ...
21 „ ... 
28 „ ...
5 Oct. ... 

12 „ ... 
19 „ ...
26 „ ... 
2 Nov. ... 
9 „ ...

16 „ ... 
23 „ ...
29 „ ...

7 Dec. ...
13 „ ...
21 „ ...

1896.
4 Jan. ... 

11 „ ...
18 ..........
25 „ ...

1 Feb. ...
8 „ ...

15 „ ...

No. of casks 
in

concrete 
and compo.

4
m
87|

1044
95J
73 

4
744 20* 111! 
784 

■ 202J 
784 

103 
141
494

31
74 

118 
101
89

1204
50

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspectors
making
returns.

C. Clymer.

1895.
Week ending 
22 Feb.
29 ,,

7 Mar.
21 „
28 ,,

4 April 
11 „
25 „
1 May
8 „

15 „
22 „
29 „
5 June 

12 „
19 „
26 „
3 July

10 „

10

No. of casks 
in

concrete 
and compo.

794
53
54 

134 
1364

814
52

128
63

1004
974
81
37
43
46
35
124

2,987

46

3,033

No. of casks No. of casks 
in

rendering.

18
20
5

Hi

... i"
61

12
3
2

784

Inspectors
making
returns.

C. Clymer.
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Contract No. 69.

M
ar

ch
,

18
94

.

a
CO

< M
ay

, 1
89

4.

Ju
ne

, 1
SD

4.

Ju
ly

, 1
89

4.

A
ug

us
t,

18
94

.

Se
pt

em
be

r,
18

94
.

O
ct

ob
er

,
18

94
.

N
ov

em
be

r,
18

94
.

D
ec

em
be

r,
. 

18
94

.

Ja
nu

ar
y,

18
95

/

Fe
bi

ua
ry

,
18

95
.

M
ar

ch
,

18
95

.

A
pr

il,
 18

95
.

M
ay

, 1
89

5.

Ju
ne

, 1
89

5.

Ju
ly

, 1
89

5.

CO lO5 C3 fcc°03 '-1 < Se
pt

em
be

r,
18

95
.

O
ct

ob
er

,
18

95
.

1 28 16* 331 321 18* 91 251 161 14* 9* 10 m 19 i*
2 25 21 281 33 361 17 131 15* 17* 22i 10* in 101 4 ii
3 23 25 31 53 3 401 25* ie* 19* 16* 91 in 10* 15* 31 i*
4 4 25 431 221 27 7 39* 16 16* 27* 22 7 4* 12* 10*

17*
2* h

5 14 18 15 47* 18* 311 381 22* 16* 121 14* 26* 61 12* 18 5 i*
6 28 21 47 29* 91 28 19* 21 20* 13* 17 6 5* 12 191 15* 31
7 16 11 251 40* 18* 18 26* 19 191 18* 31 17 5* 9* 31 2 i*
8 26 271 36 531 13* 21* 12* 16* 25* 20* 141 9* 121 201 3* 2
9 16 16 17* 23 26 42 5* 23* 12 5 13* H* 181 4* 4* 11

10 11 20 29* 29* 56* 26* 16 91 141 21* 11* 10 10* 3 81 3* 41 1*
11 26 26* 14 231 16* 28 33* 15* 171 271 121 Hi 6* 10 16*

17*
5 4

12 22 13* 161 32 271 28* 29* 131 14* 21 191 11* 4* 1
13 1 26 14* 341 17* 30 151 26* 10* 23 4 8* iei 61 9* 3*
14 H 16 27i 41 20 27 44 23* Hi 22* 12 6 18* 5 8* 2 *
15 11 291 241 51 25* 191 5* 22 171 211 171 41 51 71 *
16 4 26 51 37 30 41* 141 19* 6* 6* ii 10* 81 7* 3 *
17 2 7 511 281 si 26 13* ioi 21 9* 14* 15 91 6 21 *
18 ... 6 53 44 11 61* 27* 13 26 171

«]
t*

1—
I 8* 8i 15 9* 2* *

19 ... 13 14 2 36 62* 26* 111 16* 15* 27 14* 91 4 20 2* 2* A
4

20 ... 28i 71 17 27 521 9 17* 17 19* 11* 71 io 12 15* 3 2 ...

21 10 36i A 30 271 48 22 171 22* 18* 9 91 11 3 2 4

22 35* 4 181 131 27* 17* in 4 23* 9 13* 4* 18 91 2*
23 17 38 8 311 23 28* 25* 4* 14 3* 11* 8* 12 21 2*
24 2i 21 29 30 35 35* 10* 10 14* 9 1 21 ...

25 3 38 12 32 191 17* 19 9 22 5* 21* 10* 94 2
26 3 20 1 34* 13* 25* 24 18 15* 13 12 10 "I 3.4- 4 2*
27 5 31 1 35 33 34 13 161 19 11* 7 7 10 51 3* 2*
28 1 li 401 17 451 341 171 25 34 91 13* 10 3* H
29 4 401 271 42* 17 18 14 14* 5 13* 111 10 31
30 6} ii 151 30* 15 271 151 241 8* 12* 14 201 3
31 34* 31 24 21* 25 12* 18 3

7,963

Contract No. 118.

August,
1895.

September,
1895.

October,
1895.

November,
1895.

December,
1895.

January,
1896.

February,
1896.

March,
1896.

April,
1896.

May,
1896.

1 75 48 3 6 £
fsn. 32 45 6 7 6 13
4?" 55 ' 8 8 17 26

4 14 68 8 6 44 42 6
g 49 48 17 16 33 27G 63 17 14 7 22 5
7 301 10 4 7 2 20 - 3 3
8 571 33 8 5 3 2 105 42 73 4 5 34 1 2

10 Q 5 77 7 29 3
11 17£ 77 85 12 17 2

59 44 88 52 25 3
13 67 85 2 10 53 27 3
14 21 74 95 19 1 8 li

76 81 1 7
16 78 54 79 54 5 2 11 3 1

50 73 7 1 10 3
IK 51 74 76 8 10 1 1

82 77 51 94 6 1 2 1
84 77 83 7 4 4

21 90 43 55 97 3 1 20 1
84 10 85 7 24 6

16 31 21 1 5 10 6
51 71 61 2 7 45 8 1

9.S 88 54 6 2 23 n 4
26 38 16 11 2
27 37A 16 46 5 2 2

59 9 4 45 9
58 61 6 14 2 3

50 5 4 12 20 i
31 39 14 6 12 24

000 948 1,4211 1,175 118 122 471 390 88 28

1895. 1896.
August....................................... 870£ * January ....................................... 122
September .......... February ................................... 471
October .............. ..................... 1,421£ » March ........................................ 390
November .......... ..................... 1,175 April........................................... 88
December.......... ..................... 118 May .......................... ................ 28

Total number of casks of cement used ................................... 5,632

Appendix
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Appendix No. 56.
Inspector Fowle to Engineer Weed on.

Contract 79. North Sydney, ’
Sir, 19 February, 1S94.

I beg to report that on several occasions I have had to complain about the time the sandstone concrete is mixed 
for packing brickwork in shafts. To-day two 20-foot mixings were made up at 2 p.m. at No. 5 shaft. This concrete will 
not be put down shaft for use till 5'30 p.m. I have instructed Connors (foreman), who has charge of this work, not to have 
the concrete mixed so long before being used. He states to me that he has to take his instructions from the firm. 1 saw 
Mr. Snodgrass last Friday and complained to him about this matter, when he promised it should not be mixed until one 
hour before it is required to be used. I spoke to Keid (contractors’ representative) to-day, and he states that they shall 
mix the concrete when convenient for themselves.

_ Inspector Reid informs me that on Saturday last, 17th February, about 1 p.m. at No. 6 shaft, it required half 
mixing 10 feet of sandstone concrete to finish brickwork packing in shaft. Henderson, bricklayer working in shaft, was 
on mixing board, P.nd started to assist labourer gauge the stone. Inspector Reid instructed Henderson to use the fork in 
place of shovel in filling the gauge-box, as the stone which is broken close to the mixing-board, is not free from refuse. 
Inspector, Reid asked Henderson the second time to use the fork. Henderson replied that it did not want forking. 
Connor’s foreman came bn the scene and said to Henderson, “ Go on ; do not take any notice of him, he’s only a damned 
big buck navvy.” I have, &c.,

G. A. FOWLE,
Correct.—R. G. Reid. -------- Inspector.
When I first observed mixed concrete on the board at mouth of shaft No. 5, and found from Inspector Reid that it 

would not be used before evening, I pointed out to him that this was too long for it to stand, for though mixed dry, the stone 
had been soaked with water and the sand wetted by the rain. He told me the matter had been inquired into and settled 
by yourself and the contractors. I am still of opinion that it is detrimental to the strength of the concrete for the cement 
to be mixed for hours with the other wetted materials before going into the work. I beg to point out that such friction, 
as is evident by this report, between our inspector and the contractors’ men should be put a stop to at once by removing 
the offending party from the works, as no satisfactory work can be done under the strained conditions obtaining at present.—
S.H.W., 20/2/94. Mr. Davis.

Ask Carter & Co. to see me.—R.H., 31/2/94.
The Engineer-in-Chief decided that Connor was to be removed from the North Shore contract, and that Reid was to 

leave when the work in Contract No. 79 was finished. Inspector Reid is also to go from Contract No. 79. I have already 
instructed Mr. Weedon to let Inspector Reid change places with Inspector Eyre.—J.D.,'22/2/94. Mr. Weedon.

Accordingly.—S.H.W., 23/2/94. File.—J.D., 26/2/94.

Appendix No. 57.
Improved method of Construction for use in connection with Works in which Cement and its mixtures are

employed.
Contents :—(1.) Introductory description. (2.) System as applied to Bridges. (3.) System as applied to Culverts, Tunnels,

and Pipes. (4.) System as applied to Iron Bridges.
INTRODUCTORY DESCRIPTION.

Impkoved method of Constkuction for use in connection with Works in which Cement and its mixtures
ARE EMPLOYED.

The principle of this method of construction is to increase the extremely small tensile strength of cement and its mixtures, 
which is to its compressive strength in the ratio of 1 to 10, by embedding wrought-iron bars in the mortar in such places 
where the construction is subject to tension. The compressive strength of a mixture of 1 cement and 3 sand is from 2,000 lb. 
to 2,450 lb., the tensile only 200 lb. to 245 lb. per square inch.

, The iron bars used are round, from A-inch to 1-inch diameter, as found necessary, and are so placed that the 
stronger are in the direction of the tension, the thinner resting on the former, usually at right angles to them, thus forming 
a lattice work. The bars are only held together at their intersection by thin binding wire just sufficient to hold them in 
position during the process of packing the cement mortar round them, which will keep them in place when once set.

If not sufficiently long the bars are jointed by a very simple method. They are so placed as to overlap each other 
by twenty times the diameter of the bars, and then tied together. The cohesion between iron and cement, which is, 
according to Professor Bauschinger, of Munich, 500 lb. to 600 lb. per square inch, and which is not diminished by heat, is 
quite sufficient to form a bond.

_ The lattice work is calculated to withstand all the tension the structure is likely to be subjected to. To achieve 
this it is only necessary to take the bars in the direction of the tension into consideration, as the others are only to distribute 
the pressure equally over the former. When the iron structure is finished the cement mortar, usually of 1 cement to 3 sand, 
is pressed through the meshes in convenient thicknesses of not over 9 inches on to the centering, which is generally f inch 
clear of the iron, and well rammed. In setting, the cement mortar shrinks and gets a firm grip round the iron, and as the 
cohesion between the two materials is very great, the whole forms one homogeneous mass. The physical properties of this 
combination are very favourable. The coefficient of expansion of cement mortar is from 0-0000137 to 0-0000148, that of 
iron 0-0000145, or nearly the same ; and even if a small difference should exist, the elasticity of the mortar is sufficient to 
equalise the difference. Further, in this combination the iron loses its unfortunate liability to oxidation, as cement has 
proved itself one of the best preservatives of iron. The very thin layer of cement surrounding the iron forms a silicate 
with it, very difficult to separate, which explains why iron in cement mortar does not oxidize. Not only does cement 
preserve iron, but actually frees it from rust, as experiments have proved that iron bars covered with rust, if placed 
in cement mortar, become, after a time, perfectly clean.

A structure of the foregoing description consequently combines all the good qualities of stone, its strength and 
immunity from injury by the weather, with the elasticity of the iron, and daily increases in strength rather than 
deteriorates.

The advantages of this system compared with other methods are :—
1. Quickness of erection without prejudice to durability and security of the work.
2. Immunity from injury by water.
3. Extraordinary power of resisting very high and variable temperatures.
4. Great strength. ■
5. Lightness as compared with other structures in iron or concrete alone.
6. Saving in space.
7. Cheapness and neatness.

That a building material of such splendid qualities has found a very extensive application is not to be wondered at. 
It has already been successfully applied to bridges, sewers, reservoirs, roofs, arches, walls, floors, stairs, columns, &c.

The invention and introduction of this system has placed at the disposal of the engineering profession a building 
material which has, in the last few years, revolutionised the construction of bridges, culverts, tunnels, and all structures 
in which the principle of the arch is employed.

Where only a limited height is available for such structures, and where strong brick arches with great versed sine 
are inapplicable, this system offers an excellent means of overcoming the difficulty. The iron network is placed close to 
the intrados of the arch, as the same is there subject to tension. The stronger bars, vertical to the springing (except in 
skew arches), are extended into the abutments, which are preferably built of concrete. An arch is hereby created, immov
ably fixed at each end, which from the nature of its construction exerts a less horizontal thrust against its abutments 
than concrete, brick, or stone arches, ' Jt
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It has been proved by many tests made by Professor Bauschinger and others that a structure of cement mortar with 
iron rods inserted in the places where it is subject to .tension acts as an elastic body, and that, therefore, the formulae for 
the calculation of the strength of elastic bodies are applicable in its case. _ ....

In addition to the advantages already mentioned, arches built on this principle possess the following additional 
advantages over those built on other principles :—

1. Lightness of staying and centering for erection.
2. Simplicity in the construction of skew arches, t
3. Their cheapness renders them available in many instances in which expensive iron structures have hitherto been the

only means of overcoming the engineering difficulties.
4. The cost of maintenance is reduced to a minimum. . .... .
5. The portability of the materials for this system of construction renders it applicable in districts where suitable

building materials cannot be obtained, and where their transport or the carriage 'of iron structures is surrounded 
with difficulty. .

The cement and iron bars required for buildings on this principle are easy of carriage, and the sand for the mortar is 
easily obtained in most localities.

SYSTEM AS APPLIED TO BRIDGES.
Reconstruction on this system of eight overhead bridges on the Liesing to Felixdorf line of the Austrian South

Railway Company.
The reconstruction of arched overhead bridges on the line of the Austrian South Railway Company was found^ necessary, 
as the headway of the existing bridges was insufficient to accommodate a new type of rolling-stock which was introduced. 
Altogether ten overhead bridges on the Liesing to Felixdorf line had to be altered, four of which were situated at stations 
and six on the main line. .

Of the four bridges at the stations, three required widening as well as increase of headway to meet the requirements 
of the traffic. , ... • • j

As these alterations involved a large outlay of money, the means of ensuring stability of construction without undue 
expenditure had to be carefully gone into. Various methods of overcoming the difficulty were considered, and a short 
account of the objections to them will*no doubt be interesting. _

1. Lowering the permanent way.—With the four bridges at the stations this was out of the question, as it would have
entailed the lowering of the station buildings. In the case of the remaining six bridges, "with one exception, this plan was 
found impracticable on account of the drainage of the surrounding country. _

2. Substitution of fat segmental brick arches for the existing elliptical arches of the same material.—On this plan very
thick arches would have been needed, whose great weight would have entailed very massive centering which would have 
blocked the traffic on the lines. This plan would also have entailed the strengthening of the abutments to meet the 
increased thrust against them. To accommodate the extra thickness of the arch would have necessitated the raising of the 
street levels, which in most cases was out of question. ^

3. Substitution of iron superstructures for the existing arches.—This plan proved too expensive, and in the case of the
bridge near Modling it was inadmissible, as the Government authorities insisted upon the lowering of the street level over 
the bridge. # . .

In the case of the bridge at Leobersdorf station only was it found practicable to substitute an iron bridge of 55 feet 
9 inch span for the existing brick arches. Under the circumstances it was necessary to find a more suitable form of con
struction than any of the foregoing. The reconstruction of the remaining bridges on this new system now came under con
sideration, and inquiries as to its suitability were ordered to be made in Germany, where the system had been employed in 
constructions of the most diverse character. . # ...

The result of this inquiry was embodied in a report by Engineer Carl Prenninger, which, while dealing principally 
with works executed at Berlin, Leipsic, Dresden, and Munich, goes fully into the question of the possibility of overhead 
bridges for vehicular traffic being constructed on this principle. #

The greatest number of the works inspected during the course of the inquiry pertain properly to the building depart
ment, but some, such as the weir near Pirna, in Saxony, were entirely subject to the influence of the weather, and were 
reported to have satisfactorily answered the purpose for which they were intended. Professor Baushinger, of Munich, 
expressed himself very favourably on this system, and did not doubt its successful application to road bridges, as experi
ments made by him with arches had given results hardly to be credited. ^

Professor Baushinger, of Munich, gives the result of a test of an arch on this system in the following table.
The dimensions of the arch experimented upon were :—

, Span = 32‘8 feet.
Versed sine=3’2S feet.
Width = 3*28 feet. _
Thickness = Sif to 4^ inches.

It had a single iron network composed of 19 longitudinal or main rods of M inch diameter, and 180 cross-rods 22 of 
inch diameter and 158 of fz inch diameter, forming a 2§-inch mesh from centre to centre of rods. The main or 

longitudinal rods were 12*30 feet long, jointed where necessary by overlapping about 9 inches, and bound together by thin 
wire, but arranged so as to break joint. The abutments were of concrete, and connected by two tie-rods.

In testing, the arch was first loaded with a layer of pig-iron equally distributed over its entire length and then unloaded, 
first the one then the other half. The arch was then reloaded with layers of pig-iron, first the right and then the left half, and 
so on until eight layers were piled upon it. No more pig-iron being available, bundles of wires 11 ft. 6 in. long, and weighing 
55 lb. each, were placed on top twenty-one pieces deep at a time, loading first the right, then the left, and last the middle. 
Three layers of wire bundles were piled on without fracturing the arch. This was only effected by removing wire and pig- 
iron to the extent of 7,968 lb. weight from one side of the arch, thus causing a one-sided load. The deflections due to the 
loading and unloading were recorded at nine stations marked A to I, 3*28 feet apart, the first being situated 3*28 feet from 
the abutment, so that station E came in the centre of the span. ^

The results of these tests are recorded in the accompanying table, in which “ x ” denotes lateral and “ y ” vertical 
deflections. The positive sign prefixed to these values indicates a movement of the point to the right or upwards respectively, 
the negative sign, to the left or downwards respectively. The zero point of each gauge was adjusted to the centre line of 
the unloaded arch previous to testing. The arch was erected 13th July, 1889, and tested 7th October of the same year..

As there was, however, no structure in existence similar to those proposed to be erected by the railway authorities, 
the Austrian Government insisted on a trial arch being erected and submitted to severe trial loads before sanctioning 
their erection.

The Railway Company selected Matzleindorf goods station, and built an arch of the dimensions shown on attached 
drawing, completing the work on the 19th October, 1889.

On the 10th December, 1889, the Railway Company tested the bridge in presence of a Commission of Government 
officers, and again on the 16th and 17th May, 1890. Both tests giving such favourable results as to dispel all doubts as 
to the suitability of the system for bridges, the Austrian Government, acting on the recommendation of the Commission, 
permitted the construction of the overhead bridges on the new system.

First trial tests of the experimental arch constructed, on this system at Matzleindorf goods siationi \Qth December, 1889.
The dimensions of the arch were as under :— •

Span = 32*8 feet.
Width = 13*12 feet.
Chickness at crown = 5*91 inches.

,, near abutment = 7*87 inches.
The abutments were of brick, 6*56 feet thick, surrounded by 3*28 feet of concrete on top and back. The spandrel walls 

resting on the arch were of brick ; the spandrel filling was of gravel, on which were laid 2 ft. 7£ in. apart the sleepers of a 
temporary line ; a sleeper was thus placed directly over the crown of the arch. A joint in the rails occurred over the first 
quarter of the span from the left abutment. The arch was erected in a pit or excavation, so as to bring the rails over 
it, down to the level of the existing lines, and so allow the rolling stock in use to be run on to the arch for the trials. The 

. , ■ arch
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arch was erected on the 19th October.
The weight of the rails was 72 lb. per 
lin. yard, and that of the whole dead 
load 2 cwt. 2 qr. 26 lb. per square foot.
To measure the deflections of the arch, 
caused by the test loads, nine sliding 
scales were fixed, arranged in sets of 
three, one set in the first quarter of the 
span, one set in the centre, and one set 
in the third quarter of the free span.
The following sketch shows the position, 
and distinguishing numbers of the dif
ferent points of observation.

Eleven tests were made with the railway rolling stock, the loads being slowly run on to the arch 
Particulars of the loads and deflections are given in the tables appended, and were in every respect 
cracks or evidence of strains could be discerned in any part of the arch.

To
Matzleindorf

and then removed, 
satisfactory, as no

Second series of trial tests of the experimental arch on this, system at the Matzleindorf goods station, XQth and VHh May, 1890.
The arch was the same as was used for the first series of tests made on the 10th December, 1889. It being 210 days 

from date of erection, and 157 days from date of last test. The gauges used for observation in this series of tests recorded 
teral as well as vertical movements of the arch, and are shown in the adjoining sketch.

Gauges were placed in the same positions as in the tests of 10th December, 1889, and also at the heels of the arch 
Nos. 10, 11, 12, 13. There were, therefore, five on each face of the arch, and three under the centre line of the bridge.

The tests were begun on 16th May, 1890, by shunting first a six-wheel, and then an eight-wheel locomotive on to the 
Matzleindorf half of the arch. As no damaging alterations of form took place the locomotive was removed, and the other 
(Vienna) half was loaded with a successively increasing load of rails. This load was increased until it reached 88 tons 7 cwt. 
3 qr. 12 lb., equal to 8 cwt. 0 qr. 24 lb. per square foot, when the spandril walls commenced to separate from the Vienna 
abutment, the crack extending also through two-thirds of the thickness of the arch near the heel.
_ The load was then increased to 98 tons 4 cwt. 1 qr. 4 lb., or 9 cwt. 0 qr. 14 lb. per square foot, when cracks showed 
in both spandril W'alls, near the middle of the unloaded half. This load was maintained for three and a half hours, from 
11T5 a.m. to 2'45 p.m., and then removed. .

On the following day, 17th May, 1890, the load (No. 4 test) was reimposed and increased to 176 tons 15 cwt. 2qr. 241b., 
when the Matzleindorf abutment began to crack considerably, in consequence of which the arch sank until it rested upon 
the underlying scaffold in several places.

The scaffold being lowered free from the intrados, the deflection still increased without the arch shownig any further 
crack than that already mentioned as occurring at the Vienna abutment, but it was found that the top course of bricks 

■ in both abutments were completely crushed. The load was then increased to 192 tons 13 cwt. 3 qr. 20 lb., or 17 cwt. 
3 qr. 18 lb. per square foot. The cracks increased, and both abutments were pushed out from | in. to 1J in., in conse
quence of which the deflection of the arch increased so that it again took a bearing upon the scaffold below in several places, 
and showed a crack on the lower side or intrados of the unloaded half at about 1 ft. 74 in. from the crown, and extending 
over the whole width of the arch, indicating its complete destruction.

If the dimensions of a concrete arch constructed without iron network are calculated like an iron arch, when tested 
it will give results quite at variance with what the calculations would lead one to expect, the actual strength being always 
greater than the theoretical.

With, moreover, an iron network inserted, there is a further considerable increase in strength, as comparative tests 
of ordinary concrete arches and arches on this system have proved, where the latter have borne from five to six times 
greater loads than the ordinary concrete arch of equal dimensions.

The proposed overhead bridges were so designed that the concrete arch without an iron lattice network would be able 
to carry with safety the normal load for first-class street bridges. In addition, an iron network was inserted throughout 
the arch, and an additional one, extending from the heel to the first eighth of the arch of such dimensions, as to be able of 
itself to withstand the tensile and part of the compressive forces. The dimensions thus arrived at -would give altogether 
about twenty times the required strength.

It will be as well to explain the reason for inserting an additional iron network in the upper side of the arch from 
the heel to the first eighth of the arch.

Let the arch be so constructed that the line of equilibrium coincides with the centre line of the arch when the 
ordinary working load is equally distributed over the whole span. If the whole load be now equally distributed over one- 
half of the span, allowing the horizontal thrust to remain equal, the equilibrium line will be altered, and the greatest 
deviation can be expressed by the formula of Miiller-Breslau—

140—n

where

Q

pb- 
64 Q

= working load per 
the span.

= horizontal thrust.

square foot.

The
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The deviations of the equihbuum line from the centre line of the ar<Ji can be determined by the ordinates of a 
parabola constructed over halt the span The line of equilibrium w ill assume the posit on shown on plate attached. This 
figure shows plainly that in the hist eighth of the aich the line of equilibrium of the loaded half lies underneath the centie 
line of the arch, so that tensile strains are created m the back of the arch , to counterbalance this tensile strain an iron 
network was inserted near the outside surface of the back of the arch.

This second non network, of the same dimensions as the main one, reached 2 feet into the abutment, and about 
1 foot over the first eighth of the arch. As the bridge near Modling was the laigest and also the drst to be reconstiuctecl, 
a full description of the demolition of the existing and erection of the new spans at that place will be of interest Aftei 
erecting a temporary wooden bridge to divert the street traffic, the work of demolition was commenced. The lailway 
tiaffic, which was very heavy (intervals of a quartei of an hour being exceptional), could on no account be interrupted, and 
as m consequence of the limited headway no scaffolding could be used, and everything had to be handled m a very limited 

s pace, this part of the work proved the most difficult and exciting, and it was only through the faithful fulfilment of then 
duty by all peisons engaged in the work that no accident happened, and that dm mg the whole period not a single tram 
was delayed by the work.

The existing bridge connected Old and New Modling, crossing the railway line at an angle of about 70 degrees by 
three spans, giving space for four lines of rails. The newr bridge crosses at the same angle, and has also thice spans, but 
admits of six lines of rails, two in each bay.

The dimensions are —
Width of spans 
Versed sine .
Thickness at crown 
Thickness near abutment 
Total width 
Width of carriageway 
Width of footways

- 29 ft m each.
- 3„7£„
= 6 inches.
- 12 „
~ 36 ft 5 m.
- 26 „ 3 „
= 10 ,, 2 „

When the pulling down was completed, the erection of the centre pieis and abutments, containing about 956 cubic 
yards of concrete, was proceeded with and finished m twelve d?ys

The centering foi the new arches was then commenced, and was arranged as follows —Twenty four ribs foi each 
arch were formed of 12g-inch by 2g-mch planks, four to each nb, securely fastened together by bolts and nuts The nbs 
were placed 2 ft. 4^ m apart from centre to centre at right angles to the lines of rails, and were suppoited at the ends by 
longitudinal beareis running along the sides of the piers and abutments, and resting upon capsills parallel to them. 
Between the bearers and capsills were placed the wedges for adjusting the centering The capsills were secured to uprights 
resting upon and morticed into groundsills. Owing to the skew of arch, the three outside ribs of either end of each bay 
received no support from the piers or abutments, and their supports weie, therefore, strengthened by struts extending 
from the capsills to the ground. After coveimg the ribs with 1§ inch lagging, a facia board was fixed in position to form 
the face of the arch.

The centering wras now ready for the construction of the arches.
The proportions of matenals in the cement mortar and conciete were specified to be the same as in the trial bridge 

at Matzleindorf, viz. — ,
For the arch—1 Portland cement; 3 clean sand.
For the abutments—I Portland cement ; 4 clean sand ; 6 broken stone.

The cement used had given satisfactory results on other important works, and had established for itself a reputation 
for tensile and compressive stiength and constancy of volume

The specification provided that on completion of the work the contractors were to be paid 90 per cent, of the 
contract price, and were to maintain the woik foi a period of three years, receiving the balance of contiact money, 10 pei 
cent , at the end of twelve months, and then to give a guarantee for the maintenance at their own cost for the remaining 
tw'o years *

About 459 cubic yards of cement mortar were lequired for the arches and 215 cubic yards of conciete for the piers 
and abutments, for the remaining poition above the springing line of the arches, and mixing was peiformed by two of 
Amann’s concrete mixers, duven by a steam engine The mixers were placed on the approaches to the bridge, and a cart 
track was constructed from them along the middle of the work to ensure quick transmission of the conciete and cement 
mortar to the spot w here it was to be used

The election of the arches was done in the following manner — .
The longitudinal iron rods and the transveise ones, bound together so as to form a net work of the desired mesh, 

were placed in position, suppoited at the requisite height above the lagging by flat stones laid at intervals on its surface.
The concreting of the arches was then commenced starting from both abutments, with mortar of 1 cement to 3 

of sand
The mortar thoroughly mixed and moistened to the consistency of moist earth, was spread over the netw^oik, and 

beaten into it with broad non trowels until the water showed on the surface and the whole became a shaking mass In this 
mannei the concreting advanced towauls the crown of the arch ; at the same time further layers were being added, always 
commencing from the abutments These last layeis weie punned with flat iron lammers, used at right angle to the 
extrados of the aich When the prope" height was reached, the second netting was put m position, and concreted over in 
the same manner. When the intended thickness of the arch was attained, the surface was smoothed down, again beaten 
with the trowel, and lightly nibbed, so as to leave a smooth and compact surface.

The thiee arches weie completed in two days, so that only one month elapsed from the commencement of the work 
to the finishing of the arches During the two days 197 cubic yards of concrete and mortar were used.

During the following days the erection of the spandrel face walls and spandrel filling ovei the arches with concrete 
was executed, and then a layer of 3 inches of sand was spread over the arches, and kept constantly moist The weather 
was unfavouiable, inasmuch as the temperature reached 111 degrees Fahr. during the concreting of the arches, necessitating 
more copious watei mg than is usually the case In spite of all precautions, the cement-mortar dried in places before the 
succeeding layei could be spread over it In such cases a watering of cement water was used to ensure the proper union 
of the layers

Two weeks after the completion of the arches, the centenng was struck, but its removal proved a tedious job, for 
when the wedges were drawn, it was found that the centering had spread with the ramming of the cement mortar, and 
j immed the heels of the nbs against their abutments with sufficient foice to sustain the whole centering in position, 
lehevmg the uprights entirely of its weight.

After the removal of the centerings, the remaining seven bridges were proceeded with, and only a sufficient number 
of workmen retained to complete the roadwaj, and footpaths, &c , ovei the bridge. The final examination of the budge 
demonstrated the faultless condition of the structure, which was handed ovei to the public exactly two and a half months 
fiom the commencement of the work The completion of the whole of the eight bridges occupied little more than three 
months, and all of them gave entire satisfaction to the Bailway Company.

Road Bndge over the Canal of the Po)tland Cement Factory of R Zvrhnden, Aiav {Switzerland)—Erected 1890.
The bridge crosses the canal at an angle of 45 degrees, and has a clear span of 121 36 feet, measmed at right angles 

to the abutments, and 171 63 feet along the face of the arch, with a versed sine of 11 feet 0 inches, and a width of 12 feet 
Ojj inches.

The thickness of the arch is 6| inches at the crown, and 9£ inches near the abutments The budge was tested on 
the 14th Novembei, 1890, m the presence of the President of the Zunch Association of Engineers, Mr Mctzgci, by 
submitting it to a loal of 17 tons 19 cwt distributed over one-half of the arch equal to 01 lb pei square foot.

No measurable deflection could be observed At the conclusion of this test a waggon, loaded with sand, and drawn 
by four bullocks—a total weight of 5 tons 6 cwt —was driven acioss the bridge, but no vibrations in the opposite spandrel 
of the aich were recorded by the gauges

The result of these tests being satisfactory, it was considered to be proved that the bridge would bear with safety 
the greatest load equallv distributed over one half the span that could occur in practice, namely, a crowd of people, which 
would be equal to (7C0 48 x 92) 28 tons 15 cwt 1 qi 21 lb.

Road
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Road Bridge across a Canal at Steyr {Upper Austria)—Erected 1890.
rru tuT11le brid?e cros3cs the canal at an angle of 60 degrees. The span is 52 ft. 5 in., with a versed sine of 9 ft. 7# in 
Inc thickness ot the arch at the crown is inches, and near the abutment 11£ inches. *

To test the bridge a heavily laden waggon drawn by four heavy horses, a total weight of 8 tons 7 cwt., was used. 
'kinch ^ defleotlon recorded bY gauges at three points of observation was yo inch, leaving a permanent deflection of

this result was considered satisfactory, as the bridge was designed to carry maximum loads of 3 tons 18 cwt.

Road Bridge across the Oalga at Piispoh-Hatvan, near Aszod (Hungary)—Erected 1890.
Span of bridge, 33 ft. 5| in., with a versed sine of 3 ft. 7g in. The arch is 6J inches thick at the crown. The arch 

and spandrel walls are constructed on this system. The abutments and foundations are of concrete.
Designed for a load of 2*94 tons per wheel, and 92 lb. per square foot if loaded with a crowd of people.

Road Bridge across the Nador Canal, near Sarbogard, Hungary—Erected 1890.
mu Thf bridge has a span of 59 feet, with a versed sine of 7 feet. The thickness of the arch at the crown is 7J inches. 
1 he spandrel walls, abutments, and foundations are of concrete. Designed for a load of 2-94 tons per wheel and 92 lb 
per square foot if crowded with people. v ’

Bridge for Passenger Traffic erected at the North-West German Trade and Industry Exhibition at Bremen, 1890.
nrcl, fPmi -the arcuh iS 131 ft- 2! in;’ w,ith a versed sine of 14 ft- 9 in- The width of the bridge at the crown of the
arch was 9 ft. 10J in widening towards the abutments, where it was 26 ft. 3 in. The thickness of the arch at the crown 
was 9s inches, and 21g inches near the abutment. The bridge spanned an artificial sheet of water, and being at a 
considerable elevation above it, was approached at either end by a flight of steps 14 ft. 9 in. wide, constructed on the 
extrados of an arch whose thickness was 2 inches. The proportions of the bridge were designed for a working load of 204 lb 

Wlth,a sa,fe5y. cp-eSicient of 10. It was erected within six weeks, during the spring of 1890, as an exhibit, 
at^the crown118 coustructe<i 111 tlm'ty-six hours. It was taken down in the beginning of 1891 by cutting the arch through

Railway Bridge across the Canal of Portland Cement Factory, at Neustadt, Western Prussia—Erected 1890.
and nearthStaenM^nchL42 Wlth “ SiUe °f 7 Th° thickUeSS °f the arch at the “ is 8 inches

O f*UIldatl0nS are of concrete, and the spandrel walls of brick. The bridge is 14 feet wide, and 
carries two lines of rails, --ft. 4-m. gauge, for the transport of cement from the factory to the Neustadt railway station. 

T^e «irdge calculated for a working load of 204 lb. per square foot, with a safety co-efficient of 10.
4 he falling over crown of arch amounted to 12 inches. '

SYSTEM AS APPLIED TO CULVERTS, TUNNELS, AND PIPES.
Application to Culverts, Tunnels, and Pipes.

. , < A wide field for the use of this system presents itself in the construction of culverts and tunnels, the principle of th 
W !!l^Ldlffernt fi°rm,S °£ section that it can be applied in the form which by calculation is found wi
best meet the requirements of each particular case.

tho
will

In the case of a tunnel or a culvert throu 
the crown equals or exceeds 
the vertical height of the open
ing of the culvert, a semi
elliptical form of cross-section 
will be advisable, both on ac
count of strength and economy.

Its form and thickness should 
be such that under the uniform 
maximum load the equilibrium 
line will be identical with the 
centre line of the arch. To coun
terbalance unforeseen tensile 
stresses, caused, for example, 
by a heavy rolling load, or by 
an unequal pressure of the 
filling, an iron network must 
be inserted in the arch near its 
inner surface.

If the foundation for the 
springing of the arch is rock 
or ordinary good material, the 
ends of the arch may be 
widened to give a sufficient 
bearing or base, as shown in 
the figure :—

jh an embankment where the depth of the superincumbent material above

The width of the base will, of course, depend upon the nature of the foundation, and it is constructed with an iron 
network close to its three surfaces, to ensure safety against tensile stresses at any point of it.

If, on the contrary, the foundation of the tunnel or culvert is soft 
and yielding, the ends of the arch must be tied together, as shown 
in the figure opposite, by a plate on this system, which forms the 
floor of the tunnel or culvert. '

This floor or base acts like a girder, subject to a load pressing from 
below, and whose points of support are the ends or heels of the arch. 
If the foundation is very soft, it is often found necessary to extend 
this plate beyond the heels of the arch, an iron network being 
inserted in the position indicated in the figure.

When culverts have a sectional area of less than 24 square feet 
(say under 6‘6 feet diameter), it is better to construct them as pipes.

When preparing alternative estimates, in 1888, for the drainage of 
the town of Konigsberg, in Prussia, Mr. Krause, the Government 
Engineer, made some instructive experiments with pipes constructed 
on this system. He started with the supposition that the conduit, 
or pipe-line, when complete, would, unlike pipes surrounded by 
water or pure sand, be subject to pressure from the superincumbent 
and surrounding filling varying at different points of the same cross
section.

It was necessary, therefore, to ascertain with accuracy where tensile strains would be brought into play, and to 
arrange the network to counteract it. He found by calculation and experiments, that the strains were greatest at the 
crown, the invert, and at the extremities of the horizontal diameter, decreasing in the quadrants and becoming 0 at the 
middle of the quadrants, so that at the crown and invert the inner surface was subject to tension, and at the points 
opposite to them the outer surface of the pipe was in tension. To counteract these stresses, then, the network would have 
to be elliptical in shape. This was awkward to make, and in addition there was the risk of unskilled workmen laying the 
pipes with the wrong side up. It was, therefore, decided to make the pipes with two wire nettings, one near the inner, 
the other near the outer surface. A pipe, 6 ft. 6 in. diameter, 5 feet long, and 4 inches thick, was constructed in this way, 
and submitted to a severe trial in the following manner by Mr. Krause :—
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A trench was excavated 12 feet wide by 6 feet long, and about 3 feet deep, and filled m again with loose earth, turf, 
&c. A concrete plate, 7 ft. 6 m. x 5 ft 0 m x 9J in , was laid on top m the centre, and on this the pipe was placed for 
testing.

The load applied consisted of sandbags, arranged round the sides of the pipe, and retained m position by wooden 
bulkheads at each side shoved up by struts The load on top was partly sandbags and partly iron rails

The pipe was constructed on the 19th Novembei, 1887, and tested between the Ibth and 2bth Apul, 1888
With a top load of 17 5 cwt per square foot the concrete-plate beneath the pipe cracked in the middle, but the pipe 

remained free of cracks, only showing a reduction of § inch m the vertical height, and an increase of an equal amount m the 
horizontal diameter The whole mass sank 2 inches.

With a top load of 23 5 cwt. pei square foot the first hair-cracks m the pipe weie caused. These occurred on the 
inside of the pipe exactly at the ciown and invert; the diminution of the vertical diameter and the increase of the 
horizontal diameter being each inch. The whole mass sank 3 inches.

A fuither mcrease of the load caused hair-cracks on the outside surface at the extremities of the horizontal diameter.
With a top load of 38 7 cwt. per square foot the deflections of the diameters were respectively — and + 2§ inches. 

The whole had sunk 9} inches. On removal of the load the pipe showed permanent alteration of the diameters of 2 inches.
The cracks did not extend through the thickness of the pipe, but reached only to the middle, either from the inside 

or the outside.
A second pipe of equal diameter and thickness, but only 3 ft. 3J m. long, closed at both ends with zinc-lined wooden 

plates, was subjected to an inside pressure by watei. As the wooden plates did not make a very tight joint, only a mean 
pressure of 24'5 feet head of water could be applied, which the pipe stood very well, inasmuch as it only caused water to 
sweat through at a few places

These pipes have the advantage that they can be manufactured to any bend or curve required without any difficulty, 
and without increasing the cost to any considerable extent. The attached drawing shows a pipe-drain under a railway 
embankment following the natural depression of the ground.

Up to 12 inches the price of these pipes is pretty much the same as common cement pipes, but a saving of 10 to 12 
per cent, is effected m larger pipes. The weight of a cement pipe of 3 28 feet diameter is, per lineal foot, 504 to 571 lb. ; 
a pipe on this principle of the same diameter weighs only 215 lb. per lineal foot.

A sewer of 48‘5 chains length and 4’92 feet diameter was constructed at Offenbach, Germany, in the year 1886, and 
showed, when inspected by the authorities in 1890, neither injury to the cement, mortar, nor oxidizing of the iron.

Culvert on the Great Venezuela Railway, La Guayra to La Victoria.
This railway winds along the mountain slopes, and crosses numerous creeks and gorges, which, during the time of 

the tropical rams, have tremendous quantities of water to discharge.
The drawing attached shows one of the largest size of culverts constructed. It has a clear width of 32 feet 10 inches 

and a height of 16 feet 6 inches.

Double Culvert on the road from Budapest to Semlm, m the Municipality of Salt, Hungary—Erected 1889.
The width of both parabolic arches is 16 feet 5 inches, with a height of 9 feet 10 inches The width of roadway is 

19 feet 6 inches. Spandrel walls, wmg walls, and foundations are built of concrete.
Designed for a load of 2 94 tons pel wheel, and 92 lb. per square foot if loaded with a crowd of people. The cul

verts were tested 10th December, 1889, by a one-sided load of 178 lb per square foot, without any measurable deflections 
being observable.

In consequence of floods, combined with strong ice drift, m the Danube, 1891, breaking the dams, the load was 
completely submerged, without damaging the culverts m the least.

Culvert under the Embankment of the Steam Tramway at Teliow—Erected 1890
This culvert, 36 feet long, is built m the form of a parabola, with a width at the invert of 6 ft 6| in., and a height 

of 4 ft. 11 in. The thickness of the arch at the crown is 4 inches, near the foot 6 inches. The wmg walls at both ends of 
the culvert are likewise erected on this system, and are strengthened by ribs The culvert, resting on a gravel filling of 
3'28 feet, necessitated by the boggy nature of the ground, is covered with 3 ft. 9 m of filling.

Culvert overbndgmg the Hungarian North-East Railway at Borsi, near Satoralfa- Ufiely—Erected 1891.
The arch has a span of 42 ft. 7§ m and a height of 16 ft. 2 in Designed for a load of 2’94 tons per wheel, or 92 lb. 

per squaie foot if crowded with people.

SYSTEM AS APPLIED TO IRON BRIDGES
Application in iorm or Plates and Segmental Arches in connection with Iron Bridges.

In the last few years this system has gamed considerably m favour as a bridge decking m connection with iron 
structures, as it is lighter than brick or concrete, allowing of lighter sections of non, more durable than buckled plates, 
corrugated iron, or wood-decking. Segmental arches are used for the roadway and plates for the footpaths.

These segmental arches are used up to a span of 16 ft 6 in , witn thicknesses accordingly.
An arch of 6-foot span and l^-inch thickness tested gave the following results :—

A load of 2,000 lb. caused a deflection of 
„ 2,9001b. ,, ,,
„ 3,300 1b. „ ,, SI ))

The load removed, the arch completely regained its former position. Twenty days later the same arch was loaded 
with 12,000 lb., which caused a deflection of £ inch, being caused to a certain extent by the supports giving way about 
■& inch. The arch showed, after removal of the load, a permanent deflection of § inch.

The results of two more tests are shown on accompanying drawing, fig. 1 and fig. 2.
A plate on supports 6 feet apart with a thickness of 2 inches was tested nine days after construction.

A load of 873 lb. caused a deflection of 
1.183 „ „

,, 1,737 ,, ,,
.. 2,477 „ „
,, 2,857 ,, ,,

it, inch.
>.

Although the last load amounted to 238 lb. per square foot, no injury was done to the plate, which, after the removal 
of the load, went almost completely back to its original position, only leaving a permanent deflection of J inch. A similar 
plate, but of cement mortar alone, was not able to carry its ow n weight when placed on supports 6 feet apart.

A similar plate to that above mentioned, but on supports 3 It. 10 in. apart, showed a fine crack at the under side 
when subjected to a load of 9,000 lb. When this load, m which was included five men, was set moving, it cracked the 
plate, which, notwithstanding this, carried the load, showing only a deflection of 1^ inch.

A plate 3J inch thick with a more ingenious lattice, and supported 3 ft. 9 in. apart, carried a load of 18,000 lb. on 
11'7 square feet, or 1,538 lb. per square foot. This load caused a deflection of } inch without cracking the plate or causing 
any other damage.

Spittel Bridge, near Jessmtz (Germany)—Erected 1891.
Between the cross I irons 9 feet apart are spanned segmental arches, the spandrels of which, to top of girders, are 

filled in with concrete, and on this a layer of asphalt concrete is spread. The roadway is 12 ft. 9 in. wide, the footpaths 6 ft. 6 m. The latter are covered with plates. The bridge is calculated for heaviest traffic.
Iron Bridge across the Lahn at the Iron Foundry of Buderus, near Wetzlar (Germany)—Erected 1887.

Between the X irons 2 ft. 3J m. apart of the roadw ay are spanned arches of 2 inch thickness and 3J-inch versed sine, 
stiffened off at the I with concrete, covered with pumice-stone concrete to the top of the X irons, and then metalled.

The construction is calculated for 2-94 tons pressure per wheel. The footpaths are 4 ft. 7i in. wide, and formed of 
plates which rest on £ irons fixed on top of the girders.

[Plates.] Appendix



Plate I.

Detailed view showing
method of placing and securing lattice work

Method ot joining bars

i

r? 20 Kn^es dianjefer of bar
-y

(I40-)
PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE, 

SYDNEY. NEW SOUTH WALES.
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Plate III

Trial test of a Composite Arch of 32-8 ft span
by Prof. Bauschinger. Munich.

TOTAL LOAD LOAD
Per S0i/a re Poor

At
A

J/
B

A/
c

A/
D

A/
E

A/
F

A/
G

A/
H

//

nn j a n»/r
Left Right Left Right X y X y X y X y X y X y X y X y X jy

REMARKS

Tens. Cuts Ons. lbs. Tons Orts Qns Lbs. Tons Cub. Ons Lbs Tons Orb Ons Lbs Inches Inches Inches Inches /HCHES /hcHES Inches /HCHES Inches /Hems /HCHES /HCHES Inches /HCHES Inches /HCHES /HCHES Inches

2 H 7 3 2 12 3 s 3 23 3 2C +(203 -0004 OOO OOO +002 -003 OOO -004 -OO! -006 +00/ -004 +0004 -004 OO -003 OO *■0-04
2 // / 9 0 0 0 0 3 23 o 0 +003 -005 +003 -009 +OOS -on +006 -OIO +004 -002 +005 +006 +002 -009 +00/ +008 -007 +o-o4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O O 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 2 /2 3 s O 0 . 3 2G -OO! +004 -003 +on -002 -0/4 -003 +009 OOO -002 -002 -072 -007 -on -002 -076 -0004-OOG

2 // / 9 2 !2 3 8 3 23 3 2G OOO OOO OOO OOO OOO OOO -007 -003 -002 -006 -002 -006 -004 -007 -008 -002 +0-0! -0004

2 // / 9 4 19 o 18 3 23 7 3 // -OO! +004 +003 +008 -004 +070 -003 -004 -006-008 -0-04 -0/6 -006 -02! -002 -073 -0-004 -006

l IS 0 20 4 /9 0 IS / 3 8 / 3 // OOO OOO +OOI -003 +002 -005 +004-070 -002-072 OOO -072 -003 -on +002 -003 +003 0004

l ts 0 20 7 7 7 23 / 3 8 2 2 27 -OO! +002 -002 +OOG -0004 +006 *0004-002 -002-016 -004 -024 -005-027 -002 -077 +003 -007
7 2 / JG 7 7 7 23 2 2 !G 2 2 27 -OO! -002 -OO! -005 OOO -009 -002 -OIC -002 -020 -0004-0-2 ! -OO! -020 +002 -009 +003 -0004

7 2 / 7C 3 73 3 IS 2 2 16 3 2 II -0 03 +002 -002 +002 -002 -OO! -002 -07! -003 -0-24 -002 -03/ -004-032 -0004-020 +004 -007

9 7 0 9 9 73 3 78 3 7 24 3 2 n -OO! -003 +OOI -O/O +003 -078 +002 -026 OOO -033 +002 -03/ OOO -0-?6 +005 -on +009 -00!

9 7 0 9 72 / 7 7 3 / 25 4 7 2G -003 +OOI -002 -oar +0-0/ -O/O -OO! -0 24 -002 -033 -OO! -046 -002 —0-42 +004 -025 +0-08 -0 02

ft 73 2 27 72 / 7 7 4 / 10 4 1 -003 -005 +007 -0/5 +007 -0/3 +003 -0-42 +004 -050 +006 -0-47 +003 -036 +009 '-076 +0/5 -OO!

// 13 2 2! 14 4 2 fl 4 / 70 S 7 G -004 -002 -OO! -0-09 +003 -0-2/ +002 -039 +OOI -056 ■ OOO -063 OOO -0-55 +056 -032 +073 -009

J3 17 0 II 74 £ 2 /2 4 0 17 S 7 G -002 -OOG +003 -021 +009 -040 +006 -047 +004 -068 +006 -0 65 +0-05 -050 +0/2 -0-25 +079 -003 1. A/ mo 7>jn.

/J 17 O // 74 S 2 12 4 0 n 4 7 G -002 -009 +004 -026 +OOS -0-46 +0-08 —0-65 +006 -076 +0-06 -07! +003 -053 +0/3 -026 +020 -0-03 A/ 2-30p-m.

// !7 O // 7G IS O / 4 0 n G O 24 -005 -004 +002 -076 +004 -035 +OOC -OSS +004 -0-79 +004 -0-84 +004 -073 +-07/ -043 +079 -0-/2

7C* 4 O 2£ 1G IS O / G 0 3 G O 25 -0 03 -O/O +005 -029 +071 -054 +003 -0-77 +008 -0-92 +008 -OS7 +0/0 -069 +0/7 -036 +■025 -006

IC 4 0 24 7$ 14 7 4 G 0 3 C 3 25 -0-04 -007 +003 -025 +007 -052 +003 -0-79 +007 —1-02 +008 -703 +003 -087 +076 -050 +027 -073

/7 n 2 14 IS /£ / £ G 2 1G G 3 24 -003 -012 +OOC -037 +07/ -0 67 +0/3 -095 +o/r -H4 +072 -1-09 +074 -087 +022 -047 *7)33 -008 2.
IS 73 7 77 19 // 0 2 G 3 2! 7 / 2 -002 -0/4 +007 -042 +0/1 -076 +o/4 -LOS +0/2 -/■2S +073 -I-I3 +076 -094 -0-24 -050 +036 -0 09

20 4 7 4 27 / 3 22 7 2 / 7 3 II -002 -O/g +009 -048 +075 -OSS +020-ns n-O/6 ~/36 +076 -/ 27 +079 -t-O/ +028 -OS3 +0-40 -009

20 4 7 4 7C /7 3 !G 7 2 / G 7 3 +007 -040 +0-23 -087 +03! -/■35 +034 —/'63 +029 -7GS +033 ~/35 +037 -083 +0-49 -020 +065 +0-26

20 4 7 4 IS /9 t /4 7 2 / 4 3 2! Crjcks appear
/he eye ef on an hap of .arch hehreen /he poinfs

e ef /hr he reds is tom off a/
HA/ after a few minutes /he arch 
the riffit shut men-1-

co/lapses e/re/ehing t/ie/f e**f on the ground
|. Crjclcs in the fround sfrow Hut ffje ri^ht- abuhnenf- is pushed oj/- rite he reds are nohceaMj sfeined, 
2. Cracks irt the yound near the rtfhf- altufmenf' *re gefhng larger.

(M-0-) PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHKD AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE,
SYDNEY, NEW SCUTK WALES.



Plate IV,

Dirrjeqsioqs of tye experirrierjtal Fire!)

al ttqe Goods Stafio’7/

■c'

Longitudinal SecHon

A The \bv System Ftrch 
B Brickwork 
C Concrete

Cross Section

0*0-)

PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE,
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Plate V.
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Plate VI.
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Plate VII
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Results of Tests I6t” May 1890 Plate VIIL

NUMBER OF POINTS OF O 3SERVATION
REMARKSBETWEEN THE ABUTMENTS AT ABUTMENTS

2 3 1 A 5 7 8 9 IO li 12 13
RECORDED DEPRESSION - ELEVATION +

TIoiizontjzLrno^emjerW towards JWatxletnclorf + tonards Vieranxv -

; + o-oi -0-06 -0'06 + 0-02 -0-04 -0-16 +0-01 -004 -0 07 000 -0-02 0-00 0-00

\ -0 02
-002 -004 0 00 -0-03 OOO OOO -0 0/ OOO -0 0/ + 0 0/ O OO -0 03

000 -002 000 0 00 0 00 -001 0 00 -0 02 000 0-00 -0004 0-00 000
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1-0-004
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| -0 02

*0-07 + 0 08 - 0 05 *008 -009 -O 02 + o as 4 0 05 -OOI + 005 40-0/ 4 0 05 as the Hajhvay Line, so
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{ O OO
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Results of Tests I7t" May 1890 Plate IX.

NUMBER OF POINTS OF O BSERVATION
BETWEEN THE ABUTMENTS AT ABUTMENTS

1 2 3 4 5 « J 8 9 IO 11 1 2 13
RECORDED DEPRESSION - ELEVATION +

fforizontoL movement' towards Matzleinctort' + towards Vienna/-

-O 16 -014 -003 -016 -015 -0 03 -OI7 -0-16 -0-02 -005 -0 02 -0 03 0 00 |
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\0004 ±0-08 *011 -006 *0-12 *013 -003 *007 *072 -003 *07/ -OO/ *007

-0-44 -0-52 -007 -050 -0 55 -008 -0-52 -0-56 -0-04 -0 09 -0 01 -0 07 o-oo

ty-004 *009 *012 -007 *013 *0/3 -003 *OTO *072 -0 05 +OII -002 *008
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-0-94 -1-24 -0-24 -103 -1-28 -0-24 -109 -1-33 -020 -013 -001 -016 +0-01

-005 *0/0 *025 *0-20 *0-29 -O/Q + 0/3 *025 -0/6 *0/5 -007 *0/6
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(140-J
photo-lithographed at the govt, printing office,
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Plate X.

TEST OF THE EXPERIMENTAL ARCH AT MATZLEINDORF.



Plate XL

Frorjt 6 Bach elei/atioq of /ire. expertnre/r/af Arc//
at Hje Goods Sfa/torj, Motileirjdorf, after collapse, 

wider a bad of /3Z1 fo/js, or /7 cnt' 3 <?rs. IS tbs per square toot, 
tahet] or/ Hie tSt kfay, /SSO, dje day after dfc etperiojeijh.

Nate Total Load consisted of IS Layers 
of Baits = To 132 '7 TonsLayer.

To Vienna

Front Elevation

- Top of Coping before tests mere applied
* Soffit of Rrch - »
* iron Hetmorh 7S Vienna •»»->

BacH Elevation

photo-lithographed at the govt, printing office,
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XII

Crvss S&cfioqS /fyroutf/f CroM/j of Arcfjes 
sfonf/qg /f/a afiffereqce. ietnee/j hje /fy/ck/jcss of ArcJj 
Sq tye o/tf <sqd qcm indues, <s'/ Al&f z. /*//fdorf.

JJ/agratr/ of Stresses

Ow-)
PHOTO-UITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE,

SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES. '



Plate XIII.

Coqstruchoq of Cz/pfer/rjg far New (htr/jc&d Bridge' <9/ fif&tz/e/fdorf

photo-lithographed at the govt, printing office,
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XIV.

fi*/f Bcfahotj f Secheq of 0/d f rfeu Oterfieod

■9'ioi-i
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Plate XV withd rawnPHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE,
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XVI.

NEW OVERHEAD BRIDGE AT MATZLEINDORF.



Plate XVII,

TWO NEW OVERHEAD BRIDGES ON THE LIESING-FELIXDORF LINE OF THE AUSTRIAN SOUTH RAILWAY COMPANY.



Plate XVIII.

NEW OVERHEAD BRIDGE ON THE LIESING-FELIXDORF LINE OF THE AUSTRIAN SOUTH RAILWAY COMPANY,



Plate XIX,

ROAD BRIDGE AT ARAN (SWITZERLAND).



BOVD BBIDGE Vi VBVH (SMIiSEBrVMD)'



Plate XX.

ROAD BRIDGE AT STEYR (UPPER AUSTRIA).



Plate XXL

ROAD BRIDGE NEAR ASZOD (HUNGARY).

-Y
 !Y.:



Plate XXII,

ROAD BRIDGE NEAR SARBOGARD (HUNGARY),



Plate XXIII.

BRIDGE AT THE EXHIBITION AT BREMEN.



Plate XXIV.

RAILWAY BRIDGE AT NEUSTADT (WESTERN PRUSSIA).



Plate XXV.

RAILWAY BRIDGE IN THE DUKEDOM OF OLDENBURG.



Plate XXVI.

TEST BY Mr. KRAUSE AT KONIGSBERG (PRUSSIA).



Plate XXVII.

Culvert- under a embankmenf

PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE.
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XXVIII.

Culvert on the Great Venezuela Railway

\

(I40-)
PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE-GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE,

SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XXIX.

Double culvert on the road from Budapest to Semlin
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Plate XXX.

Culvert: under the Steam Tramway at
Teltow

I

■~0

PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE, 
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XXXI.

Culvert under the Steam Tramway atTeltow

PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE 
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES. ’



Plate XXXII.

Culvert on the line of the Hungarian North East Rai

(I40-)

PHOTO-LITHOGRAPMCO AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XXXIII.

Culvert at K6ni&sbur&(Prussia)

photo-lithographed at the govt, printing office,
SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.



Plate XXXIV.

e^mental arches and plates used in connection ' with iron

i ^ it c f
-< i_______________  i . i

(140—)
PHOTO-LITHOGRAPHED AT THE GOVT. PRINTING OFFICE

* SYDNEY, NEW SOUTH WALES.
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Plate XXXV.
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Appendix No. 58.
' Beport on the Monier System.

The Monier system of construction was invented by a gardener named Monier, in Paris, while endeavouring to manu
facture large flower-pots of greater durability than when made of wood, and lighter than of cement alone. This experi
ment so far exceeded his expectations that he applied it to water tanks with equal success. The attention of French 
engineers being drawn to this novel construction, they investigated it, and found that a building material of remarkable 
Strength had been discovered. For several years the French engineers applied it successfully to constructing gas and water 
tanks, of which over 1,000 have been carried out in France, some of them with a diameter of 60 feet. But it was not 
until G. A. Wayss, a German engineer, assisted by the Government Architect in Berlin, Mr. Itoenen, seeing a greater field 
open for so strong a building material, and experimenting with it, that it acquired its present importance to the engineering 
profession. They worked out the mathematical theory of straight and arched Monier constructions, which are at present 
considered the best, and are used in all calculations on the subject. .

By the Monier system, the extremely small tensile strength of cement and its mixtures, which is to its compressive 
strength in the ratio of 1 to 10, is increased, by embedding wrought-iron bars in the mortar in places where the construction 
is subject to tension. The compressive strength of a mixture of 1 cement and 3 sand is from 2,000 to 2,450 lb. : the 
tensile only 200 to 245 lb. per square inch. ■

The iron bars used are round, from 7-32-inch to 1 inch in diameter, as found necessary, and are so placed that the 
stronger are in the direction of the tension, the thinner resting on the former at right angles to them, thus forming a 
lattice-work with rectangular meshes. The bars are only held together, at their intersection, by thin binding-wire, just 
sufficient to hold them in position during the process of packing the cement mortar round them, which will keep them in 
place when once set. If not sufficiently long, the bars are jointed by a very simple method. They are so placed as to 
overlap each other by twenty times the diameter of the bars, and then tied together. The cohesion between iron and 
cement, which is, according to Professor Baushinger, of Munich, 500 to 600 lb. per square inch, and which is not diminished 
by heat, is quite sufficient to form a bond. The lattice-work is calculated to withstand all the tension the structure is 
likely to be subjected to. To achieve this it is only necessary to take the bars in the direction of the tension into considera
tion, as the others are only to distribute the pressure equally over the former. When the iron structure is finished, the 
cement mortar, usually of 1 cement to 3 sand, is pressed through the meshes in convenient thicknesses of not over 
9 inches on to the centering, which is generally J-inch clear of the iron, and well rammed. In setting, the cement mortar 
shrinks, and gets a firm grip round the iron, and as the cohesion between the two materials is very great, the whole forms 
one homogenous mass. The physical properties of this combination are very favourable. The coefficient of expansion of 
cement mortar is from 0'0000137 to 0-0000148, that of iron 0-0000145, or nearly the same ; and even if a small difference 
should exist, the elasticity of the mortar is sufficient to equalise the difference. Further, in this combination the iron 
loses its unfortunate liability to oxidation, as cement has proved itself one of the best preservatives of iron. The very 
thin layer of cement surrounding the iron forms a silicate w-ith it, very difficult to separate, which explains why iron in 
cement mortar does not oxidise. An aqueduct built thirteen years ago at Amiens (France) was examined, and the iron 
bars found not only free from rust, but in as perfect condition as when newly manufactured. Not only does cement preserve 
iron, but actually frees it from rust, as experiments have proved that iron bars covered with rust, if placed in cement 
mortar, become, after a time, perfectly clean. A structure of the foregoing description, consequently, combines all the 
good qualities of stone, its strength, and immunity from injury by the weather, with the elasticity of iron and daily 
increases in strength rather than deteriorates.

The advantages of this system compared with others are :—
(1.) Quickness of erection without prejudice to durability and security of the work. .
(2.) Immunity from injury by water.
(3.) Extraordinary power of resisting very high and variable temperatures.
(4.) Great strength. '
(5.) Lightness as compared to other structures in iron or concrete alone.
(6.) Saving in space.
(7.) Satisfying all demands of acoustic and hygiene. .
(8.) Cheapness and neatness.

r u a building material of such splendid qualities has found a very extensive application is not to be wondered at.
It has already been successfully applied to bridges, sewers, reservoirs, roofs, arches, walls, floors, stairs, columns', &c.

Bridge construction by the Monier system has practically only commenced, but engineers, particularly those who- 
have used it, are of opinion that in this direction it has especially a great future before it. It was at first very cautiously 
applied to bridges of small span to see how it would be effected by the vibration of vehicles and the varying loads, and as 
these experiments proved very successful, the width of the span was gradually increased, each fresh construction helping to 
give more confidence in the new system. That many authorities still reserve their opinion is quite natural. However, 
the many bridges which have been built under that system seem to intimate that a great number of engineers have been 
favourably impressed by the results, otherwise the authorities of the different countries would not have given their consent 
to its use in the construction of bridges, some of considerable span.

In bridge construction, the stronger bars are vertical to the springing, and reach into the interior of the abutments, 
which are judiciously constructed of concrete. '

The South Austrian Railway7 Company constructed a trial bridge at Matzleindorf, in Lower Austria. The bridge 
had a clear span of 32"8 feet, a versed sine of 3"28 feet, and a thickness at crown of 6 inches, which increased to 8 inches 
towards the abutments. The iron lattice-work embedded in the cement mortar was of 2^-i-inch mesh, with bars of bi-inch 
and bV-inch diameter, and was -ff-inch clear of the inti-ados. The cement mortar of 1 cement to 3 of sand, was laid in 
9-inch layers, and rammed.

The trials consisted in placing a locomotive of 36 tons weight, and then one of 48 tons weight on the bridge, and 
observations made at thirteen places to measure the deflection, showed a maximum of only yb inches. Then a surface of 
215 29 square feet was subjected to a total weight of 98 tons 8 cwt. 1 qr/ 18 lb., giving a pressure of 1,024 lb. per square 
foot, which caused a deflection at crown of arch of -) i inches. After unloading on the following day, the bridge went 
almost completely back to its original position. At a further trial, up to 167 tons 6 cwt. 1 qr. 5 lb., the abutments began 
to give way, but the total destruction of the arch was only effected when the load had been increased to 193 tons 2 cwt., 
or a pressure of 2,009 lb. per square foot.

The Railway Company was so satisfied with these results that they intend to rebuild all overhead street crossings 
on the Vienna-Neustadt line, by the Monier system.

In 1890, at the Exhibition in Bremen, a bridge for foot-passengers, of 130 "6 feet span, was constructed, with a 
thickness of only 9J-inch at the crown.

■ v fiGises of the same span have also been erected for vehicular traffic ; for example, at Wildegg, Switzerland,
with a thickness of 8 inches at crown and 9|- inches at springing. ,

The following bridge in the park of the cement factory, “ Stern,” Germany, shows the immense strength of the new 
system, compared with structures of concrete alone, in the most striking manner.

Side by side with an arch built of concrete alone of a span of 114-8 feet, 13*12 feet versed sine, and a thickness at 
crown of 3-28 feet, another was erected by the Monier system of about the same span and versed sine, but a thickness at 
n6 ?^ow.n onIy ^ inches. Both together carry a pavilion entirely constructed by the Monier system. The centerings of 

the Monier arch were taken away after five days 14 hours, and notwithstanding the very great weight it was subjected to, 
even if the weight of the pavilion be omitted, being still 485'04 lb. per square inch compression, and 1S0'6 lb. tension, the 
arcli did not show the least deflection. A design for a bridge of 260 feet span for a county in Thliringen, Germany, was 
exhibited in spring, 1890, but no further particulars are to baud.
. In bridges of very great spans it has been found advisable not to use this system exclusively, but conjointly with 
iron constructions, especially for bridge decking, as it is lighter than brick or concrete, and more durable than buckled- 
plates. In underground work the Monier system has especially been used for pipes and sewers, but also for tunnel con
structions both in Germany and Venezuela.

In the construction of sewers two iron lattices are used, one near the inner surface and one near the outer surface of 
the sewer,_ or one lattice forming an ellipse with the larger axis corresponding with the springing-line, so that the lattice 
nears the inner surface at crown and invert, and the outer surface of sewer a,t springing, thus counterbalancing all tension in 
tne construction. ' - - v ~ o Pipes
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Pipes of 6*56 feet diameter and 4 inches in thickness all round were used in Konigsberg. These showed only cracks, 
when subjected to a compression 1 ton 3 cwt. per square foot, and at a compression of 1 ton 18 cwt. per square foot, the 
pipes showed a deflection of 9J inches, which left a permanent deflection of only 2 inches. The same pipes subjected to 
inside pressure, commenced to show a little expansion at 62 feet head of water, or 26'87 lb. per square inch.

Up to 12 inches the price of these pipes is pretty much the same as common cement pipes, but a saving of 10 to 12 
per cent, is effected in larger pipes. The weight of a cement-pipe of 3’28 feet diameter is per lineal foot 504 to 571 lb., a 
Monier pipe of the same dimensions weighs only 215 lb. per lineal foot.

A sewer of 48’5 chains length and 4*92 feet diameter was constructed at Offenbach, Germany, in the year 1886, and 
showed when inspected by the authorities in 1890, neither injury to the cement mortar, nor oxidizing of the iron. A 
length of 4f miles is now in process of construction. .

Canals for water and gas pipes, cables and electric wires, have proved so successful that in Berlin there is already a 
length of 3f miles laid down.

The Monier system is chiefly applied to buildings. It is used for walls, floors, staircases, roofs, and even whole 
houses with hardly any other material. The illustrations attached show some of its most general applications. Strength, 
saving in space, fire-proof condition, lightness, &c., brought it into such favour as a building material. ^ A great number of 
experiments were made to test its suitability, before using it in new constructions, and as this illustrates better its 
remarkable advantages compared with other building materials, the most important may here be mentioned.

Two exactly similar plates, one of Monier construction, the other of cement-mortar alone, 1J inch thick, and each on 
supports 3 ft. 3§ in. apart, were loaded. The plate of cement mortar, on being subjected to a pressure of 108 lb. per square 
foot, broke. The Monier plate carried 573 lb. per square foot, and showed a deflection of $-inch, but was still able to carry 
the load.

Professor Baushinger’s experiments show a still greater difference. A plate of cement mortar on supports 4 ft. 
11 in. apart carried 136*8 lb. per square foot, while a Monier plate of the same thickness carried 1,658 lb. per square foot, 
or about twelve times as large a weight, which the lattice-work still supported after the plate cracked.

A Monier plate on supports 6 feet apart, with a thickness of 2 inches, was tested nine days after construction.
A load of 873 lb. caused a deflection of -ic, inches.

,, 1,183 ,, ,, ic j >
„ 1)737 „ „ fi „
„ 2,477 „ „ i „
„ 2,857 ,, „ il „

Although the last load amounted to 238 lb. per square foot, no injury was done to the plate which, after the 
removal of the load, went almost completely back to its original position, only leaving a permanent deflection of J-inch. 
A similar plate, but of cement mortar alone, was not able to carry its own weight if placed on supports 6 feet apart.

A similar Monier plate, but on supports 3 ft. 10 in. apart, showed a fine crack at the under side when subject to a 
load of 9,000 lb. When this load, in which was included five men, was set moving it cracked the plate, which, notwith
standing this, carried the load, showing only a deflection of 1 J-inch. .

A Monier plate 3J inches thick, with a more ingenious lattice, and supported 3 ft. 9 in. apart, carried a load of 
18,000 lb. on 11*7 square feet, or 1,538 lb. per square foot. This load caused a deflection of J-inch without cracking the 
plate, or causing any other damage. .

Monier plates, if placed vertically, will serve as walls, and tested as to their strength for this purpose, have given 
splendid results.

A standing wall free of support for 12 feet, w7as loaded with 20,000 lb., and showed no trace of damage, even after 
holes were cut through it to try its strength. The reason why a Monier wall is able to carry such a great load if free of 
support up to a considerable distance, is that it may be considered a kind of lattice girder, of considerable height. Inarch 
form it is applied to ceilings, roofs, &c.

In the case of an arch of 6 feet span and IJ-inch thickness :—
A load of 2,000 lb. caused a deflection of fa inches.

„ 2,900 „ £ „
„ 3,300 ,, fa ,,

The load being removed the arch completely regained its former position. Twenty days later the same arch was 
loaded with 12,000 lb., which caused a deflection of |-inch, being caused to a certain extent by the supports giving way 
about tVinch. The load being removed showed a permanent deflection of -J-inch.

The results of two more tests are shown on accompanying drawing, fig. 1 and fig. 2.
Tests made to ascertain the heat-resisting qualities of Monier constructions gave even more remarkable results. A 

Monier pipe 6 feet 6| inches long, 1£ inches thick, and 27J inches diameter was placed perpendicularly and used as a 
furnace. Above the pipe were placed on iron bars two Monier plates of 2 inch thickness. Amongst other alloys of tin, 
zinc, and lead placed in the furnace for fixing the temperatures was a bar of brass 40 inches over the fire bars. After two 
hours burning the alloys melted, and the iron bars below the Monier plates became dark red, indicating a temperature of 
about 1,300 degrees Fahrenheit, at the under side of the plate. When the plates were taken off lead, placed on them, melted. 
One of the plates 40 inches long, 2 inches thick, .and 25£ inches wide, showing a deflection of £-inch, and some fire cracks 
was then laid on two supports, and loaded in the centre up to 575 lb., without altering in the least. W hen the load was 
increased to 1,140 lb. and 1,375 lb., there were deflections of fa inches and fa inches, respectively. As the plate cooled 
the deflection was reduced to -j^-inch, which diminished to nearly £-inch, when the load was taken away. An examina
tion of the plate showed that with the exception of the fire cracks it had not been damaged, and was still able to carry a 
load sufficient for general purposes. .

That the plate is bent more when the heat is increased is theoretically right, and proves that the expansion of the 
iron and the cement mortar is the same, as the latter would otherwise have broken. *

The pipe used as the furnace stood a temperature of more than 1,900 degrees Fahrenheit {the brass bars melted), for 
more than two hours, and was very little damaged. A gauge about 40 inches long showed the greatest expansion as 
fa inches. The pipe showed fine fire cracks, but otherwise retained its shape and strength. ^

An experiment made at Copenhagen with a Monier plate which was placed on supports 40 inches apart, and loaded 
with 1,400 lb., at only 12 inches above a very fierce fire. After an hour exposure, the deflection of the plate amounted to 
J-inch, which was reduced to f-inch by cooling with water. After two hours’ more exposure to the heat, the deflection 
amounted again to J. inch, but the plate having been cooled by water, assumed very nearly its original shape. The plate 
was completely unhurt and free from fire cracks.

The fire ot Mr. H. Helbing’s spirit distillery, in Wandsbeck, near Hamburg, on 21st December, 1889, may be taken 
as an experiment on a very large scale. The roof above a 1^-inch thick Monier floor caught fire and was completely burnt. 
The floor not only completely resisted the immense heat and the falling fragments of roof, but also the sudden reduction in 
temperature caused by the water, and thus protected entirely the large spirit store underneath. ^

To show that already several years ago the authorities in Germany recognised the good qualities of the new system, 
it may be mentioned that the President of Police in Berlin allowed, on the 18th June, 1887, the use of the Monier system 
in the erection of perfectly fire-proof constructions. .

Arched Monier constructions, forming ceilings for lower storey and floors for the one above, have been extensively 
used for factories, warehouses, &c. The goods stores round the harbour of Trieste have 64 acres and Loewe’s rifle factory 
in Berlin, 29*5 acres of Monier ceilings. ... .

In a printing office in Berlin a printing machine is working on an arched Monier ceiling of 16 *5-foot span without 
doing it any injury. .

^ At Copenhagen, arched ceilings of 12 feet span have been built for the new steam laundry at St. John’s Hospital, 
and of 24 feet to 30 feet span for the new Art Gallery. # .

This kind of construction will answer equally well for roofs, and is used to a great extent in Germany and Austria. 
The glass works at Stralan, near Berlin, and latterly those for Hellerup, near Copenhagen, where the roofs have a^span of 
30 feet to 40 feet, and are 2J inches to 21 inches thick at crown, may here be mentioned. They are covered with Goudron 
paint, which has to be applied hot, and which has made a name for itself in Germany. .

These arched ceilings and roofs are used with advantage where it is necessary to economise the materials of the outer 
walls, as the thrust with this construction is very small,

Perfectly
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Perfectly level ceilings, answering at the same time for floors of the storey above, have also been constructed, the 
Monier plates resting on girders. Whole houses have, in fact, been built under that system, amongst which may be cited 
the glass works at Stralau, near Berlin, with walls of great height; the Crystal Palace, in Leipsic ; a bathing establishment 
and a church at Munich ; ice-houses in Potsdam, for which walls were built double, connected at intervals, and the inter
mediate space filled with a non-conducting material. Monier plates also make a very good flagging for footpaths, yards, &c. 
Its lightness and great strength greatly facilitate the laying of pipes for water and gas without being liable to break if not 
properly handled and sufficiently packed underneath. It has also been successfully applied to bomb-proof rooms in the 
fortifications of Germany. • *

At the new harbour at Copenhagen it was used for breakwaters. Hollow blocks of concrete of fixed magnitude, 
without exceeding a certain weight, were used, and connected on the Monier system.
8 June, 1892. W. BALTZER.

Appendix No. 59.
(Papers referred to on stress sheet of Monier arch, Contract No. 77.)

Foemcl^s for the calculation of Monier beams, plates, &c.
A BEAM or girder built on the Monier principle is briefly a concrete or eompo. structure fortified with an iron mesh comprised 
of bars laid longitudinally and transversely and bound at crossings with wire, the iron mesh being inserted on the side sub
jected to tension. It can be seen at once that if the tensile strength of concrete was as great as the compressive, instead of the

modulus of rupture being about 150 lb. it would be nearer 2,000 lb., and there seems no reason why iron should not be inserted 
for this object, more especially as the expansion of the iron and concrete is, under ordinary circumstances, almost identical, 
namely, .000012 for every degree Cent. There is also in favour of this class of structure the great amount of cohesion between 
the iron and the concrete varying from 350 lb. up to 500 lb., so that in rods of small diameter, if twenty times the diameter of 
the rod be embedded in the concrete it will have the same holding power as the strength of the rod, and moreover the cement 
protects the iron in such a way as to permanently arrest oxidation. To arrive at the\formuloe' necessary to calculate the 
strength of a Monier plate or beam, we must first analyse the existing formula; for girders. Taking the ordinary formula for 
a rectangular beam, we have the moment of rupture C x B x D2 where C = strength of material, B — breadth, D = depth.

TV e may arrive at the same result by the following method. In any rectangular girder in which the material has the same 
tensile and compressive strength the neutral axis must be the centre of the girder, and the outer edge has the maximum 
strain which will diminish to nothing at the centre, and therefore the triangle ABC in Fig. 8 shows the section of material 
strained, and the line joining the centre of gravity of the two triangles represents the leverage—thus taking an example, 
say, a girder 20' deep by 6" broad constructed of iron, capable of standing, say, 5 tons per square inch, then by the ordinary 
formula we have—

• 400 x 6 x 5
---------------= modulus of rupture

By method No. 2. 6 = 2,000 tons.
Area of either triangle would equal 10 x ,3, and the leverage would be equal to 2 of 20 modulus of rupture 

5x10x3x20x2 1
=------------------------------------- ---- 2,000 .

3 which is the same result. But in the case of a girder constructed of concrete, the tensile
and compressive strength of which, we will assume, is as 400 is to 2,000, it is natural to suppose that the neutral axis will, 
before rupture takes place, deviate from the centre of the figure as the girder will be in equilibrium round the neutral axis ; 
therefore, in Fig. 9, if we call x the distance of the neutral axis from the nearest edge—A, the breadth of the beam, and H 
the total height, we have 5xAx x x§x=A x (H — a:) x §(H — x)

H + V 5 H2
Q • and solving this we have

o when H — 1. If we take a girder therefore 6" wide and 20" deep, the neutral axis would be 20 x .3089 or
0.178 from the nearest edge, and the moment of resistance would be

Area. Leverage. Strain.
(3 x 6.178) x (6.178 x 2 x 2)

------------------- x 2,000
, . ... • , , . . 3 = 305,336.

working this same girder by ordinary formula, taking the modulus of rupture as equal to the tensile strength, say 400 lb., 
the moment of resistance would be 160,000 lb. If we consider another example of the same girder, but taking the tensile 
strength at 200, and the compressive strength at 2,000 or as 1 is to 10, then we have—

Leverage. Area. Leverage.
10 x (A x a;) x (§ k) = (A x (H — x)) .

—-------- x § (H — b)
10 A a;2 = A (H — a)2 ' 2 .
* = — jq2

9
if H = 1 then a- = .2402, and the distance of neutral axis from the nearest edge = 20 x .2402 or 4.804 inches; and the 
moment of resistance

Area.
= (3 x 4.804)

Leverage, 
x (4.804 x 2 x 2)

x 2,000

= 3 x 23.078 x 4 x 2,000 = 184,626.
Then by ordinary formula the moment of resistance would be 80,000 lb. If we take an example of a cast-iron beam, in 
which we may assume the tensile strength to be about 16,000 lb., and the QQmpressive about 96,000 lb., that is to say as I : 6, we have 6 era x = a x (H — e) x § (H — x) k ' >....*«» j

Qaxt — a (H — #)2

— H + VglT2

140—P
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and if H = 1 then x = .2899, and taking the same girder, that is 20" + 6", the distance of the neutral axis from the nearest edge 
= 20 x .9 or 5.8", and the moment of rupture would equal 3 x 5.8 x 5.8 x 2 x 2 x 96,000

-------------------------------------- = 33-64 x 4 + 96,000 = 12,917,760
3

Now by ordinary formula taking modulus of rupture as deducted from experiment by Bankine we have
400 x 6 x 40,000
----------------------= 16,000,000

6 ...
which is a result slightly in excess of my formula, but this might easily be explained by the great variation in strength of 
cast-iron. We shall now consider a Monier plate girder tested by Mr. Roberts, of the Public Works Department, N.jS.W., 
the dimensions of the girder being as follows :—Breadth, 18" ; depth, 2" ; distance from centre of bars to top 1.5025 and 
area of bars .392". Let A = area of iron ; b = breadth of girder ; h — height of girder ; x = distance of neutral axis from 
bottom of girder. C = tensile strain in iron (say 5 tons) = 11,200 lb. ; D = compression strain in concrete (say 400 lb.); 

C : D " 28 : 1, and by formula
CA a; = | (/i — e) x | (7i — e) x D

28 A x = | (/( — x)3

A = 0.392 b = 18" h = 1.5625"
28 x .392 x x = J# (1-5 25 — x)s 

10.966 x = 6 (1.5625 — x)- 
1.8293 x = (1.5625 — xf 

xs —4.9543 x = 2.4414
x = .555 , .

Deducting ,555 from the real depth 1.5625 we have V* as distance from outer edge, and the moment of resistance will be
Area. Leverage.

(9" x 1) x (1 x 2 x 2) x 2,000 
3

— = 24,000 lb. _
The girder was broken by 3,9001b, applied at centre, supports being 30" apart; therefore bending moment = 3,900 x 30

4
which is slightly in excess of the result obtained by the formula. There is very little doubt, however, that the neutral axis 
does not deviate from the centre of gravity of the figure until the modulus of elasticity is exceeded ; if this be the case, it 
would be advisable in a Monier beam to proportion the iron so that the neutral axis would be in the centre until rupture 
took place. The solution of the equation would then be :—Let A = Area of iron ; d = depth of girder (measured from 
centre of iron to upper side of concrete); B = breadth; C = compressive strength in concrete ; P — tensile strength in iron j

Px^xA = (Bxd) x (^ x §) x C 
2 ^ 2

Px-xA=Bxdxd
2------------- x C

, 12
BxcfxdxCx2

A *=-----------------
12

B x d x C
A = -------------

6 x P
Take for example a concrete beam 2.5" deep and 12" broad.

12 x 2.5 x 500 = 150.0 
11,200 x 6 672

223 inches
Say bars 5(16" dia. = .(767) .2230 (3) 

2301

P x d

Then A would equal

= 3 bars per foot 5/16" dia.
I have included a table based on actual experiments on concrete beams, and.it is interesting to note that as the age of the 
concrete advances and the final strength is approached the results obtained by experiment are almost identical with the 
results obtained by my formuloe, and are obtained with a substance having compressive strength nearly eleven times the 
tensile strength. Taking the last two examples, in one we have the moment of resistance by the above formula; as 186,700 
and by experiment 183,000 lb. ; and in the last experiment the moment of resistance by my formula is 202,184 lb., and as 
deducted from the experiment 218,484 lb.

Cements only.

Age.
Tensile 

strength 
in lb. per 
sq. inch.

Com
pressive 
strength 
in lb. per 
sq. inch.

Ratio
C in 

formula
(D-

Vc
X in 

formula
(D-

4 X2 in 
formula 

(2).

Moment of 
rupture bv 
formula (2).

Modulus 
of rup
ture by 
experi
ment.

Moment 
of rupture 
by formula 

(3).
Remarks.

03
134.7 1,932.0 14.3 3.78 4.18 69.89 135,027.0 280.5 112,200 Beams 20" x 6" h = depth.

b = breadth.
■+=>
S3os

143.5 1,240.7 8.65 2.94 5.08 117.86 146,228.9 277.1 110,840 c = ratio of com
pression to ten
sile strain.

<M
1—4
o•+J

201.14 1,854.1 9.2 3.03 4.95 98.01 181,720.3 376.9 150,760 X“7t(Vc—0(1)® = distance of
------------------neutral axis from

nearest edge.
s 152.74 1,100.1 7.2 2.68 5.42 117.51 129,272.7 288.6 115,440 Mt. Rupt. = 4 X2/(2).
£
SOa

172.00 1,617.0 9.4 3.066 4.92 96.83 156,574.1 373.3 149,320 Mt. Rupt. = 400/2(3)/= compressive 
strain.

e8<uuo
£

201.5 2,068.7 10.26 3.20 4.75 90.25 186,700.2 457.5 183,000 = modulus 
rupture by ex
periment.

224.4 1025.9 9.03 3.005 4.995 99.80 202,184.8 546.2 218,480

Timber only.

Grey iron- 25,080 10,165 2.467 1.57 7.77 241.5 6,0 17,866 7,146,400 Formula; as above except c = ratio
bark. of tension to compression.

Tallow- 16,165 6,753 2.394 1.547 7.85 246.5 3,984,673 15,257 6,102,800 Results of tests are the averages of
wood. a large number of tests.

Blackbutt 21,708 7,522 2.886 1.70 7.42 220.2 4,780,102 13,728 5,491,200
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Appendix No. 60.
■ Papers.—Contract 79.

No. 1.
The Secretary of the Sewerage Miners’ Association to Thos. Houghton, Esq., M.P.

Dear Sir, ^ 40, Charles-lane, Woolloomooloo.
. Having been requested by my Association to write to the Works Department to obtain particulars whether 

there is any provision made for miners being provided with air, I done so through the secretary of the Trades Hall, thinking 
that it would have more effect, but up to the present it is nil.

Although we are a registered association, up to the present we are not recognised by the Board of Conciliation and 
of Arbitration, though we are looking forward to it, as in all probability we may be the first to use that Board, us being 
engaged on Government contracts, and our case is a calamity. I urge upon you to act on our behalf at once. Re this 
information, our general meeting is next Saturday, 30th instant.

My reason for being so urgent is this—our men are dying off so fast; I have to report another death no later than 
last Tuesday. We sent two to Victoria to benefit their health. I am expecting to hear of their death every day, as their 
case is hopeless. One of our members came to me to-day ; he says, “This is terrible ; I am dying—lingering in misery” ; 
has not been able to work this six months ; a walking skeleton. We have always a large percentage to support out of our 
pittance, which, God knows, is only an average of 5s. per day. Out of this our fellows subscribe manfully. We are sure 
our turn is not far off. There is no man following this work who can live long ; we all feel the effects—a husky cough, 
and galloping consumption follows, and our end is not far off. When we apply to the hospital we are sent to Little Bay 
as incurable. We have to rush smoke and foul air and dust, and work in unnatural positions to obtain even that average 
wage. I have pay-sheets to prove my statements, and a glance at my books may prove a death-rate that would not be 
believed,—that is 10 per cent.—the result of us rushing this foul air and not being able to eat during working-hours. Our 
wives has to nurse us and bathe our aching heads at night, as we are at times almost lunatics when we ought to be resting. 
Our limbs weaken, and we can no longer work. We are forced to accept this death or starve our wives and children, and 
we do accept death to obtain them bread. There is terrible suffering amongst our members. They are willing to work, 
but the work is shut down from them. Although the Works Department let the contracts, they are powerless to compel 
them to employ labour. The North Shore underground sewerage job, Messrs. Carter & Co., has kept their shafts idle for 
weeks past. Men who sunk the shafts—some as deep as 250 feet odd—has been forced to fill the ranks of the unemployed. 
They are actually starving us into a death price. Up to the present we have never been provided with air; what air we 
have had we had to provide ourselves; so hoping you will take steps on our behalf,

I remain, &c.,
• JOS. LYNCH.

. -------- Sec., S.M.A., Sydney.
Received by me 4/8/92.—R.H., 8/8/92. Will Mr. Hudson please have this looked into at once.—J.B., 2/5/92. 

T. Houghton, M.P., 2/5/92. Mr. Davis.—F.C.P., 5/8/92.

No. 2.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Resident-Engineer Boys.

Memo.
Will Mr. Boys please let me have report generally upon this letter, with the following particulars, by to-morrow morning

1. Description of fans, pipes, &c., used for ventilating each shaft ?
2. Whether it is a fact that shafts have been standing for weeks past, and, if so, for what reason ?
3. Whether the appliances are sufficient to keep the tunnel in a good state of ventilation, and, if not in any instance, 

what he recommends ?

1. All steam-power fans at present used on 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 with black iron 9-inch pipes.
2. It is a fact in one instance, but that was on account of the water met with.
3. The appliances are excellent in every way, with the exception of No. 12 shaft, and I am informed that a hand-

power fan is to be placed there at once by the contractor. J.W.T.B., 5/8/92.

No. 3.
Resident-Engineer Boys to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Subject:—Secretary, Sewerage Miners’ Association—Want of provision for supplying miners with air, Contract 79, North
Sydney, cited as an example.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, 6 August, 1892. 
The Secretary asks whether there is any provision made for miners being provided with air.

■ Clause 79 of the specification. Contract 79, provides that the contractor shall provide suitable apparatus for clearing 
the tunnels.

The contractors have provided fans and pipes to nearly all the principal shafts on this contract, namely at 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8. These fans are of approved make, and are driven off the winding engines at each of these shafts. The pipes are 
excellent, and are 9-inch diameter, and made of black iron, well tarred inside and out, preventing leakage at the joints.

I have heard no complaints on the score of bad air from any of the miners, with the exception of those at No. 12 shaft.
The following describes the means of working each shaft, and the time each was idle :—
No. \ is at work, but was idle for a week, miners asking more pay for driving. The air is good, and no fan re

quired, owing to there being an open end.
No. 2. Miners finished sinking shaft on 12th July. A fan and hose was put in this shaft after the first 100 feet 

was sunk, and this was also the case at 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. These fans were driven off the winding engine. Since the 12th, 
9-inch black iron pipes have been permanently fixed.

No. 3 was stopped for a week to enable air-pipes to be fixed permanently.
No. 4 was bottomed on 8th July, and driving started 26th July. During this time air-pipes were fixed. There was 

a disagreement about the price of driving, and old gang refused to continue the work.
No. 5. No stoppage at this shaft beyond shifting position of shaft.
No. 6. No stoppage.
No. 7. No stoppage.
No. 8 was idle for three or four days after sinking. The fan and air-pipes and pump were fixed to this shaft after 

the sinking was completed. Depth of shaft, 104 feet.
No. 9. No provision made for extra air. A few days’ stoppage on account of change of men.
No. 10. No provision made for extra air. There was a stoppage for a few weeks. Contractors’ reasons were given 

that they wished 9 and 11 to be sunk the same time, so as to start the driving together.
No. 11 stopped for about four weeks—11th June to 6th July—on account of large amount of water met with. Con

tractors waited to see if it would take up. This shaft is now down to full depth. No provision for extra air.
No. 12. No provision made as yet for extra air. Shaft has been stopped for the last ten days. The men complain 

of bad air and the smoke hanging for a long time. This is the only case of bad air, and I am informed that the contractors 
are about to put a hand-fan at this shaft, which is 95 feet deep, and the drive is 44 feet in.

The appliances on the work are in good order, and quite sufficient wherever steam-power is used, namely, at shafts 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8. % .

It will soon be necessary to have air driven into 9 and 10.
Nos. 9, 10, and 11 are shallow shafts, and the drives between them are not long. Hand-power fans will be sufficient 

for these shafts, but are not necessary just yet.
No. 12 shaft should be supplied with a fan at once. J. W. T. BOYS, 6/8/92.

140—q
No. 4.
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No. 4.
Resident-Engineer Rudolph to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Subject .-—Want of provision for supplying miners with air.
Department of Public Works, Hoads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

Sydney, 8 August, 1892.
Re the provision of supplying miners with air on Contract No. 80, I have to report that nothing has been done yet. I 
spoke both to Mr. Farley and his foreman about this subject repeatedly, and was assured on one occasion that windsails 
had been ordered, and on another occasion I heard Mr. Farley give instructions to find out if Carter & Co. had any 
blowers for sale suitable for his work, but up to the present nothing but the bends for down-pipes are on the ground. Our 
drives, in most instances, have not been too far away from the face of the shafts, but now there is no doubt but it becomes 
a necessity to have ventilation provided at every shaft, and it will be still more wanted if the weather should get warmer. 
I therefore beg leave to recommend that the contractor be instructed to provide such means as are wanted to send tresh 
air into the drives, and that his attention may be specially called upon to have the air blown right into the faces where 
men are employed in gadding out the work, to help as much as possible for the quick setting down of the stone-dust in 
these places. H- RUDOLPH, §

c __________ Resident Engineer.
No. 5.

Supervising-Engineer Davis to the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Minute Paper.

Subject:—North Shore and Darling Point Sewers—Ventilation of Tunnels.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

y Sydney, 8 August, 1892.
The only tunnelling which is at present being done in this branch is at North Sydney and Darling Point, and as the 
Secretary of the Sydney Miners’ Association makes general statements with reference to the lack of fresh air supplied to 
miners, I have obtained reports from the resident engineers who are in charge of these two sewers, which I enclose.

There are twelve shafts on the North Sydney works, and of these seven are provided with blowers driven by steam- 
power, three do not require artificial ventilation at present, and at the remaining two fans are necessary at once. v\ here 

t he ventilation is done by steam-power, it is all that can be desired, and the contractors, I understand, are making 
arrangements to supply the two shafts with the fans necessary. , .

Mr. Lynch states what is certainly not a fact when he says that shafts at North Sydney have been idle tor weeks 
past on account of a lack of adequate ventilation. Messrs. Carter & Co. have made excellent progress with their work, 
and, with the exception of one shaft (which was not standing for bad ventilation), the rate of progress has been far more
than provided by the contract. . i. xt xt, a j s

At Darling Point the shafts are shallow, and there is not, therefore, the same necessity as at North byoney tor 
steam-power for driving the fans. Hand-fans will meet all the requirements, and now that the tunnels are being driven, 
the contractors have been requested to provide means of artificial ventilation, which they have promised to do.

Miners’ work is clearly an unhealthy occupation, and no doubt they must feel the effects of the class of work they 
do. I do not think, however, that more can be done at North Sydney, except in the. case of the two shafts referred to 
above. At Darling Point hand-fans or some such contrivance must be adopted for forcing the air into the tunnels.. .

There is a clause in each of these tunnel contracts binding the contractors to provide “blowing machine with 
ventilating fans * * * capable * * * of removing the foul air in one minute after blasting at each working-face.

J. DA V J.O.

Mr. Houghton might be sent a copy of these reports, and informed that the department will exercise its full powers 
as regards compelling all our contractors to provide suitable ventilating appliances.—R.H., 8/8/92. Undersecretary. 
Write.—J.B., 8/8/92. T. J. Houghton, Esq., M.P., 12|S|92. Seen.—R.H., 15/8/92. Mr. Davis to note.—I'.C.P., 
15/8/92. Noted.—J.D., 15/S/92.

Raid.

No. 6.
liesident-Kuefmepr Boys to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Dear SirS) & ' North Shore, 12 August, 1892.
Will you kindly inform me why there is no one working at the shafts and drives to-day ?

Yours, &c.,
_____  J. W. T. BOYS.

In the absence of the contractors I cannot say further than that I think the men demand more money. Jno, R.

No. 7.
Inspector J. Parsons to The Resident Engineer.

Inspector’s Daily Report op Contract No. 79.
’ North Shore, 12 August, 1892.

Workmen employed by Contractor—
Labourers ..................................................
Carpenters..................................................
Masons and other mechanics, blacksmiths

Remarks.—No work going on here to-day. The men all came out on strike this morning. The reason is they want 
more money, not being able to make wages at what they have been getting. nA-Dan-vra

_____  • Inspector.
It appears from these reports that the miners employed on the North Shore Outfall Sewer are out on strike for an 

increase of wages.—J.D., 13/8/92. Engineer-in-Chief. Seen.—R.H., 15/8/92. Mr. Davis.—P.C.P., 15(8/92. Mr. 
Boys may require these reports for posting journal.—J.D., 15/8/92. Mr. Boys. Report finished with.—-J. n .T.B., 
18/8/92.

Sir,

No. 8.
The Secretary, Trades and Labour Council, to The Secretary for Public "Works.

Trades Hall, Goulburn and Dixon Streets, Sydney, 19 August, 1892.
I ha^e been instructed, by resolution of the above Council, to write and ascertain if you will be pleased to 

appoint a date, time, and place for the reception of a deputation relative to certain matters of a vexed nature at present 
existing between the contractor for and the miners employed on the sewerage works at North Shore. %

I should take it as a great favour if you would kindly afford me a day or two prior notice of the date appointed for 
deputation’s reception. I remain,

_____ Secretary.
The deputation waited on the Minister yesterday. Resubmit, with the notes of the interview. J.B., 30|8|92.

No. 9.
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No. 9. ,
■ Minute by the Under Secretary for Public "Works.

-p . Department of Public Works, Sydney, 23 August, 1892.
please get me the papers at once respecting the application of Mr. Riddell for a deputation respecting a grievance of the 
miners employed on the North Shore Sewerage Works. j g

. Attach papers. F.C.P., 24/8/92. No papers registered here. Mr. Riddell’s application has not yet been 
received.—h. H. Mr. Piper,—Paper now attached.—F.C.P., 24/8/92. Papers herewith.—R.H., 25/8/92.

No. 10.
Resident-Inspector Boys to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, Lincoln’s Inn Chambers, and 40, Elizabeth-street,
°ir’ T i. x ■ r , , „ Sydney, 7 September, 1892.

, , 1 beg to inform you that the Contract 79, Messrs. Carter & Co., is being proceeded with. The men started
yesterday afternoon, the 6th instant. Yours, &c.,

-------- ’ j ’w T BOY’S
Fortheinformationof the Engineer-in-Chief.—J.D., 7/9/92. Seen.—R.H., 8/9/92. • • • •

■ . . No. 11.
T. J. Houghton, Esq., M.P., to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Dear Mr. Barling, Parliament House, Sydney, 28 September, 1892.
... 1 enclose a letter I have just received from the Secretary of the Sewerage Employees’ Union, and would feel

obliged if you would kindly have the matter attended to at once, and let me know the result.
Yours, &c., ,

' * T J HOUGHTON
J w TIfr- 4]ii</]|92n''“J'B’i B'^'’ 29(9<92- Urgent. For report.-R.H., 31/9/92. Mr. Davis. ' Report herewith!—

■ [Enclosure.']
®lr> T ■ . . Sydney, 27 September, 1892.

-t / am erected by our Association to once more trouble you to visit the Works Department re the ventilation of
No. 10 shaft on Carter & Co.’s sewerage contract, North Shore. ,

' There is a hand-fan erected on the shaft, arid pipes are connected to the bottom of the shaft only, and the drives are
in from 60 to 80 feet.

The contractor refuses to connect any pipes into the drives where the men are at work ; also refuses to put labour on 
to pump the supply of air. Therefore our men are working under deplorable coriditions, and the inspectors insist that 
they cannot act oh our behalf. Hoping you hill see to this.

I remain, &c.,
„ T tt . t. ,, JA8. LYNCH, Secretary,
T. J. Houghton, Esq., M.K ------- --------- Sewerage Miners’ Association.

No. 12.
Resident-Engineer Boys to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Complaints re ventilation of Shaft No. 10, Contract 79. [See letter 92-2,160, 30th September.]

rr ■ i. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, North Sydney, 4 October, 1892.
Iheee is a hand-power fan and pipes in this shaft, and the pipes are within 30 feet of the face in the north drive. This is
as near to the face as practicable.

. I? the south drive the pipes are in 16 ft. 6 in., and there are plenty of pipes ready at the shaft to be ioined in when 
required.

The contractors state that, by their arrangement with the men, the contractors supply pipes and put them in to the 
bottom of the shaft and fix a T piece on,- and that the men are supplied with pipes.

The men fix the pipes in the drives and supply the labour for driving in the air as required, 
i inspector reports to me and to the contfactors whenever the men require anything, or have any complaints to

make, and the men themselves have never made any formal complaint to me.
The inspector states that it is necessary to blow the fan continually now to keep the drives fresh, but at present the 

men only blow out the smoke after firing.

No. 13.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

J. W. T. BOYS.

Minute Paper.
■ Subject .-—Contract No. 79, North Shore Outfall—Ale ventilation of Shaft No. 10.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 4 October, 1892.
I have seen the contractors with reference to Mr. Lynch’s complaint, and I have also obtained a report from Mr. Boys, 
which I enclose. It appears that the miners, by arrangement, have undertaken to fix the air-pipes in the drives, and that, 
therefore, if there was delay in these pipes being put in position, it was due to the miners themselves. Since Mr. Lynch 
wrote his letter, they have fixed the pipes from the shaft to within about 30 feet of the face of north drive, and within 
about 50 feet of the face of south drive, and pipes are available, so that this last drive can be ventilated in the same way 
as the north drive. If the pipes are carried within 30 feet of the face, it is as near as they should be, as they would be 
damaged by the blasting if taken nearer. -

The contfactors state that the price paid for excavating the tunnel was to include the cost of turning the handdan. 
At present it is only being turned immediately after a shot is fired, but this is not sufficient. Arrangements should be 
made for the fan to be kept in motion the whole time miners are engaged in the tunnels. *

I would suggest that the contractors be written to in terms of the draft letter attached.
J. DAVIS.

See letter written to contractors. It appears, however, that it is really the miners’ own fault that sufficient air is 
not supplied.—R.H., 5/10/92. Under Secretary. Inform.—J.B., 5/10/92. T. J. Houghton, Esq., M.P., 10/10/92.

No. 14. *
The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, 4 October, 1892.
_ It is reported to me by the resident engineer that the ventilation at shaft No. 10 is not at all satisfactory. The 

air-pipes are only fixed a short distance from the shaft in the tunnel which is being driven in a southerly direction, and 
there is about 45 feet of the drive without pipes, and that the hand-fan is only being turned immediately after shots are 
fired, instead of being kept constantly going. I have, therefore, to draw your particular attention to clause 79 of the 
specification, and to request that immediate steps be taken to lay additional air-pipes, and also that the fan be kept in 
motion the whole time miners are engaged in the tunnel.

I have, &c.,
ROBT. HICKSON,

__________________________________ . " Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

' Appendix
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Appendix No. 61.
Papers—Contract 69.

No. 1.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

. Minute Paper.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch.

Sydney, 18 January, 1894.
Subject:—Contract No. 69. Eastern Branch, Western Suburbs, cross-sections of sewer to be adopted.

Provision has been made in this contract for constructing the sewers and shafts wholly in concrete, or in brick and con
crete. With a view of ascertaining which would be the cheaper method to adopt, I have had comparative estimates pre
pared at the contract schedule rates, which I attach.

I beg to recommend that the following sections for sewers be adopted :—
(а) For open cutting—No. 2 cross-section.
(б) For tunnels where timber is required—No. 3 cross-section.
(c) For tunnels in soft ground where timbering is not required—No. 5 cross-section.
(tf) For tunnels in hard ground—No. 6 cross-section.

It will be seen that the cheaper shafts are those built with brick, and I recommend that this description of shaft be 
adopted.

Approved.—R.R.P.H., 19|1|94. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 20|1|94. Mr. Millner to note.—J.D., 20|1|94.
Noted.—W.J.M., 24|1|94. File.—J.D., 1|2|94. The Engineer-in-Chief has decided that in the case of Sydenham-
road sewer, in open cutting, the No. 3 section, may be adopted instead of No. 2, on the understanding that the No. 2 is 
put in other open cuttings, and that in the case of Sydenham-road specially selected material be put in the sides and round 
the arch up to the level of crown.—J.D., 9|3|94. Mr. Millner. Noted.—W. J.M., 913/94. File.—J.D., 13/3/94.

J. DAVIS.

Comparative estimate for constructing sewers and shafts wholly in concrete or in brick and concrete.

Shafts.
Cost of (9-irich) brick shaft per 100 lineal feet .........
p . f i Concrete, 9-inch, do ..........

s (Cement facing, f-inch, do ..........
5' 1" x 4' 1"

£65 17 1 ) 
21 15 0 j

£78 14
87 12

7
1

Sewers.
(1.) In open cutting.

£ s. d.
58-96 cubic yards per chain at 43| -....... ................................... 126 15 3 concrete.

105‘60 square yards per chain at 5|-........................................... 26 8 0 rendering.

Cost per chain.........................£153 3 3

(2.) In open cutting.

52'28 cubic yards per chain at 43/- ..........................
6'42 „ „ 55/- .........................

58'60 square yards ,, 5/- ..........................

£ s. d.
112 8 1 concrete.

17 13 1 brickwork.
14 13 0 rendering.

Cost per chain............................ £144 14 2

BLUESTONE o CONCRETE

(3.) In tunnel where timbering is required.
£ s. d.

36T8 cubic yards per chain at 43/- ................................ 77 15 9 concrete.
14-81 ,, „ 55/-   40 14 7 brickwork.
58 60 square yards ,, 5/-   14 13 0 rendering.

Cost per chain..................... ...... £133 3 4
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A BLUESTONE CONCRETE

(4.) In tunnel, soft ground.
£ s. d.

43'14 cubic yards per chain at 43/- ..................... 92 15 0 concrete.
105-60 square yards „ 5J- ..................... 26 8 0 rendering.

Cost per chain................. 119 3 0

CO

A. SANDSTONE ;CONCRETE

C. MARGIN OF BLUESTONE ' 
CONCRETE 3 IN.

(5.) In tunnel, soft ground.
£ s. d.

5*67 „
14-81 „
58*60 square yards

43/- ............ ........... 50 9 7
40|- ............ ........... 11 6 10
55)- ............ ........... 40 14 7
5/- ............ ........... 14 13 0

1 chain......... ........... £117 4 0

co

SANDSTONE CONCRETE 
I. BLUESTONE CONCRETE

(6.) In tunnel, hard ground.
£ S. d.

12-67 cubic yards per chain at 43/- ............ ........... 27 4 10 bluestone concrete.
4-88 40/- ............ ........... 9 15 2 sandstone concrete.
6-42 55/- ............ ........... 17 13 1 brickwork.

58-60 square yards ,, 5/- ............ ........... 14 13 0 rendering.

Cost per chain .....................£69 6 1

J.D., 19/1/94.

, No. 2.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gfummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 20 January, 1894.
I have the honor to enclose, for your information, a tracing showing the different cross-sections of sewer-lining 

which the Engineer-in-Chief has decided to adopt on your Sewerage Contract No. 69.
With regard to cross-sections Nos. 5 and 6, you will receive instructions as the work proceeds which of these sections 

will be used.
The shafts will be built of bricks where such are shown on contract drawings.

. I have, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

(Through Mr. Millner.) ------—--------- Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No. 3.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 18 January, 1894.
I beg herewith to enclose a list of the sizes of shaft excavation. The sizes are to the inside of the timber, and 

do not include the extra excavation required for the chambers, down-pipes, &c. This additional excavation may either be 
done at the time you are sinking the shafts, or afterwards, as it suits your convenience. Where sumps are required they 
are to be sunk the size of the shafts. Mr. Millner will decide at the time a shaft is excavated whether a sump will be 
necessary, and give you instructions accordingly.

With reference to the excavation in tunnels in “ more or less hard material,” which in the opinion of the engineer 
requires blasting, I have to inform you that any ground of this description in the lower part of the tunnels where timbering 
is used in the upper part, must be taken out for two-ring lining without the use of blasting, by means of guttering and 
gadding, and will be paid for under schedule item No. 6.

With regard to other lengths of the tunnels requiring blasting, special instructions will be issued for each length.
As to tunnels in “more or less hard material ” which require timbering, I have to request that you will excavate the 

same to the cross-sections shown in the margin.
The tunnels in “ solid rock ” are to be excavated for one-ring lining by means of 4-inch charges of compressed powder.

I have, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

-------- Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
. List
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List of Shafts on Contract No. 69.

Shafts, SvC Position Chamage at centre 
of Manholes Size of Shafts

Penstock chamber Premier street
me 1
2 16 87 57 Enlarged, as shown on

Ventilating shaft Illawarra road, Canter limy Branch 2 24 87 33
conti act drawings

6' x 5'
Carey street, Northern Branch .

tt tt
Renwick street, Eastern Branch

2 23 90 6' x 5'
,, pipe shaft 2 23 80 6' x 5'
,, shaft 2 28 0 6' x 5'
>> ft ,, Suburban Main . 2 34 0

2 38 60
6' x 5'

Opening cutting.
tt tt

Warren road
2 41 45 8

6” x 5',, pipe shaft 2 33 5
,, shaft Grove road 2 40 50 6' x 5'
tt tt Illawarra road

Petersham and Illawarra Roads

2 43 83 47
2 53 0

Not to be sunk.
Opening cutting.

>t tf 2 57 64 05 ft

,, P1?6 shaft Illawarra road 2 61 70 tf

,, shaft Calvert street and Illawarra load 2 65 80 68 ))

,, pipe shaft Illawarra road 2 69 70 6' x 5'
,, shaft Mamckville and Illawarra Roads 2 73 86 3 6' x 5'
,, PlPe shaft Illawarra road 2 78 0 6' x 5'
,, shaft 2 2 30 Opening cutting
tt tt

tt tt

11
Sydenham road
Silver street and Sydenham load

3 13 57 71

3 17 74 69

) t

it

3 3

Albert street and Sydenham load 3 24 6 59 33

ft it Illawana road
Council and Illawarra road

3 20 40
3 23 90

3J
6x5'

tt it
,, pipe shaft

Woodland and Illawarra road
Illaw arra road

3 30 28 13
3 33 85

6' x 5'
6' x 5'

,, shaft Charles stieet and Illawarra road .. 3 37 53 Opening cutting
» >> Agai street

Agai and Emily Streets

3 52 20 tt

,, pipe shaft 3 57 0 6x5'
,, shaft 3 62 54-20 7' x 6'
tt tt • Emily street . . 3 69 0 6' x 5'

No. 4.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 19 January, 1894.
1 have the honor to inform you that you are at liberty for the present to dispose of the surplus material as you 

find it convenient, and that you will be paid for same undei schedule item No 43
I have, &c ,

J DAVIS,
(Through Mr Millner ) Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No 5.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs Carter, G-ummow, & Co

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 24 January, 1894.
Referimg to clause 6 of the specification, I ha\e the honor to inform you that you may excavate shafts No 4 at

2 m 33 chs 5 Iks from 9 feet below the smface, No 5 at 2 m 40 chs 50 Iks from 6 feet below the surface, and No 14 at
3 m 69 chs from 18 feet below the surface, w ith the use of 4 inch charges of compressed powder

I have, &c ,
J DAVIS'

Supeivising Engineer for Sewerage

No 6
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 3 Februaiy, 1894.
Referring to clause 6 of the specification, I have the honoi to inform you that you may excavate shafts No. 2a 

at 3 m. 23 chs 90 Iks from 3 feet below the surface, No 3 at 2 m 38 chs from 7 feet below the surface, No 3a at 2 m 34 
chs fiom 3 feet below the surface, No 11 at 3 m 33 chs 85 Iks fiom 27 feet below the surface, and No. 10 at 3 m. 30 chs. 
28 13 Iks from 26 feet below the surface, with the use of 4 inch charges of compressed powdei

I have, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

(Through Mr Millner ) Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No 7
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 19 Febiuary, 1894
Referring to clause 6 of the specification, I have the honor to inform you that you may excavate shafts No. 2 at 

2 m 22 chs 80 Iks from 10 feet below the suiface, and No 6 at 2 m 69 chs 70 Iks from 18 feet below the suiface, with 
the use of 4-mch charges of compressed powdei I have, &e.,

J. DAVIS,
(Tlnough Mr Millner ) Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No. £.
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No. a.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 12 March, 1894.
to 17 ^ have the honor to forward herewith an additional drawing, showing slight modification in the details of shafts 

at 2 m. 73 chs. 863 Iks. and Emily-street, and the upper portion of the pipe-shafts. You will notice that the cast-iron 
plates shown on the drawing attached to the contract, on the ledges at the bottom of the shafts, are substituted for boards, 
that the sandstone ashlar at the top of the shafts is substituted for concrete, and that the top of the pipe-shafts is altered. 
Will you please bear in mind that these alterations apply to the whole of the shafts in your contract.

I have, &c.,

(Through Mr. Millner.) Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No. 9. .
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Inspector Millner.

- Minute Paper.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

, Sydney, 2 May, 1894.
Subject:—Contract No. 69.—Substituting Tunnelling for open Cutting.

I undeestand that the contractors wish to substitute tunnelling for open cutting in two or three instances. They must 
write, asking permission to do this, before any excavation is paid for in such cases, as it will be necessary to clearly under
stand on what conditions the concession is granted. Will you please see contractors with reference to this matter.

r 1. -------- J.D.
, thaye seen contractors and verbally informed them of this.—W.J.M., 14/5/94. Mr. Davis. This might now be filed.—J.D., 22/5/94.

No. 10.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, . Department of Public W orks, Sewerage Branch, 23 June, 1894.
I understand it is your intention to substitute tunnelling for open cutting in the Illawarra Road for a portion or 

the whole of the length between 2 m. 54 chs. and 2 m. 87 chs., and I desire to inform you that there will be no objection to 
this course, but it must be distinctly understood that you will be paid as though the excavation had been done in the 
manner shown on the drawings attached to the contract. I have, &c.,

J. DAVIS,
Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No. II.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

Sydney, 9 May, 1894.
Subject:—Contract No. 69, Eastern Branch, Western Suburbs.—Pitching round Manhole Covers.

/V’ some of the manholes on this contract are being constructed, I should like the Engineer-in-Chief Js. decision as to the 
kind of pitching, if any, which is to be put round the manhole covers.

Twelve square yards of squared bluestone pitching were included in the schedule of quantities, which the contractors 
have priced at £50 per square yard. The quantity likely to he used, if the whole of the manholes are to be pitched, will be 
35 square yards, which, at schedule rates, will amount to £1,750.
sn Sp®®'al bluestone concrete will answer the same purpose as bluestone pitchers, and will only cost 9 cubic yards, at 
50s. — £22 10s. ■

The fair price for bluestone pitching is about 25s. per square yard, and, as the schedule rate is so much higher than 
the market rate, the question arises whether the pitching should not be omitted. If, however, this course is considered to 
be unfair to the contractors, then only the quantity included in the schedule of quantities need be carried out.

Me cannot in fairness omit an item for which, no doubt, the price is absurdly high, while we know that on other 
items the price is equally low. Where bluestone pitchers are shown on drawing contractors must be paid for same at 
schedule rates.—R.R.P.H., 11)5/94.

Mr. Millner to note.—J.D., 11/5/94. Noted.—W.J.M., 14/5/94. Mr. Davis. File.—J.D., 15/5/94.

No. 12.
Inspector Millner to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Sewerage Office, Arncliffe, 21 August, 1894. 
Contract 69, re extra lining of Tunnel, between 2 miles 38 chains and 2 miles 45 chains.

\.THi?K a<^v’sa'3le that th® extra lining of tunnel (ordered between 2 miles 40J chains and 2 miles 45 chains)
should start at 2 miles 38 chains. The ground in this extra chains is of a very similar nature to the other.

Register.—J.D., 23)8)94. Will Mr. Piper please attach the paper referred to?—J.D., 25)8)94. Has Mr
MiHner these papers ?—J.D., 28)8)94. Previous papers, 94-1,078, Mr. Davis, 25)6)94. I have not got these papers.— 
W. J.M., 29)8)94. Mr. Davis. What will the extra cost be ?—J.D., 31(8)94. Mr. Adams. The extra cost from 2 
miles 38 chains to shaft at 2 m. 40 chs. 50 Iks. will be £206 3s. 9d. —W. E. A., 31(8)94.
• v 'VilJ E.ngine®r-in-G1ief please approve of 10 inches of lining for this length of tunnel ? It was driven for'5 
inches in the first instance. The ground has proved to be of a soft nature, and therefore requiring an extra thickness of 
lining. This additional work is fully provided for in the contract, and included in schedule of quantities.—J.D , 31(8)94 
Engineer-m-Chief. ' 1

Approved.—R.R.P.H., 1)9)94. Contractors informed. Mr. Millner to note.—J.D., 7)9(94. Noted — 
W.J.M., 11)9)94. File.—J.D., 17)9)94.

No. 13.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 28 June, 1894.
I ‘lave t°. request that you will please excavate the tunnel between 2 miles 40£ chains and 2 miles 45 chains, to 

admit of two-ring lining being put in. The excavation you will be paid for under item No. 9, and the bluestone concrete 
and additional brickwork under items Nos. 32 and 33 respectively. I have, &c.,

■ • J. DAVIS, '
Supervising Engine ir for Sewerage.

No, 14,
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No. 14.
Messrs. Carter. Gummow, & Co. to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Sir, North Sydney, 6 July, 1894.
With reference to our Contract No. 69, Sydney Sewerage, we are willing that the Government shall exercise the 

option of paying us all sums now due or to accrue due in respect of this contract, either in cash or Funded Stock, as may 
be thought fit. We have, &c.,

JOHN CARTER.
FRANK MOORHOUSE GUMMOW

(By his Attorney, John Cartek).
D. G. SNODGRASS.

Witness,—Robert Miller, J.P. GEORGE MADDISON.
PETER EWING.

We, the sureties named in the bond in connection with the above contract, consent hereto.
CHAS. J. HENTY.

Witness,—Fred. Woolcott-Waley, J.P. R- L. SCRUTTON.

Treasury informed, 9/7/94. For approval.—J.B., 10/7/94. Approved.-—'YV.J.L. Accountant, Roads, to
note.—F.C.P., 24/7/94. Seen Mr. H. to note.—O.C., 24/7/94. Mr. Wallwork,—Please place with Bond Ct.
69.—E.H., 24/7/94.

No. 15.
The Council Clerk, Marrickville, to The Commissioner for Roads.

Sir, Borough of Marrickville, Town Hall, 24 August, 1894.
I am directed by his Worship the Mayor to draw your attention to the enclosed letter, received by him from 

the borough engineer, and to request that the department will cause such steps to be taken in this matter as may be 
deemed necessary, so as to avert what would be an intolerable and continuous nuisance.

I have, &c.,
HENRY H. BROWN,

_____  Council Clerk.
For report.—R.R.P.H., 27/8/94. Report herewith.—J.D., 6/9/94. Council Clerk.—J.D., 13/9/94.

Sir, ■ • , .
I have the honor to bring before your notice the following :—The Government Sewerage Department is taking 

up a culvert on the Illawarra Road, near Addison Road, and intend substituting one that will act as a siphon. It is needless 
for me to point out the nuisance and trouble this will be to the Council. But I wish to bring under your notice the fact 
that it is quite unnecessary to have a siphon. Below the culvert there is a fall of 4 ft. 6 in. in 7 / chains, which if worked 
out would give sufficient fall for the drain, and clear the culvert altogether. As it is a matter of great importance, I have 
brought it before your notice without loss of time. I am>

__________ J. P. WEBSTER.
No. 16.

Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Minute Paper.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 6 September, 1894.

Subject:—Contract No. 69, Eastern Branch Sewer, Western Suburbs, Culvert under Sewer near Addison Road.
This culvert is shown on the contract drawings to be built as a siphon under the Eastern Branch Sewer. Siphons are 
always objectionable, and should, if possible, be avoided, especially where, as in this case, there will be large quantities of 
heavy silt carried with the water, which will undoubtedly settle in it.

With a view of finding out whether the siphon in this instance could be dispensed with, I have had levels taken of 
the stream below the culvert, and I find that by lowering the bed of the creek for a length of 287 feet, and carrying the 
culvert 75 feet to the east of the Illawarra Road, to support a cottage which is built on the edge of the creek, the siphon 
need not be constructed.

The cost of lowering the creek and extending the culvert will be about £125, and I would strongly recommend that 
this extra be incurred. ______  J.D.

Longitudinal section of creek and drawing of proposed culvert submitted with this report. Approved.—R.R.P.H., 
6/9/94. Mr. Davis. Contractors informed.—J.D., 13/9/94. Mr. Millner to see. Seen.—W.J.M., 14/9/94. File.
J.D., 17/9/94. ----------------

No. 17.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 12 September, 1894.
Referring to your Contract No. 69, I have to honor to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has decided to 

dispense with the siphon culvert under the sewer near Addison Road, and to substitute a culvert, as shown on the sketch 
handed to you by Mr. Millner. Will you please also extend the culvert as shown to support the cottage built on the edge 
of the creek, and deepen the creek to give an outlet for the culvert.

You will be paid at schedule rates for this work. I have, &c.,
* J. DAVIS,

__________ Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
No. 18.

. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Contract No. 69, Western Suburbs Sewerage.

Sir> North Sydney, 20 September, 1894.
Having now completed a considerable portion of the above contract, for the performance of which your 

department hold security to the extent of about £6,800, being £4,500 as guaranteed by our sureties and £2,300 retention 
money for work already done, we have the honor to ask you to allow the payment to us of £1,000 from the latter amount, 
leaving £5,800 still remaining as security for the due fulfilment of the remaining portion of the work.

We would remind you that our sureties are two of the most reliable firms in the city, viz., Parbury, Henty, & Co., 
Pitt-street, and R. L. Scrutton & Co., Clarence-street; and also that the amount of security required had the contract 
been accepted in the ordinary way would not have exceeded £4,500.

We have, &c.,
_____ _ CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

Personal security has been given on this contract for double the usual amount of cash security ; so that, in addition to 
the retention money, which amounts to nearly £2,300, the department has security for £4,520, making a total of personal and 
cash security for the due performance of the contract of £6,820. The amount of the contract is £45,207, of which there 
has been about £30,000 worth of work done. This being the case, and the personal security being Messrs. Henty & Co. 
and Mr. R. L. Scrutton (firms, I suppose, which are safe), I think £1,000 of the retention money might be returned. 
J.D., 21/9/94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage. _

Recommended.—R.H., 21/9/94. Undersecretary. For approval.—J.B., 21/9/94. Approved.—J.H.Y., 21/9(94. 
Mr. Millner to include in next progress return.—J.D., 21/9/94. Included.—W.J.M., 24/9/94. Accountant. J.D.,
26/9/94. Voted.—O.C. (per E.H.), 2/10/94. Mr. Piper.

No, 19.
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' No. 19. •
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 21 September, 1894.
Minute Paper, ,

.Saft/ecf .-—Western Branch, WTestern Suburbs, recommending that a single sewer be substituted for the two sewers
originally proposed.

In the original scheme for the drainage of the western suburbs two sewers are provided to run side by side from Premier- 
street to a point in the Terrace Road where the Canterbury sewer branches off to that suburb, a length of 70 chains. Over 
twelve months ago the survey was completed for the two sewers, and in anticipation of them being continued the length 
of tunnelling and lining from Premier-street to the Illawarra Road was included in the contract for the eastern branch. 
The tunnel is now driven for the two sewers for this length, and the lining will be proceeded with in a few days.

With a view of seeing how the cost of a single sewer would compare with that of a double one, estimates have been 
prepared which I attach. They show that the double sewer—

Por the length from Premier-street to Terrace Road, exclusive of shafts and £ s. d.
aqueduct, to be .................................................................................................. 22 867 3 9

And the single sewer, 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft.8 in., to be, on same basis ......................... 13,758 13 9

Saving in favour of one sewer ....................................... 8,108 10 0
To this must be added saving in shafts..................................................................... 1,000 0 0
And saving in cost of aqueduct ................................................................................ 1,500 0 0

Total saving in favour of one sewer ............................  £10,608 10 0
The only objection to the single sewer is in the fact that the flow line will be raised 5J inches, and this will affect 

the area drained by the Canterbury branch to that extent.
I have consulted with Mr. Bagge as to the desirability of making the proposed change, and he quite agrees with 

me that it should be made. ,
I beg, therefore, on the score of economy, that the single sewer should be substituted for the double sewer.
I have seen Messrs. Carter & Co. with reference to making the change in the length between Premier-street and 

Illawarra Road, and they are willing to build the single in place of the double sewer, provided they are recouped for any 
expense they may have gone to in making centering for this particular length. If the Engineer-in-Chief so decides, the 
two sewers could be built, and a chamber and. shaft built at Illawarra Road to connect the single and double sewer, as 
shown on attached tracing. j_ DAVIS.

One sewer from Premier-street approved.—R.H., 24(9/94. Will Mr. Millner please note and report what expense 
the contractors have been put to in preparing centering. I will then write contractors, instructing them to carry out the 
single sewer in lieu of double one.—J.D., 24(9(94. Mr. Millner. Noted and report herewith.—W.J.M., 29/9(94. 
Contractors informed.—J.D., 11/10/94. Will Mr. Bagge please have drawings prepared for Illawarra Road shaft, pro
viding for inlet from east, and also of any alteration he wishes made in invert of Premier-street chamber.—J.D., '11/10/94. 
Mr. Bagge. Mr. Baltzer for details.—C.H.O.-B., 11/10/94. Details are nearly finished.—C.H.O.-B., 15/10/94.

Resident Engineer’s Office, Arncliffe, 9 October, 1893. 
Contract No. 69.—Alteration of Sewer, Premier-street to Illawarra Road.

The attached tracing shows the cross section of tunnel excavation between Premier-street shaft and Illawarra Road, and 
the distance the centre line will require to be moved to substitute the 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer for the duplicate sewer

^ . W. J. MILLNER.Mr. Davis. --------
. Western Branch—Cross Section, Tunnel Excavation. Scale, inch.

Ii
I
I

9" BRICKWORK

-----i_ -----------
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Proposed Sewer (7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. Sewer).

BLUESTONE] CONCRETE

12 ->t 12"-;

BLUESTONE CONCRETE

In open culling (in soft ground).

Quantities per foot run of Sewer.
Excavation............. 3 '27 cubic yards.
Concrete (bluestone) 1'75 ,,
Rendering .............  2'50 square yards.
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7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. Sewer.—Estimate per chain of Sewer.

Description of Work.

In open cutting, in soft ground—
v Excavation......................... 3 276

Concrete (bluestone).......... 1'754
Rendering .........................  2' 50

x 66 
x 66 
x 66

In open cutting, in rock—
Excavation......................... 2 412 x 66
Concrete (bluestone)..........  -891 x 66
Rendering ......................... 2- 50 x 66

In tunnel, in rock—
Excavation......................... 1833 x 66
Concrete (bluestone)..........  '30 x 66

„ (sandstone)..........  -1115 x 66
Brickwork ......................... -1536 x 66
Rendering ......................... V337 x 66

Unit. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

& s. d. & s. d.
cubic yards 216 0 2 0 21 12 0

» 115-76 2 0 0 231 10 0
square yards 165- 0 2 9 22 13 9

275 15 9

cubic yards 159-2 0 5 0 39 16 0
58-8 2 0 0 117 12 0

square yards 165 0 2 9 22 13 9

180 1 9

cubic yards 17 6 166 7 6
a 2 0 0 39 12 0
it 18 0 10 6 0
>> 2 15 0 27 18 6

square yards 0 2 9 12 2 6

£256 6 6

Compaeative Estimate for Construction of Sewers, Western Branch, Western Suburbs Sewerage.

Description of Work.

*1 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. Sewer.
Open cutting, in rock, X chain ........................
Tunnel, in rock..................................................
Open cutting, in soft ground ...........................

^ ft- 10 in. s ft. 10 in. and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4ft. 2 in, Sewevs,
Open cutting, in rock ...............................................................
Tunnel, in rock...............................................!!!..'.***!..................
Open cutting, in soft ground....................................................
Extra Excavation—difference in width between double and 

single sewers..............................................................

In open cutting, in soft ground— 
Excavation.............. 4'23 x 66 ... .
Concrete (bluestone)...... 2-34 x 66 ............................

„ (sandstone).......... •052 x 66 ............................
Rendering ................. 3-84 x 66 ..

In open cutting, in rock—
Excavation............... 3-28 x 66 ........
Concrete (bluestone).......... 1-39 x 66 ..................

>, (sandstone).......... •052 x 66 .........................
Rendering ..................... 3-84 x 66 .............

In tunnel, in rock—
Excavation .......... ............. . 2-987 x 66 ......
Concrete (bluestone).......... •69 x 66 ..............

„ (sandstone).......... •31 x 66 ..............
Brickwork ............ . , ■481 x 66 ...
Rendering .............. 2-22 x 66 ...........................

Unit. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

£ 8. d. £ 8. d.
chains ....... i 180 i 9 180 i 9

>> • • • *»• 25 256 6 6 6,408 2 6
>> ............ 26 275 15 9 7,170 9 6

13,758 13 9

chains ....... 1 277 5 6 277 5 6
» ............ 25 498 4 3 12,455 6 3
i) ...... 26 376 7 0 9,785 2 0

cubic yards 3,495 0 2 0 349 10 0

22,867 3 9

cubic yards 279 0 2 0 27 18 0
a 154-4 2 0 0 308 16 0
if 3-43 1 8 0 4 16 0

square yards 253’44 0 2 9 34 17 0

376 7 0

cubic yards 216-5 0 5 0 54 2 6
ii 91-75 2 0 0 183 10 0
„ 3-43 1 8 0 4 16 0

square yards 253-44 0 2 9 34 17 0

277 5 6

19714 1 7 6 271 1 0
45-54 2 0 0 91 1 6
20-46 1 8 0 28 12 9
31-75 2 15 0 87 6 3
146-5 0 2 9- 20 2 9

£498 4 3

Compaeative Estimate—Western and Canterbury Branches—from Chamber, Premier-street, to Shaft, Illawarra Road—
8 ft. x 7 ft. Sewer.

Description of Work. Quantity. Rate. Amount.

Excavation ................. cub. yards.
KIR

cub. yds. 
1,329-43 

163-57

£ s. d. £ s. 
1,828 1 

351 13

d.
Bluestone concrete . ... 
Sandstone ................. 516 ....................

1 7
2 a

6
o

6
66-3

18514
7205

Brickwork............................ KIR
132 12 0

Rendering.................
Sandstone concrete (filling) 516 .....................

2 15 
0 5 
2 0

0
o

509 2 
180 2

6
539-4^New gas-check ...... 1,186 16 0

85 0 0

£4,273 8 0
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Comparative Estimate—Construction of Sewers, Western and Canterbury Branches, from Chamber, Premier-street, to
Shaft, Illawarra Road—8 ft. x 7 ft. Sewer. •

Rxcavation .........
Bluestone concrete 
Sandstone „
Brickwork .........
Rendering.............
Filling ................ .
New gas-check ....

Description of Work. Quantity. Rate.

2-1881 + -388 x 516....■........... ' J,
•637 x 516................ .......

•1244 x 516.........................
•3588 x 516.........................

1-3963 x 516.........................
•8 x 516.........................

329'43
328-69
64'2

185-14
720-49
412-8

£ s.
1 7
2 3 
2 0 
2 15 
0 5 
0 0

Amount.

d.
6
0
0
0
0
9

£ s. d. 
1,828 1 6 

706 13 10 
128 8 0 
509 2 7 
180 2 6 
15 9 7 
85 0 0

£3,452 18 0

COMPABATIVB Estimate—Construction of Sewers, Western and Canterbury Branches, from Chamber, Premier-street, to 
Shaft, Illawarra Road—6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in., and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. Sewers.

Description of Work. Quantity. ' Rate. Amount.

1,511-3
3560
160-0
248-2

1,145-5

£ s. d. 
17 6
2 3 0
2 0 0
2 15 0
0 5 0

£ s. d. 
2,119 6 0 

765 8 0 
320 0 0 
682 11 0 
286 7 6

£1,173 12 6

Brickwork (two rings of brickwork)...... *481 x 51G........................................

CoMPAitATiYE Estimate—6 ft. 10 in. x 5 ft. 10 in., and 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in.

Description of Work, Quantity. Rate. Amount.

£ 9, d. £ s. d.
........................ 2 987 x 516........................................ 1,541 3 1 7 6 2,119 6 0

Bluestone concrete ...... 516........................................ 356 2 3 0 765 8 0
Sandstone „ ...... ........................ -581 x 516........................................ 299-84 2 0 0 599 13 5£
Brickwork...... ............... ........................ -21 x 51G (one ring of brickwork).; ■ 108-36 2 15 0 298 0 0

516........................................ 1,145-5 0 5 0 286 7 6..................................................
£4,068 14 6±

"Resident Engineer’s Office, Arncliffe, 29 September, 1894.
Wbstebn Branch Sewer.—Re altering sewer between Premier-street and Illawarra Road.

I bate seen contractors re expense incurred in centres, &c., which they claim to be—

Centres for 5 ft. 10 in. x 6 ft. 10 in. sewer...............................
Altering centres for 5 ft. 2 in. x 4 ft. 2 in. sewer ....................
Section mould .............................................................................
Concrete in pats .........................................................................
Altering road .............................................................................

£ s. d. 
16 0 0 
2 10 0 
10 0 

15 0 0 
3 0 0

Mr. Davis.
£37 10 0

W. J. MILLNER.

No. 20.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, G-ummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sewerage Branch, 11 October, 1894.
Referring to the conversation which I recently had with you, and to the interview which Mr. Millner had with 

you two weeks ago respecting the substituting of a single sewer for the double one, shown on contract drawings, between 
Premier-street shaft and the shaft at the Illawarra Road, I have the honor to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has 
decided to substitute a 7 ft. 8 in. x 6 ft. 8 in. sewer for the double one, and that you will be allowed for the expense you 
have been put to in connection with the double sewer, as arranged with Mr. Millner, viz., £37 10s. . r ,

The cross section of sewer will be as shown on attached tracing. Drawings will be forwarded in a few days of the 
shaft at the Illawarra Road, and of any slight alteration it may be necessary to make in the inverts of the Premier-street
shaft chamber.

In the meantime you will please proceed 
attached.

with the construction of the single sewer, as shown on the tracing
I have, &c.,

J. DAVIS,
__________ Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No. 21.
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

g;r Marrickville, 11 November, 1894.
’ In reply to your letter of 11th October, with regard to alteration of design between Premier-street shaft and 

Illawarra Road, we beg leave to state that we will accept the terms therein, provided a special item be arranged for the 
filling at the rate of 5s. per cubic yard. ' Yours, &c., „ „„s p j . . . CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.,

■ ._____ Contract No. 69.
Mr. Davis.—R.H., 11|11|94. Commissioner for Roads. —D.C.M’L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 15|11|94. Will Mr.

Weedon please let me have quantity of filling.—J.D., 17/11/94. Quantity of filling, due to alteration m design, 410
cubic yards.—S.H.W., 20|ll/94. .
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The schedule rate for filling is 6d. per cubic yard, but it is manifest that the contractors, in giving this low price, did 
not contemplate doing the kind of filling required in connection with the western branch sewer, between Premier-street and 
Illawarra Road. The 5s. asked is, I consider, a little high, but I suppose, as they will lose something by the reduction of 
concrete and brickwork, occasioned by the alteration, it will be just to take this into account, and allow them what they 
ask. There will be about 400 cubic yards of this filling, which, at 5s. per cubic yard, would amount to £100. I recommend 
that the price named be approved.—J.D., 2Lfll/94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and 
Sewerage.
. This addition is caused by an alteration in the original design, which has the effect of reducing the cost of the work 
in this contract by about £750, and a further reduction on the whole work of £10,000. Recommended for approval.— 
R.H., 21/11/94.

For approval.—J.B., 28/11/94. Approved.—29/11/94. Roads.—D.C.M‘L. (p?-*? U.S.), B.C., 29/11/94.
Seen.—R.H., 30/11/94. Mr. Weedon to note.—J.D., 4/12/94. Noted.—S.H.W., 6/12/94. File.—J.D., 7/12/94.

End of/ Contract No. 69

ShaftCAREY Sr.Ventilating* Pipe Shafts

Contract- No. 69
western and canterbury bi

branches

PREMIER'St.

^Penstock Chamber

Saving from A to B by the construction of one sewer, £750. 
Saving beyond A by the construction of one sewer, £10,000.

\ FILLING'APPROVED

lines indicate original duplicate sewers ; full lines indicate sewer as carried out.

No. 22.
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No. 22.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 3 December, 1S94.
In reply to yours of the 11th ultimo, accepting the terms stated in mine of the 11th October, relative to the 

alteration of design between Premier-street shaft and Illawarra Road, conditionally upon a special item being arranged for 
the filling at the rate of 5s. per cubic yard, I have the honor to inform you that the Minister has approved of your being 
paid for the filling in of this length at the price you name. I have, &c.,

J. DAVIS,
---------------- Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

No. 23.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 8 December, 1894.
Referring to my letter of the 11th October last, informing you that the Engineer-in-Ohief had decided to 

substitute one sewer for the two shown on the contract drawing between Premier-street and Illawarra Road, and instructed 
you to proceed with the construction of the single sewer, I now beg to forward herewith the drawing showing the alteration 
which this change necessitated in the chamber of the Premier-street shaft.

I have, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

(Through Mr. Millner.) ---------------- - Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
No. 24.

Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

Sydney, 23 March, 1895.
Minute Paper.

Subject .-—Shaft at Premier-street.
The present size of the shaft at Premier-street, excavated under Contract No. 62, is 12 ft. x 5 ft. In Messrs. Carter & Co.’s 
Contract, No. 69, provision has been made for enlarging the shaft to 14 ft. x 7 ft., and to line it with brickwork. The top 
of the shaft is left open, and surrounded by an iron railing, which would not prevent children and others getting into this 
shaft.

I do not think that there is any necessity to make the shaft larger than it is at the present time, and the iron railing 
would certainly be dangerous.

I recommend that the shaft be not increased in size, that it be lined with bluestone concrete, and that it be arched 
over, and a manhole cover be put on in the usual way. The saving that will thereby be effected will amount to £50.

Approved.—R.P.H., 25|3|95. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., 25|3I95. Mr. Millner to note.—J.D,, 25(3(95.
Noted.—W.J.M., 29(3(95. Mr. Davis. File.—J.D., 30(3(95.

No. 25.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 25 March, 1895.
I have the honor to request that instead of enlargingthe Premier-street shaft to the size (14 ft. x 7 ft.) shown on 

the contract drawings and lining it with brickwork, that you will please line the shaft with bluestone concrete in the usual 
way, not increasing its size; and instead of putting the iron fencing round the top as shown on contract drawings, that you 
put a concrete arch with manhole cover as is the habit in such cases. I have, &c.,

J. DAVIS,
Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Appendix No. 62.
Undertaking.

hereby acknowledge to have received of and from The Minister for Public Works in and for the Colony of New 
South Wales the sum of sterling being the amount originally placed at fixed deposit to the credit of the said
Minister as security for the due performance by of Contract for
which amount admit is paid over to as a matter of grace and not of right and hereby undertake and agree
that this payment shall not operate as a bar to maintaining the said works for the full period nor as a waiver of any
of the rights or remedies of Her Majesty the Queen the Government of the said Colony the constructing authority or the 
said Minister under said Contract.

As witness hand and seal at Sydney this day in the year of Our Lord one thousand eight
hundred and ninety . '

Signed sealed and delivered by )
in the presence of (

Appendix No. 63.
Tuesday, November 19th, 1878.

Present—Arbitrators :—The Hon. Sir William Milne, Knight, on behalf of the Government; Samuel Tomkinson, Esquire, 
on behalf of Messrs. Wells Bros. ; The Hon. Sir Henry Ayers, K.C.M.G., Umpire.

Mr. Downer, Q.C., appeared as Counsel for the claimants (Messrs. Wells Bros.); Mr. Symon appeared on behalf of the
South Australian Government. -

Mr. Robert Hickson sworn.
Examined by Mr. Symon : I believe you are the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties for the South Australian Govern

ment ? Yes.
You know Messrs. Wells Bros.—that is, Mr. George Wells and Percy Wells ? I do.
Did you see Mr. George Wells in the year 1876 ? Yes.
I believe you yourself came to this Colony in the same year, and entered on your present duties ? I did.
In what month ? in May, 1876.
Did you know Mr. Cheesewright then ? Not at that time. I knew him very soon afterwards.
Had you any communication with Mr. George Wells with reference to Mr. Cheesewright? Mr. George Wells called 

at my office soon after I came, and mentioned the fact that Mr. Cheesewright was here as his agent, and was prepared to 
tender for two piers—one at Kingston and the other at Rivoli. He said he had to leave the colony and go home to London 
soon after that. .

Was
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Was there a contract at that time for the Tiparra lighthouse? Yes; that contract was made before I came out here 
That was signed by Mr. George Wells, I believe ? Yes. *

% **ow Mr. George Wells get that work ? He supplied the plans and put in a tender.
By Mr. Donnicr: I)o you know that yourself—I mean of your own knowledge? Yes ; he offered to do the work for a certain sum. *

., . VXaS *be1ten^er in writing ? Yes ; and the acceptance too. That is how I know the circumstances connected with 
that contract, the documents being in my office. '

By Mr. Symon: You have the documents now, I suppose? Yes, in the office.
They can be put in if necessary, at the proper time. Can you tell me how the Rivoli Bay and Kingston contracts 

were arranged for ? I understood the same arrangement was made as in the case of the Tiparra lighthouse.
• •. to say that 1)lans aQ<1 estimates were to tie sent in by Messrs. Wells Bros., tenders not being publiclvinvited? Yes. 6 * ^

Do you remember Mr. George Wells leaving for England ? Yes, I remember the fact of bis leaving.
Yes Pursilant to what y°u have tolcl us> '"'ere Plarls and estimates sent in by Mr. Cheesewright for those two works ?

I think these are the plans, are they not [pointing to Ml and, Wl] ? Yes.
The. Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers) : Other documents connected with those drawings have been 

0 1 and R 1. put in, and marked
Mr. Symon: Yes ; I propose to refer to them.
To the Witness: The documents marked 0 1 are the estimates which accompanied the drawings M 1 and N 1 are 

they not ? i es. ° ’
I believe nothing was done upon these plans ? No.

■ was that ? The Government decided to call for tenders from a few firms, and applications were made to five
or six cufierent firms to send in tenders. For that purpose plans were sent to London.

What plans did you send to London ? Tracings were made of the drawings M 1 and N 1, and sent to London, 
rrom those tracings lithographs were prepared, and upon the lithographed drawings tenders were invited.

By Mr. Downer: Have you got the original drawings ? No.
• • drawmgs wllicl1 y9u haye there—the contract drawings—are printed papers. I should like to see the

original. I have not got the original; it went to London, and from it the lithograph was prepared.
j r Umdnr\ (Sir Henry Ayers) : It is clear that the original drawing is not in the possession of the Government, 

and 1 think, therefore, it is competent for the learned counsel for the Crown to make use of the lithographs prepared from 
that original drawing as secondary evidence.
... By Mr. Symon: Can you tell me why such a short time as three weeks was fixed for the sending in of those tenders ? 
Virtually, I looked upon it that Messrs Wells had the contract, and that it was practically useless to keep the drawings 
on view for any length of time in London. I looked upon it as merely a matter of form sending the drawings Home.

I think the contract was signed in London ; but with regard to that, you, of course, know nothing personally ’ No
Do you recollect Mr. Percy Wells coming out here ? Y'es ; he was in the office one day, and I mentioned the fact to 

him, that the tenders sent m by the London firm were somewhat lower than the tenders sent in by Cheesewright, and he 
explained that. v *

• ^ k0 exPlain ■ He said that his firm were very anxious to get the work. They found that Mr. Cheese- 
wnght s tender here would be known ; and they found, on examining the estimates, that they could somewhat reduce the 
contingency item, or the item for erection. That was the reason they gave for the London tender being lower than the 
Adelaide tender.

Did Mr. Percy Wells, at that interview, raise any question about Mr. Cheesewright’s authority ? No.
After Mr. Percy Wells came here, was any other plan of Mr. Cheesewright’s sent into the Government in connection 

with other work ? Y'es ; there was an offer to erect the Port Adelaide beacons.
HaTe,y°u a drawing of that ? Yes; this [producing the same], is a drawing sent in June, 1877, signed at the top by 

Messrs. v\ ells, and at the bottom by Mr. F. H. Cheesewright. [The same was handed in and marked PI.]
Do you also produce the tender based upon that plan for the Port Adelaide beacons ? Yes, here it is [producina the 

same.] [The same xvas handed in and marked Wl.]
Sir William Milne: Do I understand that Mr. Cheesewright sent in that plan ?

-Powrll!,r •; No, that is not the case—Mr. Cheesewright designed it; he was the draftsman only. Messrs. 
Wells sent the drawing in, and the letter containing the tender was signed by Messrs. Wells Brothers.

By Mr. Symon: Did anyone assist Mr. Cheesewright in the preparation of the plans for the piers at Rivoli Bay and 
Kingston ? Yes. He told me that Mr. Edmond Wells was assisting him in the preparation of those drawings, and I may 
say that, on one occasion, I saw Mr. Edmond W ells assisting Mr. Cheesewright on those drawings.

That is the gentleman who was examined here as a witness, I think ? Yes, a son of Mr. Percy Wells.
. Will you look at contract drawing No. 2;—is that drawing intended to show the exact length of the piles at the 

sections marked thereon ? With the exception of the cross-section at YY, it is not.
-*-s ^le ^9* t'lat tJle Pdes aPPear to be broken off above the screw in any way conclusive as to the length of the piles ? 

Aot in my opinion. We sometimes break them off, and sometimes we do not.
Would anypne, whether he were a contractor or an engineer taking a glance at the plan, see at once that that draw

ing did not give the length of the piles ? Certainly.
ypU you explain that with reference to section SS and the section of the wide part ? At those sections the piles are 

shown of exactly the same length. This section of the wide part at Kingston Jetty refers to three different portions of the 
pier ; one at a short distance from the end, another at .3,200 feet out, and a third 900 feet beyond that again If that 
section were intended to show the exact length of the piles at all those places, the piles should he of the same length at 
each of the wide places, which would bo manifestly absurd.

What does section SS show ? It shows the narrow part of the pier at any portion.
For what purpose ? It is intended to show the detail of the superstructure.

-t n ^r' ??rcy Wells stated that the Government were to he congratulated on the contractors not accepting that drawing 
Ao. as givmg-the length of the piles. What would have been the result if they had done so ? The result would have 
been that in some cases instead of going 9 or 6 feet into the ground the piles would have gone down some 16 feet into the 
ground ; and. further out they would not have reached the ground at all, but would have been suspended in the water 
like candles m a row.

_ Now look at the contract drawing No. 1;—in your opinion, would any contractor or engineer accept that drawing as 
giving him the accurate length of the piles to be furnished for the jetty ? Certainly not.

• ^llat would k® tlle course which a contractor would adopt with reference to that plan, if he had no other informa- 
tmn ? There are two courses which a contractor would adopt. The first would be to refuse to tender, until he was 
lurmshed with further information, and the second would be that which appears to have been adopted by the other 
tenderers m this case—to put on a large sum for risk. The tenders were very wide indeed, some of them beinemuch above 
the price quoted by Messrs. Wells. •

I understand you to say that the second course was the one adopted by the other contractors or tenderers on this 
very occasion ? I presume that that was so, because the other tenders were so much higher.
ttt n ,What was tJie difference between the tender sent in by Messrs. Wells and the other tenders received’ Messrs 
Wells tender for the work at Rivoli Bay was £23,000, the next was £32,000, the third £34,000, and the fourth £29,000! 
1 may mention that the fourth tender was only for the one jetty at Rivoli Bay. For the work at Kingston Messrs. Wells’ 
tender was £30,000, the second tender £45,000, and the third tender £50,000.

If that drawing, No. 1, were to be accepted as showing the length of the piles in any case, is there any reason why 
you should measure from the deck to the ground-line rather than to the flange of the screw? If the drawings were to 
such a scale that it could he practically done, the more reasonable course would be to take the measurement from the 
deck-line to the flange, the total length of the pile.

I need hardly ask you, after the evidence we have had, whether it is possible to scale accurately the length of the 
piles required from that drawing ? I should say certainly not. -

If that drawing were to scale, would you expect to find all of it to scale ? Most decidedly.
v\ ould you kindly point out to the Arbitrators the tests which any reasonable man would apply ? If scalable, the 

plan should be scalable m every part. The width of the deck, the distance of the piles from one another, and the curves 
should be accurately shown.
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Do you a free with Mr. Rees that the curves are not drawn to a radius ? They are drawn with a pen and rule only ; 
they are not drawn to any radius. In almost every place that you try the drawing it is not done accurately to scale. The
landing stairs, for instance, are quite out. . _ , « -vr ^ aat.

Is it possible in any way from Drawing No. 1 to ascertain the material required for the jetty. Not as to the 
length of the piles. The drawing will give what it was intended to give, viz., the number of the piles and general mfor-
matiom^k^ ^ j called a general indication? Yes, and what I should call a general indication—that is to
say, the number and width apart of the piles and the position of the turn-outs, &c., but not as to the length of any P“e*

You have heard about the deck-level at Rivoli Bay ;—at the time that the deck-level was fixed was the Admiralty 
bench-mark found ? No ; I did not even know that there was an Admiralty bench-mark there at that time.

It has been found since ^ "Yes.
How much is the deck-level above or below the Admiralty mark ? Where it starts it is some 11 or 12 inches, I 

think, higher than the Admiralty bench-mark. . • v « -ir
You have no doubt heard that there has been a fall in the construction of the jetty of some 15 inches . xes.
So that the net result would be that the deck-level of the jetty is an inch or two below the right level ? Yes, some 

3 inches.
How did that fall come about ? Through the careless workmanship of the contractors. # t
Is there any other instance of their carelessness in the case of the Rivoli Bay jetty ? Yes ; the jetty is supposed to 

be straight, but there is a very considerable curve in it. .... . j.i a * xt.
The jetty has only been constructed up to the 40th bay, I believe ? Yes ; it is 6 feet out of the curve that is, the

secant of the curve is 6 feet out in that distance. # • r j.i « v
You remember, no doubt, that a claim was made by the contractors in respect of the alteration of the site . Yes. 
W’hen that claim was made, did you go down there? Yes ; 1 went there as soon as I could.
With what result? I could not see that the contractors had any claim at all.
Will you explain what you found ? On examination I saw that the contractors’ material was stretched along the

beach in this way—(the witness'proceeded to explain to the Arbitrators the relatim positions of the present jetty> the temporary 
jetty) the site originally fixed, the contractors'1 material, &c.) . . .

Is there any reason whatever for saying that the contractors incurred additional cost by restacking or moving any 
material ? Not the slightest, in my opinion. . v rA j

When did you last see the site ? Just about when the works were stopped—about a month afterwards.
Wras the material in the same position then as before ? There was a little more perhaps, but not very much. .
"Will you kindly tell the Arbitrators how much open beach there was ;—was it possible to lay any of the material on 

the flat beach without levelling the sandhills ? No. . . ,
Was this levelling of the sandhills in any way attributable to the change of site ? Not m the slightest.
Was there any extra expense incurred by the change of site ? No ; for the convenience of the work it could not be 

better stacked than it was. . , .
What would be the value of any rejected piles per ton on the ground, assuming that there were no other works 

there to which they could be immediately applied ? Assuming that they had to go back to England, I should say £10 or 
£12 per ton.

The Umpire (Sir Henry Ayres) : What is the first cost? About £7 per ton.
Sir W. Milne : I cannot understand that. Is the freight included in the £10 per ton to which you refer? Because, 

if so, that must be deducted in calculating the value of the piles if sold in England. .
The Umpire (Sir H. Ayers) : There is evidently some misunderstanding. If they are only worth £/ per ton in the 

manufacturer’s yard, they clearly will not be worth £12 per ton when returned. .
The Witness: The cost of "the piles would be a great deal more than £7 per ton. I thought the question asked me 

was meant to apply to the cost of ordinary rolled wrought-iron, which would be about £7 per ton. -n i j at.
The Umpire (Sir Henry Ayres) : What would be the original cost of those wrought-iron piles in England ? About

I understood the interrogation of the learned counsel to he as to the value of the piles if sent home to England for 
sale after rejection ; but, supposing that they were rejected and sold here, what should you say would be a fair price to 
give for them on the ground ? About £12. . _ _

Sir W. Milne: That would depend, I presume, upon whether the piles could he put to any use m the Colony. In 
other words, the price which the piles would fetch would very much vary with the demand which might exist for wrought- 
iron in that shape ? Yes, that is so. . ,

Mr. Symon: Have you any knowledge of screws with larger flanges than were at first contemplated by the 
contractors having been used at Kingston ? Yes; they got some screws with large flanges from Rivoli Bay, when they 
came to ground which was of a soft nature, so as to secure the requisite basis for the piles.

Have you examined the piles that have been put down there ? Yes ; I saw a few of them.
Did you thereupon appoint a clerk of works to superintend the progress of the jetty ? Yes ; I did not think the 

work was going on satisfactorily. The result of my own examination was to convince me that the work was not progressing 
as satisfactorily as it ought to do. . '

In what way ? There was the curve of the jetty to which I have referred, and both jetties were out of level, which 
made me think that the supervision of the work was exceedingly careless. .

In what way was there a departure from the correct level ? The platform of the jetty was out of level, being m 
some places 7 inches higher than in others.

Had the work been done carefully it would not have been out of level ? . No. . .
I think you have personally checked the returns of the contractors with the scaling, as far as it is possible, of

contract drawing No. 1? Yes. t • -vr -i «> -nt
Have the contractors ordered their piles in any way according to the scaling of contract drawing No. 1 . No.
Do you know anything about the changing nature of the bottom, the shifting of the sand, and so on ? Not of my 

own knowledge. .
Nor as to the nature of the ground-line at Rivoli Bay ? No. # ,
Cross-examined by Mr. Downer: When was it that the Government first resolved on building these jetties ? It was 

not actually resolved on until the passing of the Bill in Parliament. I understand that the consideration of the desirability 
of constructing the jetties was on the tapis before I came.

They were being talked about when you came here ? Yes.
Had anything been said about the erection of the jetty at Rivoli Bay at that time ? Yes ; before I got here.
In what month was it that you saw Mr. George W'ells? It was either in May or June.
What was it tha+ Mr. George Wells saw you about ? It was specially in reference to a pier in Largs Bay.
Was it not about the Cape Jaffa Causeway ? There was nothing said about that for months afterwards—at least, 

not to me. . ,
When Mr. George Wells saw you the first time was not that the subject of conversation between you ? Certainly not. 
How many times did Mr. George Wells see you ? About two or three times—twice in my house, and once at 

Mr. Wright’s. . . . _ j *
And the Cape Jaffa Causeway was not the subject of conversation at the first interview ? I think not. 1 do not 

believe Mr. George Wells spoke to me about it.
Are you quite sure that you spoke to him about the Kingston and Rivoli Bay Piers ? He spoke to me.
And he told you that Mr. Cheesewright was here as his agent to tender for the jetty ? Yes.
Was there any other work going on at that time that Messrs. Wells were interested in ? There was the Tiparra 

Lighthouse, in which Mr. George Wells was interested.
And you know that Mr. Cheesewright came out to superintend that work ? Yes. • • tt
How long after you saw Mr. Wells was it that you communicated with Mr. Cheesewright as to those jetties ? He 

communicated with me. . . .
How long was that after you saw Mr. Wells ? The date of his drawing would show the time. The drawing is 

dated September 13th, and probably the first communication was in June.
Did you ask him to do anything for you in respect of those jetties ? No.

Did
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Did he ever go to the site of the jetties ? Yes ; he went to Kingston with me.
Was he ever at Rivoli ? I do not know.
Do you not know that he was not ? I have heard that he was not at Rivoli Bay.
Do you know how many times he was at Kingston ? I do not. I know he was there once, and took a lot of 

soundings.
Was that when he was with you ? He went down with me, but he took the soundings on his own account.
Were you there then? Not taking the soundings. I went away to Mount Gambler, and as I was on my way I saw 

him out m a boat taking soundings.
Did you invite him to go with you? I did not invite him to go with me. I told him I was going, and that if he 

liked to come with me he might. So far I invited him.
. y°u Pay ki® expenses? Subsequently they were paid. I recommended the Government to pay Mr. Cheese

wright s expenses when they decided to call for tenders.
I think in that recommendation you said that Mr. Cheesewright went down chiefly to assist you ? Words to that 

euect. I thought they should pay his expenses under the circumstances.
Was not the reason you gave for his expenses being paid that he went down to assist you ? I could not tell without 

reference to the letters; I daresay it was. As it turned out, the work he had done before on his own account came to be 
of value to me.

Do you know that Mr. Cheesewright’s expenses were paid before the Government resolved upon inviting tenders ? 
Ihey were not paid until I heard that the Government had resolved on invitingjbenders.

When did Mr. Cheesewright and you go to Kingston together? I really could not fix the date.
About when ? I should think somewhere about July.
"YY hen was it that he sent in a tender ? He sent in a tender in September, but one had been sent in by him as early 

as June. ^ ^
Did you know before Mr Cheesewright sent in this tender that the Government intended to invite tenders in 

Jtngland ? I could not say that I knew officially, but practically I did know.
Then Mr. Cheesewright*s sending in tenders was rather an empty form? I did not tell him to send in the tenders. 

As I have said, he thought proper to send in a tender in September.
Ayers): The letter is dated 7th September, 1S76; that is to say, a few days earlier than the plans. 

t ^ By Mr. Downer: Did you recommend that Mr. Cheesewright's expenses should be paid before the 7th September? 
I do not think it was till after that date, but I am not quite sure.

Did you not on the 2nd September recommend that Mr. Cheesewright’s expenses should be paid? I think it was about that date. o ± r
Did you not report to the Government that Mr. Cheesewright did not go so much as an intending tenderer as for the 

purpose of ascertaining the relative advantages of an iron and a wooden structure ? Yes.
Was that what he went for? Yes. He at one time refused payment himself on the ground that he might be a 

tenderer. But, as I have said, the information which he went down to obtain on his own account came to be of value to 
me, and therefore it was only right that the Government should pay his expenses when they decided to call for tenders.

. Iherefore it appears to me that your recommendation to the Government was not very accurately worded when you 
said that Mr. Cheesewright did not go so much as an intending tenderer as for the purpose of ascertaining the relative 
advantages of an iron and a wooden structure? It was not quite accurate, strictly speaking.

Did you know that it was, strictly speaking, inaccurate when you wrote that recommendation ? -----
Mr. Symon remarked that he was at a loss to understand how the minutes from which his learned friend was quoting 

came into the possession of the claimants. He must say that the whole thing appeared a little extraordinary in the absence 
or any explanation.

Mr. Doxoner (to the witness) : Did you know at the time you wrote that letter that it was inaccurate ? I can see 
now that it is not, strictly speaking, accurate.

I suppose when you wrote it you did not consider whether it was true or not ? That is putting it rather strongly.
Did you consider when you wrote it that it was true ? Yes.
Then you had no thought that it was inaccurate when you wrote it? No.
Did Mr. Cheesewright prepare the plans for you ? No ; he prepared them for Mr. George Wells.
v\ ere they prepared in the Government office? He asked me to allow him to use my office, and I did so.
I think you informed the Government that if Mr. Cheesewright had not done the drawings you would have had to 

employ someone qualified to prepare themdid you report to the Government that from Mr. Cheesewright’s extensive 
experience m these matters you considered him the most competent person to supply information in connection with those 
jetties? Yes, I did. I considered him a very competent man.

I t'Aijflk you reported that if he had not done the work you would have been compelled to get some addition to the 
presentstaff, even supposing you could have got it done at all, which you thought was doubtful? Yes.

How long after that was it that the plans were sent home ? The plans were sent home at the end of that year. I 
could not say, from memory, exactly when.

Towards the end of the year ? Yes.
By the Umpire (Sir H. Ayers) : Probably soon after the Bill was passed ? Yes ; probably soon after. The Session 

closed m the end of November.
By Mr. Downer: I understood you to say, in reply to my learned friend, that you saw Mr. Cheesewright taking 

soundings from a boat ? Yes. & ©
At that time was the site of Kingston jetty resolved upon ? Yes ; it was resolved upon before I came here.
Y\ ill you say that the jetty is built on the site that was then resolved on ? Not quite.
Within a quarter of a mile ? ^ Yes ; it goes exactly from the same point on the shore.
Will you swear that ? The site that was pointed out to me as being the site first fixed upon is exactly the same as 

regards the shore end, though the direction out to sea is somewhat different.
Was not the first site fixed upon south of the present jetty ? No ; not the one at present fixed upon.
vYas it not south of the wooden jetty that Mr. Cheesewright was taking soundings? I cannot say where it was exactly that he took the soundings. ° o => j

the pre^ent^site110^ ^ie plac® in which he had better take soundings ? I only showed him the starting-point of

Had any borings been taken at that time ? I think not at that time. If you mean at the time Mr. Cheesewright 
had been there, borings had been taken then, but not when the site was first determined on.

Did you employ anyone to take borings ? Yes; Mr. Wright.
Mr! Cheesewright made no borings ? I think not.
Hid he not write and tell you that he had taken none ? I do not remember, but he certainly did not take them the 

day that I was there. J
When were any borings taken ? I cannot fix the date.
Have you heard that they were taken south of the old wooden jetty ? I have not heard that, 

n + <. 4.^* ‘ oV^xnson : You said that you saw Mr. Cheesewright taking soundings. You were not with him in the
boat at the time, I understand ? No ; Mr. Cheesewright was out in a boat at some considerable distance from the shore, 
soundings °U ^ ^ not m a direct lme with the boat> 80 that 1 cannot tell exactly where he was taking his

YYas it on the north or south side ? I presume it was on the line I showed him 
• i <Tle 3e.!ty,.n?1w “ *;ourae of construction, is a little to the north of the old jetty, is it not? I gave him a general 
idea of the site of the jetty, and, I think, I gave him a landmark indicating the line of the jetty as then proposed.

And then he took soundings ? Yes. ^ r
Did he give you the result of his soundings ? That is the result of his soundings [pointing to the drawing No. 71.
By the Umpire (Sir H. Ayers): Was that the intention of the Government at first, to have a wooden jetty ’ I cannot say from personal knowledge. a u j • A

When Mr Cheesewright went with you I thought you were under the impression, as you said 
rw d ’ th ^ the pnncipal object was to test the relative merits of a wooden or an iron structure ? I do not know that 

the Ortn eminent really intended to put up a wooden structure—at any rate, an iron one was decided upon.

140—s By
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By the Umpire (Sir H. Ayers): Probably Mr. Cheesewright came into the matter because he understood that 
the Government thought of having iron instead of wood, and that alteration had a personal interest for him ? Yes, 
no doubt. . . . , _ .

By Mr. Downer : Did you prepare any plans here ? Yes ; we prepared them from Mr. Cheesewright s drawings. 
No. 1 was a tracing of Mr. Cheesewright’s drawing, and from that the lithograph was prepared. Drawing No. 2 was 
altered, because the superstructure designed by Mr. Cheesewright was not considered adapted to the purpose for which it 
was intended. . , ,

Have you scaled Mr. Cheesewright’s drawing, No. 1, with your drawing, No. 1 ? 1 have put one over the other,
which is a better way of comparing them. j-7ri.T4.uT

Are there not great differences between them, varying in some places from 3 to 6, and even 7 feet? Lengthways, I 
expect, there is more than that. , _

In the ground line what difference would there be ? I daresay there might be 18 inches, because a line on that scale 
would make the difference. _ - on.

Looking at this drawing, No. 1, do you say that it is lithographed from a copy of Mr. Cheesewright s drawing. It 
must have been.

Have you scaled the two comparatively? No. I have put one over the other. .
Are there not places where the difference from the ground line to the platform of the jetty amounts to as much as 

5 feet ? I do not think so.
3 feet? I do not think so. -
I shall have to trouble you to see. Will you try the 250th pile, at Rivoli Bay ? There is a difference of 2 feet, 

apparently, on the scale in the drawings ; but the next pile to that appears to be exactly right.
Try 260 ? There is also a difference of 2 feet.
Take pile 240 ? There is hardly any difference at all.
Pile 230 ? There is about 2 feet difference.
By Mr. Symon: I suppose that difference is hardly perceptible on so small a scale? No. I should be really very 

much surprised if it were exactly the same, considering that it has been lithographed from a tracing of a tracing.
By Mr. Downer : Try pile No. 10? The top line here is very thick, and represents on the scale to which the plan

is drawn about 2 feet. I will take from the centre, that is also about 2 feet out. The tracing appears to have shrunk.
' Try No. 80 ? That is as nearly as possible 3 feet wrong. The lithograph plan lias been shorter all the way through, 

owing, I suppose, to the shrinking of the paper. .
Try No. 90 ? That is 3 feet out—that is to say, the lithograph makes the pile appear shorter than it does on the

traciug. i j 4.1,
By Mr. BomkinHon: Would that cause the piles to be sent out wrong? I say not; because the piles could not be 

taken from this drawing at all.
By Mr. Downer: Take No. 60 ? That is about 2^ feet out.
Try pile No. 1001 That is the same. It is out to about the extent of the width of the top line.
Will you take pile No. 160 ? That is about the same. .
Now turn to Kingston, pile No. 220'! It is almost exactly the same, as near as I can get it. The top line at this

pile is a little over 2 feet wide, and I have taken the centre ; I can make 4 feet difference between them, by taking the
bottom of the one and the top of the other.

Try pile No. 230 ’ It is about 1 foot out. • .
By Mr. Tomkinson: Are you measuring from the deck of the jetty to the ground line ? xcs. In pile 280 Cheese- 

wright’s plan makes it appear I foot longer.
By Mr. Downer : Try No. 200 ? It is almost exactly the same. >
Take pile No. 90 ? There I make them to agree. . '
By Sir William Milne : I would like to test Mr. Cheesewright’s drawing in a regular gradation, lake pile No. 16, 

what is its total length ? 11 ft. 8 in. after deducting the superstructure.
Try pile 52 ? 14 ft. 8 in.
Pile 86 ? 15 ft. 8 in.
124 ? That is also 15 ft. 8 in. .
160? 18 ft. 8 in.

20 ft. 8 in.
21 ft. 8 in.
23 ft. 8 in. '
24 ft. 8 in.
26 ft. 8 in.
28 ft. 8 in. • '
29 ft. 8 in. ... .

Now, will you turn to the 11th pile, at Rivoli Bay ? 20 ft. 8 in.
35th pile ? 16 ft. 8 in.
59th pile ? 19 ft. 8 in.
The 83rd pile ? 22 ft. 8 in.

- - - ” - 28 ft. 8 in.
30 ft. 8 in.
30 ft. 8 in. also.
That is 38 ft. 8 in.
31 ft. 8 in.
32 ft. 8 in.

j-ne pile : That is 31 ft. 8 in. . . r
Sir William Milne stated that in the questions he had just addressed to the witness he had been examining from the 

papers put in, showing the piles sent out from England, and he had taken them in regular gradations at the points where 
the contractors increased their lengths of piles by 2 feet at a time, as shown by the documents marked R 1 and K.

Mr. Downer (to the witness): You say that Mr. Cheesewright took the soundings? Yes.
What length did you intend the jetty to be when you went down with Mr. Cheesewright to Kingston ? It was to 

be the same length as it is now, 6,080 feet.
Was it not to be 4,000 feet ? No; that was Rivoli Bay. The Rivoli Bay jetty was to be either 4,000 feet or 4,700 

feet long. The Kingston pier was to be 6,080 feet long. . ,
Was it not the original intention that the Kingston jetty should be 4,000 feet long? Not m my time. It was to be

6,080 feet long. o i i j • j i.Will you look at the letter marked O 1 ;—I believe that is a letter dated the 7th September, and signed by 
Mr. Cheesewright? Yes ; that is the letter which Mr. Cheesewright sent.

You say that the Government resolved to send the plans Home in order to get tenders ? Yes.
How many people were invited to send in tenders? I do not know. _
Did you not send Home a lot of names of persons who ought to he invited to tender ? No, certainly not.
What plans wmre sent Home to tender by ? There were five plans sent Home, one of them being common to both

You say you never sent Home the names of persons who were to he asked to tender ;—did you not recommend that 
a person of the name of Gibson should be invited to tender ? Yes ; I think I did. He was a man who had done a lot of 
work for me. . .

Not anybody else ? No. There were two reasons why I recommended Mr. Gibson. One was that I knew mm to 
be a good man, and the other that his son was here on the spot, and was getting the same information as was obtained by 
Mr. Cheesewright. .

You say that a contractor who was a stranger, and who knew nothing about the place, would have found a great 
difficulty in tendering on your plans? Yes, great difficulty.

Such a man would not have taken the ground line as correct ? No.
He might have asked for further information? Yes ; or he might have put on a large sum for risk.

196?
230?
268?
302?
340?
374?
393?

The 131st pile ? 
The 155th pile ? 
The 179th pile ? 
The 203rd pile ? 
The 227th pile ? 
The 251st pile ? 
The 263rd pile ?
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But you see, m the way you put it, that ground-line meant nothing at all, and there might, consistently with those 
plans, have been a chasm between the start and the finish ? There could not have been, because there was the Admiralty 
survey to guide them. There was an Admiralty survey on drawing No. 5, which would have helped them in the event of 
any gr^ discrepancy. This is the drawing [pointing to drawing No. 5, marked G].
• Haive you ever invited tenders for any work of that kind? Yes, from Mr. George Wells himself, but it was not jetty work.

Is it not usual in inviting tenders to give the contractors some better information than is afforded by the drawings 
now lying on that teiole • Most undoubtedly, and it would have been given in this case only that the contract was regarded 
as virtually let to Mr. Wells. &
4.1, nWhy ^ you tMnk that, when the Government had decided to invite tenders from other people? Because he was 
the only man who had the requisite information.

And you thought none could be got from your drawings ? To make proper contract drawings it would have delayed 
the work some months, and a drawing to a proper scale would have been about 60 feet long.

Is it not usual to give sectional drawings ? Yes.
• dl.ll y0U ™comraend Mr. Gibson ? I recommended Mr. Gibson because his son was here ; but he was placed 
m some dilhculty as the son was m my employ at the time, and I do not think he did send the information Home.
heard of It6 ^ that Messrs‘ Wells Bros- repudiated Mr. Cheesewright’s authority to tender at all? Yes, I have

... , dld ,?r0If1first llear that? The first mention of it, to my knowledge, was after this work had commenced. I
think Mr. Bercy Wells was the first who told me.
after I didy°U remember when you first saw Mr- Percy Wells here? He called on me in 1876. I think he came out here 

You saw Mr. Percy Wells, at any rate, soon after he came here ? Yes.
Did you tell him anything about those tenders of Cheesewright’s? I do not know whether I did or not. I had no 

occasion to make reference to them.
Did you have any conversation with him about those piers at Kingston and Bivoli Bay ? I think most likely we 

had some conversation, but I have no recollection of it. .
You saw him frequently? Yes, very often.
But do not recollect that he came to you on the subject of those piers ? I do not think he did specially.

Ur, , that y°“ were g°mg to send those drawings Home, or did you tell him afterwards that you haddone so: X trunk it is very likely. J
you have any conversation with Mr. Percy 'Wells about Mr. Cheesewright ? Yes.

Did Mr. Percy W ells tell you that Mr. Cheesewright had no authority, except to erect certain works ? Certainly not. 
Did you make any calculations yourself as to the cost of erecting those piers ? Yes.
On what data ? I made a rough estimate on those plans.
On the information which you got from Mr. Cheesewright ? Yes.

aro what y0U g0t fr0m Mr' Cheesewright ? Yes ; we had a great deal. All the details
are ours. Mr. Cheesewright s detail drawings were so very bad that I had to alter them.

J? j?” „ y2U 0ut that ^r: Cheesewright’s detail drawings were so bad that you would have to alter them— 
^ the vftur they T!re sent lrl { Yes i l11®*' immediately afterwards. The details were made without any regard
to the strength which would be required to enable the structure to carry waggons and so on. S

BrawlI1g No-/’.yoo say> was only intended to show the number of piles required, and the general appearance? 
Yes ; the number of piles is over-ridden, I think, by the specification as to the length! S 1 ^

l am asking you whether drawing No. 1 was intended to show correctly the number of piles ? Yes.
i as,14 lntended to ®bo'La,nyt]llng els®,correctly ? The length of the jetty, the position of the turnouts, the width 

and general appearance of the T-head, &c. The depth of the pier-head was also shown 
That was practically all that it was intended to show ? Yes.
Did you make any estimate of the quantity of ironwork that would be required ? Yes : a rough estimate 
Not such an estimate as people would tender upon ? No.

, Have you got your estimate book ? Not here. ’
Is the estimate entered in your estimate book ? Yes ; it is sure to be.
How did you get at the quantity of iron that would be required ? We took the mean between the end and the

commencement; that is the way m which a rough estimate is prepared. We made two estimates—the preliminary and___
Ar fDy rate y°U say you Sot a* the quantity of iron work by taking the mean between the end and the commence

ment. I suppose you made your calculations for one or two bays at the beginning and end of the jetty, and struck an avcrcLg© ; XDa/fc is so. J ^
How much iron did you calculate upon ? I could not say from memory, but on reference to my book I could tell. 
37ie Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers): I do not think the matter is one of much importance. *
Mr. Downer: The arbitrators will, I think, see that -the point is material; but I only nronosed to nut one or two 

questions on the pomt._ [To the Witwss]: Have you had any experience in the erection of scpew-pUe jetties ? Not in the 
nn!, SOre^%lle jetties, which is the simplest form of that kind of work, but I have put up screi-pile lighthouses-
howeve? °W ln rUmeSS ^ tW° ” Ireland’ for wJllcl1 Mr- George Wells tendered. We put that work up ourselves,

You say that Mr. Cheesewright prepared the drawings for you for Rivoli Bay Pier ? Not exactly 
He prepared the drawings m your office ? He prepared the drawing No. 1, which we used.

certainly not,U kn°W ^ ^ tlm6 that he prepared the drawing No- 1 f°r Rivoli that he had never been at Rivoli ? No ; 

rr CLb!l^<lad y0U J? suPPOse that he had been there ? He said nothing either one way or the other.-----*■— j™ -y uecii unere : me said notnmg eitner one way or the other.
How many soundings did he tell yon he had taken at Kingston ? He did not tell me, and I did not ask him 
So that, without knowing whether he had ever been at Rivoli Bay at all, you took his drawings? I took 

mgs without being responsible for them. , 6 hisdrawings without being responsible for them.
And you sent them Home ? Yes.

whethef he w^tfiKMi'/ay or not”^ ^ Cheesewright had not bee“ at ^voU Bay at all? I do not know 

By Mr. Downer: Did you make a statement of the wrought-iron that you would require? I never reckoned the
W Lq+ian^-y lr0-n;t l!nade a r?"Sh ,estlmate, but I find it is not here. The way I did it was to say that in the 6,080 
feet of the Kingston jetty there would be a certain quantity of iron at so much per foot run.
not in mj^book1 impreSS10n 18 tbat you dld rockon the quantity of iron that would be required ? I think I did, but it is

Do you know the quantity of iron that was sent out, in fact ? No.
Are those your figures [handing a paper to the Witness] 1 Yes

which appajently^ught^ohave^been^torn^ip? fr°m? " t0 ^ ^ ^ my 14 is a pencil

Mr. Symon protested against an examination based on a document which was merely a private memorandum 
belonging to the witness. No notice had been given to produce the paper in question, nor the docketed letters from which 
quotations had previously been made by his learned friend in the course of the examination of the present witness.

:DowIler replied that it was out of place for his learned friend to address the arbitrators on this point at this 
how the claimants gotthem™”611*8 referred ° Were m tlle hands o£ the olaimants, and it had nothing to do with the case 

Sir William Milne did not see that the documents, however obtained, were in any wav relevant to the case
nronertv nf tCwiwi h emPhatically protest against a document being produced whicii was the private
property of the witness. He had no information as to how it was obtained, but it appeared to him to be discreditable that
produce beffig give^rbLdient!16 COnduCted °n the basis of d°<™ments procured apparently without the proper notice to

Mr. Tomkinson did not consider it necessary that the matter should be gone into at this stage of the proceedings.
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Mr. Downer said that whenever it became necessary for him to explain he should be happy to show how the documents 
had been obtained. There was no foundation for the suggestion of his learned friend that the document had been surrep
titiously obtained, and therefore there was nothing which his learned friend had a right to describe as being discreditable 
in the conduct of the case. [To the Witness]:—Do you know that 100 tons more iron were required than is set down on 
this document; it is put down here at 553 tons ? I really cannot say; this is an old paper, which is merely a pencil memor
andum, and probably one out of half a dozen similar rough estimates.

Sir William Milne was of opinion that time would be merely wasted by examining on such a document as the one 
in question.

The Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers) concurred in the view taken by Sir William Milne, and did not see how any estimate 
made by Mr. Hickson for his own guidance would have any effect on the tenderers. It was not information which the 
tenderers ought to have had. No private memoranda prepared by the witness to assist himself or the Government in 
arriving at the probable cost could possibly affect the contract.

' Mr. Downer urged that the Government were in this case trying to prove that Mr. Cheesewright represented Messrs. 
Wells Bros, or Mr. George Wells ; but Mr. Cheesewright was not acting for his clients, and nothing that took place 
between Mr. Cheesewright and Mr. Hickson had anything to do with them. Incidentally he wanted to show that Mr. 
Cheesewright and Mr. Hickson were in the habit of conferring together.

Sir William Milne pointed out that it had not been shown that Messrs. Wells Bros, or Mr. Cheesewright knewr an}T- 
thing at all about Mr. Hickson’s memoranda, and therefore he really could not see how the paper under discussion had any 
bearing on the question in dispute.

Mr. Downer said that the witness’s contention had been that the contractors had no right to notice the ground-line 
at all; but the inference to be drawn from the memoranda was that the ground-line must be taken into account.

The Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers) observed that it had been shown that the contractors, in taking out their quantities, 
took an average from the shore to the pier head. They took the Admiralty soundings and the best information they could 
otherwise obtain, and, running a certain risk, would take the average for the whole length.

Sir William Milne thought that was very clearly shown by the documents K and E 1.
The Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers) observed that in his opinion both parties to the reference appeared to continue to 

attach much more importance to Mr. Cheesewright’s connection with the matter than it really deserved. It was altogether 
subsequent to any action of Mr. Cheesewright’s that the tenders were sent in.

Sir William Milne said that the same plans which were open to the other tenderers were available for Messrs. Wells 
Bros., and thus Mr. Cheesewright might be left out of the question altogether for the purposes of the present reference. 
It appeared to him that they were drifting into matters which had no bearing on the case whatever.

Mr. Tomkinson remarked that the references to Mr. Cheesewright arose out of the statement by the learned counsel 
for the Crown that the Government always treated Mr. Cheesewright as representing Messrs. Wells Bros., and it appeared 
to him that Mr. Downer on behalf of the claimants was endeavouring to contradict that view as being a point material to 
the interests of his clients. . •

Sir William Milne thought no objection could be raised to the evidence in connection with Mr. Cheesewright relative 
to the affair, supposing it could be shown that it in any way bore on the case, but that had not been proved.

Mr. Downer would only ask one or two questions on the memorandum, with the permission of the arbitrators, and 
they would relate to the quantity of wrought iron in the piers.

To the Witness: What quantity of wrought-iron did you estimate for Rivoli Bay? 426 tons, and for the Kingston 
553 tons ; and there would be 100 tons more of cast-iron. I am quoting now from the memorandum you have handed me.

Have you ever seen the original tender put in by Messrs. Wells Bros, in England? No j but wo have copies.
Sir William Milne said that the tender was superseded by the contract.
Mr. Downer desired to put in a copy of the tender, as he thought it would have some bearing on his case. [The 

same was handed in and marked XI.]
Mr. Downer then proposed to put in a document which had accompanied the tender, but Mr. Symon objected, and 

the document was withdrawn.
Mr. Downer [to the Witness] : How did you fix high-water mark on the ground ? From a few observations which 

we took.
Did you make any observations personally ? No.
The high-water mark was not fixed from any observation of your own ? No.
Do you know who took the soundings at Rivoli Bay ? There were none taken at Rivoli Bay.
In that drawing, marked No. 2, there are two sections of the wide part, are there not ? There are three at Kingston, 

and one at Rivoli Bay.
Which of those wide parts is the section intended to show ? Either of them. They are exactly the same in cross

section.
Were those drawings made rather vague intentionally? No.
Sir William Milne inquired which of the drawings was referred to by the learned counsel.
Mr. Downer said he referred to all the drawings.
Sir William Milne remarked that the evidence showed that the drawing No. 1 was traced from Mr. Cheesewright’s 

drawing. ‘
Mr. Downer [to the Witness] : You say that if you had expected that anyone but Messrs. Wells Brothers would 

have had the contract, more detailed information would have been sent ? Yes ; if it were to be put to open competition.
The Government intended that it should be put up to open competition, did they not ? A few people were invited 

to tender, certainly.
Mr. Cheesewright’s plans were for piers 12 ft. and 17 ft. wide ? Yes.
And the contract, as signed, says 10 ft. and 15 ft. ? Yes. This plan of ours shows the piers 12 ft. and 17 ft. wide, 

as Mr. Cheesewright had drawn it. We just traced it off, and did not alter it. It scales to 12 ft. and 17 ft., and, as I 
say, we just traced his drawing, only altering the figures.

Re-examined by Mr. Symon: Do you know how these minutes and reports of yours got into the possession of the 
claimants? No.

Sir William Milne protested against this matter being gone into at all. The documents might have been obtained 
in a perfectly regular manner, or they might have been obtained in a way which would throw blame on someone ; but, 
however obtained—even if they were stolen—it was not of the slightest consequence to the arbitrators, imwhose opinion 
the papers were altogether irrelevant to the question at issue.

Mr. Symon only wanted to clear up any difficulty that might exist in reference to the matter, as the examination- 
in-chief had been partly directed to the documents.

Mr. Tomkinson said that the arbitrators were very desirous of keeping strictly to the points on which they would 
have to decide, and were of opinion that the papers in question threw no fresh light on the matter.

Mr. Symon said that his object was to rebut any allegations founded upon Mr. Hickson’s memoranda or minutes, 
and if it were necessary to go into that, he could put in the whole of the reports and minutes bearing on the subject, when 
it would be seen that one qualified the other very materially. However, in deference to the ruling of the arbitrators, he 
would not go any further into the point.

To the Witness: You were asked about Mr. Cheesewright and the payment of his expenses. After his expenses 
were paid, did he send in a tender dated the 23rd day of November, 1876, on behalf of Messrs. Wells, and marked R 1 in 
the documents which have been put in ? Yes ; there was a tender of the 7th of September and the 23rd of November.

What is the document of the 23rd of November ? That was a distinct tender.
I understand your explanation of the payment of Mr. Cheesewright’s expenses to be, that at the time when there 

was a talk about inviting other tenderers to send in offers, you thought that it was only fair that he should be paid the 
expenses which he incurred in going down to get the information which the Government used ? Yes.

Did he get paid anything more than his travelling expenses ? No.
Did he ever get paid anything for any of his plans, estimates, or tenders ? Only his travelling expenses. There 

was no payment beyond that. These are the items : Fares to and from Kingston, £6 ; meals, 10s. 6d. The amount of 
the cheque given to him was £6 10s. 6d.

By Sir William Milne: Can you say, of your knowledge and recollection, whether there was any conversation 
between Mr. Percy Wells and yourself as to Mr. Cheesewright having put in tenders on behalf of the firm ? I think it is 
highly probable that we did have some such conversation, but I really do not recollect specially mentioning the matter to 
Mr. Percy Wells. • Your
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Your never alluded to the amount of the contract in any way ? The amount was alluded to afterwards, when Mr. 
Percy Wells spoke about the amount being different from the London tender. He never repudiated it. On the contrary, 
Mr. Percy Wells gave an explanation of how it happened that Mr. Cheesewright’s tender differed from the one prepared 
in London. He led me to believe that Mr. Cheesewright’s tender would have been binding had the Government accepted 
it on the spot.

By Mr. Symon : The explanation of the difference was that they put in a tender which was lower than Mr. Cheese
wright’s, because they thought Mr. Cheesewright’s tender might have got wind, and they were anxious to secure the work? 
Yes ; and he said that they were able to reduce the item for contingencies.

It appears from Mr. Percy Wells’ statement that he knew about all these things when he arrived ? Yes.
With reference to that memorandum and those weights of iron of which you have spoken, that document may be 

one of a grpat many memoranda which you made for your own guidance ? Y'es ; I know that it must be one of a great 
many, but whether it is the last or not I cannot say. From the general appearance of it, I should certainly say that it was 
not the last.

You said that there would be something for cast iron also, I think ? There were 553 tons of wrought iron and 100 
tons of cast iron.

You have been examined as to a comparison of the two drawings of Cheesewright and the contract drawnngs. I 
understand that the contract drawings are drawn from Cheesewright’s drawings ;—are the differences greater than you 
would expect in a tracing from a drawing of that scale ? No ; not when it is considered that they were traced and then 
lithographed.

_ You say that at Kingston you gave the starting point to Mr. Cheesewright;—that is the same point as that at which 
the jetty was ultimately fixed ? Yes.

How long were you with him at Kingston ;—how long did you remain there when you went down with him ? I got 
there at about II or 12 o’clock in the day, and I left there at night about 10 o’clock. I think I went by the mail. I was 
there about half a day.

You said that you never heard of any question as to Mr. Cheesewright’s authority until this dispute ;—do you mean 
this dispute, which is now the subject of this arbitration ? Yes.

That was about the beginning of this year? Y'es ; about the beginning of this. I think that was the first I heard
of it.

There is a drawing here showing a straight line from one end of the pier to the other, which, I think, puts in a 
concrete shape what is deducible from the papers put in as to the way in which the contractors arrived at the lengths of 
their piles? Yes_; this [producing a drawing'] is a copy of the drawing No. 1. On it I have marked in a red line showing 
the depths to which the piles ordered by the contractors would come.

It shows that the piles as they go further out do not touch the ground at all ? Mr. Tomkinson said that that 
appeared from the papers that had been put in. The only question was : whose fault was it ?

Sir William Milne remarked that the contractors themselves had shown that the piles as ordered by them would 
not touch the ground, and had said that they were misled by the drawings.

Mr. Downer maintained that the piles, as ordered according to paper FI, were substantially in accordance with the 
scaling of the drawings.

Sir William Milne did not see how that could be, because the piles shown in papers K and FI were ordered in 
regular gradations, increasing in size 2 ft. at a time. .

The Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers) said that the evidence of the claimants’ own witnesses was that the piles were not 
ordered from the drawings at all.

Mr. Downer could not admit that. The contractors, not having detailed information, and seeing an almost even 
gradation, took the ground line as a straight line with a gradual incline.

Sir Henry Ayers said that that was just the point. The contractors took a straight line from the bottom of the 
pile at the shore end to the bottom of the pile furthest out to sea, and drew a straight line between the two points ; and 
he did not see what other course they could adopt.

. Sir Willian Milne said that practically the drawings were rejected.
Mr. Downer replied that he would take a later opportunity of showing the practical effect of the contract drawings 

on the contractors action with regard to the ordering of the piles. He would like, with the arbitrators’ permission, to 
ask a question as to when Messrs. Wells first repudiated Mr. Cheesewright’s authority ? .

To the witness: Do you remember, in March, 1877, Mr. Wells showing you a letter from his brother repudiating Mr. 
Cheesewright’s authority ? No ; I do not.

Here is the letter to which I refer Xhandinq a document to the witness] ? I really forget it. I may mention that 
Mr. Percy Wells has shown me a considerable number of letters, very few of which I read. It is a letter from Mr. 
Cheesewright to Mr. M. C. Davies.

Did he not, in March, 1877, tell you that Mr. Cheesewright had no authority to tender ? I do not remember his 
doing so.

Although I have shown you that letter you say that you cannot recollect the circumstance ? No.
f The letter was put in and marked Yl.]
There were disputes, were there not, with the Government in reference to Mr. Cheesewright having tendered with

out authority ? Certainly not.
That you positively deny ? Yes.
Do you remember Mr. Percy Wells showing you a letter, in August, 1877, from Mr. George Wells, repudiating Mr. 

Cheesewright’s authority to tender ? No.
Have you any recollection of the circumstance ?• Not the slightest.
Mr. Symon: That is in March, 1877. The plan you put in, signed by Mr. Cheesewright, as to the Port Adelaide 

beacons, is dated June, 1877.
By the Umpire (Sir Henry Ayers) : March, 1877, was after Messrs. Wells had tendered for the Rivoli Bay and 

Kingston Piers ? Yes.
By Mr. Downer: The drawing is, however, signed by Mr. Cheesewright, as draftsman ? Yes.

[Adjourned to the next day, at 10 o’clock.]

Thursday, 25th September, 1879. '
.Present t—VLr. R. D. Ross (in the Chair), Commissioner of Public Works (Hon. G. C. Hawker), Hon. L. Glyde, 

Mr. Bower, Mr. Furner, and Mr. Peacock. 1
Mr. Thomas Higginbotham, M.I.C.E., further examined :—

Have you inspected the Kingston and Rivoli Bay Jetties ? I saw them both on my way here.
Were you specially instructed by the Government to report upon them ? The Treasurer asked me to inspect them ; 

but I said I had seen enough of them on my way here to enable me to report, and therefore I thought it would be a waste 
of time and money to go down there specially.

Will you favour us with your remarks as to the Rivoli Bay Jetty first ? The Rivoli Bay Jetty was originally designed 
to be 4,000 feet long, with a T head 152 feet long. The design for the jetty (I should now say I am speaking from hearsay 
only) was prepared by Messrs. Wells Brothers, or their agents, who also, as I understand, prepared the estimates. Tenders 
were called for in London, and Messrs. Wells Brothers obtained the contract, as might have been expected, they being in 
possession of such special information on the subject as would render any efficient competition impossible. The Treasurer 
wished me particularly to inquire into the connection of Mr. Hickson, the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties, with the 
designs for those two works. I have made inquiries as to how far the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties is responsible for 
the designs, and I confess I do not altogether approve of the course he pursued in the matter. I find that'Mr. Hickson, on 
his arrival here, found the designs prepared, and that Messrs. W ells Brothers had given an estimate of the cost of the 
construction. Mr. Hickson made some slight alterations in the designs, and arriving without any official experience or 
knowledge of the way in which such works had been carried on here, he, I think, imprudently signed them. So far he, in 
some degree, connected himself with the designs and the mode of contracting for work. I think that mode was most

objectionable.
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objectionable. It should be said, in Mr. Hickson’s justification, as regards the course that he followed in the case of the 
Eivoli Bay and Kingston Jetties, that he found that a similar course had been pursued in the case of the Tiparra Light
house. In the case of the Tiparra Lighthouse, Messrs. Wells Brothers had also furnished a design and estimate and got 
the work at their own price. With regard to the Rivoli Bay and Kingston Jetties, the whole contract ultimately fell 
through. It became the subject of an investigation by an arbitration. The decision of the arbitrators was entirely in 
favour of the Government. Subsequently, on communication with the Marine Board, it was determined to reduce the 
length of the jetties, and Mr. Hickson proposes to use the materials saved in the length to double their previous width for 
a length of 450 feet from the end of each jetty towards the shore. I believe that will be a very great improvement. The 
width at the ends will be increased from 15 feet to 30 feet, and the jetties will be efficient, though I should have myself 
preferred if jarrah timber had been used instead of iron.

What is your opinion with regard to the design ? I think that the design was too light. With only 15 feet width 
at the end, which was at first proposed, I think it would be very likely that the end might be carried away in rough 
weather.

_l_he object of the Commission is, as I have said, not to blame any particular officer or department of the Government 
Service, but to inquire into the present working, and ascertain how the works of the Colony may in future be carried out 
with the greatest economy. For that purpose the Commission are very anxious to obtain your opinion as to the class of 
jetty which is most suitable ? I should have no hesitation in advising that jetties of that description should be in future 
constructed of jarrah, and not of iron.

Do you think that the design is not sufficiently substantial ? No. As far as bearing the weight for which they are 
designed is concerned, I think there is no danger. I think the jetties of which we are speaking will amply carry the 
traffic for which they are designed. The danger would have been from ships lying alongside the jetty in rough weather ; 
but that danger will be obviated now by the proposed widening of the jetty which is being carried out.

What is the length of the Sandridge Pier? I do not remember. It has been lengthened so often that I cannot carry 
the figures in my head.

It is a very long pier, is it not ? Yes ; it is a very long pier, and it is also very wide.
Does the pier at Sandridge sustain any damage from vessels lying alongside it? I think not; but it is in a very 

shaky condition owing to the worms having injured it very much.
By Mr. Peacock: Do you consider that the practice in the engineering profession is that when an engineer attaches 

his signature to plans and estimates he is to be taken thoroughly to concur with the method of construction to which those 
plans and estimates relate ? Usually. I should say that that is regarded as the rule, and I think Mr. Hickson was im
prudent in attaching his signature to the plans. They were not his plans, and he attached his signature to them without 
being fully aware of all the circumstances connected with the case. At the same time large allowance must be made for 
the fact that at the time Mr. Hickson attached his signature to those plans he had had no official experience in this Colony. 
He did not initiate the system, but he found on arrival in the Colony that a system had been initiated here by which 
contractors were allowed to prepare their own plans, and then tender for the construction of the work. The contractors 
were at that time regarded in the light of engineers also.

That is what I particularly wanted to get at. I wanted your opinion whether it was not an exceedingly unwise 
principle to adopt that the plans for public works carried out by the Government should be initiated by the contractor 
who, besides executing the work, furnished the drawing and estimates relating thereto ? I should certainly characterise 
that as aunost rotten system. It is impossible to condemn it too strongly. But in justice to Mr. Hickson, it is only fair 
to point out, as I have already done, that he did not initiate the system. He found it in existence on his arrival in the 
Colony. I think it was wrong in him to acquiesce in it; but no doubt he did so in consequence of finding it already in 
operation when he came here.

By the Chairman / On that point, I should like to say that I was in office at the time, and am fully acquainted with 
the whole circumstances in connection with the matter, and I do not think that Mr. Hickson was to blame. He was led to 
infer that Messrs. Wells Brothers, and Messrs. Wells Brothers alone, would have the contract. Just a week or two after 
^/rVVari/n 0:®ce. ^ am sPeakirig from memory only) a letter was brought to me, covering plans and specifications drawn up by 
Mr. Cheesewright, to be forwarded to the Agent-General. That letter was drawn up in such a way as to give the work to 
Messrs. Wells Brothers absolutely. I at once said to the Under Treasurer, Mr. Sheppard, “I cannot sign that letter. 
The work must be thrown open to tender.” Mr. Hickson said he understood that Messrs. Wells Brothers alone were to 
have the work. To which I replied, <c I cannot help what you have understood ; I cannot and will not be a party to the 
work being thrown into the hands of one firm.” But I said, “I will go as far as this, that if the tender of Messrs. Wells 
Brothers should be on a par with any other tender sent in, they shall have the preference.” Perhaps that matter will be 
gone into more fully when Mr. Hickson is examined before the Commission ; but I think it only right to make that state
ment here upon the point. My opinion is, certainly, that contractors should not be permitted to draw up plans and 
estimates for the work which they are to be employed to construct.

By Mr. Peacock : I only wanted to get from you your opinion as to the soundness or unsoundness of the system ? 
Exactly.

By Bie Chairman: Have you any remarks which you would wish to offer with regard to the jetties at Rivoli Bay or 
Kingston ? In the course of my report to the Treasurer I made the following remarks as to the jetties at Rivoli Bay and 
Kingston....................................................

By Mr. Peacock: Have you heard of any settlement in these jetties—any piles having gone down, so as to render 
the jetty uneven ? Yes ; I believe some of the piles did not stand the test which Mr. Hickson applied to them.

.-D° you know whether the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties has taken any steps to remedy this, or whether those 
defective piles have been allowed to remain in the structure ? I understand he had taken steps to remedy it. Some of the 
piles furnished by Messrs. Wells Brothers were too short. They could not be screwed down to a sufficient depth to stand 
the weight which was applied to them as a test. In consequence of that the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties took certain 
steps, which ultimately led to the arbitration. Under the award of the arbitrators, I believe the contractors received no 
money for work done at those jetties at Rivoli Bay and Kingston. They were simply paid for the materials.

By Mr. Bower: In that case I suppose the Government have not sustained any loss on those jetties ? I understand 
that is so....................................................

Report prom the Public Works Department of South Australia for the Year ended 30 June, 1880.

Appendix No. 2, Page 22.
Report on Jetties, Wharfs, and Lighthouses, by Mr. Thomas Higginbotham, M. I. C. E., to The Honorable the Treasurer.

, Adelaide, 24 September, 1879.
. I11 accordance with your request, I have examined the various works which have been carried out, and which are
m progress under Mr. Hickson, the Chief Engineer of Harbours and Jetties, and I beg now to report to you the result of 
my examination. It has necessarily been general in its character, but I believe that it has been sufficient to enable me to 
form a correct opinion on the several works.

My first visit was made to Victor Harbour. The works for forming the pier and breakwater have been commenced, 
and will be in full operation in a short time. I do not propose to offer any remarks on the object with which these works 
have been undertaken. It has, no doubt, received mature consideration from those who have the means of judging of its 
importance, which I do not possess ; but the design which has been adopted, so far as I could judge of it in a necessarily 
brief visit, appears to be well calculated to effect the improvement of the harbour, and to give security to vessels trading 
there.

I visited Coolwa, where the wharf has been much improved by lengthening and bringing it into line. The new 
approaches to this wharf, which are being made by the Railway Department, will greatly facilitate access to it.

I have also made an inspection of the Marine Yard at Port Adelaide, the Dredgers, and the new beacons which are 
lighted with gas for the purpose of making the port accessible at night.

It
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It will, I think, be interesting and useful if I furnish' you briefly with a few facts which show what has been 
accomplished-in improving Port Adelaide by dredging since January, 1877, when Mr. Hickson, the Chief Engineer of 
Harbours, took charge of the works. ,

. quantity of material raised by dredging since that date is 1,014,000 cubic yards, and this has been either
discharged on shore for the Port Adelaide Corporation and other municipal bodies, who have employed it in reclaiming or 
improving land, or sent out to sea.

■ Previously to January, 1877, there was a depth of water of only 14 feet on the outer bar at low water of spring tides. 
The dredging operations have formed a channel through this bar 250 feet wide, with a depth of 20 feet at low-water springs. 
In addition, several places in the port itself, which formerly had depths varying from 9 to 15 feet, have now a uniform 
depth of 20 feet at low-water springs.

Before the date which I have mentioned, the capacity of the dredgers employed was 50,000 cubic yards per annum 
for Ho. 1 dredger, and 40,000 cubic yards for No. 2, and the cost of their work, as nearly as it could be arrived at, wras 
4s. Id. per cubic yard, including landing the silt, which costabout Is. 3d. per cubic yard. The “ Willunga” dredger, which 
was ordered by the Marine Board, has been employed till within the last few months on the outer bar. The material 
dredged there is sand, and it has to be conveyed about 2 miles only. She has, therefore, been working under very 
favourable circumstances. Her power is about 200,000 cubic yards per annum, in material such as she has been working 
in, and the cost of raising has been 9$d., and depositing 3|d., per cubic yard. This dredger would not be so successful in 
hard clay, either in the quantity or cost of work done. Her price delivered here was £35,000.

The dredger “ Wallaroo” was built from the design of the Harbour Engineer, and cost, delivered here, nearly £26,000. 
Her dredging capacity when she has her full complement of barges, which are being supplied, will be about 350,000 cubic 
yards per annum, and from the results which have been obtained hitherto in the hard material in which she has been 
working, there appears to be good reason to believe that the cost of her work will not exceed lOd. per cubic yard for raising 
■and depositing.

# I have thought it worth while to give prominence to these facts, which show the great advance that has been made 
in less than three years in providing the machinery for improving the port, in effecting these improvements, and in reducing 
the cost at which they are made, when buried in the mass of official documents such facts seldom receive the amount of 
attention which they deserve.

, The first cost of the twelve new beacons, which are lighted with gas, has been £9,300. The practicability of lighting 
with gas has been proved, and the annual cost of doing so will not exceed £25 per beacon, or (say) £300 a year for the 
twelve beacons. This estimate has been arrived at from the actual consumption of gas up to this time.

The growing importance of Fort Adelaide would probably have made the lighting of the channel at night a work of 
necessity in a few years. There may be differences of opinion as to the present necessity for the work. I do not feel that 
I have sufficient knowledge of the requirements of the trade of the port to justify me in offering an opinion on this point.

I made an inspection, accompanied by Mr. Hickson, of various jetties on the coasts of St. Vincent’s Gulf and 
Spencer’s Gulf, and visited also the Althorpe and Tippara lighthouses, Wallaroo Bay and Port Pirie.

The design of the jetties is a plain and good one, and is that which is commonly used. The same design, practically, 
has been used in all the jetties which I saw. The piles are of jarrah timber, which the worm does not attack when the 
quality of the timber is good, and those which I saw were perfectly clean and*sound. In many of the jetties, bluegum (or 
what is believed to be bluegum) timber has been used in the decks or floors, and also in the corbels, kerbs, and rail-bearers. 
As this timber is scarce, and very difficult to identify, I have suggested to Mr. Hickson not to specify it in future for any 
of the works under his control.

On almost all the jetties which I saw, the railway is made by screwing an iron plate to a longitudinal wooden 
sleeper. This plan has been adopted for the sake of economy, but I think it is a mistake. A light iron rail would not 
have cost much more in the first instance, and would be much cheaper to maintain, while the traction would be much 
lighter. Several of the jetties would be much improved by a small additional expenditure in metalling the approaches, 
and widening them to allow bullock-teams to turn.

T have heard it remarked that the sites of many of the jetties have been badly chosen. The statement was made 
generally, and I do not recollect any particular instance having been given. Such statements ought to be taken with 
much reserve, because each person whose interest has not been consulted is ready to believe that a site which does not suit 
him must be a bad one. I could not, with the time at my disposal, form any opinion as to whether there were any suffi
cient grounds to justify such a statement as I have referred to, but from the way in which the sites for these works are 
chosen, it would not be surprising if mistakes were made.

Another objection which is made to the jetties is that they are too narrow, but as produce and goods are conveyed 
along them in trucks on a line of railway, this objection does not appear to me to have any force ; and it should be borne 
in mind that the cost of the jetties is almost proportional to their width. If they were made twice as wide they would 
cost nearly twice as much.

The jetties at Bivoli Bay and Kingston are different to those to which I have been referring, and as I do not think 
that they are in any way an improvement on these, I havfe made inquirie- to ascertain who is responsible for the design on 
which these two jetties have been built. I find that Messrs. Wells Brothers designed them, and also contracted to build 
them, at practically their own prices, as, although tenders were called for in London, Messrs. Wells Brothers having made 
the designs, and possessing full knowledge of the locality and other circumstances affecting the cost of the works, were in 
a position to make effective competition impossible.

This firm had previously contracted for the Tippara lighthouse, under very similar circumstances, having furnished 
the design and estimate of cost, and become contractors for the work at their own price.

Mr. Hickson found this state of things existing when he arrived here ; he was not responsible for its initiation, and 
had no official experience at that time to enable him to judge how far it might be necessary in the circumstances of the 
Colony. It appears to me, therefore, that he can only be accused of imprudence in having signed the plans for the jetties 
at Rivoli Bay and Kingston, which he found already prepared. By doing so, he connected himself in some degree with a 
most objectionable^ system which had been initiated by others, who have escaped from all responsibility in connection with it. 
. . Th© determination to reduce the length of these two jetties, and to employ the material which is saved by doing so
in widening the ends of the jetties from 15 feet to 30 feet for a length of 450 feet, is, I am sure, a wise one, as it will make 
them stiffer and better adapted for the purpose they have to serve than they would have been if the original design had 
been followed.

I examined the wharf at Morgan in connection with the inspection of the Government lines of railway, which I was 
requested to make by the Honorable the Commissioner of Public Works, and have reported to him that, in my opinion, the 
wharf has been built at the proper level; that it is efficient for its intended purpose, closely resembling as it does the 
railway wharf at Echuca, where for many years a very large business has been carried on both successfully and economically.

There was a slight defect in the design of the cranes, but this has been corrected, and I understand that they are 
now working most satisfactorily. The cost of remedying the defect in the four cranes has been £40.

The Althorpe and Tippara lighthouses are both very fine works. The former was designed and built by the Engineer 
of Harbours and Jetties. The contract for the latter was let before he arrived here, and was carried out under his super
vision. He^as made some additions to the original design, which, though matters of detail, add considerably to the safety 
and convenience of the lighthouse-keepers and their families. In the case of the Althorpe lighthouse, Mr. Hickson’s 
estimate was exceeded by £2,500. This arose from the addition of a jetty, which was not included in the original estimate, 
and from the difficulty of procuring a supply of water for the works and the men who were employed on them, which made 
it necessary to bring the whole of the water from Port Adelaide. The cost of the lighthouse and three good cottages for 
the use of the men and their families has been £11,700. This does not appear to me a large sum when it is borne in mind 
that the work is^of the first class, and was carried out under exceptionally difficult circumstances. The cost of the Tippara 
lighthouse was £30,900, including the purchase of a house on shore for the men off duty and their families. Valuable work 
has been done at Port Wakefield, where a wharf 1,000 feet long has been built, and the material, which has been raised by 
dredging, has been deposited behind it. Half of this wharf is built of jarrah and half of ironhark timber. The latter has, 
I understand, been used for the purpose of experiment, to ascertain if the worm will attack it.

P01’!' Biri0 a large amount of dredging has been done, and the work is still in active progress. The dredge 
“Sarnia,” which was built here under Mr. Hickson’s supervision, is employed, and has been very successful. Her 
dredging capacity is about 150,000 cubic yards per annum, and the cost of raising and landing the silt is a fraction more 
than Is. 5^d. per cubic yard. A considerable area, which was previously useless, has been raised to the level of the 
wharfs, and is now of great value. It is very much to be regretted that here, as at so many other ports, the frontages to

’ the
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the water have been allowed to pass into private hands, and individuals reap the benefit of the great improvements which 
are being made at the public expense. At Port Pirie a satisfactory alignment of the wharfs is impossible under present 
circumstances, though it is of the greatest importance. The railway lines are carried along the main street, where they 
are a nuisance, instead of along a line of wharfs, where they are required, and ought to be. At the Queen’s Wharf, where 
the frontage to the water remains in the hands of the Government, it is impossible to connect with the lines of railway, 
except by using very sharp, and, therefore, most objectionable curves. I would beg to suggest for your consideration, if it 
would not be advisable to make an attempt to recover the frontage to the water at this port, for a depth of 100 or 150 
feet. The improvements wdiich might be effected, if this were done, would add greatly to the value of property at Port 
Pirie, and without these, the business—which is already a very large one, and will not fail to increase—cannot be done, 
either with dispatch or economy. _

The anomalous position which the Engineer for Harbours and Jetties holds has necessarily forced itself on my 
attention in the course of the examination which you directed me to make into the works under his charge. .

The Marine Board, which appears to be practically irresponsible, claims in a correspondence which took place in 
1876 with the Under Treasurer, and which is printed—that the “ sites, directions, and extent of all the jetties, position 
and character of all lighthouses, in short, in all works, whether buoys, beacons, or other shall emanate from the Board. ”
These wide claims are, I understand, enforced, and the President of the Marine Board proceeds, without consultation with 
the Engineer of Harbours or reference to him, to fix the sites of jetties and other works, which are then communicated to 
the Engineer of Harbours, and he examines separately the correctness of the information given to him by the President. 
It is evident that this mode of proceeding involved not only great waste of time and money, but, what is more serious, 
divided responsibility. If a mistake is made in choosing a site for a jetty or in determining its direction or extent, the 
Treasurer cannot hold the Engineer of Harbours and Jetties responsible, because all these particulars have been decided 
by the Marine Board, which, as I have already said, appears to be practically irresponsible, and I would beg leave to 
suggest for your consideration that the Engineer for Harbours and Jetties should be made independent of the Marine 
Board, and be placed under the Commissioner of Public Works, to whom he would be solely and directly responsible.

The sites of wharfs, lighthouses, and jetties, and the extent, direction, width and levels of the jetties, should be fixed 
by the Engineer of Harbours and the President of the Marine Board, both being officers of the Government, in consultation, 
after a general survey, and be made in each case the subject of a joint written report to the Minister, who would decide 
any matter on which the officers could not agree. To carry out this view would probably require an alteration of the 
Marine Board Act, and a more accurate definition of the functions of the Board.

I have, &e..
The Hon. Charles Mann, M.P., Treasurer. T. HIGGINBOTHAM.

128 APPENDIX.

Appendix No. 64.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch.

Tender Form. i t
In pursuance of advertisement in the Government Gazette we, the undersigned, do hereby tender to provide.the material 
and perforin the various works required in and about the full and proper manufacture, completion, and delivery at the 
ites described in the specification of wrought-iron work, gun-metal work, and cast-iron work for the sewerage works in 

course of construction in Sydney and suburbs (Contract No. 93), agreeably to the plans, specification, schedule to specifi
cation, and general conditions, which have been inspected by us, at 30 per cent, below the prices affixed to each item, and 
to complete the same within twenty-four months from the date of the acceptance of this tender ; and we do hereby agree 
that any additions to or deductions from the said works shall be paid or allowed for, as the case may be, at and after the 
rates quoted above, or, if not in schedule, at a price to be agreed upon at the time, and we hereby undertake that we will, 
within fourteen days from the date of notification of the acceptance of the said tender, execute and deliver to the Minister 
for Public Works a valid legal contract with Her Majesty the Queen, embodying the terms and conditions above 
mentioned, and to provide the security required by clause 29 of the said general conditions ; and we enclose herewith our 
cheque for the sum of £31 as a preliminary deposit; and we agree that such sum shall be absolutely forfeited if we at any 
time within thirty days after the said tender is opened withdraw same, or if, in the event of this tender being accepted, 
we fail to complete the above-mentioned contract within fourteen days thereafter ; and further, that this tender is made 
subject to the conditions contained in the Tender Board Regulations printed on the back hereof, and by which we agree to ^ 
be bound.
Dated this 28th March, 1894. COOKE and WEBB,

Cleveland-street, Redfern.
Witness—N. C. Mark.

Tender Board Regulations,
No tender shall be received after 11 a.m. on the day named for the receipt of such tender, unless there are circum

stances which, in the opinion of the Members of the Board then sitting, render it desirable to do so.
It shall be the duty of the President, Vice-President, or the senior member present, as the case may be, as soon as 

the tenders shall have been opened and the necessary particulars ascertained, to publicly announce the number of tenders 
received for each work and the name of the lowest tenderer; but no tender shall be accepted until the Head of the Branch, 
under whose directions the work is to be carried out, has reported upon the whole of the tenders received. ^ ^

The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable after the Board has adjourned, exhibit in a conspicuous position in the 
Public Works Office a full statement'of the tenders received, showing the work, the name of the tenderer, and the amount 
of each tender.

All envelopes containing tenders must be addressed to the President of the Board, and have legibly endorsed upon 
them the name of the work for which the tender is submitted. *

Every tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according to
the following scale, viz. :—

For amounts up to £500 inclusive ................................................................................ £5 0 0
For amounts exceeding £500 and not exceeding £1,000 .............................................  £10 0 0

For all sums over £1,000, 1 per cent, on the amount of tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit to be in 
the form of a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the manager of the bank upon which it is 
drawn, or a bank draft.

All deposits, with the exception of that of the successful tenderer, shall be returned by the Secretary to the person 
entitled thereto as soon as possible after the Board shall have adjourned, and the deposit made by the successful tenderer 
shall be returned to him on his executing the bond for the fulfilment of the contract. When the contract is for a less sum 
than £200 the deposit with tender shall not be returnable until the service is satisfactorily completed.

Any tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless otherwise directed by the Board, 
be deemed to be informal, and rejected accordingly. . _

In the event of any tenderer failing to take up his tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the contract within 
the time specified, or withdrawing his tender after it shall have been opened, whether such tender shall have been accepted 
or not, all moneys deposited by him on account thereof or in connection therewith shall be forfeited to the Crown, and in 
such case be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony.

Whenever a tenderer shall fail to proceed with a contract as aforesaid, fresh tenders shall be invited at short notice 
for the work, unless, in the opinion of the President, there are circumstances which make it desirable for another tender in 
the same series to be accepted ; but the tenderer by whose default such a course has been rendered necessary shall be 
excluded from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the pleasure of the President.

In the event of any contract being tendered for at a schedule of rates, the approximate quantities as given of each 
item must be worked out and a total sum shown.

In submitting a tender the full Christian name of the tenderer must be given, or, when the offer is in the name of a 
firm, the names in full of each member. When bondsmen are required, the names in full, occupations, and addresses must 
be stated in the tender The omission of this information will render the tender liable to be declared informal.

The Board shall not be bound to accept the lowest or any tender.
The Board-room shall be open for the admission of the public while the tenders are being opened and declared.

---------- Contract
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Contract No. 93.—This is the Schedule of Quantities and Prices hereinbefore referred to.
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Description of Work. Unit. Probable
Quantity.

Rate per 
Unit.

i i Cast-iron ventilating grate with square frame, 22 in. diameter 
internal opening, tarred sawn hardwood bricks in centre, fitted 
into panels, circular dirt-box 8 in. deep, complete, as shown on

each 31

£ s.

5 15

d.

0
8 2 Cast-iron circular ventilating grate only for 22 in. diameter opening, 

with wood bricks fitted into panels, as described under Item I, 
without the frame and dirt-box, complete, as shown on Drawing, 
weighing in all 2 cwt. 2 qrs. 10 lb................................................... 3 1 13 0

6 3 Cast-iron square frame, with 22 in. diameter internal opening, and 
closed circular manhole cover, with tarred sawn hardwood 
bricks, fitted into panels, as shown on Drawing, weighing in all

247 5 15 0
7 4 Cast-iron circular closed manhole cover only for 22 in. diameter 

opening, with wood bricks fitted into panels, as described under 
Item 3, without the frame complete, as shown on Drawing,

3 2 4 0
164 5 Cast-iron square frame, with 13J in. diameter internal opening, and 

closed circular cover for pipe shaft, complete, as shown on
40 2 0 0

4 6 Cast-iron square 4 ft. 6 in. x 4 ft. 6 in. frame over stop-board and 
manhole chamber in low ground, with 22 in. diameter internal 
opening, and closed manhole cover, with tarred sawn hardwood 
bricks fitted into panels, complete, as shown on Drawing,

6 9 10

t

0
112 7 Cast-iron 5 ft. x 2 ft. S§ in. frame, over-flushing chamber, with 22 in. 

diameter internal opening, closed circular manhole cover, with 
sawn hardwrood tarred bricks fitted into panels, complete, as

1 11 0 0
111 8 Cast-iron automatic flushing syphon, with ejector, gearing, two-way 

cock, regulating cistern, ballcocks, galvanized wrought-iron pipe, 
key, &c., complete, witli all gun-metal and wrought-iron work,

1 49 0 0
161 ) 
162 j 9 Cast-iron bell-mouth pipe and 24 in. diameter bend for water-cushion 

in deep shafts, "with air-escape pipe, complete, as shown on
6 10 5 0

89
S3

10
11

Cast-iron 3 ft. 6 in. x 18 in. landing plate, weighing 1 cwt. 3 qrs. 20 lb. 
Cast-iron frame and gully grating of 35$ in. by 17J in., as shown on » 17

2

1 10

2 10

0

0
84 12 Cast-iron frame and gully grating of 25 in. x 19 in., as shown on

40 2 0 0
11 13 Cast-iron saddle, with socket for 12 in. diameter ventilating pipe

31 1 15 0
150 14 Cast-iron ofliet valve, with 6 in. diameter internal opening, frame 

and ofliet pipe, lifting gear, street box, and all wrought-iron and 
gun-metal work, complete, as shown on Drawing, weighing in all 
3 cwt. 1 qr. 2 lb................................................................................ 1 8 5 0

21 15 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for 12 in. diameter 
sewer, complete, as shown on Drawing, weighing in all

6 5‘ 10 0
165 16 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for 15 in. diameter 

sewer, complete, as shown on Drawing, weighing in all 
2 cwt. 0 qr. 13 lb.............................................................................. 6 5 0

22 17 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for 16 in. diameter 
sewer, complete, as shown, on Drawing, weighing in all

9 6 15 0
23 IS Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for 18 in. diameter 

sewer, complete, as shown on Drawing, weighing in all
3 8 5 0

24 19 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for 21 in. diameter 
sewer, complete, with all gun-metal work, as shown on Drawing,

3 9 15 0
25 20 Cast-iron frame and muntz-metal gas-check for sewer of 24 in. 

internal diameter, with all gun-metal work, &c., complete, as
3 11 5 0

26 21 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal g«qs-check for sewer of 3 ft. 3 in. 
x 2 ft. 2 in., complete, with all gun-metal work, anchor-bolt, &c.,

1 12 10 0
101 22 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for sewer of 4 ft. x 

2 ft. 8 in., complete, with all gun-metal work, anchor-bolts, &c.,
1 16 0 0

100 23 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for sewer of 4 ft. x 
3 ft., complete, with all gun-metal work, anchor-bolts, &c., as

1 17 0 0
99 24 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for sewer of 4 ft. 3 in. 

x 3 ft. 3 in., complete, with all gun-metal work, anchor-bolts, &c.,
1 22 0 0

27 25 Cast-iron frame, and muntz-metal gas-check for sewer of 4 ft. 6 in. x 
3 ft. 6 in., complete, with all gun-metal work, anchor-holts, &c.,

1 24 0 0
28 26 Cast-iron frame, with muntz-metal gas-check for sewer, 4 ft. 9 in. x 

3 ft. 9 in., complete, with all gun-metal work,*anchor-bolts, &c.,
1 27 0 0

98 27 Cast-iron frame and muntz-metal gas-check for sewer, of 5 ft. x 4 ft., 
complete, with all gun-metal work, achor-bolts, &c., as shown on

1 32 0 0
25 28 Cast-iron frame, with brackets (the same as in item 20) for gas- 

check for 24-in. diameter pipe-sewer, but without muntz-metal 
flap and gun-metal'work, weighing in all 4 cwt. 0 qr. 25 lb......... 5 > 1 9 5 0

140—T

Amount.

£ s. d. 

173 5 0

4 19 0

1,420 5 0

6 12 0

80 0 0

57 0 0

11. 0 0

49 0 0

61 10 0 
25 10 0

5 0 0 

98 0 0 

54 5 0

8 5 0

33 0 0

31 5 0

13 10 0

24 15 0

29 5 0

33 15 0

12 10 0

16 0 0

17 0 0 

22 0

24 0 0 

27 0

32 0 0

9 0
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Description of W ork Lmt

26 29
■'

Ca^t iron frame, with cast non and gun metal hinge biackcts set 
screws, screw bolts and nuts, and wrought iron anchor bolt (the 
same is in item 21) for gas check for sewer ot 3 ft a in x 
2 ft 2m, but without munt/ metal flap and gun met il fittings 
weighing m all 4 cwt 0 qr 4 lb each

101 30 Cast iron frame, with cast non md gun metal hinge hr ickcls set 
screws screw bolts and nuts, and wrought non anchor bolts (the 
same as m item 22) for gas check for sewer of 4 ft x 2 ft 8 m , 
but without muntz metal flap and gun metal fittings, weighn c 
m all 5 cwt 3 qrs 17 lb j >

100 31 Cast iron frame, with cast non md gun metal hinge biackcts, set 
screws, screw bolts nuts, and wrought iron anchor holts (the 
same as m item 23) for gas check for sewer of 4 ft x 3 ft , but 
without muntz metal flap and gun met°l fitting6:, weighing m all 
5 cwt 3 qis 231b J 5

99 32 Ca,t non frame, with cast non and gur metal hinge brackets, set 
serews, screw bolts and mats, and wrought iron nicho bolts (the 
same as m item 24) foi gas cheek for sewer of 4 ft 3 in x 
■1 ft 3 n , hut without munt? metil flap md gun metal fittings, 
we,ghing in ill 7 cwt

27 33 Cast non frame with cast iron md gun metal hinge brackets set 
sciews, sciew bolts and nuts, and wrought non anchoi bolts (the 
same as m item 25) for gas check for sewer of 4 ft 6 m \ 
3 ft 6m, but w ithout muntz metal flap and gun metal fittings 
w eighmg m all 7 cw t 1 qr 4 lb

28 34 Cast iron name, with cast non and gun metal hinge brackets, set 
serews, screw bolts and nuts, and wrought iron anchor bolts (the 
same as m item 26) for gas cheek for sewei of 4 ft 9 m x 
3 ft 9 m , but without munt? metal flap and gun metal fittings 
weighing m all 8 cwt 0 qr 22 lb

98 35 Cast non frame, with cast iron and gun metal hinge brackets, set 
screw s, screw bolts and nuts, and w rought iron anchoi bolts (the 
same as in item 27) for gas check for sewer of 5 ft x 4 ft , but 
without munt? metal flap and gun metal fittings, weighing m all 
10 cwt 2 qrs 13 lb 5)

131 36 Cast iron socket pipe frame of 9 m diameter internal opening, with 
brackets, flushing flap, gun metal hinge pm and wrought iron
galvanized chain, 12 ft long, piosided with two rings and hook, 
complete, as shown on Drawing, weighing m all 1 cwt 1 qr 0 lb

130 37 Cast non bracket with pulley, gun metal bushes, set screw, copper 
pm, wrought iron hinge pm, and anchor bolts for flushing flap, 
complete, as shown on Drawing, weighing 1 qr 4 lb J »

29 38 Cast iron groove and stop plate for sewer of 9 m diameter, with 
wrought iron galvanized ^ m link 12 ft chain, two 2^ m 
diameter rings of ^ m round iron and hook, complete, weighing 
in all 2 qrs 7 lb. >>

30 39 Cast iron giooie and stop plate for sewer of 12 m diameter, com 
plete, with chains, ring, and hook, as before, weighing m all 3 qrs fi

104 40 Cast iron 6 m x 5 m J_ girders, varying from 2 ft to 6 ft m length, 
as may be ordered, as shown on Drawing, w eighmg 30 lb pel 
lineal foot cwt

51 41 Wrought iron galiamved step non, as shown on Diawmg, weighing 
6 1b each

49 42 Cast iron spigot and faucet pipe of 9 m diametei, 9 ft long in the 
m the body, ^ m thick m metal, weighing m all 4 cwt 0 qr 14 lb 3 3

49 43 Cast non spigot and faucet pipe of 9 m diameter, 12 ft long m the 
bod}, 1 m thick m metal, weighing 4 cwt 2 qrs 12 lb >3

49 44 Cast iron spigot and faucet pipe of 9 m diameter, i m thick m 
metal, i ai ymg m length fiom 2 ft to 11 ft 6 m , as may be 
ordered, and as shown on Drawing

Cast non flange and spigot pipe of 9 in diameter, 1 m thick m 
metal, of the follow mg lengths and weights, as m? —

cwt

62 45 9 ft 6 m long, weighing 4 cwt 0 qrs 11 Jb each
63 46 9 ft long, weighing 3 cwt 3 qrs 16 lb 3 »
64 47 8 ft long, weighing 3 cwt 0 qrs 2b lb 3 3

65 48 6 ft long, weighing 2 cwt 2 qrs 18 lb 3 3

66 49 4 ft long, weighing 1 cwt 3 qrs 10 lb
3 ft 6 m long, weighing 1 cwt 2 qrs 15 lb

3)

67 50 3 J

68 51 2 ft 6 m long, weighing 1 cwt 0 qr 25 lb 3

69 52 2 ft long, weighing 1 cwt 0 qr 2 lb 3 >
73 53 Cast iron flange and spigot 9 in diameter bent pipe, as shown on 

Drawing, and with the spigot end of varjmg length, as may be 
ordered cwt

74 54 Cast non flange and spigot 9 m diameter bent pipe, as shown on 
Drawing and with the spigot end of varying length, as may be 
ordered 3 3

79 55 Cast iron flange and spigot S bene pipe of 9 m diameter, as shown 
on Drawing, weighing 1 cw t 3 qrs 27 lb each

87 56 Cast iron flange and spigot 9 m diameter S bent pipe, as shown on 
Drawing, weighing 2 cwt 2 qrs 18 1b 3 3

151 57 Cast iron flange and spigot 9 m diameter bent pipe, as shown on 
Drawing, with a stiaight length A = 3 ft m , weighing
1 ewt 3 qrs 27 lb 3 3

152 58 Cast iron flange and spigot 9 in diameter bent pipe, as shown on 
Drawing, w ith a straight length A = 1 ft 3g m , weighing 1 cwt 
0 qr 19 lb 33

153 59 Cast iron flange and spigot 9 m diameter bent pipe, as shown on 
Drawing, with a straight length A = 4 ft 9^ m , weighing 
2 cwt 3 qrs 20 lb

154 60 Cast iron flange and spigot 9 m diameter bent pipe, as shown on 
Drawing, with a stiaight length A — 1 ft IHa m > weighing 
1 cwt 1 qi 22 lb 3

Probable
Quantity

10

2

1

1

1

1

1

10

3

3

3

43

3,200

6

1

48

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

13 11

47

6

24

4

4

4

4

Rate per 
Lmt

£ s d

8 5 0

11 5 0

12 10 0

16 10 0

18 0 0

19 0 0

Amount

£ S d

82 10 0

22 10 0

12 10 0

16 10 0

18 0 0

19 0 0

24 0 0 24 0 0

450 42 10 0

1 5 0 3 15 0

0 15 0

1 5 0

2 5 0

3 15 0

0 12 0 

0 2 3 

3 2 0 

3 10 0

25 6 0 

360 0 0 

18 12 0 

3 10 0

1 0 0 48 0 0

3 0 0 
3 0 0 
2 15 0 
2 10 0 
2 5 0 
2 2 0 
1 10 0 
1 7 6

3 0 0 
3 0 0 
2 15 0 
2 10 0 
2 5 0 
2 2 0 
1 10 0 
1 7 6

0 14 0 8 15 0

0 14 0 3 0 0

3 0 0 18 0 0

4 5 0 102 0 0

3 0 0 12 0 0

2 0 0 8 0 0

4 5 0 17 0 0

2 5 0 9 0 0
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Description of Work. Unit. Probable

Quantity.
Rate per 

Unit. Amount.

155 61 Cast-iron spigot and flange 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, with a straight length A =: 3 ft. Ilf in., weighing £ s. d. £ S. d.
2 cwt. 2 qrs. 7 ll>.............................................................................. each 4 3 47 6 15 10 0

70 62 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, and with the spigot end of varying length, as may be
ordered ........................................................................................... cwt. 20-5 1 10 0 SO 15 0

71 63 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, and with the spigot end of varying length, as may be
ordered ........................................................................................... 14-5 1 10 0 • 21 15 0.

72 64 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, and with the spigot end of varying length, as may be
ordered ........................................................................................... }J 7-25 1 10 0 10 17 6

85 65 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, weighing 1 cwt. 1 qr. 24 lb............................................. each 1 2 5 0 2 5 0

156 66 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, weighing 1 cwt. 0 qr. 7 lb............................................... 15 1 6 0 20 10 0

157 67 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, weighing 1 ewt. 1 qr. 6 lb............................................... 3 2 0 0 6 0 0

158 08 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, weighing 1 cwt. 2 qrs. 1 lb.............................................. 6 2 5 0 13 10 0

159 69 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 9 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, weighing 1 cwt. 1 qr. 23 lb............................................. 3 o 5 0 6 15 0

160 70 Cast-iron 9 in. diameter junction, with two faucets and one spigot
end, as shown on Drawing, weighing 2 cwt. 2 qrs. 10 lb.............. 3 3 10 0 10 10 0

163 71 Cast-iron 9 in. diameter junction, with two faucets and one spigot
end, as shown on Drawing, weighing 1 cwt. 3 qrs. 5 lb................ 3 2 15 0 8 5 0

81 72 Cast-iron 9 in. diameter junction, with two faucets and one spigot
end, as shown on Drawing, weighing 1 ewt. 3 qrs. 23 lb.............. 1 3 0 0 3 0 0

48 73 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 12 in. diameter pipe, 9 ft. long in the
body, in. thick in metal, weighing 6 cwt. 1 qr. 22 lb.............. 9 4 0 0 36 0 0

48 74 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 12 in. diameter pipe, 12 ft. long in the
body, -/l in. thick in metal, weighing 8 cwt. 1 qr. 6 lb................ 30 5 0 0 150 0 0

48 75 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 12 in. diameter pipe, ^ in. thick in
metal, varying in length from 2 ft. to 11 ft. 6 in., as maybe
ordered, and as shown on Drawing ............................................... cwt. 82 0 15 0 61 10 0

149 76 Cast-iron straight 12 in. diameter spigot pipe, with 9 in. diameter
faucet pipe junction, as shown on Drawing, weighing 5 cwt.
2 qrs. 4 lb.......................................................................................... each 40 3 15 0 150 0 0

166 77 Cast-iron spigot and faucet 15 in. diameter bent pipe, as shown on
Drawing, weighing 3 cwt. 0 qr. 13 lb............................................. }> 1 4 5 0 4 5 0

Total ....................................... ...£ 4,335 11 0

Or deduct 30 per cent.... ..£ 1,300 6 0

Amount of Tender ....... ..£ 3,035 5 0

The quantities are not guaranteed as correet, and are merely for the guidance of Tenderers, being subject to 
omissions, deductions, alterations, and additions.

All work here enumerated shall be understood as being tested, painted, tarred, and delivered at the sites specified 
and ordered, in complete working condition, and in strict accordance with Specification.

Appendix 2To. 65.
Tlie Engineer-m-Chief for Sewerage to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, 
Sydney, 14 December, 1893.

Minute Paper.
Subject: Eleven Tenders—Eastern Main Brandi Sewer, Contract No. 69.

The tenders for Contract No. 69 have now been checked, the lowest tender being that of Messrs. Carter, Gummov7, & Co. 
at £45,207 8s. lid.

The other tenders were :—
Messrs. John Ahearn, at ... 

Kerle and Kerle, at ... 
H. McKenzie & Sons, at 
Justin McSweeney, at... 
Holloway Bros., at ... 
J. F. Carson, at ... 
Alex. Dean & Sons, at 
Langtree & Owen, at ... 
Parry and Farley, at ... 
J. Stewart & Co. ...

£ S. d. 
47,061 3 9 
52,735 10 9 
53,505 2 7 
54,623 18- 2 
55,104 8 9 
57,239 0 9 
58,165 10 8 
59,676 16 1 
63,095 11 11 
68,171 6 9

Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. being the lowest tenderers for the construction of the Western Suburbs Main 
Eastern Branch Sower, Contract No. 69, I beg to recommend acceptance of their tender, amounting to £45,207 8s. lid., at 
schedule rates, on condition that they fill in and initial in their tender the average price per ton for all irregular castings, 
weighing in all 33 tons 12 cwt. 3 qrs. 12 lb., and the average price per ton for all cast-iron pipes, weighing in all 788 tons 
8 cwt. 2 qrs. 27 lb. , & r n i n

C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE.

Not necessary.—R.H., 16/12/93. The Engineer-in-Chief. I recommend Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s tender at 
schedule rates.—R.H., 16/12)93. Under Secretary. Passed.—J.B., 18/12/93. Submitted to the Board of Reference, 
18th December, 1893. The Board recommend acceptance of the tender of Carter, Gummow, & Co. at schedule rates.—• 
J. W. Holliman, Secretary. Submitted.—J.B., 18/12/93. Approved ; Funded Stock.—W.J.L., 21/12/93. Ask 
Messrs. Carter & Co., to call at 2 p.m. to-morrow. Done, 21/12/93. Tender accepted, 27/12/93. Auditor-General 
informed, 27/12J93. .

Appendix
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Appendix No. 66.
The Under Secretary for Public Works to Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 27 December, 1S93.
I have the honor, by the direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated the 

13th day of December instant, is accepted for the construction, erection, and completion of Eastern Main Branch Sewer, 
Western Suburbs Sewerage, from Premier-street to Sebastopool-street and branches (Contract 69), at the rates set forth in 
your schedule of prices, on the conditions following, namely :—

In lieu of paying any sums that may become due to you under the contract in cash, the same shall be applied in the 
purchase, in your names, of Funded Stock, under the Funded Stock Act of 1892, and the issue to you of Funded Stock to 
an equal amount from time to time due to you under the contract shall be accepted by you in full satisfaction of the money 
due under the contract: and for the carrying out of such arrangement you undertake to sign any applications, vouchers, 
books, or other documents that may be necessary. As the Funded Stock is issued in amounts of £10, or of some multiple 
of £10, any odd sum remaining above the sum issued shall be carried to your credit and be included in the next payment.

If it shall be represented to the Minister for Public Works at any time during the progress of this contract that an 
undue number of men are being employed thereon who have not been domiciled in this Colony for six months previously to 
such employment, and such allegation be proved to his satisfaction, the Minister shall have the power to call upon you to 
discharge any or all such men ; and on such direction being conveyed in writing to you under the hand of the Under Secretary 
for Public Works you shall discharge such men forthwith, and in the event of your non-compliance with any such direction 
the Minister shall have power to declare this contract to be cancelled, as if this stipulation had been expressly set out in 
the cancellation clause of the general conditions relating to this contract.

_ The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the plans, specification, schedule to specification, and general 
conditions, and to be started immediately, and completed within eighteen months from this date.

The Secretary for Public Works is willing, in response to your verbal request, to accept two approved bondsmen in 
the sum of £4,520 as security for the due performance by you of the contract.
# I have to refer you to the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage for further 
information, and to request that you will call upon the officer-in-charge of bonds and contracts at this office, for the purpose 
of executing the necessary agreement, &c., for the due observance of your contract.

I must also request you to be good enough to acknowledge the receipt of this letter of acceptance, and to intimate to 
me your assent to the terms hereof. I am, &c.,

J. BARLING,
Under Secretary.

' Appendix No. 67.
‘ Contract 69 “A.”

Memorandum.
In consideration of the Minister for Public Works, in and for the Colony of New South Wales, advancing to us the sum 
of £1000, and of any future advances to be made to us, we hereby agree to repay to the said Minister for Public Works 
the said sum of £1,000, and future advances, together with interest at the rate of £6 per centum per annum on such sums 
respectively from the date of advance on demand ; and we hereby charge all moneys due or payable, or becoming due or 
payable to us under a certain contract for the construction of the Eastern Main Branch Sewer, Western Suburbs Drainage, 
Contract No. 69, Sydney Sewerage Works, in the said Colony, entered into by us with the Government of the said Colony ; 
also all cement, building materials, and every other thing already used, or to be used in connection with our said contract, 
with the repayment of the said sum of £1,000, and any future advances and interest at the rate aforesaid ; and we hereby 
undertake to give, whenever called upon to do so, a valid bill of sale to the said Minister for Public Works over the said 
cement, building materials, and every other thing used in connection with our said contract now stored in our premises at 
Illawarra Road, Marrickville, in the said Colony, or elsewhere, such bill of sale to contain a power of sale, and such other 
powers, provisos, and agreements as the said Minister for Public Works may be advised. Also, further undertake to give 
immediate possession of same to the said Minister, or any person appointed by him for that purpose, whenever called upon 
to do so.

As witness our hands, at Sydney, this 27th day of March, a.d. 1894, ‘
Witnesses to the signatures of John Carter, Frank Moor- ) JOHN CARTER.

house Gummow, and David Graham Snodgrass,— j F. M. GUMMOW
Harold F. Norrie, J.P. (By his attorney, J. Carter).

. Joshua J. Farr, J.P. D. G. SNODGRASS.
Witness to the signatures of Peter Ewing and George j GEORGE MADDISON.

Maddison,— \ PETER EWING.
J. T. Warrow Davies.

This is memorandum marked “A,” referred to in the annexed declaration of John Carter, made before me this 
29th day of March, a.d. 1894.

-------- HAROLD F. NORRIE, J.P.
Statutory Declaration.

I, John Carter, of William-street, North Sydney, in the Colony of New South Wales, contractor, do hereby solemnly 
declare and affirm that—

1. I am the duly constituted attorney of Frank Moorhouse Gummow, at present residing in South Australia, under
and by virtue of a deed-poll or power of attorney, under the hand and seal of the said Frank Moorhouse Gummow*, 
dated the 2nd day of January, 1894.

2. At the time of the execution by me as such attorney as aforesaid of the annexed memorandum, marked “A,” I
had not, nor have I since received notice of the revocation, by death or otherwise, of the abovementioned deed-poll 
or power of attorney. .

And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid, according to the law in this behalf made, and subject 
to the punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement in any such declaration.

Taken and declared at Sydney, this 29fch day j JOHN CARTER,
of March, 1894, before me,— )

Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

Appendix No. 68.
CONTRACT 72. ‘

Agreement made this 16th day of March, in the year of our Lord 1891, between John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, 
and George Forest, all of Sydney, in the Colony of New South Wales, contractors, carrying on business together under 
the name, style, or firm of “ Carter & Co.,” hereinafter styled or referred to as “ The Contractors ” of the one part, 
and Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen Victoria of the other part.

Whereas the Minister for Public Works of the said Colony recently called for tenders for the providing of all materials, 
labour, and every other thing requisite and necessary for, and the performance of all the works required in and about the 
construction, erection, completion, and maintenance of a storm-water sewer from Munni-street, Macdonald-street, Mitchell

Road



APPENDIX. 133

Road to Shea’s Creek, in the said Colony, as shown in the drawings relating thereto, and according to the specification, 
and under and subject to the general conditions and special conditions which are hereunto annexed. And whereas the 
contractors made the tender hereunto annexed, marked “C,” for the providing of all plant and materials, labour, tools, 
and every other thing requisite and necessary for, and the performance of all the works required in and about the full and 
proper construction, erection, and completion and maintenance of the said works in accordance in all things with the 
specification, and under and subject to the general conditions and special conditions relating to the said works, and in 
accordance with the several plans or drawings relating thereto in the office of the Engineer-in Chief for Sewerage, and 
marked No. “ 1 ” to No. “ 5 ” inclusive, and at or for the rates or prices mentioned and set out in the schedule of quantities 
and prices to the said tender, and to complete the said works within eight months from the date of acceptance of the said 
tender ; that is to say, on or before the 28th day of October, 1891, as mentioned in the first clause of the said special 
conditions. And whereas the Minister for Public Works of the said Colonj7, acting on behalf of the Government of the 
said Colony, hath accepted the said tender of the contractors, and the contractors have, in compliance with the requirement 
in clause 6 of the said special conditions, deposited the sum of £900 in the Bank of New Zealand, at Sydney aforesaid, in 
the name of the Minister for Public Works aforesaid, at interest, upon fixed deposit, number 286,855, dated the 10th day 
March, 1891, for twelve months, and have handed the receipt for same to the Minister for Public Works, to be held by him 
as such Minister, or the Minister for Public Works for the time being of the said Colony, on behalf of Her Majesty, as 
security for the due performance of this contract, and all other matters and things herein contained, and which on’the part 
of the contractors are to be done and performed. Now this agreement witnesseth that in consideration of the premises the 
contractors do hereby for themselves, their heirs, executors and administrators, covenant with and to Her said Majesty the 
Queen, Her heirs and successors.

. That they, the contractors, shall and will find and provide all the materials, labour, plant, tackle, tools, implements, 
carriage, machinery, scaffolding, and every other thing requisite and necessary for, and shall and will perform the various 
works required in and about the full and proper construction, erection, completion and maintenance of a storm-water 
channel commencing at the junction of Union and Munni Streets, Macdonaldtown, in the said Colony, and extending more 
or less along the line of creek to Macdonald-street, and along that street ; thence south along the course of the creek to its 
intersection with Mitchell Road ; thence again in a southerly direction along the course of the creek to the northern angle 
of a Chinese garden ; and thence in an easterly direction across a slight ridge to Shea’s Creek, being a total distance of 77 
chains and ■yjjjj of a chain, together with all manholes, junctions, &c., connected therewith, with such extensions or 
omissions as may be ordered in writing, being a portion of the works for Sydney Sewerage ; this present contract being 
called or referred to as Contract No. /2, in accordance in all things with the specification hereunto annexed marked A, and 
the general conditions and special conditions hereunto annexed marked B and D, and with the several plans or drawings 
relating thereto in the office of the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, and numbered “ 1 ” to “5 ” inclusive, and W'hich are 
signed by the contractors, and at or for the rates or prices set out in the said schedule of quantities and prices to the said 
cender; it being also hereby declared that any additions to or deductions from the said works, mentioned or set out in the 
said specification, or shown in the said plans, are to be paid or allowed for as the case may be, at and according to the rates 
or prices in the said schedule of quantities and prices. And shall and will complete the whole of the said W'orks within 
eight months from the date of acceptance of the said tender : that is to say, on or before the 28th day of October, 1891, as 
mentioned and provided in clause 1 of the said special conditions in accordance in all things with the said specification, 
general conditions, special conditions, and plans. And it is hereby agreed and declared between and by the said parties 
hereto that the said specification; general conditions, and special conditions marked respectfully as aforesaid, and the said 
tender marked as aforesaid, all being hereunto annexed as aforesaid, shall be read as incorporated in and forming part and 
parcel of these presents in like manner as if the same had been herein written and set forth at length, and that the said 
specification, general conditions, and special conditions, and tender, and these presents, shall together be taken to be the 
contract between the said parties in respect of the said works, and that all and whatsoever by the said specification, general 
conditions, and special conditions, or any or either of them, is to be done by the contractors, or shown on the said plans, 
shall be done in accordance therewith in all things by the contractors, their executors or administrators ; and that all and 
whatsoever materials, goods, matters, and things which by the said specification, general conditions, and special conditions 
are to be supplied by the contractors in and about the construction and completion of the said works, shall be found, 
provided, and supplied by the contractors, their executors or administrators, in accordance in all things with the said 
specification, general conditions, special conditions, and plans. And it is hereby agreed that if the contractors, their 
executors or administrators, shall make default in proceeding with the said works or supplying the materials which, under 
the said specification, general conditions and special conditions, are to be supplied by the contractors, or in completing and 
finishing the said works in accordance in all things with the said specification, general conditions, and special conditions, 
and all things therein contained, and within the time for the completion of the said works as mentioned or provided in the 
said first clause of the said special conditions, the said sum of £900, so deposited as security for the due performance of this 
contract, shall be and become forfeited to Her Majesty the Queen, and may be used, paid, and applied so far as the same 
may be required in and about carrying out and completing the works in the said specification mentioned ; and if any 
balance shall remain after the said works are completed the same shall remain to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of 
the said Colony ; and that the right of Her Majesty to deal with the said sum of £900 in manner aforesaid shall be in 
addition to all, any, or other rights or remedies which Her Majesty the Queen, or the Government of New South Wales, 
shall or may have or be entitled to against the contractors under these presents, or under the said specification, general 
conditions, and special conditions, or any or either of them, or otherwise for any breach or breaches of this contract.

In witness whereof the said parties to these presents have hereunto set their hands and seals, the day and year first 
before written.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said John ) 

Carter, in the presence of,— j
Hakold F. Nokrie, J.P.

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said 
David Graham Snodgrass, in the pre
sence of,—

• Harold F. Norrie.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said ( 

George Forrest, in the presence of,— J
Harold F. Norrie.

JOHN CARTER.

D. G. SNODGRASS.

GEO. FORREST.

Contract 72—Memorandum of Agreement. .
Made this 19th day of April, in the year of our Lord 1892, between the Honorable William John Lyne, the Minister for 
Public Works, in and for the Colony of New South Wales (hereinafter referred to as “the said Minister”), of the one part, 
and John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and George Forrest, of North Sydney, in the said Colony, contractors, carrying 
on business together under the name, style, or firm of “Carter & Co.,” and hereinafter referred to as “ the said contrac
tors.” Whereas by a certain agreement in writing, bearing date the 16th day of March, 1891, the said contractors 
covenanted with Her Majesty the Queen, her heirs or successors, to find and provide all the materials, tools, plant, labour, 
and every other thing requisite and necessary for and the performance of the various works required in and about the full and 
proper construction, erection, and completion of Munni-street, Macdonald-street, Mitchell Road to Shea’s Creek storm
water channel, known as Contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs Storm-water Drainage, in accordance in all things with 
the printed notice tender specification, general conditions, and special conditions, thereunto annexed, and the plans or 
drawings relating thereto, and therein referred to, and to complete and .finish the whole of the said works on or before 
the 28th day of October, 1891. And whereas the said works are still unfinished and not completed, and the said contrac
tors have applied to and requested the said Minister to extend the time for the completion of the said works until the 
18th day of August, 1892, which the said Minister hath consented to do. Now these presents witnesseth, that in consider
ation of the premises the said Minister, acting on behalf of the Government of the said Colony, doth hereby extend 
the time for completion of the works in the said agreement, tender, specification, general conditions, and special 
conditions, mentioned or referred to, until the 18th day of August, 1892, and that the said contractors do hereby jointly 
and severally covenant, promise, and agree with the said Minister, that they, the said contractors, shall, and will, well 
and truly complete the whole of the works mentioned in the specification, general conditions, and special conditions, and

the
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the plans or drawings therein referred to, mentioned or shown, in accordance in all things with the said tender, specifica
tion, general conditions, special conditions, and plans and drawings, on or before the ISth day of August, 189-; and 
further, that at all times hereafter the said agreement shall be read and considered, as if the said 18th day of August, 189-, 
had been named in and by the said agreement, tender, specification, general conditions, and special conditions, as the day 
on or before which the said works were to be completed and finished by the said contractors ; and that the said agreement 
shall not be considered as altered, or the stipulations, provisoes, and agreements therein or in the said specification, 
general conditions, and special conditions, in any way barred, waived, or departed from in any respect, other than as to 
the time within which the said works are to be completed, but that Her Majesty the Queen, her heirs and successors, the 
said Minister and his successors in office, and the Government of the said Colony, shall have all and every the rights, 
powers, and authorities, cause and causes of action, and suits, claims, and demands, given to or vested m her, or them, in 
and by the said agreement, tender, specification, general conditions, and special conditions in all respects against the said 
contractors, and each and every of them, as if the said 18th day of August, 1892, had been the day or-time originally 
named in and appointed for the completion of the said works; and that all, and singular, the penalties, forfeitures, sum or 
sums of money, rights and privileges which would accrue to, or vest in Her said Majesty the Queen, her heirs or successors, 
the said Minister and his successors in office, or the Government of the said Colony, for or by reason, or on account of the 
said works not being completed and finished within the time named, and according to the said tender, specification, 
general conditions, special conditions, and the said agreement shall accrue to, or vest in Her said Majesty, her heirs or 
successors, the said Minister and his successors in office, or the Government of the said Colony, if the said works shall not 
be completed and finished in all tilings on or before the 18th day of August, 1892; and that the said agreement shall at all 
times be read and considered as if the said 18th day of August, 1892, was, and is the time therein named for the comple
tion of the said works, instead of the said 28th day of October, 1891; and, lastly, that in consideration of such extension 
of time, as aforesaid, the said contractors shall not have any claim or demand against the Crown, or the Colonial Govern
ment, or the said Minister, for any alleged failure or delay on the part of the said Government in not setting out the said 
works, or furnishing plans or detailed drawings, or in not supplying machinery or materials, or otherwise arising out of any 
supposed failure, neglect, or default on the part of the said Government; . and all such claims and demands are hereby 
expressly waived and surrendered. In witness whereof the said parties to these presents have hereunto set their hands 
and seals the day and year first before written.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said William John Lyne, the Minister'j ______

for Public Works in and for the Colony of Hew South Wales, but not so J- WILLIAM JOHN LYNL.
as to incur or come under any personal liability in respect of the pre- j 
mises, in the presence of,— J. Barling.

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said John Carter, in the presence of,—
Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said David Graham Snodgrass, in the / 
presence of,— j

V. C. Lumsdaine.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said George Forrest, in the presence of,—

Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

J. L. CARTER. 

D. G. SNODGRASS. 

GEO. FORREST.

. Contract 79.
Agreement made this 10th day of March, in the year of our Lord 1892, between John Carter and David Graham Snodgrass, 

of Glebe and North Shore respectively, in the Colony of New South Wales, contractors, carrying on business together 
at the Glebe aforesaid, as contractors, under the name, style, or firm, of “Carter & Co.,” and hereinafter styled or 
referred to as “ the Contractors,” of the first part, George Forrest, of Glebe aforesaid, contractor, of the second part, 
and Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen Victoria of the third part.

Whereas the Minister for Public Works, of the said Colony, recently called for tenders by notice published in the Govern- 
merit Gazette (of which notice a copy is hereunto annexed), for the providing of all materials, labour, and every othci thing 
requisite and necessary for, and the performance, of all the works required in and about the construction, erection, and 
completion of the North Shore Main Outfall Sewer from near Long Bay to Mount-street, in the said Colony, as shown m 
the drawings relating thereto, and according to the specification, and under and subject to the general conditions and. 
special conditions which are hereunto annexed, and marked respectively “A,” “B,” and “C.” And whereas the con
tractors made the tender hereunto annexed, marked “D,” for the providing of all plant and materials (except such 
materials as in and by the said specification are mentioned as to be supplied by the Government of the said Colony), 
labour, tools, and every other thing requisite and necessary for, and the performance of, all the works required, in and 
about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion, and maintenance, of the said works m accordance, m all 
things, with the said specification, and under, and subject to, the said general conditions and special conditions, and in 
accordance with the several plans or drawings, relating thereto, in the office of the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, and 
marked “No. 1,” “No. 2,” “No. 3,” “No. 3a,” and “No. 4” to “No. 8,” inclusive, and at or for the rates or prices 
mentioned and set out in the schedule of quantities and prices to the said tender, and to complete the said works within 
twenty-four months from the date of the acceptance of the said tender, that is to say, on or before the 10th day oi March, 
1894, as mentioned in the first clause of the said special conditions. And whereas the said contractors and the said Geoige 
Forrest, carrying on business under the name, style, or firm, of “Carter & Co.,” sometime since entered into a conoract 
with Her said Majesty for the construction and maintenance of a storm-water sewer from Munni-street, Macdonald-street, 
Mitchell Road.' to Shea’s Creek storm-water channel, in the said Colony—the said contract being called or known as 
Contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs Storm-water Drainage. And whereas the said contractors and the said George 
Forrest, in carrying out the said contract, made a claim for certain extra works in connection therewith, aniountmg in all 
to the sum of £4,050 9s. 6d., which said claim they have agreed, by letter annexed hereto, marked ‘ E, to waive m 
consideration of the said Minister accepting the present tender of the contractors for the said mam outfall sewer, JNortn 
Shore. And whereas the Minister for Public Works of the said Colony, acting on behalf of the Government ot the said 
Colony, hath accepted the said tender of the contractors on condition that the said contractors and the said George borrest 
execute the release hereinafter contained, waiving their said claims on Contract No. 72 hereinbefore refeired to. And 
whereas the contractors have, in compliance with the requirement in clause six of the said special conditions, deposited 
the sum of £2,000 in the Bank of New Zealand, at Sydney aforesaid, in the name of the Under Secretary for Public YV orks, 
aforesaid, at interest, upon fixed deposit Number A7667, dated the 10th day of March, 1892, for twelve months^ and have 
handed the receipt for same to the said Minister for Public Works, to be held by him as such Minister, or the Minister for 
Public Works for the time being of the said Colony, on behalf of Her Majesty, as security for the due performance of this 
contract, and all other matters and things herein contained, and which, on the part of the contractors, are to be done and 
performed. Now this agreement witnesseth that, in pursuance of the said agreement to waive the said claims on said Con- r i r .i ° - i a- _ _r :j ..-j 4.1,,, iAc ovom-itirvi-i Ti^rAnf ■f-.n tHa sn/ifi (Teor£?e borrest.

je jiuiiesu uu icspcuw-uiiy , -—  -------- - >
said Minister, and his successors in office, the constructing authority, and his successors, and the Government ot the said 
Colony from all and singular the said claim or claims, and all actions, claims, costs, damages, expenses, and demands which 
they, the said several parties, hereto of the first and second parts, respectively, now have, or shall, or may, or otherwise 
could, or might, hereafter have, claim, or demand of, from, or against Her said Majesty, her heirs or successors, or the said 
Minister, or his successors in office, or the constructing authority, or his successors, or the Government ot the said Golony 
or any of them, respectively, on account of the said claim for extra work, or otherwise on said Contract JNo. U,, and all 
interest for or in respect of the same, or for or on account of any other thing relating thereto. And this agreement also 
witnesseth that in consideration of the premises the contractors do hereby for themselves, their heirs, executors, and 
administrators, covenant with and to Her said Majesty the Queen her heirs and successors : That they, the contractors, 
shall and will find and provide all the materials (except such materials as in the said specification are mentioned^as^to^be
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supplied by the said Government), labour, plant, tackle, tools, implements, carriage, machinery, scaffolding, and every 
other thing requisite and necessary for, and shall and will perform the various works required in and about the full and 
proper construction, erection, completion, and maintenance of the main outfall sewer, North Shore, commencing at nought 
chains, near Long Bay, and extending under private land to Grassmere-street near the eastern boundary of Cammeray Park ; 
under Cammeray Park to corner of Alfred and Ernest Streets; and along Alfred-street to Mount-street, where it terminates’ 
being a total length of about 1 mile 25'3 chains, together with shafts, branches, &c., connected therewith, being a portion 
of the work for Sydney sewerage—this present contract being called or referred to as “Contract No. 79”—in accordance in 
all things with the said specification, general conditions, and special conditions, and with the said several plans or drawings, 
and which are signed by the contractors, and at or for the rates or prices set out in the said schedule of quantities and 
prieis to the said tender. It being also hereby declared that any additions to or deductions from the said works mentioned, 
or set out in the said specification, or shown in the said plans, are to be paid or allowed for, as the case may be, at and 
according to the rates or prices in the said schedule of quantities and prices. And shall and will complete the whole of the 
said works within twenty-four months from the date of acceptance of the said tender, that is to say, on or before the 10th 
day of March, 1891, in accordance in all things with the said specification, general conditions, special conditions, and plans. 
And it is hereby agreed and declared between and by the said parties hereto that the said specification,-general conditions, 
special conditions, and tender, all being marked as aforesaid, and the said schedule of quantities and prices, all being here
unto annexed, as aforesaid, shall be read as incorporated in and forming part and parcel of these presents in like manner as 

'if the same had been herein written and set forth at length, and that the said specification, general conditions, special 
•conditions, tender, and schedule of quantities and prices, and these presents shall together be taken to be the contract 
.between the said parties in respect of the said works, and that all and whatsoever by the said specification, ceiiera! condi
tions, and special conditions, or any, or either, of them is to be done by the contractors or shown on the said plans shall be 
done in accordance therewith in all things by the contractors, their executors, or administrators, and that all and what

, soever materials, goods, matters, and things, which by the said specification, general conditions, and special conditions, are 
to be supplied by the contractors in and about the construction and completion of the said works shall be found, provided,

■ and supplied by the contractors, their executors or administrators, in accordance in all things with the said specification, 
general conditions, special conditions, and plans. And it is hereby agreed that if the contractors, their executors, or 
administrators, shall make default in proceeding with the said works, or supplying the materials which, under the said

. specification, general conditions, and special conditions, are to be supplied by the contractors, or in completing and finishing 
the said works in accordance in all things with the said specification, general conditions, and special conditions, and all 

. things therein contained, and within the time for the completion of the said works as mentioned or provided in the said 
, first clause of the said special conditions, the said sum of £2,000 so deposited as security for the due performance of this 
) contract shall be and- become forfeited to Her Majesty the Queen, and may be used, paid, and applied so far as the same 
may be required in and about carrying out and completing the works in the said specification mentioned, and if any balance 
shall remain, after the said works are completed, the same shall remain to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the 
said Colony, and that the right of Her Majesty to deal with the said sum of £2,000 in manner aforesaid shall be in addition 

. to all, any, or other rights or remedies which Her Majesty the Queen or the Government of New South Wales shall or may 
have or be entitled to against the contractors under these presents, or under the said specification, general conditions, and 
special conditions, or any or either of them or otherwise for any breach or breaches of this contract.

In witness whereof the said parties to these presents have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year first 
' before written.
• Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said John ) JOHN CARTER.

Carter, in the presence of.— j
Y. C. Lumsdaine. .

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said David ) D. G. SNODGRASS.
■ Graliam Snodgrass, in the presence of,— j .

V. C. Lumsdaine.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the saidj GEO. FORREST.

George Forrest, in the presence of,— f
V. C. Lumsdaine.

' Memokandum.
The return of the security lodged for the due performance of the above contract is and will be accepted by us without 
prejudice to any of the rights of the constructing authority to enforce the penalties prescribed by the contract by reason 
of the non-completion within the time specified, and to all other rights of the constructing authority.

As witness our hands, at Sydney, this twentieth day of June. a.d. 1894.
■ ’ ■ JOHN CARTER.

Witness,—Hakold F. Norrie, J.P. D. G. SNODGRASS.

Appendix No. 69.'
Contract 77.

The Under Secretary for Public Works to Messrs. Carter. Gummow, & Co.
Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 11 April, 1895.

I have the honor, by direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated the 
13th March last, is accepted for the construction of the northern main sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale sections, No. 77, 
at the sum of £15,500, in the terms set*out in the supplementary specification, a copy of which is sent herewith, and subject 
to the following special conditions, viz.:— '

That if it shall be represented to the Secretary for Public Works at any time during the progress of this contract 
that an undue number of men are being employed thereon who have not been domiciled in this Colony for six months 
previously to such employment, and such allegations be proved to his satisfaction, the Minister shall have the power to 
call upon you to discharge any or all such men, and on such direction being conveyed to you, under the hand of the Under 
Secretary for Public Works, you shall discharge such men forthwith ; and in the event of your non-compliance with any 
such direction, the Minister shall have the pow'erto declare this contract to be cancelled as if this stipulation had been 
expressly set out in the cancellation clause of the general conditions relating to this contract. .

The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the several contract exhibits relating to this contract, modified 
by the supplementary specification above referred to, and the plan submitted with your tender, and to be completed within 
seventy-eight weeks from this date.

A fixed deposit receipt, in favour of the Secretary for Public Works, for the sum of £775, will be required as security 
for the due performance of contract within the stipulated time, and a personal bond in the sum of £12,000, and two bonds
men in the sum of £6,000 each, in connection with the maintenance as set out in the supplementary specification. Will 
you be good enough to notify to me your assent to these terms, and at the same time submit the names of two responsible 
persons who are willing to act as your sureties. ■

; I have to refer you to the Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction for further information, and to
request that you will, when required to do so, call upon the officer in charge of bonds and contracts at this office, with your 

‘ sureties for the purpose of executing the necessary documents for the due observance of your contract.
I have, &c.,

. J. BARLING,
-------- Under Secretary.

* „ Estimate
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Estimate of tlie value of work to be performed.

Contract No. 77.—Johnstone’s Creek and White’s Creek Aqueduct, above Footings.

Description of Work. Unit. Probable
Quantity. Rate.

Brickwork.............................................................................................. cubic yard 1,935 2/10/-
£ s. d. 

4,837 10 0
Tarred metal decking............................................................................ >> 95 2/8/- 228 0 0
Special Milestone concrete..................................................................... 1,000 3/-/- 3,000 0 0
Sandstone concrete........................ ....................................................... 1,260

130
1/8/- 1,764 0 0

Sand filling between parapets .............................................................. > > V- 6 10 0
Pyrmont ashlars .................... ............................ ................................. cubic foot 13,250 3(6 2,318 15 0
Cement facing ....................................................................................'••• square yard 2,750 2(6 342 15 0
Slate covers ........................................................................................... each 40 2/- 4 0 0

£ 12,501 10 0

Agreement made this 16th day of May, in the year of our Lord 1895, between John Carter, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, 
and JDavid Graham Snodgrass, of North Sydney, in the Colony of New South Wales, contractors, carrying on business 
together under the name, style, or firm of “ Carter, Gummow, & Co.” (and hereinafter styled or referred to as “the 
contractors”), of the one part, and Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen Victoria, of the other part. ■*

Whereas the Minister for Public Works of the said Colony (hereinafter called the said Minister) recently called for tenders 
by notice published in the Government Gazette (of which notice a copy is hereunto annexed and marked “A”), for 
construction of the northern main sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale sections, Contract No. 77, Sydney Sewerage, as shown 
in the drawings relating thereto in the office of the Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, and marked 
“No. 1 ” to “ No. 10,” both inclusive, and according to the specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and 
special condition, which are hereunto annexed and marked respectively “B,” “C,” “H,” and “E.” And whereas the 
contractors made the tender hereunto annexed, marked “ F,” to provide the material and perform the various works 
required in and about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion of the said sewerage works agreeably to 
the said drawings, specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and special condition, as modified by the 
supplementary specification, also hereunto annexed and marked “G,” and the contractors’ drawing, marked “No. 11,” 
now in the office of the said Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, and at or for the price or sum set 
out in the said tender. And whereas the said tender was accepted by the said Minister, and such acceptance (a copy of 
which is annexed hereto, and marked “ H”) w'as duly notified to the contractors on the 11th day of April now last past, 
and the contractors have assented thereto, as per their letter annexed hereto, marked “I.” And whereas the contractors 
have deposited the sum of £775 in the Bank of New Zealand, at Sydney, in the said Colony, in the name of the Under 
Secretary for Public Works, at interest upon fixed deposit, No. a22,187, dated the 29th day of April now last past for 
twelve months, and have handed the receipt for the same to the said Minister to be held by him as such Minister or the 
Minister for Public Works for the time being of the said Colony, on behalf of Her Majesty, as security for the due 
performance of this contract, and all other matters and things herein contained, and which, on the part of the contractors, 
are to be done and performed. And whereas the said contractors have, with two approved sureties, catered into bonds to 
Her said Majesty conditioned to secure the due performance of the removal of so much of the said works at their own 
cost as shall have been constructed on the “ Monier System ” if the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time 
during either of the periods of maintenance set out in the said general conditions and supplementary specification 
respectively, and for the re-erection and construction of the said works, and for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage 
during the progress of such rebuilding at their owm expense in accordance in all things with the said specification, schedule 
to specification, general conditions, special condition, and plans therein respectively referred to, and witliin thirty-nine 
■weeks from the date of being called upon to do so. Now this agreement witnesseth that, in consideration of the premises, 
the contractors do hereby, for themselves, heirs, executors, and administrators, covenant with and to Her said Majesty the 
Queen, Her heirs, and successors : That they, the contractors, shall and will perform the various works required in and 
about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion of the said sewerage works in accordance in all things 
with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, special condition, supplementary specification, and 
drawings, and at and after the price, and within the time in the said tender mentioned. And that they will well and truly 
remove so much of the said works at their own cost as shall have been constructed on the “ Monier System ” if the 
Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time during either of the respective periods of maintenance set out in 
the said general conditions and supplementary specification, and re-erect and construct the said works, and provide for the 
full and uninterrupted flow of sewage during progress of such rebuilding at their own expense, in accordance in all things 
with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and special condition, and the plans therein 
respectively referred to, within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon to do so. And it is hereby agreed 
and declared between and by the said parties hereto that the said copy, notice, specification, schedule to specification, 
general conditions, special condition, supplementary specification, tender, copy, letter of acceptance of tender, and letter 
of assent thereto, marked as aforesaid, all being hereunto annexed as aforesaid, shall be read as incorporated in and forming 
part and parcel of these presents in like manner and if the same had been herein written and set forth at length, and that 
the said several annexures, the said drawings, and these presents shall together be taken to be the contract between the 
said parties in respect of the said sewerage works amplified in manner following: that is to say, that the said general 
conditions shall at all times be read and construed as if the stipulation contained in the said letter of acceptance of tender 
as to the discharge of men (not domiciled in this Colony for six months previously to their employment on the said works) 
employed on the said works when called upon to do so, and the penalty for non-compliance therewith had been expressly 
set out in the said general conditions.

In witness whereof the said parties to'these presents have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year first 
before written. .

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said John ) JOHN CARTER.
Carter, in the presence of,— i '

Harold F. Norrie.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said Frank 1 

Moorhouse Gummow, by his attorney, John f 
Carter, acting under power of attorney, f 

. dated the 2nd day of January, 1894, in the )
presence of,— Harold F. Norrie.

Signed, scaled, and delivered by the said David \
Graham Snodgrass, in the presence of,— j ,

Hakold F. Norrie.

FRANK MOORHOUSE GUMMOW
(By his Attorney, John Carter).

D. G. SNODGRASS.

This is the agreement referred to in 
a.d. 1895.

our respective bonds to Her Majesty the Queen, dated this 16th day of May,
A GEORGE FORREST,! gurcties

JAMES GILLAN, / &urcucs*
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie.

Know
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Know all men by tli'ese presents,—That we, John Carter, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, and David Graham Snodgrass of 
Korth Sydney, in the Colony of New South AVales, contractors, carrying on business together under the name, style, 
or firm of “Carter, Gummow, & Co.” (and hereinafter referred to as the said contractors), are jointly and severally 
held, and firmly bound unto Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen Victoria, in the penal sum of £12,000 sterling, to be 
paid in Sydney, in the said Colony, to Her said Majesty, her heirs, or successors, for which payment, well and truly 
to be made, we bind ourselves, and each of us, our and each and every of our heirs, executors, and administrators 
jointly and severally firmly by these presents.

Sealed with our seals dated the 16th day of May, in the year of our Lord 1S95.
Whereas, by agreement bearing even date herewith, and expressed to be made between the said contractors of the one 
part, and Her said Majesty of the other part, the said contractors covenanted to perform the various works required in and 
about the full and proper construction, erection, and completion of the northern main sewer, Leichhardt and Annandale 
sections, Contract No. 77, Sydney Sewerage, according to the copy notice, specification, schedule to specification, general 
conditions, special conditions, supplementary specification, tender, copv letter of acceptance of tender, and letter of assent 

. thereto, thereunto annexed, and marked “A,” “B,” “C,” “D,” “ E,” “F,” “ G,” “ H,” and “ I B respectively, and 
certain drawings relating thereto, now in the office of the Engineer-in-Chief for Metropolitan Sewerage Construction and 
marked No. 1 to No. 11, both inclusive.

And whereas the said contractors have severally offered to become and be bound to her said Majesty, her heirs, and 
successors, for the due removal of so much of the said works, at their own cost, as shall have been constructed on the 

Monier Systeni, if the Engineer shall be dissa/tisfied with the same, at any time during either of the periods of main
tenance set out in the said general conditions and supplementary specification respectively, and for the re-erection and 
construction of the said works, and for the free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding, 
at their own expense, in accordance in all things with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions 
special condition, and plans therein respectively referred to, and within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called 
upon to do so. Now, the condition of the above-written bond and obligation is such that if the said contractors do, and 
shall well and truly remove so much of the said works at their own cost, as shall have been constructed on the “ Monier 
System, if the Engineer shall be dissatisfied with the same at any time during the respective periods of maintenance set 
out m the said general conditions and supplementary specification, and re-erect and construct the said works, and provide 
tor tj16 free and uninterrupted flow of sewage during the progress of such rebuilding at their own expense, in accordance 
m all things with the said specification, schedule to specification, general conditions, and special condition, and the plans 
therein respectively referred to, within thirty-nine weeks from the date of being called upon to do so. Then this obliga
tion will be void and of none effect, otherwise to remain in full force and virtue.

. Signed, sealed, and delivered by the above-named'>
John Carter, in the presence of,— /

Harold F. Norrie.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the above-named 1 

Frank Moorhouse Gummow, by his duly consti- | 
tuted attorney, J ohn Carter, acting under power j- 
of attorney, dated the 2nd January, 1894, in the | 
presence of,— J

Harold F. Norrie.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the above-named 1 .

David Graham Snodgrass, in the presence of,— /
Harold F. Norrie.

JOHN CARTER.

FRANK MOORHOUSE GUMMOW. 
(By his Attorney, John Carter.)

D. G. SNODGRASS.

Statutory Declaration.
I, John Carter, of Sydney, in the Colony of New South Wales, contractor, do hereby solemnly declare and affirm

tllQit—
1. I am the duly constituted attorney of Frank Moorhouse Gummow, at present residing at Adelaide, in the province

of South Australia, under and by virtue of a Deed Poll or Power of Attorney, under the hand and seal of the 
said Frank Moorhouse Gummow, dated the 2nd day of January, 1894.

2. From letters and telegrams recently received from the said Frank Moorhouse Gummow, I have every reason to
believe, and I verily do believe, that the said Frank Moorhouse Gummow is still alive.

3. At the time of the execution by me as such Attorney as aforesaid of a bond to and agreement with Her Most
Giacious Majesty Queen Victoria, and bearing date the 16th day of May, 1895, in connection with Contract 
No. 77, Sydney Sewerage Works, I had not nor have I since received notice of the revocation by death or 
otherwise of the above-mentioned Deed Pool or Power of Attornev.

And I make this solemn declaration as to the matters aforesaid according to the law in this behalf, and subject to the 
punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement in any such declaration.

Taken and declared at Sydney, this 16th day of) JOHN CARTER
May, 1895, before,— j ’

Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

Appendix 70.
Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Grummow and Gillan to The President of Tender Board.

Sydney, 10 June, 1891.
W e have the honor to enter our protests against the acceptance of the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for 

Contract No. 79, North Shore Sewerage, on the following grounds :—
That the tender of Messrs. Bond and Hudson for Contract (No. 56, Potts’ Point sewerage, was accepted by your 

Board and not taken up by them.
2, Upon fresh tenders being called the tender of Mr. G. E. Hudson was the lowest, but was not accepted by the 

Board, m accordance with their rules and regulations.
t> i ^esG grounds we, as tenderers for the North Shore sewerage, beg to protest against the tender of Messrs.
Bond and Hudson being now accepted. .

We have, &c.,
GUMMOW and GILLAN. 

-------- CARTER & CO.
„ TTLet me have papers re Bond and Hudson’s tender for Contract 56.--R.H., 10/6/91. Herewith.—J.C.P., 1016(91.
Mr. Hickson for report.—J.B., 10|6/91. 1 1

In January, 1890, C. S. Bond (afterwards Bond and Hudson) tendered for Sewerage Contract No. 56 at a ridiculously 
low figure, and, as anticipated, had to throw up the contract and forfeit deposit. They were the lowest again when fresh 
tenders were invited, but did not get the work, they being ineligible under the Tender Board Regulations, clause 14. The 
same firm now (some sixteen months later) are the lowest tenderers for Sewerage Contract 79, and it is contended by the 
writers of the within letter that their tender should not be accepted. I cannot recommend that this course be taken. It 

under clause 14, they can be excluded from competing for other works at the pleasure of the President. But in 
all fairness there must be some limit (when no fraudulent action has taken place) to this prohibition ; and it seems to me, 
after sixteen months, all bar to their tendering should be removed. In recommendation on face of tender.—R.H., 10(6(91. 
Under Sec. 1 1

Resubmit when we deal with the tenders.—J.B., 30|12|91.

140—ir Appendix
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Appendix No. 71.
Contract No. 79.

No. 1.
North Sydney Sewerage.—Cost of lining over sewers 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in., and 4 ft. x 3 ft. Taking ordinary thickness of

sewer at 5 inches. .
Lineal feet, 3,282 "5—Length of sewer, 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in.

lin. yd.
Sandstone concrete, 1-inch thick......................... 62 at 37|6

2
„ 2i
„ 3
„ 4

Bluestone concrete, 1 
„ 2
„ 24
„ 3
„ 4

121-12 
162-73 
195-13 „
261-75 ,,

79-76 at 56|- 
162-17 „
204-38 „
247-24 „
334-97 „

£ s. d. 
116 5 0 
245 17 0 
305 2 4 
365 17 4 
490 15 7 
223 6 7 
454 1 6 
572 5 3 
692 5 5 
937 IS 4

Length of sewer, 4 ft. x 3 ft. = 2,539 lineal feet:—
Sandstone concrete, 1-inch thick......................... 49'56 at 37|6 .............. 92 18 6

.. 2 „ ................ .......- "
24 „ .................

„ 3
4

Bluestone concrete, 1 
„ 2
„ 24
„ 3
„ 4

101-09
127-66
155-05
210-31

189 10 10 
239 7 3 
290 14 4 
394 6 7

61-80 at 56|- .............. 173 0 10
127-65 „   351 16 5
158-35 ........................ 443 7 7
191-56 „   536 7 4
259-52 „   726 13 1

North Sydney Sewerage.—Comparative cost for varying thicknesses of two lengths of sewers, 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in. ;
length, 3,282-5 lineal feet:—

Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

2
2

24
24
3
3

4 
4

£ s. d. £ s. d.
116 5 0
223 6 7

339 11 7
245 17 0
454 1 6

699 18 6
305 2 4
572 5 3

877 7 7
365 17 4
692 5 5

1,058 2 9
490 15 7
937 18 4

Four feet x 3 feet lengths ; 2,539 lineal feet:— 
Sandstone concrete, 1-inch thick............................................... 92 18 6
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

Sandstone
Bluestone

2
2

2i
24
3
3

4 
4

173 0 10

189 10 10 
351 16 5

239
443

290 14 
536 7

394 6 7 
726 13 1

1,428 13 11

265 19 4 

541 7 3 

682 14 10 

827 1 8 

1,120 19 8

North Sydney Sewerage.—Comparative cost of packing for varying thicknesses over whole length of sewer.
Total length, 6,821 ’5 lineal feet.

Sandstone and bluestone in 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in. = 1 in. thick.. 
,, ,, 4 ft. x 3 ft. = 1 in. ,, ..

,, ,, 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in. = 2 in. ,, ..
„ „ 4 ft. x 3 ft. = 2 in. ,, ..

,, ,, 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in. = 24 in. ,, ..
,, ,, 4 ft. x 3 ft. = 24 in. ,, ..

,, ,, 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in. = 3 in. ,, ..
,, ,, 4 ft. x 3 ft. = 3 in. ,, ..

,, ,, 4 ft. x 2 ft. 8 in. = 4 in. ,, ..
,, ,, 4 ft. x 3 ft. = 4 in. ,, ..

The proportion of cost stands as follows :—
Taking the packing at 1-inch thickness as

3t 33 2 ,, ,,
33 33 24 ,, ,,

„ 3 „ „ .
,, ,, 4 ,, 33

£ s. d. 
339 11 7 
265 19 4

699 18 6
541 7 3

877 7 7
682 14 10

1,058 2 9
827 1 8

1,428 13 11
1,120 19 8

£ s. d.

605 10 11 

1,241

1,560

1,885

5 9

2 5 

4 5

2,549 13 7

1
2-049
2-576
3113
4-21

J. W. T. BOYS, 25/5/92.

No. 2,
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No. 2.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
Subject .-—Contract No. 79—North Sydney Outfall Sewer.—Driving of Tunnels.

' Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 19 May, 1892.

The tunnels from some of the shafts on this contract will be commenced in a few days, and it is, therefore, necessary that 
it should be settled how they are to be driven, whether with 4-inch charges of compressed powder, 2-inch charges or with
out blasting.

' With a view of arriving at the method which would give the least annoyance to the residents in the vicinity of the 
sewer, consistent with economy, I have made comparative estimates. .

The excavation by ‘ ‘ guttering and gadding” will cost 3s. per cubic yard more than with 4-ineh charges of compressed 
powder, but as it is impossible to drive the tunnel by blasting to the exact size desired, considerably more concrete has to 
be used in lining when the driving is done by blasting than when done by “guttering and gadding,” and taking this into 
consideration, I estimate it will cost about £1,250 less to do the tunnels without blasting compared with doing it with 4 
inches of powder.

The 2-inch charges, with the extra supervision that would be required, would be the most costly of any.
I wish, however, to point out that while it would save annoyance and money to drive the tunnels without explosives, 

it would take longer to do the work. J. DAVIS.

Messrs. Carter & Co. have undoubtedly fixed their schedule prices speculatively to increase their profits on the 
contracts as much as possible, and, if so, to the loss of the Department. Mr. Davis seems, therefore justified in the 
suggestions made, as they would likely cause a saving of £1,000, and clause 55 of the specification is no doubt a saving 
clause against speculative prices.—C. H. Ohm-sen Bagge, 19/5/92. The Engineer-in-Chief. ;

Ask contractors to see me on Thursday morning.—R.H., 23/5/92. Messrs. Carter & Co., 23/5/92.
M hile I think the Department would hardly be justified in adopting this unusual method of carrying out the work, 

it is very clear we should aim at getting our work done as economically as possible. Blasting may, therefore, be allowed 
on the understanding that the average allowance of 4 inches for concrete packing over and above specified size of tunnels 
be reduced to 2 inches.—B.H., 26/5/92. Mr. Davis.

Contractors informed. Copy of letter attached.—J.D., 27/5/92.

No. 3.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, 42, Elizabeth-street, 27 May, 1893.
Beferring to the conversation which your Messrs. Carter and Snodgrass had with the Engineer-in-Chief 

respecting the mode of driving the tunnels in your sewerage contract No. 79, and to your verbal agreement that on condi
tion you were allowed to do the tunnel excavation under item No. 3 of the schedule of prices, by blasting with 4-inch 
charges of compressed powder, you would not ask to be paid for more than 7 inches of lining, such 7 inches to include the 
g-inch thickness of cement rendering, I am directed to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has approved of the above 
agreement without prejudice to his right, under clause 55 of the specification, to order the excavation to be taken out 
otherwise should he deem it necessary to do so.

The cross-sections will be taken in the usual manner, and you will be paid for the excavation ordered, and for a 
maximum of 2 inches of concrete lining in excess of the excavation ordered.

Would you kindly write, intimating your acceptance of this arrangement. Yours, &e.,
--------------— J. DAVIS.

No. 4.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Contract No. 79, North Sydney Outfall Sewer.-
Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney Post Office, 2 June, 1892.

In reply to your letter of the 27th May, we hereby agree to accept the terms of the same, viz. :—That the 
excavation (tunnel) on the above contract shall be carried out under item No. 3 in the schedule of prices, and that the 
lining shall be paid for to a maximum thickness of 2 inches over plan dimension, making a total thickness of 7J inches 
instead of 7 inches as set down in your letter. We are, &c.,

. . -------- . CARTER & CO.
This is according to contract drawings.—J.D., 6|6/92.

No. 5.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney, 10 August, 1893.
. Referring to our letter of 2nd June, 1893, in which we accept a maximum thickness of 2 inches over plan 

dimension as to quantity to be paid for lining tunnel on contract No. 79, North Sydney sewerage ; we beg to state that 
this was agreed to on the supposition that the ground would admit of such dimension being practicable. .

In this contract, as in some others of a similar character, notably Contract No. 53, Waverley sewerage, the ground 
met with is of such a nature as to render it impossible to keep within the usual limits.

_ The 2 inches referred to was fixed as being 2 inches less than usually works out as an. average cross-section, but 
owing to the foregoing reason, and to unavoidable errors in the alignment, we ask to be allowed cross-sections equal to 
those of Contract No. 53, less the 2 inches which was intended to be deducted. We are, &c.,

. -------- CARTER & CO.
Register and connect papers.—J.D., 9/8/93. Previous papers 92/1,216 herewith.—F.C.P., 10/8/93.

_ No. 6.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. 1

Minute Paper.
Subject:—North Sydney Outfall Sewer, Contract No. 79—Contractors write, asking that the question of thickness of

lining in tunnel should be reconsidered. " ' ’
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,

' Sydney, 14 August, 1893.
In June of last year, at the time the tunnelling was commenced on this contract, the contractors undertook, if they were 
allowed to do the excavation under item No. 3 of the schedule of prices, they would not require payment for more than 
7J inches lining or a margin of 2 inches over the cross-sections of the tunnel excavation ordered.

The tunnel excavation is nearly finished and the first length of about 18 chains of lining is in progress.
The contractors now write asking that the question of the thickness of the lining to be paid for should be 

reconsidered.
They allege that the ground met with in the tunnels was of an exceptional nature, and similar to that on the 

Waverley and Woollahra branch sewer (contract No. 53), and they, therefore, desire that they be allowed cross-sections 
equal to those paid for on that contract, less 2 inches. " "

The rock in the tunnels at Waverley and North Shore is certainly alike, and a number of “floors” and “faces” 
were m,et with at both places which materially increase the area of the tunnels. The cross-sections as a consequence were 
uiiusu&lly large at Waverley, the average margin of the lining over'the excavation ordered being about 5J inched. 
Difficulties of the same nature have been experienced at North Shore, and the cross-sections are likely to work out equally 
at large as the Waverley ones. The
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The papers show that when the agreement was made it was thought that there would be no exceptional difficulties to 
be encountered in the driving, and that the lining would not exceed the cross-section of excavation by more than 4 tyiches. 
On this understanding, Messrs. Carter & Co. offered to forego 2 inches of the lining if they were allowed to do the 
excavation as they desired. The question now arises whether (seeing that the rock has proved to be similar to Waverley'), 
they should have the agreement modified so as to be paid on the basis of that contract. .

It was evidently the intention of the Engineer-in-Chief for the contractor to bear the expense of 2 inches of lining, 
and the contractors ask that by regarding Waverley and North Shore as parallel cases this should be done.

I, therefore, beg to recommend that the 2 inches to margin of tunnel-lining be increased to 3J inches in thickness.
6 J. DAVIS.

The 2 inches was decided upon on the assumption that the average allowance for concrete-packing was 4 inches. 
As it is now stated, this really works out at inches. Mr. Davis’ suggestion is only fair and equitable, and may therefore 
be adopted.—E.H., 15|S|93. •

For the consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief.—C. H. OhO'SEN" Bagoe, 15(8(93. Messrs. Carter & Co. 
informed.—.1. D., 21(8(93.

No. 7.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 21 August, 1893.
I have to acknowledge the receipt of yours of the 10th instant, stating the nature of the ground through which 

the tunnels have passed is not what was anticipated, and that therefore the maximum thickness of 2 inches over the cross
section ordered,for the excavation (see my letter, 27th May, 1892), is not sufficient, and asking that as the nature of the 
rock is similar to that passed through in the tunnels of the Waverley and Woollahra Branch Sewer, the cases be regarded 
as parallel, and that you be allowed the cross-sections equal to those on that contract less 2 inches.

In reply I have to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has decided, on account of the nature of the rock, to 
modify the agreement, contained in my letter of 27th May, 1892, to the extent of increasing the margin of 2 inches 
thickness of lining, over the cross-section of excavation ordered, to a maximum of 3} inches. Otherwise the terms of the 
letter to remain unaltered.

It is also to be understood that this additional allowance in the lining is to cover the cost of any extra concrete, 
which will be required through unavoidable errors in the levels and alignments of the tunnels, including those between 
shafts Nos. 3 and 4. .

Will you please accept this modification of the agreement previously made respecting the lining of the tunnels in 
writing. I have, Ac.,

° J. DAVIS,
---------------- Supervising Engineer.

No. 8.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to Supervising-Engineer Davis.

Ssri Alfred-street, North Sydney, 28 August, 1893.
We have the honor to acknowledge your letter of 21st August re maximum of lining to be allowed in tunnels on 

Contract No. 79, North Sydney Sewerage, and to inform you that we agree to accept the same according to the terms of 
your letter. Wc have, &c.,

Please put with other papers.—J.D., 30(8(93.
CARTER & CO.

Appendix No. 72.
No. 1.

■ Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Minnie Paper.

Subject:—Contract No. 79, North Shore Outfall—Recommending that Excavation be extended 85 links near Long Bay.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 26 May, 1892. 

The contractors ask that the excavation in their contract be extended 85 links nearer to Long Bay to give an outlet to the 
tunnel west of shaft at 0 chains. This length of excavation would have been included in Contract No. 79 to enable the 
surplus material to be conveniently taken to Long Bay where it has to be deposited, but at the time that contract was let 
the exact line of sewer east of shaft at 0 chains had not been finally settled.

I recommend that the contractors be given this short length of work, which will cost—tunnel excavation, 40 cubic 
yards at 60s., £120.

-------- J. DAVIS.
Mr. Davis’ statement is quite correct, and since the outlet end of this tunnel has now been decided upon, it will 

undoubtedly be of great convenience to the contractor to excavate the outlet end of 85 links at a cost of £120.—C. H. 
Ohlesen Bagge, 26(5(92.

The Engineer-in-Chief. Approved.—R.H., 26(5(92. Contractors informed.—J.D., 27(5(92.

No. 2.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, 42, Elizabeth-street, 27 May, 1892.
I have to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 21st instant, asking to be allowed to extend your tunnel 

excavation for 85 links east of shaft at 0 chains, and in reply I have the honor to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has 
approved of you doing as you wish, the excavation to be paid for under schedule item No. 3, and the tunnel to be taken 
out to admit of 4 feet by 3 feet sewer with one ring (5 inches) of mining being inserted. _

You may also make a cutting from the point where the 85 links terminate, as shown on accompanying tracing, but 
this work must be done at your own cost. Yours, &c.,

-------- J. DAVIS.
Tracing showing line of sewer for the 85 links extension enclosed.—J.D.

No. 3.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Papvr.
Subject:—Contract No. 79, North Sy'dney Outfall, Ernest-street Branch Sewer.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 19 October, 1893.

A length of 33 feet of the Ernest-street branch sewer was included in the above contract. The levels of the remaining 
568 feet could not be fixed at the time the contract was let, as the details of the reticulation draining to Ernest-street had 
not been worked out. The reticulation carried out is shown on attached plan in thick blue line, and that for which plans 
are ready in thin blue lines. At present the sewage from the pipes, and from the houses in the district, is draining into a 
creek, which crosses Walker-street near Ernest-street, and as (here are great complaints from the residents of the serious

nuisance
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nuisance caused thereby, it is most desirable that the sewage should be diverted into the outfall sewer as soon as possible. 
If the balance of the Ernest-street branch is constructed simultaneously with the outfall sewer, then, on the completion of 
that sewer (which will be in about six months) and the outfall works (designs for which are ready), the whole of the 
sewerage of the district referred to and shown on plan attached will be provided for.

By carrying out this branch in conjunction with Contract No. 79 a shaft, which is estimated to cost £160, which 
.otherwise would have to be sunk and built, can be saved. .

I recommend that Messrs. Carter & ,Co. be asked to do the work in question at their schedule rates for Contract No. 
/9, amounting to £1,220. '

-------- J. DAVIS.
'As Mr. Davis has explained, it will be a saving of £160 if this Ernest-street branch sewer is constructed now, while 

the work for the main sewer is in progress, and by the time the main sewer is completed the drainage of the Holterman 
and Berry Estate (which is ready for tendering) can be at once discharged into the main sewer through this branch. I beg, 
therefore, to submit Mr. Davis’ recommendation for favourable consideration.—C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 19)10193. 
Engmeer-m-Chief.

Recommended. _ It would be a most desirable thing, from a sanitary point of view, to let this work be done now as 
an extension of the existing contract. Funds are available.—R.H., 20)10)93. Under Secretary. List for approval.— 
J.B., 21)10)93. Approved by Minister. W.J.L. Order No. 3,737.—D.C.M'L., 28|10|93. J.B. Roads.—B.C., 
30)10)93. Seen. Mr. Davis to note.—R.H., 31)10)93. Contractors informed.—J.D., 27/11/93.

No. 4.
Supervising-Engineer Davis to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, - Department of Public Works, Sydney, 27 November, 1893.
I have the honor to inform you that the Minister has approved of your executing the Ernest-street branch sewer, 

as shown on the accompanying plan, in connection with your sewerage contract, No. 79, at your schedule rates for that 
contract.

I enclose a schedule in which is given the probable quantities of the different kinds of work in this branch sewer.
Will you please sign this schedule, undertaking to do the work at the rates referred to above, and given in the 

schedule. Yours, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
(Through Mr. Boys.)

Appendix 73.
No. 1.

The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Necessity for doing that portion of the North Shore Sewerage Works which connects Milson’s Point at Jeffrey-street.

The present contract. No. 79, comprising a length of 1 mile 2o'3 chains, of the main North Shore outfall sewer from Wil- 
lougnby Bay to junction of Alfred and Mount Streets, is the first section of the North Shore sewerage works.

The second section should be “the outlet works,” and the third section, which might be proceeded with simul
taneously with the outlet works, would be the extension of the main outfall sewer now asked for, from junction of Alfred 
and Mount Streets southward to the junction of Campbell and Jeffrey Streets, being (including some minor branches) a total 
length of about 76’90 chains.

By way of comparison, I have prepared an office estimate of the cost of this extension, according to present prices, 
amounting, as per detail statement attached, approximately, to £12,831 19s. 6d., and an estimate of the same work in 
accordance with contract prices of Contract No. 79 of the main outfall sewer in progress, which, as per detail statement 
attached, amounts, approximately, to £16,307 17s. 8d.

The detail plans of the outlet works are unavoidably very intricate, and it will take at least another month (if no 
other works come between) to complete the quantities.

The designs of the main outfall sewer extension, between Mount and Jeffrey Streets, excepting general plan and 
section, have not yet been commenced.

■------- C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE, 15|3/94.
There is no reason why this extension should not be gone on with at once. I cannot, however, see my way to 

recommend that it be carried out as an extension of the existing contract, which, at schedule rates, would amount to 
£16,307 17s. 8d., whereas the office estimate is £12,831 19s. 6d. The greater part of this difference lies in one item, 

Excavation in shafts, which, in present contract, owing to their great depth, carries a very high price, viz., 78s. per 
cubic yard. This Messrs. Carter He Co. are prepared to reduce to 40s. per cubic yard, which would reduce the total cost 
to £13,700, or about £1,000 above the office estimate. I believe, however, if tenders'were invited we could get the work 
done under the office estimate.—R.H., 22(3;94. Under Secretary. Submitted.—J.B., 28/3/94.

Referring to the Minister’s intimation this morning, that he was prepared to let Messrs. Carter & Co. carry out 
this work as an extension of their present contract, provided they agreed to do so for the departmental estimate of £12,831 
19s. 6d., no claims whatsoever to be made for extras, and all payments to be made at the allowed schedule rates, I have had 
an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared, on the part of his firm, to comply with the Minister’s decision. Submitted 
for formal approval.—R.H., 29/3/94.

For approval.—J.B., 30/3/94. Approved.—W.J.L., 30/3/94. Accept.—J.B., 30/3/94. ■

No. 2. ’
The Under Secretary for Public Works to Messrs. Carter & Co.

^rs» Department of Public Works, Sydney, 16 June, 1894.
. I have the honor, by direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated this 

day, is accepted for Contract No. 79a, Sydney Sewerage Works, at the sum of twelve thousand eight hundred and thirty- 
one pounds nineteen shillings and sixpence (£12,831 19s. 6d.), subject to the following special condition, viz. If it shall 
be represented to the Secretary for Public Works at any time during the progress of this contract that an undue number 
of men are being employed thereon who have not been domiciled in this Colony for six months previously to such employ- 
rnent, and such allegation be proved to his satisfaction, the Minister shall have the power to call upon you to discharge any 
or all such men, and on such direction being conveyed to you under the hand of the Under Secretary for Public Works, 
you shall discharge such men forthwith ; and in the event of your non-compliance with any such direction, the Minister 
shall have the power to declare this contract to be cancelled as if this stipulation had been expressly set out in the can
cellation clause of the general conditions relating to this contract.

The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the several contract exhibits relating to this contract, and to 
be completed within sixteen months from this date.

The security required on this contract will be a fixed deposit receipt, in favour of the Secretary for Public Works 
for the sum of £650. - ^ ’

. I have to refer you to the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage for further informa
tion, and to request that you will call upon the officer-in-charge of bonds and contracts at this office, for the purpose of 
executing the necessary documents for the due observance of your contract.

I am, &c.,
J. BARLING,

Under Secretary.
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“ E.’
Tender for Contract No. 79a, Sydney Sewerage Works.

To the Honorable the Minister for Public Works, Bridge-street, Sydney, N.S.W.,— _
We, the undersigned, do hereby offer to construct, completely finish, and maintain the various works for 

Contract No. 79a, Sydney Sewerage Works, in accordance with the supplementary specification, specification, special 
conditions, general conditions, and drawings, prepared for that purpose in your department, for the sum of £12,831 19s. fid. 
sterling, within sixteen months from the date hereof. . ...

Should this offer be accepted, we undertake to lodge with the Under Secretary for Public Works, within seven days 
from the date of notification of acceptance of this tender, a bank deposit receipt, in the name of the Secretary for Public 
Works, for the sum of £650 sterling, as security for the due performance of the contract.

We hereby undertake to execute the required contract when called upon to do so.
■ JOHN CARTER.

DAVID GRAHAM SNODGRASS.
16 June, 1894.

This is the tender marked “ E,” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 20th 
day of June, A.D. 1894. ___
Witness,-Harold F. Norrxe. _____ ^°G SNODGRASS.

“ F.”
Letter oe Acceptance.

Sirs, Department of Public Works, Sydney, 16 June, 1894.
I have the honor, by direction of the Secretary for Public Works, to inform you that your tender, dated this 

day, is accepted for Contract No. 79a, Sydney Sewerage Works, at the sum of twelve thousand eight hundred and thirty- 
one pounds nineteen shillings and sixpence (£12,831 19s. 6d.(, subject to the following special condition, viz. :

If it shall be represented to the Secretary for Public Works at any time during the progress of this contract that an 
undue number of men are being employed thereon who have not been domiciled in this Colony for six months previously 
to such employment, and such allegation be proved to his satisfaction, the Minister shall have the power to call upon you 
to discharge any or all such men, and on such direction being conveyed to you under the hand of the Under Secretary for 
Public Works, you shall discharge such men forthwith, and in the event of your non-compliance with any such direction 
the Minister shall have the power to declare this contract to be cancelled as if this stipulation had been expressly set out 
in the cancellation clause of the general conditions relating to this contract. ... . ,

The work is to be carried out in strict accordance with the several contract exhibits relating to this contract, and to
be completed within sixteen months from this date.

The security required on this contract will be a fixed deposit receipt, in favour of the Secretary for Public Works, 
for the sum of £650. . ,

I have to refer you to the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage for further infor
mation, and to request that you will call upon the officer-in-charge of bonds and contracts at this office, for the purpose of 
executing the necessary documents for the due observance of your contract.

I am, &c.,
J. BARLING,

Messrs. Carter & Co., Contractors, North Sydney. Under Secretary.
This is the copy acceptance marked “ F,” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated 

the 20th day of June, a.d. 1894. JX SNODGRASS.
Witness,—Harold F. Norrie.

Appendix No. 74.
Public Works.

(Report from the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, together with Minutes, respecting the Contracts let to Messrs. 
• Carter, Gummow, & Co.)

Ordered by the Legislative Assembly to be printed, 19 December, 1895
The Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Department of Public Works, Engineer-in-Chief’s Office, Sydney, 21 November, 1895.
As there appears a likelihood of the Session closing without an opportunity being given me of denying the statements made ■ 
by Mr. Varney Parkes, as regards the connection of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. with the Public Works Department, 
and the charges made against myself personally, I am reluctantly compelled to bring the matter again before the Minister.

Although it may be thought, as, indeed, it has been said, that I am making too much of this matter, and that no 
one really takes any serious notice of these statements, I need hardly point out what a serious matter it would be if they 
were believed, and either the Minister, my officers, contractors, or the general public lost confidence in me ; and there is 
always a fear of this taking place when charges such as Mr. Parkes has made are not contradicted.

I would, therefore, ask the Minister to consider the advisability of having these charges and statements thoroughly 
investigated by some independent authority, having full powers to call witnesses and examine them on oath.

ROBT. HICKSON,
-------- Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works.

Submitted.—J.B., 21(11)95. , , » ^ f j- ■ - u-Mr Hickson may be informed that the statements to which he refers herein have never had the eftect ot diminishing 
the complete confidence I, as Minister, have always had in him in the important office he holds. That I cannot believe 
they will, in the slightest degree, affect his position with reference to his officers, contractors, or the general public, and 
that having consulted the Cabinet as to his request for a commission of inquiry, I am able to state that my colleagues agree 
with what I have above written. If Mr. Hickson desires to place any rebutting statement before the public 1 shall have 
much pleasure in laying it on the Table of the Assembly.—J.H.Y., 10(12(95.

Mr. Hickson.-—J.B., 11(12(95.

The Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works to The Under Secretary for Public Works.
Department of Public Works, Engineer-in-Chiefs Office, Sydney, 17 December, 1895. 

While I cannot disguise the fact that I feel disappointed that the Minister could not see his way to have the charges 
made against me in connection with my dealings with the contracting firm of Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co. investigated 
by a Royal Commission, I quite understand the difficulties surrounding such a course, and very gratefully acknowledge the
handsome way in which that decision is conveyed to me. i j j*

As a written reply to the charges is the only course now open to me, and as the Minister has kindly extended to me 
the privilege of such reply, I gladly avail myself of his permission, and ask that he will give the following statement such 
publicity as in his discretion he may deem desirable. . ..

It is difficult in a report of this character to traverse all the charges m anything like an exhaustive manner, but 1 
will endeavour to do so as clearly as possible, and in the order in which they appear in Hansard, avoiding all personalities 
and confining myself to the simple facts of the case. Wil
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With the first portion of Mr. Parkes’ statement, that “ contracting in vast sums of public money must be conducted 
with the greatest purity possible,” I entirely concur. I contend, and I speak with a fairly large experience of tendering, 
not only in Australia, but in England and Ireland, that the system adopted in the Public Works Department in this 
Colony compares favourably with any other with which I am acquainted, in fact the department is so safeguarded with 
checks in its dealing with tenders that it would be practically impossible, without almost inconceivable collusion, to find 
a loophole for corrupt practices to creep in. The tenders are opened in public, and not only are the results published 
to the world in the daily press, but complete lists of the tenders received, and their amounts, are at once exhibited in the 
most conspicuous parts of the public offices, and before being dealt with by the responsible officers. Every subsequent 
action is capable of being fully criticised by an observant public ; in fact, a greater publicity is given to all our transactions 
with tenders, so far as my experience goes, than is granted in any other country in the world.

To come now to the more specific charges, I have, for the sake of convenience, made extracts from Mr. Parkes’ 
speech, giving my replies thereto m consecutive order.

During the week, or the week before, I asked the Secretary for 
Public Works whether Messrs. Gillan and Forrest were not sureties 
for the proper fulfilment of the contracts of this firm of Carter, 
Gummow. & Co. The reply I got was that Messrs. Gillan and 
Forrest were the sureties for those contractors. I wish honorable 
members to closely follow this matter. What I am about to read is 
a notice which appeared in the Sydney Morning Herald on the 13th 
of this month—that is, last Friday week—not very long ago. The 
notice shows that a dissolution of partnership took place, and that 
the very sureties for Carter, Gummow, & Co.—Messrs. Gillan and 
Forrest—are members of this business. The following is the notice :—

“ Notice is hereby given that the partnership lately subsisting 
between us, the undersigned, John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, 
George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, James Gillan, George 
Maddison, and Peter Ewing, as contractors, carrying on business in 
Adelaide (South Australia) and Sydney (New South Wales) under 
the name, style, or firm of Carter, Gummow, & Co., was on the 1st 
day of April, 1895, dissolved by mutual consent in so far as regards 
the said George Maddison and Peter Ewing, who retired as from 
that date from the said firm. All debts due or owing by the said 
firm will be received and paid by the said John Carter, David 
Graham Snodgrass, George Forrest, Frank Moorhouse Gummow, 
and James Gillan, who continue the business under the same style 
of Carter, Gummow, & Co.

“ As witness our hands this 1st day of April, a.d. 1895.
(Signed) F. M. Gummow. George Forrest.

John Carter. George Maddison.
D. G. Snodgrass. Peter Ewing.
James Gillan.

This is a nice state-of affairs ! I wish to point it out to honorable 
members, if they do not quite realise it. If the Government accept 
sureties consisting of persons who are members of the firm of con
tractors, supposing the contractors go insolvent, or cheat the Govern
ment by defective work, suppose they enter into fraud to defeat the 
Government in large contracts of £30,000 or £50,000, what check is 
there upon them ? The very specification which the Government 
issue makes it imperative that these sureties shall be disinterested 
persons altogether. The object of having sureties is to have men of 
means at the back of the contractors, so that if anything goes 
wrong—if the contractors go insolvent, or defraud the Government, 
if they carry out had work—the Government can come down- upon 
the sureties. But here is a case where these contracts total nearly 
£100,000, with sureties of their own partnership. This is a nice 
state of affairs.

I wish to go further, and to show that there has seldom been a 
case, taking it in this way, in which any private business would 
offer to give away contracts to the extent of £20,000 without offering 
them to competition and to tender. No private individual would 
ever dream of going into such a business transaction such as that. 
Yet this firm of contractors, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co., have 
received between £45,000 and £50,000 of Government contracts 
without any tender. Not that there were no contractors to tender, 

t because we know that at the present time of dearth of employment 
there were any number of contractors to tender, in order to keep 
their plant from being idle. They were willing to tender for the 
smallest work possible ; yet this work is given out without tender to 
this special firm of contractors.

I asked the Secretary for Public Works last week what connection 
Mr. Hickson had with the firm and with this work. I was told that 
Mr. Hickson was the engineer to these contractors; but I am 
informed, upon the most reliable authority, that of a Mr. Maddison, 
the contractor, who has left this firm, that Mr. Hickson took the 
position as a partner in the firm, he being a son of the Engineer-in
Chief. Now, it is an unfortunate position that this firm should have 
been allowed contracts under such circumstances as these ; their 
engineer having to communicate with his father, who is in a position 
in the Public Works Department, in which he could grant all sorts of 
concessions. This firm are the only contractors who during the last 
twelve months have received these numerous concessions. I have it 
upon the authority of Mr. Maddison, who has undertaken to produce 
a copy of the telegram, that a wire was sent in March, 1894, by one 
of this firm of contractors, Mr. Carter, to another member of the 
firm, Mr. Gummow, who was then in South Australia, to this 
effect : “ Mr. Hickson must he taken into the firm at any cost.” It 
was about this time that Mr. Hickson left the department, as his 
father said, on the score of retrenchment, and took up his position as 
an alleged partner in this firm, or, as I have been informed by the 
Minister, their chief engineer.

With reference to Carter & Co.’s contracts with 
the Public Works Department, a cash deposit has 
in every case been taken, and in the case of Con
tract No. 77, at Balmain, an additional personal 
security has been given for the stability of that 
portion of the work constructed on the Monier 
system, valued by the department at £12,000. The 
sureties in this case are Messrs. Forrest and Gillan, 
who are bound in the amount of £6,000 each, whilst 
the contractors, Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and 
Snodgrass, are bound in the sum of £12,000 
(£24,000 in all). This special precaution, which is 
unique in its way, was taken as the Monier system, 
though successful elsewhere, had not been pre
viously tested in the colonies, and is far beyond the 
requirements of the specification, these being already 
covered by a cash fixed deposit of £775, which is 
held by the department.

In this particular contract the department re
cognises only Messrs. Carter, Gummow, and Snod
grass as contractors, and so long as the sureties 
have separate estates to the value of the security 
required, and on this point every care has been 
taken [see the printed papers laid on the Table of 
the House], I contend the department has been 
properly safeguarded, especially when, as in this 
case, the personal security is over and above that 
usually demanded.

The firm has received one contract only without 
public tender, viz., Contract 79a, at North Sydney, 
amounting to £12,832; and even this was an exten
sion of work already in hand.

This contract was given them by the late Minister 
for Public Works, on the representation of Mr. E. 
M. Clark, M.P., who pointed out the urgent neces
sity for pushing on that portion of the work, not 
only from a sanitary point of view, but so as to 
prevent some 120 men then employed by Messrs. 
Carter and Co. on the first section of the North 
Shore Sewerage W'orks from being thrown on the 
already congested labour market. Even so, the 
extension was granted only on the contractors 
agreeing to a reduction of £3,476 from schedule 
rates.

My son is not now, nor never was, a partner in the 
firm, and as he happened to be in Adelaide, and, as 
far as I know, knew nothing about the firm’s tran
sactions in Sydney, he did not communicate with 
me, either directly or indirectly, in connection with 
the firm’s business.

I know nothing about the telegram alleged to 
have been sent in connection with the appointment 
of my son, having heard of it for the first time in 
Mr. Parkes’ statement, and cannot understand how 
it could have been sent, seeing that my son left the 
department in April, 1893, and that the telegram 
of March, 1894, is said to have been sent when he 
had already been in the employ of the firm for 
nearly twelve months.

Having
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Having established this connection between the Engineer-in-Chiefs 
son and the firm, I intend presently to show what concessions were 
given to these contractors. In the first place, they competed for 
some sewerage works which were going on at Balmain. Honorable 
members are well aware that these contracts are tendered for now
adays at schedule prices, that is to saj', quantities are taken out and 
the Government officers place schedule prices upon each of the items. 
Fifteen firms of contractors tendered for the works at Balmain at 
schedule prices, and the lowest tenderer was the firm of Messrs. 
Carter, Gummow, & Co. These contractors sent in a price tidicul- 
ously low as compared with the fourteen other firms tendering. 
Their tender was 28i per cent, under the schedule prices. The next 
was 18^ Per cent.

After their tender was accepted, and after they were notified of 
the acceptance, they were enabled to place plans in the department 
for the carrying out of the work upon an entirely new plan, called 
the Monier system. The other contractors had no opportunity of 
competing with the firm for the carrying out of the v’ork upon this 
system. I am assured by other contractors that whereas Messrs. 
Carter, Gummov/, & Co. obtained a contract at £15,500, they would 
have been willing to carry out the job at £12,500 to £13,200.

Under the schedule prices of which I have spoken there is one item 
put down for brickwork and cement arches, 2,020 yards, at £2 10s. 
a yard. That was substituted under the Monier system by sandstone 
and concrete, put down at £1 8s. per cubic yard. There was that 
difference in the prices for the 2,020 yards. On that item alone a 
concession of £1,050 was made to these contractors. Honorable 
members will see that when such concessions are allowed, other con
tractors must be quite within the mark in saying that if they had 
had the opportunity they7 could have carried out out the job at a figure 
from £2,300 to £3,000 below that paid to this particular firm.

The same firm within the last eighteen months received a contract 
for sewerage works at North Shore. They received their contract 
under a schedule tender, and their sureties as usual were those of 
their own firm. No query is made as to whether they are in a good 
financial state or as to whether they can provide good disinterested 
sureties.

After they had received the first contract the member for the 
district, no Soubt with the best intentions and with the object of 
finding work for the unemployed, recommended that a certain exten
sion should be carried out. The Engineer-in-Chief reported that as 
a matter of urgency certain extensions to the contract should be 
carried out along various streets. How is it possible that the work 
could have been urgent seeing that the outlet into the ocean for the 
whole of the sewerage scheme has not even been taken in hand ! 
Until the outlet has been completed, how could the urgency of con
structing branch lines of sewerage arise ? Without any contract 
tendering, without any preparation of plans, without an effort to 
save the country unnecessary expenditure, a contract of £35,000 
was given to this firm without competition for this extension work. 
It is no wonder that the contractors of this city complain of this 
contract being given.

In connection with this contract, I wish to point out that the 
Engineer-in-Chief, upon the 22nd March, 1894, wrote this minute :

“There is no reason why this extension should not be gone on 
with at once. I cannot, however, see my way to recommend that it 
be carried out as an extension of the existing contract, which, at 
schedule rates, would amount to £16,307 17s. 8d., whereas the office 
estimate is £12,831 19s. 6d. The greater part of this difference lies 
in one item, “excavations in shafts," which in present contract, 
owing to their great depth, carries a very high price, namely 78s. 
per cubic yard. This Messrs. Carter & Co. are prepared to reduce 
to 40s. per cubic yard, which would reduce the total cost to £13,700, 
or about £1,000 above the office estimate. I believe, however, if 
tenders were invited we could get the work done under the office 
estimate.—It.R. P.H., 22|3|94.”,
It was about this time that Mr. Hickson, junior, became a member 
of the firm. I find this minute by the Engineer-in-Chief on the 29th 
of the same month :—

“ Referring to tlie Minister’s intimation this morning, that he was 
prepared to let Messrs. Carter & Co. carry out this work as an 
extension of their present contract, provided they agreed to do so 
for the departmental estimate of £12,831 19s. 6d., no claims what
soever to be made for extras, and all payments to be made at the 
allowed schedule rates.-----”
That means that they might be allowed as extras—
“I have had an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared, on the 
part of his firm, to comply with the Minister’s decision. Submitted 
or formal approval.- -R.R.P.H., 29|3|94.”

This was on the 30th March, 1894. How sudden a change ! It is 
not the Minister who has to do with this. The Minister is generally 
led by the head of the department, it does not matter whether it is 
the present or the last Minister. The heads of these departments 
ought to be above reproach. There ought to be the greatest possible 
check put upon them. When we see a rapid change like this in a 
minute in a few days, after a son of the gentlemen concerned has 
taken office under the contractors, then there is some suspicion. It 
is impossible to make definite charges, but the case looks so grave 
that it ought to be filtered out in this House.

Mr. Young : Does the honorable gentleman assert that the engage
ment of young Mr. Hickson took place in the meantime—during 
those two or three days ?

With the exception of the arrangement made, as 
stated above, on Contract 79a, at North Sydney, no 
concessions have been made to Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co. Contract No. 77 (Balmain), which 
was let by public tender, and for which they were 
lowest tenderers, cannot be regarded as such, as 
they are allowed to construct the works in accord
ance with an alternative tender submitted with, 
and at tlie same time as, tlie others, at a slight gain 
in price to the department, and under conditions of 
the most stringent nature in case of failure.

The tenders were fairly close. [See papers laid 
on Table of the House.] Mr. Parkes is, therefore, 
mistaken in stating that the second tender was only 
1S£- per cent, below schedule ; it was 254 per cent., 
as against Carter & Co.’s 284 per cent., besides 
which, 284 Per cent, is not ridiculously low : it is 
not an uncommon thing to have tenders 30 per 
per cent, below schedule.

The tender, with plans for carrying out the work 
under the Monier system, was deposited with the 
Tender Board at the same time as all other tenders, 
and was simply an alternative one. After very care
ful examination by Mr. Darley and myself, the 
system was thought worthy of trial, under the 
severe conditions imposed, and the alternative pro
posal was recommended by the Board of Reference 
for acceptance.

The materials used in the Monier arches and 
sewer, substituted for brick and concrete, was not 
sandstone and concrete ; it was 3 to 1 compo., and 
was estimated by the department at from 80s. to 
90s. per cubic yard, not at 28s. as stated.

Cash security for £4,000 was taken in this case, 
as required by the specification. There were no 
sureties.

Contract 79a, an extension of 'the preceding work 
to Jeffrey’s-strect, was, as before stated, given to 
Messrs. Carter & Co. on the representations of the 
member for the district; but I strongly urged that 
tenders should be invited for the work, as I con
sidered that it might be done more cheaply.

The cost of the extension which was taken at the 
departmental estimate was £12,832, not £35,000 as 
stated.

As already pointed out, my son was never a part
ner, nor did he take office under Messrs. Carter & 
Co. between the 22nd and 29th March, 1894, when 
the change of front is said to have taken place, but 
had already been in the employ of the firm in 
Adelaide since May, 1893.

In my second minute, quoted by Mr. Parkes, it 
will be seen that I distinctly stated that I forwarded 
the paper, on an intimation from the Minister that 
he (the Minister) was prepared to let the work to 
Messrs. Carter & Co., and I carefully abstained 
from making any recommendation, merely forward
ing the paper for formal approval.

Mrj
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Mr. V. PARKES : I believe it was during that time.
Mr. Young : Does the honorable member assert that ?
Mr. V. PARKES-: I believe it was.
ihese gentlemen have a contract at Johnstone’s Bay for what they 

call stormwater channelling. This stormwater channelling is taken 
through a lot of mud flats. For four or five weeks the Government 
employed about forty or fifty of the unemployed to drain the water 
off this land for the contractors. Tile Government actually employed 
tile unemployed for this purpose. I can bring plenty of evidence on 
oath that forty or fifty men -were employed for four or five week.-, 
draining the water off the land where these gentlemen had to carry 
out their contract. The effect of that was to put £2S0 or £300 into 
the pockets of the contractors.

I could cite other concessions given to these gentlemen, informa
tion as to which has been given to me not by one contractor, but by 
twelve or fourteen. Innumerable concessions have been given to 
them, and it would only be wearying the House to particularise 
them.

Mr. Young : Let us have them all while the honorable member is 
about it!

Mr. V. PARKES : If an inquiry is made the House will find that 
there has been an undue amount of favouritism towards not only 
these contractors but many others.

To show the artffice with which questions are answered by the 
Engineer-in-Chief, on the 19th instant I asked these simple questions 
of the Minister :

“ (7.) What connection has a Mr. Hickson with this firm or with 
the works ? (S.) Is this Mr. Hickson a son of the present Emrineer- 
in-Chief?” b
This was the reply :

“ (7.) He is engineer to the contractors. (8.) He is the son of the 
Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works ; but the Balmain contract 
referred to is being carried out under the supervision of the President 
of the Water and Sevmrage Board and Engineer-in-Chief for Sewer
age Construction, Mr. Darley.”
Now, Mr. Darley has only been appointed to his present position 
about two months, and during all the time that this contract was 
being carried out it was under the Engineer-in-Chief.

Mr. Young : No.
Mr. V. PARKES : The Engineer-in-Chief was the chief designer 

of it, and the contract was not carried out under Mr. Darley. I 
made sure of that fact.
The Minister, in his reply, went on to say :

“In the case of the other contract referred to, namely, the sewer
age works at North Sydney, which was carried out under the 
supervision of the Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works, I am informed 
that Mr. Hickson, junior, had no connection with that work, beino- 
at that time in South Australia.” °
But Mr. Hickson has been going backwards and forwards between 
here and South Australia. That makes no difference as to his con
nection with the firm. He is looking after their work in South 
Australia, and looking after their work here ; and such an answer as 
that is, on the face of it, simply a blind, and it shows that there is 
some reason why there should be a full inquiry into the circum
stances attending this contract.

Mr. Lyne : Before the honorable gentleman sits down perhaps 
I migtit be allowed to ask him a question. He said that the firm in 
question had contracts to the amount of £35,000, and he only referred 
to one of £13,000. What other contracts made up the total of

Mr. V. PARKES : As far as I am informed, there was a contract 
of £13,000, another of £10,800, and another of £11,000, all let with
out tender.

140—x

The sand-pump dredging at Rozelle Bay, carried 
out by the department, flooded the land through 
which Messrs. Carter & Co. had to construct the 
Johnstone’s Creek storm-water channel. As this 
would have given them a claim for compensation, a 
drain had to be cut to take the water off their 
works, and place the land in the same condition as 
-when tender's were received, Messrs. Carter & Co. 
providing flood-gates at their own cost to keep the 
tidal waters out. The cost of the drain was about 
£70 ; it is, therefore, difficult to see how £280 to 
£300 can have been put into the contractors’ 
pockets. I am quite satisfied that, by my prompt 
action in this case, I saved the department a large 
sum w'hich the contractors could have claimed for 
the flooding of their works.

In any case this drain would have had to be made 
later on to form an outfall for Johnstone’s Creek 
during the progress of the continuation of the 
present work.

It is difficult to say what is meant by ‘£ innumer
able concessions” to these and other contractors, 
and the only cases I can think of are those of 
Messrs. Gilliver and Curtis, at Rookwood, and 
Messrs. Johnston, O’Rourke, and Gordon, at Rush- 
cutter’s Bay. The first of these had a contract for 
partly draining the Rookwood Necropolis, and this 
was extended so as to embrace the whole cemetery, 
at1 an additional cost of £5,747, at their schedule 
prices. The second case can scarcely be looked on 
as a concession, as the contract provided for the 
construction of a part of the whole sew-er, at the 
discretion of the Minister. This contingency was 
provided for in the specification in case the adjacent 
landowners were unwilling to allow' the sewer to be 
carried through their land without compensation. 
When the consent of all interested had been 
obtained, I directed the contractors—with the 
approval of the Minister—to carry out the whole 
work. The value of the extension was £2,071.

This contract was never under my supervision. 
It has, ever since the work commenced, been under 
Mr. Darley or Mr. J. M. Smail, ’who was acting 
Enginecr-in-Cbief for Metropolitan Sewerage con
struction, during Mr. Darley’s absence in New 
Zealand.

My son had no connection with any contract of 
Messrs. Carter & Co.’s in Now South Wales until 
last August, when he returned from South Australia. 
He was in the latter colony from May, 1893, and 
did not go backwards and forwards between here 
and South Australia in the interest of the firm. 
During the whole of this time (two years and three 
months) he got one holiday to visit Sydney on purely 
private business.

He has never communicated—directly or indi
rectly—with me or the office in connection with 
Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s works, the whole 
of the transactions with the office having been 
carried out either through Mr. Carter or Mr. 
Gummow.

The only contract let to Carter & Co. without 
tender is, as before stated, the extension of the 
North Shore Sewerage Works to Jeffrey’s-street 
(Contract 79a) for £12,832.

I am quite satisfied to leave this matter now in 
the Minister’s hands, and through him to accept 
the verdict of the public, knowing that I have 
never had, during the whole course of my pro
fessional life, any dealings with contractors which 
I would be afraid to expose to the most searching 
inquiry.

Any impartial person reading these replies, which 
I have made as brief as possible, can, I feel certain, 
only come to the conclusion that Mr. Parkes has 
been wilfully misled by some evil-minded person 
whose motives were as impure as their statements 
were false.

ROBT. HICKSON, 
Engineer-in-Chief for Public Works.

Minute
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Minute by The Under Secretary for Public Works.
Department of Public Works, Sydney, 19 December, 1895.

Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s Contracts. t c i, t> i
It is, I think, proper for me, in submitting this to the Minister, not only as Under Secretary but as Chairman of the Board 
of Reference, to express the entire confidence which the Board have in Mr. Hickson as one of its members. Every matter 
relating to the contracts which are referred to the Board is most critically examined, and I have great pleasure in saying 
that Mr. Hickson, as well as every other member of the Board, shows the utmost desire to have every phase of the various 
questions which arise in connection with tenders thoroughly enquired into, and to this end they willingly give all facilities

I fully agree with Mr. Hickson in saying that it is difficult to conceive of any practical method of applying further 
checks in connection with our tender system. I do not think there is any country in the world where such publicity is 
given to proceedings in regard to this very important matter. J. BARLING.

May be laid on Table of the Assembly.—19(12/95.

Appendix No. 75.
Statement prepared by Mr. C. J. Henty, of Parbury, Henty, & Go’s. Sales to Messrs. Carter & Co., and Carter,

Gummow, & Co., 1st May, 1892, to 30th June, 1896. 

Item.
i

Casks. Received.

North Shore. Marrickville. Annandale and 
Leichhardt. Waverley. Sundries.
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i 100 100
2 150 150
3 50 50
4 699 699
5 250 200 50
8 925 925

11 500 - 500
14 562 , 562

273 273
174 174

16 400 400
18 180 180
20 160 160
22 199 24 120 31 24
25 117 116 1
28 24 24
29 12 12

4 4
32 172 172

128 47 81
33 6 6
34 200 200
37 238 238
38 150 150

4 4
41 750 750
42 977 977 ...
43 358 358 ...
45 1,500 1,500
47 2,528 654 1,874
49 ’ 50 50
50 200 134 66
53 250 250
55 100 100
57 100 100
59 750 750
60 250 250
61 50 50
63 100 100
64 1,000 .......... * 200 800
65 1,000 1,000

2,000 2,000
66 9 9
67 1,000 1,000
69 1,124 1,124
70 100 100
71 24 24
72 114 114

32 32
73 24 24
74 100 100
75 30 30

12 12
76 100 100
77 50 50
78 100 ioo
79 50 50

20,509 1,695 4,200 100 7,367 128 5,924 595 100 150 24 150 76
1,695

18,814
Deduct—150 casks, July 25th, 1894.

98 ,, August 27th, 1894.
584 ,, September 7th, 1894.

844 12 ,, November 12th, 1894.
844 deduct.

17,970 Grand Total.
Appendix
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Sir,

Appendix No. 76.
Papeks—Contract No. 72.

No. 1.
The Council Clerk, Newtown, to The Secretary for Public Works.

r . , „ ,, , u . , ,, Borough of Newtown, Town Hall, 10 April, 1890.
1 have the honor, by direction of the Borough Council of Newtown, to ask you to be so good as to appoint a day 

to receive a deputation from the Councils of Newtown and Macdonaldtown for the purpose of considering the advisability 
of extending the present sewer from Munni-street to Shea’s Creek. ■ I have, &c., *

JESSE COWLEY,
-------- Council Clerk.

■R r iS^Lnorep0r^Wili first b?, °’)tained> then to Mr. Hickson.—J.B., 11/4/90. Mr. Hickson.—D.C.M'L. ipvo U.S.), 
^ W v Mr. Bagge.—P.H.F. (ptr W.S.), 17/4/90. Beport herewith.—M.O.B., 11/6/90.

r r. isagge s report herewith. This is one of the many storm-water sewers which are much required, but as I pointed 
out on a previous occasion, there are no funds, and to charge the work to the Western Suburbs Sewerage rate simply 
means that an excess will be required on that rate.—K.R.P.H., 13/6(90. Under Secretary. '
a • i W?;L vf “ wel1 ^ get a comprehensive report on the question of storm-water sewers : it is hardly

advisable to deal with it piece-meal. In the meantime, the Council to be informed of our action herein.—J.B., 17/6(90. '
Clerk NewTowu bw^/onSfcer’2a/Uw-’Inform, then to Mr. Hickson.—J.B., 23/6/90. Council 
B BkT> H 9Sn24/6/9T'i, Mr‘ HIc^on.-D.C.M'L. (pro U.S.), B.C., 28/6/90. Mr. Bagge to see me aboutthis.- 
surveys &c—C HO fi1 30/6/90en ^ Englneer'ln'Chlef ’ ^ls work to be started when a vote has been passed for these

No. 2.
Minute Paper.

Stibject .-—Temporary Occupation, Contract No. 72—Munni-street to Shea’s Creek Storm-water Channel.
Department of Public Works, Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 27 January, 1891. 

atovTehamieireWltl1 *traCmg of lancl wblcl1 it; wil1 be necessary to occupy in connection with the construction of the

rnnQPnt be S<teti, ^i0111^41!? J’fiPT tbe4e,ssees on Mr- Mfilliam Cooper’s property have given their written
consent to the use of the land, but that Mr. J. R. Hill, as attorney for Mr. Cooper, refuses to do so.
but nnt datfd tui ?£close ^ "°.tlce *° ^ °wner, Mr. Cooper, in the usual form, which should be signed by the Minister,
but not dated till the ground is actually required. J
Mr. Bagge. JAMES S. MOLLISON.

wnter chauupl0 MrVM°ilbSOn t mL“UJeJe jemporary resumption of land along the course of Munni-street storm-
?htf CharLf0trt ^ are now invited.—C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 29/1/91. Engineer-in-
tobi'resnmed but ^_d'0'f'’i t9/ /9t1- r Mr‘ to See 29/1/91. This land will eventually have
to be resumed but m order to let contractors on to it as soon as tender is accepted, temporary occupation is required.-
sent irnt ■ S,ubmltted S'gnature.-J.B., 30/1/91. Please see that is done before letter is
sent out—J.B., 30/1/91. Quote Act m letter.—B.S., 30/1(91. R.R.P.H., 31/1/91. Mr. Mollison to carry out
SMnownbeIfmw°nd7F'CVb'’ 2/2'!90-, Act 1"oted and date filled in (March 5th, 1891). The letter and tracing 
should now be foiwarded, as the contractors are about to commence work.—J.S.M., 5/3/91. Mr. Bagge Mr Finer
Mr^Hansm-cHn a/3/91. Letter delivered by Messenger WalshPto

No. 3.
List of Tenders.

No. Name. Amount of Tender. Amount of De Nature of 
Deposit.

i Carter & Co........................ £ s. d. £ s. d.
Cheque.2 Phippard Bros........................

3 Jas. Atherton......................... 1 }}
4 Parry and Farlev .............. »
5 A. McSweeney ......................... 9Q Q77 H
6 C. B. Bond............................ ......................... Cash.

Cheque.7 James Flood .............
8 C. Richards ..................... 9^ finn i>

9 Gummow and Gillan ... 9* QQ* 0
7

0
0

a
10 John Shunn ................... 28,205

9S 990
282 0 0 if

11 -U. A. Briere & Cov.......... a
12 Murray and Stuart—received late 28)693 10 11 300 0 ’>

if

23/2/91. R. R. P. HICKSON.

The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage to The Engineer-in-Chief.
Subject .-—Temporary Occupation—Munni-street to Shea’s Creek Storm-water Sewer.

Department of Public Works, Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 14 March, 1891. 
HiiKEtviTH I forward a notice of temporary occupation for the signature of the Minister.

I he portion to be occupied is required for a temporary outlet to the Munni-street to Shea’s Creek storm-water 
of t^mrtMn^Hinfnv011/^110*1011 of *he,cana1’ being undertaken by the Harbours and Rivers Department. The whole 
requirer^l ”hrt ildone.t0bereSUmedWhenthe 18 contmued as Proposed, and the temporary occupation will be

C. H. OHLFSEN-BAGGE.
18/3/qiSubmTtofrd„'^F'CTb ■ , Under Secretary.—R.R.P.H., 16/3/91. Submitted.—D.C.M'L, (pro U.S.)
18/3/91. Letter signed by the Colonial Treasurer and returned herewith.—D.C.M'L, {pro U.S ) BC 18/3/91 Road^ 
Letter delivered by Messenger F. Walsh, 19(3(91. Mr. Davis to note.-F.C.P., 24(3(91. Noted._J D., 24(3(9L

Permission
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Permission to enter properties for the construction of the Munni-street and Macdonaldtown Park Storm-water Sewer.
From the report made by Mr. Liddell, it would seem that Mr. J. R. Hill, attorney for Mr. Wm. Cooper, is, the only 
owner on the line of the Munni-street sewer who refuses permission to enter. The other owners and Mr. Cooper s tenants 
have all given written permission. , , , , ■, T i

I presume that over the portions not under lease temporary occupation will have to be taken, and I would recommend
that a tracing and notice should be served on Mr. Hill at once. JAMFS S MOLLISON
Mr. Bagge. ■ -------- ' 12(1 (91.

Mr. Mollison to prepare tlie necessary tracings and papers.—C.H.O.-B., 12|1|91.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Lands along the course of the Macdonaldtown Storm-water Sewer.

Department of Public Works, Sewerage Branch, Sydney, G January, 1891. 
ivate land through which the line of the proposed Macdonaldtown storm-watThe names of the owners and occupiers of priv ater

sewer passes have been ascertained, and the parties have been interviewed after considerable trouble, and I have to report
as follows:— . . - , w i i v< a i. • 1.1 i i *1st. The land coloured brown on the accompanying tracing is part of the Waterloo Jtstate, m the borougn ot 
Alexandria. It is the property of Mr. Wm. Cooper, for whom Mr. J. R. Hill, of the United Chambers, corner of Geoige 
and Hunter Streets, is the agent and attorney. , i r™ /-< i c?

2nd. The occupiers are Messrs. Eaves Bros, {boiling-down), W. Mdlkinson (carter), and Ihos. Creen anu oons 
(boiling-down). I obtained the consent of Green and Sons and W. Wilkinson to the use of their holdings for the purposes 
of the construction of the sewer, and their written consent is appended. Messrs. Eaves Bros, promised to give every 
facility for carrying on the work, but would not give a promise in writing, as they are only tenants at will. I hen 
holding is very little affected by the course of the sewer.

. 8rd. I waited upon Mr. J. R. Hill, the attorney for Mr. Cooper, and requested permission to open up and cart over 
that portion of the Waterloo Estate through which the sewer passes, and explained fully to him the objects and advan
tages of the w'ork, and also pointed out that the surplus material excavated would be used for nlling in the creek and 
drains and equalising the surface of the ground. Mr. Hill admitted that the estate, in common vdth adjoining properties, 
would beneiit largely by the work, but nevertheless refused emphatically to give the required permission, saying that 
“ he would make no concessions to the Government other than those which the law would compel him to m£jke.

4th. The land coloured pink on the accompanying tracing is the property of Mr. Stephen J. Bryen, of “Lynwood, 
Avoca-street, Randwick, and is occupied as a grazing paddock by Mr. H. Knight. Mr. Knight promised to give eyerj 
facility for carrying out the work. I then called upon the owner, Mr. Bryen, at Randwick. He promised to consider 
the matter and communicate with me yesterday (5th instant), but up to the present has not done so.

5th. The land intervening between Toogood-street and Campbell-street, coloured blue on the tracing, is the property 
of Mr. Jno. Goddard, of Harold-stroet, Macdonaldtown, and is mortgaged, I am informed, to Mr. 0. B. Fitt, solicitor, of 
Tattersall’s Chambers, Hunter and Castlereagh Streets. Mr. Pitt expressed himself willing to consent to Mr. Goddard 
granting the permission required. I waited on Mr. Goddard, who would not do anything in the matter without consulting 
Mr. Pitt. Mr. Goddard requested me to meet him at Mr. Pitt’s office at noon to-day (6th instant).

6th. I have examined the deed of grant of Cooper’s Waterloo Estate, and find that the watercourses are included in 
the grant. There are certain conditions attached to the grant, one of which reserves to the Crown the right to a highway 
through the estate, but none of them cover any drainage or sewerage rights. _

7th. I suggested to the Mayor and Council Clerk of Macdonaldtown, in the first instance, that they should conduct 
negotiations with the people through whose land the sewer passes, but they stated that owing to somewhat unfriendly 
relations existing between the Borough Council and the parties concerned it would be better for the Department to deal 
with them I have, &C.,with them. AND. T. LIDDELL.

No. 5.
Minute Paper. '

Sui/eci .•—Contract No. 72, Sydney Sewerage Works.
Department of Public Works, Bonds and Contract Branch, Sydney, 19 March, 1891. 

The bond herein duly prepared has been executed by the contractors, Messrs. Carter & Co., and stamped, and may now be 
forwarded to the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. The tender and all other papers herein are sent herewith.

HAROLD 1. NOltKIL,
_____ Officer-in-Charge.

Commissioner for Roads.—D.C.M'L. {pvo U.S.), B.C., 19|3|91. Mr. Davis to see.—F.C.P., 20|3|91.

Tenders foe Publio Works.
Department of Public Works, Sydney, 13 February, 1S91. 

Tenders will be received at this office for the public works specified in the Schedule hereunder, up to 11 o’clock a.m., 
of the various dates set forth in the second column. . .. , -i i

All envelopes containing tenders must be addressed to the President of the lender Board, and have legibly endorsed
upon them the name of the work for which the tender is submitted. , ,, , , * i -n i,„

Tenderers may be in attendance when the tenders are opened, and the name of the lowest tenderer will be 
announced, if possible, before the duties of the Board have terminated. . . . . .

The following conditions will have to be strictly complied with, otherwise the tenders will not be taken into 
consideration

1st.—Each tender must state the time within which it is proposed to complete the work, and in every instance the 
full name or names of person tendering, also the names in full, occupations, and addresses of proposed bondsmen.

2nd._At the foot of every tender there must be a memorandum, signed by the party tendering and two responsible
persons as sureties, agreeing to be answerable for the due performance of the contract, in Urn event

.mi.— ino tenuer win ue cunammeu. winmi mum ii^v^ ~ —----
are to be received, unless there are circumstances which, in the opinion of the Board, render it desirable tuat it 
should be received.

4th.—Every tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according 
to the following scale, viz. :—

For amounts up to £500 inclusive ..................................................................... £& ^

For all sums over £1,000, I per cent of the amount of tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit to 
be in the form of a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the manager of the bank upon 
which it is drawn, or a bank draft. +,_

5th.—Any tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless otherwise directed oy tne
Board, be deemed to be informal and rejected accordingly. 6th.-
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6th.—In the event ot any tenderer failing to take up his tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the contract 
within the time specified, or withdrawing his tender after it shall have been opened, whether such tender shall 
have been accepted or not, all moneys deposited by him on account of such contract shall be absolutely forfeited 
to the Crowm, and shall be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony.

7th.—Whenever a tenderer shall fail to proceed with a contract as aforesaid, fresh tenders shall be invited at short 
notice for the wmrk, unless in the opinion of the President there are circumstances which make it desirable for 
another tender in the same series to be accepted, but the tenderer by whose default such a course has been 
rendered necessary shall be excluded from the competition, and from any competition for other works, at the 
pleasure of the President.

8th.—In the event of any contract being tendered for at a schedule of rates, the approximate quantities as given of 
each item must be w'orked out and a total sum shown.

All deposits, with the exception of that of the lowest tenderer, when practicable, will be returned to the persons 
entitled thereto, immediately after the Board shall have adjourned ; and the deposit made by the successful tenderer shall 
be returned to him on executing the bond for the fulfilment of the contract. When the contract is for a less sum than 
£200, the deposit with tender will not Ire returnable until the service is satisfactorily completed.

It is to be understood that the Government does not bind himself to accept the lowest or any tender ; and no tender 
will be accepted until the head of the branch under whose directions the work is to be carried out has reported upon the 
whole of the tenders received.

BRUCE SMITH
Roads.

Description of Work or Supplies to be 
Tendered for.

Dates up to which where Plan, Specification, and Form of
lenders will be Tender may he seen,

received. J
Remarks. •

ft * o s *

Construction of a Storm-water Sewer, Munni- 
street to Shea’s Creek, Contract No. 72,

• Sydney Sewerage Works.
* * ft * *

18 Feb., 1891 ...

ft ft

Sewerage Office, Lincoln’s Inn Cham
bers, Elizabeth-street.

ft . ft

See also special 
notice.

* *

This is the copy notice referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th day of 
March, a.d. 1891.

JOHN CARTER.
D. G. SNODGRASS.

Witness—Hakold F. Norrie. ' GEO. FORREST.

■ “C.”
Tender for Contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs Storm-water Drainage.

To the Honorable the Minister for Public Works, Bridge-street, Sydney, N.S.W.
We, the undersigned, do hereby tender and offer to construct, completely finish, and maintain the various works for 

Contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs storm-water drainage, in accordance with the conditions of contract, specifications, 
and drawings prepared for that purpose in your department, for or at the rates particularly entered in the accompanying 
schedule of prices, and enclose herewith Treasury deposit, as required by clause 20 of the General Conditions.

Should this tender be accepted, we undertake to lodge with the Under Secretary for Public Works, within seven 
days from the date of notification of acceptance of this tender, a bank deposit receipt, in the name of the Secretary for 
Public Works, for the sum of £900 sterling, as security for the due performance of the contract.

In the event of our failing to do so, or to sign the required contract within the time specified in clause 20 of the 
General Conditions, we hereby distinctly agree to forfeit to the Queen the sum deposited with this tender.

CARTER & CO.,
St. John’s-road, Glebe. 

JOHN CARTER,
Glebe.

D. G. SNODGRASS,
Glebe.

GEORGE FORREST,
18 February, 1891. ' Glebe.

This is the tender marked “C,” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 16th 
day of March, a.d. 1891.

JOHN CARTER.
- D. G. SNODGRASS.

Witness—Harold F. Norrie, J.P. ' -------- GEO. FORREST.

Contract No. 72.—Schedule of quantities and prices for constructing and completing concrete and stoneware pipe storm
water sewer, from Munni-street along Macdonald-street to Mitchell-road and Shea’s Creek, with manholes, flushing- 
chambers, junctions, &c., subject to omissions, additions, deviations, or alterations, as provided. The quantities in this 
schedule are not guaranteed as correct, but are merely given for the guidance for intending contractors, this being a 
Schedule of Prices Contract.

o ■ Rate
n S Description of Works. Unit. Probable quantitj, per Amount.
?Zi-« unit.

i General excavation in open trenches for sewers, junctions, curves, £ s. d.
manholes, pipe-drains, &c., including grubbing, clearing, tim
bering, unwatering, road-restoring, coffer-dam, removing of old
stone abutments and timber-decking of existing road bridge, 
depositing the excavated materials beyond actual site of works 
in separate spoil-banks, complete, as specified in clauses 34 to 36,

cubic yard 26,200 2|6 3,275 0 0
2 Filling in below, at sides, and over sewers, junctions, curves, man

holes, into abandoned open channels, road embankment, &c.,
including the providing of quarry filling, lead from sistes of ex
cavations or temporary spoil-banks, or any other sources outside 
the limits of this contract, to the place of permanent deposit,
breaking, road-restoring, ramming, watering, leading surplus and
rejected material to spoil, as specified in clauses 47, 50, 51, 53 
to 62, inclusive ................................................................................ 12,000 V- 600 0 0
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N
o of

 
Ite

m Descuption of Works Lmt Piobable quantitj
Rate
per

Unit
Amount

3 Sodding at both sides of new channels, and where ordered, complete, £ S d
as specified m clause 63 square yard 1,000 if- 50 0 0

4 Brickwork, any thickness, shape, arched, Ac , where ordered, in any
situation, as specified in clauses 96 to 99 cubic yaid 110 80|- 440 0 0

5 Sandstone concrete, any shape, form, thickness, arched, Ac , where
ordered, m any situation, as specified in clauses 78 to 95 m
elusive 8,100 34)- 13,770 0 0

6 Cement facing, £ inch thick, wheie ordered, in any situation, as
specified m clauses 112 squaie yard 11,600 2)6 1 450 0 0

Providing, laying, and joining glazed stonewaie plain jnpes, *n
trenches, and where ordered, including fixed discs, as specified
m clauses 16, 40 42, 44, and 73 to 77 —

7 24 inches internal diameter lineal foot 250 15)- 187 10 0
S 21 „ „ )} 20 12)- 12 0 0
9 38 „ „ 550 71- 192 10 0

10 12 „ „ 20 51- 5 0 0
11 9 „ ,, J3 20 31- 3 0 0
12 6 „ „ 20 2)- 2 0 0
13 Less than 6 inches internal diametei 20 2)- 2 0 0
14 Providing and fixing m position hardwood timber in piles, walmgs,

sheet piling, including ironwork, as specified m clause 71 cubic foot 600 41- 120 0 0
15 Providing and fixing in position hardwood timber in platform, m

eluding ironwork, as specified m clause 70, where ordered J} 600 31- 90 0 0
16 Timber, ordeied in writing, to be left m excavations, as specified in

clause 43, including all iron used m fixing same 600 -16 15 0 0
17 Sandstone pitchers, laid where ordered, as specified m clause 114 square yard 40 15|- 30 0 0

IRONWORK
18 Providing, delnermg, and fixing m position girders, including

bedding same on special mortar, as specified in clauses 91 and
102 to 107 cwt 74 cwt 22 lb 25/- 92 14 11

19 Providing, delivering, and fixing cast iron gratings, as specified and
shown on drawing No 5, weighing 4 cwt each, as specified in
clauses 90 and 108 to 111 each 32 90/- 144 0 0

20 Cast iron ventilating gr ites, with square frames, 22 inches diameter
internal opening, tarred sawn hardwood bricks m centre, fitted
into panels, circular dirt box 8 inches deep, complete, as shown
on drawing No 5, and as specified m clauses 90 and 108 to 111,
placed in position, weighing each about 9 cwt >> 6 200)- 60 0 0

GENERAL
21 Special bluestone conciete (clause 26) where ordered in any situation,

m the construction of these works cubic yard 5 60)- 15 0 0
22 Permanent puddle, wheie ordered in any situation m the construction

of these works (temporary puddle ordered for purposes of execu
tion of work not to be paid for) 5 2/6 0 12 6

23 Bluestone metal (clause 19) 1^-mch gauge, stacked 5 15/- 3 15 0
24 Bluestone metal (clause 31) 2J mch gauge, stacked 5 14/- 3 10 0
25 Sharp, clean washed sand, stacked 5 4/- 1 0 0
26 Oregon timber, m scantlings or planks cubic foot 100 21- 10 0 0
27 Wrought iron m bolts, screws, nails, spikes, and galvanized step irons lb 1,000 /6 25 0 0
28 Portland cement cask 5 20/- 5 0 0
29 Artisan or mechanic, supplied by contractor day 10 15)- 7 10 0
30 Quairyman or other skilled labourer, supplied by contractor 10 10|- 5 0 0
31 Ordinary labourer, supplied by contractor 10 10/- 5 0 0
32 Cart, with one horse and drivei, supplied by contractor 5 20/- 5 0 0
33 One additional horse, supplied by contractor ’• 5 10/- 2 10 0

MAINTENANCE
34 Three months’ maintenance after formal delivery of works lump sum 20 7 7

Total 20 650 0 0

Note±
1 All work herein enumerated shall be understood as being placed m position where specified and ordered, and m 

complete working condition, in accordance with the specification
2 The above schedule prices include, m every case, continual maintenance of the works dunng the whole time of 

construction, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the Engineer
3 Prices foi items Nos 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 are to be for such as are able bodied and efficient The schedule rates 

per day are for the day^of eight hours In the event of overtime and night work being ordered, it is to be paid for at 25 
per cent advance on the time rates set down foi day woik

4 The whole of the foiegoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centering, concrete boxes, unwatenng, coffer dams, fiummg, temporary budges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting 
watercourses and surface water, diveitmg and maintaining the traffic along roads, crossing ovei pipe sewers, disposal and 
removal of surplus soil, reinstating all roads and other surfaces, &c , and any other thing neccssaiy in executing and com 
pleting each respective item, m accordance with plans and specifications

5 Tenderers are to state prices for all items, whether quantities arc given or not
This is the schedule of quantities and puces referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Maiesty the Queen, 

dated the 16th day of March, a d 1891.

Witness—Harold F Norrie, J P JOHN CARTER
D G SNODGRASS 
GEO. FORREST

A
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“A.”
Specification of the several works required in the construction of a storm-water channel commencing at junction of Union 
and Munni streets, and extending, more or less, along the line of creek to Macdonald-street and along this street; thence 
south along the course of the creek to its intersection with Mitchell Road ; thence again in a southerly direction along the 
course of the creek to the northern angle of a Chinese garden, and thence in an easterly direction across a slight ridge to 
Shea’s Creek, being a total distance of 77'38 chains, together with all manholes, junctions, &c., connected therewith, in 
accordance with the accompanying drawings, with such extensions or omissions as may be ordered in writing, viz. :—

1. Description of Drawings. '
1. Drawing No. 1.—General plan and longitudinal section.

,, No. 2.—Cross sectipns. -
,, No. 3.—Details of inlets, cross sections of channel, manholes, outlet-end, piling, plank-floor, &c.
,, No. 4.—Details of large junction, intersection with 18-inch pipe-sewer, inlets, &c.
,, No. 5.—Details of wrought-iron girder, cast-iron ventilating and other gratings.

2. Extent of Contract.

2. The works comprised in this contract consists in the necessary excavation, shoring, timbering, piling, unwatering, 
concrete, brickwork, stonework, rendering, re-filling, pipe-laying, carpenter’s work, ironwork, pitching, paving, ballasting, 
metalling, leading surplus materials to spoil, &c., required in the construction of the following, viz. :—

From Shea’s Creek to 20 chains open channel 11 ft. 6 in. x 7 ft. 6 in.
}» 20 chains to 28 ,, oval sewer 10 ft. 6 in. x 6 ft. 6 in.
> 5 28 „ to 39-12 10 ft. 6 in. x 6 ft.
li 39'12 ,, to 39-77 ,, junction of two creeks, with flat concrete decking between wrought

iron rolled girders.
j 39-70 „ to 48-17 ,, ♦ oval sewer * 7 ft. 2 in. x 6 ft.

J J 48-17 ,, to 58 ,, circular sewer of 6 ft. internal diameter. *
58 ,, to 62-50 ,, ,, ,, of 5 ft. 10 in. internal diameter.

5 62-50 ,, to 66 of 5 ft. 2 in. internal diameter.
66 ,, to 72 of 3 ft. internal diameter.

5 72 ,, to 76-58 >5 >j >> of 2 ft. 6 in. internal diameter.
in open cutting in mud, sand, loarh, clay, shale, and ironstone, as shown on longitudinal section, and as shall be directed, 
with all branches, junctions, curves, manholes, flushing chambers, sub-ducts, road-making, and all other works in connection 
with those herein enumerated, and the maintenance of the whole of the works for a period of three months after they have 
been formally taken over by the Engineer.

3. It is to be understood that the lower 13 or 27 chains of the channel shall not be constructed until the Engineer 
gives a written order to that effect; and the Engineer shall have the power to suspend the execution of these portions of 
the work, or any other part of the contract, or to reduce the length of the contract by the extent of the said 13 or 27 chains, 
or any other part of the sewer shown on the drawings, that he may consider necessary, and the contract shall not thereby 
be invalidated, nor shall the contractor be entitled to any compensation on account of such temporary suspension of any part 
or parts of the contract or permanent reduction of s^me.

4. Supply of materials, &c.—Contractor to supply, at his own expense, all labour, plant, and materials of any sort 
whatever for the due performance of the contract.

3. Site.
5. Access to the site of the works to be had along centre lines where such are shown to be along lines of streets, and 

along all public roads which cross the centre lines of the Munni-street to Shea’s Creek storm-water channel.
6. For the purpose of excavating open cuttings, where ordered, for sewers, &e., and for constructing and completing 

the various works therein, contractor to have temporary possession of a strip of land the exact widths which in the opinion 
of the Engineer is required for these works.

7. All areas of strips of land hereinbefore referred to to be set out by the Engineer, to whom written application for 
their temporary possession must be made by the contractor two weeks prior to the time the said land is required by him.

Such possession, however, not to be exclusive, but subject to the right of entry of the Engineer, his officers, and 
other persons, carts and horses, &c., required for any purposes of the Govermnent at any time.

8. Any other lands required by the contractor for temporarily depositing materials, or for any other purposes in 
connection with the contract, lie will have to procure at his own cost, in strict accordance with clause 6 of the conditions 
of contract.

9. The contractor shall provide and erect all necessary fences, temporary bridges over the open trenches, where 
directed, for the use of residents through whose ground the sewer has to be built, and underneath tramways, footpaths, and 
streets, hoarding-barriers, &c., wherever directed to do so, and all fences, walls, railings, walks, or streets, metalled, grassed, 
paved, pitched, or asphalted surfaces, to be left by the contractor at the completion of the works in the same order as they 
were before the commencement of the works, at his sole cost, in strict accordance with the various stipulations and terms 
contained in this specification, and in clause 2 of the conditions of contract, to the entire satisfaction of the city or municipal 
authorities, and of the Engineer-in-Chief.

4. Lines, Levels, and Setting-out Work.

10. The centre lines of main sewer and branch sewers are shown on general plan, drawing No. 1, by full red lines
which will be marked on the surface of the ground, the same as on plan, as the works proceed. ’
' After setting out, the centre lines of the works are to be preserved solely by reference to the iron nails, pegs, and
other marks and signals which may be placed, fixed, and erected for the purpose of these works along their centre lines.

The gradients and levels of the works are to be preserved by reference to any bench-marks, which the Engineer may 
deem necessary to establish along the lines of works during the progress of the contract, subject to check and adjustment, 
as shall be directed, from other bench-marks established beyond the site of the works.

5. Materials.
11. All materials, as brick, stone, cement, timber, iron, sand, stoneware pipes, clay, lead, &c., which are to be 

supplied by the contractor, are to be of the best quality and description of their respective kinds. Samples of each kind 
to be submitted for the approval of the Engineer, and retained in office; and on approval having been obtained, they are 
to be delivered on the works ready for use, as per sample.

12. The contractor shall inform the Engineer of the sources V'hence the various materials are supplied, or of the places 
of their manufacture, and afford him every facility to inspect their supply or manufacture at any stage of the same.

13. The contractor to make and provide proper and approved gauges or scales for measuring or weiging all materials 
supplied, whether specified to be broken or delivered to special sizes, and mixed together in stated proportions or not.

14. Bricks to be of well-mixed material of approved quality and uniform fineness, to be new, sound, hard, well-
burnt kiln bricks, free from cracks and all other defects, truly rectangular, with sharp arrises, of approved dimensions and 
form, to be specially moulded where required for arching inner and outer rings of sewer and circular or segmental shafts, 
and equal to sample bricks to be seen at the Engineer’s office and which must be sealed by the contractor and acknowledged 
as a sample of the bricks to be used throughout the works. Bricks used in these works will be subjected to the following 
tests, viz. :— &

(a) Tensile strength.—The tensile strength to be tested, in the departmental testing machine, by laying the brick 
horizontally on its base of 3 inches between supports 7 inches apart, and the strain applied across the centre of the 
brick and distributed over a width 1J inch. An average breaking strain of twelve bricks to be taken, which must 
not be less than 8,000 lb.

(J) Porosity. —Bricks immersed in water for twenty-four hours must not increase in weight more than 3 per cent.
Should the twelve bricks fracture under the foregoing average strain, or prove more impervious to water than 3 per 

cent., then the Engineer may reject the whole stack of bricks from which the twelve bricks were taken. The whole of the 
expense incurred in testing the bricks shall be borne solely by the contractor. 15,
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15. In the event of the contractor delivering quantities of bricks on the site of the works for the contract of a
mixed description and quality, the officer in charge shall have the power to require of the contractor to have those bricks 
which, in his opinion, are suitable for the works picked out and stacked where directed, and those defective or unsuitable 
removed from the site of the contract; and in the event of the contractor refusing or failing to comply with such request 
within twelve hours from the time it has been made, then in all such cases the Superintending Officer shall have the power 
of rejecting the whole of the bricks so delivered by the contractor. * . t

16. Stoneware pipes to be of well ground and mixed material, of tough, tenacious, impervious quality, well burnt, 
sound, hard, uniform in thickness, true in section, straight longitudinally, uniformly glazed both inside and outside, free 
from fire or other cracks, flaws, and ash-holes, the collar perfectly joined to the barrel, and in every way equal to sample 
pipe to be seen at the Engineer’s office. Paving tiles to be of the same materials as the stoneware pipes, to he uniformly 
glazed on all sides and of approved size and form.

Pipes to be of the following thicknesses and depth of collar, namely :—
Pipes, inside diameter, 9 inches ; thickness, -Jf inch ; depth of collar, 2 inches.

Do do 12 inches ; do 1 inch ; do 2 inches.
Do do 15 inches ; do li inch ;; do 2£ inches.
Do do 16 inches ; do lif inch ; do 2i inches.
Do do ] 8 inches ; do lj inch ;, do 2^ inches.
Do do 21 inches; do Iginch ;: do 2§ inches.
Do do 24 inches ; do 1j inch ; do 2| inches.

All parcels of pipes used in these works will be tested in the departmental testing machine, and submitted to the
following crushing strains applied in the centre of the pipe :—

24-inch diameter pipe at 110 lb. per square inch of bearing surface.
18-inch do 100 lb. do do.
16-inch do * 100 lb. • do do.

■ 12-inch do 100 lb. do do.
9-inch do 100 lb. do do.

If the Engineer deems it necessary, the pipes will also be tested for porosity. Should the pipes fracture under the foregoing 
strains, or not prove impervious to water, then the Engineer may reject the whole of parcel from which the pipes were 
taken. The whole of the expense incurred in testing the pipes shall be borne solely by the Contractor, and all pipes injured 
or broken by the testing shall be immediately replaced by sound pipes, subject to the foregoing tests, at Contractor’s cost.

17. Stone.—All stone used in the construction of these works for pitchers or masonry, unless where otherwise 
specified, to be sound, solid, hard sandstone, of the best description, free from all defects, and as per sample approved.

18. Broken stone for ballast to be sound, solid stone, as specified in clause 17 ; to be broken to a size to pass freely 
with its largest dimensions through a ring of 4 inches in diameter. Broken stone for packing round sewer-lining, above 
drains, &c., to be sound and solid, and broken to the same size as ballast.

19. Broken stone for bluestone concrete to be of basalt or other similar hard stone of approved quality ; to be 
broken by hand or crushing machine, of a size to pass freely with its largest dimensions through a ring of 1^ inch in 
diameter ; the whole of the metal to be free from dirt, quarry refuse, &c. ; to be screened through a sieve of meshes £ inch 
apart, and then to be washed with fresh water until approved, before it shall be deemed fit and suitable for these works.

20. Sand to he sharp quartz sand of approved quality, free from all earthy, loamy, clayey matter, &c., and washed 
perfectly clean whenever the Engineer deems it necessary.

21. Cement.—The cement to be used throughout these works to be the best Portland cement, of approved brands 
and manufacture, free from hard or set lumps, and no barrel or portion of same to be used until it has been examined and 
approved by the Engineer. Samples from each parcel brought on the works to be submitted for testing :—The weight per 
striked bushel not to be less than 1001b., and not to exceed 116 lb. The specific gi'avity not to be less than 3’08. The 
cement, when passed through a wire sieve of 2,500 meshes per square inch, to leave a residue of not more than 10 per 
cent., through a sieve of 5,800 meshes not more than 25 per cent., and through a sieve of 14,400 meshes not more than 40 
per cent. The cement, when mixed neat with 16^ per cent, by weight of water, to give a tensile strength of not less than 
250 lb. per square inch after three days’ setting in water, 445 lb. after seven days, and 550 lb. after twenty-eight days. 
The cement is to be “ slow setting ” unless a quick setting cement is specially ordered. The cement, when mixed in the 
proportion of 1 of cement to ‘» of standard sand, and 10‘6 per cent, of the total weight of water, to give a tensile strength 
of not less than 100 lb. per square inch at seven days, and from 200 to 230 lb. at twenty-eight days. The tensile strength 
will be ascertained in the departmental testing machine, with the load increasing at the rate of 200 lb. per minute, and the 
average breaking weight of six briquettes will be taken for each test. Should the sample fail in any or all of these tests, or 
not show a proper progressive increase in strength with age of briquette, then the Engineer may reject the whole j^arcel 
from which the sample was taken, and the Contractor shall at once remove the said parcel of cement from the site of the 
works at his own expense ; failing which, the Engineer may have it removed at the Contractor’s cost without further notice. 
Empty casks to be destroyed, as provided in clause 14 of the General Conditions. To facilitate the gauging of cement 
throughout the Contract, cement casks will be taken as equal to holding 4 cubic feet, otherwise the Contractor to provide 
and make approved gauge boxes, holding exactly 4 cubic feet, for measuring cement. Cement of a lighter weight than 
herein stipulated, but otherwise equal to the specified test, maybe permitted to be used in the works, subject to the 
decision of the Engineer-in-Chief, and provided that the deficiency in weight is made up in quantity.

22. Mortar.—The mortar to be used in these works to be composed of one part of Portland cement and of two parts
of clean washed sharp sand, as described in clauses 20 and 21, the proportion of each to be cori'eetly ascertained by measure
ment ; the whole to be mixed with fresh water, as may be directed, to be well incorporated, and to be used fresh. Any 
mortar which has become hard or set to be at once rejected. All mortar to be mixed upon approved sawn timber platforms, 
close to where it is required. '

23. Special mortar, composed of one part of cement and one part of sand, and prepared as before described, to be
provided and used in all portions of the work where especially specified and directed. . # #

24. Grout.—The grout to be made of mortar, as described in clause 23, to be mixed fluid in tubs close to where it is 
required, and to be used fresh.

25. Bluestone concrete.—The concrete to be used in these works to be composed of 1 part of Portland cement, 2 
parts of sand, and 4 parts of bluestone metal.

26. Special concrete, if required, to be composed of 2 parts of Portland cement, 3 parts of sand, and 7 parts of 
bluestone metal.

27. Sandstone concrete, where ordered to be used in these works, to he composed of 1 part of Portland cement, 
2 parts of sand, and 5 parts of sandstone (as specified under clause 17) metal, free from dirt, quarry refuse, sieved (as 
specified in clause 19), washed, and of a size to pass with its largest dimensions through a ring of 2 inches in diameter. All 
materials to be mixed in the same manner as hereinafter specified for concrete.

28. Puddle to consist of the best clay to be obtained in the district within a radius of 5 miles ; to he carefully turned 
over and mixed with fresh clean water, as shall be directed, until the clay, in the opinion of the Engineer, has become of 
one even and uniform colour and plasticity.

29. Hardwood timber to be ironbark, blue or red gum, box, or other approved colonial hardwood, of the best
description, sound, straight, free from sap, wanes, shakes, gum-veins, cores, or other defects ; to have clean sharp arrises, 
and to be of the fullest dimensions shown or specified ; in round timber, the diameter given is to be measured at the smallest 
end, exclusive of bark. #

30. Wrought-iron.—All wrought-iron work to be of the best description, quality, and workmanship, with square 
arrises, and of the exact dimensions and forms shown on Drawings. All wrought-iron to be double H. or B.B. Crown 
brand, and all ironwork, when finished, to be heated and then dipped in or coated with gas-tar.

31. Bluestone road-metal.—The stone used for metalling to be basalt or other similar hard stone of approved quality; 
to be broken to angular fragments of a size to pass freely with their largest dimensions through a ring 2£ inches in 
diameter, and to he free from dirt, quarry refuse, &c.

32. Bluestone.—All bluestone used in the construction of these works for pitchers or masonry to he of the best 
description of basaltic bluestone obtainable, free from honeycomb and all defects, and as per sample approved.

6.
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6. General.
33. Earth-borings have been taken along or close to the line of sewer, the results of which are described on drawino- 

No. 1 ; but no guarantee is given that the ground to be excavated will be free from subsoil water, or that the proportion o°' 
materials will correspond with that shown on longitudinal section, or that there will be more or less subsoil water than 
indicated.

34. Diverting surface water and unwatering.—The prices set forth in schedule accompanying tender for the works
comprised in this contract to cover and include the cost of all materials and labour, and everything that is necessary for 
executing the -works of every description required for the proper and> effectual deviation of all creek, surface, and subsoil 
drainage from the sites of the works ; in constructing temporary coffer’or other dams across the low-lying ground above 
and below the site of the works ; in diverting said creek, subsoil, and surface water, from time to time, as the progress of 
the contract may require; in providing and constructing adequate and secure fluming,.pumping apparatus, &c., for 
conducting undisturbedly all freshets, and the usual quantity of water flowing in the existing creek, across the site of the 
works <m or near lines of lowest ground ; in keeping all trenches and excavations constantly unwatered, and in preventina 
any injury to the same by floods or any other cause. 6

35. Diversion of sewage of existing sewers during the construction of the works.—During the construction of the
works in general, and of all points of intersection of existing and new sewers, and until completion of all works connected 
therewith, the contractor to provide all materials and labour and everything that may be necessary, and execute all the 
works of every description required to prevent (and be solely responsible for) all damage and injury which may occur to 
private property or to the existing or new works by floods, flooding with sewage, choking and bursting of sewers in 
consequence of insufficient and inadequate pumping apparatus, tanks, dams, fluming, &c., or any other cause, and erect 
and construct suitable tanks, pumps, watertight temporary dams across existing sewers above and below points of inter
section, and watertight adequate and secure fluming for the purpose of conveying constantly the whole of the sewage which 
may flow in sewers at any time across said points of intersection, at his sole cost, to the entire satisfaction of the iSieineer- 
in-Chief. °

36. The contractor to adopt every precaution and provide all materials, piling, planking, shoring, labour, &c., and
carefully execute, erect, and construct, at his own cost, any timbering and shoring wherever required and directed ; and 
also watertight temporary coffer or other dams at junctions of creeks across outlet end of sewer, &c., or to prevent effectu
ally the water from other creeks and from Shea’s Creek at low or high water level from entering the site of the works or 
such portions of same that may be operated upon at the time, during the term of the contract or as shall be directed', as 
the contractor shall be held solely responsible for all damage and injury which may occur to private property, to existing 
or new works, by floods, in consequence of insufficient and inadequate piling, timbering, pumping apparatus dams sluices 
fluming, or any other cause. .

7. Excavation.
37. The excavations for sewers, manholes, junctions, curves, &c., to be executed to the depths, widths and 

gradients shown on longitudinal and cross sections, and according to the nature and solidity of the ground. ’
_ 38. All trenches excavated in rock to be taken out to the exact cross-sections of the concrete work, as shown on 

drawings, while in compact, loamy, clayey, or other material of sufficient solidity; all trenehos to be excavated at bottom 
level transversely, and 6 inches wider at each side than the exact width required for the concrete, and the sides from 
bottom of trench to surface of ground to be excavated with a batter of one in eight, unless otherwise directed.

39. In less compact or soft ground the trenches for foundations of sewers, manholes, &c., to be excavated to such 
depths and widths as shall be directed and determined during the progress of the works. The excavation for foundations 
of sewers, manholes, &e., may therefore vary in depths and widths from those shown on drawings, but the exact cross
sections of all excavations will be determined by the engineer as the works proceed. All excavations to be taken out to 
the widths and depths herein specified, clear of any shoring and timbering wherever such may be required.

_ If the 13 or 27 chains of the outlet end of proposed storm-water sewer (as provided in clause 3) should not be 
excised from present contract, then pending the completion of proposed ship-canal to its junction with proposed storm
water sewer, an open channel, when ordered, to be excavated to such gradients, depths, and cross-sections, from the 
junction of the two channels to the present heap of said shiji-oanal, a distance of about 32 chains, as shown on drawing 
No. 1, and as shall be determined at the time. °

_ 40. The excavation in “ solid rock ” for pipe-trenches shall have vertical sides, and shall be of the following
sizes, viz. :— °

For 24-in. diameter stoneware pipe-sewers..................... .................... 3 ft. 9 in. wide.21-in. do do do ...................... ft. 4 in. do18-in. do do do ..................... ft. 0 in. dolo-in. do do do ................... ft. 6 in. do12-in. do do do ...................... 9 ft. 0 in. do9-in. do do do ...................... 9 ft. 0 in. do
41. When timbering is not required in excavation in all other ground for pipe-trenches, the trenches shall be of the 

same widths as those in “ solid rock.” Where timbering is required, the excavation for pipe-trenches 8 feet deep and 
ttjder shall have vertical sides, and shall be of the following sizes to the outside of the polling-boards, viz.

24-in. diameter stoneware 
21-in. do do

pipe-sewers ........................
do ......................................... 3 ft 7 in do

18-in. do do do ........................
15-in. do do do ........................
12-in. do do do ........................
9,-in. do do do ........................

42. Where timbering is required, the excavation for pipe-trenches about 8 feet deep shall have vertical sides and 
shall be the widths given in clause 41 for the lower 8 feet, and for any depth over and above 8 feet the trenches shall be of 
the following sizes to the outside of the IJ-inch polling-boards, unless otherwise ordered in writing, viz. :_

24-in. diameter stoneware pipe-sewers ............................................... 4 ft. 9 in. wide.
21-in. do do do   4 ft. 4 in. do ’
18-in. do do do    4 ft. 0 in. do
15-in. do do do   3 ft. 6 in. do
12-m. do do do   3 ft. 0 in. do
9-m. do , do do   3 ft. 0 in. do

. 43. Shoring, timbering, and temporary bridges.—During the excavation for sewers, branch sewers, and pipe-sowers
in open cuttings, for junctions, points of intersection, flushing chambers, pipe-trenches, curves, manholes, crossing over or 
underneath existing road bridges, existing gas, water, and sewer pipes, and oval or circular brick sewers, &c., the contractor 
to adopt every precaution, as specified in clifuse 36, and provide all materials, as planking, strutting, shoring, timbering, 
&c., and labour, and carefully execute and construct, at his own cost, wherever considered necessary by the engineer, and 
to his entire satisfaction, temporary bridges underneath Mitchell Road and other lines of streets or footpaths, so as to 
ensure during the period of the contract the undisturbed traffic along said streets, &c. ; and execute approved strong and 
secure shoring and strutting and underpinning where the sewer passes under existing pipes and brick sewers, and in sandy 
or loose soil close timbering, or any other work that may be required to prevent any buildings over and adjacent to the 
line Of sewer, and all other superstructures, road-surfaces, earth, rock, or other materials at top and sides of excavations 
from settlmg, cracking, being shaken, slipping, or falling in.

As the works proceed, all shoring, timbering, temporary bridges, &c., shall be withdrawn except in cases where, in 
the opinion of the engineer, the withdrawing of the same is impracticable, or would endanger the safety of the works and 
buildings, existing pipes, sewers, &c., streets, and other surfaces, over ancl adjacent to same, when the contractor must 
obtain an order, signed by the Engineer-in-Chief, to the effect that shoring, timbering, &c., may be covered up, with a 
statement of the quantities, which shall be measured before being covered up, and paid for at schedule rates.

44. Pipe-sewers.—Transverse and other checks to be excavated to receive pipe sockets and junctions, and for the 
purpose of making joints. No portion of pipe-trench to be opened up anywhere until a sufficient number of pipes are on 
the ground ready for laying, and no greater length of the trench to be opened up at any time, at anyplace, than into which 
pipes can be laid and jointed during two working days. 45_

140—y
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45. If the contractor has exceeded the sectional area of excavation as shown, he shall remove such extra material and 
make good and fill in same at sides of trench with good material, and at bottom with sand filling or concrete, as may
directed, at his sole cost. , 4.t_ ww

46. The contractor will be paid only for the actual excavation done, not exceeding that due to the wiatns, >
and dimensions, described in clauses 33 to 42. Any increase in width or batter which the contractor may think tit to take 
out for his own convenience, or whichhe may be compelled to take out by force of circumstances, will not be measure , 
shall be covered by schedule prices. If, however, under the written authority of the engineer, any portion ot e ex 
vation has been deepened or widened out on account of bad foundation or for other purposes, the extra excavation 
ordered will be paid for at schedule rates. , , 4.;™

47. Disposal of soil.—Any sludge, filth, or other objectionable matter that may be met with m the excavations, snail 
not be used for refilling, but shall be kept separate from the approved soil, loaded into covered carts during the same ay 
on which it is excavated, and disposed of as directed—to be paid for as specified under refilling, clauses 60 ana bl.

48. No concrete-work or pipe-laying shall be commenced until the portion of excavation to be operated upon
been cleaned and levelled, and until the engineer or superintending officer has examined and approved of same ; an no 
work shall be covered up until it has been examined and approved, and its covering up has been authorised by the engmee 
or superintending officer. . „ „ . . . „„

49. Sumps.—Any sumps which the contractor may think fit to sink on line of sewer for his own convenience a g
the construction of these works are to be filled in with concrete, as specified, and the cost of sinking, timbering, unwatering, 
and filling in concrete and removing the materials, &c., to be entirely borne by the contractor. #

50. Removal of road metal, pitching, rubble masonry, timber-decking, &c.—Prior to commencing 
a manhole, junctions, concrete or pipe sewers, road or street intersection, &c., in open cutting (m a( 
various stipulations and conditions contained in this specification and in clauses 6 and 11 of the cond^^o — - 
the sites for each work to be prepared by the removal of all road-metal, ballast pitching, asphalting, existing stone a u -

said materials, it approved ot, to be used m reinstating tne metanea, pitcneu, ana p^vcu iuavi-ouix«.^o, ^ --- r%*,y , . ^ ’
and those not approved of to be carted away to such places as shall be ordered, the cost of such work to be included m t 
price for one cubic yard of excavation. . j * g+

51. All sods, road-metal, pitching, ballast, &c., removed and damaged, injured, or otherwise not approved ot as
for relaying, placing, setting, and fixing in the reformation and reinstatement of .the various road and other surfaces, to e 
replaced by contractor with new, sound, and approved materials of their respective kinds, and therewith to reinstate an 
maintain during continuance of contract, the various road and other surfaces, at his sole cost, as provided m clause 9, in a 
sound and satisfactory manner, in accordance with clause 11 of the general conditions of contract, and to the entire sa is- 
faction of the municipal authorities and of the Engineer-in-Chief. i. i u

52. It is to be distinctly understood that when excavating for the foundations of the works and open channels where 
ordered, the materials excavated and raised to the surface of the street, or other ground, are to be at once removed rom 
off the same; and when building materials, &c., are to be conveyed to the works, that the same, on arrival at open 
cutting, must be at once conveyed to the works in the same, as no allowance can be given to contractor to disturb or 
impede the usual traffic in the streets, or the usual occupation of the ground by the owner or the public beyond being m 
possession for the time of a strip of land of the exact width required for the works, as described in clause 6, except m an 
cases where the contractor has obtained the necessary permission to occupy larger areas, in strict accordance with the
provisions contained in clauses 6 and 11 of the conditions of contract.

53. The different materials as sludge, filth, sods, road-metal, ballast, mud, sand, loam, clay, shale, and ironstone,
masonry, timber-decking, &c., met with in all excavations for the construction of these works, shall in the first instance be 
put aside beyond actual site of the works in separate spoil-banks ; they are to be measured and paid for on® ltem as
“ general excavation,” and then to be used in filling in round concrete and over same, and filling into abandoned portions 
of existing open channels, as hereinafter specified in clauses 55 to 62, and as shall be directed. i o, t, n

54. The price of one cubic yard of excavation for all sewers, manholes, junctions, curves, open channels, &c., snail
include the cost of all labour, tools, implements, plant of every description, timbering, shoring temporarv bridges under
neath streets, lanes, roads, &c., diverting surface water, unwatering, putting all excavations in the first instance to 
temporary spoil-banks, reinstating all fences, walls, walks, streets, roads, metalling, grassed, paved, or asphalted surfaces, 
as they were before the commencement of the works, and completing these works in sti’ict accordance with plans and 
specifications. # •

8. Refilling, Road Restoring, etc.
55. Refilling.—Unless otherwise directed, sand, clay, loam, pipeclay, and soft rock of approved quality only slmll

be used in refilling the spaces between the sides of pipes, sewers, &c., and sides of excavation, and over pipes, sewers, &c. 
The refilling to be done in level layers, spread 6 inches thick, each layer to be carefully and separately rammed as herein
before specified. The lower layers up to level of top of pipes to be carefully packed and rammed solidly under and at 
sides of pipes and socket-joints with spades or other narrow tools. The filling to be done, as above described, to such a 
distance below the level of the street, road, path, &c., as the case may be, to admit of the ballasting, metal, or other 
covering being replaced. Only iron-shod rammers of not less than 10 lb. weight, of approved pattern, to be used, and one 
man to be employed in ramming to each man to be employed in filling. Filling into embankments and_ into abandoned 
portions of existing open channels to be done as above described, except that the layers shall be 9 inches thick, and all 
slopes of embankments to be dressed to such inclines as shall be directed. j +i,

56. Road restoring,—After the filling-in of sewer-trenches has been consolidated and approved, as specified, the
surfaces of roads, streets, paths, &c., to be at once formed or restored, as the case maybe, in the manner heremalter 
described, viz., in the case of roads and streets which are ballasted and metalled, 9 inches of ballast shall be laid thereon, 
and after this has been blinded with selected and approved material, the metal put aside, as specified in clause o4, shall be 
evenly spread and rammed until approved ; in the case of roads or streets which are ballasted only, 9 inches oi ballast 
shall be laid thereon, and blinded with selected and approved material; and in the case of other coverings the suriaces to 
be restored to the same condition as they were before the commencement of the work. Any additional ballast which may 
be required over and above that found on the site of the excavation, and referred to in clause 50, to be supplied by the 
contractor, and the cost of same to be included in schedule items for filling. #

57. Cleaning streets.—Immediately the pipes are laid, or concrete and other work in connection with manholes, 
lampholes, &c., are executed, and the ground filled in over any length of sewer, it is to be distinctly understood that all 
surplus material is to be carted away, the road cleaned until approved, and the road and other surfaces to be made good, 
flush with surrounding surfaces of roads, paths, &c., to the satisfaction of the municipal authorities and the engineer, m 
accordance with the specification; and if the contractor fails to do this the engineer shall be at liberty, without mrther 
notice, to get the roads cleaned, and the road and other surfaces made good at contractor’s cost.

58. Maintenance of streets.—The contractor shall maintain the surface of the roads, streets, &c., after the trenches
have been filled in, where the streets, roads, &c., have been broken up or injured during the progress of the work, during 
the period of the contract time, and afterwards during the period of maintenance, and shall from time to tune make good 
any sinkings in the surface, and shall provide any additional metal, ballast, or other material that may be necessary during 
these periods, in accordance with clause 9. #

59. If required by the engineer, the contractor shall, at the termination of the period of maintenance,^ procure 
certificates from the municipal authorities concerned, that the roads, &c., in their respective districts are in a satisfactory

60. The price of one cubic yard of filling round all concrete and brickwork of sewers, curves, junctions, manholes, 
into old creek channels, embankments, &c., from all excavations, and any other sources outside the limit of the contract, 
shall include the cost of all labour, tools, implements, and plant of every description, carriage from temporary spoil-banks, 
or getting additional materials from other places outside the contract, excavating, filling-in, ramming, watering, and 
completing all filling-in in strict accordance with plans and specifications. It shall also include the removal and disposal 
of all rubbish, sludge, and other objectionable matter, as well as any excess of material beyond that required for refilling ; 
these materials to be immediately removed from site of works and deposited in such places as shall be approved.

61. All refilling to be measured the net dimensions of excavation, less the actual net displacement of the permanent
works.
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62. Where it is found necessary to carry the excavation deeper than the u nderside of concrete foundations, in order 
to obtain a compact solid bottom, the portion so excavated to be filled in to the underside of concrete foundation with 
good quarry-filling (which shall be provided by the contractor), in level layers 6 inches thick, rammed and watered until 
approved. The price per cubic yard of such filling in to be one cubic yard of “ filling-in ” as described in clauses 60 and 61.

Turfing.
63. On completion of all refilling and filling at sides of concrete-work, and pitching, into abandoned open channels,

and where ordered, all top surfaces and slopes to be protected by sodding. Prior to sods being laid, all surfaces to be 
levelled off, trimmed, and dressed to such level or inclined planes or slopes as shall be directed. The sods to be the best 
obtainable within a radius of 5 miles, of approved quality, not less than 3 inches in thickness and 10 inches square at top 
and bottom, full cut, with square arrises, to be laid in approved bond on their own flat beds, close-jointed, over all top 
surfaces of filling, to be beaten down as the work proceeds with proper tools, as shall be directed, and when finished to 
present throughout perfectly smooth and plain surfaces. If the season requires it, the turfing to be properly and regularly 
watered to ensure the grass taking fresh root. The levelling and trimming of the ground and the turfing to be carried out 
simultaneously, and no greater area to be levelled and trimmed at any time than can be covered with turfing during two 
working-days. .

IX.—Timber, Stone, Cement, Sand, Appliances, Plant, d?c., to be on the ground ready when required.
64. No excavations to be commenced on any portion of the contract until, in the opinion of the engineer, sufficient 

quantities of piles, sheet-piles, shoring, staging, scaffolding, stone, bricks, cement, sand, or other materials are on the ground, 
together with the necessary appliances and plant, to ensure the uninterrupted progress and continuance of the works, after 
they once have been commenced, at any locality, without any delay or stoppage. Delays and stoppages in the progress 
of the works arising from disputes as to quality of materials, and from insufficient supply of any materials, plant, &c., and 
any damage or injury caused to the works in consequence of such stoppage and delay, shall be entirely and solely at the 
risk and cost of the contractor.

X.—Subducts.
65. Where ordered, subducts to be constructed in hard-wood boxes, along lines [of open trenches, 24 inches below 

invert of sewer, or as shall be directed at the time. The said boxes to be laid straight and true to levels decided upon, and 
6-inch pipes to be laid therein, upon and surrounded by sandstone chippings and quarry refuse. Dry stone packing to be 
put over pipes, as specified in clause 18.

XI.—Storm-water Channel, &c.
66. Manholes and flushing-chambers to be built with sandstone concrete, to the forms and dimensions shown on 

Drawing No. 2, as may be ordered at the time.
67. Junctions and points of intersection, where ordered, to be formed in sides of manhole-chambers and sewers, &c., 

and worked into sewer-channel with such curves, shapes, forms, centre piers, arches, &c., as shown on drawings. Step- 
irons of g-inch round iron to be built into the concrete 15 inches apart, vertically, for giving excess to manholes. Grooves 
to be formed for flushing-boards and flushing-valves, to be built in where directed.

68. A cast-iron ventilating-grating to be placed over each manhole-flush with the surface of the street, and 
surrounded to a width of 9 inches with sandstone pitchers, bedded on paving-sand, set with full joints, and well rammed, 
cast-iron gratings to be placed over all manholes on line of sewer in open ground, flush with the formed surface of same, 
to be surrounded with pitchers as before.

69. After the cross-section and depth of trench for each respective length of sewer, according to the more or less 
solid nature of the ground, has been determined, excavated, cleaned, and approved, the sewers, together with the man
holes, flushing-chambers, junctions, curves, &c., to be built therein with sandstone concrete in the manner described in 
clauses 78 to 95.

70. Where the ground is found to be very bad, the contractor shall, upon being ordered in writing to do so, con
struct timber platforms. The whole of the timber used in this work to be coated with two coats of the best kerosene tar. 
Transverse ground sleepers 12 in. x 12 in., spaced 6 feet from centre to centre, to be laid to exact depths and levels, and 
longitudinal sleepers 10 in. x 10 in. to be laid on top of same with butt joints, with 10 in. x 4 in. fish-plates 3 feet long 
underneath each joint, and bolted to the sleepers with two f-inch drift-bolts. The planking to consist of planks 9 in. x 3 in. 
sawn hardwood the width of the sewer, or longer if required, and spiked to sleepers with 7-inch spikes, one to each bearing; 
the spikes to be drifted down and cleaned off. All timber split, from whatever cause, to be replaced with sound timber. 
Before the plank-floor is laid down the spaces between ground and longitudinal sleepers to be filled in with sand, well 
rammed and watered, as shall be directed.

71. Guide-piles, walings, and sheet pilings at outlet end of channel, and where ordered.—Hardwood piles, 12-inch 
diameter at small end, to be provided, and to be driven perfectly plumb to a depth as shown on drawings, and as shall be 
directed. Any pile out of line, or split during driving, to be drawn and another sound one driven in its place. Piles to 
be fitted with wrought-iron, steel-pointed shoes, weighing 28 lb. each, of approved pattern, secured to piles with J-inch 
round iron spikes. The piles to be driven with a ram weighing 20 cwt., with fall when in position of not less than 5 feet, 
the fall to be increased as the pile is driven, as the case may require, and as may be directed. The side surfaces of piles to 
be adzed to a flat face for sheet piling to butt against, and the top shouldered to receive walings Double walings, each 
10 in. x 6 in., and central walings 10 in. x 10 in., to be provided and secured to piles by 1-inch galvanised bolts. Sheet 
piling, 3 in. by 9 in., to be provided, and to be placed between walings and driven down to the depths shown on drawings, 
and as shall be directed; to be driven close and wedged up. All piling badly driven to be drawn and fresh piling substi
tuted. The guide-piles to be rung with 3 in. x f in. rings, and sheet piling with 1J in. x \ in. hoops. The plank floor of 
9 in. by 3 in. planks over heads of piles to be provided and constructed as specified in clause 70.

As the contractor must provide all coffer-damming at his own cost, the above-described work may form part and be 
in conjunction with any timber-work for same, but only such piling and timbering described in clauses 47, 70, and 71, as 
ordered, will be paid for under schedule rate.

Pipe-sewers.
73. Foundation.—In clay or similar soil the pipes to rest direct and solid upon the soil. In rock, they are to be 

laid on a 1-inch bed of poor mortar ; cost of same to be included in items for pipe-laying. In loose sand and other soil 
liable to be scoured out or easily shifted, they shall, if directed by the engineer, be laid on and surrounded by sandstone 
concrete, as ordered.

74. Laying.—In every case they sliEill be laid in such a manner that their barrels shall bear firmly and evenly on 
their bedding material, the sockets being entirely free from pressure in the joint-hole, and the spigots concentric with the 
sockets, and to be jointed, viz. :—

75. The 6-inch pipes with tarred gasket, J inch deep after setting, and special cement mortar 1J inch deep within 
socket of pipe; the 9-inch pipes with tarred gasket, J inch deep after setting, and special cement mortar 1J inch deep 
within socket of pipe; the 10-ineh pipes with tarred gasket, 4 inch deep after setting, and special cement mortar 1J inch 
deep within socket of pipe ; the 12-inch pipes with tarred gasket, g inch deep after setting, and special cement mortar 
lg inch deep within socket of pipe ; the 15-inch pipes with tarred gasket, f inch deep after setting, and special cement 
mortar 1J inch deep within socket of pipe ; the 16-inch pipes with tarred gasket, f inch deep after setting, and special 
cement mortar 1J inch deep within socket of pipe ; the 18-inch pipes with tarred gasket, f inch deep after setting, and, 
special cement mortar If inch deep within socket of pipe ; the 24-inch pipes with tarred gasket, | inch deep after setting, 
and special cement mortar If inch deep within the socket of the pipe.

76. After the tarred gasket has been placed in position and set tight round the pipe, and after the joint above has
been cleaned and wetted, stiff special cement mortar to be packed in solidly, splayed off outside and finished with a care
fully struck and cut joint, after which the inner joint between two pipes to be likewise carefully filled with special cenient 
mortar all round, neatly wiped off as a finish. Each pipe length when thus finished to be carefully cleaned out before 
another pipe length is added. .

77. Junction-pipes of any desired size are to be laid into the line of pipe-sewers wherever required by the Engineer.
The socket ends of all junction-pipes, junction-blocks, junction-holes, and dead-ends are to be protected against the ingress 
of foreign substances, and made easily accessible for effecting future connections, by being closed with earthenware discs 
having a temporary watertight joint all round. Concrete-work.
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Concrete-work. •
78. The concrete to be used in these works to be sandstone concrete of the quality specified in clause 27.
79. The contractor to find, provide, and make, at his own cost, all concrete-boxes, centres, staging, shoring, 

planking, &c., of the exact forms, shapes, curves, &c., required in a proper, secure, and substantial manner, due allowance 
being made for § inch thick cement facing over all internal exposed surfaces of concrete-work, and great care being taken 
that all centering and concrete-boxes can easily be withdrawn, except where otherwise directed. The designs for centering, 
concrete-boxes, &c., are to be approved by and to the entire satisfaction of the engineer. After completion of any portion 
of the concrete or brickwork, the concrete-boxes and the centering, as the case may be, shall not be removed until the 
Engineer or his superintending officer, has given written permission to that effect.

80. The concrete to be prepared on a clean timber platform of the necessary size. The stone to be well washed when 
put on the platform and levelled on top ; the sand to be placed on top of stone, and cement on top of sand ; the whole is 
then to be carefully turned over three times while dry, and then mixed with clean fresh water applied from a rose, as shall 
be directed ; to be thoroughly incorporated before being used, and to be used fresh.

81. If the concrete is made by machinery, all materials to be prepared as previously described; then to be mixed 
dry, and afterwards with fresh clean water, as may be directed, and as shall be approved of; to be used fresh.

82. The concrete, after it has been approved of, to be conveyed to the work as may be directed, and as shall be 
approved of, and tipped into same and upon the surface of each layer from a height not exceeding 18 inches. Commencing 
at each part of the work at lowest level of excavation, the concrete to be brought up in horizontal and even layers, and on 
lines of sewer, branch and pipe-sewers, manholes, junctions, ventilating-chambers, &c., unless where otherwise directed, 
in even layers, parallel with specified longitudinal gradients of works. Each layer when spread to be 9 inches thick 
throughout before ramming, and, after spreading, to be quickly and evenly rammed all over until approved of, and then 
allowed time to set before the succeeding layer is put on.

83. After the contract has been carried up to the level of springing, all concrete arches to be commenced at both 
walls or abutments simultaneously, and carried on towards centre line in radiating parallel strips, spread 9 inches thick, 
of the whole width of arch, or in lengths as specified in clause 95 and as shall be directed at the time, and rammed as before 
described, and, where the arch is thicker than 9 inches, the lower layer to be completed throughout, and then allowed 
time to set and harden before the succeeding layer is put on.

84. After completion of the brick closing arch, all concrete work above springing of same, at sides of arch, in man
hole-chambers, shafts, &c., to be carried up in the same manner as specified in clause 82, and of exact dimensions, curves, 
and thicknesses, &c., as shown on drawings.

85. No portion of the concrete-work described in the previous clauses (unless otherwise directed in writing) to be 
covered up with earth or brickwork until it has been examined and approved of by the engineer. Any leakage that may 
appear in each layer to be carefully attended to, and be made good and repaired at the time, as shall be approved, before 
each succeeding layer is put on.

86. All end faces of layers of concrete to be stepped back at each respective length of sewer or other work, as shall 
be directed ; to be carefully washed clean with fresh water, and then to be grouted prior to each layer of the adjoining 
length being commenced and joined on to the same.

87. After the lower layer has set to the satisfaction of the Engineer its top service to be carefully washed until 
approved, and then to be grouted all over prior to each succeeding layer of concrete being put on.

88. In the event of any stoppage occurring to the work, from whatever cause, or in anticipation of rainfall, the 
contractor, before temporarily stopping work, shall finish it off at whatever level the work may be raised at the time, by 
thoroughly grouting the whole of the surface with cement-grout. The contractor also to provide and have always on hand 
approved tarpaulins for the purpose of covering therewith, where and whenever directed by the engineer to do so, all fresh 
concrete-work and brickwork, when ordered, so as to protect the same, during all stoppages in the day-time and at night, 
from sun and rain, and during hot or dry weather to keep said tarpaulins watered to prevent the concrete-work from 
cracking and setting too quickly on the outside.

89. In all cases where a layer at mid-day or at evening is left incomplete, the said layer shall not be continued after 
any stoppage until the surface of the lower and the end of the upper layer have been washed clean and then grouted with 
cement grout.

90. At the sites of all flushing-valve or stop-board frames, cast-iron covers over manholes, ventilating-chambers, &c., 
after the concrete has been built to the exact height and gradient (leaving sufficient space for jointing), the whole of the 
cast-iron work, after having been washed clean with fresh water, is to be truly laid and jointed or set perfectly plumb or 
otherwise, as the case may be, and as shall be directed, in the exact positions, lines, and gradients, on fillets of mortar ; 
and as the concrete rises against and around the castings, leaving a space of not less than ^ inch all round between the 
concrete and iron, this space round the invert, or underneath bottom of plates, as the case may be, to be filled in with 
special grout, or mortar, as shall be directed at the time, whilst above the springing line the outer surface of the castings 
to be grouted with special grout, and then to be covered with a coat of special mortar inch thick before the concrete is 
built on to and around said pipes, castings, and frames.

91. The junction of the two creeks between 39'12 chains and 39'77 chains to be constructed with such curves, 
shapes, forms, flat arches between wrought-iron rolled girders, &e., as shown on drawings. On completion of junction to 
exact level of underside of transverse iron girders, the latter to be laid transversely over side walls of junction, bedded in 
and upon special cement mortar, ^ inch thick, truly parallel to each other, and spaced 4 feet from centre to centre, after 
which the cement filling alongside walls between and over ends of girders to be completed. The arches of 4 feet span, 
with a rise of 5 inches in centre, between the girders, to be commenced from north end, and to advance to the south end 
of junction (all girders being carefully stiffened and held in position by props as shall be directed) with not iless than H 
centres of the exact width of junction between side walls. The arches to be built as specified in clause 83, and on comple
tion to form a level concrete decking 3 inches above level of top of girders.

The intersecting point of proposed 18-inch diameter sewer, passing transversely through new storm-water channel 
near Mitchell Road, to be constructed and formed by said storm-water channel being gradually widened from its proper 
width of 10 ft. 6 in. above point of intersection to 15 ft. 6 in., and again drawn in to its proper width of 10 ft. 6 in. below 
said point of intersection (on a total length of 24 feet) with a pier 18 inches thick in centre, as shown on drawing, care 
being taken that the same cross-section area is maintained throughout the length of the intersecting chamber; 2 ft. x 2 ft. 
openings to be left at present in side-walls and centre pier of sewer for insertion of said 18-inch diameter pipe-sewer, said 
openings to be temporarily closed with brickwork in cement 9 inches thick.

92. All anchor-bolts in connection with cast-iron frames to be placed in the exact positions required, to be washed 
clean, wetted, bedded upon, and surrounded with special mortar, in each case before the concrete is built round same.

93. All stoneware pipes, where they are shown to be or ordered to be surrounded with concrete, to be clean washed 
with fresh water, to be truly laid and jointed in the exact lines and gradients on fillets of mortar, and to be grouted all 
round with special grout as the concrete is being built all round same.

94. On completion of concrete-work, and after the boxes and centering have been removed, the outer faces shall 
present compact, solid, even, plain surfaces. All faulty portions, cavities, holes, or other defects shall be at once repaired 
by the contractor, at his own cost, with concrete or mortar, as the case may require, to the satisfaction of the engineer.

95. The concrete of sewers in open trench to be commenced in accordance with clauses 2 and 116 in the different 
lengths of open trenches, and to be carried up in each and from each end of same simultaneously, in not less than three 
continuous lengths of 40 feet each (unless otherwise directed),—that is to say, when the arching-in of the first 40 feet 
commences the next length of 40 feet must be completed up to the springing of arch, and the third 40 feet length must be 
in progress, and the latter so timed that the work is raised up to springing of arch by the time the closing in of the 
adjoining length commences.

Brickwork.
96. The brickwork required in sewers, &c., to consist of the materials and mortar described under clauses 14, 15, 20, 

21, and 22. All circular work to be built of radiating bricks, unless otherwise directed. All bricks to be thoroughly soaked 
in clean fresh water for not less than five minutes immediately before being used. All work to be built with whole bricks, 
and all walls in English bond, with J-in. joints, in alternate courses of headers and stretchers, each brick to break joint 
with the one above and underneath, and to be set full and rubbed in cement mortar. Every course to be carefully and 
thoroughly grouted, and well wetted before the succeeding course is put on. All work, wherever directed, to be finished 
on all outside and inside faces with a neatly-struck joint. The brickwork of sewers, &c., to be of the thickness, dimensions,

curves.
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curves, and gradient shown on longitudinal and cross sections, and as shall be determined and directed from time to time 
by the engineer as each portion of excavation becomes ready for concrete or brick lining. Wherever brick lining for sewer 
is ordered it shall be built in radiating courses in 4J-in. rings, each brick to be set full and rubbed in cement mortar, with 
joints not exceeding J in. in thickness, in approved bond, the bricks of each course to break joint over the centre of those 
of the adjoining course. On completion of each ring of brickwork its whole surface to be carefully and thoroughly grouted, 
and then covered with a coat of cement mortar, collar-joint J in. thick. Before commencing each succeeding ring the 
surface underneath to be well wetted and grouted to ensure the thorough bonding of the joints. At completing any length 
of brick lining, the courses at end of same to be stepped back as shall be directed, and the end face of each ring or course 
to be well wetted and then grouted prior to each ring of the succeeding length being commenced.

97. The brickwork of sewer to be carried on in conformity with clause 95, and in such a manner that when the 
arching-in of one length of 40 feet commence the lining of invert of the next 40 feet in length must commence at the 
same time, and as the arching-in of the one length is completed the adjoining length must be completed up to the springing 
of arch.

98. Wherever concrete is to be built on to and against brickwork, or brickwork on to and against concrete, the 
latter in each case to be well wetted and grouted, and then to be covered with a coat of cement mortar, collar joint in. 
thick, before the concrete or brickwork is built against it.

99. Prior to commencing any concrete or brickw'ork which has to be built on to and against rock faces, all shaken 
and loose rock to be removed, all rock surfaces to be well cleaned, washed, and wetted, and all beds, open joints, and 
spaces between concrete or brickwork and rock faces to be carefully filled in with cement mortar, and flushed and grouted 
every course as the brickwork proceeds ; and the cost of thus preparing rock faces, washing, grouting, flushing, &c., to 
be included in, and covered by, the schedule price per cube yard for the concrete and brickwork herein referred to.

Pyrrwnt Sandstone.
100. Pyrmont sandstone ashlar of the quality specified in clause 17 to be provided where ordered in any situation in 

the construction of these works, to be worked, pierced, dressed, picked to the exact sizes, dimensions, forms, and shapes 
as shovui on drawings or as may be directed, to be set full upon and in cement mortar, and to be finished, -when directed, 
with a neatly cut and struck joint.

Bluestone Ashlar.
101. Bluestone ashlar, of the quality specified in clause 32, to be provided in blocks or otherwise when ordered, in 

any situation in the construction of these works, to be worked, pierced, grooved, picked, axed, and dressed to the exact 
sizes, dimensions, forms, and shapes, as shall be shown on detail drawings, or as may be directed; to be washed clean and 
well wetted before setting, and to be set in the exact positions -required, truly level, on fillets of mortar, under the four 
corners of each stone, or under and between outer edges of joints as may be directed at the time, after which all joints 
between stones and between stones and concrete to be filled in with grout. All joints to be § inch wide, to be carefully 
raked out | inch deep, and filled in solid with special mortar, neatly pointed, finished flush with exposed faces of stones.

Ironwork.
102. Rolled girders, sheared, or cut, as shown on drawing No. 5, to be supplied, delivered, and fixed, as specified 

in clause 91, and to be paid for at per cwt. under schedule item No. IS. The contractor to provide means of weighing 
same in the presence of the inspecting officer. Should the girders be below the specified weights, payments will be made 
on actual weights, but any weight above that specified will not be paid for.

The following will be required :—

{Depth of Girder. Width of Flange. Thickness of Web. Length of Girder. Weight in lb. per foot run. Number required.

14 inches. 6 inches. finch. Varying from 12 feet to 
18 feet. GO 10

103. All girders that are bent or twisted shall be heated and straightened.
104. The wrought.-iron in girders must be free from scales, blisters, laminations, and all other defects, of approved 

manufacture, and equal in quality to the best Staffordshire plate. The ten lengths of the girders arc respectively as, viz.:— 
12 feet, 12 feet, 12 feet, 12 ft. 3 in., 12 ft. 9 in., 13 ft. 6 in., 14 ft. 3 in., 15 ft. 3 in., 16 ft. 6 in., and 18 feet.

105. The test for wrought-iron shall be as follows :—A piece of 1 inch sectional area, of such shape and cut from 
such a bar as may be determined, with a length of at least 7 inches, under tension shall bear a strain of—

■ 18 tons without elongation exceeding J inch ;
21 „ „ „ „ i „
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and to elongate £ inch with a strain of 24 tons before fracture.
106. The whole of the wrought-iron work to be properly cleaned and then heated, and while hot to be dipped or

coated with two coats of hot gas-tar, to be applied with brush. •
107. The girders to be solidly bedded in the concrete on a J-inch joint of special mortar, and finished off inside and 

outside with a neat cut and struck joint.
108. The castings to be provided of the grates and frames, &c., shown on drawing No. 5, to be cast) of No. 2 pig-iron 

or of a proper mixture of No. 1 and No. 3 pig-iron, according to the quality of the iron and the nature of the pattern ; said 
iron to be of the best quality, tough, close-grained, and capable of being chipped and drilled without difficulty, perfectly 
sound, free from all cold shuts, honeycomb, holes, or other defects ; to be cast in dry sand moulds, unless where otherwise 
directed ; and the whole of the castings of the pipes, plates, ventilating and other grates and frames, as soon as they have 
been cast, to be properly cleaned and then heated, and whilst hot to be dipped or coated in gas-tar.

109. All castings to be true in sectional form, straight longitudinally where shown to be so, or of such shapes, 
projections, curves, angles, and forms as shown on drawings ; and each portion of such castings to be of equal strength and 
of the specified thickness throughout its respective length. The ventilating grates to be complete with tarred sawn iron- 
bark wood-bricks fitted into panels of covers, as shown.

> 110. The external and internal surfaces of all castings to be perfectly clean and smooth, and in strict accordance
with sections.

111. The cast-iron work hereinbefore specified to be completed in the most workmanlike manner in strict accordance 
with the drawings and dimensions figured thereon, and such directions and other details which the engineer may provide 
during the progress of the "works ; and all grates, &c., with all wurought-iron work, to be left in perfect working order.

Cement Coating,
1T2. The whole of the internal and external surfaces of sewers, manholes, chambers, &c., where such is shown on 

plans, and where directed, to be protected by a cement coating, to be put on in two thicknesses, consisting of mortar of 
one part of cement to two parts of clean sharp sand. The coating throughout, "when finished, to be § inch in thickness.

113. All surfaces to be well watered before mortar is applied.

Sandstone Pitching.

114. Contractor to provide and find, where ordered, squared sandstone pitchers 9 inch deep throughout, no stone to 
be less than 9 inch x 9 inch x 9 inch, but to be larger and longer, if ordered, curved and radiating, as shall be directed ; to 
be worked, fitted, and set in sand, one ring round all pcianhole covers, with |-inch joints between pitchers and cast-iron 
frames, as ordered.

'Existing
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Existing Gas, Water, or Sewer Pipes and Sewers.
115. During the excavation and construction of these works the contractor is to take every precaution to prevent 

damage or injury to existing gas, water, or sewer pipes and sewers. Such pipes and sewers on being met with at sides, 
over, or crossing the excavations of these works, to "be carefully and securely protected and supported, as the case may 
require, by chains, timbering, strutting, and under-pinning, &c., to prevent said pipes or sewers from being shaken, bent, 
or broken, and the contractor to provide all materials, plant, and labour required for said timbering, strutting, and under
pinning, &c., and maintain the same at his sole cost until, in the opinion of the engineer, the refilling of excavation and 
the general progress of the works render further precaution unnecessary.

XII.—General Progress and order of Works.
116. The contractor, immediately after he gets possession of the ground, shall commence the sewer throughout the 

length of the contract, unless otherwise directed, and proceed with the earthwork, concrete, and other works connected 
therewith in the manner described in clause 95. The progress made every working week with excavation, filling in, 
concrete, pitching, roadwork, &c., required in the construction of the sewer and all other works, shall not be less than 
160 feet of sew’er complete.

XIII.—Notice for Inspection.
117. The contractor will give notice to the engineer of the commencement or completion of the undermentioned 

work, and formally submit it for inspection before proceeding to place, execute, or cover it up, viz.:—■
Excavation of trenches. '
Excavation for foundations.
Withdrawing of timber in open excavation, &c.
Laying of foundation.
Laying of pipes or subducts.
Placing centering in position.
Keying of arches.
Striking of centres.
Shifting of concrete boxes. <
Filling in round concrete and pipe-sewers and manholes into open trenches, sumps, &e.

XIV.—Poioer to use any part of the Work*
118. The Engineer-in-Chief shall have the power, at his discretion, without vacating this contract to enter upon, by

himself or his agents, and make use of any part or parts of the work comprised under this contract, and his doing so shall 
in nowise be held as a waiver of the responsibility of the contractor in respect to his contract, except in so far as any 
injury may accrue to such work so entered upon by reason of any proved carelessness of any employ*} of the Government, 
in which event the contractor shall be free from liability on account thereof, but not otherwise. '

X V.—Maintenance.
119. The contractor will be bound to maintain the works for a period of three months after their final completion 

and use by the Government; and if any part should within that period show signs of weakness or of giving way, or should 
any defective workmanship or materials be detected, the contractor, when called upon to do so, shall make good same at 
his own cost, to the satisfaction of the Engineer-in-Chief, before the reserve balance will be fpaid. It is to be distinctly 
understood that the Government shall have the full, free, and unrestricted use of the said works, without any interference 
whatever on the part of the contractor, during the currency of this period of maintenance ; and such use of the said 
works on the part of the Government shall not be held as relieving the contractor of any liabilities or obligations whatever 
in respect of his contract.

Conditions of Contract.
120. The special and general conditions attached to this specification shall be held binding on all matters relating 

to this contract as far as the Engineer-in-Chief may deem the same applicable.
This is the specification marked “A,” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, dated the 

16th day of March, a.d. 1891.

Witness,-—Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

JOHN CARTER.
D. G. SNODGRASS. 
GEO. FORREST.

B.”

1. Interpretation of Tenns.
Whenever the terms, hereafter explained in the present clause, occur in the conditions of contract and in the 

specification, they shall be held to mean, and shall mean as follows :—
(I Minister ” shall mean the Secretary of Works of the Colony of New South W ales for the time being, or any 

person legally acting for him. . < .
“ Engineer ” shall mean the Engineer-in-Chief duly appointed by the Minister to have principal charge of the

“ Assistant Engineer ” shall mean the person duly appointed by the Enginecr-in-Chief to act in his behalf.
“Superintending Officer” shall mean any person who may from time to time bo notified to the contractor by the 

Engineer-in-Chief as being entrusted with the local superintendence of the works. ... .
“ Overseer ” shall mean any person who may from time to time be appointed by the Engineer-in-Chief to supervise 

the works or any part thereof under the immediate direction of the superintending officer. ^
“Contractor ” shall mean “ Contractors ” when two or more persons have tendered or contracted jointly for the 

work. .
“ Special Conditions ” shall mean the “ Special Conditions ” hereto attached and forming part of the contract; 

such special conditions shall be deemed to be, and shall be, incorporated with the general conditions.
“ Schedule Trice ” shall mean the rate at which the contractor has offered and agreed to execute the kind of work 

under consideration. .
“Contract Sum” shall mean the sum total, resulting from the finally certified quantities, ascertained m the 

manner provided in clause 16, and calculated at the schedule rates or arranged prices. .
“ Drawings ” shall mean and include any plan, section, general or detail drawing, sketch, or illustration referring 

to the works and explanatory of, or supplementary to, the specification.
“Extra Work” shall mean any kind or description of work, not comprised in the “ Schedule of Prices,” and 

other than those, the distinct mention of which may have been inadvertently omitted in the specifications or 
drawings, and for which provision is made in clause 3 of these conditions.

“ Labour.”—All cartage and haulage, and work done or to be performed by machinery, shall be included in the 
* term “ Labour.”

“ Plant ” shall mean and include all tools, utensils, stores, sheds, timber, scaffold, centres, moulds, templates, coffer 
dams, cordage, chains, tackle, boats, punts, rafts, sleepers, rails, waggons, trucks, trollies, engines, water and 
air pumps, boring and ventilating apparatus, signals, lights, diving bells and dresses, and every other thing 

’ necessary for the security, proper execution, completion and specified maintenance of the several works.
2.



APPENDIX. 159

2. Extent of Contract.
The contractor shall, except in so far as the specification may expressly state to the contrary, provide at his own Supply of labour, 

cost and expense all labour, material, and plant, and everything else necessary for the proper and complete performance of materials, and 
the contract. plant.

All works described in, or implied, by the specification, or shown in any of the drawings, or set forth in any lists or Execution of 
tables thereof, or attached thereto, as well as those expressly herein provided for under clauses 3 and 4, are to be made works, 
and executed in every detail conformably to the several drawings already prepared, or that may be prepared hereafter for 
the purpose of this contract, in strict accordance with the provisions of the specification and conditions, both general and 
special, and to the entire satisfaction of the engineer.

Should any work be not so executed, it shall be at the sole risk of the contractor, and shall be immediately altered 
and amended at the contractor’s cost and expense.

The contractor shall, at his own expense, set out accurately and to the satisfaction of the superintending officer, all Setting out. 
the works comprised in this contract, in strict accordance with the drawings and specifications, and shall be solely 
responsible for their being so set out and executed, and that notwithstanding the superintending officer or overseer may 
have assisted the contractor in setting out the same.

Contractor shall also at'his own cost and expense at any time—by day or by night, either on working days or on 
Sundays or holidays—render all such assistance, and supply all such labour, plant, and lighting, as the engineer or super
intending officer may require to check such setting out, or to inspect any portion of the works, which must for that purpose 
be left clear and free from any obstruction or impediment. During and for the performance of those operations contractor 
shall be obliged to suspend any or all of his work, if required to do so by the superintending officer, and without having 
any claim for loss or damage on account of such temporary suspension. *

^ All bench -marks, pegs, and signals on the surface, and all alignments and level marks underground, put in by the Protecting and 
engineer or superintending officer for the purpose of checking the contractor’s work, will be pointed out to the contractor maintaining 
and confided to his care. He shall, at his own expense, take all proper and reasonable precaution and care to preserve and and 
maintain them in their true positions ; in the event, however, of their being disturbed or obliterated by accident or from '
any other cause whatever, they shall be replaced by the engineer or superintending officer at the contractor’s expense, and 
the cost thereof deducted from any moneys, then or thereafter due to the contractor.

If two different contractors execute simultaneously two adjoining sections of the works, they shall be held jointly Junction of 
and severally responsible for effecting a proper junction of the sections. different con-

During the whole time of construction and during the “ period of maintenance,” referred to in clauses 10 and 18 Maintenance 
hereof, and more particularly described in clause 3 of the special conditions, contractor shall keep and maintain in good and ’
sufficient repair all the works, executed or in course of execution, and make good all injury or loss, which may happen or 
occur to them, or to any materials, or plant, or anything else in connection with the works under this contract.

4i. Specification and Drawings.
\ The specification and the drawings (if any), referred to in the specification, shall be taken to explain each other; and Specification and 

anything contained in the specification or in any of the drawings shall be equally binding on contractor, as if it were con- drawings to tained in all. u j & > explain each
- Any dimensions, written or figured on the drawings, shall usually be taken in preference to measurements by scale ; Written dimen- 

but in cases of doubt in this respect, or in case of any discrepancy between the drawings, specifications, and conditions, or sions to be pre- 
any ambiguity or defective description in them, such doubt, discrepancy, ambiguity, or defective description shall not fc^to^ffi^- 
invalidate the contract, but shall be rectified by the engineer if he deem it requisite, and the contractor shall have no claim 
for compensation for damages on account of such discrepancy, ambiguity, or defective description.

If neither specification nor drawings contain any mention of minor parts of works, which are reasonably and obviously Omission of 
necessary for the satisfactory completion of the works, such parts are to be provided, made, and executed by the contractor, minor Parts* 
without any extra charge, as if they were specially mentioned, and shall be deemed to be, and hereby are, included in the ’
several schedule prices. .

- It is hereby expressly understood, that the contractor is bound to completely and thoroughly inform himself of every Errors of infor- 
circumstance connected with, or relating to, the work, and of the correctness or otherwise of any information contained mation at eon- 
in, or supplied by the drawings or specification, as he shall have no claim on account of any errors, omissions, 0r tract013 rislt* 
inaccuracies that may be found in those documents after the contract shall have been signed, and since he has to provide 
in his tender for every contingency that may arise.

A copy of the conditions, specifications, and drawings will be' furnished to contractors free of charge, but he must Supply of draw- 
himself compare the same with the original, as no claim will be allowed for any errors therein, and specifl-

All copies of drawings, &c., supplied to contractor are to be returned to the engineer on completion of contract. 10nS*
4. Increase or Decrease of Works.

The contractor is to execute in like manner and with the same quality of materials, as provided for the works, Quality, 
expressly mentioned in specification and drawings, any extensions, additions, deviations, alterations, or extra works which 
the engineer may require by an order in writing.

The work executed under this clause will be measured up and paid for at schedule rates in the same manner as Quantity, 
provided for the other works under this contract; and if it comprise any work not specified in contract and in schedule of Prices of extra 
prices a special agreement shall be made between the engineer and the contractor, and signed at the time of giving the works, 
order for such work.

In case the above-named parties shall be unable to agree on the value of such extra work, the engineer shall be at If value cannot 
liberty and fully authorised to have it executed by whomsoever he may think fit. be agreed upon.

No extra work, extensions, or any additions, deviations, or alterations whatever, which maybe claimed by con
tractor, will be recognised or admitted under any circumstances if done or executed without, or contrary to, an order in 
writing from the engineer as aforesaid, and the production of such order shall be a condition precedent to contractor •
receiving payment for them.

- - The Minister, or the engineer, acting on his behalf, may from time to time, by writing under his hand, require the Omission of por- 
omission of any particular portion or part of the works described in the specification or shown on drawings; and the tion of the work‘ 
contractor shall have no claim for loss of profit, sustained damage, or other compensation on account of any such omission.

5. Possession of Lands.
- The Minister shall, within one month from the date of the signing of the contract by the contractor, put the latter 
m possession of such parts of the land required for the execution of the permanent works and spoil banks, or access to 
either, as in the opinion of the engineer may be necessary for their commencement. And the Minister shall also from 
time to time put contractor in possession of such other parts of the land as may, in the opinion of the engineer, be 
necessary for the vigorous prosecution and timely completion of all the works. ’

The contractor must, however, procure for himself all other land which he may deem requisite for any temporary 
purposes or for his own convenience ; but the Minister will, at the expense of the contractor, and only to the extent of 
any legal powers possessed by the Governor or Minister, assist the contractor in procuring such land or in procuring 
materials suitable for the construction of the works from any adjoining lands. s

Should any delay take place in giving to the contractor possession of any land required for the construction of the 
works aforesaid, such delay shall not be deemed a breach of contract, or give contractor any claim for compensation, but 
the contractor shall be entitled to a commensurate extension of time for the completion of the whole works. 5

Nothing herein contained shall at any time prevent the Minister or any person duly authorised by him from entering 
upon and making use of such lands or any portion thereof for any purpose whatever. ®

6. Trespass.'

The contractor shall not enter upon any lands outside the limits of the lands defined by and held in possession by Private lands 
him under clause 5 hereof for the construction of the works or for any purpose whatever in connection with this contract *
without the distinct consent in writing of the occupier and owner of such lands, and shall not, without the permission in 
writing of the engineer or superintending officer, remove any trees or structures within the limits of the lands defined in 
said clause hereof. -
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Cutting of trees. Nor shall he open or throw down any part of a fence without making sufficient provision by temporary fences,
gates, or other necessary accommodation, to be erected and maintained at contractor’s cost, for preventing persons or 
animals from trespassing or straying from, or into, any enclosure affected thereby.

Roads. Nor shall he interfere with any private or public road without making proper temporary provision for the
convenience of owners or users thereof.

Damage caused. Any costs or damages incurred by the Government through any legal process on account of any trespass caused by
the act or negligence of the contractor or his workmen shall be considered as payment made to the contractor under this 
contract, and shall be deducted accordingly at the time of final payment to him.

If not fenced by Should the contractor refuse or neglect to erect and maintain, either or both, any such temporary fences or other
contractor, necessary accommodation, it shall be lawful for but not obligatory on the engineer after having given to the contractor 
power todo so™ ^wen^"^ours5 no^ce writing of his intention to do so, summarily and without further process to cause any such 

* temporary hoarding, fences, gates, bridges, or other accommodation to be erected and maintained, which he may deem 
necessary for the proper protection either of such lands or of the adjoining lands, or for the safety of the property of the 
owners and occupiers thereof or of the general public, and the cost of so doing shall be deducted as provided hereinbefore.

7. Sub-letting, Assigning.
No sub-letting or The contractor shall not sub-let any portion of the works, nor enter into any sub-contract for the execution thereof
assigning. or any portion thereof, nor shall he assign all or any of the moneys payable or to become payable under the contract, 

or all or any part of any other benefit whatsoever arising to him or which may arise under the contract without the 
consent in writing of the Minister; and no assignment without such consent shall have any effect or be in any way 
recognised.
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8. Progress of Works.
It shall be lawful for but not obligatory on the Engineer or Superintending Officer to direct in writing the contractor 

to carry out the works in such order and in such manner as he shall deem lit; and
If the contractor shall fail to make such progress with the works, as the Engineer or the Superintending Officer shall 

deem sufficient to insure their completion within the specified time ; or 
If he refuse or fail in the opinion of the Engineer or Superintending Officer to use due diligence in carrying out any 

particular part of the work, which the Engineer or Superintending Officer shall have directed him in writing to 
carry out forthwith ; or

If he shall use or employ bad or insufficient material, or shall execute any work in an imperfect manner or not to the 
satisfaction of the Engineer or Superintending Officer; or

If he shall fail or neglect to take down or remove such work, or to rectify any such work for seven days after being 
required to do so in writing by the Engineer or Superintending Offiger ; or 

If he shall fail to employ what, in the opinion of the Engineer or Superintending Officer, is a sufficient number of men 
on the works ; or

If he shall suspend work without the Engineer’s order or sanction in writing ; or
If the contractor shall in the judgment of the Engineer commit a wilful breach of the contract;

Then, in any of such cases, it shall be lawful for the Minister to do at his option any of the following things, that is to 
say ^ _

(а) The Minister or the Engineer may, on giving written notice to the contractor of his intention so to do, forthwith 
cause additional men to be employed and additional materials and plant to be purchased, and the cost of so doing may be 
deducted from any moneys then due or ■which may thereafter become due to the contractor.

(б) Or the Minister may, by notification in writing under his hand, delivered to the contractor, absolutely determine 
this contract without further process ; and from and after the delivery of such notice as aforesaid, the contract shall be 
absolutely determined, and on such determination the money, which shall have been previously paid to the contractor 
under the contract, shall be deemed to be the full value of the work executed, and shall be taken and accepted by the 
contractor in full payment and satisfaction of all claims and demands under the contract; and the balances retained, 
including amount deposited as security, together with all materials and plant, then being in or near or upon the works for 
the purpose of being used or employed in or about the same, shall remain the absolute property of Her Majesty, and may 
be disposed of as the Minister may think fit.

9. Bankrujitcy.
Bankruptcy. If the contractor shall become bankrupt or insolvent, or shall make an assignment of his estate for the benefit of his

creditors, it shall be lawful for the Minister, on behalf of Her Majesty, by notice in writing under his hand, to determine 
the contract by such notice, and for Her Majesty either to carry on the works under the Engineer’s direction or to 
re-contract with another contractor to proceed with and complete the same upon such terms, stipulations, and conditions, 
as shall be deemed expedient by the Minister ; and all the then remaining materials and plant may be used in, and applied 
for the purpose of, the works ; and on the final completion of the works the surplus of such materials and plant shall be 
delivered to the contractor’s assignees or trustees, but without any payment or allowance for any loss or diminution, wear, 
tear, or injury they may have sustained in the meantime ; and any losses, damages, costs, or expenses, which shall, in the 
opinion of the Engineer, have been sustained by Her Majesty by reason of the premises, shall be deducted from the deposit 
money and the balance retained after payment of the progress payment; and the residue of such deposit money and 
percentages (if any), or any securities, in which the same may be invested (but without any interest thereon), shall belong 
and be paid or delivered to the said Assignees or Trustees ; and if there should be no residue, but a deficiency, the amount 
of such deficiency may be proved for as a debt against the estate of the contractor. ■
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10. Suspension and Completion.
The whole of the works under this contract shall be completed on or before the day set forth in clause 1 of the 

special conditions as the “Date of Completion of Contract,” and formally delivered up to the engineer in perfect order 
and repair, and to his entire satisfaction.

# In the event of any alterations, deviations, additions, or extra works being required to be executed by contractor, 
or in the event of any delay arising under this clause, or under clauses 5 and 15 hereof, the engineer may allow such an 
extension of time (if any), as he shall think adequate for the proper carrying out of such alterations, deviations, additions, 
or extra works, or for the delay caused (if any).

The Minister, on behalf of the Queen-, shall be entitled to deduct or set off for each and every week’s delay after the 
date mentioned as the date of completion of contract, or after the expiration of the “ extension of time” (if any), allowed 
under this clause, as and by way of liquidated damages, the sum mentioned in clause 2 of the special conditions.

Such damages shall be deducted from the final balance and the cash security lodged by the contractor in accordance 
with clause 20 of these conditions and with clauses 5 and 6 of the special conditions, or, at the option of the Minister, from 
any other moneys payable to the contractor under this contract.

On receiving a written notice to that effect from the engineer, contractor shall suspend the whole or any portion of 
the works, as may be directed in such notice. He shall have no claim for loss or damage on this account, unless the 
suspension exceeds one month, and such suspension shall in no wise vitiate the contract, but a commensurate extension of 
time for completing the works will be granted to the contractor.

# When, in the judgment of the engineer, the whole of the works appear to be completed, they shall be tested or 
examined, as may be provided in the specification; if the result of the test or examination be satisfactory, they will be 
formally taken over by the engineer, or will issue a certificate to that effect, whereupon the period of maintenance shall 
begin.

11. Safety of Works and Persons.
Contractor shall be liable for the reinstating or making good of anything whatsoever, which may be removed, 

displaced, damaged, or destroyed during the performance of the works, or by reason of the same ; and he shall also be 
solely responsible for all defects to, and failures in, the works, during the whole time of construction end the period of 
maintenance, whether the said defects arise from insufficient foundations, defective construction, bad materials, or any 
other cause within the contractor’s control, or from the inclemency of the weather, landsprings, or similar cause.

■ Contractor
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■ ^°^^rac^or shall also provide and maintain all hoarding-barriers, night-lights, and properly-ballasted temporary roads. Hoardings, 
required by any municipal or other authorities having charge or control of streets or roads, or which may be required for theroac*s» ^;c• 
convenience or safety of the public; and he shall also make all arrangements by temporary roads or bridges or otherwise, 
which may be required by any local authorities or by the engineer, to prevent stoppage or delay of public traffic or any 
avoidable inconvenience to the public. r j
,. , , JDuriHg the whole time of construction of the works, and during the period of their maintenance, contractor shall be Liability for 
liable ior any accident, damage, or injury whatsoever to the public or to any individual, which maybe caused by his accidents> &c* 
operations or his neglect, and also for the safety of any adjacent roads, streets, cellars, vaults, pavements, walls, houses, 
and buildings, and shall be bound to remove any scaffolding, timbering, &c., as occasion may require or when ordered by 
the engineer to do so; and m case of emergency or probable danger to life or property the engineer, without notice to 
contractor, may there and then provide or employ, at contractor’s cost, such labour, materials, and plant, as may be 
necessary to meet the exigency, of which the engineer himself shall be the sole judge. All such cost to be deducted from 
any sum then or thereatter due to the contractor under this contract.

No opening is to be made in any street until a sufficient quantity of approved bricks or other material is on the 
ground to complete the length to be opened. Should any delay or dispute arise as to the supply of bricks or material, to 
prevent inconvenience to the public, the engineer shall have power to direct any opening made to be filled up and the 
surface restored at contractor s cost, amount to be deducted from any money due to .the contractor.

) Delivery of 
l notice.

Agency, Notice, Might of Entry.
When the contractor is not personally present on the works he must at all times during their progress have a Agency, 

this contract °n £r01in(^ w^10 deemed to be and shall be authorised to represent him for all purposes of

. , cas® the contractor or his responsible agent shall not be immediately available at any point of the works, the
I?S iiUi?tl0n?1^1Ven ^ l^e^ngineer, in writing, to any overseer, foreman, or workman, employed on the works by contractor, 
snali have the same euect as if they were given to the contractor or his authorised agent.

Any written instrument or notice to be given or delivered to the contractor under this contract shall be deemed to ] 
have been so given or delivered when it is given or delivered to the contractor or his representative on the works, or left at1 
■the contractor s usual or last-known place of abode or business.

. Th® ®ng'rie8ri and any other person duly authorised by him, shall have power at all times to enter upon all or any Entry on works, 
portion of the works; and to travel by any engine, lift, cage, carriage, truck, trolly, or other vehicle, which the contractor 
may be using on, or near, or m connection with the works ; and to make examination of any work, fixed or unfixed or in 
any state of progress, and of any materials or plant in use or intended to be used for the purposes of this contract: and 
the contractor shall give or afford facility for the exercise by the engineer and other duly authorised persons of the powers 
given under this clause, and shall for that purpose cause the motion of any vehicle, engine, or other machinery to be arrested when requested so to do. ^ > & > y

Due notice shall be given by contractor to the superintending officer or overseer before any piles are swung and Progress notice, 
commenced to be driven ; on the completion of all excavations for foundations, or otherwise, and before any foundations 
are laid therem ; when foundation-rings for wells are to be laid, and before the well-sinking commences; before the filling 
m of the wells, of other structures, or of sewer or pipe trenches is proceeded with; before centres are struck ; before
specification11116^ S°leS ^ lald! ^ ^ SUCl1 °ther StaS6S °f progress of the ’(v'orks> as may k® specially directed in the

13. Dismissal and Mode of Payment of Men.
The engineer or superintending officer may, for incompetency or misconduct, or inattention to orders, or other 

sufficient cause, require the dismissal within twenty-four hours by the contractor of any agent, overseer, foreman, workman, 
or other person, employed by him on the works ; and in the event of the contractor refusing or neglecting to comply with 
such requisition all further payments on account of the contract may be stopped until such dismissal is carried out

., 4,ike workmen, tradesmen, and labourers of every class or kind, employed on the works under this contract shall be 
paid their wages or other earnings in full in money, current coin of the Colony, at least once in every fortnight, and no 
ticket or other system of payment by goods of any sort, provisions, or liquor will be allowed on any pretence whatever

Nor shall the contractor or any person employed by him, or in any way connected with him, establish any shop for 
the supply of liquors, provisions, or goods, nor shall the contractor cause or oblige his workmen to take their necessaries 
or goods oi any kind from any person in particular.

Dismissal.

Cash payment 

Truck system.

The workmen or labourers of every kind or class shall be paid on the works (if it be possible) or in some building 
refreshment^e11 Id* CaS6 ke Paid ^ a public-house or other place where spirituous or fermented liquors or

?-efor.e, t}1® Paym8nt of any money to the contractor, the Minister may require from the contractor a statutory 
declaration that the tradesmen and labourers of every kind employed on the works to which these conditions refer have 
been paid their wages and claims of every kind in full money, the current coin of the Colony, and to the latest date to 
which such wages or claims are due ; and the Minister may withhold the payment of any money that may be due or become 
due to the contractor until such declaration shall have been made and delivered to him

Statutory
declaration.

14. Material. '
. - ■'qppi’oved materials, plant, and prepared work brought upon the ground for use in or on the works shall be con- Ownership,

sidered, and shall be the property of Her Majesty the Queen until completion of contract; and contractor shall not take 
°r dl9p°Se °f any Such material or Plant or prepared work without the written authority of the superintend-

All materials supplied by contractor for, and used in, the works shall be the best of their respective kinds and in Quahty. 
conformity with any further particular direction that may be contained in the specification.

-Dim notice shall be given by contractor to the superintending officer and overseer when any material is bought on Arrival on 
the ground, all of which must be neatly stacked in regular heaps, submitted for approval, and approved of in writing by ground, 
the superintending officer, before it may be used in the works ; none but that so approved shall be used. & Approval.

The contractor, if so directed, shall remove entirely off the ground any inferior or improper material, or alter or Removal, 
remove any improper or unworkmanlike work at his own expense within twenty-four hours after a written notice in that 
behalf shall have been served upon him by the engineer or superintending officer.

After the expiration of the time stated in such notice, it shall be lawful for, but not obligatory upon, the engineer 
or superintending officer at any time to remove and, if necessary, to destroy any such material, or to pull down or alter 
any such work, and to replace or rebuild the same. The expense of so doing shall be deducted from any moneys then due 
or that may thereafter become due, to the contractor under this contract. ’
. Cement is to be brought on the ground in quantities of not less than fifty barrels, at least ten clear days before it is Storing, 
intended to be used m the works, and kept in weather-tight sheds under lock and key. After having been tested and '
approved of, the approved barrels will be marked on the outside, and their contents may be used. After they are empty 
they shall, in the presence of the superintending officer or any person deputed by him, be broken up, and thereupon 
removed off the works. r
. ,, ■Ph® use *he contractor on the works of blasting-powder or any other explosive material shall be confined strictly Explosives, 
to the limits, which will be set by an order in writing of the engineer as to locality, time, quantity, particular kind of 
material, and precautions to be taken during its use.

In any case, no larger quantity of explosive material shall be taken underground than is likely to be used during any Quantities, 
current shirt.

Storing of explosive material underground shall be, and hereby is, absolutely prohibited ; and for its storage on the storing under 
surface special directions will from time to time be issued by the engineer in accordance with the provisions of the Act ground pro
regulating storage and conveyance of explosives. hibitod.

- ShT^ ®ontractor exceed the limits of such order, or not strictly observe the special directions in regard to use, the inspectors of 
engineer shall have power to appoint, at the contractor’s expense, inspectors of powder, in whose presence alone the explo- posher, 
sives may be made use of, and who shall have entire charge of all matters connected with their storage or supply to the
WOFKS. xr
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No claim with
out certificate.

If the contractor shall be found to have supplied materials or executed work not in accordance with the true intent 
and meaning of the specification and conditions of this contract, and if the engineer shall elect to allow such materials to 
be used or such executed work to remain, he shall have power to fix the price to be paid for any such material or work, and 
contractor shall be bound by the engineer’s valuation.

15. Government Property.
Should the Minister furnish to the contractor for the purposes of this contract, any materials, or plant, or other 

article of value, all of which are hereafter in this clause and in the specification included under the term “Government 
property,” the contractor shall give a detailed receipt in writing to the superintending officer at the time of delivery and 
before taking possession thereof. _ .

If required to do so by the superintending officer, contractor shall erect, at his own expense, sheds or other covering 
to protect such property from the weather or from theft. _ .

Ho shall likewise make good any loss or injury which may happen to it from any cause whatever, and shall keep it 
m good and sufficient repair and renew all moving and working parts, which may have become worn out, to the satisfaction 
of the engineer or superintending officer during the whole time it is under his care. . ...

On the completion of the contract, all such property shall be returned to the engineer, unless otherwise directed in 
the specification; and for that purpose shall be removed, after having been put into a thorough state of repair, to the place 
or places mentioned m the specification, and there neatly stacked or arranged, as the supei intending officer may require.

The latter shall thereupon give a detailed receipt in writing for everything so returned, and until such receipt shall 
have been given the property shall be deemed to be, and shall be, under the care of the contractor.

Should any delay occur m supplying contractor with any drawings, or specifications, or any Government property 
which may be specified to be supplied or delivered to contractor by the Minister, the contractor shall have no claim for 
compensation for any such delay other than that (if any) particularly set forth in the specification; but the contractor 
shall be entitled to such reasonable extension of time for the completion of the works as shall be fixed by the engineer.

' 16. Measurements, Quantities, and Accounts.
Except m cases for which the specification distinctly prescribes another method or rule of ascertaining measurements 

or weights, the net measurements, according to the actual dimensions or weights, will always be taken, notwithstanding 
any custom to the contrary. The surplus soil to be removed shall be calculated as equal to the volume of the soil actually 
displaced by the foundations, sewers, shafts, or other works. . #

The distance of removal shall be measured from top of shaft or end of open cutting to centre of spoil-bank or other 
place of deposit. The schedule price for excavation shall cover all haulage in tunnels or cuttings, unless otherwise specified.

The contractor shall be present at all measurements, and, if required, assist in making the same. If he fail to 
attend after twenty-four hours’ notice m writing has been delivered to him of the superintending officer’s intention to take 
measurements and clearly settmg forth the locality of such intended operation, the measurements made by the superintend
ing officer shall he binding on the contractor. _ _ . .

On the satisfactory completion of any part or portion of the works, and at all other suitable times, the dimensions 
of such piece of work shall be measured by the superintending officer, recorded on drawings, kept or to be made for the 
purpose, and the quantities ascertained therefrom and entered into a quantity book, to serve as basis for amvmg at the 
contract sum on completion of the contract. # .

Within forty-eight hours of such measurement having been effected, contractor shall furnish to the engineer an 
account of the work, thus intended to have been finally measured up, showing in detail the dimensions, quantities, prices, 
and value, specifying day of measurmg, in whose presence measured, and signed by contractor.

For the purpose of making progress payments the dimensions of still unfinished, but otherwise satisfactorily per
formed, portions of the work will be measured m a summary way monthly, or as near as may be, but without prejudice to 
the ultimate acceptance or rejection of such portions of work. 4 .

On the day following the conclusion of such summary measurement, contractor shall furnish to the superintending 
officer an account of all work done during the preceding month, giving detail, quantities, prices, and approximate value of 
all unfinished work, and, for every structure separately, total quantities, prices, and exact value of all completed work.

Any final account to be presented by the contractor must be on similar form, and under the same heads as the 
printed tender form, with additional items at foot of same.

17. Jolting.
When desired by the superintending officer so to do, contractor shall furnish to said officer any skilled artisans, 

labourers, or carts with horses and drivers, for the performance of such services as the aforesaid officer may desire to be 
performed in connection with, for, on, or near the works under the contract. _

Contractor shall supply those artisans, labourers, &c., with the necessary plant and lighting, and shall be paid for 
all services thus rendered the full amount, provided therefor in the schedule of prices, under the head of “jobbing,5 at the 
end of every month, or as nearly as may be thereafter. The accounts for this “jobbing” shall, however, be rendered by 
contractor to the superintending officer or overseer m half-weekly intervals, that is to say, during the forenoon of every 
Monday and Thursday, failing which he shall lose all claim to payments for the jobbing performed by him during the pre
ceding three days.

18. Progress and Final Payments.
NTo payments shall be legally due to contractor until after the entire completion of the contract; but progress pay

ments on account, subject to all deductions, herein provided for, will be made monthly, or as nearly so as may he, during 
the continuance of the contract, on the certificate in writing of the engineer, at rates not exceeding those stated in clause 4 
of the special conditions. •> j j •

The balance of the moneys due for works executed under this contract, less 5 per cent., and less the deductions 
properly to be made hereunder, will be paid within thirty days, or as nearly as may be, after the engineer shall have 
certified under his hand that all the works under the contract, less those of maintenance, have been fully and satisfactorily 
completed, and that such balance, less the 5 per cent., is due to contractor. . . ,

Provided that if the amount for maintenance, as entered by contractor in his tender, shall appear to the engineer to 
he insufficient, the Minister may retain, on the declaration to that effect in writing by the engineer, either the whole or 
any part of the sum, otherwise deemed payable to contractor, till all the works under the contract, including those of 
maintenance, shall have been finally and satisfactorily executed. .

The said five (5) per cent., together with the “ cash security,” provided for in clause 20 of these conditions, will be 
retained until after the expiration of the “ period of maintenance,” more particularly described in clause 3 of the special 
conditions, and shall be paid to contractor (less the costs of any repairs or defects, should the contractor fail to execute the 
same), on the production of a certificate from the engineer, that all the works under the contract, including those of 
maintenance, have been finally and satisfactorily executed. _ -i u i. i *

- NTo progress payments will be made after the date specified for the completion of the contract, until the whole ol
the works shall have been properly completed to the satisfaction of the engineer. #

If, in the opinion of the engineer, further inquiry is desirable or necessary, before payment is made on any certificate, 
the engineer shall have power to suspend the payment of all or any part of the amount mentioned in any such certificate, 
for a period not exceeding one month from the date at which, in the ordinary course, the money would have been paid, 
and no interest shall be due or accruing on any money, the payment of which shall have been so suspended.

No certificate, given to the contractor for any purpose whatever during the progress of the work, shall prevent the 
engineer, at any time before the final payment, from rejecting any unsound material or improper workmanship, which may 
be discovered in the work, or from requiring the contractor to remove or amend at his own cost any work, which may be 
found not to have been performed in accordance with the contract, or from deducting from any money, which may be due 
or become due to the contractor, the whole amount, which may have been paid to the contractor for such material or work.

The obtaining of the engineer’s certificate that all the works under the contract, including those of .maintenance, 
have been finally and satisfactorily executed, shall be a condition precedent to any claim or cause of action in respect or 
work done, as well as to the final payment to he made hereunder.
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19. Arbitration Clause.
1. All questions or disputes which shall arise respecting the true construction or meaning of the drawings or specifi* 

nation, or the quality of the workmanship, or quantity or quality of materials necessary for the whole or any part of the 
contract, and all questions and disputes respecting the matters next hereinafter mentioned, when the aggregate amount 
•claimed in respect of such last-mentioned matters shall not amount to the sum of one thousand pounds, shall be decided by 
the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage, whose decision shall be absolute and final.

2. But all questions as to the cancellation of the contract, as to the right of the contractor to extension of time, as 
to the infliction of penalties, as to the true value of any extra work that has not been previously agreed upon, or as to the 
value of work omitted from the works specified to be done under the contract, shall, if the aggregate amount of the claims 
in respect of such matters shall be one thousand pounds or upwards, upon the completion of the works under the said 
contract, and^ before payment of the retention money and the money deposited as security for the due carrying out of the 
■contract, be fixed and determined by arbitration as hereinafter provided.

3. If the contractor, or the Minister in charge of the department under which the works in the contract have been 
•or are. being carried out, considers that he has claims in respect of the several matters mentioned in paragraph 2, as those 
in which arbitration may be claimed, he shall furnish to the other of them full particulars in writing of such Claims, 
breaches, doubts, disputes, and differences in respect of which he desires arbitration, giving distinct and separate items, 
and the amount, if any, claimed under each item ; and the other party may thereupon furnish particulars of all claims he 
has in respect of such matters, irrespective of the aggregate amount of such claims; and the party furnishing the same 
shall be bound by sucli particulars ; and no claim not included in such statement shall be taken into consideration at snch 
arbitration, or become subject .of arbitration or action ; and the claim or respective claims so made as aforesaid shall be 
determined by arbitrators, to be appointed as hereinafter provided, that is to say—

. 4. If the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage, and the contractor concur in the appointment of a
single arbitrator, then the matter and question aforesaid shall be referred to and decided by such single arbitrator ; but if 
the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage, and the contractor cannot concur in the appointment of a single 
arbitrator, each party, on the request in writing of the other party, shall, by writing under his hand, nominate and appoint 
an arbitrator, to whom the said questions and matters shall be referred. Every such appointment shall be delivered to the 
arbitrator, and be deemed a submission to arbitration on the part of the party by whom the same shall have been made, 
and neither party shall have power to revoke the same without the consent in writing of the other, nor shall the death of 
either party operate as a revocation.

5. And if, for twenty-one days after the notice in writing by the contractor or by the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, 
Bridges, and Sewerage, that the contractor and the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage cannot agree shall 
have been served, and for seven days after a request in writing to appoint an arbitrator shall have been served by the one 
party on the other, such last-mentioned party fail to appoint such arbitrator, then, upon such failure, the party making 
the request, and having himself appointed an arbitrator, may appoint such arbitrator to act on behalf of both parties ; and 
the arbitrator may proceed to hear and determine the matter or question between the contractor and the engineer aforesaid, 
and in such case the award or determination of such single arbitrator shall be final. If, before the matter so referred shall 
be determined, either arbitrator shall die or become incapable, the party by whom such arbitrator was appointed may 
nominate and appoint some other person as arbitrator to act in his place ; and if, for the space of seven days after notice 
in writing from the other party for that purpose, he fail to do so, the remaining or other arbitrator may proceed ex parte ; 
and in case the matter in dispute shall stand referred to a sole arbitrator in default of the appointment by the other party, 
and such sole arbitrator shall die, the party by whom he was appointed shall appoint another sole arbitrator in his place ; 
and every arbitrator so to be substituted in either of the cases aforesaid shall have the same powers and authorities as were 
vested in the former arbitrator at the time of his death or disability.

6. If more than one arbitrator shall be appointed, such arbitrators shall, before they enter into the matter or 
question referred to them, nominate and appoint, by writing under their hand, an umpire to decide on the matter so 
referred; and if such umpire shall die or become incapable of acting, they shall forthwith, after such death or incapacity, 
appoint another umpire in his place, and the decision of every such umpire on the matters referred to him shall be final.

7. If, in either of the cases aforesaid, the said arbitrators shall refuse, or shall, for seven days after request of either 
party, neglect to appoint an umpire, a Judge of the Supreme Court, upon application made to him by either party, shall 
appoint an umpire, whose decision shall be final.

. 8. If a single arbitrator shall be appointed, and he shall die or become incapable to act before he shall have made
his award, the matters referred to him shall be determined by arbitrators appointed hereunder as if the arbitrator so 
dying had not been appointed.

9. If more than one arbitrator be appointed, and either of them shall refuse, or for seven days neglect to act, the 
person by whom such defaulting arbitrator was appointed shall, within seven days after notice in writing, proceed to 
appoint another arbitrator to act for the arbitrator so refusing or neglecting, or the other arbitratoi\may proceed ex parte ; 
and the decision of such other arbitrator shall be as effectual as if he had been the single arbitrator appointed by both 
parties.

10. If more than one arbitrator shall be appointed, and neither of them shall refuse or neglect to act as aforesaid, 
then if such arbitrators shall fail to make their award within thirty days after the day on which the last of such arbitrators 
shall have been appointed, or within such‘further time as may be granted by a Judge of the Supreme Court on application 
by either party, the matters so referred to them shall be determined by the umpire appointed as aforesaid.

11. The arbitrators, or any two of them, shall have power to hear, receive, and examine evidence ; and the 
■witnesses on any reference herein may be examined on oath and affirmation. Neither of the parties hereto shall be at 
liberty to appear before the arbitrators by counsel or solicitor.

. 12. The award of the arbitrator or arbitrators or umpire shall be in writing, ready to be delivered to either party 
within the time appointed for making the said award. This submission may be made a rule of the Supreme Court. The 
amount of costs, umpire’s and arbitrators’ fees, shall be decided by the arbitrators, arbitrator, or umpire ; the amount of 
costs including arbitrators’ and umpire’s fees and witnesses’ expenses, the items thereof being shown in the account 
annexed to said award.

13. If upon an arbitration in respect of claims made by the contractor the sum awarded to the contractor shall be 
less than one-half of the amount of his said claim, all the costs, charges, and expenses of and incident to the said arbitra
tion and award shall he borne and paid by the contractor ; but if the amount awarded shall exceed one-half of the amount 
of the said claim, then each party shall pay his own costs and one-half of the arbitrator’s and umpire’s fees.

14. It is to be distinctly understood that all claims by the contractor or by the Minister to hav<| any of the matters 
which under paragraph No. 2 may be submitted to arbitration so dealt with, must be made upon the -whole of the work 
being completed, and before payment to the contractor of the retention money or of the money deposited as security for 
the due performance of the contract, and that the acceptance by the contractor of payment of the retention money in cases 
where a bond to secure the completion of the works has been given, and in other cases of the retention money or of any 
balance thereof, and of the money deposited as security for the due performance of the contract, shall be conclusive proof 
that the contractor has no such claim or claims.

15. The Engineer shall not be required to defend or answer, or be made a party to, any bill, claim, or action, or 
other proceedings at law or in equity at the instance of the contractor.

16. The exercise by the Minister, Engineer, or Superintending Officer, of any of their respective powers shall not 
relieve the contractor from any liability, to which he may be subject for any breach of the contract.

17. None of the clauses or provisions of the specification, or of these conditions, or of any other part of this contract,
shall be varied, waived, discharged, or released, either at law or equity, unless by the express consent in writing of the 
Minister. .

20. Tender, Cash Security, J-c.
Tenders to be sent in on a private form, accompanied by the printed schedule of prices,-with all the blanks properly 

filled in, and addressed, as directed in the advertisement, calling for tenders.
The approximate quantities only are given as a guidance to intending contractors, and the contract being at a 

schedule of prices, will be subject to such extensions, extras, additions, deductions, enlargements, deviations, alterations, 
and omissions as therein provided. The Minister will be only liable to pay for the actual measured quantity of each 
respective kind of work done and ordered at the rates set forth in the schedule, and if there be no rate in the schedule for 
any that may be ordered, then at such rate as shall be fixed by the Engineer-in-Chief, whether such measured quantities 
shall be less or more than the quantity stated in the schedule of quantities and prices. • Every

Engineer no 
partyto lawsuits.
Liability to 
remain.
Provisions not 
to be varied.

Form of tender.

Schedule rates 
of contract.
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Every tender must, as a guarantee of good faith, be accompanied by a preliminary deposit, calculated according to 
the following scale, viz. :—For amounts of £300, and up to £500, £5 ; for amounts exceeding £500, and not exceeding 
£1,000, £10 ; for all sums over £1,000, 1 per cent, on the amount of tender up to a maximum deposit of £500. Such deposit 
to be in the form of a Treasury deposit receipt, or a cheque in favour of the President of the Board, endorsed by the manager 
of the Bank upon which it is drawn. Any tender which may be received without such preliminary deposit shall, unless 
otherwise directed by the Board, be deemed to be informal, and rejected accordingly.

All deposits, with the exception of that of the lowest tenderer, when practicable, will be returned by the Secretary 
to the persons entitled thereto, immediately after the Board shall have adjourned, and the deposit made by the successful 
tenderer^shall be returned to him on his executing the bond for the fulfilment of the contract.

. , ^ ithin seven days from the date of notification in writing to any tenderer of the acceptance of his tender by the 
Minister, the successful tenderer must lodge with the Colonial Treasurer in cash, the sum named in clause 6 of the Special 
Conditions, which sum will be retained as security for the due performance of the contract, until after the expiration of the 
“period of maintenance,” and returned to the contractor (if at all) only on the day of final payment, and less any 
deductions, which hereunder may properly be made therefrom. »

. ; Within three days after lodging the aforesaid deposit, the successful tenderer shall attend at the office of the Crown 
Solicitor, and execute the contract.

# In the event of any tenderer failing to take up his tender, complete the bond, and proceed with the contract, within 
the time specified, all moneys deposited by him on account of such contract shall be absolutely forfeited to the Crown, and 
shall be paid to the credit of the Consolidated Revenue of the Colony, and the Minister shall be at liberty to accept next 
lowest or invite fresh tenders.

The Board shall not be bound to accept the lowest or any tender.
The contractor shall bear and pay all duty stamps, licences, building, or surveyor’s fees, or other charges or fees 

whatsoever, legally demanded by any municipal or other authorities ; also the amount of all patent rights and royalties, 
due to any patentee.

No tenderer will be allowed to proceed with the work tendered for until he shall have signed the required contract.
. ROBT. HICKSON,

Department of Public Works, Sewerage Branch, Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.
Sydney, 22nd January, 1891.

These are the General Conditions marked “ B 
dated the 16th day of March, a.d. 1891.

Witness—Harold F. Norrie, J.P.

” referred to in our annexed Agreement with Her Majesty the Queen,

JOHN CARTER.
D. G. SNODGRASS.

---------- GEO. FORREST.

“D.”
SPECIAL CONDITIONS.

Clause 10 of General Conditions.
1. The “ date of completion of contract ” shall be eight months from the date of acceptance of tender—that is to say, 

the 28th day of October, 1891.
Clause 10 of General Conditions. ‘

2. The sum to be deducted or set off as or for “ liquidated damages,” shall be £20 sterling a week.

Clauses 2, 10, and 18 of General Conditions.
S. The “period of maintenance ” shall be three calendar months from the date of the certificate of the engineer that 

all the works under the contract, less those of maintenance, have been fully and satisfactorily completed.

Clause 18 of General Conditions.
4. The “rates of progress payment” shall be 90 per cent, of the value of work actually done, performed, and 

delivered, as the engineer may approve of as fit and necessary for the work.

Clause 20 of General Conditions.
5. The “Treasury deposit receipt” to accompany the tender shall be as required by clause 20 of the general 

conditions.
6. The sum to be lodged with the Under Secretary for Public Works as security shall be a Bank deposit receipt, in 

the name of the Secretary for Public Works, for £900 sterling.

Clause 2 of General Conditions.
7. Even after the expiration of the period of maintenance, contractor will still be held liable for all defects in the work& 

which were not visible, or which may have been kept secret, at the time of the wrorks being taken over by the engineer, 
since he is, and hereby distinctly agrees to be, responsible for all faults or neglects of, or all deception practised by, his> 
agents, overseers, or workmen, irrespective of the time at which such faults, neglects, or deceptions may be detected.

Clause 3 of General Conditions.
8. Although the information in possession of the Government has been freely placed at the disposal of the tenderers, 

by being noted on the drawing or otherwise, the Government undertake no guarantee whatever regarding the kinds of soil 
that will be met with, or the firmness or stratification of the ground to be excavated, or the amount of unwatering to be 
done, or the strength of the timbering that may be required, or the nature and extent of other precautions which may have 
to be adopted.

• Clause 4 of General Conditions.
9. Contractor shall not been entitled to claim or receive any compensation whatever over and above payment for the- 

actual increase of quantities at schedule rates, and where there are no schedule rates, at such rates as shall be determined 
at the time by the Engineer-in-Chief, for any additions to, deviations from, or alterations of the various designs comprised 
in this contract. These conditions shall also apply to, viz., variations in manholes, flushing chambers, &c., and in con
sequence of meeting with any existing gas, water, or sewer pipes or sewers, as referred to and in accordance with clause- 
115 of the specification, the position of which it is impossible to ascertain until the ground for the construction of the works 
comprising this contract is opened up,—

Variations in inclination of slopes and gradients.
,, lengths of open trenches.
,, depth, shape, or size of excavation for sewer, &c.
,, depth, shape, or size of concrete of sewers, manholes, flushing chambers, &c.
,, internal diameter of pipe sewers.
,, alteration or extension of sewer lines.

Any decrease in quantities to be deducted as provided for.

Clause 14 of General Conditions^ paragraph 6.
10. Cement is to be brought on the ground in quantities not less than fifty barrels, provided that this quantity i& 

sufficient for fourteen days’ supply, but in no case is less than fourteen days’ supply (whatever that may prove to be) to be= 
brought on the ground in one parcel ; nor is the supply stored on works to be at any time less than fourteen days’ supply.

Clause
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‘ Clause 8 of General Conditions. ,
11. Suspension of works and non-compliance with clauses 64, 95, and 116 of the specification on the part of the 

contractor shall constitute a wilful breach of contract.

Clause 18 of General Conditions.
12. The acceptance by contractor of the final payment shall be deemed equivalent to a distinct deelaration’on his

part that he has no further demands on the Government in respect to this contract. ‘

These are the special conditions marked “D,” referred to in our annexed agreement with Her Majesty the Queen, 
dated the 16th day of March, a.d. 1891.

JOHN CARTER,
Witness. —Hakold P. Norrie, J.P. D. G. SNODGRASS,

GEO. PORREST.

Tender for Contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs Storm-water Drainage.
To the Honorable the Minister for Public Works, Bridge-street, Sydney, N.S.W.

I [We], the undersigned, do hereby tender and offer to construct, completely finish, and maintain the various works 
for contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs storm-water drainage, in accordance with the conditions of contract, specifications, 
and drawings, prepared for that purpose in your Department, for or at the rates particularly entered in the accompanying 
Schedule of Prices, and enclose herewith Treasury Deposit as required by clause 20 of the General Conditions.

Should this tender be accepted I i_we] undertake to lodge with the Under Secretary for Public Works, within seven 
days from the notification of the acceptance of this tender, a bank deposit receipt, in the name of the Secretary for Public 
Works, for the sum of £900 sterling, as security for the due performance of the contract. •

In the event of my [our] failing to do so, or to sign the required contract within the time specified in clause 20 of the 
General Conditions, I [we] hereby distinctly agree to forfeit to the Queen the sum deposited with this tender.
{Date.)

. Address | 0fFirm «"»•>
Name 
Address 
Name 
Address

Contract No. 72.—Schedule of quantities and prices for constructing and completing concrete and stoneware pipe storm
water sewer, from Munni-street along Macdonald-street to Mitchell Road and Shea’s Creek, with manholes, flushing 
chambers, junctions, &c., subject to omissions, additions, deviations, or alterations, as provided. The quantities in 
this schedule are not guaranteed as correct, but are merely given for the guidance of intending contractors, this being 
a Schedule of Prices Contract.

of Partners {if any.)

N
o.

 of
 

Ite
m

.

Description of Works. Unit Probable Quantity.
Rate
per

unit.

i General excavation in open trenches for sewers, junctions, curves, 
manholes, pipe-drains, &c., including grubbing, clearing, timber
ing, unwatering, road restoring, coffer-dam, removing of old stone 
abutments and timber-decking of existing road bridge, depositing 
the excavated materials beyond actual site of works in separate 
spoil-banks, complete, as specified in clauses 34 to 36, and 37 to 
54 inclusive ................................................................................... cubic yard 26,200

2 Filling in below, at sides, and over sewers, junctions, curves, manholes, 
into abandoned open channels, road embankment, &c., including 
the providing of quarry filling, lead from sites of excavations or 
temporary spoil-banks, or any other sources outside the limits of 
this contract, to the place of permanent deposit, breaking, road 
restoring, ramming, watering, leading surplus and rej ected material
to spoil, as specified in clauses 47, 50, 51, 53 to 62, inclusive......

Sodding at both sides of new channels, and where ordered, complete, 
as specified in clause 63 .................................................................

12,000
3

square yard 1,000
4 Brickwork, any thickness, shape, arched, &c., where ordered, in any 

situation, as specified in clauses 96 to 99....................................... cubic yard 110
5 Sandstone concrete, any shape, form, thickness, arched, &c., where 

ordered, in any situation, as specified in clauses 78 to 95, inclusive 
Cement facing | in. thick, where ordered, in any situation, as 

specified in clause 112 .................................... .......................
8,100

6
square yard 11,600

7

Providing, laying, and jointing glazed stoneware plain pipes, in 
trenches, and where ordered, including fixing discs, as specified in 
clauses 16, 40 to 42, 44, and 73 to 77 :—

24 in. internal diameter ............................................................. lineal feet 250
8 21 in. „ „ ............................................................. 20
9 18 m. „ „ ............................................................. 550

10 12 m. „ „ ............................................................. 20
11 9 in. „ „ ............................................................. 20
12 6 m. „ „ .............................................................

Less than 6 in. ,, .............................................................
20

13 20
14 Providing and fixing in position hardwood timber in piles, walings, 

sheet piling, including ironwork, as specified in clause 71 .......... cubic feet 600
15 Providing and fixing in position hardwood timber in platform, 

including ironwork, as specified in clause 70, where ordered...... 600
16 Timber, ordered in writing, to be left in excavations, as specified 

in clause 43, including all iron used in fixing same ................ 600
17 Sandstone pitchers, laid where ordered, as specified in clause 114 .. square yard 40

18
IRONWORK.

Providing, delivering, and fixing in position, girders, including 
bedding same on special mortar, as specified in clauses 91 and 
102 to 107 ...................................................................................... cwt. 74 cwt. 22 lb.

19 Providing, delivering, and fixing cast-iron gratings, as specified and 
shown on Drawing No. 5, weighing 4 cwt. each, as specified 
in clauses 90 and 108 to 111 ............................................*........... each 32

20 Cast-iron ventilating grates, with square frames, 22 in. diameter 
internal opening, tarred sawn hardwood bricks in centre, fitted 
into panels, circular dirt-box 8 in. deep, complete, as shown on 
Drawing No. 5, and as specified in clauses 90 and 108 to 111, 
placed in position, weighing each about 9 cwt.............................. 6

Amount.

£ s. d.
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N
o.

 of
 

Ite
m

.
Description of Works. ■ Unit. Probable Quantity.

Kate
per

unit.

GENERAL.
21 Special bluestone concrete (clause 26) where ordered in any situation,

in the construction of these works ................................. .. .......... cubic yard 5
22 Permanent puddle, where ordered in anv situation in the construe-

tion of these works (temporary puddle ordered for the purposes
of execution of work not to be paid for) ....................................... 35 5

23 Bluestone metal (clause 19) in. gauge, stacked ............................ 5 5 5
24 Bluestone metal (clause 31) 2Jin. gauge, stacked ............................ 5 3 5
25 Sharp, clean, washed sand, stacked .................................................. 33

cubic foot
5

26 Oregon timber, in scantlings or planks ............................................... 100
27 Wrought-iron in bolts, screws, nails, spikes, and galvanised step-iron lb. 1,000
28 Portland cement....................................................... ........................... cask 5
29 Artisan or mechanic, supplied by contractor .................................... day 10
30 Quarryman or other skilled labourer supplied by contractor............. >3 10
31 Ordinary labourer, supplied by contractor ....................................... 3 3 10
32 Cart with one horse and driver, supplied by contractor ................. 3 3 5
33 One additional horse, supplied by contractor .................................... 33 5

MAINTENANCE.
34 lump sum

Amount.

Notes.
1. All work herein enumerated shall he understood as being placed in position where specified and ordered, and in

complete working condition, in accordance with the specification. .
2. The above Schedule Prices include, in every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of 

construction, and up to the day of their being formally taken over by the Engineer. .
3. Prices for items Nos. 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 are to be for such as are able-bodied and efficient. The schedule

rates per day are for the day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and night-work being ordered, it is to be paid 
for at 25 per cent, advance on the time rates set down for day-work. ....

4. The whole of the foregoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centreing, concrete boxes, unwatering, coffer-dams, fluming, temporary bridges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting 
water-courses and surface water, diverting andonaintaining the traffic along roads, crossing over pipe-sewers, disposal and 
removal of surplus soil, reinstating all roads and other surfaces, &c., and any other thing necessary in executing and 
completing each respective item, in accordance witli plans and specifications.

5. Tenderers are to state prices for all items, whether quantities are given or not.

No. 6.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

. Contracts Nos. 72 and. 7o.—Arrangement for passing through Cooper’s land.
Eoads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 25 March, 1891.

I have had two interviews with Mr. R. J. Hill respecting the Munni-street to Shea’s Creek and the Macdonaldtown Park 
stormwater sewers, Contracts Nos. 72 and 75, which pass through Cooper’s Estate. I also went over the ground with Mr. 
Fisher, surveyor to the Cooper estates. Mr. Hill informed me at the second interview that he had no objection to these 
stormwater sewers being constructed as proposed through the Cooper Estate without the land being resumed, provided 

1st. That arrangements be made in the sewer to- turn the Macdonaldtown stream to M‘Namara’s wool-washing 
establishment when it is required ; and .

2nd. That the Alexandria stream be flumed over the sewer and allowed to flow to M‘Namara’s wool-washing establish
ment as at present.

I recommend that such a letter as the one I have drafted and attached be foiwarded to Mr. Hill asking- him to give 
the permission in writing. . , ^w T Ti A \7TQ

No. 7.
A. J. M£Cormack, Esq., to The Water and Sewerage Hoard, Sydney.

Sirj Sydney, S April, 1891.
I have been informed by Mr. Henry M^amara, of this city, that his fleeces and skins at his wool-washing 

establishment at Clear Valley, Alexandria, have been damaged, and in some cases rendered useless, owing to the smoke 
and smut from fires made by your employees in connection with the works at Shea’s Creek.

He has also been seriously hampered in his business of wool-washer at that place. _ <
He has, therefore, instructed me to ask for compensation, and unless a fair and reasonable compensation is offered, 

my instructions are to commence legal proceedings without further notice. An early reply will oblige.
Yours, &c.,

__ __ A. J. COB-MACK (per E.H.G.).
Refer to Engineer-in-Chief for Harbours and Rivers and inform accordingly.—W.B., B.C., 9/4(91. Informed, 

No. 758 of 9/4(91. Mr. Williams,—Please report at once for Engineer-in-Chief.—J.McL., 13(4(91. Separate report 
herewith.—A.W., 14/4(91.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Respecting the complaint of Mr. Henry M£Namara that the fires made by the men employed at Shea’s Creek

interferes with his wool-washing.
Department of Public Works, Harbours and Rivers Branch, Sydney, 14 April, 1891.

I beg to report that all the men employed by this department are working only in widening and embanking Ricketty- 
street, which is half a mile from this wool-washing establishment; and that no fires are made, not even for boiling water 
for the men’s tea is made, anywhere near these works. .

I think this application refers to a party of men employed under contract by the Sewerage Department.
To the Engineer-in-Chief. ALFRED WILLIAMS.

Forwarded for information. The matter herein referred to apparently comes under the Roads Branch.—C.W.D., 
B.C., 14(4(91. Under Secretary. Mr. Hickson.—D.C.McL. (per U.S.), B.C., 16(4/91. Urgent. Mr. Bagge. 
R.R.P.H., 17/4(91. Report herewith.—J.D., 20/4(91.

No. 8.
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Ko. 8. _
Eeport by Eesident Engineer Boys.

Re alleged Damage by Smoke to MacNamara’s Wool, at Shea’s Creek.
Sir, Sydney, 19 March, 1891.

In accordance with your instructions, inquiries were made into the burning of rubbish at Shea’s Creek Canal.
The contractors for the construction of Munni-street to Shea’s Creek storm-water sewer (Contract 72) lit a fire to 

burn the reeds soon after commencing their contract, on or about March 20th. •
_ The foreman of the wool-washing works came over and requested the burning to be stopped. This was done at once. 

His yard was full of wool at the time. No damage was done.
_ The foreman stated at the time to the contractors that there would be no harm done if they lit their fires when the 

wind blew away from the wool-works, namely, from the west, north-west, and north. Fires were lit since then with 
wind from specified direction.

On one occasion, about three weeks ago, the wind changed after a fire was lighted, and the fire was put out as 
quickly as possible, by the contractors’ orders.

An accidental fire also occurred about this time—not lighted by the contractors—but 'was put out by them, the wind 
at the time being towards the wool-works.

A fire, lit by the Chinese who rent land on the eastern side of canal, to burn weeds, caught some of the reeds, but 
was put out by the contractors’ orders, the wind at this time being towards the wool-works. This happened ten days ago.

I have, &c.,
-------- J. W. T. BOYS.

■ Forwarded with my report.—J.D., 20(4/91.

No. 9.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

Hr appears that the contractors have made fires for burning the weed that had to be cleared from the swamp along the storm
water channel on the proposed line of Shea’s Creek canal, but care seems to have been taken by the contractors that the 
weed should only be burnt when the wind would blow the smoke away from Mr. McNamara’s works.

If Mr. McNamara has sustained any damage from the fires lighted by our contractors, they, according to the third 
paragraph of Section 11 of General Conditions, are liable.

I intend seeing Mr. McNamara with the contractors, but in the meantime I recommend that the contractors should 
be instructed, in future, not to burn the weed referred to.

-------- J. DAVIS.
Submitted.—F.O.P., 20(4(91.
For the information of the Engineer-in-Chief, Mr. Davis’s suggestion at end of his report seems necessary to avoid 

further trouble. I think contractor should have asked permission to burn weeds, &e., before he commenced it, as the 
specification only provides for the removal of all rubbish, &c.—C. H. Ohlfsen-Bagge, 20(4(91. Engineer-in-Chief.

Inform contractor, and to resubmit after seeing Mr. McNamara,—K.K.P.H., 20(4(91. Contractors informed, and 
Mr. McNamara asked to see me on Wednesday morning at 10'30.—J.D., 20(4(91. Further report herewith.—J.D., 1(5(91.

No. 10.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Sir, St. John’s Road, Glebe, 29 April, 1891.
AVe have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 28th April, re damage caused by fires at Shea’s 

Creek, Contract No. 72, and in reply to state that we recognise no liability in the matter.
We have, &c.,

’ ---------- CARTER & CO.
This letter is in reply to one I addressed to contractors informing them that Mr. McNamara assessed his damage at 

£200, and asking them if they would be willing to pay that amount in order to settle the matter.—J.D., 30/4/91. Mr. 
Bagge.

No. 11.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

' Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 16 May, 1891.
Minute-paper.

Subject:—Contract No. 72. Munni-street to Shea’s Creek Stormwater Sewer. Arrangement for carrying sewer through
Mr. W. C. Cooper’s land.

When Mr. Hill gave permisssion for the sewer to be constructed through Mr. W. C. Cooper’s land at Alexandria, without 
the land being resumed, he stipulated that :—

1. Stop-boards, &e., were to be provided for turning the Macdonaldtown Creek to M’Namara’s wool-washing estab
lishment.

2. A flume over the new channel was to be constructed, so that the water flowing in the Alexandria Creek should, as
at present, flow to McNamara’s wool-washing establishment.

3. A portion of the channel, 2| chains long, passing through a sandhill, should be covered.
The extra expense that this work will necessitate is estimated to cost £609 Is. lOd. '
The Engineer-in-Chief’s approval is required for this amount to be spent.

J. DAVIS,
Mr. Bagge. . -------- 16/5/91.

The conditions herein described and stipulated by Mr. Hill were, in fact, originally intended to be included in the 
contract, but were afterwards omitted when it was intended for the present to leave out the outlet end. This, however, 
was afterwards found to be impracticable ; the outlet end had to be built first, and hence the items of works described by 
Mr. Davis have now become necessary, and a proportionate length of the inlet end of sewer will have to be built at some 
future time to meet the present unavoidable expenditure of the £609 Is. lOd.—C. H. Ohlesen Bagge, 18(5(91. Engineer- 
in-Chief. .

Recommended. The £600 is not, strictly speaking, an extra, as if the land had to be resumed the cost would have 
been more.—R.H., 27(5(91. List.—J.P., 27(5(91. Approved by Minister, Order No. 1843.—D.C.McL., 5(6(91.
Roads.—J.B., B.C., 6/6(91. Messrs. Bagge and Davis to see.—F.O.P., 8(6(91. Seen.—R.H., 8(6(91. Seen.—
J.D., 9(6(91. Seen.—C.H.O.B., 9(6(91.

No. 12. ’
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

Department of Public AVorks, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 11 June, 1891. 
Minute-paper.

Subject:—Contract No. 72. Munni-street to Shea’s Creek Stormwater Sewer. Quantity of earth washed into finished
open channel. '

During the heavy rain on Monday night last a large quantity of earth from the swamp above our works was washed into the 
earth open channel which has been excavated along the line of the proposed Shea’s Creek Canal. This has been caused, I 
have no doubt, not by the ordinary flow of water across the swamp, but by the woolwashers, who have dams across the 
creek, above our works, opening their sluices, and as, it appears, the sluices are all opened at the same time, a very large

quantity
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quantity of water rushes across the swamp into our works. The woolwashers have been seen with a view of getting them 
to allow the water to escape gradually, but they state that when rain comes on, as they have no overflows, they are 
obliged to open the sluices.

The contractors had finished the excavation of the open channel on the line of the canal.
I am of opinion that it will be best to allow the channel to remain in its present condition until the swamp has had 

time to thoroughly drain.
Mr. Bagge. -------- J. "DAVIS.

It would be unfair for us to ask the contractor to clean this debris and sediment collected in the various wool-wash 
dams away after every heavy rain. I believe now that we should finish our storm-water channel which, during very rainy- 
weather, will carry sufficient water to scour the northern channel and form its own outlet now.—C. H. Ohlfsen Bagge, 
Il|6/91. Engineer-in-Chief.

Appd.—Resubmit when contract is completed, unless in the meanwhile there seems a probability of the channel 
filling up.—R.H., 19/6(91. Messrs. Bagge and Davis to note.—F.C.P., 19(6/91. Noted.—J.D., 19/6/91. Saw 
Engineer-in-Chief, and he thinks that this matter stand over for the present. —J.D., 25/1(92.

No. 13.
The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage to Resident Engineer Boys.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 26 June, 1891. 
Minute Papeb.

Subject:—Contract No. 72. Filling in and surplus material.
The contract provides that all abandoned open channel shall be filled in, and that any excavation which is not occupied 
with permanent works shall also be filled in, and that the price for filling in shall include the carting away and depositing 
surplus material. Unless it is distinctly understood what filling we require done into abandoned open channel there may 
be some dispute afterwards when [we have to make the final measurement, and I, therefore, wish Mr. Boys to give 
directions in each case where he requires such filling done ; and before the filling is put in hand to take cross-sections if 
they have not already been taken of the parts to be filled in.
Mr. Boys. —------ J. DAVIS.

Noted.—J.W.T.B., 26(6(91. This might be put aside for the present.—J.D., 27(6(91. Mr. Piper.

No. 14.
B. C. Simpson, Esq., to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

My dear Sir, 113 Phillip-street, Sy'dney, N.S.W., 19 October, 1891.
I have been consulted by Messrs. Carter & Co. respecting their claim for compensation on account of the cancel

lation of that portion of sewerage contract No. 72 between 41-30 chains and 76'58 chains.
They state that the portion of the contract executed is the most difficult portion, and the least remunerative to them, 

and that the large section of the work now withdrawn is that on which they calculated on making their profit from this 
work, and that moreover they have already entered into contracts for the supply of the material.

I have examined the specification and conditions of contract, and it appears to me that clause 3 of the former 
empowering the engineer to make any reduction in the length of the sewer that he may consider necessary, could not be 
held to authorise the cancellation without compensation of so large a portion of the contract after materials have been 
ordered, but must be held to refer to such alterations of the work as may be considered necessary for its greater efficiency, 
and to protect the department from rcaptious claims on account of minor works omitted on account of alteration of design.

As it appears to me that the extent and the time of the cancellation must very materially enter into the equitable 
reading of these clauses of the contract, I have advised Messrs. Carter & Co. that, in my opinion, they have in this case an 
equitable and legal right to compensation.

I shall, however, be very glad to call upon you and discuss this matter, and do what I can to effect a settlement 
satisfactorily to you and to them, if you will kindly make an appointment for this purpose.

Yours, &e.,
-------- B. C. SIMPSON.

Appoint Wednesday at 10 a.m.—R.H., 19/10(91. Memo, sent.—F.C.P., 19(10/91. Ask Mr. Simpson to
postpone till he hears further from me.—R.H., 21(10/91. Memo, sent by Engineer-in-Chief.

No. 15.
The Council Clerk, Macdonaldtown, to The Minister for Public Works.

Sir, Council Chambers, 17 November, 1891.
I have the honor, by direction of the Mayor, to draw your attention to the intended stoppage of the construction 

of the storm-water sewer along Macdonald-street to Munni-street, in this municipality.
This is a most important public work, and one that affects the health of thousands of inhabitants, who will be greatly 

benefited by the construction of this sewer, which will not only remove the nuisance arising from open drains in this 
municipality, but will relieve a very large and populous district from being flooded during heavy rains.

Trusting that the necessity for the stoppage of this most important public work may be averted.
I have, &c.,

WILLIAM F. BRAY,
• -— ------ - Council Clerk.

The Council Clerk, Newtown, to The Under Secretary for Public Works.
Sir, Borough of Newtown, Town Hall, 18 November, 1891.

I have been instructed by the Council to bring under the notice of the Hon. the Minister for Public Works, the 
fact that the storm-water sewer, which was promised to carry on to the foot of Munni street, being the boundary between 
this borough and Macdonaldtown, has stopped a long way short of this place.

I wish to point out that the great quantity of storm-waters which flow from this borough into the flat portion of 
Macdonaldtown, has for many years been a great source of trouble and annoyance between the councils, and, some two 
or three years ago, a deputation from the councils was promised that, as soon as possible, the storm-water sewer should be 
carried to Munni-street.

Trusting this matter will receive the consideration that the necessities of the case demand.
I have, &c,,

JESSE COWLEY,
-------- Council Clerk.

Commissioner for Roads.—D.C.M‘L. (/iro U.S.) B.C., 19(11(91. Mr. Bagge.—F.C.P., 20(11(91.

Joseph Abbott, Esq., M.P., to The Minister for Public Works.
The Hon. W. J. Lyne, Esq., Minister for Public Works,— Parliament House, Sydney, 19 November, 1891.

Dear Sir,
I am requested by the Macdonaldtown Council, within my electorate, to invite your attention to the importance of 

having the construction of the stormwater sewer along Macdonald-street to Muuni-street completed as soon as practicable. 
It is reported that there is some intention to suspend the work, but the cause is not stated. If you will have this matter 
looked into I shall be much obliged. I am, &c.,

-------- J. ABBOTT.
Mr. Hickson.—D.C.M‘L. (pro U.S)., B.C., 20/11/91. Mr. Bagge.—F.C.P., 20/11/91.

No. 16.
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'No. 16.
The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage to the Engineer-in-Chief.

Subject:—Extension of the Sheas Creek Storm-water Channel from the Macdonaldtown Park Branch Channel to
. Munni-street.

These three letters (91/2,793, 91/2,802, and 91/2,S1G) all refer to the same subject, namely, the extension of the Shea’s 
Creek storm-water channel from the Macdonaldtown Park branch channel along Macdonald-street to Munni-street.

I quite agree with the writers that the work is most important, and the question of constructing this extension is 
now before the Minister [see papers 91/2,424] for the purpose of procuring funds.

C. H. OHLFSEN BAGGE,
-------- 21/11/91.

See previous papers (91/2,424 and 91/2,819). Forwarded.—U.S., 23/11/91. R.R.P.H.—24/11/91.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 72, Munni-street to Shea’s Creek storm-water channel, recommending that the balances of votes 

available from completed storm-water channels be used to finish Contract No. 72 to Macdonald-street junction.
The amount of tender for Contract No. 72 was £20,650, but it was accepted conditionally upon the contract being reduced 
by £3,000. , 6

This matter also 
refers to Mr. 
Molesworth’s, 
M.L.A., letter 
(91/2,896) 
received to-day. 
—C
23/11/91.

The cost of doing this will be

Amount required to finish Contract No. 75

Balance to be provided ................................................. •.......
I beg to suggest that this amount be paid from the following votes, viz. :—

There will probably be a balance of £2,000 from the Macdonaldtown storm-water 
channel vote after that channel has been paid for, which might be-used for
Contract No. 72, which is part and parcel of the same work .........................

The following amounts, being balances left from votes from the undermentioned 
storm-water channels, might also be used for this purpose :—

University storm-water channel.................................................................
Phillip-street, Alexandria, storm-water channel.......................................
Pyrmont Bridge Road storm-water channl ...............................................
Alexandria Park storm-water channel ..................................................

Mr. Bagge.

Sir,

£ S. d.
18,764 4 10
9,680 13 9

9,087 11 1
5,754 0 0

3,333 11 1

2,000 0 0

131 0 0
815 0 0
265 0 0

57 0 0

£3,268 0 0

See particular# 
attached.

No. 17.
E. ~W. Molesworth, Esq., M P., to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

J. DAVIS.

requesting him, if he possibly

18, Loftus-street, Sydney, 20 November, 1891.
1 desire to bring under your notice the enclosed communication from the Municipality of Macdonaldtown, in 

re the completion of the storm-water sewer along Macdonald-street to Munni-street, and to ask that the work may not 
be suspended, as it would be a great calamity to the district if allowed to remain unfinished.

' Yours, &c.,
. . r „ , _ -------- E. W. MOLESWORTH.

Commissioner for Roads.—D.C.McL. (per U.S.), B.C., 21|11|91.

®ir> . Council Chambers, 17 November, 1891.
1 have the honor, by direction of the Mayor, to ask you to be good enough to use your influence with the 

Honorable the Minister for Works, to induce him to proceed with the construction of the storm-water sewer along 
Macdonald-street to Munni-street, which has lately been commenced.

It is intended to stop this most important work shortly, and I need hardly point out to you the inconvenience that 
will be caused to a very large number of the surrounding inhabitants by this work being stopped.

I have written to the Minister for Works, drawing his attention to the matter, and reque 
can, to allow this work to proceed.

Trusting that your efforts in this matter may be attended with success.
' I have, &c.,

„ „7 Ar , Al _ „ XT WILLIAM F. BRAY,
E. W. Molesworth, Esq., M.P., Newtown. Council Clerk.

No. 18.
B. C. Simpson, Esq., to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

My dear Sir, . 113, Phillip-street, Sydney, N.S.W., 10 December, 1891. ■
Messrs, barter & Co. have again seen me respecting their claims for compensation on account of the withdrawal 

?n.i ^ m9st profitable portion of their sewerage contract No. 72, concerning whicli claims I wrote to you on the 19th October. J
Mr. Riper, of your department, called on me on the 3rd ultimo, and stated that you agreed with him as to the 

contractors right to complete their contract, but pending this completion, Messrs. Carter & Co. allege that they are being 
put to continued expense, and desire that a settlement of the question should be arrived at. They appear to want only 
what is fair, which I am quite sure you will be willing to give them, and I shall be pleased if I can assist in a satisfactory 
settlement. 1 shall be glad to call on you at any time that will be convenient to you.

. Your, &c..
Ask Mr. Simpson to call on Monday at 11 a.m. -R.R.P.H., 11|12|91. Mr. Piper. B. C. Simpson/E^q^lm2|91.

No. 19.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

TH?u£ln?u°lTertim<r Penalty referred to by the contractors was deducted in the usual way from the progress return made 
on the 30th November. r o

C .1. Th<: contl'actors undertook to execute £20,650 (the amount of their tender) of work in eight months. At the time 
ot the last progress return the amount of the work executed was £18,045 19s. Id., so that the contractors had not com
pleted work to the amount of their tender by £2,604 0s. lid. I consider, therefore, that to deduct the time penalties is 
only conforming to the terms of the contract. r
• I recommend that the contractors be informed the time penalties will be deducted, in accordance with the terms of 
tne contract, and that at the completion of the work ordered to be executed the matter will be further considered.

, Q1Lnto£Ye?TI7Vi0QU8 P?perS-^Hi;?-HL’ 4,1/92' 91-3,024 herewith ; 91-2,819 to Under SecretaryD23;mm ;
4b lo e; ’ r,*0f r,erWSCri1'e ary’ 94|11/91. Papers now attached.-E.C.P., 511/92. For the consideration of the 
Engineer-in-Chief. C. H. Ohlfsen Bagge, 4/1/92, Approved.—R.R.P.H., 5/1/92. Carter & Co 6/1/92

140—2 a
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Sewerage Contract No. 72 (Shea’s Creek).
gjr; ^ St. John’s Road, Glebe, 22 December, 1891.

’ We have the honor to inform you that the sum of £100 has been deducted from progress payment No. 8 in this 
work, as penalty for alleged non-completion of contract within contract time; and to notify you that the payment of 
£965 Is. 3d. is accepted by us under protest, we not admitting our liability to any such penalty.

We desire to again bring under your notice that the proposed withdrawal of the most profitable part of our contract 
will cause us loss and inconvenience, besides the loss of profit thereon, for which we consider we have a legal and equitable 
right to compensation ; and, moreover, that this withdrawal, and the delay in laying out the upper portion of the work to 
the original point of termination of our contract, have caused us to work at a disadvantage from the lower end only, 
thereby causing the delay for which the penalty of £100 has now been deducted. .

We have, therefore, the honor to submit that under these circumstances this deduction is a breach of the conditions 
of our contract, and to request that you will be good enough to authorise the supplementary payment of the £100 in 
question. We, are,
R. Hickson, Esq., Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, Sydney. CAR1ER & CO.

For report.—R.R.P.H., 23/12/91. Mr. Davis. —C.H.O.B., 23/12/91. Report herewith.—J.D., 4/1(91.

No. 20.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 72, stop-board for open channel at M‘Namara’s woolwashing establishment.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
Sydney, 11 January, 1892.

The contractors have offered to provide a stop-board as shown on supplemental drawing for use in this storm-water channel
for the following :— .

Oregon, 41-47 cubic feet, 10s..........................................  = £20 15 0
Ironwork at schedule rates ........................................... = 2 16 1

£23 11 1

I consider that 10s. per cubic feet for worked Oregon is far to much, and I would recommend that the timber be 
ordered, and that our carpenter do the work. If this is done the cost will be under 4s. per cubic feet.

_____  J. DAVIS.
For the approval of the Engineer-in-Chief.—C. H. Ohlesen Bagge, 11(1(92. Approved.—R.R.P.H., 11(1(92.

Noted.—J.D., 11(1)92.

No. 21.
Minute'by The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Shea’s Creek Canal. -
Mr. Williamson has called here to complain on behalf of Mr. M’Namara, that we are working beyond the limit laid down 
in the Supreme Court Injunction in connection with the above work, whereby all the water supply to the woolwashing estab
lishment has been run off, thereby inflicting serious damage to his client. I can hardly think this can be the case. Does 
Mr. Darley know anything about it, certainly no orders have been given by the minute? Very urgent.

I can state that no man working for this branch has interfered in any way with the water-courses, or the land, .above 
the line marked out as a limit for the works connected with the Shea’s Creek Canal.—Alfred Williams, 7(1 (92. Seen. 
Forwarded for information.—A. Darley, 8(1(92. B.C., Under Secretary, Public Works. M.r. Williams for report
E-in-C. Jno.—P., 8(1(92. J.B. Mr. Hickson. How does the matter now stand ? I think the whole affair has been clearly 
explained, it was sewerage work.—J.B., 9(1/92. Let me have papers in connection with this matter. R.R.P.H., 12(1(92. 
Papers 91(1286 herewith.—F.C.P., 12(1(92. The accompanying correspondance will show that full authority was given 
by the landlord, through his agent Mr. Hill, to carry out this work in a certain manner, which has been done, any claim 
M‘Namara may have seems therefore to be against his landlord.—R.R.P.H., 12(1(92.

No. 22.
The Council Clerk, Alexandria, to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

. . gjr Town Hall, Borough of Alexandria, 15 January, 1892.
It having been intimated to this Council that it is intended to block the eastern end of Munni-street storm

water sewer, traversing through Macdonaldtown Park, and discharging into Shea’s Creek, for the purpose of diverting 
that water to Mr. H. M‘Namara’s woolscouring works, if such is the fact this Council protests against such a course 
being adopted, as it will cause an accumulation of stagnant water in that open sewer, thereby giving forth an effluvia whicli 
will be detrimental to the health of a large body of people living adjacent thereto.

I remain, &c.,
_____  M. J. MADDEN,

Seen.—R.R.P.H., 16(1(92. Ack., 18/1/92. Council Clerk.

No. 23. -
’ Messrs. "Williamson and Williamson to The Secretary for Public Works.

Temple Court, King-street, Sydney, 13 January, 1892.
The (Honorable W. J. Lyne, Minister for Works, Sydney,—
' * gjj.

5 On the 30th of April last Mr. Henry M£Namara obtained an injunction in the Supreme Court against Mr. Bruce 
Smith, then Minister for Works, restraining the department from interfering with the water supply to our client s wool
washing establishment. Since then your officers have cut a trench to the north of the dam, with the result that the 
.subterranean water supply has been diverted, and the dam emptied. The rain during the last few days has slightly nile 
it, but towards the end of the present week it is anticipated our client will have to cease operations.

Considering that Mr. M'Namara is killing 10,000 sheep every week, the loss in wool and basils is of no small amount, 
As there is no possibility of continuing work there, our client is agreeable to refer the question of compensation to arbitia- 
tion, which would not occupy more than two days. •, i • r + at

Would you kindh’ give the matter your immediate attention, as every day’s delay is ot consequence to Mr.
We have, &c.,

- WILLIAMSON and WILLIAMSON.

Mr. Hickson.—D.C.McL. (per U.S.), B.C., 14(1/92. Received by me, 19(1(92. See previous papers, 92(42, sent 
Works, 13 Jany., 1892.—R.R.P.H., 19/1(92. Under See. Submitted.—J.B., 19/1/92. Resubmit when we hear
further.—11/2(92.

No. 24.
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' No. 24.
B. C. Simpson, Esq., to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Dear Mr. Barling, ' 113, Phiilip-street, Sydney, N.S.W., 25 January, 1892.
You will remember my speaking to you respecting Messrs. Carter & Co. ’s contract (Shea’s Creek sewerage). 

They have, I hear, seen Mr. Hickson this morning, and he has suggested their talking some matters over with the Minister, 
in the hope of coming to a settlement. Will you kindly get them an interview? '

Yours, &c., .
-------- B. C. SIMPSON.

Seen; put with the papers.—J.B., 25/1/92.

No. 25.
The Council Clerk, Macdonaldtown, to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Sir, Council Chambers, Macdonaldtown, 24 February, 1892.
I have the honor, by direction of the Mayor, to ask you to be good enough to inform me if the lion, the 

Minister for Works will be pleased to receive a deputation from this Council on the subject of the stoppage of the 
construction of the storm-water sewer along Macdonald-street to Munni-street.

Trusting that the Council’s application will be favourably received. I have, &c.,
WILLIAM F. BRAY,

-------- Council Clerk.
May perhaps be informed that there is no need for a deputation, and that as soon as the additional money required 

is voted the work will be proceeded with.—J.B., 25/2|92. Approved.—W.J.L., 5/3/92. Information sent these
Members.—J.B., 5/3192. F. Cotton, T. Hindle, J. Abbott, E. W. Molesworth,. Esqs., Ms.P., 12/3/92. Seen.—
R.R.P.H., 14/3/92. ----------------

No. 26.
Joseph Abbott, Esq., M.P., to The Secretary for Public Works.

My dear Mr. Lyne, Parliament House, Sydney, 22 February, 1892.
Some time since I brought under your notice the urgent necessity there was for proceeding with storm-water 

sewer along Munni-street to Macdonaldtown, and under date of 20th November you promised to get a report and advise 
me further, since which time I have had no communication on the matter. If you will cause inquiry to be made I think 
you will find the matter one of urgency. Relying upon your good offices. I am, &c., -

-------- J. ABBOTT.
Informed as directed.—J.B., 23(2/92. Has this been done? Seen.—R.R.P.H., 26/2/92. Under Secretary.

Attach copy of our letter.—D.C.McL., 29/2/92. Mr. Holliman. Copy herewith.—3/3/92. Mr. Hickson. Seen.— 
R.R.P.H., 5/3/92. Munni-street papers herewith.—5(4(92.

Dear Mr. Abbott, 23 February, 1892.
The sum required to finish the Munni-street storm-water sewer will be placed on the Estimates, blit Mr. Lyne 

desires me to say that he will not be able to deal with the matter until they are passed, which will, however; I presume, 
be now in a short time. Yours &c.
Joseph Abbott, Esq., M.P. ---------------- J. BARLING.

No. 27.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Under Secretary for Public Works. -

Sir, St. John’s Road, Glebe, 26 February, .1892.
„ With reference to our interview with you this morning, in connection with Contract No. 79, main outfall sewer,

North Shore, we do ourselves the honor to notify you that in consideration of our tender for the same being accepted we 
are willing, and hereby agree, to forego all claims for compensation on our Contract No. 72, Munni-street storm-water 
channel, Alexandria. yye are &e.

-------- CARTER & CO.
Mr. Norrie to prepare the bond at once. Mr. Hickson will explain.—j.B., 25/2/92. Bond for Contract No. 72 

herewith.—F.C.P., 29/2/92. Mr. Norrie.---------------- '
No. 28.
Minute. ’

Contract No. 72, Sydney Sewerage, Munni-street, Redfern,^Carter & Co., contractors. ,
, Public Works Department, Sydney, 29 February, 1892.

The Bank fixed deposit receipt for £900, lodged in connection with the above contract, will mature on the 10th proximo. 
Should it be renewed ? ,
The Commissioner for Roads. B.C., 29/9/92. -------- D C McL (broUS)

Mr. Davis.—F.C.P., 1(3/92. ' ' ‘ w '

No. 29.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

The work on this contract has been satisfactorily finished, and the measurements made by the branch have been accepted 
by the contractor, so that now there is no matter in dispute. If the fixed deposit be returned there will still remain in 
the hands of the department the retention money and lump sum for maintenance, amounting to £950 l2s. 9d.', until the 
period of maintenance expires. >

I recommend that the contractors’ request be granted. J. DAVIS.

Recommended.—R.R.P.H., 2/3/92. Under Secretary. List.—D.C.McL. (pro U.S.), 3/3(92. Approved by
Minister, Order No. 794.—D.C.McL., 7/3/92. J.B. Return deposit.—J.B., 8/3/92. Messrs. Carter & Co. to call.— 
8/3/92. Received security referred to herein.—Carter & Co., 10/3/92. Roads.—D.C.McL. (pro U.S.), B.C., 10)3/92.

No. 30. .
The Council Clerk, Alexandria, to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Memorandum. . ;
Sir> . . 2 March, i892.

I am directed by resolution of Council to call your attention to the fact that a settlement has taken place in the 
storm-water sewer which crosses Mitchell Road at Sparkes’ Bridge of about 2 feet; and this settlement is filled by 
offensive matter, which requires to be removed. Your kind attention to this matter will greatly oblige.

I am, &c.,
M. J. MADDEN, '

-------- Council Clerk.
Will Mr. Boys please get this attended to at once, and report.—J.D., 3/3/92. Mr. Boys. Council Clerk informed • 

Th?i7mmtier T1} receive ^mediate attention.—J.D., 3/3/92. The contractors will attend to this on 7th March, 1892.— 
J. W.T.B., 4|3J92. Mr. Wagg to report when done.—J.D., 4/3(92. No settlement whatever has taken place, nor 
have any holes been filled in 'with offensive matter on any part of the works. The Council’s inspector informed me that it 
must be an error on the part of Council Clerk.—G-eo. Wagg, 713/92.■ Council Clerk informed.—J.D., 8/3/92.

No. 31,
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' No. 31.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Contract No. 72 (Shea’s Creek).
Sir, Alfred-street, North Sydney, 25 March, 1892.

We have the honor to ask you to be good enough to remit the time penalties imposed on the above contract. 
Our reasons for asking this are : That additional work, viz., the cutting of half a mile of canal at commencement of 
contract, was ordered and executed ; and that during nearly the whole progress of the work exceptionally wet weather 
prevailed, which considerably impeded operations. Trusting this may meet your favourable consideration,

We are, &c.,
-------- CARTER & CO.

I think there will be no necessity to take any action on this letter. Since the date of it the Minister has approved 
of Messrs. Carter & Co. completing the work to Munni-street, and the time for the completion of the contract has been 
extended to the 18th of August next.—J.D., 30|5|92. Engineer-in-Chief. I concur.—R.R.P.H., 1|6|92.

No. 32.
Agreement.

Mincte Paper.
Subject:—Re Extension of Time, Munni-street Sewer, Contract No. 72.

Department of Public Works, Bonds and Contract Branch, Sydney, 28 May, 1892. 
The memo, of agreement herein duly prepared has been executed by the Honorable the Minister and the contractors, 
Messrs. Carter & Co., and stamped, and may now be forwarded to the Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. 

The tender and all other papers herein are sent herewith.
H. P. NORRIE, __

-------- Officer-in-charge (pro V.C.L.)

Memorandum of Agreement.
Made this 19th day of April, in the year of our Lord 1892, between the Honorable William John Lyne, the Minister for 
Public Works, in and for the Colony of New South Wales (hereinafter referred to as “the said Minister”), of the one part, 
and John Carter, David Graham Snodgrass, and George Forrest, of North Sydney, in the said Colony, contractors, carrying 
on business together under the name, style, or firm of “Carter & Co.” (and hereinafter referred to as “the said contractors”). 
Whereas by a certain agreement in writing, bearing date the 16th day of March, 1891, the said contractors covenanted 
with Her Majesty the Queen, her heirs or successors, to find and provide all the materials, tools, plant, labour, and every 
other thing requisite and necessary for, and performance of, the various works required in and about the full and proper 
construction, erection, and completion of Munni-street, Macdonald-street, Mitchell Road to Shea’s Creek storm-water 
channel, known as Contract No. 72, Sydney and Suburbs Storm-water Drainage, in accordance in all things with the 
printed notice, tender, specification, general conditions, and special conditions thereunto annexed, and the plans or draw
ings relating thereto, and therein referred to, and to complete and finish the whole of the said works on or before the 28th 
day of October, 1891. And whereas the said works are still unfinished and not completed, and the said contractors have 
applied to and requested the said Minister to extend the time for the completion of the said works until the 18th day of 
August, 1892, which the said Minister hath consented to do. Now these presents witnesseth, that in consideration of the 
premises the said Minister, acting on behalf of the Government of the said Colony, doth hereby extend the time for com
pletion of the works in the said agreement, tender, specification, general conditions, and special conditions, mentioned or 
referred to, until the 18th day of August, 1892, and that the said contractors do hereby jointly and severally covenant, 
promise, and agree with the said Minister that they, the said contractors, shall, and will, well and truly complete the 
whole of the works mentioned in the specification, general conditions, and special conditions, and the plans or drawings 
therein referred to, mentioned, or shown, in accordance in all things with the said tender, specification, general con
ditions, special conditions, and plans or drawings, on or before the 18th day of August, 1892; and further, that at 
all times hereafter the said agreement shall be read and considered as if the said 18th day of August, 1892, had been 
named in and by the said agreement, tender, specification, general conditions, and special conditions, as the day on 
or before which the said works were to be completed and finished by the said contractors ; and that the said agree
ment shall not be considered as altered, or the stipulations, provisoes, and agreements therein or in the said specifica
tion, general conditions, and special conditions, in any way barred, waived, or departed from in any respect, other 
than as to the time within which the said works are to be completed, but that Her Majesty the Queen, her heirs 
and successors, the said Minister and his successors in office, and the Government of the said Colony, shall have all 
and every the rights, powers, and authorities, cause and causes of action, and suits, claims, and demands, given to or 
vested in her, or them, in and by the said agreement, tender, specification, general conditions, and special conditions in all 
respects against the said contractors, and each and every of them, as if the said 18th day of August, 1892, had been the 
day or time originally named in and appointed for the completion of the said works ; and that all and singular the 
penalties, forfeitures, sum or sums of money, rights, and privileges which would accrue to, or vest in Her said Majesty the 
Queen, her heirs or successors, the said Minister and his successors in office, or the Government of the said Colony, for or 
by reason, or on account of the said works not being completed and finished within the time named, and according to the 
said tender, specification, general conditions, special conditions, and the said agreement shall accrue to, or vest in Her said 
Majesty, her heirs or succesors, the said Minister and his successors in office, or the Government of the said Colony, if the 
said works shall not be completed and finished in all things on or before the 18th day of August, 1892 ; and that the said 
agreement shall at all times be read and considered as if the said 18th day of August, 1892, was, and is, the time therein 
named for the completion of the said works, instead of the said 28th day of October, 1891; and, lastly, that in consideration 
of such extension of time, as aforesaid, the said contractors shall not have any claim or demand against the Crown, or the 
Colonial Government, or the said Minister, for any alleged failure or delay on the part of the said Government in not 
setting out the said works, or furnishing plans or detailed drawings, or in not supplying machinery or materials, or otherwise 
arising out of any supposed failure, neglect, or default on the part of the said Government; and all such claims and demands 
are hereby expressly waived and surrendered. In witness whereof the said parties to these presents have hereunto set 
their hands and seals the day and year first before written.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said William John Lyne, the Minister ) WILLIAM JOHN LYNE.

for Public Works in and for the Colony of New South Wales, but not f 
so as to incur or come under any personal liability in respect of the i 
premises, in the presence of,— )

J. Barling.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said John Carter, in the presence of,— JOHN CARTER.

Harold F. Norrie, J.P.
Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said David Graham Snodgrass, in the ) D. G. SNODGRASS,

presence of,— )
Y. C. Lcmsdaine.

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said George Forrest, in the presence J GEO. FORREST,
of,— )

Harold F. Norrie.

Contract
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Contract No. 72.—Munni-street Storm-water Sewer.
Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney Post Office, 30 May, 1892.

We have the honor to ask you to be good enough to refund to us a sum of five hundred pounds (£500) of the 
retention money held by you on the above contract.

The total retention money amounts to nine hundred pounds (£900), and as the work is approaching completion we 
trust that you will see fit to grant our request. AVe are, &c.,
J. Davis, Esq., Sewerage Department. CARTER & CO.

Report herewith.—J.D., 1|6|92.

No. 33.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

Minute Paper. '
Subject:—Contract No. 72.—Munni-street Storm-water Channel—Recommending that £500 retention money be returned.

^ Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 1 June, 1892.
When the Minister approved of Messrs. Carter & Co. completing this storm-water sewer they had completed the lower 
portion of the work, and maintained it for three months, in accordance with the contract, with the exception of some slight 
repairs to the rendering. The value of this completed work is £18,605 3s. 5d., and the amount retained of it is £930 5s. 2d. 
The contractors ask that £500 of this sum be returned pending the execution of the upper portion of the channel to Munni- 
street. I do not see any objection to the request of the contractors being complied with, as we have £212 17s. 6d., which 
has been retained on the upper portion, in addition to the £930 5s. 2d. mentioned above, making a total in the hands of 
the department of £1,113 2s. 8d. J. DAVIS.

Mr. Davis to see me with present and previous vouchers.—R.R.P.H., 1|6|92. Progress returns herewith.—F.C.P., 
2|6|92. Recommended. If the extension of this contract (£7,000) had not been gone on with contractors, would have 
been entitled to the return of the whole of the retention money.—R.R.P.H., 3|6|92. Under Secretary. Submitted.— 
J.B., 4|6|92. Approved.—W.J.L., 6|6|92. Roads.—D.C.McL. (pro U.S.), 6|6|92. Noted.—R.R.P.H., 7|6|92.
Inform contractors, and then to Mr. Davis for voucher.—F.C.P., 816192. Carter & Co., 816192. Voucher herewith.— 
J.D., B.C., 10(6(92.

No. 34.
The Supervising Engineer to The Principal Assistant Engineer for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contracts Nos. 72 and 75, Shea’s Creek Sewer—Further with reference to repairing rendering in invert of sewer

which was washed away in March last.
. Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 8 September, 1892. 

AVhen the sewer was finished from the eastern boundary of the Macdonaldtown Park to the open concrete channel below 
Mitchell Road, a length of about 44 chains, the stormwater had to be turned through before the rendering in the invert of 
the sewer had been allowed time to harden. It was absolutely imperative that the water should be turned in when it was, 
because, in consequence of the flood water not having a proper channel, properties were being damaged. Through this 
large quantities of the rendering were washed away, and before the work can be considered perfect, or in such a state 
that it can be taken over from the contractor, the invert must be repaired.

I saw Mr. Snodgrass (Messrs. Carter & Co.) and Mr. Farley (Messrs. Parry and Farley) this morning, on the ground 
They appear to think that there will be considerable difficulty in keeping the water off the invert of the sewer a sufficient 
length of time to admit of the rendering hardening so as to resist the wash of the water. With this I agree.

In order to get over this difficulty they propose that 18 inches of the sandstone concrete be cut away along the invert 
of the sewer, and brickwork be substituted. The contractors, I understand, are willing to turn the water out of the sewer 
to enable them to effect the repairs, cut out the concrete, and substitute brickwork, provided they are paid for the brick
work at their schedule rates. This would make the extra cost as follows, viz. :—

£ s. d.
Messrs. Carter & Co., 17 cubic yards, at 80s.................................................... 68 0 0
Messrs Parry and Farley, 23 cubic yards, at 61s............................................. 70 3 0

£138 3 0

Considering that the contractors were obliged to use the sewer before it was properly finished, and as a consequence 
the repairs are necessary, and that the brick\^>rk would make a more durable job than the sandstone concrete and rendering 
it is proposed to renew, I would recommend that the proposals made by the contractors, Messrs Carter. & Co. and Messrs. 
Parry and Farley, be approved.

-------- J. DAAHS.
AVhen once storm water and household water has passed for a time over concrete work, rendering will not bond with 

concrete, hence the bricklining would certainly be the best and only remedy. I, therefore, recommend Mr. Davis’ proposi
tion to the favourable consideration of the Engineer-in-Chief.—C. H. Ohlfsen Bagoe, 9(9(92. The Engineer-in-Chief.

Appd.—R.R.P.H., 9(9(92. Messrs. Carter & Co. and Messrs. Parry and Farley informed.—J.D., 10(9192.
This work has now been finished, and vouchers are being prepared, but in the case of Parry and Farley, I understand 

that Mr. Farley waited upon the Engineer-in-Chief and pointed out that their price for brickwork was only 61s. per cubic 
yard, against 80s. paid to Carter & Co., and asking that they be paid at the same rate as Carter & Co. Will the Engineer- 
in-Chief please say whether Parry and Farley’s brickwork is to be paid at 61s., their schedule rate, or 80s., Messrs. Carter & 
Co.’s schedule rate ?—J.D., 28(11(92.

As the schedule rate (61s.) is a low price, and the repairing referred to in the within minute is something beyond 
the ordinary brickwork, as it includes excavating some of the cement work, I approve of . the schedule rate for this special 
item being increased by 25 per cent.—R.R.P.H., 28(11(92.

Mr. AA'eedon to include in voucher.—J.D., 28(11(92.

No. 35.
> Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Contract No. 72, Shea’s Creek Sewerage.—Iron Gratings for Gully Shafts.
Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney, ] November, 1892.

’ Eleven of the above gratings remain on our hands after completing our contract.
These were ordered as per the original schedule quantity.
From various causes, such as alterations in the design, &c., a fewer number than this quantity was required.
Seeing that these can be used on other of your contracts, and are of no use to us, we would be glad to dispose of 

them to your department at less than cost price to us (say), £2 10s. each, delivered in good order and condition to your 
depflt at Camperdown. ■ AVe are, &c.,

CARTER & CO.

There were thirty-two of these gratings given in the schedule as the probable number required, but only fifteen were 
used. It appears the contractors procured eleven more than were used. The schedule rate for providing and fixing is 
£4 10s, ; but they offer to deliver to Camperdown store for £2 10s. The price being paid to Messrs. Hoskins for the supply 
and delivery of the same article is £2 10s., and I think, therefore, considering we shall have to cart the gratings from 
Camperdown to the contract where they may be required, we could not afford to pay more than 45s. I recommend that 
the eleven gully gratings be taken over at this price.—J.D., 2(11(92. Mr. Bagge. ' These
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These gratings are frequently requh'ed on the works, and might, I think, be safely taken from the contractors. The 
price (45s.) is very low.—C. H. Ohwsen-Basqe, 3/U/92. Engineer-in-Chief. Will we require these gratings ? If so, 
why should we take them at less than their value ?—R.R.P.H., 3|11|92.

We shall require the gratings. We can get gratings delivered where they are required for 50s., and to allow for 
the cost of carting these from Camperdown store, I am proposing to give Carter & Co. 45s. each.—J.D., 7(11(92. 
Engineer-in-Chief. Approved.—R.R.P.H., 7(11(92. Carter & Co., 8/11(92.

Gentlemen, 8 November, 1892.
In reply to your letter of the 1st instant, offering to sell to the Government eleven gully gratings which remain 

on your hands after completing Contract No. 72, at (say) £2 10s. each, I have the honor to inform you that I am willing 
to take the gratings over from you at £2 5s. each, delivered in good order and condition at the depOt at Susan-street, 
Camperdown. I have, &c.,

ROBT. HICKSON,
Messrs. Carter & Co., Contractors for Contract No. 72. Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

No. 36.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Contract No. 72, Shea’s Creek Stormwater.
Sir, Box No. 10, North Sydney, 12 November, 1892.

On our last progress certificate for the above contract the sum of £100 has been deducted for five weeks time
penalty.

As the time allowed (four months) for the completion of this work was extremely limited, and seeing that the 
contract was carried out as expeditiously as possible, to which your supervising officers can testify, we respectfully ask 
you to be good enough to remit the said penalty. We are, &c.,

CARTER & CO.

No. 37.
The Crown Solicitor to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Mactamaka v. Smith.
Sir, Crown Solicitor’s Office, Sydney, 1 March, 1894.

As it now appears that the land on which the works are proposed to be carried on has not yet been resumed, 
and as the works cannot be carried on until the resumption is made, I have granted the plaintiff a postponement for a 
fortnight, as by that time the resumption will be completed, and the Government will be in a better position to have the 
injunction dissolved.

Please let me have a copy of the Gazette Notice of Resumption as soon as it is issued, as I think it would he advisable 
to have same before the Court on the application. I have, &c.,

ERNEST A. SMITH,
Crown Solicitor.

I regret that the Crown Solicitor agreed to a postponement for a fortnight, as it causes great inconvenience, and 
upsets many arrangements in connection with this department.—W. J.L., 2/3/94. I explained to the Minister that this 
arose on account of the Crown Solicitor not having been informed, as he should have been, of the fact of the land not having 
been resumed. We are making arrangements to have this done early next week.—J.B., 3/3/94. Re-submit.

Macnamaea v. Smith.
Sir, Crown Solicitor’s Office, Sydney, 28 February, 1894.

In answer to your telephone message of this morning, I think it would be unwise to give any undertaking of 
any kind as a condition for obtaining the consent of Macnamara to the dissolution of the injunction.

The injunction was obtained before the resumption, and now that the Gazette Notice has issued, it is quite clear 
that the constructing authority has full power under the Act to construct these works.

The injunction, in my opinion, ought to be dissolved absolutely. I have, &c.,
ERNEST A. SMITH,

The Under Secretary, Department of Public AVorks. Crown Solicitor.

Submitted.—J.B., 1/3/94.

No. 38.
The Crown Solicitor to The Under Secretary for Public Works.

Macnamara v. Smith.
Sir, Crown Solicitor’s Office, Sydney, 20 March, 1894.

I have the honor to report that the motion to dissolve the injunction granted herein came before His Honor 
Mr. Justice Owen yesterday and to-day, and after hearing argument His Honor dissolved the injunction, the Minister, by 
his Counsel, submitting to pay any damages that may be assessed in respect of any injury done to the plaintiff by the 
works at Shea’s Creek previously to the resumption of the land in the Gazette on the 6th March instant. His Honor also 
awarded such damages (if any) to the plaintiff, and directed that the amount of such damages should be assessed by a 
jury before him on the 14th May next; the costs of this application to be paid by the Crown.

The order was made in this form, because the plaintiff alleged (what was, however, denied on behalf of the Minister) 
that the department had, previous to the resumption, some eighteen months ago, proceeded with the work, and this caused 
the plaintiff much injury.

I thought it better to let the order go in this form, as the judge was disinclined to dissolve the injunction without 
reserving to the plaintiff his right to compensation for any prior damages done to him by the action of the Government.

I return the papers temporarily herewith, and I shall be glad to have the same back as soon as possible, with full 
instructions as to the action of the Government before the resumption, in order to enter a defence to the action set down 
for the 14th May. I have, &c.,

ERNEST A. SMITH,
Crown Solicitor.

Submitted.—J.B., 22/3(94. Seen.—Let all necessary steps he taken to defend this claim. Mr. Darley, be sure
to have the evidence very carefully prepared. I think any serious claim most unwarrantable.—\Y\J.L., 22(3(94. Mr. 
Darley.—J.B., 22(3(94. Very urgent.

So far as this branch is concerned, I am not aware on what grounds any claim can be based, but the Sewerage 
Branch cut a drain through the swamp some time back, and it may be this drain the claimant is referring to. Perhaps 
the papers had better be referred to Mr. Hickson, so that he may have the matter looked into, and a report obtained from 
his officers as to how far the work referred to can have injured Macnamara.—C.D., 27(3(94. The Under Secretary for 
Public Works.

Mr. Hickson, please consult with Mr. Darley upon this matter, which is very urgent.—J.B., B.C., 28(3(94.
Mr. Darley and myself went over the ground this morning, and are therefore seized with all the facts of the case. 

The papers might now be returned to the Crown Solicitor, and a conference arranged for at an early date.—R.R.P.H., 
29(3(94. Papers 92(490 attached. Under Secretary.

’ Crown Solicitor.—J.B., B.C., 30(3/94.

No. 39.
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No. 39. .
Summing up o£ His Honor the Chief Judge in Equity.

Macnamara v. Smith.
Before His Honor the Chief Judge in Equity and a Jury of four.

Thursday, \ith June, 1894.
His Honor: I find on looking through the exhibits that the statement of claim and the original decree are not in 

evidence. I do not know whether it is absolutely necessary that they should be in evidence, but it is impossible to find 
out what the injunction was that was dissolved unless the pleadings are in evidence. I want to refer to these, and I think 
that these documents ought to be in evidence. The order dissolving the injunction was put in, but it is nonsense standing 
by itself.

. Mr. Pilcher: I do not think there could be any possible objection to these documents going in, and these are issues 
in the suit. , ■

Mr. Owen: If your Honor thinks they ought to go in, we have no objection.
His Honor: Are they to be defendant’s exhibits'!
Mr. Pilcher: It does not matter an atom. [Statement of claim and decree put in, Exhibits 21 and 22. ]

• His Honor, in summing up, said : Gentlemen of the Jury, the issues before you have been referred from the Court
of Equity under these circumstances :—In 1889 the Government have constructed a canal up to a point somewhat south of 
the plaintiffs dam; andthe plaintiff, anticipating some possible injury from the construction of the canal, and ascertaining 
that the Crown had not resumed the land for the purpose of constructing this work, instituted proceedings in Equity 
against the defendant, the Minister for Works, asking for an injunction to restrain the defendant from continuing'the con
struction of the canal, and from interfering with the water in an ancient watercourse. He states in his statement of claim 
that through the land which he rented from Mr. Cooper ‘ ‘ a certain ancient watercourse runs, and has run from time 
immemorial, which said watercourse supplies the water necessary for carrying on the said wool-scouring works; and the 
plaintiff charges that he is well entitled to be unmolested in the use of the water that flows thereby.” He then refers to 
the works that are being carried on by the Government, and says he believes “ that it is the intention of the defendant 
to continue, and is now in the act of continuing, the said watercourse above the lands so leased by the plaintiff, and 
thereby to draw off and divert the whole of the water which flows and has flowed along the said ancient watercourse 
thi ough the plaintiff’s said land. ” Of course none of these works now referred to had then been constructed, but what 
he anticipated was that they would affect the water supply. The Government had not then resumed the land, and 
there was no evidence before the Court, as there is now, of their having obtained leave or license from the owner 
of the property to construct these works. The Court in 1889 granted an injunction in these terms : “ This Court doth 
order that the defendant, his officers, contractors, servants, workmen, and agents be hereby restrained from proceeding 
with the works in the statement of claim mentioned to the north of a line drawn from east to west running through a 
point two and a half chains south by the southern boundary of the plaintiff’s dam.” That was the injunction the plaintiff 
got in 1889 to restrain the defendant from dealing with the canal works, and prevent him from diverting the water in the 
watercourse. Matters remained in abeyance until 1891, when the Government had it in contemplation to make a storm
water sewer in connection with the general scheme of sewerage for that part of the suburbs of Sydney. For the purpose 
of constructing this storm-water sewer they proposed to take part of the channel of the old Macdonaldtown Creek, and 
to run the storm-water sewer, which was to be made of cement, along the old course of the Macdonaldtown Creek. Then 
there was to be an outlet from that sewer so as to enable the storm-water that came down that sewer to get away, and 
that outlet was made along the line of what has been spoken of in these proceedings as the extension, so that the water 
coming down the storm-water sewer would get away through the extension into the canal, which has been formed by the 
Government, and ultimately find its way into the sea. The extension was not a continuation of the canal, although1 no 
doubt the canal itself is ultimately intended to be made along the line of the channel which has been made to carry off the 
storm-water that came down the sewer. I draw your attention to this because the learned counsel for the plaintiff spoke 
at one stage of the case of the high-handed action of the Government. He seemed to imply that the Government was 
defying the Court—acting in a high-handed way, and disregarding the rights of the owners of the property. ■ As far as 
the injunction of the Court was concerned there was no disregard of that whatsoever. What the Court restrained them 
from doing was from continuing the canal or diverting the water from the watercourse referred to. Neither of- these 
things were affected by the work directly at any rate or intentionally, which they were then carrying on. So far as the 
Court was concerned, there was no flying in the face of its jurisdiction. When the Government contemplated the 
construction of this work there were two courses open to them : They might have resumed the land and paid compensation 
which would have had to come out of the pockets of the taxpayers, or they might get the leave and license of the owner 
to make these works. ■ They adopted the latter course, and it appears to me they were doing what a careful and prudent 
Government certainly ought to have done to save the taxpayers’ pockets. They got leave and license from Mr. Cooper 
without resuming or paying compensation. Having got that leave or license, or thinking that they had got it, they then 
proceeded with the work. I want to draw your attention to the way in which this leave and license was obtained. Mr. Cooper, 
the owner of the land, resides in England,, and Mr. J. R. Hill represents him here under power of attorney. The 
power of attorney was put in evidence, and according to my construction of that document, as far as the law is concerned, 
it did not appear to me that Mr. Hill had authority under it to bind Mr. Cooper in giving this leave to the Crown ; but 
Mr. Hill, when examined, pointed out that as far as he had been able to ascertain, Mr. Cooper had left the entire manage
ment of his estate to him. He said that on several occasions he had written to Mr. Cooper to obtain his directions and 
advice as to things to be done in connection with his estate, but Mr. Cooper had invariably written back to him and said he 
had left it entirely to him, and trusted entirely to his discretion. Mr. Hill therefore considered that he had power to act 
for Mr. Cooper, and to give leave and license which Mr. Cooper, if he had been here, might have given. As far as the 
authority of Mr. Hill is concerned, I think you need not trouble yourselves about it. The leave was given early in 1891; 
the work was constructed in that year, and finished in September of that year. As far as the evidence goes, there has been 
no indication that Mr. Cooper has ever repudiated the action of his agent, and therefore, for the purpose of considering this 
matter, I think you may take it that Mr. Cooper has ratified the action that has been taken by his agent. That possibly 
might not be the case if this were a contest between Mr. Cooper and the Government, that is to say,-that Mr. Cooper 
might say to the Government, “ Mr. Hill had no authority to give this leave, I must insist on your resuming the land and 
paying me compensation.” I think that in a case of that kind Mr. Cooper might set up that he was not bound by 
Mr. Hill’s action. Here, however, it is a question as to how far the Government were acting with due regard to the 
interests of the property-holders, in carrying these works through their land without resuming it, in the ordinary way 
under the Act. When the matter was referred to Mr. Hill he consulted Mr. Fisher, who is the surveyor in connec- 

. tion with the Cooper estate. Mr. Fisher went out to the land and examined it carefully with a view,- as you will see 
from the document to which I will refer presently, to a great extent in determining whether this proposed work of 
the Government would interfere with the water rights of the tenants of Mr. Cooper, because if it did, it might 
possibly bring Mr. Cooper into conflict with his tenants. Of course Mr. Cooper was anxious that his tenants should 
have no molestation as to their rights which they might have as tenants from him. You will remember that Mr. Hill 
said in the witness-box that he impressed it upon the Government that nothing was to be done which would interfere with 
the water rights of the plaintiff or the other tenants. Accordingly Mr. Fisher went out to look at the proposed work 
which the Government had in contemplation, and on the 23rd March, 1891, he sent in this report to Mr. Hill. [Reads 
Mr. Fisher’s report]. That was the report that was sent in by Mr. Fisher under the directions which he received from 
Mr. Hill, in order to give Mr. Hill the material for determining whether he would consent to these works or not. 
Then the next document which was received" was a letter from Mr. Hickson, the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, 
Bridges, and Sewers, dated the 26th March, 1891. [Reads letter.] These are the terms which the Government say they 
were prepared to carry out, and practically they are the same terms as mentioned in Mr. Fisher’s report. On the 31st 
March Mr. Hill replied to that letter. [Reads Mr. Hill’s letter.] So Mr. Hill gives his consent to the Government taking 
this land, so long as the water that flows to Macnamara’s establishment is allowed to flow there, and the provisions referred 
to by Mr. Hickson are carried out. Those provisions were to carry the water over the Macdonaldtown Creek when 
required to do so, and to carry Shea’s Creek across the sewer in a wooden flume. Now that has been carried out to the 
letter by the Government, with one exception, that they have put a cemented flume instead of a wooden one. In every 
other case the requirements of Mr. Hill, which were made with a view of safeguarding the plaintiff’s water supply, have 

' been -
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been earned out by the Government That shows that, so far, at an^ rate, from acting m a high handed way, and 
disregarding the lights of the proprietor, the Government did not interfere with the injunction which the Court granted, 
nor have they disregarded the rights of the owners of the pioperty It may be, when you come to consider the evidence, 
you may find that the plaintiff has suffeied injury neveitheless It may be, that canying out these works, howevei 
catefully the Government may have constructed them, that you may come to the conclusion that the plaintiff has suffered 
injury, and the arrangement made between Mr Hill and Mi Hickson would not prevent you from returning a "verdict m 
favour of the plaintiff I bung these matters under your notice to show that the Government have not acted m any way 
in a high handed mannei, so far as the requirements of Mi Hill aie concerned, because the Government hav e carried them 
out to the letter —and better—by giv ing a cemented flume instead of a wooden one Having got this leave and license from 
Mi Hill in March, 1891, the Government commenced to constiuct these works, and m September, 1891, they were 
completed Early in 1894 the defendant applied to the Couit to dissolve the injunction that had been gianted, pointing 
out that when the injunction was granted, the land had not been resumed, but that the Government had, or were about 
to resume the land As a matter of fact, the Government did resume the land on the 6th March last In dissolving the 
injunction, m older to safeguard any possible light the plaintiff might have against the Government foi constructing this 
work, counsel foi the defendant submitted that it xnj injury had occurred to the plaintiff, the Government was admittedly 
responsible for it, but I want )ou distinctly to understand that there was no admission in any shape or form of any 
liability whatsoever on the pait of the Government All they said was that it injury was pioved to be sustained by 
the plaintiff foi winch defendant was liable, he submitted to pay what damages might be assessed m respect of that 
injury. Upon that submission the Comt directed that these issues should be tried, (1) whetner the plaintiff has sustained 
any damage in respect of the matter referred to in the ordei of the 20th March mentioned , and (2) what is the 
amount of such damage * These issues have been referred to you m order that you may inform the mind of the Court by 
>our findings upon them ISefore I go into these issues there is one matter which I wish to mention without laying any 
stress upon it myself, but meiely for the purpose of showing what has been referred to by counsel foi the defendant, leaving 
it to you to give it as much consideration and weight as you may think it entitled to, and nothing more than that—and 
that is, the delay on the part of the plaintiff m bunging forward his claim You will remember that the counsel for the 
defendant spoke of the plaintiff lying by You know that the plaintiff had an injunction m 1889 foi anticipated injury, not 
real injury, because the works had not been constiucted In the beginning of 1891 he must have known that the works of 
which he now complains were being constiucted Me know, as a matter of fact, that there were interviews with the 
Government with reference to them If the plaintiff was so alarmed at anticipated injury when the works had not been 
done, it may be said that as soon a& the works were commenced again he might have taken action , and if it did not fall 
stuctly within the teims of the injunction it was open to him to institute new proceedings and ask for an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from proceeding with these works The works were finishedm 1891 In the beginning of 1892 the 
plaintiff says he began to suffer damage, and that this damage continued all 1892, the whole of 1893, and the fiist four 
months of 1894, without any action being taken by the plaintiff at all Even then he does not come into Court to ask foi 
its interference It is the defendant Minister who comes to ask foi the injunction to be dissolv ed You have to take these 
facts into your consideration and give them as much weight as you think they aie entitled to Of course mere delay does 
not prevent a plaintiff from obtaining a len ed} it he is wronged At the same time you have to consider how fai the 
plaintiff has suffeied and whether it really was a serious interference with his business You will take into consideration 
that he saw the woiks going on m 1891, and for nearly two and a half years afteiwauls without taking any action against 
the Government These are matters more with regard to the bona /nits of the claim than as to the lights of the parties 
Notwithstanding that, if you think the plmitiff has leally suffered an injuiv his rights would not be interfered w ith by this 
delay. The plaintiff s claim is a peculiar one, and it is a little complex It was said by one of the witnesses on behalf of 
the defendant that the plaintiff had said to him that he did not claim foi loss of water but foi the pollution of the watei 
Now the pollution complained of is not the act of the Government m dirtying the water It is not as if the Government 
were carrying on a business of some filthy description such as boiling down, and that they deposited ft 1th fiom their works 
into the stream What the plaintiff says is that the water originally came into his dam m a cleaner condition than 
now, for two reasons, one that there was a greater quantity of watei m the channel, and the other that there was a greater 
quantity of water in the swamps suirounding the channel, consequently the water that came into the dam was more 
diluted. Now he says all this water supply has been cut off, and the water comes into the dam m an undiluted form 
Therefore the question of loss is really the pollution of the water So far as that is concemed he does say that there is a 
diminution in the supply, but the great point is that it is more polluted In one respect it is more polluted by the 
diminution of the water in the swamp, and on the land surrounding the cieek, which watei formerly diluted the stuff, 
theiefoie made it more fit foi woolwashing He says that m this swamp there was a mass of reeds, rushes, flags, water 
glass, and impure watei passing through that became filtered, because the reeds and vegetation anested the solid matter 
which was held in suspension and precipitated it to the bottom of the swamp, so that when the watei flowed into the dam 
it came nr a cleaiei and purer state than it would otherwise have done The plaintiff says that that is the mjuiy which he 
lias suffeied so fai as Shea’s Creek is concerned As fai as Macdonaldtown Greek is concerned, the plaintiff says that the 
whole of that watei is cut away fiom him The present sewei which runs at right angles to the creek cuts off the 
liquid—I can hardly call it water—that used to come down the cieek, and the plaintiff says that the lesult of the 
defendant’s woik has been to alter the position of Shea’s Cieek He says that Shea s Creek, before the work was com 
menced by the Government, stood on lower ground than the piesent extension, and in consequence of defendant’s work 
the ground between Shea’s Creek and the extension has shrunk, consequently Shea’s Cieek is higher than the exten 
sion, and that has had the effect of drawing off the water from Sheas Cieek to the extension He also says that 
that had the effect of drying up the ground between the creek a'M the extension, and destroying the reed beds, which 
he says acted as a filter The plaintiff further states that as far as the channel of Shea’s Cieek is concerned the 
water m the swamp used to act as retaining watei—that is to say, theie being watei on both sides of the channel, that 
water retained the water in the channel of Shea’s Creek, but that water being drained away the ground became dry, 
and instead of the water being maintained m the channel of Shea’s Cieek it percolated and ran away to the lower 
ground, and so diminished the supply tint came into the plaintiff’s dam Then there is the further claim which was 
not much iclied upon by counsel, but was mentioned by the witnesses, that a supply of water m heavy rainstoims 
used to overflow the banks into the swamps, ultimately getting into the dam The plaintiff relies on the position of 
the reed beds, and he also says that the sewer which runs at light angles to Shea’s Cieek diverted the stoim water 
that ovciflowed the banks and spread ovei the count!y to the north of the sewer, so that this water instead of passing 
into the plaintiff’s dam fell into the sewer There is one other mattei which the plaintiff lefeis to as adding to the 
impurity of the watei, and that is from the diminished supply he was not able to flush out the dam as effectually and as 
often as he would otherwise have done The plaintiff says that in former times they could open the sluice gate, and the 
rush of water earned away the filth m the bottom of the dam, and the dam was kept cleaner than at present I intend to 
refei briefly to the way the defendant meets these claims As far as Macdonaldtown Creek is concerned you have to bear 
m mind that the sewer which has intercepted the flow that came down the old Macdonaldtown Creek has taken away from ’ 
the dam the stuff that came down the creek, which has been described as being sewage of the most offensive character. 
You have to consider whether it really would be an advantage to the plaintiff to have that filth coming down to his 
dam m dry seasons, and, whether seeing that the plaintiff is claiming more on account of the pollution of the watei than of loss 
of the supply, whether the cutting off of this flow would lead to the pollution of the water in the dam, and make it worse 
than it would be by having this filth taken away. Of course, if you add dirty water to dirty water you increase the 
quantity, but you cannot improve the quality Then theie is this paragraph m Mi Fisher s report, m which he says that 
the overseer of the woiks is of opinion that it will be decidedly to their advantage to be able to shut off the dirty 
Macdonaldtown water and only let the stormwater in Of course, m rainy seasons there would be a considerable flow of 
water coming down the Macdonaldtown Creek, which would be a good deal diluted, and it might be a great advantage to 
get that supply into the dam , and the defendant says that Mr Fisher recommended, and Mi Hill insisted upon, stop-gates 
being put into the sewer by which they could anest the flow of the stormwater and divert it; in the plaintiff’s dam The 
defendant says that these stop gates were put there, and it was part of the arrangement that they were only to be used 
when the plaintiff required them, and he had not so requited them The defendant says that if this filth were allowed to 
run down the Macdonaldtown sewer into the dam, the plaintiff’s position would be worse instead of better , but if he wants 
the stormwater, they have the gates there to throw it off into his dam That is how the claim as to the Macdonaldtown 
Creek was met It is said that some correspondence took place between the department and one of the municipalities in 
reference to this sewer If this water was thrown back, as of course it would be if the stop gates were put m, it would 
possibly do an injury to some of the municipalities adjoining this sewer, and it might lead to litigation I do not think

you
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you have anything to do with that whatever. No action ever was taken, and it is a mere correspondence between the 
Government and a municipality. If the Go\ eminent are willing to run that risk, I do not see that the plaintiff has 
anything to do with it. If the plaintiff had gone to the Government and. said, “Put these stop gates up, as I want 
the stormwater,” and the Government said, “We are quite willing to do so, but the municipality objects to it, 
therefore we will not do it, 5 the case would be entirely different. No application was ever made to the Government, 
and there was no refusal on the part of the Government Now we come to the claim as to Shea’s Creek, and one 
of the first points taken with regard to that was whether that creek was natural or artificial. Neither council seemed 
to think it was a matter of very great importance ; at the same time it is an issue put before you and it is a matter you 
will have to consider; m fact, it is one of the questions I will ask you to answer for me If it is an artificial channel there 
is no evidence to show when it was made, or by whom. The only evidence that I am aware of that m any wray bears on 
it, as far as date is concerned, is furnished by the maps, one of which w7as prepared m connection with the Sewerage Com
mission of 1875, m which tins creek appears without any name, but there is a channel that appears to run into the swamp 
befoie it comes to Eve’s There is another map made by Mr. Parrot, one of the plaintiff’s witnesses, w hich appears to show 
that at the time that map was made the present channel was not m existence It appears to me that that is the only 
evidence wdien the cieek was made, if it is an artificial channel. On the other hand you have a mass of evidence given on 
behalf of the plaintiff by a large number of w itnesses, some ot whom have known the channel as far back as fifty years, 
and they say that the position of the channel of Shea’s Creek is the same as it was when they remember it first. The only 
witness who appears to bear out the statement that it was known as an artificial creek was Mr. William Foster, who was 
called up on behalf of the plaintiff He said he never knew it as a creek or a river, but as the Big Swamp or the Little 
Swamp. You have heard the evidence, and it does not follow that because I cannot recall any other evidence on this 
point that you cannot, but it is the only evidence that I can remember that m former times there was no channel. Then 
you have these two maps to which I have just referred—that prepared m connection with the Sewerage Commission, 
showing the position of the channel above Eve’s, and a huge swamp m front of it coming all the way dowTn to the plaintiff’s 
dam Then the engineers and surveyors, called on behalf of the defendant, say that it must be an artificial channel 
mainly for two reasons, one is that it stances at a higher level than the surrounding country and the other that on the 
eastern side of the channel there is an artificial bank These witnesses comprise a large number of gentlemen who know 
the locality well and they have been out several times. They say that the bank on the eastern side is formed of the 
material dug out of the race oi channel and thrown up to keep the water m. The plaintiff’s witnesses say that that is a 
natuial rise m the ground and that the top of that stuff was taken out in cleaning the creek and not m making it. The 
plaintiff says that originally Shea’s Creek, was lower than the swamp and that the water therefore did flow m its natural 
way along the lowest part of the ground. The defendant’s witnesses say that at any rate as far back as 1889, that is before 
these were commenced at all, Shea’s Cre<ek stood higher than the ground m the swamp where the extension now is, and 
consequently it must be artificial. Everyone knows that the tendency of water is to flow to the lowest level and it will not 
unless some artificial means is used, keep on the high ground, so that if you are looking for the old immemorial channel of 
the stream you always go to the lowest ground. The question whether it was relatively higher m 1889 is one which must 
be determined by the levels. Mr. Parrot, one of the plaintiff’s witnesses, says that when he went out in 1889 the ground 
was all under water, and a swamp, so that he took no levels ; but before that the Government sent out Mr. Halhgan, and 
he took all the levels for the proposed extension, which you have plotted upon Exhibit 3. These levels were taken in 1889. 
If you believe these levels to be correct, and to have been taken at the time stated, they will solve a great many of the 
questions arising m this case. You have levels taken along the course of the creek to the point where it debouches into the 
swamp, and down to the extreme end of the extension. You can compare the levels m the bed of the creek with the levels 
where the proposed canal was to go, and where this extension now goes, and they will tell you exactly what the levels were 
if you believe the evidence m respect to them One of the defendant’s witnesses says that the swamp is not a dead level, 
but that there are little hills and hollows in it, though they are mere depressions. You will bear that m mind in comparing 
these different levels, when m one place they appear to be a little lower than another. That may arise from the fact that 
the general level of the ground is not different, but that there is a slight elevation at that particular pomt. It appears to 
me that the fairest way is to take the levels all through, and to determine generally what the flow of the water was I do 
not want to express any opinion as to the levels, because the figures are before you. It appears that in 1889, except m the 
part nearest to the storm-water sewer, the land that was on the higher level than the level of the proposed extension. 
Mr. Hickson, and one or two othea witnesses called for the defendant, stated that, although they could not take levels on 
account of the ground being coveied with reeds and water, they could see the water flowing fiom Shea’s Creek to the 
extension. . If you see water flowing m a particular direction from "one place towards another, you come to the conclusion 
that the point from which the water is flowing is higher than the other. It appears to me that, although the difference does 
not appear to be very great, a comparison of these figures bears this out. It is quite possible that the difference may be so 
slight as m no way to lead you to suppose that this is an artificial channel. However, that is a matter you have to determine 
yourselves. Then, it is said, there is a breafi away at a point marked 200 yards north of Eve’s, and from that it appears to be 
the lowest level. You have seen the place yourselves, and you are better able to form an opinion than I. You have seen the 
position of the bank which, it is said, was put there to restrain the creek in this channel, and you will be able to say whether 
it really exists, or whether it can be otherwise accounted for. It was said by one of the defendant’s witnesses that there was 
an old channel there, but that is a matter for your observation. You remember Mr. Godfrey’s evidence that what is 
carrying part of the water there was made by him as late as four or five years ago. I do not think I need trouble you any 
further on the question as to whether the stream is natural or artificial. The most important question, to my mind, is as 
to whether there was any loss of water m the channel of the creek or not I want you to distinguish carefully between 
loss of water in the channel itself and any loss of water through draining the swamp or diminution of any other water m 
any other way. The greater part of the defendant’s case went to show that as far as the channel was concerned there 
was, as a matter of fact, no loss. The first point taken m the evidence was as to the flume, which is the only place where 
any alteration has been made in the creek. The question is whether the flume will carry all the water that the channel 
will carry. The water may flow over the banks and come back again into the channel, but the question you have to 
decide is only as to the water that can flow into the channel without overflowing the banks If you are satisfied that there 
is no loss of water there, that is an entirely distinct question from any loss of water that may arise from the draining of 
the swamp. I will deal with the question as to the size of the flume We ha\e a diagram m evidence, prepared by Mr. 
Halhgan, showing the area of the stream 25 yards north of the flume, 15 yards north of the flume, and 15 yards south of 
the flume, and showing the area of the flume itself. If you believe this diagram to be correct, it appeals to me to be 
absolutely conclusive of this point. The whole capacity of the flume is 60 12 feet; 25 yards north of the flume the area of 
the ©reek is 60*27, and at 15 yards north it is identically the same as the flume itself, namely, 60 12. The area 15 yards 
south of the flume is 60 27, but that makes very little difference Then Mr. Gnbben, the plaintiff’s engineer, who has 
been there since 1888, says it carries just about the same quantity as before, except when the flume was broken away and 
allows the water to escape. So far as the flume is at present constructed, I have shown you from the actual measurements 
that it is exactly the same size as the creek 15 yards north, and we have the evidence of one of the plaintiff’s employees to 
the effect that just about the same quantity of w’ater passes over the flume as along Shea’s Creek before the flume was put 
up. Ihen, there is the evidence of Mr. Parrot, one of the plaintiff’s engineers, on this pomt. He says he thinks there is 
about the same quantity of water flowing into the creek m 1894 as m 1892. He is a scientific witness, well acquainted 
with the locality, he having been there when he prepared the map for Colonel Scratchley Before I go mto the 
actual tests, I think there is one general observation I ought to make. The plaintiff says that this soil 
is naturally porous, and consequently the water escapes from the channel of the creek. The Government have 
not made this soil porous. It is the natural character of the soil, and if that is so, surely a certain amount of 
percolation must have been going on at all times. If you find from actual test that there has been a certain loss, you 
must not consider that that loss has been necessarily caused by the Government works, because if a certain amount of 
percolation has been going on from time immemorial owing to the nature of the soil it would not be fair to attribute it to 
the canal works. You may consider that although it has been going on from time immemorial the Government works 
have increased it, and, of course, you are entitled to so find. There is another remark that has no doubt occurred to you, 
and that is that if the effect of the Government works was to drain away the water, how is it that the swamp as it at 
present exists is there ? If the effect of the Government works is to draw all the water off, one would have thought that 
the effect would have been to dram this swamp also. However, this is a question for you to consider, and you know a 
great deal more than I do, because you have been out there. I throw this out merely as an observation, to which you can 
give what weight you think it is entitled to. It is said that originally there was a swamp all round this channel, and that 
this swamp had the effect of retaining the water in the channel. That depends on the condition of things before the
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extension was made. As far as I have seen from the evidence, there appears to be very little conflict as to that, because 
Mr. Davis says that before he went there there was a swamp within a few feet of the creek, right up the whole of the 
creek to where the sewer comes down. Mr. Parrot, who drew these maps which were so much before you, snowed upon 
one of them where these waters were in 1889, and he showed that the swamp went up as far as Mr. Davis said it 'went. 1 
do not think there can be any conflict as to the position of the land now ; you know more about it than anybody that has 
been there lately, and you will be able to contrast what was there in 1889 with the state of things existing now. Although 
the water may be drained away from the swamp, it does not at all follow that the water has been in any way diminished 
in the channel, because the question whether there has been percolation or not is really one of tests, or, you may think, ox 
theory; but if the test show7 that there has been no percolation, that is conclusive, because fact must always conquer 
theory. Then comes this question of the difference between the engineers as to the gauges. If you believe the gauges 
taken by the Government officers, they establish not only beyond all controversy, as far as their gauges are concerned, 
that there has been no loss of water in this channel, but a gain. They gauged the channel in a great number of places 
from beyond the flume to the dam, and although in one gauging there was some loss, in all of the others there was an 
actual gain. That may possibly appear to throw some doubt on the accuracy of the gaugings, but I do not see why it should, 
because they say that the increase would be water percolating into the channel from the swamp, which, of course, they could 
not in any way gauge. There is a distinction between the quantity of water coming in from the swamp and the quantity 
actually flowing along the channel. If you take their gaugings as correct as far as the bed of the channel is concerned 
there was no loss of water at all. Not satisfied with that they took gaugings in the extension itself, right from a point 
above the junction with the sewer to about half way along the extension, and there they have determined whether or not 
theie is any gain of water in the extension, because the theory of the plaintiff is that there is a loss in the creek, and the 
ground in the extension being lower, the water percolates from the creek into the'extension, and, therefore, must appear 
in the extension. If that is so, there would be an increase of water in the extension, whereas these gentlemen, the defend
ant’s witnesses, prove that there was no loss in the creek, and in the extension there is no gain. Turther, they have put 
down certain test holes, and they say that if the water was percolating from the creek towards the extension it would 
appear in the sides of the test holes, whereas there is none. Mr. Simpson and Mr. Cardew, engineering witnesses, on 
behalf of the plaintiff, took gaugings, and the result of them was that there was a very great loss of water in the channel, 
and a very great gain of water in the extension. As far as the extension is concerned, I will deal with the evidence or the 
plaintiff’s witnesses first, because it appears to me that their evidence is, at any rate, rather strange. All they did was to 
take gaugings about the middle of the extension. They found the quantity of water flowing there to be 1,766 gallons per 
minute, and they said a very small portion of that came from the sewer, and all the rest of it must have come from ohea s 
Creek. When the Government witnesses go there they see that there are no less than four different places where the water 
comes into the extension in addition to the sewer ; it makes just all the difference. . I will refer to Mr. Simpson s evidence, 
because it appears to me that 1 am right in what I stated. [Reads Mr. fcimjisoids evidence> at ^ Then Mr. Cardew,
who took the gaugings with Mr. Simpson, says exactly the same thing. You see, they say distinctly that they do not 
know how much water came from the Macdonaldtown sewer, but it was very small, and no other source of water was coming 
into the extension, with the exception of per colation from Shea’s Creek. Therefore the great bulk of the 1,700 gallons must 
have been percolation from Shea’s Creek. When you come to the gaugings on this extension you find that they, the Govern- 
mennt officers, gauged at six different places from H 1 to H 6, and also two overflows that came from the flume at the China
man’s gardens, at G 3 and G 2. At H 1 there were 825 gallons per minute passing, and at H 5, which was the outfall ot 
the Macdonaldtown sewer, there were 322 gallons per minute passing. Mr. Simpson takes only in two places ; he takes 
the total and the quantity from the Macdonaldtown sewer. He does not gauge the quantity in the Macdonaid- 
town sewer; he guesses it. When you come to the actual gauging of the defendant’s witnesses the outflow from 
the Macdonaldtown sewer was 322 gallons. That left about 500 gallons to be accounted for. According to Mr. Simpson, 
that must come by percolation from Shea’s Creek. The defendant’s engineers say no, there are a whole lou of other sources 
you have not taken into consideration ; for instance, HO, which is the water that comes down from Godireys at the 
junction, and that is 279 gallons, and this was wholly ignored by Mr. Simpson, as were the flows from G 3 (131 gallons), 
at G 2 (42 gallons), and three others, amountingto 10, 3, and 14 gallons respectively, so they actually gaiiged every somce 
of water coming into the extension, and they find it comes to 810 gallons, as against 825 gallons going out. 11 Mr. 
Simpson’s gauging is taken it really appears to me to be no test. He does not give any quantity of water coming down the 
Macdonaldtown Creek, and he wholly ignores these other sources of supply. It appears to me that there can be no 
whatever that it is no test at all. If you take the gauging by the defendant’s witnesses there is only a difference oi 15 
gallons out of 825 gallons, and that 810 gallons flow in from the creeks, watercourses, and streams coming down on the 
surface. Therefore, there was no addition to the extension according to their evidence. Now, I come to the gauging on 
Shea’s Creek. Mr. Cardew’s evidence, which I think is practically the same as Mr. Simpson’s, shows that 2,222 gallons 
were passing at the flume, and that there was an actual loss of 557 gallons in th§ channel of Shea’s Creek. On the loth 
May there were 1,151 gallons per minute passing in the flume, and at a point 250 feet further down m the channel 8Ji 
gallons per minute, showing a loss of 258 gallons in that distance. If you take the evidence of these gentlemen as correct, 
there was a very considerable loss of water in Shea’s Creek. Mr. Simpson makes it a little less. ‘w’as.^l
gallons on the first day, instead of 557, as given by Mr. Cardew, and on the second day 248, instead of 258. The gaugings 
were taken on behalf of the defendant by Messrs. Carleton, Davis, Crimshaw, Chamier, Napier Bell, and Stayton, and 
although the results are very much the same, they do not actually coincide. With the exception of one of these gaugings, 
they all show a gain of water. Then comes the question which of these two gaugings is the more reliable. Irroperiy 
speaking, this is not a question for you to answer, because it is really a scientific matter, but a gpreat deal of evidence has 
been given upon it, and as the question is really thrown upon you, you will have to answer it. The mode adopted by the 
plaintiff’s engineers was to take the sectional area of the creek, and what was ascertained to be the velocity ot the 
stream by multiplying one with the other. They say that that gives the best results, in this creek, because they 
say that, in the mode of gauging adopted by the Government, namely, that by weir, there is apt to be a loss 
of water through percolation getting under the weir or round the weir at the side. Therefore, the ‘weir mode 
in a channel like this is not so satisfactory as that adopted by the plaintiff’s engineers. The plaintiff called 
Mr. Knibbs, a gentleman who occupies the position of lecturer at the University, a gentleman who has no doubt 
considerable theoretical knowledge, and is, I have not the slightest doubt, a very able man. Mr. Knibbs says, in 
my opinion the most accurate method of gauging would be to find the velocity on the surface and the sectional area, and 
then to multiply each factor into the sectional or into the symmetrical line on each side of it, and then to multiply the 
velocity by ’9. You find the surface velocity in the centre filament of the stream of a given sectional area. Yon multiply 
the velocity by ‘9. Assuming that Mr. Simpson and Mr. Cardew did not multiply by *9, their calculation would be m excess, 
I should say, by a maximum of 10 per cent. That is what Mr. Knibbs says is the proper method, but it is not the method 
adopted bv the plaintiff’s witnesses. Mr. Knibbs says: “The result of multiplying the sectional area by the velocity 
should be multiplied by -9,” so that the plaintiff’s engineers left out one multiplier altogether m their calculations, the 
result of which, Mr. Knibbs says, was to make their calculations in excess by 10 per cent. Mr. Stayton was afterwards 
called, and he said he had actually made this calculation, and that it throws Messrs. Simpson and Cardew s calculation 
out 28 per cent. Mr. Knibbs was then asked about the weir system, and he said that it would be inapplicable to that 
particular stream. Although the weir system gives a far better result, m his opinion, there would be a loss of water 
what he saw of the banks of the stream. If that is so, it becomes a question of fact whether the weir system is adapted to 
the stream. You have heard the evidence as to what was done by the defendant’s witnesses, and it is a question oi tact 
clearly, because, if they could make the weir absolutely water-tight, it undoubtedly, according to Mr. Knibbs, would S1V® 
the best results. I will also refer you to the evidence of Mr. Crimshaw. who fixed these weirs and took the gauges, and. 
also to the evidence of Mr. Davis, to show how the gauging was done. [Reads Mr. Grimshavy’s evidence as to the Jixinff oj 
the weirs.’] If you believe Mr. Grimshaw’s evidence, there was no possibility of any escape. Mr. Davis gives a description 
of what was done a little more in detail, because he speaks of puddling. It is for you to consider the question of tact as to 
whether the weir was put down properly, so that water could not escape. Of course, if there is an escape of the watei the 
weir system must be absolutely fallacious in this case. Then you have, in addition to the evidence which I have already 
read from, what Mr. Knibbs said, the practical experience of Messrs. Carleton, Davis, Crimshaw, Chamier, Napier Bell, and 
Stayton, that the weir system is the best for that particular stream, and you also have the evidence of _Mr^ Dailey, 
the Engineer-in-Chief for Harbours and Rivers, and of Mr. Hickson, the Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and 
Sewerage, and they also say that it is the best for this kind of stream. Mr. Hickson says that to have a true test 
in the way in which the plaintiff’s engineers have proceeded you must have a uniform section, such I11 a sewer, 
and then the question was asked whether the flume would not furnish such a section, but Mr. Hickson said
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it would be aa far as it went, but it did not go far enough, because, in order to get a proper estimate, you 
must have at least 40 or 50 feet to get a reliable result, whereas there was only 20 feet in the flume. In 
addition to this, you have the authority of certain writers whose names I do not remember, who all speak of the weir 
system as the best. That appears to me to be the whole of the evidence on this question of gauging. It is for you to 
determine which was most applicable for this stream and which gives the most reliable results. If you adopt the mode 
used by the plaintiff, there was a considerable loss of water in the channel of Shea’s Creek and a gain in the extension ; if 
you take the defendant’s method, there was practically no loss in the channel, and in the extension there was practically 
no gain. The only other two matters are with reference to the swamp and the reed bed, and, as I said, that depends on 
the condition of things in 1889 and at the present moment. I need not trouble you on that point, because that is a matter 
.within your cognisance, and you will be able to determine it. On the other point as to whether the plaintiff had the 
water to flush out his dam, there is the evidence that as it is at present the dam will fill in eleven hours. That is sworn 
to by the man who watched it, and also by‘Mr. Davis. If you come to the conclusion that this could be done, it becomes 
a question whether the plaintiff could not have flushed out his dam if he had wanted to have done, and whether be could 
not have flushed it out on Saturday night and filled again and ready for work on Monday morning. On the other hand it 
is said that if all the mud were cleaned out it would take as much as fifty hours to fill. I do not think you have really 
got to deal with that, because the question is whether, from 1892 up to the present, he could have gone on flushing the 
dam so as to clear out the dirt that came in in that time, he could not expect to make his dam cleaner than it was 
in 1892, and if he could have relieved it of the impurities that came in since that time, and he did not exercise that 
power, he cannot come against the Government for that. Then there is one general remark with reference to this 
alleged pollution of the water which I think I should make, and that is.that if these recd-beds and places really 
do act as a filter, it appears to me that the filth must have gone on accumulating from year to year. These 
works have been there for a very .long time. The plaintiff has had them for thirteen or fourteen years, and a 
great many people had them before him. If these reed-beds have been filtering the water for fifteen years or more, 
must that not have made them more and more filthy, so that every year the water coming into the dam would become 
more and more impure? 1 do not think there are any other matters I wish to draw your attention to. Mr. Smith, 
the counsel for the plaintiff, has gone at very great length into the plaintiff’s evidence, quoting from it: and I should 
only be wearying you by drawing your attention to it again. Because I do not do so, do not imagine that I pass 
the evidence of these gentlemen over negligently ; what they said is fresh in your memory, and you will give it all the 
weight you think it deserves. Then as to the question of damages, it appears to me that the only way in which the 
defendant met this part of the case was by the evidence of Mr. Robertson, the accountant, and Mr. Hawksworth. - As far as 
Mr. Robertson is concerned, he said simply that the books referred to him did not enable him to make out all the 
particulars of the plaintiffs claim. Whether they do or do not, you have the evidence of the plaintiffs witnesses as to the 
amount of wool treated and sold, and as to the quality of the wool previous to 1892 as compared with the quality since 
that time, and from that evidence you can form your opinion. Although the books may be badly kept, and it may be 
impossible for a skilled accountant to trace every item, it is a matter for you to consider whether the fact that the evidence 
was not in the books is evidence of the non-existence of the item. You can prove it outside the books as well as inside 
the books. A great deal has been said about the account sales, but it appears to me that if they had been put in they 
would not have proved anything. When a plaintiff gives particulars of his claim the case is entirely different from one 
wherein damages are sought for trespass or libel, and the jury are simply asked to give what they think fit. But here the 
plaintiff has claimed that he actually suffered certain specified injuries. Of course, if he wants to establish these he must 
prove them, and if he does not prove them you may take it that there is no evidence on the subject. If you see that the 
plaintiff has suffered some injury and he is entitled to some damages, you may discard the particulars altogether and give 
him what you think he ought to have. These account sales were simply a report made by the agent of the hare results of 
the sale. If the bare results were given by a witness in the box there would be no real difference, because, as was pointed 
out to yon, the value of wool fluctuates so. You have to get all the circumstances attending the sale, whether there was 
a large attendance or a small attendance, and whether there was a demand or not for that particular kind of wool, or fifty 
other different things. For instance, inferior wool might sell on Tuesday at a much higher price than the very best wool 
sold on Monday. You are entitled to bear this in mind, that when these two classes of wool were submitted to Mr. Moore 
and the other experts they said that one wool was superior to another, and they valued one wool as so much and the other 
at so much, and they said there was a loss in the quality of the wool of so much. Then, on the other hand, there is the 
evidence of Mr. Hawksworth, who says that he got a bottle or two of this water out of the dam. There is no question as- 
to its being a fair sample. He says he washed two samples of the wool in that water. One of them undoubtedly is very 
dirty, but the other is a good colour. He was asked how he got that good colour, and he said that he washed it in the 
water at a temperature of 95 degrees with a good deal of soap. If you are satisfied that that result was fairly obtained 
with the water, and that the plaintiff could have done the same but did not do so, he cannot claim anything from the 
Government for that. Mr. Moore was. Sailed to examine the quality of the wool by Mr. Hawksworth, and he said that he 
did not think it was good, but was tender, and consequently depreciated in value. He seemed to think that the extra 
scouring had caused it. That appears to be all the evidence on these questions. Having thus pointed out what appears 
to me to be the salient points in this case, I will leave the whole matter in your hands as regards the facts, but as there 
may be points of law, and I understand that there will be, I want you to answer certain questions, and to assess the 
damages separately. Of course, the first question is whether the plaintiff has suffered damage, and it comes to a question 
of ascertaining damages. I will ask you to assess them, so that if the points of law are decided one way or the other it 
will not be necessary to go back to a jury. For instance, if the Court were to think that, with reference to one part of the 
claim, the plaintiff is not entitled to succeed, the amount you award as to that will be struck out and the remainder stand. 
I take it that the points of law will be with reference to the -water in the channel, the water in the swamp, and the reed- 
bed. I want you to answer these questions separately. I want you to assess the damages separately arising from the 
water in the Macdonaldtown sewer. My last words of these matters are that they are entirely for your determination 
alone. You must not imagine that I am expressing or intimating any opinion. Of course, it is very hard to refer to the 
evidence on one side or the other without appearing possibly to express an opinion in favour of one side or the other. That 
may arise possibly through mere intonation. You will understand that I have neither expressed nor intimated an opinion 
of my own. I leave the whole matter in your hands, and I have no doubt you will be able to answer these questions for 
me, so that if any points of law arise they can he decided. '

The jury retired at 12*15 p.m., and at 7'30 p.m. returned to Court, and the foreman intimated that they found for 
the plaintiff’, damages £10,000.

The questions submitted by His Honor were as follows :—
1. Is Shea’s Creek natural or artificial ? Natural.
2. Is there now as full a supply of water in the channel of Shea’s Creek as before the extension and the sewer were

constructed ? No. *
3. Has the work of the extension had the effect of drying the ground to the east of Shea’s Creek, between the creek

and the extension? If so, has there been any consequent diminution of water going into plaintiff’s dam? Yes.
4. Has the area of the reed-bed between the extension and Shea’s Creek been diminished by these works ? Yes.
6. If so, has it had the effect of making the water in the dam less pure ? Yes. •

The damages were distributed as follows:—
1. Arising from loss of water in the channel of the Macdonaldtown Creek and Shea’s Creek ........................... £3,000'
2. From loss of storm-water overflowing the banks of these creeks, or either of them ....................................... 1,000
3. The loss of water from diminution of the swamp .............................................................................................. 4,000
4. From loss of reed-bed ........................................................................................................................................... 2,00ff

His Honor thanked the jury for their patient attention to the case, and said he would fix an early day for hearing 
the argument. ’

The Court then adjourned.

'No. 40.



180 APPENDIX.

No. 40.
H. S. Williams, Esq., to The Secretary for Public Works.

Macnamara v. The Minister for Works.
Dear Sir, 39, Castlereagh-street, Sydney, 26 October, 1894.

My client has desired me to prepare and forward to you a short summary of the facts of this case, as set forth 
in the official report of the proceedings, in the hope that a thoroughly impartial statement of the facts may lead you to see 
the plaintiffs position from a more favourable standpoint.

He ventures to think that hitherto you have depended for your information as to the nature of the proceedings upon 
the reports of the officers of your department, who obviously take a partisan view of the facts, and it is hoped that the 
course indicated may serve to satisfy you that the judgment of the Chief Judge in Equity is one that ought to be regarded 
as a final solution of the matters in dispute.

You are, of course, aware that so far back as 1889, Mr. Macnamara predicted all the difficulty which has since 
arisen, and gave your predecessor (Mr. Bruce Smith) due notice of those anticipations in his statement of claim, which 
was filed in Equity on the 27th of April of that year.

Shortly summarised, that statement of claim alleged that for more than twenty years certain wool-scouring works 
had been carried on on the property leased by him, that a certain ancient watercourse had run through the property from 
time immemorial, and that he was entitled to the unmolested use of that watercourse. It was further stated that your 
predecessor (Mr. Bruce Smith), by his servants, had caused a canal to be made through certain lands adjoining the land 
leased by him, and that he was then informed that it was the intention of your predecessor (Mr. Bruce Smith) to continue 
the work, which was then proceeding, to a point above his leased lands. The statement further set forth that the bottom 
level of the canal was below the bottom level of the said watercourse, and that the effect of the said canal would be to 
wholly divert the water, which then flowed on to the plaintiff’s leased land, so as to wholly deprive him of the source of 
water supply for his wool-scouring works, and stop the industry he was carrying on.

I am desired to direct your attention to the fact that this fear was deliberately expressed five years ago, and at & 
time when the damage complained of had not actually taken place.

The statement referred to concludes by pointing out to the Court that, as due notice to desist had been given and 
disregarded, the plaintiff had no alternative but to ask the Court to restrain the defendant, your predecessor (Mr. Bruce 
Smith), from continuing the canal works.

The whole matter was by this statement of claim placed clearly before the Chief Judge in Equity, who, on the 
30th April of the same year, 1889, after hearing counsel for the plaintiff and counsel for the defendant (Mr. Bruce Smith), 
restrained the latter from proceeding with the work or from otherwise diverting the water from the watercourse mentioned, 
leave being then reserved to the defendant to come in at any time and move that the order should be dissolved.

Five years were allowed to elapse before any further legal proceedings were taken ; but, meanwhile, portion of the 
work complained of had been proceeded with, and the waters of the Macdonaldtown Creek had been diverted from the 
plantiff’s dam and carried into the then terminus of the canal, the further construction of which had been stopped by the 
Court.

In February, 1894, notice was given to the plaintiff of an intended application to the Chief Judge in Equity for the 
purpose of dissolving the injunction of the Court.

By this time your predecessor (Mr. Bruce Smith) had been succeeded first by yourself and afterwards by Mr. W. J. 
Lyne, who sought to proceed with the work, and with that view to remove the restriction which the Court had imposed. 
Counsel were again heard on both sides; and on the 20th March of this year the Chief Judge in Equity dissolved the 
injunction which had hitherto stopped the progress of the works ; but the action of the Chief Judge was so taken on the 
distinct agreement between the parties, put into the form of a submission, by counsel for your predecessor, Mr. Lyne, that 
the question of damage as predicted in 1889, and as alleged in 1894 to have taken place, should be assessed by a jury before 
the Chief Judge in Equity. The issue then settled was “ whether the plaintiff has suffered damages by reason of the matters 
in the order of the 24th March mentioned, and, if so, what is the amount of such damages.”

Pursuant to the statement of this issue, the plaintiff was called upon to file particulars of his claim, which he 
accordingly did, under three heads, viz., damage to wool, damage to skins, &c., and general and incidental damage. Under 
the first head the plaintiff claimed that between the 1st January, 1892 (three years after the injury had been predicted), 
and 5th March, 1894 (the date of resumption), the wool scoured on the plaintiff’s premises had suffered a deterioration of 
one halfpenny per lb., and that extra cost to the extent of one farthing per lb. had been involved in consequence of the 
pollution of the water by the lessening of the quantity running into the dam.

It was claimed that on the 8,779 bales (the quantity which had been dealt with by the plaintiff between the dates 
mentioned) the loss and extra cost amounted to £7,147. Under the second head it was claimed that between the same 
dates a loss of upwards of £3,000 had resulted in connection with skins, pelts, and basils ; and under the third head it was 
claimed that £3,000 had been lost in various ways, therein set out in detail.

On these particulars the assessment of damages (if any) by the jury was commenced on the 14th May, 1894.
The Chief Judge in Equity pointed out, before the evidence was entered upon, that the submission by the Minister 

was only to pay the damages assessed in the event of any damage being found to have been caused by the works in question. 
That position was at once asquiesced in by the leading counsel for the plaintiff.

Without attempting even to summarise the immense mass of evidence which was gone into during the nineteen days 
which preceded the addresses of counsel, it may not be out of place to state for your information that the principal cause 
of loss, viz., the deterioration in the quality of the wool between the dates mentioned, was evidenced by Mr. Moore, the 
manager of Messrs. Harrison, Jones, and Devlin (Limited), who had passed through his hands for many years the whole of 
the wool fellmongered at the plaintiff’s works, and who was therefore able to swear positively to the sudden and distinct 
falling off in quality from a certain date, at which the damage was alleged to have begun to operate. That evidence was 
practically uncontradicted.

At the end of nineteen days counsel began their addresses to the jury. A large part of these nineteen days was 
occupied by a purposeless conflict of professional testimony as to the most trustworthy method of gauging streams, in which 
conflict many engineers were involved on both sides, and many engineering treatises were produced and commented upon. 
This controversy, however interesting to the professional men engaged in it, had very little bearing upon the alleged facts 
as to the practical effect of the works upon the plaintiff’s water supply, but it certainly stirred up an immense amount of 
professional feeling, especially on the side of the engineers who espoused the departmental cause, who seemed to forget the 
practical issue which was at stake in their endeavour to vindicate their professional superiority over the opposing witnesses. 
My client cannot resist the conclusion that the feeling engendered by this professional controversy lies at the root of the 
disinclination to recognise the justice of his claim.

In addition to the evidence of a theoretical and practical character, which was placed before the jury, the jury had 
several opportunities of visiting the locality and the works, and of seeing for themselves the various features which had 
been so frequently referred to by numerous witnesses.

Putting counsel’s addresses out of the question, which of necessity were partial in their character, I desire to draw 
your attention to the summing up of the Chief Judge in Equity, the impartiality of whose attitude is best testified to by the 
fact that he desired that even his “ mere intonation,” if it appeared to the jury to favour one side or the other, should be 
disregarded. That learned Judge told the jury how the issue which they had to try had come to be placed before them. 
He explained that the Minister for Works had “ submitted to pay whatever damages might be assessed in repect of the 
injury done and he added, “upon that submission the Court has directed that these issues should be tried—1st, Whether 
the plaintiff has sustained any damage in respect to the matters referred to in the order of the 20th March mentioned ; 
2nd, What is the amount of such damage ?” “ These issues,” he said, “ have been referred to you in order that you may
inform the mind of the Court by your findings upon them.”

After dealing most exhaustively with the mass of engineering evidence referred to, he said, “ Of course the first 
question is whether the plaintiff has suffered damage, and it comes to a question of ascertaining damages. I will ask you 
to assess them so that if the points of law are decided one way or the other it will not be necessary to go back to a jury. 
For instance, if the Court were to think that with reference to one part of the claim the plaintiff is not entitled to succeed, 
the amount you award as to that will be struck out and the remainder stand .... I want you to answer these 
questions separately. . . .

“ My last "word on these matters is that they are entirely for your determination alone.” The
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The questions then submitted by His Honor were as follows, to which are appended the answers given to each and 
all of them by the jury :—

1. Is Shea’s Creek natural or artificial ? Natural.
2. Is there now as full a supply of water in the channel of Shea’s Creek as before the extension and the sewer were

constructed ? No.
3. Has the work at the extension had the effect of drying the ground to the east of Shea’s Creek, between the creek

and the extension ? Yes.
4. If so, has there been any consequent diminution in the quantity of water going into the dam ? Yes. .
■5. If there is any diminution in the quantity of water, has such diminution had the effect of making the water in the 

dam less pure ? Yes.
fi. Has the area of the reed-bed, between the extension and Shea’s Creek, been dilninished by the works ? Yes.
7. If so, has it had the effect of making the water in the dam less pure ? Yes.

The damages found in plaintiff’s favour were distributed as follows :—
1. Arising from loss of water in the channel of Macdonaldtown Creek and Shea’s Creek.................................... £3,000
2. From loss of storm-water overflowing the banks of these creeks, or either of them ....................................... 1,000
3. The loss of water from diminution of the swamp .............................................................................................. 4,000
4. From loss of reed-bed .......................................................................................................................................... 2,000

His Honor then thanked the jury for their patient attention to the case.
On the 15th June, 1894, the plaintiff gave the defendant notice of his intention to move for a decree upon the findings 

of the jury, while the defendant gave the plaintiff notice, on the 16th June, of his intention to move for a new trial. The 
grounds on which the application for a new trial was made to the Chief Judge in Equity were :—

1. That there was no evidence, or not sufficient evidence, that the plaintiff suffered any damage at law.
2. That the findings of the jury were against evidence and the weight of evidence.
3. That the damages were excessive.

Arguments of counsel on these two motions lasted several days, both matters being dealt with together. On the 
25th June, arguments of counsel being concluded, the Chief Judge in Equity said, “ I uphold and repeat my decision, 
that all through this case it has been assumed that the defendant is the Minister for Works, acting on behalf of the 
Crown. * * *

“I have said over and over again that when a Minister is sued he should not be sued in his own name, but .as the 
Minister for Works, or the Attorney-General, as the case may be. * * * Some questions of law might arise if that
point were taken at the proper time, but both parties throughout this case, not merely on the trial of the issues, but before 
the issues were settled, when the injunction was applied for, and in all other proceedings, treated the action as being 
against the Minister for Works. I allow an amendment by striking out the name of the Honorable Bruce Smith.”

He said further, in reference to the propriety of interfering with the finding of the jury :—“ If, therefore, the Judge 
thinks that the matter has not been investigated properly by the jury, he has power to refer it to another jury ; in other 
words, to grant a new trial with much greater latitude than the Court of common law possesses. * * It appears to
me that the true limitations which govern the Court are as follows. ° * * If the Judge sees that the question is one of grave 
doubt—one on which different minds might come to different conclusions ; that the facts were all put fairly to the jurors, 
so that it must be assumed that they fully understood them ; that there was no misdirection ; and that the Judge properly 
explained to them the points on which they were to decide, then the Court, directing the issue, would pause before it 
would order a new trial. These appear to me to be the principles on which the Court should act in determining whether a 
oase is one in which it ought to grant a new trial. * * ° However, all these matters were before the jury, and the jury
came to the conclusion that the plaintiff’s witnesses were right. * * * #

“ If the verdict of the jury had in every instance to be such a verdict as the Judge himself would have brought, it 
would be a farce to refer the matter to the jury ; it would be much simpler for the Court itself to decide the matter in the 
first instance. Where it is a matter of doubt, and the whole matter has been fully before the jury, I think the Court 
ought to refuse to interfere with the verdict. That being the only matter upon which a question of new trial arises, I 
must dismiss the application for a new trial, with costs.”

Again, dealing with the manner in which the issue had come to be submitted to the jury, His Honor made the 
following observations, and as the facts which these express constitute the kernel, so to speak, of these proceedings, I 
desire, on behalf of my client, to bring them most prominently under your notice :—“ When the defendant applied to the 
Court to have the injunction dissolved, it was pointed out that the Crown had resumed the land necessary for the con
struction of the canal, and therefore the plaintiff could not retain the injunction; all he could do was to claim compensation 
for any injury he had suffered. It was then pointed out that already, owing to the construction of the works, he had 
suffered great damage, and then counsel for the defendant submitted to pao whatever compensation the plaintiff was 
entitled to in respect of these works. That is the way the matter comes before me. * * It arises out of the submission 
of counsel for the Minister for Works to pay whatever compensation the plaintiff might be held to be entitled to. That 
also gets over the difficulty which has occurred to me, as to how far the plaintiff, who is only a tenant, can claim for.the 
injury alleged to be done to the land. It appears to me that but for the submission I have just referred to, there might 
be a question raised on that point. But if there is anything in that point it appears to me to be cured by that submission. 
* * * I am satisfied that it is necessary for the plaintiff to establish a right for which an action would have lain
independently of the statute, before he could show that he was entitled to any compensation.”

The last words of the quotation will satisfy you that the plaintiff had been subjected in the Judge’s mind to the 
most rigid test in the proof of the defendant’s liability. 4

In dealing with the four heads of damage under which the jury had distributed the £10,000 (the amount at which 
they estimated the plaintiff’s loss), the Judge disallowed the second, £1,000, the third, £4,000, and the fourth, £2,000 for 
each of which he practically held the defendant could not be made legally liable ; but with regard to the first head, His 
Honor said “ so far as the plaintiff’s application is concerned, I think he is entitled to damages to the extent of £3,000, 
which is the amount the jury have assessed for the loss of water in the channel of Shea’s Creek and Macdonaldtown 
Creek,” and he concluded his judgment by saying “ I, therefore, make a decree for the plaintiff for £3,000 damages, the 
■defendant to pay the costs of the issues.”

I desire now to point out to you, on behalf of my client, that this matter is in the nature of a reference to arbitration, 
to which your predecessor (Mr. Lyne) voluntarily submitted, as a condition to the plaintiff withdrawing his opposition to 
the dissolution of the injunction ; if the matter had been referred by the parties in the ordinary way to one or more 
arbitrators, finality would have been provided for by some clause in the reference. Here, however, it must be obvious 
that by the mere fact of submission to the finding of a jury, whether for better or for worse as regards the result, your 
predecessor bound himself to accept the conclusion which that jury should arrive at.

If there were any doubt about the matter having been put fairly before the jury, or about the jury having under
stood the evidence, or if the matter had not been fully gone into on both sides, my client could understand your hesitation 
to abide by the result; but no such objection can be taken. The Judge himself, one of the ablest upon our Bench, 
considered that everything that could be done to fully elucidate the questions involved had been done ; he himself said 
that if the Judge^thinks that the matter has not been investigated properly by the jury, he has power to refer it to another 
jury—in other words, to grant a new trial with much greater latitude than the Court of common law possesses. He said, 
further, “that where it is a matter of doubt and the whole matter has been fully before the jury, I think the Court ought 
to refuse to interfere with the verdict.” As a fact, His Honor refused to grant a new trial, upon the ground that no reason 
had been shown why #such an application should be acceded to, so that the proceedings as a whole show first, the submis
sion of your predecessor to the finding of the jury ; second, the finding of the jury ; third, the confirmation of that finding 
by the Judge to the extent of the amount for which he gave judgment.

On behalf of my client, I submit that the rights and dignity of the department have been sufficiently vindicated by 
the jury, with whom the Judge himself could find no fault, and whose finding has been confirmed by the Judge, one of the 
ablest and most impartial on our Bench, as a finding which is supported by law.

Allow me to express the hope that after the trouble I have taken to summarise the salient features of this long and 
wearisome inquiry you will give the above your careful perusal and impartial consideration, and thus perhaps lead to a 
satisfactory settlement of the whole matter.

In
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In conclusion, I should like to remind you that, although the Chief Judge in Equity, having regard to the strict legal 
limitations which surround the plaintiffs claim, has reduced the amount of damages to £3,000, the jury themselves, with 
whom the Judge can find no fault, and to the finding of which your predecessor agreed to submit the case, found that my 
client had actually suffered damage to the extent of £10,000.

The absence of a legal right for the £7,000 by which the finding of the jury was reduced by the Judge does not alter 
the fact that the loss has been suffered by the plaintiff, and by no fault of his own. Seeing this, it appears to be reasonable 
that my client should look upon the £3,000, amount of decree as, after all, only a small compensation for the damage he 
has suffered by reason of the action of the department.

I have, &c.,
-------- H. S. WILLIAMS.

Acklowledged.—J.B., 30/10/94. Before dealing with this the Minister will be obliged if the Crown Solicitor will
kindly give him the benefit of his views on the statements made herein.—J.B., 30/10/94.

No. 41.
The Crown Solicitor to The Under Secretary for Public "Works.

Macnamara v. The Minister for Works.
Sir, Crown Solicitor’s Office, Sydney, 13 November, 1894.

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your B.C. communication of the 30th ultimo, forwarding a letter 
from Mr. Williams, solicitor for the plaintiff in this suit, purporting to be a summary of the facts in this case, and requesting 
to be furnished with my opinion thereon.

After a careful perusal of the letter it seems to me to have been written, and naturally so, entirely from the 
plaintiff’s point of view of the case. Although it cannot quite be said that it amounts to a misstatement of the facts, it 
certainly does contain a very garbled interpretation of the merits of the case. . _

I disagree entirely with Mr. Williams in his allegation that the department’s officers are influenced by partisanship. 
On the contrary, I must state that in my opinion the verdict in this case wras, to use the words of Mr. Pilcher, Q.C., 
‘c a wicked verdict.” Had the matter been fought out between private parties, I have not the slightest hesitation in 
saying that the plaintiff would not have been awarded by any impartial jury one farthing’s damages; but in the unfortunate 
state of things which exists it is, as I have before pointed out, almost impossible to obtain a verdict where the Government 
is defendant. •

Much stress is laid by the plaintiff upon the fact that the Minister consented, by his counsel, to pay any damages 
that may have been incurred by the plaintiff, but this only amounted to a consent to pay any legal damages which he could 
have recovered by any other proceedings, and not, as in this case, damages which, as the defendant contends, he had not 
incurred, nor for which he had no right to claim compensation, he not being the owner of the land.

Mr. Williams’ statement of the facts is in the main correct, if the incorrect construction put upon them is 
disregarded, but they are all contained in a very clear manner in the Appeal Book, of which the Minister has a copy.

I may state, however, that the contention as to the method of gauging adopted by the plaintiff’s and defendant’s 
witnesses respectively was not immaterial, as Mr. Williams suggests, but, on the contrary, was most important, as going to 
show the primitive and utterly unreliable way in which the plaintiff’s expert witnesses attempted to support their evidence. 
For the time taken up by this controversy the plaintiff’s leading counsel is chiefly responsible, as indeed he was for the 
greater part of the time absolutely wasted in the case, and I submit that any impartial person, upon perusal of the evidence 
as to the method of gauging adopted by the plaintiff’s and the defendant’s witnesses respectively, could not but be con
vinced that the latter’s method was the correct one, and consequently that the evidence upon tne loss of water in Shea’s 
and Macdonaldtown Creeks, the only items upon which the plaintiff could recover, falls to the ground, and the verdict 
should have gone to the defendant, and I am of opinion, upon a careful perusal of the summing up, that this was also the 
opinion of the Judge, but he was reluctant to interfere with the finding of the jury, who had had the same facilities of 
hearing the evidence as he had, and should have been able to come to a correct conclusion upon the same, and as you are 
aware, from seeing the grounds of the appeal, the contention of the defendant is that the Judge should have disregarded 
entirely the verdict of the jury, opposed as it was to the evidence and the weight of evidence, and given a verdict for the 
defendant; and this view I think—and I am strongly supported by the defendant’s counsel—to be the correct one.

As to the evidence given by Mr. Moore, the manager for Messrs. Harrison, Jones, and Devlin, I can only say it is 
not in any way correct that his evidence was “practically uncontradicted.” On the contrary, the evidence of Mr. Hawks- 
worth, the wool-expert of the Hawkesbury Agricultural College, went wholly to contradict it, and I may add that con
clusive evidence in support of Mr. Hawksworth, and in flat contradiction of Mr. Moore, could have been given by one of 
the most eminent experts in Sydney had he not been unwilling to give it, and in fact refused to go into the box and attest 
to what he had previously told my clerk, owing to the fact, I presume, that the plaintiff is one of the largest wool suppliers 
in Sydney, and he did not wish to run counter to him. The fact that Messrs. Harrison, Jones, and Devlin are the sole 
agents for Mr. Macnamara also greatly tends to prejudice the evidence given by Mr. Moore.

In conclusion, though I do not wish to be too diffusive on this matter, I feel it my duty to say, in reply to Mr. 
Williams’ most unwarrantable assertion with regard to the evidence given by the Government officers and the defendant’s 
professional witnesses that their evidence was given in the fairest possible manner, and that the statement “ that the pro
fessional feeling stirred up by the controversy as to the gauging is at the root of their disinclination to recognise the justice 
of the plaintiff’s claim ” is as unjust as it is untrue. In my opinion, their views of the case were not warped in the slightest 
degree, and the evidence given by them conclusively proves that the case got up by the plaintiff was purely a try-on, and it 
should be resisted to the utmost. . _ _

A perusal of the Appeal Book will, I am sure, bear out the view which I have taken of the case, and in which, as 
before mentioned, counsel for the defendant heartily concur.

I return Mr. Williams’ letter herewith. I have, &c.,
GEO. COLQUHOUN,

------- Crown Solicitor.

Submitted.—J.B., 14/11/94. Forwarded for the perusal of my hon. colleague, the Premier.—J.H.Y., 14/11/94.
Under Secretary, Finance and Trade.—J.B., B.C., 14/11/94. Seen.—G.H.R., 19/11/94. Return to the Public Works- 
Dept.—G.H.R., 19/11/94. The Under Secretary for Public Works.—F.K., 19/11/94. Shall any reply be sent to Mr.
S. H. Williams?—J.B., 20/11/94. Not at present.—J.H.Y., 20/11/94.

' No. 42.
Precis.

Macnamara v. The Minister eor Works.
This suit was commenced on the 27th April, 1889, by the plaintiff, Henry Macnamara, filing a statement of claim in
equity against “ The Honorable Bruce Smith, Minister for Works, defendant,” asking for an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from diverting the water from Shea’s Creek, so as to prevent same from flowing on the plaintiff’s land and from 
continuing the canal so as to diminish the flow of water on the said land. {See Statement of Claim, Appeal Book, p. V.)

The defendant appeared to this Statement of Claim, hut owing to the fact that the Government of the day was not 
in a pecuniary position to go on with the works, and accordingly had no objection to the injunction “going, the defendant, 
by his counsel, Mr. A. H. Simpson, consented to the injunction, leave being reserved to the defendant to come in at any 
time and apply to have same dissolved, and an order to that effect was accordingly made on 30th of April, 1889. {See 
Order for Injunction, Appeal Book. p. VII.) # <

The matter rested here till 27th February, 1894, when the then Minister, Mr. Lyne, wished to go on with the work, 
and applied to have the injunction dissolved. On the argument on the matter it was contended by the plaintiff that much 
damage had already been done to his property by the canal, and that the Government had, in spite of the injunction, gone- 
on with the canal, which had had the effect of diverting the water from Shea’s Creek, from which he got his water supply..

The
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The plaintiff was a monthly tenant of the Cooper Estate, under lease from Mr. J. E. Hill, and carried on a wool
washing establishment at Shea’s Creek. Mr. A. H. Simpson, counsel for the defendant, said that the land having been 
resumed since the order for the injunction was made that injunction must inevitably be dissolved, but the defendant was 
willing to pay any damages that might have been done to the land. An order, dated 20th March, 1894, was accordingly 
made by consent dissolving the injunction {see Appeal Booh, p. 9), “the Minister for Works, by his counsel, submitting 
to pay any damages that may be assessed in respect of any injury done to the plaintiff by the works at Shea’s Creek, 
previously to the resumption of the land in the Garxtte on the 6th day of March instant,” and the assessment of the 
-damages was set down for 14th May, before the Chief Judge in Equity and a jury of four. The issues fixed were—(1) 
Whether the plaintiff had suffered damages by reason of the matters in the order of 24th March mentioned; (2) and, if 
so, what is the amount of such damages.

. The plaintiff filed particulars of claim (sec Appeal Booh, p. 10), amounting to £13,614 14s. 7d., claiming for depreci
ation in wool for damage to skins on account of impure water and for loss of water caused by the canal and incidental 
expenses and interest. ,

The case duly came on for hearing on 14th May, and the taking of evidence lasted till 14th June, when an immense 
•amount of evidence was taken on both sides. The case for the plaintiff, shortly, was that the digging of the canal had 
had the effect of draining off the water from Shea’s Creek and from a swamp from both of which he got his supply, and to 
prove this he brought expert witnesses to prove that a canal would have this effect—that Shea’s Creek was a natural water
course—to gauge the flow of the water, and to speak as to the nature of the ground which was peat and, us he averred, 
extremely porous. He also brought forward old residents, who spoke to the former bountiful supply of water, and his 
wool agents to prove the loss of wool, &c.

The defendant’s evidence consisted mainly of levels which were taken at different times before the statement of 
claim was filed, and at the present time, and which showed that the land through which Shea’s Creek ran was higher than 
■that where the canal was situated, and, therefore, the making of the canal could not have the effect of draining the supply 
of 'water of Shea’s Creek. That the soil was very retentive of water—that by different gaugings taken it was clear no water 
could have been lost—that the evidence of damage was unsatisfactory—that the water was still adapted for wool-washing— 
that Shea’s Creek itself was an artificial channel. A great deal of time was taken up by a controversy as to the different 
methods of gauging adopted by the plaintiff’s and defendant’s witnesses. The former using the float and velocity method' 
the later the weir method. On 14th June, his Honor summed up to the jurjn The tendency of this summing-up was in 
favour of the defendant, but a verdict was returned for the plaintiff in the sum of £10,000 made up as follows :—

1. Arising from loss of water in the channel of Macdonaldtown Creek and Shea’s Creek, £3,000.
2. From loss of stormwater overflowing the banks of these Creeks or either of them, £1,000.
3. The loss of water from diminution of the swamp, £4,000.
4. From loss of reed-bed, £2,000.
On 16th June, 1894, the defendant filed a motion for new trial (Appeal Booh, p. 486), and the suit was set down for 

further consideration.
On 25th June his Honor made an order that the pleading should be amended by striking out the name of the 

Honorable Bruce Smith [see Order Appeal Booh, p, 500), thus leaving the Minister for Works defendant. He also dismissed 
the_ application for the new trial [Appeal Booh, p. 499), and made a decree reducing the verdict to £3,000 {Appeal Booh, 
p. 500), holding that the plaintiff could not recover under items 2, 3, and 4, the defendant to pay the cost of the issues, i.e. 
all the issues.^ From this judgment the defendant filed notice of appeal to the Full Court on the 9th July, 1894 (see Appeal 
Booh, pp. 3, 5). The defendant all through the suit having been treated by the Equity Judge as being in reality the 
Crown, and the pleadings amended with that object it was thought that no security for appeal need be given, the Crown 
being the appellant and such was accordingly not given, but the other requirements of the 14th section of the Equity Act 
were complied with.

No written opinion as to the advisability of appealing was given by the defendant’s counsel, Mr. Pilcher, Q.C., and 
Mr. Garland, but the notice of appeal was lodged as a matter of course, both counsel being greatly dissatisfied with the 
verdict, and strongly advising an appeal. Mr. Pilcher in particular characterised the verdict as a monstrous one, and in 
/several consultations which we had with him he expressed the opinion that the defendant would succeed on the appeal. 
Sir Julian Salomons and Mr. A. H. Simpson, who were briefed on the appeal, also gave opinions in consultation that the 
defendant had a good chance of succeeding, but Sir Julian was not as confident as the other counsel.

On the motion for appeal coming on before the Full Court, on the 14th August, the Court refused the same, with 
costs, they being of opinion that the defendant should have given the security required by the Equity Act. The Court 
said that in this case the defendant was not the Crown, as the proceedings had not been properly instituted in the first 
instance under the claims against the Colonial Government Act, and no submission to pay by counsel could make the Crown 
liable, nor had the Judge any power to make an order to that effect. The verdict was, therefore, against the Minister for 
Works as such, and he should accordingly have lodged a security. ,

. As the case now stands, therefore, it is submitted that plaintiff cannot recover anything unless the Government 
thinks fit to pay, and his verdict is practically useless to him. A final order for leave to appeal to the Privy Council from 
the judgment of the Full Court was obtained on the 13th November instant, and the transcript is now being prepared.

The plaintiff lodged no notice of appeal against the reduction of the verdict to £3,000.
It has been suggested by counsel (Sir Julian and Mr. Pilcher) that instructions should be given to the home agent of 

the Crown that if the appeal is dismissed on the point of security a petition should then be filed for leave to appeal direct to 
the Privy Council on the merits of the case.' '

. Th® evidence given at the hearing was of such immense length that it is impossible to give even a summary of the same 
without covering many pages of foolscap, but it may be shortly stated that the evidence for the plaintiff w7as, for the most 
part, flatly contradicted by the witnesses for the defendant, and the case resolves itself simply into the question as to which 
side the jury should have believed. '

Counsel for the defendant impressed upon the Judge that the Jury were only there to satisfy the conscience of the 
Court, and if he was not satisfied in every particular with their verdict he should disregard it, and give a decree accordingly. 
His Honor, however, held that such a state of the law would make the presence of a jury useless, and the only ground 
upon which a Judge could disregard their verdict ■would be if it was clearly and demonstrably wrong, being the same 
principle as that upon which the Court will grant a new trial at Common Law.

. The fact of the Judge not having seen fit to find a decree for the defendant appears to be the strongest argument 
against the appeal.
. perusal of the grounds of appeal on page 3 of the Appeal Book, and of His Honor’s summing up on page 469, and
judgment, page 490, will show more fully the chances of success or otherwise of the ajjpeal. '

I may also add that immediately after the judgment of the Full Court was delivered, dismissing the appeal for 
want of security, a consultation was held with the Crown counsel, Sir Julian Salomons, Mr. Pilcher, Mr. A. H. Simpson, 
and Mr. Garland, when they all expressed a strong opinion that an appeal to the Privy Council upon the point of the 
security would be upheld, but that at any rate if such appeal was dismissed the Privy Council would certainly, owing to 
the peculiar position and the importance of the case, entertain an application for special leave to appeal upon the merits of 
the case from Mr. Justice Owen’s judgment. It might be mentioned that when the matter was before the Full Court Sir 
Julian during the argument pointed out to the Judges the peculiar position in which the case would be left if they gave the 
judgment before mentioned, and the Chief Justice, I think it was, incidentally mentioned that he did not think the Privy 
Council would refuse an application for special leave to appeal if the circumstances of the case were pointed out to them.

It is unfortunate that the Equity Act does not provide for an extension of time for pa37ment of security in special 
cases, but in the recent case, Bodd v. Municipality of Hamilton, S.C.W.N., vol. x, p. 91, where the bond wTas filed a day 
late, the Court held that they had no power, however much they might wish to do so, to entertain the appeal, the Act 
having taken the matter out of their hands. I do not think there would be any difficulty in getting the other side to con
sent to waive the point of the security, seeing that it is to their interest to get the appeal heard, and allow the Full Court 
here to decide the appeal if the Court would do so, and a suggestion to this effect was thrown out by Mr. Langer Owen, 
counsel for the plaintiff, after the judgment of the Full Court had been delivered, but pending the proposals for a settle
ment the matter had not yet been definitely settled.

The plaintiff’s taxed costs of the issues would probably amount to £2,500, as fully £1,500 were incurred for counsesl’ 
fees, and the witnesses’ expenses w7ere very heavy.
■ i. • ^'os^s aPPeaI on Hie point of security should not amount to more than £300, as to save expense the transcript
as being prepared by my office and the department. Interlocutory

But see memo, 
of Crown Solici
tor of 3rd 
December, 1894, 
post, as to Privy 
Council appeal! 
G.B.S., 17/15}94.

See memo, of 
Crown Solicitor 
of 3rd December, 
1894, post. 
G.B.S., 17/12/94.
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See Crown 
Solioitor’s 
memo., 3/12/94, 
post.—G. B.S.

Amended pr6cis 
submitted, 
28/1/94.—Geo. 
OOLQUHOUN, C.S.

Interlocutory costs, amounting to £107 12s., have already been taxed (under protest), but the plaintiff has not brought
in his bill for the cost of the issues. . i j a. v -j v <.u

The interlocutory costs were for the costs of having the injunction dissolved, which, of course, had to be paid by the 
defendant (£92 Os. 6d.), and the costs of an application by the defendant for further and better particulars of plaintiff & 
claim, which was dismissed with costs (£1.5 11s. 6d.) # • Ar. j. j

The question as to whether or not an appeal should be made direct to the Privy Council, supposing that the Crown s 
appeal upon the point of security is not dismissed, was not discussed with counsel. It was presumed that the appeal would 
be relegated to this Court. xij i -i

An appeal could, of course, be made direct to the Privy Council, but it would, I think, have to be done by special 
petition. The 79th section of the Equity Act of 1880 shows that an appeal may be taken direct, and this has been acted 
upon (see notes to section 79 in Walker and Rich’s Equity Practice, page 91). •

I cannot say whether or not the Court here could or would adopt the course suggested by Mr. Langer Owen, viz., it 
the other side waived the question of security, and consented to the appeal being heard, the appeal might be heard by 
our Supreme Court sitting as an Appeal Court. The Court might be induced to do this, but my own opinion is that our 
Court has no power to hear the appeal in the manner indicated.

Sir Julian Salomons, Mr. Pilcher, Q.C., Mr. A. H. Simpson, and Mr. Garland all advised that the Crown have a. 
good chance of succeeding if the Supreme Court will entertain the appeal, but Sir Julian was not so confident as the other
counsel. . , £ at -d •

All the above counsel have advised that the Crown ought to succeed on the question of security before the irnvy
Council. . ‘x i. j. *j. •No express opinion was obtained as to the chances of success before the Privy Council upon the merits, but it is 
presumed that if the Crown has a good chance on the appeal here, it would have the same before the Privy Council.

The whole amount of fees paid out of pocket up to date is as follows :— ^

Counsels’ fees............................................................................................................... ? n
Shorthand notes, half cost ........................................................................................... 258 4 9
Tyoewriting, copying Judge’s notes, and other small expenses................................ 18 8 1
Jurors’fees...................................................................................................   on a a
Cost of transcript ................................................  20 0 0

£1,545 19 4
£300 has also been paid into Court as security for costs, which will be paid out if the Crown succeeds before the

' ^ The above sum includes the briefs delivered on the appeal before the Full Court, which, of course, has not been heard. 
It must be borne in mind that, in addition to the sum of £1,545 19s. 4d., the department has had to pay heavy costs 

for payment of expert witnesses, but the amount I cannot state, as the payment did not come through this office.
I am unable to give very exact particulars of the different costs, as the bills are not made up in this office until the 

Crown is successful, and they have to be prepared for taxation. , , ,
A perusal of of 26th October, and my report thereon of 13th l®Ts^Tg^?fAT

24th November, 1894. -------- GE0* COLQUHOUN.
The costs of the appeal to the Privy Council upon the point of the security should not amount to more than £200

The costs of an appeal to the Privy Council direct upon the merits from the judgment of Mr. Justice Owen, 
supposing that the appeal on the point of security is dismissed, would be about £500 for each party.

Having attended a consultation in the presence of the Attorney-General, and between him and Sir Julian Salomons, 
Mr. A. H. Simpson, and Mr. Garland, I find that my impression of the opinions of the different Crown counsel, expressed 
in the first paragraph of page 7, requires some modification. ^ _ .. xl . , - .,

Mr. A. H. Simpson does not think that the Crown would succeed before the Privy Council on the point or security, 
he being of opinion that the Crown ought to give security, but Sir Julian Salomons and Mr. Garland think the Crown has 
a fair chance of success.

Mr. Pilcher has expressed a very strong opinion that the Crown will succeed. ^
All the counsel agree that the Full Court were wrong in holding that the Minister for Works was not the Crown.
Mr. A. H. Simpson is also doubtful that the Privy Council would grant special leave to appeal direct to them upon 

the merits, if the appeal on the question of the security is dismissed, but the other counsel are of opinion that such leav& 
would probably be granted. geq c0lqUH0UN;
3rd December, 1894.__________________________________ Crown Solicitor.

Appendix No. 77.
' PAPERS^-CONTRACT No. 79a.

No. 1.
E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to The Ender Secretary for Public Works. 

g;r Legislative Assembly, N.S.W., Sydney, 6 March, 1894.
’ As the portion of the North Shore sewerage works contained on Messrs. Carter & Co.’s contract is now nearly 

completed, I desire to bring under the notice of the Minister for Works that this work will be perfectly useless until that 
portion connecting Milson’s Point, at Jeffrey-street, is completed, and to urge upon him the necessity for at once carrying 
out this part of the work. I may point out that it will serve a very large population, besides assisting to get rid ot the 
offensive matter now finding its way into the harbour through the storm-water sewer at Careening Cove and other places 
becoming more oft'ensive every day, and a source of very numerous complaints. I understand that Messrs. Carter & Co., 
having the plant, would be able to carry out this work on very advantageous terms, to provide work for a large number ot 
men now employed on their present works, who will otherwise,be thrown on an overcrowded labour market by the 
completion of their present contract. As this work is absolutely necessary to the completion of the North Shore sewerage 
scheme, I would urge its being put in hand at once. Y0U1EDWARD M CLARK.

Commissioner for Roads,—D.McL. (for U.S.), B.C., 7/3/94. For report.—R.R.P.H., 9/3/94. Report here 
with.—O. Bagge, 15/3/94.

' • No. 2.
The Principal Assistant Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. _

Necessity for doing that portion of the North Shore Sewerage Works which connects Milson’s Point at J eftrey-street. 
The present contract, No. 79, comprising a length of 1 mile 25'3 chains of the mam North Shore outfall sewer from 
Willoughby Bay to junction of Alfred and Mount Streets is the first section of the North Shore sewerage works %

The second section should be the “ Outlet Works,” and the third section, which might be proceaded with simulta
neously with the outlet works, would be the extension of the main outfall sewer now asked for, from junction ot Altred 
and Mount Streets southwards to the junction of Campbell and Jeffrey Streets, being (including some minor branches) a
total length of about 76’90 chains. . . . . j- j.

By way of comparison, I have prepared an office estimate of the cost of this extension, according to present prices, 
amounting, as per detail statement attached, approximately to £12,831 19s. 6d., and an estimate of the same work in 
accordance with the contract prices of Contract No. 79 of the main outfall sewer m progress, which, as per detail state
ment attached, amounts approximately to £16,307 17s. 8d. . , . . , .,1 . . . , . rif

The detail plans of the outlet works are unavoidably very intricate, and it will take at least another month (i-
no other works come between) to complete the quantities. , T , , ■ i

The designs of the main outfall sewer extension between Mount and Jeffrey Streets, excepting general plan and
section, have not yet been commenced. C H O BAGGE
18 March, 1894. ' ' ' " There:
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There is no reason why this extension should not be gone on with at once; I cannot, however, see my way to 
recommend that it be carried out as an extension of the existing contract, which at schedule rates would amount to 
£16,307 17s. 8d., whereas the office estimate is £12,831 19s. 6d. The greater part of this difference lies in one^item— 
“ excavations in shafts ”—which in present contract, owing to their great depth, carries a very high price, viz., 78s. per 
cubic yard. This Messrs. Carter & Co. are prepared to reduce to 40s. per cubic yard, which would reduce the total cost 
to £13,700, or about £1,000 above the office estimate. I believe, however, if tenders were invited, we could get the work 
done underthe office estimate.—22/3/94. Under Secretary. Submitted.—J.B., 28/3/94. .

Referring to the Minister’s intimation this morning that he was prepared to let Messrs. Carter & Co. carry out this 
work as an extension of their present contract, provided they agreed to do so for the departmental estimate of £12,831 
19s. 6d., no claims whatsoever to be made for extras, and all payments to be made at the allowed schedule rates, I have had 
an interview with Mr. Carter, who is prepared on the part of his firm to comply with the Minister’s decision. Submitted 
for formal approval.—R.R.P.H., 29/3/94. For approval.—J.B., 30/3/94. Approved.—W.J.L., 30/3/94. Accept.— 
J.B., 30/3/94.

No. 3.
Office Estimate.

Proposed Contract No. 79, extension from Mount-street to Junction of Campbell and Jeffrey Streets, with branches. 
Schedule of quantities and prices for constructing and completing 76*90 chains, more or less, of the main outfall sewer 

extension, North Shore, branch and pipe sewers, shafts, junctions, &c., subject to omissions, extras, extensions, additions, 
enlargements, deviations, or alterations, as provided by the conditions of contract.

The quantities in this schedule are not guaranteed as correct, but are merely given for the guidance of intending contractors,
this being a schedule of Prices Contract.

No.
ofItem.

1
2

3

4

5
6

7

8

9

10

11
12

13
14
15
16

17

18

19
20 
21

Description of Works.

Excavation in tunnels, in hard rock, for sewer, branches, pipe-sewers, 
junctions, curves, &c., as specified in clauses 38, 42, 45, 48 to 68, 
including subducts, timbering, unwatering, and removing the 
excavated materials beyond actual site of works, as viz.:—

Excavation in hard rock, where gadding only is permitted................
Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 2 inches in length 

by If inch in diameter, and such depths of bore-holes as shall be
directed only are permitted .......................................................

Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 4 inches in length 
by If inch in diameter, and such depth of boreholes as shall be
directed only are permitted .......................................................

Excavation in shafts, shaft-chambers, and sumps, as specified in clauses 
39, 52, 53, 71, and 72, including timbering, unwatering, and remov
ing the excavated materials beyond actual site of works, as viz.:— 

Excavation in road surfaces, sand, soil, clay, pipeclay, shale, and soft,
rock only ..................................... ...................................... ......

Excavation in hard rock, where gadding only is permitted................
Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 2 inches in length 

by If inch in diameter, and such depths of boreholes as shall be
directed only are permitted..........................................................

Excavation in hard rock, where charges of powder 4 inches in length 
by If inch in diameter, and such depths of boreholes as shall be
directed only are permitted .......................................................

Filling in round brick and concrete work of ventilating and intercept
ing shafts and chambers, manholes, and into all shafts as specified 
in clauses 40, 41, 42, 43, 71, and 72, including withdrawing of 
timber, depositing in layers, replacing road and other surfaces,
ramming, &c................................................................................

Timber ordered in writing to be left in tunnels, shafts, as specified in
clauses 36 and 37, including all iron used in fixing same .............

Subduct in hard rock, with tile covers, as specified in clauses 76 and 77 
Subduct, as specified in clauses 76 and 78, in more or less hard 

material, including dry or cement jointing for stoneware pipes, 
&c.:—

Of 6-inch internal diameter ....................................................
Of 9-inch internal diameter ...................................................

Subduct in water-charged loose ground, as specified in clause 76, 
including hardwood boxes with packing in same, and dry or cement 
jointing for pipes of:—

6-inch internal diameter...........................................................
9-inch internal diameter...........................................................

10-inch internal diameter ..........................................................
Hand-packed stone-filling, 4-inch gauge, as specified in clauses 17, 

69, 76 to 78, over subducts, and, when, ordered, round sewers and 
pipe-sewers in tunnels, including depositing, packing, and ram
ming ................................ .........................................................

Sandstone concrete, any shape, form, or thickness, in shafts, tunnels, 
sumps, round stoneware pipes, and where ordered in any situation 
in the construction of these works, as specified in clauses 26, 27, 
93 to 109, including washing dry surfaces, wetting, and grouting,
complete ....................................................................................

Bluestone concrete, any shape, form, thickness, arched, circular or 
otherwise, in sewer, curved junctions, arches, manholes, &c., as 
specified in clauses 24, 27, 93 to 109, including washing dry
surfaces, wetting, and grouting, complete .............................. .

Brickwork in cement in sewer, junctions, shaft-chambers, circular, 
curved, arched, or otherwise, any shape or form or thickness, as 
specified in clauses 110 to 113, including wetting, flushing, grout-j 
ing, collar-joints, pointing, where ordered, &c.:—

Of one ring or portion of ring..........................................................
Of two or more rings, straight, arched, &c.......................... ..............
Cement facing in two thicknesses, f inch thick when finished, as 

specified in clause 114, to all internal (and external, where 
ordered) surfaces of sewer, junctions, shaft-chambers, culverts, 
manholes, and where ordered in any situation in the construction 
of these works.............................................................................

Unit. ProbableQuantity. Rate. Amount.

£ S. d.

cubic yard 305 72/- 1,098 0 0-63/-

)y 305 63/- 960 15 0 — 61/-

a . 1,220 55/- 3,355 0 0 - 60/-

50 6/- 15 0 0 - 78/-
160 40/- 320 0 o — 83/-

» 200 34/6 345 0 o - 79/-

» 940 30/- 1,410 0 o - 78/-

780 1/3 48 15 0- 1/-

cubic foot 700 2/- 70 0 0------- ll
lineal yard 67 3/6 11 14 6-------11

cubic yarc 405 4/- 81 0 0------- /-

405 30/- 510 0 o - 37/6

» 900 50/- 2,250 0 o — 56/-

3? 260 60/- 780 0 o - 50/-

square yarc 3,000 2/6 375 0 0— 2/1

«
140—2 c
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No
of

Item
Description of "Works Unit. Probable

Quantify Rate. Amount

£ s. d.

cubic* yard 40 50/- loo o o —60/-

3} 280 60/- 840 0 0 - 65/-

square yard 50 2,6 6 5 0- 2/-

square yard

lineal foot 450 3/- 67 10 0— 3/-

‘
850 2/- 35 0 0— 2/-

cubic yard
5J

2,400 1/- 120 0 0— 1/-

ton 11 60/- 33 0 0 — 60/-

............

cubic yard

3 >
J3

...

................

......... •

cask
day ...

)}

» ... .. .

>>

lump sum

......... .. £ 12,831 19 6

22

23

24

25

26

27
28

29
30

31

32

33

34

35

36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43
44
45
46
47
48

49

otbenvise, m shafts, over shaft-chambers, as specified m clauses 
93 to 109, including tv ashing dry surfaces, wetting, and grouting,
complete ..................... ......... .. .......

Brickwork m cement, circular, arched, curved, or otherwise, any 
shape, form, or thickness, as specified m clauees 110 to 113, m 
shafts, over shaft-chambers, including -wetting, flushing, grouting, 
pointing where ordered, collar--|oints, &c , complete ..

Cement facing m two thicknesses t inch thick when finished, to all 
internal and external surfaces of shafts, where oidered, as specified
m clause 114.................. ..............

Pyrmont sandstone ashlar, set m cement on top of ventilating shafts 
and where ordered, as specified m clauses 16 and 115, complete 

Squared bluestone pitchers, 9 inches deep, set m sand, round cast-iron 
ventilating grates of shafts, where ordered, as specified m clause
116, complete ........ ............ ..................

Providing, laying, and jointing glared stoneware, plain pipes, m 
tienches, and wheie ordered, including fixing discs, as specified, 
and including bed joints, m mortar, where required —

12 inch diameter ..........................................................
9-mch. diameter ............................................................. .

SUEPLUS MATERIALS.
Removal of surplus materials from the various excavations throughout 

this Contract, as tunnels and open trenches, including subducts 
shafts, sump*, &c, as specified m clafcses 40, 42, 43, and 45, as 
viz —

Kor the first half-mile of lead .................... ............
For every fuither quarter of a mile of lead......... ............

GOVERNMENT PROPERTY.
Placing, building m, fixing, and jointing only, any metal work, as 

cast iron oval and circular pipes, j unctions, branches, flanged, and 
with spigot and faucet ends, gas-checks, ventilating grates, lamp- 
hole boxes, manhole-covers, staples, step irons, earthenware covers 
&c , supplied by the Government, including carriage, as specified
m clauses 91, 121, 131 to 133 complete ...................................

Closing of branch sewers and intercepting pipes with earthenware or 
cast iron covers, set m cement, labour only, as specified in clause
131, complete ..........................................................................

Trapped junction blocks, takmg delivery of, and building m ...........

GENERAL.
Permanent puddle where ordered in any situation m the construction 

of these works (temporary puddle oidered for purposes of execu
tion of work not to be paid for), as specified in clause 29, including
spreading m 9-mch layers, and ramming, complete ....... .........

Special bluestone concrete, as specified in clause 25, where ordered in
any situation, m the construction of the wrorks ..........................

Bluestone metal (clause 18), l|-incJi gauge, stacked .......................
Sandstone metal (clause 26), 21 inch gauge, stacked ....................
Bluestone metal (clause 32), 21 inch gauge, stacked ....................
Sharp, clean-washed sand (clause 19) stacked.................................
Sawn hardwood, m scantlings or planks (clause 30) . . ..
Oregon timber, m scantlings or planks.................... ....
Wrought-iron m bolts, galvanised step-irons, screws, nails, spikes,

straps, &c. (clause 31)............................. ......................
Portland cement ......... .........................................................
Artisan or mechanic, supplied by Contract or .............. ........
Quarrj man or other skilled labourer, supplied by contractor . .
Oidmary labourer, supplied by Contractor.......................................
Cart, with one horse and driver, supplied by Contractor .......
One additional horse, supplied by Contractor............................ .

MAINTENANCE.
Three months’ maintenance after formal delivery of woiks .............

Total ,

Notes.
1 All wrork herein enumerated shall be understood as bemg placed m position where specified and ordered, and m 

complete working condition, m strict accordance with the specification.
2. The above schedule prices include, m every case, continual maintenance of the works during the whole time of 

construction, and up to the day of their being foimally taken over by the Engineer.
3. Items Nos 31, 32, and 33 to include the cost of conveying the Government property from the contractor’s store 

or field office to the vanous sites of works along line of mam and branch sewers, at manholes, gas-check, and shaft- 
chamber, &c.

4 Puces for items Nos. 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, and 43 are to be for materials m strict accordance with specifi
cation, delivered on the works ready for use, and only the actual net quantities ordered and approved of shall be paid for. 
In case contiactor’s prices are considered too high by the Engineer at the time such materials may be required, or if the 
Contractor fail to deliver such materials at the time required and ordered, then the Engineer shall have the power to 
supply the same fiom any other source, and the contractor shall have no claim for loss or compensation on account of the 
exercise of such power by the Engineer.

5. Prices for items Nos 44, 45, 46, 47, and 48 are to be for such as are able-bodied and efficient. The schedule 
rates per day are for the day of eight hours. In the event of overtime and night work bemg ordered, it is to he paid for 
at 25 per cent, advance on the time rates set down for day-work.

6. The whole of the foregoing prices to include all labour, tools, implements, plant, machinery, shoring, timbering, 
centering, concrete-boxes, unwatermg, dams, fhimmg, temporary bridges, roads, pumping, gasket filling, diverting water- 
(curses and surface wrater, diverting and maintaining the traffic along roads crossing over mam and pipe sewers, reinstating 
all road and other surfaces, &c., or any other thing necessary m executing and completing each respective item, in strict 
accordance with plans and specifications.

No. 4.
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No. 4.
The Supervising Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Paper. ■
Subject:—Contract No. 79a, North Sydney. Recommending that 33 feet of the High-street branch be driven in

conjunction with this contract.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 22 November, 1894.

In constructing the main sewers it is usual, in order to prevent the concrete and brickwork being damaged by blasting, to 
drive at least 33 feet of tunnel for the branch sewers at the same time as the tunnel for the main sewer is driven.

In the case of High-street, North Sydney, this appears to have been overlooked when the contract drawings were 
prepared. The cost of driving 33 feet at schedule rates will be £31 12s. 6d., and I recommend that at least this length 
should be done. ------- J. D.

Approved.—R.P.H., 22/11(94. Mr. Weedon to note.—J.D., 23/11/94. Noted.—S.H.W., 26/11/94. File.—
J.D., 26/11/94. Messrs. Carter & Co., 28(11/94. Mr. Weedon to note.—J.D., 28/11/94. Previously noted.—S.H.W. 
File.—J.D., 30/11/94. What will driving alone cost per chain for High-street Branch at schedule rates, Contract No. 
79a?—J.D. The cost of driving alone for sewer 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. will be £63 5s. (if 4-inch charges of powder are 
allowed) per chain.—W.E.A., 21/11/94. Mr. Bagge. The lining is taken at 4J inches thick, for the excavation, beyond 
the 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. sewer, in rock. —C.H.O.B., 21/11/34. Mr. Davis.

No. 5.
The Supervising Engineer to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 28 November, 1894.
Referring to the conversation I had with your Mr. Snodgrass relative to doing a portion of the High-street 

branch in connection with your sewerage contract No. 79a, and to your offer to drive the same at your schedule price No. 
3, I have the honor to inform you that the Engineer-in-Chief has approved of this being done. Will you please proceed 
with the tunnel for at least 33 feet for a 3 ft. 3 in x 2 ft. 2 in.-sewer, allowing for a 5-inch lining.

I have, &c.,
J. DAVIS,

--------------- Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
No. 6.

. Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. -
Sir, . North Sydney, 10 January, 1895.

Being anxious to complete Contract No. 79a, North Sydney Sewerage, as quickly as possible, we have to ask 
your permission to drive the tunnel from No. 12 shaft on Contract No. 79 towards shaft No. 13 on Contract No. 79a.

As shaft No. 12 is built up in brickwork, we are willing to excavate 33 feet from the end of the drive from No. 12 
by guttering and gadding to remove the risk of damage to completed work.

Register.—J.D., 12/1/95.

o.rp fcp
CARTER, GUMMOW, & CO.

No. 7.
The Supervising Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 79a, North Shore Outfall. Contractors write asking that they be allowed to drive from shaft at

foot of Mount-street.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 15 January, 1895. 

The shaft at the foot of Mount-street, referred to in the contractors’ letter, was built under Contract No. 79, and 5 feet of 
sewer lining was put in on the south side of the shaft. The tunnel was driven 50 feet beyond the lining. The contractors, 
ask that they be allowed to continue the drive from this shaft, and undertake to gutter and gad the first 33 feet. I think 
the request might be granted, as it will greatly facilitate the completion of Contract No. 79a, conditionally, however, upon 
the contractors consenting to use no blasting powder in excavating the tunnel until they have driven 99 lineal feet from 
the south end of the lining, and further undertake to leave the sewer and shaft constructed under Contract No. 79 in the 
same condition as they are at present. J, H.

Approved.—R.P.H., 16/1/95. Messrs. Carter & Co., 16/1/95. Mr. Weedon to see.—J.D., 16/1/95. Seen.—
S.H.W., 17/1/95. Mr, Davis. File.—J.D., 18/1/95.

No. 8.
The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage to Messrs. Carter & Co.

Gentlemen, ' Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch, 16 January, 1895.
In reply to your letter of the 10th instant, asking permission to drive the tunnel from the shaft at the foot of 

Mount-street, I have the honor to inform you that you may do as you ask, conditionally upon your completing the driving 
of the tunnel to 99 feet south of the sewer lining without the use of blasting powder, and leave the sewer and shaft 
constructed under Contract No. 79 in the same condition as they are at present.

I have, &c.,
ROBERT HICKSON,

Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage.

No. 9.

and
the

Mr.

Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Supervising Engineer.
Sir, . North Sydney, 1 March, 1895.

Seeing that certain drives on Contract No. 79a, North Sydney Sewerage, will not be completed for some months, 
having gathered from a conversation with you that the length along High-street might be completed to advantage at 

present time, we hereby offer to complete such work at the present schedule rates for Contract No. 79a.
' We are, &c.,

. ------- CARTER & CO.
Will Mr. Weedon please let me have tracing and estimate of the High-street branch to open cutting ?—J.D., 1(3(95. 

W eedon.

No. 10.
The Supervising-Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage. '

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 79a, North Shore—High-street extension.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 12 March, 1895. 
The contractors write offering to construct at their schedule rates for Contract No. 79a, 13 chains of the High-street 
sub-main.

It seems to me that it will be advisable to have this length of sewer constructed as proposed by the contractors. 
By doing so one shaft will be saved, which will cost £163, in addition to which it will enable the reticulating sewers for a 
large district to be proceeded with at an earlier date than they otherwise would be.

Although
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Although Contract No. 79a is a lump sum contract, there is a schedule of prices attached thereto, which would
apply to the whole of the work comprised in the proposed extension.

The cost, as per estimate attached, will he about £1,800. The schedule rates are reasonable, and as low as would 
probably be obtained if tenders were invited. ._____ J.D.

Recommended.—R.R.P.H., 14/3/95. Will Mr. Davis please see me.—J.B., 15/3/95. Seen.—R.R.P.H., 19/3/95.
For approval.—J.B., 16/3/95. Approved.—18/3/95. Mr. Hickson, B.C., J.B^ 18/3/95. Please hand 
attached letter and tracing to contractors.—J.D., 27/3/95. Mr. Weedon. Accordingly. S._H.W.^2S|_3/9o. Mr. Davis. 
File.—J.D., 29/3/95. Mr. Griffith.—J.D., 8/4/95. Seen,
completed. File. —J.M.S., A.E.-in-C., 16/4/95.

See the contractor is informed.—C.D., 11/4/95. Action

No. 11.
The Resident-Engineer Weedon to The Supervising-Engineer.

° . S March, 189o.
Estimate North Shore Sewerage Extension, High-street branch :—

757 lineal feet....

100 „ ....
90 cubic yards . 
60 square yards 
13J cubic yards. 
33 „ .
45 „ .

360 ,, .
2 No..............

1'2 square yards.

Rock tunnelling complete—4-in. powder ; size of sewer
3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in................................. ..... • ■ •

Rock tunnelling complete—4-in. powder ; 9-in. dia.
pipes ....................................................................

Shaft excavation.......................... —............................
Cement facing.............................................................
Sandstone concrete.....................................................
Bluestone concrete......................................................
Filling .......................................................................
Surplus material ......................................................
Manhole cover's (6)......................................................
Bluestone setts ..........................................................

36/- 1,380 12 0

27/- 135 0 0
30/- 135 0 0
2/6 7 10 0
30/- 20 0 0
60/- 99 0 0

1/3 2 16 3
1/- 18 0 0
31- 0 18 0

30/- 1 16 0
1,800 12 3

Tracing herewith.

Estimated cost of 3 ft. 3 in. x 2 ft. 2 in. sewer complete,
between 1 m. 3S‘02S and 1 m. 51*1,923................

STEPHEN
....................... £1,800 12 3
H. WEEDON,

Resident Engineer.

No. 12. *
Messrs. Carter & Co. to The Engineer, Board of Water Supply and Sewerage.

North Sydney, 1 July, 1895.
' Contract, No. 79a, North Sydney Sewerage.

Sir’ We desire to draw your attention to the fact that the above contract is almost completed, the value of the 
remaining work not exceeding £1,000 ; which with the sum of £8,514, received by us as progress payments makes a total 
of £9,514, against our lump sum price of £12,831 19s. 6d, a difference of £3,317 19s. 6d.

You also hold our fixed deposit security of £650 as a guarantee for this work. . ,.
Under these circumstances, and seeing that we have been carrying on the contract at a direct loss tor some time 

back, we ask you to be good enough to pay us a sum of £3,000 from the above amount of £3,317 19s. 6d. 
loLt/ii. Trusting that you will grant onr request.

W e SLTQf &C. j
_____ CARTER & CO.

Forwarded to Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Construction.—Mr. Cook could report on this application.—J.M.S., 
2/7/95. Mr. Cook informed me about a week ago that he estimated that about £1,800 would complete the works.— 
Me. Smail. Bond herewith.—S.A., 25/7/95. This contract, according to the bond, is for a lump sum of
£12,831 19s. 6d. with a schedule of rates marked G, in which progress payments were to be made. The progress payments 
made under contract to date of application aggregated £8,514 which is assumed to be on the basis of the above schedule ot 
rates. The District Engineer estimates that the cost of completing the works will he £1,800. Ihe financial statement of
the contract stands thus:—• „ , „ „ -£ s. d. £ s. d.

1. Amount of contract “ lump sum”................................................... 1/! n
» cash deposit ...........................................................................^ A.° 13,48119 6

£ s. d.
2. Amount paid to contractor..................................... 8,514 0 0

Value of work to be completed .............................. 1,800 0 0 ^ ^ ^ ^

£3,167 19 6

Would recommend that £2,000 be advanced to the contractors as a progress payment.—J.M.S., 2|S|95. Engineer-
in-Chief, Government Construction Works. Approved.-C.D. Mr. Cook to prepare voucher.-M.S., 6/8/9o.
Voucher herewith.—M.S. Engineer-in-Chief, 13/8/95. Voucher herewith.—Vi .E.C., 13/8/90.

No. 13.
The Supervising Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Department of Public Works, Engineer-in-Chief’s Office, Sydney, 28 August, 1895. 
Minute Paper.

Subject:—Contract 79a, North Sydney Sewerage.
As these works have exceeded the estimated cost, it would be as well to have the papers a^roving of the extensions in
High-street at schedule rates. . ^ *“ n <- „i-*^r.6 Supervising Engineer, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

Mr. Adams.-Obtain and attach papers.-C.D., 28/8/95. I have tried to get these papers from the V orks Depart
ment, and was told they cannot be found.-S. Adams, 28/8/95. The Engineer-in-Chief. Are the papers with the 
Board? Let me see the contract documents.—C.D., 29/8/95. The Under Secretary, Public V orks. Mr. Davis for 
papers required by Mr. Darley.-Jno. P„ 29/S/95. On inquiry I find that the bond referred to was handed over to 
the Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and Sewerage, with others, on 28/6/9o.—T.P., Principal Assistant Engmeei, 
Country Towns Water Supply and Sewerage, 3/9/95. Engineer-m-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. As 
the papers cannot be found we must pass in the voucher without them -C.D., o/9/9o J ouehers herewith.-T.G., 
Supervising Engineer, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, 7/9/9o. Engmeer-m-Chief, Metropolitan Se\vera0e Con
struction. Voucher for £194 15s. 2d. forwarded to the Treasury on 10/9/95. S.A.

'No. U.
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No. 14.
The Supervising Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Papek.
:Subject:—Contract No. 79a, North Sydney. Messrs. Jones and Jones—Further re damage to Mr. Foster’s property,

Broughton-street.
Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 25 August, 1894. 

'Messes. Jones and Jones’ first letter was replied to on the 16th inst. It would appear that the letters crossed.
With reference to the blasting being more severe than when they wrote their first letter, I can only say that on the 

■ occasion of our inspection on the 13th inst. one of the tenants stated that there had been an improvement since the Italians 
•had been driving the tunnels. .

I scarcely think the letter requires an answer, except an acknowledgment.
---------- J.D.

File.—R.R.P.H., 27|8|94.

No. 15.
The Supervising Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 79a, North Sydney. Alleged damage by blasting to Nos. 1 and 3, “ Viola Cottages,”

Broughton-street.
■ Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 15 August, 1894.

Mr. Bagge and I examined these cottages on Monday last, which it is alleged have been damaged by the blasting in the 
tunnel running down the street in front of the cottages.

At No. 1 cottage slight cracks were pointed out to us in the plastering under the windows in the front, and a crack 
in the cornice in the front sitting-room, which had been caused, it was said, by a gas explosion, but the crack had extended,

■ it was stated, since the commencement of the blasting. In the back sitting-room and kitchen there are slight cracks in the 
• ceiling, and in the bedroom off the kitchen a small portion of the ceiling has been down, and had been repaired some time 
"before the commencement of the sewerage works.

The tenant in No. 3 cottage pointed out small cracks in the plastering under the front windows similar to those in 
No. 1 cottage. The lath and plaster wall in the front sitting-room was cracked, and there were slight cracks in most of 
the ceilings. In the back bedroom the partition wall was cracked, and about 3 feet by 1 foot of the ceiling in the bedroom 
off the kitchen had fallen, it was stated, about two weeks ago.

From the careful examination that we made we are decidedly of opinion that the whole of the cracks are old, and 
have been caused by settlement and shrinkage which usually occurs in lightly built houses of this description, and have not 
been affected by the blasting. The blasting may have caused the ceiling in the bedroom off the kitchen to fall in cottage 
No. 1, but even this, judging by the condition of the ceiling, is improbable.

There is no evidence that the property has been injured by the sewerage works.
I attach a draft letter, which might be forwarded to Messrs. Jones and Jones.

-------  J. DAVIS.
I concur with Mr. Davis.—C.H. Ohlesen Bagge, 16|8|94. Write.—R.R.P.H., 16I8|94. Messrs. Jones and

-Jones.—J.D., 16|S|94. Mr. Weedon. Noted.—S.H.W., 25|S|94. Mr. Davis,—I find that I was mistaken re haviug 
^returned the first papers from Jones and Jones ; will attend to your instructions in the future.—S.H.W., 25|8|94.

No. 16.
Messrs. Jones and Jones to The Secretary, Board of Water Supply and Sewerage.

Sir, Lincoln’s Inn Chambers, 38, Elizabeth-street, Sydney, 3 August, 1894.
We are instructed by Mr. Robert Foster, of Annandale, that owing to the very careless and negligent manner 

'in which the sewers in Broughton-street, St. Leonards, are being executed and constructed, the ceiling in Nos. 1 and 3 
of his cottages, known as Avolia Cottages, have come down, the walls cracked, cornices damaged, and the property shaken 
to its very foundations, whereby he has been considerably injured and damaged. Unless, therefore, such damages be made 
good, and compensation paid our client for any other loss he may have sustained, with £1 Is. costs, legal proceedings will 
be instituted against your Board without further notice. Yours, &e.,

■ ------- JONES & JONES.
Sewerage Engineer.—W.H., 4|8|94. This refers to works now being constructed by Government Sewerage Branch 

Engineer.—T.G., 6|8|94. Should be forwarded to Mr. Hickson.—J.M.S., 6|8|94. Secretary. Forward to Engineer-
in-Chief for Sewerage, and inform.—W.H., 7|S/94. Informed.—No. 768, of 7|8|94. Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, 

-8/8j94. Mr. Davis for report.—R.R.P.H., 10/8/94.

No. 17. ■
Messrs. Jones and Jones to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Re Forster and Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and Sewerage.
Sir, Lincoln’s Inn Chambers, 38, Elizabeth-street, Sydney, 22 August, 1894.

We forward you copy letter sent by us to the Secretary of the Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and 
-^Sewerage, who requested us to communicate the contents thereof to you.

Yours, &c.,
-------  JONES & JONES.

Mr. Davis.—R.R.P.H., 23/8/94. -
fCopy.l Re Forster and Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and Sewerage.

Sir, ... 16 August, 1894.
We are in receipt of your letter herein, of the 7th instant, intimating, inter alia, that our letter of the 3rd 

instant had been referred to the Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage, but beyond that we have heard nothing further of the 
matter. Our client has called upon us, and has instructed us again to communicate with you, and inform you that since 
the date of our letter to you the sewerage work complained of has gone on much more negligently and carelessly than 
heretofore. The outer walls of two of the cottages have thereby been cracked from the foundations to the windows, and 

• thence to the roof, as also the inner partitions of the bedrooms. _
We understand that he has ■ remonstrated with the men on the work, most of whom are Italians, without avail. 

Unless the property be reinstated, and all damages made good at once, and our former demand complied with in other 
respects, our instructions are to initiate proceedings in the Supreme Court, or otherwise, as counsel may advise.

Yours, &c..
To Reginald Bloxsome, Esq., JONES & JONES.

Secretary, Metropolitan Water and Sewerage Board, 341, Pitt-street, Sydney.

Previous papers, 94/1396, Mr. Davis, 10(8/94.—F.C.P., 23/8/94. Let me have papers. Mr. Weedon to return
papers as soon as possible after receipt of same.—J.D., 23/8/94. Accordingly.—S.H.W., 25/8/94,

No. IS-
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No. 18.
The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage to Kesident-Engineer Boys.

Department of Public Works, Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage Branch, Sydney, 12 June, 1894. 
George Gear, J. W. Thornton, R. Wakefield, and G. W. Bowen called this morning from Contract No. 79a, to"represent that 
they had been employed on this contract as miners, and that they had not been paid for the last fortnight’s wages. It 
appears that a man named Stoddart had received the pay for the work that these men had been doing, and had left 
without paying them. They inform me that they have seen Mr. Carter, and that he has refused to pay, and that he merely 
offered them the retention money—£3 10s.—whereas £20 12s. is due. Will Mr. Boys please make full inquiries, and have 
the report with me by 9 o’clock to-morrow, as the men are to call again ? He had better see Mr. Carter, and tell him I 
shall be obliged if he will give the necessary information. J.D.

No. 19.
Resident-Engineer Boys to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Subject:—George Gear, J. W. Thornton, R. Wakefield, and G. W. Bowen state they have not received last fortnight’s pay 
on this contract for sinking part of shaft at 74'07 ch., Contract 79a.

Department of Public Works, Roads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch, 12 June, 1894. 
George Gear and party made complaint to Mr. Boys at his office that a man named Stoddart had drawn their fortnight’s 
money with his own, and could not be found. .

Messrs. Carter & Co. inform me that at the beginning of May, 1894, Stoddart and another started sinking the shaft 
in Fitzroy-street, at 74'07 chains, and that these two men continued the work until the end of May, 1894, drawing two 
fortnightly pays.

Stoddart and another then took in three other men to help them, making the arrangement amongst themselves; and 
these three men made no arrangement with the contractors.

It is the custom on all the shaft and drive work for one man in a gang to go to the contractor’s office and receive 
the pay for all, and divide it with his mates ; the contractors do not divide the money unless especially requested to do so. 
Both the contractors and the men inform me that Stoddart received the money for the last fortnight’s work.

The amount of the pay was £13 15s.
I would also mention that Stoddart and one of these men were working together as mates for tivo or three months 

on the Western Suburbs Sewerage, sinking Shaft No. 5, for Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s present contract.
J. W. T. BOYS.

The department cannot interfere in this case.—R.R.P.H., 13/6/94. Mr. Boys to see.—J.D., 13/6/94.

Appendix No. 78.
The Acting Secretary, Australian G-as-light Company, to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

Sir, Australian Gas-light Company’s Office, Sydney, 13 October, 1894.
I do myself the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 12th instant, on the subject of the removal 

of a 9-inch gas main which crosses the Illawarra Road at its intersection with Addison Road, Marrickville, and to inform 
you that it shall have attention without unnecessary delay. I have, &c.,

R. J. LUKEY,
Acting Secretary,

--------------- (perJ.W.J.)

Resident-Engineer Millner to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
Resident Engineer’s Office, Arncliffe, 8 October, 1894.

Contract No. 69.—Raising Gas Main at Illawarra and Addison Roads, Marrickville.
The 9-in. gas main crossing the Illawarra Road, at its junction with Addison Road, will require to be raised as per 
accompanying tracing. W. J. MILLNER.

This was shown to be raised in contract drawings. The Gas Company might be instructed to do the work.—J. D., 
9[10|94. Commissioner and Engineer-in-Chief for Roads, Bridges, and Sewerage. Write.—R.H., 10|10|94. Mr.
Davis.—Australian Gas Company, 11(10|94. Mr. Millner to see.—J.D., 12(10/94. Seen.—W.J.M., 22/10/94.
File.—J.D., 26/10/94.

Appendix No. 79.
E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to The Under Secretary for Public "Works.

Sir, Legislative Assembly, N.S.W., Sydney, 18 September, 1895.
Referring to my former letter on the subject of the extension of Carter, Gummow, & Co.’s contract at Marrick

ville, I should be glad to know what has been done in this matter, as the people in my electorate requiring this kind of 
work are still unemployed. I have spoken to Mr. McLean, M.P., who is also interesting himself on the extension referred 
to, and he is anxious that the work should be pushed on, in connection with this particular scheme, as speedily as possible. 
I understand it would also give employment to a large number of men in his own and the adjoining electorate.

Yours, &c.,
-------  EDWARD M. CLARK.

A similar reply to that authorised to be sent to Mr. McLean on the 17th instant (see 95-823), may be forwarded to 
Mr. Clark.—J. Barling, Under Secretary for Public Works, 20/9/95. Approved.—J.H.Y., 23/9/95. Inform.—
23/9/95. E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., informed.—24/9/95. Mr. Darley for U.S.—Jno. P., 25(9(95. Seen.—C.D.,
27/9/95.

E. M. Clark, Esq., M.P., to The Under Secretary for Public Works.
Sir, Legislative Assembly, N.S.W., Sydney, 21 August, 1895.

In view of the fact that a large number of sewerage labourers, living in my electorate, are at present idle, I 
would respectfully urge that something might be done to facilitate the necessary work for this kind of labour. I under
stand that the only work of the kind immediately available is an extension of the Northern Branch of the Western ’ 
Suburbs at Marrickville. As this would absorb nearly 250 men, and the present adjoining contractors—Messrs. Carter, 
Gummow, & Co.—have all the necessary plant available, I would suggest they be allowed to extend their present contract 
as in the case of the North Sydney work early last year. If this were done I am sure it would be appreciated by a large 
number of men especially suited for this kind of work, and remove them from competition with less skilled labour.

Trusting you will give this matter consideration. Yours, &c.,
■------- EDWARD M. CLARK.

Mr. Darley for report.—J.B., 23/8/95. ' For report, when can the plans for first section of Hie extension be ready.— 
C.D., 26(8/95. The Supervising Engineer. See action in 95-438 herewith.—T.G., 12/9/95. Engineer-in-Chief
Metrepolitan Sewerage Construction.

E.
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F. E. McLean, Esq., M.P., to tlie Secretary for Public Works.
. _ Marrickville, 26 August, 1895.

. I desire to urge upon your notice the importance of proceeding with that portion of the western suburbs 
sewerage scheme, which may be described as the northern branch, extending from Premier-street, Marrickville, to the 
Old Canterbury Road.- I may point out that the present contract is now so nearly completed that a number of men have . 
been paid off and are now idle. If the northern branch is proceeded with at once a large number of these men will receive 
early employment. X have, &c.,

. . F. E. McLEAN.-The Hon. Minister for Public Works. -------
Mr. Darley for report.—J.B., 29|8|95. For report.—C.D., 31/8/95.
Permanent surveys have been prepared of the portion referred to, and contract drawings for same might be gone on 

with ; but as a modification of the system embraced by northern and western branches is now being considered, it is very 
probable that the size of sewer will be altered from that originally designed, and it would not therefore be advisable to 
take action before the modified scheme has been finally considered.—T.G., 12/8/95. Supervising Engineer, Metropolitan 
Sewerage Construction. Engineer in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

Forwarded for the information of the Minister. I found it necessary to delay proceeding with the main northern 
branch to enable me to reconsider an alteration to the western.branch, which may necessitate a modification of a portion 
of the northern branch. I am now looking into the question, and soon after it is decided ve can invite tenders for the 
first section.—C.D., Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, 13/9/95. The U.S.,P.W.

May be so informed.—J. Bakling, Under Secretary for Public Works, 16/9/95. . Approved.—J.H.Y., 17/9/95
Inform, 17-18/9/95. E. M: Clark, Esq., M.P., and F. E. McLean, Esq., M.P., informed, 23/9/95.

' Appendix No. 80.
The Supervising Engineer to The Engineer-in-Chief for Sewerage.

- Minute Paper.
SubjectContract No. 69, Eastern Branch, Western Suburbs, Surplus Material.

Department of Public Works, Hoads and Bridges and Sewerage Branch,
. . Sydney, 18 January, 1894.

The surplus material from the excavation of shafts, open cutting, and tunnels is not required by the department. I beg 
to recommend that the contractors be informed that they may dispose of it as they think fit, and that they shall be paid 
for the work under schedule item No. 43. J. DAYIS.

Approved.—R.H., 19/1/94. Messrs. Carter, Gummow, & Co.—19/1/94. Mr. Millner to note.—J,D., 19)1/94.Noted. — W. J. M., 23/1/94. - > l l

Appendix No 81.
The Accountant, Department of Public Works, to The Acting Engineer-in-Chief, Board of Water Supply

and Sewerage.
Contract No. 69.

Sydney, 29 May, 1895.
ct/ £>. U.

Value of Work to date of last measurement (20/5/95) ........................................ 47,841 17 3
Amount of contract as per tender ........................................................................ 45,207 3 11

Excess ...........................................................................  £ 2,634 13 4
It will be necessary to obtain Ministerial authority for the excess, or the vouchers will be in danger of being 

returned by the Treasury.
-------  E. HUNGERFORD.

Urgent. Will Mr. Griffiths report as to cause or particulars re excess over contract.—J.M.S., 30/5/95.
The original estimate was based on the assumption that the work would chiefly be in rock, whereas it has been in 

soft ground, necessitating a larger amount of excavation to provide for timbering, &c. This applies specially in tunnel 
work, where the price is high.—T.G., 3/6/95. Supervising Engineer, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. Acting 
Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction. .

Tl>e Acting Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, to The Under Secretary for
Public Works.

. Minute Paper.
Subject:—Contract No. 69, Western Suburbs Sewerage Scheme.

Department of Public Works, Engineer-in-Chiefs Office, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction,
. . . . Sydney, 3 May, 1885.

It will be necessary to obtain Minister’s approval before Treasury will pay the enclosed progress payment on above contract.
JU O. Ll.

The aggregate amount of original tender is .......................................................................  45,207 3 11
The value of work on last measurement, 20/5/95, at schedule rates, is .............................. 47,841 17 3

Being an excess of ......................................................£ 2,634 13 4
Of this amount it is proposed to advance contractor £2,420.

The Supervising Engineer reports that the excess is due to the contract quantities being based on the assumption 
that work would be chiefly in rock, whereas it turned out to be in soft ground, necessitating a larger amount of excavation, 
the excess being chiefly on the item for tunnelling, where the rate was high. As the contract is at schedule rates, the 
actual amount of contract cannot be finally ascertained until final adjustment of quantities is made, when a full report will 
be submitted. I recommend payment of this advance.

J.M.S.,
Acting Engineer-m-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

For approval to pass.'this excess pending a full report.—J. Barling, Under Secretary for Public Works, 4/6/95. 
Approved.—J.H.Y., 5/6/95. B.C., Mr. Smail.—J.B., 5/6/95. Voucher forwarded to the Treasury, 6)6/95.—S. Adams. 
Mr. Griffiths to note.—J.M.S., 6/6/95. Noted.—T.G., 6/6/95.

This contract is now approaching completion. I estimate that about £2,000 more will complete the works.
£ s. d.

Total cost (say)................................................................ 51,370 0 0
Estimate........................................................................... 45,207 3 11

Engineer-in-Chief,
Excess over estimate .............................. £ 6,162 16 8

T.G., Supervising Engineer, Metopolitan Sewerage Construction, 8/7/95. 
Metropolitan Sewerage Construction.

' The
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The Minister’s authority is required to pass accompanying vo. the amount being so much in excess of estimate. As- 
already explained, when last voucher was being passed, the excess is due to the ground turning out different from what was 
contemplated. The contract is not yet quite complete ; but, as near as can be estimated, the total excess will amount to 
about £6,200, as above shown.—C. Darley, Engineer-in-Chief, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction, ll|7f95. The U.S., P. W.

Public Works Department, Record Branch, 11/7)95. For the consideration of the Minister.—J. Barling, Under
secretary for Public Works, 12/7/95. Payment approved.—J.H.Y., 17/7/95. B.C., Mr. Darley.—J.B., 20/7/95.
Noted.—C.D., 22/7/95. Voucher forwarded.—S.A., 23/7/95. The Examiner. Kindly return to Sewerage Branch,., 
341, Pitt-street, after noting, and oblige.—S. Adams, Metropolitan Sewerage Construction Branch, 341, Pitt-street.. 
Authority noted on voucher.—A.J.J., {pro Examiner), 23/7/95. S. Adams, Esq.

Sir,

Appendix No. 82.
Messrs. Carter & Co. to the Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Contract No. 53.—Waverley Sewerage.
Box No. 10, N. Sydney, December 14, 1892. 

Having been ordered to leave in the excavation on the above contract 427'75 cubic feet of timber, we respectfully^. ® i ii i _ _ _____ j_ r_ ..i-' ___ ___ -_1.. ^,-7 ^ i-fiz-wi-f./a +l-wa /inn+v'iTUVW rkAimCfask you to be good enough to have payment for this quantity included in our next certificate, the contract now being. 
“"f1"- W‘",'fcCAETEE^CO.
J. Davis, Esq., Sewerage. -------

Mr. Rowney for particulars.—J;D., 16|12|92. _ ... n . t, 1.1 u
Eour hundred and nine cubic'feet of timber was left in the excavations for the piers m the valley at Double Ray,, 

which could not he removed as the ground was very soft and wet, and I recommend that an order be given for that 
quantity at schedule rate, 2s. = £40 18s. The balance between that quantity and the 427'75 asked for by the contractors- 
is for timbering in centres which it did not pay the contractors to remove, and I do not, therefore, see that it should be- 
paid for.—J.D., 16|12|92. Approved.—R.H., 16|12|92. Carter & Co.—16|12|92. 1 ■

Contract 53.—Waverley and Woollahra
Timber covered up :—

Position.
Foundations for niers—No. 1...............................................

' 2 ............................................
3 .................... ..........................
4 ...............................................5 ...................................
6 ................ ............................

Centreing for arch between pier No. 6 and south abutment...
,, >> >) >>
55 )3# 3 J 33 *•“

Centreing for openings in central pier .................................

Branch Sewer. '
Dimensions.

72|5-50 x 0-75 x 0T67.....
96|5'50 x 0'75 x OT67.....
44|15-OOxO-75xOT67 ... 
120|5'50 x 0'75 x 0T67
72|5'50 x 0'75 x 0T67......
48|5'50 x 0'75 x 0T67......
3(20'00 x 0-75 x 0-25 ......
3|20-00x 1‘75 x OT67......
20-00 x 4-00 x 0-12 .........
11-83 x 0-50 x 0-25 .........
13-50 x 19-00x0-12 ......

Cubic feet.
49-60 
66-13 
82-66 
82-66 
49-60 
33 06 
11-25 
5-01 
9-60 
7-40 

30-78

G.H.R., 16|12|92.
Total cubic feet 427-75

Appendix No. 83.
Telegram from H. Hart, Esq., to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.

Waverley Station, 13 July, 1892.
As promised, have sent load bricks, Waverley, for your approval. H. HART,

_____ Petersham.
The bricks Mr. Rowney and I saw yesterday are satisfactory ; but the inspector, Mr. Fowles, must he careful that", 

none are used except of the quality I saw. The large stack must be carted away before the brickwork is commenced at. 
Shaft 2.—J.D., 15|7|92. Mr. Rowney. Inspector written to.—G.H.R., 16|7|92.

Resident-Engineer Rowney to The Supervising Engineer for Sewerage.
Public Works Department, Sewerage Branch,

Lincoln’s Inn Chambers and 40, Elizabeth-street, Sydney, 15 June, 1S92.
Contract No. 53.—Re Condemned Bricks. ,

Nothing has been done by the contractors in the way of removing the bricks from No. 5 shaft, which were condemned ona 
the 31st May. I wrote to the inspector at once, and he has spoken to the contractors’ representative (Mr. Rodgers) several 
times about them. Yesterday I saw Mr. Snodgrass, and he said he had written to the brickmakers ; but I think it is time.- 
something definite was done to remove the bricks off the-works._____ G. H. ROWNEY.

Mr. Davis, Sewerage Branch, 27 May, 1892.
Two bricks for Contract 53 have been tested as follows :—

No. of test.
Weight.

Porosity, %. Transverse breaking 
strain. Dimensions.

Dry. Wet.

53 A. lb. oz. lb. oz.
1st half .......... ..... 6 3i 6 14i . 10-8 1 5,400 9 X 43; X2nd half................ 2 3| ■ 2 78 11-18

Branded GB.
53 B.

1st half ................ 4 3| 4 5b 2-58 9 X 4J X 32nd half................ 4 6i 4 8J 2-84 / ’ Branded GB.

W. T. N. MOBULD.
The brick marked “ B ” can be used, but all similar to that marked “ A ” must be picked out and rejected. I have - 

looked at the stack, and find there is a good proportion of the inferior kind. Please report when this is done, and the had 
bricks are carted off the works.—J.D., 31|5|92. Mr. Rowney. Inspector written to.—G.H.R., 31|5|92. Reported . 

. that nothing had been done to remove the bricks.—G.H.R., 15|6|92.
Appendix.
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Appendix No. 84.
Contract No. 72.—Cement Tests.

No. of Test. Brand. No. of Casks. • Date of Testing. No. of Test. Brand. No. of Casks. Date of Testing.

1891. 1891477 • Germania ......... 396 28 April. 595 390480 Globe ................ 350 6 May. 1892.476 Tunnel................ 222 27 April.
481 Germania ......... 568 6 May. 670 >» • ...........

508 Globe ................ 636 fi.90 10 )J

502 525 13 „ fiSfl OOSJ

527 ■ Tunnel................ 528 28 " RS4. a ............ iy ,,

528 Globe ..................... 830 28 July. 682 *j ............ u ,,

534 Germania ............ 630 5 August. 703 »>
565 550 16 September. 729 90584. Camel ..................... 500 ' 763596 Ked Cross ............ 350 22 „ 7i2 200 ' 5 August.560 Germania ............ 800
609 Hamburg Arms ... 300 15 November. Total............. 11,888

Return of Cement used, taking from Inspector’s daily reports.

Date. No. of casks in
concrete.

No. of casks in’
brickwork.

No. of casks inrendering. Inspectors. Date. No. of casks in
concrete.

‘No. of casks inbrickwork.
No. of casks inrendering. Inspectors.

1891.
13 July 63 G. Wagg.

1891.
7 Oct. ...
8 „ ... 9

44
64
76
40
78
53
48

■ 35
77
70
74

i
34
2h

Cb Wagg.14 „ 52 ■
15 ,, 86 >>
16 „ 52 10 „ ...

12 „ ...
13

>>
17 „ 82 } 1
20 ,, 73 3

1 J
21 „ 85 14 J J
22 „ 80 15 i)
23 „ 67 i« ;; ... 

17 „ ... 
19

34
) >

24 „ 86 J»
25 „ 58 >J
28 „ 66 20 71

51
27
74
74
80
53
57
554

2429 „ 50 21 >) '
30 „ • 30 *' 24 ;; ... 

26
1 J )

31 „
1 Aug.

56 »»
40 27 „ ... •3

} f
2 „ 75 6 28 \\ ... 3

14
14 ■i

18
44

) 5
3 „ 68 29 J>
4 „ 87 30 „ ...

31 „ ...
2 Nov. ... 
4

3 3
5 „ 63 33
6 „ 69 ** 3 3

•8 „ 49 374
27
63
37
32
41

33
10 „ 69 5 3 3
11 „ 71 6 „ ... 

7
• 33

12 ......... 72 3
54
24

33
13 „ ... 70 ” 9 3 3
14 „ ... 77 6 11 ,, ”
15 „ ... 37 12 \\ S3
17 „ ... 65 13 „ ...

14
34
28 14 .

24

3i
44

33
18 „ ... 56 3 3
19 ......... 80 6 16 „ 33 .
21 ......... 76 1 17 ...

3 3
22 . 69 i 18 " .. 3 3
24 „ ... 15J 3i 

- 5
19 \\ ... 91. 35

25 „ ... 80 20 ;; ... 24
3 3

26 ......... 69 5 21 \\ 15 3 3
27 „ ... 19 1

44
2

22 ” .. 10i
64
6J

33
28 „ ... 59 25 " 15

13
3 3

29 „ ... 50 26 “ 3 3
31 „ ... 71 Si

7
27 " ... >3

1 Sept. ... 72 28 ” ... H
134

H4
9i

3 3
3 „ ... 75 5 30 ", ... • 3 3
4 „ ... 83 6 1 • 3 3
5 „ ... 52 2 „ 4 3 3
8 „ ... 69 ’ 3 \\ . 3 3

10 ,y ... J 80 24
5

4 \\ • 4 74
54• 7

3 3
j 56 13

5
33

11 „ - 76 6 7 ...
33

12 ......... 36 • 4 8 ... 71
10|
104
161g

33
14 „ ... 61 1 9 " ...15 „ ... 75 54 10 „ ... 33
16 ' ... 68 2* ll&i2Dec. 33
17 „ ... 40 6 1 .. 3 3
18 „ . ... 7 15 119

3 3
19 „ ... 56 4 16 ,, .
23 „ ... J 80 .......... 5 17 " ... 10

13i
44

13
15J
14
8
84

14
13 .

S3
l 30 6 18 " ...26 „ 61 4 19 ", . 3 3

28 ......... 46 2 21 ... 33
29 „ ... 106 3 1 ,, 22 „ ... 3 3
30 .........

1 Oct. ...
98 34 ! „ 23 ", ... ”
97 4 .. 24 33

2. „ ... 90
2 28 " ... 3 3

3 „ ... 30 29 " ... 33
6 „ .. 65 14 30 " ... 33

33

140—2 D
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Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.
No. of casks 

in
rendering.

Inspectors. Date.
No. of casks 

in
concrete.

1891.
31 Dec. . 

1892.
4 Jan.
5

6 G. Wagg.
1892.

5 July ... 30

64
7

6 „ ...
7 „ ...

36
30

'>> 8 „ ... 19
6 „ - 
7

54
44
38 . 
14

1

9 „ ... 16
11 „ ... 36

£ 12 „ ... 17
9 „

11 „
13 „
14 „
15 „
16 „
18 „
19 „
20 „
21 „
22 „
23 „
25 „
27 „
28 „
29 „
30 „

1 Feb.
9.

15 „ ... 23
16 „ ... 21

2 . 18 „ ... 22
54 5J 19 „ ... 14
3 20 „ ... 1
1 J} 21 „ * ... 4
2 22 „ ... 21
24
34
7

23 „ ... 13
25 „ ... 4
27 „ ... 11

5 28 „ ... 16
44
54
5

29 „ ... 9
30 „ ... 11

1 Aug. ... 11
i
14 '

7
3

4

3 3
33

2 „ ...
3 „ ...
4 „ ...

10
94
3

3 5 „ ... 20
4 J5 6 „ ... 10

3 i 4 „ ... 114
16 „
28 April
29 „
30 „

2 May

4 5) 9 „ ... 2
45
51
40
64
70
10
64
50
37
58
67
75
50
27
51
32
80
58
80
53
20
24

A. Inwood. 10 „ ... 4
11 „ ■■ 4

J. Gledhill. 12 ........... 10
13 „ ... 12
15 „ ... 18

4 „ 17 „ ...
23 „ ...5 J,

6 „
7 „
9 „

10 „
H „
12 „
13 „
14 „
16 „
17 „
18 „
19 „
20 „
21 „
23 „
24 „
25 „
26 „
27 „
28 „
30 „
31 „

1 June

24 „ ...
25 „ ...,5 • 26 „ ...’ ’ 27 „ ...
29 „ ...

1 Sept. ... 
o

243 33 3 „ ...
5 „ - ...
6 ,, ...3

24
1
2
9

7 ,, ...
33
33

8 „ ...
9 „ ...

10 „ ...

...........

2£1
* * 12 „ ...

13 „ ...
54
66
17
43
52
58
31
50
70
46
70

f> 15 „ ...
2 16 „ ..
2 17 ,, ..
2
24
33

19 ,, ..
20 „ ..

—..... it 21 ,, ••
22 „ ..

33
23 „ ..2 „

3 „ 26 ,, ..
2 27 ,,4 ,,

6 „
7

12 28 „ ..

4
30 „ ..

8 „
9 „

10 „
11 „
13 „
14 „
16 „
17 „
18 „
20 „
21 „
22 „
23 „
24 „
25 „
27 „
28 „
29 „
30 „

1 July2w J >
4 „

32
13

1 Oct. ..
3
2

5 „ ..” 6 „ ..
2 7 „ ..

42
67
38

4
20

3 8 „
3
3

62
2

10 „ ..
11 „ ••
12 ,, ..
13 „ ..

4 1 14 „ ..
50
54

4 15 „ ..
4
4

3 3 18 „ ..
19 „ ..

61
41
45

242 33 20 „ ..
21 „ ..

4 22 „ ..
4 24 „ ..
4 31 „ ..
4 1 Nov. ..

58
21

3 2 „ ..
2
2

3 3 .Totals. . 8,4114
Summary.

Number of casks of cement used in concrete... 
Number of casks of cement used in brickwork 
Number of casks of cement used in rendering

Total ...................

No. of casks 
in

brickwork.

No. of casks 
in

rendering.

3

11*
1
1

2
5
5
2
2
4
1
1
3
3
1
3
3
3
1
2
3

2
2
4

.... 5

.... 2

.... 4

.... 2

...! 1

.... 3
.... 3J
.... 1
.... 1
.... i
.... 4
.... l
..... 4
.... i
.....  24
.....  34
.....  3
.....  3
..... 1

... 2
.....  3
.....  24
.....  3
.....  14
.....  24

.. 3
.....  34
.....  3
.....  34
.....  34
.....  14
.....  44

.. 4
.....  14
2 .........
3 .........
3 .........
3 .........
24 .........
3 .........
3 .........
34 .........
4 ........

4 .........
24 .........
2 .........
3 .........

24

4
4

55 9554

8,4114
55

9554

9,421f

Inspectors.

J. Gledhill.

>>
> > 
>>

j) 
it

9t
tt

it •*
it

Sydney : William Applegate Gullick, Government Printer.—1896.
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White’s Creek

and
Johnstone’s Creek Aqueducts

'1 8-81 I = 82969x17-5
•J I l« 164995^

(Sig.M-J

N9of
Vous

width weight lever
arm moments 2, weights ^moments fever

arms

/ 3.30 6910 ■ OO 1.70 /5 / 4 7 89/0 /s/47 /-70

2 3.00 at oo.oo 5.00 40500 /70/0 55647 3.20

3 3.00 8/00.OO 8.00 64800 25//O /20447 4-/0

4 3.00 8/00 . OO //.OO 89/00 332/0 209 547 6-30

S S940. 00 /3-70 8/3 78 39/50 290925 7-40

6 14423. OO n.90 2/4903 53573 505828 9-40

7 14423. OO 21-50 3/0094 67996 8/5922 /2-0

8
___

/497S. 0 0 28-50 426730 82 989 /242652 /5 O

Total might 32.969 /24265S

— 37300!bs. distributed over IS feet
or

74600 !bs. over 30 feet
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EASTERN MAIN BRANCH 0*
PENSTOCK CHAMBER AT PREMIER STREET 
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EASTERN MAIN BRANCH
CONTRACT NP. 69 

DRAWING NP 31
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WESTERN OUTFALL SEWER

FOURTH DIVISION
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