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Deviation of (he Naviijnhlc Channel betioeen the lltirhuiir ami Victoria Bridge.

The new (haiincl which is proposed in componsution I'or closiiipf the

present one, would i)iis.s round the south-ciist side ol' St. Helen's and lie Ifonde,

nda o'lter the ILirhour at lioehejaiia. It would, aeeordiuir to the hill, he not less

than oOO leet wide and 10 loet deep at low water, and its ijreatesi current as

estimated hy Mr. llatenian, would not he over 7 miles an hour. It is intended too,

that i);issnn<4ers may h;' landed from the Lapr'iirie and other hoats on the up

stream .«ide oI" the emhankment.

The hreadlh and depth of the proposed new channel east ol' St. Helen '.s,

appear to me to be sullicient I'or the requirements of naviiration, and althousfh I

am at a loss to si'e how its current, under ihe eouditions sketched out in l!ie hill,

would not consi(K'ral>ly e.\cee(] " miles an hour, I inive no donl)! ihat it could easily

be so arranged as Id iiave speeds not exeeedini;' some of those in the present

current. Its chief disadvantaii'e is ohvionsjv it.'» circuitous course : it would add

2} miles to every trip lo and from thi- upper i)art of the harlxiur. with the

additional disadvanlaue that there would either he the Current St Mary, or that

ill the new chiinnel In he ascended everv trip; while now there is a current

only one way. Practically, it woidd amount to about 20 minuies extra running-

in eacli down trip, ami 30 minutes in each up trip of a boat capable of makin<r 12

miles an hour in still water. Heyond the extra runniiur of boats, and loss of

time to tiieir passengers, I see no inii>ortant objection to tlie propo.sed deviation

of the .hanuel.

lM:)r rafts, the St. Lambi>rt Channel would he eipially as u'ood as the present

Main Channel and it would be a beuelit of some importance to have them
prevented from iiassiiiff ihrouuh the harbour.

The plans show a clear jieadway undci- the proposed brid<re of only aliout

4S feet, which is 12 fert less than that under tie' \'ictoiia Ihidue. And this is. I

think, an objectionable feature in the Sihemc.

.Vllhouffh not strictly within the .scope of ni\ insii-uctioii>. it max not be

out of jilaoe to draw atteiiliou to the fact that the wharl'Miic proposed in the

Scheme, would be within the boundaries of the Montii'.il Harbour. The bill, as

I understand it. would I'onfcr upon the Company indi'iiciideni powers l<> act as

wharliiiu'ers at their own wharves, and there mitrht thus be established within

the Harbour a system of wharlaijre. which to say the least, miiiiit be very

embarrassinii- to the Harbour Commissioners in carryiuji out their I'uhlic Trust.

Yoixrs respectfully.
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