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(From the Droad Arrou.)

[CoxTINUVED.]

On Monday, the 3rd of October, the Court
resumed :

Mr. Epwarp Jas. Reep, C.B.,, stated that
his report of the 20th of July was made to
their Lordships with the full knowledge on
their part, and on that of the Controller of
the Navy, that he objected to the freeboard
of the ship, and confined kimself to the con
sideration of the design as & piece of naval
architecture possessing a low {recbonrd in
comparison with that which their Lordships
and the Controller, as well as himself, con-
sidercd essentinl to the absoluty seaworthi-
ness of the ship under all circumstances.
His report, therefore, carefully avouded all
reference to this feature of the vessel, be-
yond the assumption that he was to take
for granted that tho deck was high enough,
which was precisely the condition upon
which the difference between Captain Coles,
the Controller’s Department, and himselt
arosn. fu reporting on these designs, he
felt it his duty, as their Loidships and the
Controller well knew, to leave the freebonrd
vut of consideration, and discuss the design
upon the agsumption that, in that respect,
Captain Coles was right and we all were
wrong. To the design soconsidered he had
no other objections than those pointed out
in his second report of the 2nd of August,
1866, touching the weight of the ship and
stability. The influence of the deck enter-
ing the water upon the stability was not
considered in the report quoted—first, be-
cause the freeboard was to bLe eight fcetn
height, aud secondly, becauso that consid-
eration had not been brought under notice
by proposals to mast ships with low free-
boards. The question of freeboard hed, up
to that time been regarded rather as a sea-
man’s question than n naval architect's, but
his report, nevertheless, stated that further
investigntions would be necessary before he
could assume the responsibility of such a
ship. Mr, Reed explained that before mak-
ing further report (veferred to ou page 5 of
the summary). fn ther calculations had been
mad., and he then eame to the conclusion
that the stability of a ship of this type re-
quired thorough investigation, in view of the
large surfaco of canvas to bo spread, and on
the probable position of her centre of gra-
vity. Inhis furtber examination tho wit-
ness stated that the responsibility of this

design must rest entirely upon Captain Coles
and Messrs. Laird, 1t was out of the ques-
tion to suppose that their Lordships would
order £350,000 of the public monoy to be
exiended upon, and 500 lives committed to,
a ship, the responsibility of which was to rest
upon persons who had from the beginning
believed the characteristic features of the
ship to be wrong, and out of whose hands
the design of the ship und the responsibility
for it had been advisedly and distinctly
taken, in order to put to the test the ques-
tion whether our belief that a high freeboard
was necessary in a fully-rigged sailing ship
was 8 mere prejudice of ours on a scientific
question. The very cause of the Caplain
being designed and of her being constructed
was the assumption that the opinions of Sir
Spencer Robinson and himselt wero not lo
be trusted, and that we were showing some
prejudiced opposition to the views of Cap-
tain Coles. So strongly did he feel that we
were clear of all responsibility for this ship.
and that the time would come wihien it would
bo necessary for us to prove our exemption
from that responsibility, thay I forbade my
assistants ever to employ the phrase *ap-
proved ' even to tf 2 most munor detais,
and directed them never to employ a
stronger phrase, even with regard to the
smallest detaiis, than that * no oljection
would heooflered.” If the word **approved,”
applied even to the minutest detail of the
Caplain, ever left my office, it was from an
oversight, resulting from a disregard of that
instruction.  If, therefore, Captain Coles
and Messrs. Laird ware not responsible for
the success and the seaworthiness of the
Captain, no naval officer and no naval archi-
tect was responsible for it.

By the President: The responsibility of
seeing that the workmanship and materials
wore sound was undoubtedly laid upon the
Controller, but beyond that no further re-
sponsibility was ltid upon him than that
which arose out of the inability of Captan
Celes to livo at Birkenhead at certain sea-
sons, and as the Controller did not hvo at
Birkenhead any more than Captain Coles,
the transfer of responsibility on that ac-
count must of necessity have been very
small. 'The Controller undertook the re-
sponsibility in consequence of the modifica-
tion of the contract referred to of having
the ship when complete, and of regulating.
subject to their Lordslhip’s approval, the
payment for her by instalments; but so far
as the character of the ship herself was con-
cerned, nothing whatever was done, excopt
with the concurrence of Captain Coles in the
exercise of Khut responsibility which he
longed to him;’

any time from the first mention of the}Cap-
tain being built up to the time of her loss,
any misgivings as to her seaworthiness and
stability 7--Undoubtedly—as regards the
weights to be carried the inaccuracy of the
ealculation became evident after the ship
was afloat: but before she was commenced
I twico over referred in my roporis to the
risk of an excess’of :weight being incurred,
from what the design alone showed, and I
specified some weights which had not ap-
parently been considered. Tho grounds
upon which I have believed her unseawor-
thy since her completion are that 1 believe
ker funnel ecasings, which would be sulject-
ed to such forces as mo other ship that I
know of is liable to, were likely to be start-
ed and even carried away in extremly rough
weather. The consequence would he that
the large engine and boiler hatehes would
be at once open to the inroads of tho sea,
and the ship would be liablo to founder.
In the next place, I believe that with hittle
or no sail set, the Captain, as completo, was
hiable to encounter waves of hor own period,
to be made to roll heavily, and I am not at
all sure that when so rolling, should she
ship o heavy sea on the windward side, her
top weights would at once be g0 greatly
augmented as to carryther past her position
of maximum stability and capsize her, this
liability resulting from the absence of any-
thing like a sufficient_escape for tho sea
across the deck and beneath the hurricane
deck. Thirdly, I cannot doubt that the
Captain was daficient of,that growing stabil-
ity which a ship with a high freeboard pos-
sesses to 6ach a degree as to bring about
the accident which appears to have happen-
ed to her. All these grouuds of apprehen-
sion apply to her,service in times of fpeace.
As rogards her capability in action, I donot
like to express to this Court the sense I feel
of the fitness of 2;4000;tonlship, with]s deck
6} feet high, with engine and boiler hatches
protected only by their iron casing=. to fight
an action, with a risk of encounteriug¥a
breeze of wind afterwards. Theso remurks
apply, not to exceptional vessels where com-
promises are sometimes unavuidably en-
forced, but to the condition of # first-class
ironclad sea-goingifrigate, fit tu perform all
the services whichitier, Maje~ty 3 navy may
have to render.

On visiting the Captain, did it strike you
at any time that she was heavily masted in
every way, and that the corresponding
spread of her canvas would far exceed what
is usual in a ship of her size 7—1 should bave
considered thoe ordinary masting excessive
. for a ship liko the Captain, and 1 have never
yet beon able to ascertain on what grounds

Admiral Siv I, R. Yelverton: Had you'st! any one eontended, or eould eontend, that



