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TrE Municipal and Parliamentary Contest which agitated the City
of Edinburgh in the year 1871, hetween the Edinburgh and District
Water Trustees and the Citizens of Edinburgh, in reference to the
proposed introduction by the trustees into the City, of the water of
St Mary's Loch, in the County of Selkirk, as the water supply of the
inhabitants, was, both on its own infrinsic merits, and with regard to
the issues dependent upon it, one of the most important questions
affecting Scotland, which has ever been raised and decided. The vic-
tory which the ecitizens achieved by their energy and determination,
vindicated the principle that the members elected by them to attend
to their interests in municipal councils and public trusts, are to repre-
sent their views and interests, and not their own separate interests,
or it may be their whims and crotchets. The interest of the con-
test therefore is not confined to Edinburgh. The principle vindi-
cated is one of gemeral application; and the decision of Parlia-
ment, as well as the practical results, first, in the revolution effected
in the Town Council at the succeeding municipal election, by the
ejection of nearly all the offending members who sought re-election,
and the rejection of others who sympathised with them,—and
secondly, in the freedom of the ratepayers from the peecuniary lia-
bilities which the Water Trustees sought to fasten upon them as
the result of the misconduet of these trustees, which freedom the
ratepayers established in the subsequent judicial proceedings at their
instance—appeared to many of the citizens who had taken part in the
eontest, to make it desirable that a permanent record of that contest
should be preserved. Application was therefore made to the Author,
who, as Secretary to the Committee of opposing Ratepayers, had better
means of information as to all the details than any other person con-
nected with the opposition, to prepare a history of the contest, to be












INTRODUCTION.

The contest of which this is intended to be a record was one of mora
than ﬁrdina.rj keenness and determination, with, at the time at least,
the advantage of the command of unlimited public funds on the one
side, which were unsparingly used, and only a subscribed purse on the
other, aided by the resolution and public spirit of the citizens, which
counter-balanced all the advantages of the Trustees, and heralded the
way to victory.

It is impossible however to understand the narrative of what took
place in 1871, without the respective positions of the water Trustees
and the citizens at the commencement of the struggle, in reference to
the existing water works, and the contemplated new source of supply,
being pointed out ; and even to make this perfectly intelligible, a good
deal of preliminary explanation is necessary. Indeed it is necessary to
go back to the origin of the Edinburgh water supply. The early part
of this preliminary narrative, referring to the period prior to 1819,
when the supply was in the hands of the Town Couneil will be shortly
given ; but the subsequent events will require greater detail.

The subject naturally presents itself under the following heads, which
will be treated of in their order :—

1. The early history of the water supply, down to the year 1819,
during which time it was in the hands of the Town Counecil.

2.- Its history in the hands of the Edinburgh Water Company, down
to the promotion of the Edinburgh and District Water Works Act of
1869.

3. The Parliamentary contest.in 1869, between the Town Council
and the Water Company, the latter being backed to a certain extent
by the ratepayers, resulting in the passing of the Act of 1869,

4. The Parliamentary contest in 1871, the history of which is the
ohject of the present publication.

5. The results and consequences of the citizens' vietory.
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CHAPTER L

Tee WATER SUPPLY PRIOR TO 1819.

DINBURGH seems to have been anciently supplied with water
chiefly from wells within the burgh ; and it is easy to conceive,
from the number of inhabitants within the walls, that the supply

must have been scanty and insufficient ; nor could the quality of the
water of these wells, flavoured as it must have been with the perfume
of “ the flowers of Edinburgh,” have been otherwise than dangerous
to the health of those using it.

There is no mention of the supply of water earlier than the year
1621. In that year an Act of Parliament (unprinted) was passed,
setting forth that the Magistrates were about to bring in water to the
city from a distance, and giving them liberty to pass through the
intervening lands for the purpose of laying the pipes, on paying the
damages thereby occasioned. Nothing further seems to have been
done till 1672, when the Town Council resolved to put the Act of
1621 into execution by bringing in water from Comiston. In 1674
they employed an engineer, to whom they agreed to pay £2950 ster-
ling, to bring in the water of a spring called the Tod's well, to a
reservoir to be made on the Castlehill, for distribution to the pu'hhu
wells through the city.
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Zhe Water Company, 1819-69. 5

works authorised in the Glencorse Valley, and brought in the Crawley
Spring. At the same time the number of main pipes along the prin-
cipal streets to afford service to private houses was largely increased.

The following general description of these works is taken from the
article “ Aqueduct” in the last edition of the Encyclopadia Britan-
nica, vol. iii. (1853). “The works undertaken by the Edinburgh
Water Company in 1819 were probably the most complete and perfect
of the time. They were designed by Mr Jardine, the then engineer
of the company, and carried out under his superintendence in a style
quite worthy of the city, and offering, both in the general design and
in all the details, a model of propriety and skill in this species of hy-
draulic architecture.” After a detailed description of the apparatus
and mode of conveyance of the water to the Crawley cistern, and
thence to Edinburgh, the reservoir is described in these terms :—
¢ The formation of the Compensation reservoir was undoubtedly the
greatest work of hydraulic engineering of its day. It was designed
and completed by Mr Jardine, and with the then limited experience
of contractors and workmen in the construction of similar works, its
successful completion does great honour to the genius and perseverance
of the engineer, It has been twice enlarged, and now (1853) forms an
artificial lake, extending over an arvea of 46 imperial acres.” There is
an error in this last statement, for the area of the reservoir at present,
at the level of the waste weir, is 54 acres 1 rood and 29 poles.

In the year 1826 the company obtained the Act 7 Geo. IV., cap.
108, whereby their name was changed to that of “The Edinburgh
Water Company,” and they were authorised to create additional stock
to the extent of £118,000, and to borrow £30,000, for laying additional
pipes for distribution, and acquiring and bringing in new supplies.

It appears from the Act & Will. IV. cap. 33, which the company
obtained in 1835, that they had never created the additional stock
authorised by the previous Aet, having, it is presumed, found it more
profitable to execute the works authorised, by borrowing money for the
- purpose on the personal security of the directors or individual members
of the company. However this may have been, the Act of 1835 states
in the preamble, that no part of the £118,000 had been raised, while
the company had incurred large debts in accomplishing the purposes
of that Aect ; and in lien of creating the foresaid stock of £118,000,
they were empowered by the present Act, to borrow that sum on the
security of the undertaking, with power to capitalize it, if thought
expedient. The purpose of this change in the mode of raising the
£118,000 was, of course, to obtain it on good security, at a rate of
interest lower than the dividend upon it would have been had it been
stock, and so to increase the dividend on the original stock of £135,000,

A great drought oceurred in 1842, and it became apparent that
supplies of water must be got in addition to those already authorised
but not yet brought in. In consequence, the company in the following
year (1843) applied for and obtained another Act, the 6 and 7 Will.
~ IV., cap. 89, whereby they were authorised to borrow a farther sum
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the sentiments which the Town Council and those 4600 inhabitants pro-
fess, are the united sentiments of the whole community of which they ave
members, There prevails in Edinburgh at this moment what, by the
gentlemen on the other side, in the printed case which they have cir-
culated among the members of the committee, is called ¢ excitement’
upon the question, but which more properly deserves the name of
universal indignation with respect to the conduct of this company. I
unguestionably shall not be the representative personally of that
excitement or indignation in this room, but I will endeavour, with
the patient forbearance of the commitiee, temperately to explain the

unds which have given rise to these feelings, and to examine whether
or not that expression of indignation has proceeded from what is called
in the same printed case; ‘a warped judgment and local prejudice,’ or
whether it has a general foundafion in fact. If there be good cause
for this indignation and aversion, and determined hostility to the
present bill upon the part of the entire community of that great city,
allow me to submit to you in the very outset, that that consideration
alone ought to be fatal to this bill. If this be a measure which pro-
fesses benefit to a community like that of Edinburgh, and if you
find that to a man that community are opposed to it, all that I have
to say is, weigh the grounds of that opinion, ascertain the reason of
that unanimity, and if you find that there is no false foundation for it,
but that on the contrary, it rests on a solid foundation, then I say that
it ought to be conelusive on the matter,” Had the Town Council and
Water Trustees, in their recent contest with the ratepayers, given the
same respectful consideration and the same weight to the views of the
latter, as expressed in two several petitions, each three times more
numerously signed and in as short a time, they would have saved
themselves much humiliation and personal loss, and the ratepayers
much trouble and expense,

In the autumn of 1847, the springs of Bavelaw and Listonshiells,
about 40 in number, were macle ayailable by being conveyed to Edin-
burgh. Compensation was at the same time provided to the mill-owners
on Bavelaw Burn and the Water of Leith by the construction of two
reservoirs at Threipmuir and Harlaw, which form one continuous
chain with not more than thirty feet of difference of level between
them when full, and together occupy an area of fully 200 acres.

During the construction of these works, however, the company,
pressed by the threatened competition of a new company, found it
necessary to increase their supplies, and in the year 1847 they obtained
the Act 10 and 11 Vie. cap. 202, for increasing their works and ac-
quiring and bringing in other springs farther west, and for that

urpose the capital of the Company was increased: from £184,000 to
£276,000, power to create new shares to the extent of the inerease
being given. They procured authority for bringing in the water of
the Black Springs by the new pipes laid on the north side of the hills
from Bavelaw and Listonshiells ; and under the Acts of 1843 and
1847 they brought in a number of ndditional springs and constructed
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“ The said Board of Trustees shall consist of persons assessed for water
rates on a rental of not less than £30 per annum, to be appointed or
elected as follows, viz. :— Four by the Lord Provost, Magistrates, and
Town Couneil of Edinburgh, of whom not more than one shall be a
member of such Council ; two by the Provost, Magistrates, and Town
Council of Leith, of whom not more than one shall be a member of
such Couneil ; one by the Provost, Magistrates, and Town Council of
Portobello ; two by the Commissioners of the sonthern districts of
Edinburgh, so long as these districts shall not be represented in the
Town Council of Edinburgh ; one by the Merchant Company of
Edinburgh ; one by the Faculty of Advocates ; one by the Society of
Writers to the Signet, and two by the Directors of the Company, so
long as an annual dividend on the capital stock of the Company shall
be payable to the shareholders thereof.” By section 99 provision was
made for the event, which afterwards oceurred, of the southern distriets
of Edinburgh being represented in the Town Council, by transferring
to the Town Council the power of electing two additional trustees in
their stead, as if the word ‘six’® were substituted for ‘four’in the
clause before quoted.

By the year 1862 the Company became again apprehensive that ere
long the demand for water, owing to the increase of the city, would
exceed their means of supply ; and to provide against this contingency
they, in 1863, obtained the Act 26 and 27 Vict., cap. 187. The
capital was again increased to £414,000, by authorising the creation of
£46,000 of additional stock, to be applied in the construction of a
compensation reservoir at Crosswood, and in bringing in a number of
springs in the lands of Crosswood, to the westward of the last extension
of the works, _

The works authorised were duly executed, and the Crosswood
springs brought in.

Such was the position of the Water Company in the year 1868,
when the Corporations of Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello began to
agitate, not for a transfer to a public trust under the Act of 1856, buf
for a transfer to a body of trustees to be named by themselves, that is
practically to thémselves, of the works for the water supply of the
district defined by the Water Company’s Acts as the City of Edin-
burgh, the Town and Port of Leith, and the parishes of Canongate,
North and South Leith, St Cuthbert’s and Duddingston, all in the
County of Edinburgh.
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Provisional Order. The Water, the City Road Trust, and Gas Supply
were in succession to be the ohjects of legislation and deputation year
by year ; and in the very session of 1871, while many members of the
Corporation were up in London promoting the Water Bill, and receiving
their travelling charges and two guineas per day for their maintenance,
it is said that some of them who have been in the practice of making
the loudest professions of purity, were at the same time charging
travelling charges and two guineas a day against Heriot's Hospital—
and were besides making similar charges, and five gnineas per day in
addition, as professional men, against the Tramways Company, all on
the footing of having gone to London, and having their whole time
occupied for each individual body.

In the year 1868, the acquisition of the water works from the Water
Company, the abandonment of our present supply of undoubtedly
pure and wholesome water, and the introduction instead of it, as the
sole supply of the city, of what was called an unlimited supply of at
best an unsafe water from St Mary's Loch, was fixed upon as the
subject of the spring trip of 1869. Doubtless the fact that the summer
of that year was an exceptionally dry one, causing great scarcity of
water all over the country, prompted the selection of that particular
subject of legislation at the time. It is not very well known who was
the author of the entire scheme ; indeed it seems to have had several
authors, Councillor David Lewis in his evidence before the Commons’
Committee in 1869 (Q. 841) claimed the honour, as he chose to call it,
of being one of the originators of the scheme of transfer ; but before
the Lords’ Committee in the same year, he (Q. 1480) diselaimed being
the originator of the St Mary's Loch scheme. Mr James W. Stewart,
the engineer who was employed to report on the best source from which
a more abundant supply of water could be obtained, and who thereafter
formally brought that scheme before the Couneil, does not claim the
authorship, for in his interim report of 28th August 1868, which
contains the first notice of the Loch, he merely says, “ my attention has
been particularly directed to St Mary's Loch as a source of supply,”
without saying who directed it. It must have been a very particular
direction indeed, from some one deeply interested in the schems, which
caused him to overstep the Pentlands, the South Isk, and the Heriot,
all probable sources of supply, and all within comparatively short
distances from Edinburgh, and requiring no works of any unusual
description to bring in the water, and to go, as s very first move in
the course of inquiry, straight to St Mary’s Loch, double the distance
from Edinburgh of any of the other sources, and requiring the boring
of tunnels of upwards of eight miles in length through two intervening
hilly ridges, at an enormous increase of expense. This came out
somewhat unwillingly from him in eross-examination in the Commons'
Committee which sat on the scheme of 1871, as will appear from the
following short extracts from his evidence :—

“2005. When you say you had orders to go and select the spot for
further supply, where did you go fitst 1 I forget where I went to first.
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he said the inhabitants could not get water during that dry summer,
he, with a view to shew that the company were unable to furnish the
requisite supplies of water to the city, is reported to have said,—* One
eause of the failure to supply water for domestic purposes was that the
Water Company, after selling it to the public, sold it a second time to
brewers and manufacturers, though they had only power under their
Acts to sell the surplus after the inhabitants were supplied. As to
the remedy for the existing evil, some thought that things would never
be right till the Corporation took the water supply into their own
hands. He had been long of that opinion, but he felt bound to state that
although they had entire possession at present, they could not possibly
improve the existing state of things under the present arrangements of
the Water Company, and for the best of all reasons, that there was
not a sufficient supply of water to give to the inhabitants. He would
admit that the Water Company were doing the best they could to dis-
tribute the water, and keep down the surging elements of what
amounted almost to a social rebellion ; but they conld not manufacture
the water. If they deprived the brewers and manufacturers of their
present supply of water, that would only aggravate the existing evil
by depriving the working classes of bread as well as water, because
work would be brought to a stand. One thing they might do, and
that was to prevent water being wasted on Sundays to drive organs in
churches, because, he thought, it was directly opposed to the spirit of
the Gospel to worship God by machinery by pouring hundreds of
gallons of water into a drain, while people were famishing for want of
water.” He then went on to say, “That the working at the back of
the Pentland Hills gathering mere handfuls of water from sheep drains,
was mere trifling, and was totally out of the question ; and they must
now direct attention to where they could get an adequate supply of
water. It appeared to him that if they wanted a really adequate sup-
ply, they must go the head of the Tweed at Broughton, or to the head
of the Clyde at Abington.” The strong statements of Mr Lewis carried
with him the majority of the Council, who were doubtless easy to be
convinced with the ensuing spring trip in prospect ; and they resolved,
in terms of the motion, by a majority of twenty-four to four. A com-
mittee was then appointed, consisting of Lord Provost Chambers,
Bailies Handyside and Skinner, Dean of Guild Law, and Councillors
Mossman, Ford, Stott, David Lewis, and Cousin. The four members
who were not led away by the contradictory claptrap of Mr Lewis were
Bailie Miller, Councillors Richard Wilson and Tawse, and lastly,
Councillor Blackadder. The last of the four was a shareholder and a
director of the Water Company, and no doubt professed then to be
conseientiously satisfied that the water supply was adequate, and ad-
ministered by the proper parties. Whether his personal interest in
the Water Company had anything to do with his views at that time
may be a question. But certain it is that in 1871, when his interest
in the profits of the Water Company had ceased, he hoisted opposite
colours, and came out as a thick and thin supporter of the St Mary's
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Couneil till late on the evening of the 4th, and which they were ex-
pected to master and discuss next day.

At the special meeting of Council of 5th November 1868, a man-
ceuvre was had recourse to, by which the newspaper reporters were
deceived into giving a report of the meeting which concealed from the
public the real spirit in which the scheme was to be promoted. The
report of the meeting in the Scofsman, and also, it is presumed, in the
other papers, bears that the first thing done was to submit the interim
report of the Special Committee, which is there printed as if it had
been placed in the hands of the press for publication before any dis-
cussion took place. Doubtless, the reporters were made to understand
that the reports furnished to them at the close of the meeting for pub-
lication were to be considered as having been put into their hands at
the commencement, and so they treated them ; but these had omitted
to observe, or at least to attach any importance to the unusual eircum-
stance, that they were not, as is customary, admitted at the assembling
of the Council, and that some time had elapsed after the specified
hour of meeting hefore they were admitted. It now appears from the
formal minutes of the meeting, a copy of which was got at in the con-
test of 1871, taken in connection with the report of the same meeting’
in the newspapers of 6th November 1868, that the Town Council took
the extraordinary step not only of constituting their meeting in secret,
but also prior to the admission of the press of discussing and dispesing of
a motion in secret, the very fact of the discussion of which was carefully
concealed from the press and the public. The minutes of that meet-
ing are so important that they are now given at full length :—

FEdinburgh, 5th November 1868.

“ At a Special Meeting of the Magistrates and Council held to
consider the Interim and Supplementary Interim Reports by
the Special Committee on the Water Supply of Edinburgh,
Leith, and Portobello,

¢ The Lorp Provost in the Chair.

“ The Interim and Supplementary Interim Reports of the Special
Committee having been printed and circulated among the members of
Council as * strictly private and confidential,’ were held as read.

“ Baillie MiLLER moved, seconded by Councillor Howpew, ¢ That
the Interim and Supplementary Reports be placed in the hands of the
press, and that the discussion be conducted in public.’

“ Councillor Storr, seconded by Councillor Mossmax, moved as
an amendment, ¢ That until the Magistrates and Council have considered
these reports, and resolved on the course of action to be followed, and
have otherwise authorised, the reports be not communicated to the
_Erresa or to the public ; but that the discussion proceed with open

0078,
‘“ The vote was thereupon taken as between the motion and the
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thing to conceal, to deceive the press into reporting something the very
reverse of the fact. From the passages italicised in the above minute,
it will be seen that a large majority of the Council resolved in secret
meeting that the reports of the Special Committee were to be made
public at the ensuing discussion, only in the event of the Council
resolving at once to proceed with the St Mary’s Loch scheme. But
the reporters were not informed that the reports furnished to them at
the close of the meeting, as is usually done for publication, had been
deliberately withheld till the result of the discussion was ascertained,
and would have been withheld indefinitely, and perhaps altogether,
had the result been different. *

The Town Council, once entered on the downward path, had now, to
simple concealment, added deceit and trickery.

Coming back to the reports which formed the subject of discussion
at this meeting, it is not intended here to enterinto any detail of them,
though they call for some remarks. There were two reports from the
Special Committee, one termed an interim report, and the other a sup-
plementary interim report,—the former having embodied in it two
reports by Mr James W. Stewart, civil engineer, an analysis by Dr
Stevenson Macadam of the water of St Mary's Loch, and the sub-
stance of a report by Mr Bateman, civil engineer.

From the interim report of the Special Committee it appeared that
a Special Committee of four had been appeinted by the Town Couneil
* of Leith, and another of three by the Town Couneil of Portobello—

and that the aggregate Committee formed of the Special Committees of
Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello had conducted the enquiry ordered.
Under their employment, Mr Stewart had made a report (1.) on the
then supply of water, which he reported to be 30 gallons per head per
day ; (2.) On the distribution, which he described as defective, there
being in many places insufficient supplies ; and (3.) On the source of
a more abundant supply ;—in reference to which he preferred the
natural lake of St Mary’s to any artificial reservoirs for collecting and
storing the waters of the Clyde or Tweed. Although an analysis of
‘the water of that loch had been obtained, it never seemed to have
occurred to any member of the Committee, or to the engineer, or to
any other person concerned, to compare with that water the waters of
the Clyde or Tweed. The whole scope of Mr Stewart's report shows
that St Mary’s Loch was intended from the first to be the only future
source of supply to Edinburgh, to the exclusion of the present supplies,
because the quantity proposed to be brought in (10,000,000 gallons
_per day) would afford 47} gallons per head per day to a population of
210,000, which was then estimated to be the population of the dis-
trict to be supplied. It was not an additional, but a more abundant
supply that was reported on.

There was also a supplementary report by Mr Stewart, in which he
estimated the total expense of this scheme, including new pipes for
town service, &e., at £550,000 ; but he stated how, by reducing the
size of the aqueduct pipes from the loch, and utilizing the existing

D
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called upon to decide a question so seriously affecting the interests of
the community. The Special Committee felt that in deferring to a
wish so natural in itself, and so generally expressed, they fulfilled theiy
duty when they issued the print as a confidential document for the pri-
vate information of the Magistrates and Council exclusively.

“Tt has been suggested that, instead of going to Parliament during
the ensuing session to promote the scheme explained in the interim
report, it might be more prudent, in the first instance to take over the
Water Company’s rights, powers, and property, under the provisions
of “ The Edinburgh Water Company’s Act, 1856," and thereafter go
to Parliament to obtain the requisite powers to bring in the necessary
additional supply of water from St Mary’s Loeh. This suggestion,
which seems a feasible one at first sight, has been duly considered by
the Special Committee, but appears to them to be open to insur-
mountable objections. In the first place, the Committee are of opinion
that if the supply of water for Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello, is to
be taken out of the hands of the present Company, and vested in that of
a body of publie trustees, these trustees must be elected by, or on behalf
of the several communities eoncerned, in proportions corresponding to
their respective rentals, and that the trustees so elected must be di-
rectlyresponsible to public opinion. TVe Special Committee are not dis-
pused to believe that, in the present day, the communities of Edinburgh,
Leith, and Portobello wonld be prepaved to vest the management and
direction of their water supply in a Board of Trustees constituted in the
way and manner specified in the Water Company's Aet of 1856."

All this looks very plausible, provided it can be assumed that it was
geriously intended to' consult and be guided by the opinion of the
ratepayers. Whether this was ever seriously intended may be matter
of very serious doubt. But, be this as it may, the cloven foot
geems fo peep oub in a paragraph a little farther on, which follows
‘some objections to come under the Company’s obligations, by a Trust
under their Acts (which obligations, by the way, few of the promoters
could come under, one only of each Corporation being eligible for
election to that trust), and also to the mode provided for fixing the
compensation to the Company for their stock. The following is the
paragraph referred to:— “Moreover, it would be exceedingly dangerous
to saddle the three communities with the existing works of the
Company, which are manifestly insufficient to provide the required
quantity of water, unless they were at the same time ensured that they
would get powers to bring in'an indepéndent supply, which is absolutely
indispensable. So sensible were the Corporations of Liverpool, Man-
E:hestar, Glasgow, Greenock, and Paisley, of the propriety of this course
in these cases, that the powers to take over the existing water works in
these places, and to bring in an independent supply, were obtained
simultaneously.”

Some farther remarks are then made upon a suggestion which
had been made to delay procedure for another year to afford opportu-
nities to mature a proper plan, and possibly to negociate an amicable
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ultimately did so, the honour and glory would have been theirs, and
no advantages would have redounded to those adventurous spirits who
had resolved that, whether the ratepayers agreed or not, they would
bring into Edinburgh the water of 5t Mary’s Loch.

It was in these cirenmstances that the Town Council, on bth
November 1868, unanimously adopted theresolution of Councillor Lewis,
before quoted on page 16. The minutes, however, shew that the
meeting was not in the first instance unanimous, for an amendment
was moved by Bailie Miller, and seconded by Councillor Howden,
though afterwards withdrawn, to the effect that preliminary negotiations
for an arrangement with the Water Company as to the transfer of the
works were expedient before going to Parliament ; and that the scheme
for an additional supply should be postponed and matured, and sub-
mitted to the ratepayers for approval. No wonder that some Councillors
hesitated until they should see what the cost of the whole would be,
and whether their constitutents would approve of the scheme. It had
been estimated by Mr Stewart, that taking advantage of the existing
works for distribution of his new supply, the cost of introduction of
water from St Mary's Loch would be £350,000. But he had given no
estimate of what would have to be paid for the undertaking of the
Water Company. The Special Committee had, however, in their
interim report made a wild guess that a million sterling at the utmost
would carry out the proposed scheme and compensate the Water
Company on the footing of taking over their entire works. Now; the
capital of the Company was nominally £414,000, paying a dividend of
63 per cent., and there was a statutory mortgage debt of £133,000,
besides other debts and obligations, which, when the transfer was
ultimately effected, were fixed at about £20,000. £414,000 at, say 6
per cent. was equivalent to £552,000 at 4% per cent.; and assuming
this to be its wvalue, these three sums of £552,000, £133,000, and
£20,000, amount in gross to £705,000, Add to this £350,000 as the
estimated cost of construction of the new works, and the million
sterling spoken of as the outside estimate of the entire cost was exceeded
by £55,000. Instead of this state of things there should have heen a
broad margin to cover the contingency, which experience, if they had
any, should have told them was absolutely certain, of the cost of the
new works far exceeding the estimate which Mxr Bateman shewed to be
no estimate at all, since the details of the scheme had not even been
resolved on. That an estimate of complicated works, without some-
thing like details, should have been even seriously looked at by this
Special Committee, and subsequently by the Town Council, only shews
their utter ignorance of the subject with which they were professing to
deal. [Itwould not have been a bit more absurd had the Governors of
(George Heriot's Hospitalasked Councillor David Lewis, whoseemstohave
been the chairman of the Special Committee, and the moving spirit of
the whole scheme, to estimate to furnish a ton of boots and shoes to
fit the inmates of that institution, without giving him the least specifi-
cation of numbers or sizes,
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weeks to a fow days before the day of election, for the double purpose
of giving the sitting representatives an opportunity of giving an account
of their stewardships, and candidates for election an opportunify of
explaining the grounds on which they aspire to the representation of
the ward. The reports in the newspapers of the meetings held prior
to the December elections in that year have been examined. At
several of them the question of water supply does not appear
to have been mentioned at all, or at least to have been so slightly
alluded to as not to have attracted the notice of the reporters; at
others what was mentioned was rather the proposed transfer of the
works from the Water Company to the Corporation, than the St
Mary's Loch Water Scheme ; at St George's Ward the scheme was
approved of by Bailie Skinner and condemned by Councillor Richard
Wilson ; at St Stephen’s Ward it was condemned by Couneillor
Howden ; at St Luke's Ward it was stated by both Councillors Tawse
and John Wilson that they had no proper informatfion to form an
opinion on it ; at Newington Ward, Councillor Colston pronounced in
favour of the scheme ; at St Andrew’s Ward Lord Provest Chambers
promised to submit it to a public meeting of the inhabitants, to be
ealled for the purpose, before proceeding further ; and the meeting at
Broughton Ward pronounced in favour of a meeting being specially
called to consider the question. At no one ward was the question of
approval or disapproval of the St Mary’s Loch Scheme put for the
purpose of eliciting any opinion. The understanding was universal
that the particulars of the scheme, or a least such particulars as were
necessary to let it be understood, were to be submitted to the com-
munity in some satisfactory manner for their opinion, in terms of the
resolution of the Town Council of the previous 5th of November,
before proceeding to promote it in parliament.

In consequence of this understanding, the matter of the water sup-
ply did not in the least degree influence the municipal elections. At
the first meeting of the new Couneil the re-election of Mr Chambers,
as Lord Provost, was moved by Bailie Miller and seconded by Dean
of Guild Law, the present Provost. In seconding the nomination the
Dean of Guild expressed his anxiety “ to assist in carrying out: the
scheme for providing a sufficient water supply, and the other matters
which his Lordship so ably promoted. In regard tothe water question,
judging from the letters which appeared in the newspapers, there was
the greatest amount of ignorance prevalent on the subject throughout
the town, and he thought it would be the duty of the Council to en-
lighten the people upon it. They did not seem to read at all. They
Just wrote without knewledge of the subject.” The duty of the
Council to give to the inhabitants proper information on the St Mary’s
Loch Scheme was thus directly admitted by the Dean of Guild, and
acquiesced in by the Council then assembled. How they performed
that duty will form the subject of examination ere long.

Probably with some faint idea in his head of trying to perform his
part of this duty, the Dean of Guild published a letter in the Scofsman
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The question was again raised for discussion in the Town Council
at a meeting on 15th December 1868, on a motion by Councillor
Crighton, for the appointment of a Special Committee on the Water
Supply. An amendment to delay the appointment was moved, and a
discussion followed, in the course of which it was stated that at several
Ward meetings, and particularly St Giles', St George's, and George
Square Wards, the scheme had been approved of. When reference
is made to the reports of the meetings, this simply means that no
disapproval of the scheme, that is, the St Mary's Loch scheme, had
been stated ; but neither was there any approval of it. On the other
hand, it was stated distinctly by Bailie Stott, an actiye promoter of
the scheme, that after the Bill should be lodged, “ the matter would
be laid before a public meeting of the inhabitants of Edinburgh, and
before every ward ; and then, if the public should approve of it, the
Council, as the servants of the public, would go on with it ; and if the
public at these meetings disapproved of the scheme, they would never
hear a word about it.” On-that footing a Special Committee was
appointed, consisting of the old Committee, with the name of Mr
Richard Wilson substituted for that of Bailie Handyside, who was not
now in the Council. It is due to Mr Wilson to say that he declined
to act on this Committee. ; :

At the next meeting of Council on 29th December 1868, there was
another discussion. By this time the Bill had been lodged in Parlia-
ment, and a copy of it was then laid on the Council table. A letter
from the Manager of the Water Company, and a printed statement by
the Directors which had been published, were also laid on the table.
A long discussion took place on these doecuments, which ended in the
passing, by a majority of 26 to 10, of the following resolution, moved
by Bailie Fyfe :—* The Magistrates and Council, considering that the
Special Committee are at present engaged in obtaining additional in-
formation regarding the new scheme of the Water Company lately
gubmitted to the Committee, and other sources of supply, with the
view of laying the same hefore the ratepayers, agree to delay considera-
tion of the Bill now on the table, until the Special Committee shall
have completed their investigation, and report the same to the
Couneil.”

On 15th February 1869 the Joint Committee of the three Corpora-
tions had a meeting, at which were submitted a report by a Sub-commit-
tee on the water supply, with relative reports by Mr Stewart and Mr
Bateman on the Moorfoot and St Mary’s Loch schemes, and also on
the Tweed scheme of Mr Coyne, C.E.; also a report by Mr B. H.
Blyth in 1863, on the capabilities of the Moorfoot distriet, and an
analysis of the Moorfoot water by Professor Lyon Playfair, also made
in 1863. The Committee approved of the reports of Messrs Stewart
rand Bateman, and agreed to report to the several Corporations that
iin their opinion, the St Mary’s Loch scheme was the one which, in all
ithe circumstances, was the best.

All these reports appear to have been handed to the newspapers for

E
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the amendment of Councillor Tawse, the amendment was negatived by
23 yotes to 12. It was thus resolved by a large majority of the Town
Council, that the ratepayers were to be informed of what the Special
Committee intended to do, but that no action should be taken to as-
certain their opinions in the matter. The following members of the
present Council voted against taking steps to ascertain the opinions of
the ratepayers, viz.—DMessrs Law, Cousin, Russel, Sloan, Hope, Moss-
man, Younger, Cranston, Bladworth, Rowatt, Lewis, and Colston.
During the course of this discussion, a suggestion was thrown out
by the Lord Provost to the Committee, that they ¢ should see
whether voting billets could not be sent out to the ratepayers. They
would thus ascertain the real views of the constituency, and run no
risk of having meetings packed by either party.” It did not suit the
views of the Committee even to take any notice of this suggestion,
The minority of the Couneil, however, were not dispesed to acqui-
esce in this dictatorial style of freating the community, and some
of them began to take steps for holding meetings of their own wards,
at which the subject should be brought before their constituents, and
their opinions elicited. '
In rivalry to this movement, or rather with a view to stamp it out,
the Special Committee of the Town Council suddenly resolved to take
the opinion of the wards, with unwonted expedition, and after an
unprecedented fashion. Altogether disregarding the Lord Provost's
suggestion of issuing voting billets, probably because a fair and unin-
fluenced vote was not likely to suit their intended schemes, they
gmu_’pgd the thirteen wards into four districts, three of them com-
prising three wards each, and one of them comprising four ; and in the
daily papers of Monday, 22nd February 1869, appeared the following
extraordinary advertisement :— -'

“ EpineurcH AND DistrRior WATER SUPPLY.

“ The Special Committee of the Town Council of Edinburgh on the
water supply have to request the ratepayers in the several wards of
the city to attend public district meetings, to be held as undernoted,
for the purpose of considering the best means of securing an adequate
supply of water for the city and adjoining distriets :— '

Wards.
i lITD .
%RGUG}QTDN. . | In New Street Church, on Monday 22nd
Cmnﬂﬂug: curt., at _E?ght o‘clock.

81 LEONARD'S . 22nd curt., at eight o‘clock. -

i
(*EORGE SQUARE, In Brighton Street Chapel, on Monday
NEWINGTON,
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Councillors to be elected was increased from thirty-one to thirty-nine,
the whole city was divided into thirteen wards, each sending to the
Council three representatives, and each intended to have in all muni-
eipal matters a separate action of its own. ‘

Any attempt by the Council as a body, or by any Committee ap-
pointed by it, to revert, without the authority of the wards themselves,
to the old mode of holding meetings of districts composed of wards
arbitrarily selected by themselves, for the purpose of eliciting the opin-
ion of the community on a proper municipal matter, was a direct con-
travention of the spirit of the Municipality Extension Act ; and, repre-
hensible as it was in any circumstances, it was doubly so when done
with the intention, or at least with the effect, of neutralising or stifling
the opinion of any one ward. The effect, and doubtless the inten-
tion, of the district meetings so called, was altogether to invert what
would in all probability have been the result of ward meetings held
separately.

For many years prior to this period, the municipal elections had
‘been to a very great extent influenced by sectarian opinions, nourished
and kept alive by the agitation for the abolition of the Annuity tax,
which was in full swing in 1868 and 1869. To be sound on that
question was, with the majority of the electors of several of the wards,
and notably those of the Canongate, St Giles’, St Leonard’s, and, lat-
terly George Square Wards, the sole qualification required in a candi-
date for election ; and in consequence the party which called itself the
Independent Liberal party, the leaders of which had taken that agita-
tion under their peculiar care, had hitherto commanded overwhelming
majorities in each of these wards. Councillor David Lewis, too, had
taken especial care that these wards, and particularly St Leonard’s and
the Canongate Wards should be well stirred up to go in for any scheme
that would promise an additional supply of water. In his speech in
the Town Council on 18th February, he had falked in moving terms
of the want of water by the residents in St Leonard’s, Lothian Street,
- Chessels’ Court, the Pleasance, Adam Street, Brown Street, Viewerdig,
and the Canongate ; and no doubt, when these persons heard their
sufferings described in such glowing terms, they were apt to believe
them real, and might be reasonably relied on to support the scheme of
the great philanthropist who discoursed so feelingly of their wants,
Other two wards, St Cuthbert’'s and Newington, might be classed as
partaking of the character both of the New Town and the Independent
Liberal wards, and in their elections had showed pretty decided inde-
pendent liberal leanings. It so happened also, that the active pro-
moters of the St Mary's Loch Scheme were nearly all prominent
Independent Liberals, so that that party was identified with the pro-
moters of the scheme. The grouping of the wards was so effected that
those wards likely to be adverse to the scheme were overwhelmed by
those whose support of it was to be relied on ; and even the localities
where the meetings were to be held were carefully selected, so as to be
very convenient to the reliable wards, that large attendances from them
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Newington ward were little over 1600. Newington ward was therefore
completely swamped. This meeting was protested against by Councillor
Muirhead, one of the representatives of Newington ward, as irregular
and unprecedented. Bailie Cousin and Councillor David Lewis
addressed the meeting at great length, both urging the adoption of the
whole scheme, and seouting the idea of any objection to it, on any
ground whatever, being well founded. As might have been expected,
-a motion approving of the scheme was carried, said to be almost
unanimously.

The meetings of the wards of St George's, St Giles’, and St Cuth-
bert's followed on 23rd February. St George's was the dangerous
ward, with not 800 electors ; but it was swamped by St Giles' with
1500 ; St Cuthbert's with upwards of 3000 electors being, if not
favourable, at least fairly divided. The meeting too was held in the
Corn Exchange, Grassmarket, the most favourable possible place for a
large attendance from St Giles' and St Cuthbert’s wards, and the most
unsuitable for St George's. It was also protested against by electors
of St George's ward, both on account of the locality in which it was
held, and of the manner in which it had been ecalled. Only about
600 persons were present, and the principal spealkers were Councillor
Romans and Bailie Cousin, neither of whom were electors in any of
the wards, and Councillor David Lewis, who though an elector in St
Giles' ward, was one of the representatives of St Leonard’s ward, and
had taken his part in the meeting of the group or district of which it
formed part. A resolution in favour of the introduction of St Mary's
Loch water was, as might have been expected, carried without any
~ amendment having been moved.

The last meeting, held on 24th February, comprised the remaining
four New Town wards, viz., St Bernard's, St Stephen’s St Luke's, and
St Andrew’s. That meeting, like the others, was protested against, on
the ground that separate ward meetings were the proper mode of
ascertaining the opinions of the ratepayers. Great diversity of opinion
was expressed at the meeting, which was said to consist of about 700
or 800 persons, and various divisions took place. The ultimate division
was between a motion approving of the St Mary’s Loch scheme and an
amendment that farther information wa¥ necessary to enable the meeting
to express any opinion on the scheme. The Lord Provost (Chambers)
who was in the chair decided that the motion was carried ; but his
decision was challenged at the time, and the Scofsman's report bears that
““the vote seemed very close.” - :

The practical effect of these meetings is well given in the following
extracts from a leading article in the Scofsman of 26th February 1869 :
—“The farce of taking the opinion of 40,000 ratepayers on the
Edinburgh * Water Question,’ by means of meetings called by surprise,
has of course been played out, or nearly played out, to the desired
dénodiment, Only the merest fraction of the persons concerned attended
the meetings, probably indeed only a small proportion knew anything
of the matter till all was over; the majority at those meetings were
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the minutes, Bailie Cousin in particular being most emphatic in his
support of the St Mary's Loch scheme, on every ground that could be
urged, and as emphatic in his denunciation of every other scheme.

The discussion, however, at this meeting afforded the most remark-
able illustration of the wild grounds on which the scheme was sup-
ported by the dominant majority, in an estimate of the expense of if,
being the only one in detail ever made publie before 1871, given by
Councillor Romans, who, to add weight to it, stated that he had been
practically engaged for twenty-five years in the construction and man-
agement of gas and water works, and that he had deemed it a duty
he owed to the citizens to visit St Mary's Loch, and make up an estimate
of the cost. He concluded his speech by giving the following as his
estimate :—

The embankments at mouth of loch, Compensation reservoir on the Ir[egget, and
the tunnalliﬂgd ﬂgan cutting, and culverts, are calculated for supplying and

carrying 30,000,000 gallons daily ; the pipes ditto for 10,000,000 gallons daily ;
but all exclusive of purchase of land and Parliamentary expenses :—

Embankment at loch, and compensation reservoir on Megget, - ; £20,000
Open cutting from loch, 2200 yards long, 70,000 cubic yards, at 1s. 3d, . 4,475
Pitching bottom and sides of loeh, 15 feet of broad surface, at 2s. per yard, 1,100
Tunnel, 350 yards, at £9 per yard, 30 feet area, . : : : 3,150
Built culvert, 380 yards, T feet avea, at £4, 103, per yard, i : 0, 960
Tunnel, 6456 yards, at £9 per yard, 30 feet area, ; : : 68,104
Built culvert, 273 yards, T feet area, at £4, 102, per vard, : p 1,229
Euilt culvert, 347 ;fm'c'ls, 7 feet area, at £4, 10s. per yard, ; ; 3,812
Cast iron pipe, 36 inches diameter, 26,870 yards, at £3, 10s, per yard, 04,076
Viaduct across the Tweed, about 10 feet above river, . : : 1,800
Tunnel north of Peebles, 7460 yards, at £9 per yard, 30 feet area, - 67,140
Tunnel to Blackwater, 417 yards, 30 feet area, at £9 per yard, : 3,768
Tunnel to the Esk, 450 yards, 30 feet area, at £9 per yard, : W 4,050
Shafting tunnels over entire tunnelling—1000 yards, at £7, - / 7,000
Viaduct over the Esk, 135 yards long, 90 feet above river, : ; 3,800
Built culvert from Esk to reservoir, 9347 yards at £4, 10s,, ] . 44,312
Reservoir and all fitments complete at Straiton, : 4 & 10,000
Cast iron pipe, 30 inches diameter, to Minto Street, 5467 yards, at £3, 16,491
Total Estimate, . - £348,162

It 1s not a little amusing to contrast this estimate with the detailed’
estimate of Mr Stewart, the engineer of the works, which he exhibited
in Committee in 1871. Mr Stewart's estimate (given afterwards) was
£457,325 ; but then it included a sum of £20,000 for land, way-leave
and water, which item is not included in the estimate of Mr Romans.
On the other hand, that of Mr Romans includes a reservoir on the
Megget, estimated by Mr Stewart at £15,000, which is not included

‘in Mr Stewart's £457,325. Taking this at £10,000 only—then for
the sake of comparison £10,000 being withdrawn from the estimate of
‘Mr Romans in respect of the Megget reservoir, and £20,000 from
ithat of Mr Stewart in respect of way-leave, the difference between
Itheir respective estimates for the same work was £101,163 ! At that
itime the cost of the projected scheme was the only ground of contro-
1versy, the quality of the water not having been as yet properly tested :
tand yet these were the data on which the Town Council took it upnnt

ithem to promote so gigantic a scheme, :
F
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the requisition to call the meeting was got up ; but the way in which,
before he left Edinburgh, he, as Provost, treated a requisition by a
deputation of citizens, to be immediately noticed, justifies the conclu-
gion that he would have refused to call a meeting of his own ward.
As for Councillor Mossman, his idea of his own importance, as repre-
sentative of the ward, was much the sams in 1869 as it is now, and
on that occasion was shown in the same way, viz, by treating with
contempt a requisition of his constituents to call a public meeting to
ascertain the opinion of the ward on the water question, and refusing
to meet them. The Lord Provost being absent, Councillor Blackadder
who was then, in the inferest of the Water Company, or more probably
in his own interest, opposed to the scheme, called the meeting in his
own name alone. The meeting was held on 2nd March, but was
attended by only about fifty persons. A resolution was adopted almost
unanimously, only five hands being held up against it, declaring that
the St Mary's Loch Scheme was far in excess of the requirements of
the community, and that if carried out, it would create a great and
unnecessary addition to the present excessive taxation of the ecity.
It was also agreed to request the representatives of the ward to op-
pose the further action of the Special Committee in promoting the
scheme,

In Calton Ward, two of its representatives (Bailies Fyfe and Rus-
sell), chose to treat in the same way as Councillor Mossman, a requisi-
tion to them by a number of their constituents, to call a meeting of
the ward to consider the Water Scheme ; and, as in the case of St
Andrew's Ward, a meeting was called by the remaining representative,

.Councillor Methven. At the meeting held on 5th March, and attended
by about 150 persons, a resolution precisely similar to that carried at
the meeting of St Andrew’s Ward, was unanimously adopted.

In St George's Ward, Bailie Skinner and Councillor Hope refused
to meet their constituents when required to call a meeting, and in
consequence a meeting was convened by Councillor Richard Wilson,
and held on 8th March. Theattendance is not stated in the newspaper
report, A resolution was adopted almost unanimously, only three
hands being held up against it, condemning the St Mary's Loch
Scheme, and requesting the representatives of the ward to oppose
further action in the matter.

In ng:‘rngtpn Ward, Bailie Cousin refused to concur with his col-
Iea.gue_a in calling a meeting of the Ward, or to attend the meeting
when it was called by Councillors Muirhead and Colston. It was held
on 8th March, and was attended by about 200 persons. A motion
was submitted disapproving of the scheme ; and also an amendment
approving of the action of the Town Council, and recommending the
prosecution of the Bill. On a division the amendment was adopted by
76 votes to 73. This was the only ward meeting at which the St
Mary's Loch Scheme was approved of, the majority in favour of it
being however only three,

In St Bernard's Ward a large meeting assembled, on 8th March, on
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of a local nature was cut down to the smallest possible dimensions, and
very probably the promise in question was omitted to be published.

In the most fayourable view, therefore, for the Town Couneil, it is
impossible to extract from these meetings as a whole, any evidence
indicating that the St Mary's Loch Scheme had the support of any
considerable body of the inhabitants.

Before leaving the subject of these meetings there is another cir-
cumstance connected with them, which, as Lord Provost Chambers was
not merely the principal performer, but performed a somewhat singular
part, must receive some notice.

The promotion of the St Mary’s Loch Water Scheme by the Town
Council in the high-handed way which has been detailed, had roused
the opposition of a considerable body of the ratepayers; and in the
course of the spring they had formed themselves into a body termed
the “ Edinburgh Ratepayers’ Association,” for the purpose, among
others, of preventing the adoption of all schemes which should appear
ill-advised and extravagant. This association had a meeting on 24th
February 1869, at which both the scheme and the way in which it had
been promoted were denounced, and the following resolution was
passed :—* That this meeting resolve that the Lord Provost be
requested to call a public meeting of the ratepayers to consider the
question of the water supply, and appoint the committee to wait upon
the Lord Provost to make this request.” That this was a meeting
whose resolutions were entitled to, at least, polite consideration on the
part of the Lord Provost, will be at once evident, on reading the
following names, from the public report of the meeting, of the gentle-
men who took part in it, viz, Major Crombie, late of the 72nd
regiment, (chairman) ; Mr William F. Kay, wine merchant ; Mr James
Tod, advocate ; Dr Winchester ; Mr Robert Bryson, watchmaker ; Mr
G. H. Girle ; Mr Robert Lee, advocate ; Mr George Robertson, W.S.,
and others.

A deputation from the meeting, comprising some of the above
~gentlemen and others, waited upon his Lordship the same day, and in
order to avoid all possibility of a charge of exaggeration, the following
account of the interview is taken from his Lordship's own evidence
before the Committee of the House of Lords, on 30th June 1869, in
the question between the Town Council and the Water Company as
to the transfer of the works to a public trust, in which certain rate-
payers appeared and opposed the transfer.

In the course of cross-examination by Mr Will, on the part of
these ratepayers, and after the suhject of the district meetings had
been touched upon, his Lordship proceeded to say farther in cross-
examination :— '

267. After those ward meetin i i iti i
wait upon you to ask you to ¢a11g:: d:iﬁ:tr:;lniﬂlg&?tmﬁufﬂn fh‘:i-::li?::nf ;muﬁ
a number of persons calling themselves ratepayers.

- They were none the worse for that, I suppose ; did they complain to you
that those ward meetings did not correctly rugreaant the sentiments of the public in

Edinburgh ? T do not remember exactly the date of their calling upon me, wheth
it was before or after the meetings, E BN RN b
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shewed that a cut was to be made into St Mary's Loch, and extending
into the loch for a distance of ninety yards from a point marked on
the plan “aqueduct commences.” But the plan deposited did not
describe the line or situation of the said cut, and did not shew any
centre line corresponding to the line shewn on the section as extend-
ing from that point to the loch.

Divested of all techniecality, the fatal objection was that the line of
aqueduet, as laid down in the plan, stopped some ninety yards short
of the loch, though the section shewed that the gap had been intended
to be filled up. Probably, when the plan was drawn, the precise point
at which the eut was to enter the loch had not been determined on,
and when it had been determined on, if indeed any determination had
ever been made, it had been forgotten to lay it down on the plan.
As the matter stood, these ninety yards lay an insuperable barrier
between the loch and the works.

This decision was a very awkward one for the promotors. It might
have been very questionable, and subsequent events have shewn that
it would have been very far beyond questionable, whether the pro-
moters of the rejected Bill could have charged the Corporation funds
with the expense of promoting it ; and so to save their pockets they
resorted to the deviee of now confining their scheme to a mere trans-
fer of the existing works to the Corporations ; thus falling back in des-
peration on what many of the ratepayers—who were not opposed to
the transfer of the works, but were determinedly opposed to the St
Mary's Loch scheme—had unsuccessfully urged upon them long be-
fore. It was a bitter pill to swallow, to be compelled to adopt a course
which they had scouted formerly. But it is wonderful what self-in-
terest will do ; and so, under the pressure of necessity, the Corporations
resolved to promote, as an independent measure, the transfer of the
works alone, as to which, in their opening report of 24th Oectober
1868, the Special Committee had said, “It would be exceedingly
dangerous to saddle the three communities with the existing works of
the company, which are manifestly insufficient to provide the re-
quired quantity of water, unless they were at the same time ensured
that they would get powers to bring in an independent supply, which
18 absolutely indispensable.” What was then in the view of the Special
- Committee, was the danger to the public ; but this became a very small
affair when it came to clash with the danger to the pockets of the in-
dividual promoters.

They did not, however, give up their pet scheme without another
effort to revive it. They applied to the House of Lords to have the
Bill recommitted, on the ground that the clauses for creating a Water
Trust and getting the works transferred from the Company to that
body, were entirely independent of the St Mary’s Loch portion of the
Bill, and that the Bill ought to be allowed to proceed as to that inde-
pendent portion of it. On that footing the Bill was allowed, on the
motion of Lord Redesdale, the Chairman of Committees, to be sent
back to the Special Committee. When it afterwards came before the







GHAPTER FV:

THE PARLIAMENTARY CONTEST IN 1871.

1. Tue ProoEEDINGS OF THE TRUSTEES IN PROMOTING THEIR BILL.

“ [NHE Edinburgh and District Waterworks Act, 1869,” received the
Royal Assent on 26th July 1869. By it the Provosts of. the
three burghs of Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello, with seven-

teen persons to be elected by the Corporation of Edinburgh, four by

the Corporation of Leith, and one by the Corporation of Portobello—

twenty-five in all, were appointed trustees, and erected into a corporate

body by the name and style of * The Edinburgh and District Water
‘Trustees,” for the purpose of carrying the Act into execution. The
. Act provided that on 15th May 1870 the undertaking of the Edin-
" burgh Water Company should be vested in the trustees, with all the
| powers, rights and privileges of thie Company, and subject to all their
1 obligations.

Before proceeding with the history of the transactions which led up
ito the Bill of 1871, it is essential to advert to the ideas which the
i trustees entertained of the powers which were vested in them by the
1Act, without in the meantime considering whether these ideas were
iright or wrong, because, without having these definitely in view, it is
iimpossible to understand and account for the extraordinary and high-
thanded proceedings they afterwards adopted.

To make the position assumed by the trustees intelligible, it is requi-
ssite first fo explain the nature of the obligations under which they

ed they lay, and the penalties to which they said they were
rexposed, because, as they alleged, themecessity of fulfilling these obli.
gations, and avoiding these penalties created the inevitable presumption
t the Act which imposed these obligations and exposed them to
alties, gave them powers to do what was' necessary to fulfil the one
avoid the other. ' FRIOL I he o] .

(L.) The supposed Obligations in reference to supplying water.
The preamble of the Act of 1869 states that it is expedient that the
G
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supply shall arise from frost, unusual drought, or other unavoidable cause or

accident. :
§ 43, If, except when prevented as aforesaid, the undertakers neglect or refuse to

fix, maintain, or repair such fire plugs, or to furnish to the Town Commissioners a
sufficient supply of water for the public purposes aforesaid, upon such terms as shall
have been agreed on or settled as aforesaid ; or if, except as aforesaid, they ne-
glect to keep their pipes charged under such pressure as aforesaid, or neglect or
refuse to furnish to any owner or occupier entitled under this or the special Act to
receive a supply of water during any pars of the time for which the rates for such
supply have been paid or tendered, they shall be liable to a penalty of ten pounds,
a.ns a}rm.ll also forfeit to the Town Commissioners, and to every person having paid or
tendered the rate, the sum of forty shillings for evmﬁ day during which such refusal
or neglect shall continue, after notice in writing shall have been given to the under-
fakers of the want of supply.

On referring to the terms of the proviso in the 4th section of the
special Act of 1869, above quoted, it will be seen that it postpones the
application of these penalty clauses to the Edinburgh and District
Water Trust for five years from the vesting of the Water Company’s
undertaking in the trustees, i.e., five years from 15th May 1870.

(3.) Their supposed Powers.

An exposition of the views taken by the trustees of their obligations,
liabilities and powers, under the Acts referred to, was furnished by
Councillor Archibald of Leith, in a letter which he published in the
Daily Review of 31st August 1871, . As he is simply a practical baker,
though probably a man of great skill in his trade, his views of the
legal obligations and rights of the trustees are entitled to about the
same weight as those of the writer would have on the practice of
baking ; still as Mr Archibald was a prominent promoter of the Act
of 1869, and has been, ever since it came into operation, one of the
elected trustees by the Corporation of Leith, his views are referred fo
here as showing what powers the promoters of the Act of 1869 in-
tended to get, and what powers the trustees acting under it coneeived
they had got, over the rates and sums authorised to be raised. What
powers they really did get were the subject of judicial decision after-
wards, all remarks as to which will be deferred till the proper time,
At present it is enough to ascertain the views under which the trustees
promoted the Bill of 1871.

The fatal hallucination that pervaded the minds of the trustees was,
that the proviso, already quoted, in the special Act of 1869, that they
should not be bound to have the water constantly on under pressure,
or be liable to penalties in default thereof, for five years from 15th
May 1870, made it imperative upon the trustees to provide water
sufficient to supply all the inhabitants within the district, on the prin-
ciple of constant service, from and after Whitsunday 1875, and that
under heavy penalties. It doesnot seem to be asserted that the words
of the Act by themselves bear that meaning ; but the trustees arrived
at it by inference, derived from the circumstance that the clause was
differently expressed when it passed the House of Commons, and that
‘the Committee of the House of Lords altered its terms in such a way
that they were, entitled to assume that it was. infended to impose an
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Council that more thoroughly possessed the popular confidence, and,
therefore, he was prepared to abide the consequences of having all the
seventeen trustees elected from the Corporation. Those imported
from outside might be gentlemen of great talent and social position,
but they had not the evidence which each Councillor had, that they
possessed the confidence of the community.” = Perhaps this line
of conduct, and much of the over-bearing and head-strong behaviour
of the dominant majority, was due to what must be borne in mind in
the second place, viz. : that the Corporation had fallen into the cardinal
error of supposing, as already mentioned, that they and their Water
Trustees were independent of the ratepayers in promoting new
schemes of water supply, by having it in their power to use for that pur-
pose the rates and monies to be levied and raised under the Act of 1869,

To keep the control of the Water Trust absolutely in the hands
of the more extreme of those who had devised and carried through
the Act of 1869, but in plausible terms that like the cat's velvet
paw concealed the claw within, and carried the votes of some trusting
Councillors who had suspected no guile, Bailie Fyfe proposed a list
of seventeen persons for trustees, fifteen of whom were members of
Couneil, and all, with one exception ( Convener Field,) had been
earnest supporters of the St Mary's Loch seheme, and two gentlemen
out of the Council, viz.: Mr T. J. Boyd, Master of the Merchant
Company, who had never declared himself for or against the scheme,
and Mr Josiah Livingston, Chairman of the Chamber of Commerce,
an avowed partisan of it. Thus all except two were declared partisans
of the St Mary’s Loch scheme,

The Provost, who, from the manner in which his proposal as to the
composition of the trust had been received, saw that there was no hope
of carrying it, then proposed for appointment another list composed of
eight of the same members of Council, including Convener Field, and
seven other members of Council, who were understood to be less of
partisans of any particular scheme than those for whom they were
intended to be substituted,—the other two proposed being Mr Boyd,
who was in the other list, and Mr George-Harrison, the late Chairman
of the Chamber of Commerce, who was uncommitted to any scheme of
water supply, instead of Mr Livingston.

The Council went to the vote on these lists—one being a list of
(with two exceptions) declared partizans of the St Mary's Loch
scheme, and the other (the Lord Provost's) being a list as nearly im-
partial as the defermination of making the selection almost entirely
from the Town Couneil would permit. Bailie Fyfe's partisan list was
carried by the large majority of 24 to 5, five members declining to
vote. The composition of the trust thus afforded a very strong ground
for presuming that the promotion of the St Mary's Loch scheme was,
notwithstanding of all the previous professions of the Town Couneil-
lors, a foregone conclusion in the minds of the majority of them, and

more especially of nearly all the members of the Water Trust whom
they had elected.
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supply from new sources. To this, however, as in other cities, the citizens must
look. = I have selected to retire to the privacy from which I was drawn in 1865. The
resolution so abruptly forced upon me while I was otherwise meditating retirement,
is probably expected within, as well as outside the Couneil.

If the citizens had formerly reason to suspect that the new Water
Trust was not launched in circumstances to recommend it as a fair and
impartial body, the fact of, and reason for, the Lord Provost’s retire-
ment were not caleculated to remove the unfavourable impression
already made ; and this suspicion soon bore fruif in the refusal of Mr
Boyd to act as a trustee, in consequence of which the Town Council,
thus refused countenance from without, had to fill up the vacancy from
their own ranks ; but taught caution at least, if not wisdom, by this
rebuff, they selected Councillor John Wilson, who as yet had stood
neutral.

The Water Trust commenced with a profession that they were to
start altogether unbiassed in reference to the quantity of water that
was required, and the source from which additional supplies could best
be obtained. They had seen that the Town Council, in promoting the
St Mary’s Loch scheme previously, had committed a blunder in stating
that their programme was to be the introduction, not of an additional,
but of a more abundant supply ; implying that the existing sources of
supply of a water not to be surpassed were to be abandoned altogether.
The trust therefore lulled the former suspicions to rest by stating their
programme to be merely (with what truth will be afterwards seen) for
an additional supply, corresponding to what should be required after
checking preventable waste. Accordingly, they, on 8th September
1869, made a remit to a Committee, termed the Works Committee, in
the following terms, the authorship of which is proved by the high
sounding adjectives with which the first sentence is seasoned : _
- That as it has now been proved by incontestable evidence that the present water
supply is-utterly inndequate to meet the wants of the communities of Edinburgh,
Leith, and Portobello ; it be remitted to the Works Committee— Firsf, To adopt.
measures to ascertain, as far as possible, to what extent there iz unnecessary and
preventable waste of water, and how far the present supply can be most equitably
and advantageously distributed ; and Second, To take steps to ascertain where an
additional supply, to meet the incrensing wants of the communities, may best be
obtained ; with power to obtain such professional assistance as may be necessary for
the above purposes, it being understood that no Bill shall be lodged in Parliament
until a full report of the results of the foregoing inquiries shall have been sub-

mitted ; and farther, that no engineering or parliamentary expenses in connection
with any scheme shall be incurred until those already contracted shall have been'

ascertained.

The first purpose of this remit, it will be observed, was to ascertain
the preventable waste in the present supply, and how that supply was
to be most advantageously distributed ; and the next purpose was, on
the ascertainment of these heads of inquiry, to inquire as to where an
additional supply might be got. In short, the ostensible purpose of it
was to dscertain waste and improve distribution, and on these things
being done, to get what additional supply might then be needed. .

Reading the remit by what was done, or rather by what was not
done, it will be seen that it was used as a mere blind to cover the real
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intention of its movers to promote the St Mary's Loch scheme. No
report was ever made to the Works Committee, or by that Committee
to the trust, on the subject of preventable waste, or improved distri-
bution ; and so far the ratepayers could ascertain from the promoters
of the St Mary’s Loch scheme, and their witnesses in the contest
shortly to be narrated, not one intelligible attempt was ever made to
ascertain the one, or improve the other. The scheme was, undoubtedly,
intended to be brought forward and promoted at the proper time, irre-
spective of whether there were waste or not ; and the remit to inquire,
while the scheme was being secretly but deliberately matured, kept the
citizens from being unduly inquisitive, and disturbing their prepar-
ations, until the mine was charged, and ready to be sprung.

Bailie Lewis, who was the author and mover of the remit, and was
also the chairman of the Works Committee charged with the inquiry,
. seems to have been conscious that some appearance of an attempt was
necessary to keep up the delusion that a bona fide inquiry into, and
attempt at stopping waste was in progress ; so he got his Works Com-
mittee, on 28th July 1870, to request him, as convener, * to draw up
a report as to the present supply, and the probability of that supply
being continued.” This report, which he presented on 9th August,
contains the following passage,—** With the view of economizing the
water and checking the waste, Mr Cameron was instructed to employ
several inspectors. They have been unremitting in their visitations of
those parts of the city where the service during the day is kept up.
This arrangement, it is satisfactory to say, has been attended with the
most beneficial results.” This information being vague and unsatis-
factory, he was asked, when under cross-examination before the Com-
mittee of the House of Commons, on 25th April 1871, as to what mea-
sures had been adopted to aseertain the extent of preventable waste.
That he evaded and fenced with the inquiry may easily be understood,
when it is explained that his examination on this subject alone ex-
tended over questions and answers from No. 376 to 409 of the official
report of the evidence, when half a dozen questions with candid answers
would have exhausted it. In substance, what was literally torn peace-
meal from him, was, that he had directed the attention of Mr Stewart,
the engineer, to the question—that Mr Stewart made no report, be-
cause he found it impossible to ascertain whether there was waste or
not—that he next applied to Mr Gale of Glasgow, as a person of large
experience, who made a report as to the causes of excess of the use of
water in Scotland, but said nothing as to waste, except to commend
it to attention—that in consequence, the Works Committee appointed
four inspectors, practical plumbers,—and his examination on this head,
closed with the following question by a member of Committee, and his
answer :— 8 .04 d i e & 4

409, As a matter of fact, no report has been made by those inspectors as to the
amount cannot tively whether they have or have not re-
m&rﬁt I '1: ng doubt MMM lpaakﬁ'r% distinctly upon that
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Bailie Lewis having thus rolled the burden from his own shoulders
to those of My Cameron, let it now be seen what he said about the
extent of waste. Not one word is to be found in his evidence from
beginning to end about reports from inspectors or extent of preventable
waste. All that he could say on the subject was as follows :—

2627, Has a thorough inspeetion of the whole distriet of supply been made sinece
the works came into the hands of the trust ? It has.

2628. About how many thousand houses have been visited? Upwards of 30,000,

2629. Has the apparatus in the different houses been examined ? Very perfectly
examined ; I believe they were examined in each individual case.

Eﬁ:?ﬂ.d_a.re the apparatus now repaired ¥ Yes, they have to a very large extent been
réapalrad.

2631, Is the supply still found to be deficient? Yes, it is still deficient.

Mr Stewart, again, ran his head dirvectly against Mr Cameron on
the attempted prevention of waste, for he, without a single enguiry
under the remit, came at once o the conclusion that there was no
preventable waste in Edinburgh, whether the water fittings in the
houses were good or bad! The following were his ideas on the subject,
as given in evidence before the same Committee, and anything more
exquisitely absurd and inconclusive can hardly be imagined :—

2934, Are you aware whether there has been great waste in Edinburgh? There

is great waste, but it cannot be avpided. ; ;
2935, Do you not think that by a better system of plumbing, the waste might be

avoided? No, I do not,

2936, What is your reason for aa.{:i.ng that? It is the carelessness of the people.

2957, But do not you think that by certain penalties, and so on, people might be
made more careful ? You might attempt to educate the people, but it is a very
difficult thing ; in Glasgow they tried it and failed.

2038, Are you aware that in other places they have diminished the rate to an
extraordinary degree, and economised the water supply? I have heard of such

cases.
2939, But you do not believe in it? No.
2040. There is no peculiarity in Edinburgh but that they should be subject to the

same process as other people? They are very fond of water,
2941, Do you consider that the waste of water is useful in a sanitary point of view ?
I do.

d

2042, That is to say that the trickling of the taps, and the water so finding ita
~ way into the sewers and drains, cleanses the drains? Yes; the aggregate of all

these little tricklings soon becomes a considerable stream, and it then has a great
effect upon the drains in keeping them'clear. In fact it does keep them clear in

many instances.

And, to erown all, it was in these circumstances that Bailie Lewis,
with these two contradictory witnesses to fall back upon for support,
took it upon himself to give the following extraordinary evidence in
his examination already referred to,—the question having reference to
the ascertainment and checking of waste :—

275. Has everything been done which, in your judgment, could have been dona
to answer such an object, and to obviate such a complaint? Ewverything that human
ingenuity could devize hasg, I think, been done to meet the complaints that were being °
urged against us in the prosecution of this undertaking. e

Either the ingenuity of Bailie Lewis was of very little public valua,
or otherwise the ascertainment and prevention of waste was a matter
of no moment in reference to the scheme which had already fixed
itself so firmly in his mind that nothing would be allowed to check

H
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(Commons, 119).  Perhaps, after all, he was not wrong in strict
literal accuracy, for what did not exist was certainly indescribable.

Even this, however, was not all in the matter of waste ; for there
was much more demanding enquiry, the propriety of investigating
which seems never to have entered the minds of either trustees or
engineer. The principal mains through the city must have been laid
about the year 1822, when the Crawley main was laid, or shortly after-
wards. Cast iron pipes lying imbedded in the earth for half a century
must have been much decayed, and their joinings must have become
loosened and leaky by oxidation. Mr Stewart said (Commons, 2904)
that the present supplies, if well managed, would give 28 gallons per
head per day—that is to say, that quantity would be sent into the
pipes at the reservoirs in the country. But the pressure to raise the
water to the necessary heights for delivery must be considerable, and
if the mains happen to be leaky, then much of the water must be
wasted by leakage before reaching the points of delivery. Common
sense might have dictated the propriety, nay the necessity of ascer-
taining whether the quantities of water delivered into the mains were
not wasted by leakage in their transit. Yet strange to say, the idea
of testing the state of the mains never seems to have ocenrred to Mr
Stewart, for there is not one word in his evidence as to the state of
these mains. The only information vouchsafed by the trustees was
got from Provost Watt of Leith, and what he said only went to this,
that he knew many of the mains were in a bad condition, and yet it
never occurred to him to ascertain the waste from them. (917-922).

Having thus discussed the question of what was not done in refer-
ence to the ascertainment and checking of preventable waste, the other
branch of the same enquiry, namely, improved distribution, may be
disposed of in a few words. It was never taken into consideration at
all, for there is not the slightest reference to it either in the reports to
the Water Trust, or in the evidence of the promoters of the St Mary’s
Loch Water Bill. It may therefore be assumed that these heads of the
remit by the trustees to the Works Committee on 8th September 1869
were a mere blind, never intended to be entered on at all ; and attention
will now be directed to what was done in the enquiry as to the best
source of new supply, as the only subject which was seriously intended
to be reported on under the remit.

On 25th October 1869, the Works Committee published in the
newspapers a report by them to the trust, dated the 20th, in reference
to the sources of additional supply. The Pentlands they laid aside ;
St Mary’s Loch was spoken of in ferms of high commendation ; the
sources of the Tweed were said to deserve serious and favourable con-
sideration ; and the Moorfoot and Heriot districts were spoken of
favourably as to the quality of water, but doubtfully as to the quantity
to be got. The report concluded with the following general ohser-
vations :—

Having thus visited all the sources of additional ﬂ“]i”l[ﬂ; which have been referred
to as likely to be available, and reported the result of their independent obsarvations,
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this inquiry seems to have mainly occupied them up to the time for
taking over the works of the Water Company on 15th May 1870.
What was done under this remit is of no great moment here, as from
pither source, with proper works, a suflicient quantity of water could
he obtained, and as farther no comparative estimates of the cost of
each scheme have ever been got.

Mr Gale was also instructed to report on “ the present state of the
ponds and reservoirs, and on the means by which the supply of water
can be most economically and advantageously distributed.” Now, in
regard to this employment of Mr Gale, it cannot fail to strike the
reader that a very important part of the first instruction to the Works
(ommittee in the resolution of the trustees on 8th September 1869
is omitted, namely, ¢ to adopt measures to ascertain, as far as possible,
to what extent there is unnecessary and preventable waste of water ;"
and there is substituted for it something which, however necessary as
a subject of independent inquiry, is searcely, if at all, within the letter,
and certainly not within the spirit of the trustees’ instructions, which
had reference, not to waste at the ponds and reservoirs, but to waste
after the water had been delivered into the mains for conveyance to
Edinburgh, and in distribution there, There can be little doubt now
that this was just a mode of shunting into a siding, an inquiry which
was never intended to go farther.

Mr Gale reported under this last instruction, on 16th May 1870,
The following is the commencement of his report addressed to the
trustees :—

In the prospect of your coming into possession, on an early date, of the works of
the Edqum’g Water Company, I have been requested to report on ** the present
state of the ponds and reservoirs, and on the means by which the auﬁpl}r water
can be most economieally and advantageously distributed.” Such an inguiry
involves an examination into the capacity of the existing works to supply water, and
into the general arrangement of the distribution in the city. As the works have
grown up from small beginnings, and have been extended from time to time, under
eight separate Acts of Parliament, as the demand for water increased, the unavoid-
able result iz a certain amount of intricacy in the collection of the water, the
obligations to discharge compensation water, and in the arrangement of the piping

“leading into and through the distriets supplied. I shall, however, confine this
report to the leading points bearing on the quantity of water the works can auppl:
to the town, and disregard all minor questions of detail. 3 - -

e * I fear that the nature of this subject has indueced me to write a

prolix report. The general conclusions are, that Edinburgh is at present using
nearly 9,000,000 gallons of water a-day; that the quantity must be reduced to

7,000,000 gallons a-day till the reservoirs get filled up ; that not more than 7,500,000

gallons a-day ean be got from the works in a moderately dry year; that the reduced

quantity should be regularly spread over the summer ; and that the only proper way
to accomplish this is to institute a system of intermittent supply.

By the way, and before leaving this subject, the supply of 7,500,000
gallons which, according to Mr Gale, can be relied on in a moderately
dry year, would afford 291 gallons per day to every man, woman, and
child in a population of 254,000. ;

This report of Mr Gale had been prepared previously to the works
being taken possession of by the trustees ; and it, and a supplementary
report by the same gentleman on the condition and state of repair of
the ponds, &e,, when actually taken possession of, having heen sub-






The Parliamentary Confest in 1871, 55

meeting on the evening before, as well as previously, to lay any pro-
jected scheme before the publie for their approval, before it should be
adopted. i . ol

Mr Wilson mentioned for the first time the fact, (which Bailie
Lewis, strange to say, had not chosen to mention) that Messrs Stewart
and Leslie had separately reported to the Works Committee upon the
best sources of supply in the neighbourhood, and the probable expense
of each, and he stated a number of figures of quantities of water to be
got, with the relative costs, as being specified in these reports. Upon
these data he gave an elaborate statement of the probable amount of
water rating, were the St Mary’s Loch scheme adopted.

In reference to this statement of Mr Wilson, Bailie Lewis took it
upon himself to give the following account of it, when examined as a
witness in Committee on 26th April 1871. (Commons, 659-662.)

659. Now, is this a report of a meeting of the electors of his (Mr Wilson's) ward,
at which he stated publicly the whole of his objections to the St Mary's Loch scheme
at that time (handing a paper to the witness)? Yes, this is such a report.

660, That is a newspaper report, is it not? Yes, this is a newspaper report.

661. Now, does it appear from that, without going through the details, that he is
there disoussing with Eza ward meeting, prior to his election, this very difference of
estimate between Mr Leslie and Mr Stewart? Mr Wilson, who is a gentleman who
has a peculiar faculty for figures, made a motion that Mr Stewart and Mr Leslie be
brought before the Water Committee, and that they be examined personally by the
Works Committes in regard to theee estimates. l%u took down the whole details,
went into the matter thoronghly, and this is the result of his investigations.

662, And he delivered that to his constituents? Yes, he delivered this to his
constitutents, and stated that he was perfectly satisfied that the whole work could
be executed, even upen My Leslic's estimates, at eleven pence, and not a shilling,

The bona fides of the Counsel, who with the newspaper report in
his hand, put these questions, and the truthfulness of the witness who
answered them, may be seen from the following quotations from the
Scotsman of 22nd October 1870, of what Mr Wilson really did say,
viz. :—* From St Mary’s Loch Mr Stewart reported that 12 millions
of gallons could be gotat acost of £428,000. Mr Leslie reported that
12 millions of gallons could be got for £553,000. It would be noticed
that there were differences between the two engineers, both as to the
amount of water that could be furnished by the different districts, and
the estimated cost. But it was right to mention that both engineers
stated that these were not final and reliable figures, that they made up
their report without detailed surveys, and that they must be taken as
close approximations. Mr Leslie had specially guarded himself by
stating that he had had far too little time to do his work to his own
satisfaction, and that his figures must indeed be taken as little else than
guesses, The question now was which of the sources would likely be
that on which the Trust would ultimately fix 4 and he need not conceal
that all along, notwithstanding that the engineers were employed to
hunt about at various sources for supplies, a great majority of the
Trustees, from the very beginning were in favour of going to St Mary's
Loch. 8o much did this prepossession in favour of St Mary's Loch
exist, that he was told one of the Trustees, on being asked to visit the
Talla, said,—‘It is no use going there ; it is no use going anywhere
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but it is as clear, now that the citizens have got access to the reports of
the engineers, that he had never seen these reports at all, but had
assumed as correct the statement of their import contained in an
interim report of the Works Committee, which he had doubtless seen
in draft, and which was laid before a meeting of the Trustees five days
afterwards, and was published in the daily papers of the following day,
(27th October 1870). Indeed this surmise may be said to be made
almost absolutely certain by the following remit which was made on 12th
October 1870, by the Works Committee to a Sub-Committee, on the
very subject of these estimates:—* That it be remitted to the Lord
Provost, Provost Watt, Provost Wood, Bailie Lewis, Convener Field,
Councillors Wilson, Romans, and Archibald, to confer with Messrs
Leslie and Stewart in regard to their respeetive estimates, with a view
to bringing these estimates as nearly as possible to each other ; and
if necessary, to obtain such information as may enable the Trustees to
form a satisfactory estimate for themselves as to the probable cost of
the St Mary's Loch scheme.” It was therefore merely the estimates,
and not the reports, which were remitted to the Sub-Committee, of
which Mr Wilson was one, and the report which the Sub-Committee
made had no reference whatever to the reports. How secret these
reports were kept by Bailie Lewis and Mr Marwick, the clerk and
parliamentary agent of the Trust, will appear afterwards.

This interim report of the Works Committee, which bore the
attestation of Bailie Lewis, was, as will immediately be shown, simply
a mass of misrepresentation and falsehood, in so far as the St Mary’s
Loch scheme was concerned. Many passages of the engineers’ reports,
bearing on the practicability, merits, and expense of the scheme, were
entirely suppressed ; the probable cost of the works, as deliberately
estimated by Mr Leslie, was concealed ; and a reduced sum at which
he was got to say that works, apparently cut down by thepselves to
suit their own views, might be executed, if every possible favourable
circumstance concurred, was stated as his deliberate estimate of the
probable cost of the works whieh he considered necessary for the
scheme. This being the case, it is unnecessary to examine a finaneial
statement based on error, and which Mr Wilson afterwards repudiated
when he ascertained how he had been imposed upon. It needs no
conjuror to explain why Bailie Lewis, who knew the contents of the
engineers' reports, got Mr Wilson, who did not, to make the statement
referred to, instead of doing it himself, and so enlisted Mr Wilson for
the time as a promoter of the scheme.

(3.) St Leonarp's Warp.—The meeting of this ward was held on
the evening of the 26th October, being the Wednesday before the
sacramental fast day ; and this was the last day on which any ward
meeting was held. The subject of the St Mary's Loch scheme was

- mentioned by all the representatives, all of whom expressed a preference

vof it over any other. Bailie Lewis, one of them, spoke of it thus :—

* Coming to the St Mary’s Loch scheme, he said there was no doubt

ithe Trustees had got into a fix about the cost, but he had made up his
I
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have been nominated, by lodging with the City Clerk a sigued paper
of nomination in a particular form, before four o'clock on the afternoon
of the Thursday immediately preceding the day of election. The
public, therefore, knew nothing of the interim report, or the resolution
come to by the trustees to promofe the Bill without consulting them,
till the morning of the last day on which the nomination of any can-
didate in opposition to the now avowed promoters of the scheme could
be made. But it being also the Sacramental Fast day, there was, of
course, no opportunity to the electors to meet and consider the infor-
mation so vouchsafed to them, and to nominate a candidate of their
own opinion, if they should be dissatisfied with the information. That
there was a purpose in this was shown afterwards in the Parliamentary
Committees, for it made a sort of profession of putting information
before the electors, but in such a way that, while it was of no use to
them, it could be afterwards stated as information given to them,

(6.) Concealment of Mr Leslic's Report.

Tae ward meetings being thus dexterously got over without any un-
toward expression of public feeling, this seems a suitable place for
explaining what it was that was concealed and misrepresented, although
the means of ascertaining the facts were not got till the month of May
following, when the reports themselves were forced from the promoters
before the Committee of the House of Commons.

1. In the first place, Mr Leslie condemned Mr Stewart's scheme as
insufficient to supply the quantity of water proposed to be brought
to Edinburgh, after providing the requisite compensation to the dis-
triet ; and there is not one word in the interim report, published on
27th October 1870, even to raise a suspicion of such a possible ohjec-
tion to the scheme. Mr Stewart's idea, as appears from his supple-
mentary report to the three Corporations, dated 7th October 1868, was
that to provide and store up the necessary quantity of water for com-
pensation and supply to Idinburgh, it would not be necessary to raise
the level of the loch above its flood or winter level, if power were
taken to draw off ten feet in depth; and he added, “The cost of forming
a proper embankment at the outlet of the loch, to retain the water at
the flood level, and to regulate discharge, with waste weir and sluices
‘complete, and the requisite embankment for a compensation reservoir
on the Megget, I estimate at £20,000, exclusive of land.” In his
scheme of 1871 the Megget reservoir was abandoned as unnecessary,
and in his suppressed report he said, “On the Yarrow, St Mary’s
Loch renders any artificial reservoir unnecessary for the quantity pro-
posed to be drawn from it, a weir across the outlet being sufficient for
these purposes.” Mr Stewart’s plan was therefore to construct the
works necessary to keep the loch at its ordinary winter level, but not
adapted for raising it higher. Mr Leslie, however, toock a totally
different view of what was necessary to provide adequate storage. The
portion of his suppressed report on this subject is somewhat long, but
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trust, and which was, therefore, in truth just a meeting of the trust,
but with this important difference, that being in name a meeting of
Committee, the reporters for the press were not present ; and in this
Joint Committee the whole subject was discussed in seeret, and
the determination was come to of treating it as a light and trivial
matter of the mere detail of an embankment, to be left as an open
question, by the following resolutions, which were adeopted unanimously;
with the single exception of Convener Field, who recorded his dis-
sent :(—

(1.} That aftar considering the several ruﬁorta, and in view of the whole cireum-
stances, the Joint Committee recommend the trustees to adopt the 3t Mary’s Loch
scheme, and to authorise the requisite steps to be forthwith taken for going to
Parliament in the ensuing Session, with a view to obtain additional supplies of water
from that source ; (2.) Having regard to the resolution now come to, recommending
St Mary's Loch as a source of supply for Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello, the
Joint Committes further resolve to recommend to the trustees to adhere to the
Parlinmentary plans of lﬂﬁﬁ in their 1i;431:|u|3r411 fen.tu:gs, exuaptinﬁ miuur? details, and
reserving, as an open question to be afterwards considered and determined, the pro-

priety of going down to the rock in the construction of the embankment and weir
at the outlet of 8t Mary’s Loch.

Convener I'ield at once saw that the effect of this'resolution to ad-
here to the parliamentary plans of 1868 in their general features,
excepting minor details, was to decide against the raising of the level
of the loch, reported by Mr Leslie to be necessary, because these plans
were adapted for keeping the loch at its winter level only, and so his
dissent was on the ground, as recorded, “ that the parliamentary plans
of 1868 were totally insufficient ™ to provide the compensation and esti-
mated supply.

In this way the opinion of Mr Leslie, denouncing the contemplated
werks as insufficient to provide the storage requisite for the sucecess
of the scheme, was concealed from the eitizens, and was seeretly and
quietly shelved. e

2. The publication of Mr Leslie’s report as to the necessity of
raising the level of the loch would also have entirely destroyed one
of the grounds, indeed the great ground, on which the trustees, in pro-
‘moting their Bill, relied for its success. Hence the concealment of the
report was to them a vital necessity. From the very first, the great
advantage of St Mary's Loch as a source of supply was stated to be
that it was a natural reservoir, with a clean stony and gravelly beach,
free from earthy or vegetable matter, as contrasted with that of
artificial lakes or embankments, necessarily composed of such matter,
Thus, in the first report of Mr Stewart to the three Corporations, on
28th August 1868, he stated, in reference to all the other proposed
sources of supply, which required the construction of artificial
reservoirs : “ Large artificial lakes arve, however, objectionable, not only
on account of the expense and risk connected with their construction
and maintenance, but chiefly owing to the accumulation of vegetable
or earthy matter, which a sudden flood or high wind stirs up, and
renders the water stored in them (before it is filtered) unfit for
domestic use ;" while in reference to St Maty's Loch, he said *the
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. strongest wind that blows could never raise waves to the height of two
feet above the natural level of the water, and so the whole action of
the water caused by wind would be on the fresh earthy surface above
the old beach. The loch would then, to the extent of these four feet,
and as much higher as the wind could drive the waves, have been con-
verted into an artificial reservoir, liable to every objection which Messrs
Stewart and Bateman had urged against the use of such reservoirs,

That what the trustees professed to leave an open question had
already been determined in their own minds against Mr Leslie’s report,
iz evident from the scientific reports which they shortly afterwards
obtained in reference to the quality of the water.

For instance, “ A Physician ” having in two letters published in the
Seotsman of.11th and 16th November 1870, impugned the quality of
the St Mary's Loch water, as being unsuitable for a town supply, and
Dr Alexander Wood having been employed by the Water Trustees to
refute the letters, that gentleman in a letter addressed to the City
Clerk, and afterwards made public by him, mentfioned the frequent
yellow colour and loaded character of the Edinburgh water, and
referred to a corroboration of this statement by Mr Leslie who, he
said, had *“ explained the frequent pollution of our drinking water by
the effect produced by wind or rain agitating the surface of the arti-
ficial ponds, and causing the contained water to act on the puddled
banks.” And he added, “This, to a large extent you will escape,
by resorting to a mnatural rather than to an artificial reservoir for
your supply. No proper comparison can therefore be made between
21[& r:fring water of the Talla or the Heriot, and the lake water of St

ary’s.”

Dr Littlejohn followed in the same strain. Referring to St Mary's
Loch, he said, “ As engineers and chemists have again and again
pointed out, it possesses as a natural reservoir, great advantages over
all artificial collections of water secured by earthy embankments, such
as are contemplated in all the other proposed schemes, and from the
_slight variations in the level of its surface in the driest seasons, it also
contrasts favourably with natural reservoirs such as those of our present
water supply, which have been empty for months, and exposed to the
disintegrating action of the air and sun.”

Dr Stevenson Macadam, too, added his mite of evidence on the
same subject, in these terms: “I am of opinion that a community
which can command, even at considerable expense, such a large supply
of comparatively soft water, ought to consider itself extremely fortunate,
especially when such water is stored naturally in an extensive loch,
with a pebbly beach.”

Thus the fact that Mr Teslie had reported the necessity of raising
the level of the loch, and consequently of submerging and rendering of
no avail the pebbly beach, in which consisted the great superiority
which St Mary’s Loch as a source of supply was alleged to possess
over all the others, was suppressed; and a resolution was secretl
though indirectly come to, to disregard Mr Leslie's report altogether,
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Thus these facts stand indisputable,—that Mr Leslie had reported
that he was certain that the necessary works could not be executed
for less than £650,000— that this was concealed from the citizens,—and
that of course no explanation was given how Mr Leslie's first estimate,
which fixed a-minimum sum of cost in such positive terms, came to
be reduced by no less a sum than £40,000. |

To resume the narrative after this digression, the trustees forthwith
gave the necessary newspaper nolices ; and Mr Leslie having refused
to indorse the plans of Mr Stewart's scheme as sufficient for the pur-
poses intended, and his estimate of the cost of the scheme, such as it
was—and the trustees, following the lead of Bailie Lewis, as announced
at his ward meeting, having decided that Mr Stewart was a preferable
authority to Mr Leslie, they took the extraordinary step of passing
over the consulting engineer whom they had elected only three months
before, because he presumed to differ from themselves on a matter of
engineering, and called in Mr Bateman in his place, who they knew
from former experience, would make no difficulties in supporting the
plans and estimates of Mr Stewart.

The plans having accordingly been deposited by the end of Novem-
ber, the engineer’s estimate of expense fell to be deposited before the
end of December. Mr Stewart had already, as reported by the Sub-
Committee of the Works Committee on 12th October 1870, *“ agreed to
increase his estimate in some particulars so as to cover cerfain altera-
tions proposed by Mr Leslie,” and in consequence had inereased if, as
as explained by Councillor Wilson at his ward meeting, to £428,000,
exclusive of the cost of increased pipeage. But in the estimate signed
and deposited by him, which did not include the increased pipeage,
the amount was run up to £480,000 ; and the estimate being a slump
one without details of any kind, no means were afforded of ascertaining
the cause of this extraordinary addition, amounting to nearly the half
of the ultimate difference between him and Mr Leslie, of which no
hint had been given to the Sub-committee, when they examined, and
endeavoured fo reconcile the estimates of Mr Stewart and Mr Leslie.

-

2. Tee OricIN aND GROWTH oF THE OPFPOSITION.

(1.) Letters of @ Physician. In the meantime an ominous note of
alarm was sounded, which, while it set the citizens to think of bestir-
ring themselves to look after their own interests, carried apprehensions
of danger into the councils of the Water Trustees. In the Scofsman
of 11th November 1870, appeared a letter, under the signature of
“ A Physician” (Dr Charles Wilson, M.D. of Edinburgh, afterwards

‘avowed himself the author of it, and subsequent Ietters published
under the same name). Although an anonymous letter, its terms
1showed that it was really the production of a gentleman entitled to
i the degree he had assumed, or at least of one who had all the informa-
Ition on the subject which a physician should have. In that letter
|he challenged the wholesomeness of the water of St Mary's Loch, as
Ibeing “ mawkish, unaerated, of unstable temperature, and prone to ba
K
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During all this time, as already mentioned, the feeling of dissatis-
faction with the conduct of the trustees had been slowly but surely
growing. Mutterings were heard from all classes of the citizens at the
contemptuous way in which they were being treated by their repre-
sentatives, and it soon became evident that all they required was an
opportunity of meeting together, and forming a suitable organisation,
in order to carry out a complete municipal revolution.

(2.) Commencement and progress of the agitation against the scheme.
—Mr Robert Johnston, the writer of this chapter of municipal history,
and who afterwards became the Secretary of the Association which
the ratepayers formed for opposing the Bill, was not altogether inex-
perienced in municipal contests; and he had been urged by several
citizens, and particularly by two gentlemen, Bailie Miller and Mr
R. A. F. A. Coyne, C.E., to call a meeting of gentlemen known to be
inimical to the St Mary's Loch Scheme, and the mode of its promo-
tion, with a view to an opposition being organised. All three were
agreed that there was little doubt that were an opposition to the St
Mary's Loch Bill announced by a few well known citizens, whose
names would give a guarantee that it was a movement in earnest, and
not a mere job, the City would respond to their call, and come for-
ward in such numbers as would probably make the trustees feel it
prudent to withdraw the Bill in the meantime, and to take the deli-
berate opinion of the ratepayers in reference to the source to be gone
to for additional supplies. But Mr Johnston hesitated much about
taking such a step himself, not because of any doubt as to the pro-
priety of such a step in itself, but because he thought it desirable that
the initiation of a movement of such consequence to the wellbeing of
the city, and which, to be successful, must be under management which
should inspire confidence to induce the large body of the ratepayers to
come forward, should be taken up by a person of higher position and
influence in the city than himself,

There had been formed in 1869, a ratepayers’ Association, to which
reference has already been made, for the purpose of looking after the
Anterests of the citizens in regard to the financial operations of the
municipal and other bodies as affecting taxation ; and an expectation
was entertained that that body would come forward and head the
movement. It was ascertained, however, that it had sometime pre-
viously dissolved itself ; and the middle of January having arrived,
and Parliament being about to meet, it became evident to Mr John-
ston that if he refrained from taking steps to call the citizens together,
the Bill would pass unopposed into law, the evil consequences of
which might become apparent when ramedy was hopeless. He there-
fore, on 17th January 1870, issued printed circulars to 108 ratepayers
understood to be opposed to the scheme, asking them to meet on the
19th inst., “ for the purpose of considering the propriety of organizing
an opposition, and petitioning against the Bill.”

_ Curiously enough, on the very same day on which this circular was
issued, an account appeared in the newspapers of a revolt in the trust
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raised by the * Physician,” and said that the reports of Dr Frankland
and the other scientific gentlemen employed, had satisfied him that
the water of St Mary’s Loch was most indisputably suitable for do-
mestic requirements. But he did not believe that the estimates in the
Bill would cover the cost, being now of opinion that in place of the
£400,000 estimated by Mr Stewart, the works would cost £800,000.
On a division, the motion for approval of the Bill was carried by a
majority of 8 to 2, Councillor Methven having voted along with Bailie
Cousin,—both of whom, from that day forward, tock up a position of
determined hostility to the Bill. Undoubtedly this action of Bailie
Cousin and Councillor Methven in the Water Trust, whatever may
have been their motives, tended to strengthen the movement which
was then beginning. :

The meeting called by Mr Johnston was held in Dowell's Rooms on
19th January, thirteen gentlemen having responded to the -ecall.
Some no doubt had come from curiosity, but others stated their
readiness to join in an opposition, provided they should have the co-
operation of the general publie, not merely as petitioners, but as
subscribing towards the necessary expenses of such an opposition.
Among the gentlemen present, who continued to the last to take an
active share in the opposition, were Mr Charles Cowan ; Mr Henry
Moffat of Eldin ; Mr Alexander Gowans, George Street ; Mr John
Richardson, Alva Street; Mr RE. B. Moore, Forres Street; Mr
Laurence M*Garth, Leith ; Mr Richard Wilson, C.A. ; and Mr Coyne.
With the view of ascertaining with certainty whether there was any
general feeling against the scheme strong enough to justify embarking
in an opposition, Mr Henry Moffat, the chairman of the meeting, Mr
Richard Wilson, and My Johnston who was nominated seeretary, were
appointed “to frame a statement of the position of matters with regard
to the proposed scheme, and on this being done the chairman and
secretary were instructed to get it printed, with their names attached
to it, on behalf of the meeting ; and the secretary to transmit copies
as circulars to those of the ratepayers who were understood to be un-
favourable to the scheme, along with a blank form of conenrrence and
subscription, which they should be asked to sign, after filling in the
amount they were willing to subsecribe towards the expense of the
opposition, and to return to the secretary for the information of an
adjourned meeting.”

- A statement and eircular, as directed at this meeting, were according-
ly prepared and transmitted to each of a list of 183 gentlemen, made
up from information obtained at the mecting, and otherwise. On

~account of the manner in which the Water Trustees had kept all
details secret, even from members of their own body who would not
pledge themselves not to divulge them to their constituents, it was
impossible in the statement to make anything but an approximation
to the fact. It embraced three subjects—the sources of supply, the
qualities of the different waters, and the expenses of introduction,
The substance of the statement, in a few words, was as follows —
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whole affair at the proper time, as was done in 18G9 ; but that will bring diseredit
with it, and I eannot allow myself to be placed in a position even of professional
opposition to you in this matter, without communicating with you, as if our
itions had been reversed I would have taken it kind in you to have done to me.—
am, &e.

My Moffut to My Marwick.

EpiNpunrGH, 25th January 1871

My Dear Sir.—I beg to acknowledge receipt of your letter of yesterday, and to
thank you for the kindly and courteous feeling therein expressed towards myself ;
but while deing so, allow me to say that the ** Statement " you refer to is a correct
one, 8o far as I and others who are outside the Water Trust know. We shall be
glad, bowever, to be enlightened on the subject, and with that view I have handed
your letter to me (as it was not marked private) to MrlJulmstDnl the secretary to
the }Errupnae'[} opposition to the St Mary's Loch Water Bill, who will no doubt com-
municate with you on the subject. Permit me to say for myself, as an individual
ratepayer, that I have all along considered the St Mary's Loch scheme a gigantic
infliction upon the inhabitants of Edinburgh.—I remain, &e.

In consequence of these letters Mr Johnston wrote Mr Marwick
asking for inspection of the scientific reports on the water, and an
abstract of the estimates, and specially the report of Mr Leslie, for the

ose of correcting the alleged errors.

Two grounds were stated by Mr Marwick to Mr Johnston for
refusing the information asked. The first ground was stated thus in a
letter of 26th January, and its lofty air is extremely ludicrous when
it is considered that it was addressed by the representative of a trust
substantially elected by the ratepayers annually, to the representative
of a portion of the ratepayers themselves, on whose behoof and at
whose cost the trustees professed to be acting: “ A professional man
of your experience cannot surely be serious in expecting that I, or any
other sane man, engaged in promoting such a measure in Parliament
would be so utterly devoid of sense as to give you what you ask.”
This ground is stretched a little farther in Mr Marwick’s letter of the
following day, where he says: “I am not aware that either Mr Moffat
or you applied for any information as to this Bill before you com-
mitted yourselves, not only to oppose the measure yourselves, but to
statements intended to influence the public to follow your example.”
_If this last passage means anything, it must be that if applieation had
been made to him or the trust before the ratepayers had committed
themselves to opposition (which, by the way, they had not yet done)
they would have got the information they asked. Now, the ratepayers
made no such application previously, because they well knew that they
would get no information ; and Mr Marwick must have had his nerves
strung up to an unusual pitch when he ventured to insinuate that
they would have got any explanation or information at all, seeing that
he and his Works Committee had already refused to give such informa-
tion even to members of that Committee, except under the pledge that
they would not communicate it to the ratepayers, and had actually
expelled two members from it upon whom they could not rely for
keeping their information secret from these very ratepayers. The other
ground for refusing to communicate information was, that it might be
used by the inhabitants of Selkirk, who were threatening opposition.
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i r supplying the necessary wants of the inhabitants and wmill-
m:::xeﬂﬂf:: usaeefkiat-ﬁ,amﬁl EIIJ. ghe stream ﬂuwiungmm St Mary's Loch, the guantity of
water said to be required from the loch cannot be got.

7. Becanse the necessary works cannot be made for the sum of £500,000 proposed
to be raised under the Bill for that purpose ;—Mr Leslie, the consulting engineer of
the trust, having estimated that the cost must exceed £600,000, and may more ren-
sonably be expected to be nearly £750,000. In consequence, the assessment must
be raised from its present rate of 8d. to 1s. 6d. per £, the power in the Bill to assess

being undimited.

8, Because the superior waters of the other sources of supply can each be brought
to Edinburgh at sums very eonsiderably under the expense of bringing the water of
St Mary’s Loch, and within a much shorter period.

9. Because the expenditure necessary to bring in a supply of water from either of
the other districts, sufficient in quantity for any probable increase of the population
for the next sixty years, will not amount to anything like £500,000, and wil not, in
any circumstances, require o higher water rate than 1s. per £, on the data furnished
by the trustees themselves.

10. Because the Water Trust have resolved to increase the assessment on shops,
and the houses of the poorer classes, aud also to assess charitable institutions and
churches.

11. Because the promoters of the scheme have never called the ratepayers to-
geﬂmr, or in any way consulted tham, with the view of an-uertnining their views ns
to the proper sources of supply for the city, or communicated to them the necessary
information to enable them to form and express an opinion on the subject. '

These doecuments were circulated among the ratepayers during the
first week of February. The mode adopted was to take the Post Office
Directory, and a copy of each was sent by post to the inhabitants of
all the prineipal streets in the Old and New Towns, many streets he-
ing specially selected because they were known to be inhabited prin-
cipally by tradesmen and others dependent on labour for their daily
bread. None of the forms of coneurrence to be returned were stamped,
except about ninety to the inhabitants of one street mainly of trades-
men, which were sent stamped, at the suggestion of Bailie Miller, as
an experiment to see if there would be any difference in the proportion
of returns from that street, as compared with others ; but after all the
returns had come in no difference was observed in reference to that
street. The actual number posted was about 9800. Several hundreds
were returned undelivered, the persons to whom they were addressed
‘having “ gone and left no address,” as well as for other stated reasons.
The number sent out and not returned by the Post Office was not less
than 9400. 3

There were sent back by post and otherwise 2473 signed returns of
coneurrence in the opposition. There was no canvass, or other means
used to obtain these returns, except the ecircular and Reasons which
accompanied the forms. They were all voluntarily returned, the per-
sons sending them in paying the postage, or delivering them free, ex-
cept in the case of those returned from the particular street referred to.
Thus twenty-six per cent. of the persons to whom circulars were so
sent promisenously, voluntarily and at once returned themselves as
concurring in the opposition.

Of course the promiseuous distribution of such a number of copies
of the Reasons for opposing the Bill could not fail speedily to come
under the notice of the trustees; and the alarm which was created

L
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among them induced them to resort to an attempt to check the effect
of these Reasons by advertising in all the daily papers of 11th Febru-

ary, and placarding in all the streets in la osters, the following
extraordinary notice :— e 5

51 MaARY's LocH BCHEME,
To the Ratepayers of Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello,
We regret to learn that certain persons who are attempting to get up an opposi-

a

tion to this scheme, are endeavouring to create a prejudice against the water of 5t
Mary’s Loch by the circulation of reckless and utterly unfounded statements.

The trustees hnvq satisfied themselves, by consultation with the highest chemical
and medical authorities in the kingdom, that the water of St Mary’s Loch is ad-

mirably adapted for purposes of town supply, and they will be able to lay before
Parliament evidence on this subject which wd.'f be irreui&ihle. ¥

Other statements, equally misleading, are being industriously circulated ; but
these the trustees will have as little difficulty in refuting.

As the opponents of the Bill of 1869 leagued themselves with the Water Compan
ainst the three communities, the same parties are now seeking an alliance wi
the mill owners of Selkirk. Such coalitions can only operate adversely to the in-

terests of the citizens,—We have the honour to be Your faithful Servants,
WiLLiam Law, Lord Provost of Edinburgh,
JAMES WarT, Provost of Leith.
Taos. Woob, Provost of Portobello.

EpixeurGH, 10th February 1871,

A more injudicions advertisement, and one less ealenlated to effect
the object in view, it is hardly possible to coneceive.  The clerk and
law agent of the trust had already said the same thing, though in more
guarded and temperate language, and the opposing ratepayers had
asked him for a perusal of the documents in his hands on which he
said that he had made the charge of mispresentation, that they might
correct any errors they should have fallen into,—and he had, in terms
barely civil to the ratepayers, refused their request. Now, the dignity
of the offices of the three Provosts was dragged in to give weight to
what was disregarded when it came from the clerk. It was a poor
compliment to the clerk to say (for the advertisement meant nothing
else) that the word of a Provost is more entitled to be regarded as true
than his. And it was as poor a compliment to themselves to suppose
that the addition of the words “ Lord Provost” and “ Provost” after
their names, was necessary to make their individual statements more
reliable, to say nothing of the prostitution of the offices by dragging
them into a controversy in such a way. Nothing but a pig-headed
partisanship, which rushes blindfold at every obstacle, can account for
such behaviour. The ratepayers, according to them, who were to
drink and pay for the water were to have no voice in the choice of it.
It was enough, that the trustees should be satisfied that the water was,
in their opinion, adapted for the use of the citizens, and like children,
they must just take what their guardians thought suited for them,
they being incapable of judging for themselves.

The Committee who had prepared the Reasons answered this singu-
lar publication by the following counter advertisement and placard :—

OrrosITIoN To ST MARY'S LocH WATER BILL.

In answer to the advertisement in Saturday’s papers of the Provosts of Edinburgh,
Leith, and Portobello, the Committee conducting the opposition to this Bill have to
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state that they hiave made no arrangement with the mill owners of Selkirk, and do
not intend to muke any ; neither are their grounds of opposition known to the Com-

mittee. :
As to the charges against the Committee of misleading the ratepayers, the Com-

mittee shall only say that till the Water Trustees gave access to Mr Leslie's report,
which the Cumliitt:a have good reason to believe shows the utter impracticability
of the present scheme at the estimated cost, the trustees ought to be silent about

misleading the ratepayera. !
The auls object of the Committee is to elicit the truth, and to call the attention
of the ratepayers to a scheme which they bulieve to be reckless and uncalled for.

16 LoNnonN STREET, 12t February 1871,

When these two advertisements were placed side by side, any person
who ran might read that the one was just a repetition of Mr Marwick’s
outery about misrepresentation, without specifying what it was, while
the other was just a repetition of the ratepayers demand for access to
the concealed documents, both already noticed ; but, as if their adver-
tisement contained something new and weighty, the trustees, in their
alarm at the progress which the opposition movement was making,
continued the insertion of it daily for some eight or ten days, while
the opposition having once for all explained the position which they
had taken up, did not think it worth their while to reinsert theirs.
There is little doubt now that the Provosts by this step inereased, in-
stead of arresting the force of the movement.

(3.) Organization and Promotion of the Opposition.—In the mean-
time about 250 of the principal ratepayers who had signified their
disapproval of the Bill had been invited to meet together. Their
meeting was somewhat numerously attended, from fifty to sixty
gentlemen being present. After carefully considering the whole
matter, the meeting unanimously came to the resolution that the
evidence of dissatisfaction with the Bill was so general that they
would call a public meeting of the ratepayers, in order that they might
resolve whether or not the Bill should be opposed in Parliament, and
if they should so resolve that they should appoint a Committee for the
purpose of promoting the opposition. Mr Charles Cowan, who was
present, agreed to preside, and the meeting was appointed to be held
in Queen Street Hall on 16th February 1871.

The meeting was duly advertised ; and, strangely enough, the notice
calling it appeared in the same papers which contained the first mani-
festo of the three Provosts, accusing the party, who in contrast to
themselves, were conducting their opposition publiely, of circulating
(meaning, of course, in private) “ reckless and utterly unfounded state-
ments.” At the meeting the body of the hall was filled. and the gal-
leries were partially so, the number present being from 600 to 700.

Mr Charles Cowan was in the chair, and the following gentlemen
took part in the proceedings, viz—Mr Robert Lee, advocate, Coun-
cillor Wormald, Mr James Cowan, the Rev. Dr Hanna, Mr James
Tod, Baillie Miller, Dr Winchester, Mr William Brown, My Henry
Moffat and Mr E. R. Macdonell.

The meeting was ahsolutely unanimous in passing the following
resolutions :—
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getting it signed. It was evident that unless the petition was very
numerously signed, it would avail little against the Water Trustees,
who from the mode of their appointment, would probably be held, in
the first instance at least, to have the presumption in their favour of
generally representing the opinions of the body of ratepayers. Some
few signatures had been obtained at the meeting, and on the remain-
ing two days of that week ; but on the morning of the 20th February,
not more than 200 signatures had been obtained. :

The eity was divided into five districts, and each distriet was put m
charge of a separate agent—a number of canvassers being sent from
the central Committee rooms into portions of the city which did not
lie convenient to the district agents. Leith was put in charge of an
agent there, and trustworthy canvassers were also sent to Portobello.
A great number of signatures were procured by gentlemen of the Com-
mittee and other ratepayers, who volunteered to go through distriets
specified by themselves,—many gentlemen of the highest soeial posi-
tion having volunteered for this duty. Many ladies also volunteered
their assistance, and brought in sheets filled with signatures procured
by them.

A mumber of the principal shopkeepers in Edinburgh and Leith
allowed the petition sheets to lie in their shops for signature, and
many of them canvassed their neighbourhoods for signatures. These
shops were advertised in the daily newspapers. Other shopkeepers
volunteered to display the petition in their shops for signatures—and
also canvassed their neighbuurhoods, whose names were not reported
in time to be advertised.

Mr Johnston took the charge of the petition. The canvassers wished
at first to be paid at a specified rate for the numbers of signatures pro-
cured. He had had previous experience of this mode of payment, and
had found it a premium for forgery. He therefore pointedly declined
such a mode of payment, giving the above as his reason for this. He
engaged them at specified rates for the time actually occupied, tell-
ing them that he wished nothing except lbona jide signatures, and

~cautioning them that any fabricated ones would certainly injure the
effect of the petition. He farther desired them to satisfy themselves
by inquiry or otherwise, that the persons signing were, or represented
themselves to be the tenants paying the rent, otherwise the signa-
tures were not to be taken ;' and they were directed that, in the case
of any person not being able to write, such person should mark a cross,
when the canvasser should fill in the name, referring to the cross as
the mark of the subseriber. : :

The same course of procedure was mentioned to the district agents,
for their guidance in reference to the canvassers employed by them.

In making up the petition, great care was taken to scrutinise
the sheets with the view of ascertaining that they were genuine,
hefore afixing them fto the petition ; and several sheets which pre-
sented a suspicious appearance were cancelled. As ultimately made
up and deposited the petition hore 14,113 signatures,
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Original petition, | 494 | 4176 | 4558 | 2207 | 14567 | 955
Supplementary petition| 59 | 1743 | 1023 | 247 | 115 74

Total signatures,] 553 | 5919 | 5581 | 2454 1572 | 1029

Distributing the persons
signing who stated no rental,
proportionally among  the
others, the result would be, 198 | 186 82 53 a4

6117 | 5767 | 2536 | 1625 | 1063

The rentals under £10 may be assumed to represent the purely
labouring class ; and the rentals from £10 to £25 may be assmned to
represent the class of intelligent tradesmen and clerks, and the like.
Putting these together as a class earning their living by daily work,
but the majority of whom are fully alive to the blessings of cleanliness,
it is found that they represent 636 per cent. of the whole petitioners.
Those representing rentals of £50, and wpwards, may be assumed to
have been generally persons to whom an increase of water rates was of
no great moment, and who therefore were not liable to the eharge of
being actuated by interested motives in supporting the opposition.

Allusion has already been made to the manifesto of the three
Provosts (the three wise men of the East, as they were somewhat ir-
reverently termed by a gentleman of Glasgow who happened to see
that unique productivn,) as an umnsuccessful attempt to arrest the
progress of the movement ; and this was no solitary attempt to throw
discredit on the opposition. The moment it threatened to assume for-
‘midable dimensions, the members of the Town Council and Water
“Trust who supported the secheme endeavoured to stifle the opposition
by throwing every contemptible reflection which they eould conceive
on the motives of the originators of it, those who signed the petition,
and even on those who came forward with subscriptions of money to
promote it.

A somewhat highly spiced specimen of this is to be found in the
speech of Bailie Lewis in the Town Council on 21st February 1871.
In discussing a question there, which virtually was approval or dis-
approval of the Bill which had been lodged, he characterised the
opposition as unjust and heartless, and accused those promoting it of
being mean enough when supplied with water themselves, to come
forward and bolt the door against the masses vindicating their rights ;
that the objections to the water consisted of trumped up exaggerations
by ignorant and unprincipled individuals ; that another scheme pro-
posed by Mr Charles Cowan would be a far greater henefit to him
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being got up by a few landlords for interested motives. [t iwas fhe
most gigantie public swindle he had ever seen !” :

Previously to this last meeting there had been a meeting of the
Water Trustees on 25th February, when the resolutions of the rate-
payers' meeting of 16th February against the St Mary’s Loch scheme,
and censuring the conduct of the trustees in promoting it wwi%mu
consulting the citizens, were laid before them, At this meeting various
members of the trust alleged that the resolntions had been arrived at
on false information, and that *the opposition had been fostered by
circulating statements which were at variance with facts, and grossly
misrepresenting and abusing the trustees;” and at last one of the
trustees, (Councillor Cranston,) by way of shewing his contempt for
the citizens’ meeting (as he afterwards explained in withdrawing his
senseless expression) “was inclined to move that the resolutions be
laid under the table.” Of conrse the resolutions of the meeting in
Queen Street Hall were scouted by the trustees,

The whole ohject of these tirades was to frighten the ratepayers into
a refusal to subseribe funds to earry on the opposition. The Daily
Review was the avowed organ of the Water Trustees, and in a leading
article in it on 3rd March 1871, where the formidable character of the
opposition was admitted, the want of money was set forth as the weak
point of the opponents, and it was stated to be extremely likely “ that
the opposition will, like an ill adjusted paper currency, collapse for want
of a gold basis ;” and in another leader in the same paper on 8th March,
it was insinuated * that we fear we must hear a great deal more about
the Heriot and South Esk schemes before the ratepayers will he satis-
fied so far as to put their hands in their breeches pockets.”

To enable the position of this newspaper in the controversy, and the
weight due to its leading articles, to be understood and appreciated, it
is proper to explain that both it, and a weekly advanced radical, and
latterly republican newspaper, called the Reformer, belonged to the
same proprietor, Bailie Lewis being then the editor of the latter print.
In this way he had free access to the columns of the Daily Review,
and all the leading articles on the water question in that paper were,
if not prepared, at least inspired by him. In his speech in the Town
Couneil on 21st February 1871, before referred to, he had stigmatized
the opposition as a lucrative concern for needy lawyers, speculative
engineers, and mercenary witnesses. The leading articles just men-
tioned were evidently intended to follow up his own denunciation of
the motives of those conducting the opposition, by the practical
insinuation that the movement was not sincerely designed for any ather
purpose than as a job for themselves, ; '

The citizens were, however, by this time rather broadly awake to
the whole question, and indications were not wanting that they were
disposed to apply to the motives of those who were thus profuse of in-
sinuations of selfish jobbing, the old proverb that “ the greatest rogue
cries thief first.” But the large Committee of ratepayers already

appointed, in order to satiefy the citizens once for all that they had
M .

-
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1869 b
June and July.—Attending in London examining ratepayers’ petition,
and preparing for the inquiry efore the Committes

of the Lords, 31 days, . - £162 15 0
Travelling and other charges, . : : : : 7310 0
One Clerk euﬁuged 31 days, } 1 . 102 18 0

Do, o. 18 days, : :
Travelling Charges of Clerks, . ; : : : 8 0 0
£347 3 0

Before leaving these charges it may be observed that Mr Paterson was
bound by the terms of his appointment as City Assessor, to devote to
the duties of that office his whole time from the 15th of May to the
time of completion of the valuation and electoral rolls in the month of
September or October ; and that, during that period in 1869, he was
absent from Scotland for 31 days, during all which time he drew his
salary, as if he had been occupied in the discharge of his proper duties
in Edinburgh. _

Mr Johnston had farther learned that to assist him in frying to
diseredit the petition, Mr Paterson had carried with him to London
the valuation roll of the city, and had kept it there during the whole
of that period. Now, by the Valuation Act for Scotland (1854), the
valuation roll of the city, when completed in each year, is directed to
be transmitted by the Assessor to the City Clerk, in whose office it is
directed to be kept, open to the inspection of any ratepayer. Mr
Paterson had, therefore, carried out of Scotland, in contravention of
the statute, the current valuation roll of the city to serve purposes of his
own, for which he had, as already stated, charged five guineas per day
besides two guineas per day for his maintenance. He farther had a staff
of elerks, kept up for him and paid by the city for the making up of the
roll—and there is some reason to believe that he took two of these clerks
from their duties ; and that while the eity was paying for their services
in Edinburgh, he was charging a guinea per day for each of them, for
services to the city in London, as if they were his own clerks.

When, therefore, Mr Johnston saw, in the Scofsman of Tth March,

_little more than a week after the ratepayers' petition to the House of
Commons against the Bill had been deposited, an announcement that
“ Bailie Lewis and Mr Marwick, with Mr Paterson, city assessor, are
ab present in London promoting the Bill,” he at once came to the
conclusion that Mr Paterson’s game of 1869 was heing repeated, and
that the valuation roll of the city would then, as before, have been
removed to London, in confravention of the statute, Bailie Lewis, the
declared foe to jobbing, and Mr Marwick being participators in the
offence, if indeed Mr Marwick was not the prineipal culprit, he being
the statutory custodier of the roll. To test the truth of this surmise,
as well as for the purpose of getting information as to rentals which
had been left blank in the petition, Mr Johnston, under the instrue-
tions of the Committee, went on the morning of the 8th to the City
Clerk’s chambers in the Royal Exchange, and asked for an inspection
of the valuation roll, which as a ratepayer, he was entitled to under
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cation had been made for the valuation roll, I requested him to arrange
immediately for access being given to it and if Mr Brodie or Mr
Johnston applied on Thursday morning they would have got what
they wanted.” ! :

Mr Paterson in his answer, dated from the Westminster Ialace
Hotel, London, attempted to treat the whole affair in a spiit c_rf' luvit;:,r,
arguing very ill for his sense of the duty imposed on him in his public
capacity :—* I have only to state that the parties who applied at my
office on the 8th, were at once offered any information they desired ;
but, because, viing to a slight mistake, the official roll was not acces-
sible at the moment they wanted it, fhey have chosen to make what 1
take leave to chavacterise as a very unnecessary fuss about if, the more
50 that the roll was open to them next morning, and I understand they
got notice to that effect.” Such an impertinent answer to a serious
charge requires no farther notice.

That Mr Johnston's surmise of the object of Mr Paterson’s trip to
Tondon was correct, is verified by a piece of London news, telegraphed
to the Scotsman on the evening of the 14th March, and published the
following morning, doubtless furnished by Mr Paterson himself to show
what he was about, and so to strike terror into the minds of the oppo-
sition, in the idea that he was to play as prominent a part in the
history of the Bill of 1871, as he was permitted to play in reference
to the Bill of 1869. The following is the paragraph referred to:—
“ London, Tuesday night. Mr Paterson, the City Assessor, is lere
making a scrutiny of the petition presented against the Edinburgh
Water Bill."

Before proceeding with the detail of the parliamentary contest now
about to commence, one other subject calls for notice. It has been
already mentioned that the trustees thought they had the command

" of the public purse, that is, of all the water trust funds, for expenditure
in promoting their seheme—while the purse of the opposition was a sub-
scribed one, and was therefore very unlikely to be a heavy one. In the
early stages of the opposition the frusteesand their agents never could
bring themselves to think that funds for a contest of such magnitude
would ever be furtheoming ; and they and all their friends and allies
reckoned confidently on the collapse of the threatened movement for

as they phrased it) want of a gold basis. Of course funds could not
be raised without exertions ; and that all might have an opportunity
of contributing, circulars were sent to all the inhabitants to their ad-
dresses in the Edinburgh Directory, requesting contributions ; and for
the purpose of showing that substantial subseriptions had already been
intimated by citizens whose names were a guarantee that the opposi-
tion was a bona fide one, a page or two taken from the treasurer’s list,
of the intimated subscriptions, in the order in which they had been
announced, had Deen printed, and were inclosed in each of the circulars.
As these cireulars were addressed jo the inhabitants indiseriminately,
the promoters of the Bill received copies with the other inhabitants,
iand it is reported that on some of the more ardent and active of the






The Parfiamentary Contest in 1877, 87

was niot directly said that the books would be sent if Mr Brodie agreed
to pay this, nor was it said that the books would not be sent if he did
not so agree. But as it appeared to him that a pretext was being
sought to evade the demand for exhibition of the books, though of a
thoroughly pettifogging nature, Mr Brodie answered by agreeing to
pay the expense of a messenger taking the books to London, but saying
nothing about agreeing to pay the expense of his remaining in London
in charge of the books, Mr Marwick, who was then in London, being
their proper custodier. The books were accordingly sent to London,
and when they came to be called for, exhibition of them was first
promised, then it was pretended that they had been exhibited, and then
exhibition of them was absolutely refused, because the Trustees’Counsel
“ gomsidered it a mere waste of time” to produce them. A full
narrative of this discreditable piece of conduct is given afterwards.
Such behaviour on the part of the Trustees was in perfect consistency
with their previous conduet ; but it must excite surprise that the
Committee, on being applied to by the Counsel for the opposition,
refused to order the production of the best evidence in the hands of the
trustees, being apparently content to take the evidence of interested
witnesses as to the contents of documents in the room but refused to
be shewn. Had a Committee of the House of Lords sanctioned a
proceeding so outrageously at variance with all principles of evidence,
there would have been no end of vituperation of them. Dut as it was
the proceeding of a Committee of the Peoples’ House, of course the
independent liberal trustees lauded it as the judgment of a quartett of
Daniels,

Bul, passing from this for a moment, and referring to a period, like
the incident just noticed, a little in advance of the general narrative, 1t
has been mentioned to the author, on reliable authority, that after the
contest in the Commons had extended into the second week, the subject
of conversation every evening of the trustees and their friends in the
Westminister Palace Hotel, where the main body of them was located,
was whether the opposition funds were not exhausted yel, and as time
passed on they were every morning hugging the idea that their enemy

- would not appear ; but as day after day passed on, and still the enemy
was at his post, the idea of collapse slowly faded away, and they saw

' the stern reality before them that they had no choice but to fight the
battle out.

On the preamble of the bill passing the Committee, ominous symptoms

- of continued hostility were exhibited, the ratepayers’ counsel and agents
‘having withdrawn from the consideration of the clanses, taking part in
‘which would have precluded them from offering opposition to the bill
iin the Hﬂ'!.lBE of Lords. To cripple the opposition as much as possible
by absorbing their funds, Mr Marwick immediately sent in an account
vof upwards of £28 for the expenses of a clerk taking up the hooks to
London, and remaining in charge of them. The claim was so outrageous
1in regard to the expense of the clerk remaining in London, that no
inotice whatever was taken of it ; and after the bill had been thrown
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trustees could come to any determination as to whether or not the
present supply was not perfectly sufficient if properly managed, and if
not, what additional quantity required to be introduced. That the
latter branch of this inquiry was really an essential one is evident from
the great diversity of levels, even in the same districts of the city :
Thus, in the New Town, the levels above the sea vary from 220 feet
in George Street to 55 feet at Stockbridge ; in the Old Town, from
330 feet at the houses on the Castlehill to 120 feet at Holyrood ; and
in the Southern Districts from 320 feet at Burghmuirhead to 200 feet
. at the south end of Minto Street. During the dry summer and antumn
of 1870 the water was intermittently supplied to only one of these
districts at a time, and it is easy to see that the difference of levels
must have seriously interfered with the regularity of the general supply.
Bailie Lewis could not say that the propriety of improving this state
of matters had ever been under the consideration of his engineers, nor
did they say so, their whole time having been oceupied in looking for
a new source of supply sufficient of itself to give an additional quantity
of about 50 gallons per head per day. It had never entered their
heads so to arrange the distribution pipes as to have the districts on or
near the same levels all supplied from one set of mains, so that the
pressure might be practically the same over the whole range of supply
from each set.

Commencing then with the entry of the trustees to the works at
15th May 1870, they never ascertained either the preveutable waste,
or whether any of the complaints of defective supply ecould be
remedied by improved distribution ; but after what they considered a
due time oceupied in professing to inquire into the best sources of
supply, they resolved to go to St Mary's Loch. To justify this, they
had, however, several things to prove.

(1.) The minimum quantity presently supplied.—The trustees pro-
fessed to have ascertained the minimum supply in the summer of 1870,
Bailie Lewis stated (124-6) the actual fact to be that there was a
minimum supply of 13% gallons per head per day to a population of
250,000, which would leave for domestic supply, after deducting 14
per cent. for manufactories, and an allowanee for waste, about 8 or 9
gallons per head. But in another statement made by him about two
months previously in the Town Council, viz.: on 21st February 1871,
(see Scotsman, 22nd February 1871,) he said that he *had gone into
the whole returns during the last six years, and he found that, with
the exception of six months, they never had from the present worlks
40 gallons per head. It was important to inquire when they were
receiving 40 gallons per head. It was for the two months during
which they were contending with the Water Company in the House of
Commons, and when the company were sending in every drop that
their pipes would carry, with the view of silencing the ¢lamour of the
cibizens, and for the other four months, when the company, possessed by
@ spirit twhich he would not dare to characterise, were running the
reservoirs empty previous to handing them over to the citizens.” If his

N
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be provided? I have no hesitation in saying so, as compared with all English
towns, and the large majority of Scotch towns, : ; P

1482, There has been a great tendency of late years in Edinburgh to insist upon
the construction of water-closet accommodation for the poorer class of houses, as
well as in the better class of houses? In all recent Acts the Corporation have taken

power to introduce those conveniences, 5 Py ) a
1483. Has that matter come before your attention in connection with the water

eupply ? It has specially. 2
) 'Il?si Is it o dL&ii‘.lhlg thing to increase water-closets, unless ot the same time
there is an abundant supply of water? I say decidedly it is not. These conveni-
ences become a source of not only inconvenience but disease ; we have had to shut
them up in a great many cases, and we could not go on introducing them into the
houses of the poor until we had a superabundant 311]}1)1::; of water.

1485, Then you, as sanitary officer, felt it necessary, in the exercise of your duty,
to discourage the introduction of water-closeis, until the water supply 1s properly
arranged ? Yes,

It may be observed, however, that all this evidence pointed rather
to an improved method of distribution, by an arrangement to have all
the houses on or near the same levels above the sea, supplied from the

same mains, than to the necessity of an exceptionally large supply of

water.
The next evidence was that of Mr Stewart, the engineer of the trust ;

and in fairness both to the trust and to himself what he said on the
subject will be given, at the risk of heing tedious :—

2009, What do you consider that you require for a city like Edinburgh? 350
gallons per head per day.
© 2910, Then your problem was to find a reservoir or supply which would enable
you to give the citizens 50 gallons per head per day, making a total of that? Yes,
and looking to the future also.

2011, What is the quantity that you think that you can get from St Mary's Loch
by itself? Under the Bill, 24,000,000 gallons.

2012. How many gallons per head :El.-rhqT is that? May I not take it in round num-
E:H;Jm:;ﬂ:'g itself a supply from St Mary’'s Loch at nearly 100 gallons per head per

es,

913. That would give you, in addition to the present supply, in round numbers
again, 125 gallons per head per day for Edinburgh, which is 75 gallons per head per
day more than you say they want? That is not the exact way to put it.

14. But where is it wrong? [t requires 121 millons just now to give the 50 gallons
a head per day to the town.

2915. By your present water-works you have got what we call 28 gallons a head
per day? Y'Iau.
1916. If you get the additional supply from St Mary's Loch I understand you get
an addition of 95 gallons per head per day? 'That is so.
— 2917. Now if you add 95 and 28 together, it makes what? 123 gallons per day.
2918, That is in round numbers 75 gallons per head per day more than you want?
That is, uuansiug the population to stand quite still.
2928. " ow tell me, do you know of any city in England or Scot-
land which has at the present moment 30 gallons per day per head? Glasgow.
2029, With the exception of Glasgow? I helieve Oxford has 110 gallons per day.
2930, Do you know the circumstances connected with Oxford? No, I am not
acquainted with it.

32. When you fixed npon 50 gallons per day as the sum per head that ought to
be given to the citizens of Edinburgh, was that with reference to any peculiar
Ent.um in Edinburgh, or was it with reference to other places? With reference to

lasgow.
- 2033, Simply becanse Glasgow had it, you thought you ought to have it? Glas-
hﬂﬂé gallons ﬁl‘mﬂ quihﬂﬂﬁduniii ﬂ&nﬁhEdﬂ mﬁuld not do Erith less,
ecalge gow i8 much more easily su Gl an Edinburgh, owing to the grea
Svaste in Edinburgh, e £ ETIB SR Rk
_ 2034, Are you aware whether there has been great waste in Edinburgh? There
is great waste, but it be cannot be avoided.
2835. Do not you think that by a better system of plumbing the waste might ba
avoided? No, I do not.
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2936. What is your reason for saying that? 1t is the carelessness of the people.

2937, But do not you think that by certain penalties, and so on, people might be
made more careful? You might attempt to educate the people, but it is & very
difficult thing ; in Glasgow they tried it and failed.

2038, Are you aware that in other places they have diminished the rate to an ex-

traordinary degree, and economised the water supply? I have heard of such cases.
2039. But you do not believe in it? No. i

2940. There is no peculiarity in Edinburgh, but that they should be subject to the
same process as other people ¥ They are very fond of water.

Much of this evidence seoms calculated rather to provoke a smile
than to carry convietion with it ; but such as it is it appears to meau
that the citizens of Edinburgh require more water than those of Glas-
gow, because they are very fond of water, and waste more than in
Glasgow. Mr John Carrick, however, a Glasgow witness already re-

ferred to, did not concur in this opinion, his evidence being as
follows :—

1403. You do not mean to put Edinburgh on a par with Glasgow as regards the
quf?ntity of water required, do you? No; in certain circumstances they are
different.

The following was Mr Bateman's estimate of the necessary supply
for Edinburgh :

3302. What have you taken as the number of gallons per head per day that should
be looked for, mnuigarin.g the loecal circumstances and necessities, for a Scotch city
like Edinburgh? We have to apply a very different rule to Scotch cities to what we
do in England. You cannot make 30 gallons a head a day do in Scotland. In Glas-
gow it is 50 gallons a head a day. I may mention that the Commissioners used every
means to bring it down, but they never could bring it down below 30 gallons a day ;
it always results back to about 50 gallons a head a day, as a normal quantit{. E%
or
ax

Bill has just been passed through for Dundee, of which I am the engineer
ga.ﬂuniﬂn head a day. There is also a Bill in Yorkshire for 50 gallons.
takes 40,

3503. You have spoken of Glasgow—does the 50 gallons which they consume de-
pend upon large trade and consumptivn? No; the water for trade purposes, ex-
clusive of those connected with domestic wants—I do not know exactly what it is
now, but I think the last time I investigated it, it was only 3} or 4 gallons a day.
That reduoced the actual consumption of water in Glasgow for domestic purposes to
about 48 or 49 gallons per head per day.

3504. Applying that formula to the figures which you have given us of the defici-
ency and g-apula.tinn, how does the matter stand ; what is the present immediate
deficiency ? The present population of 250,000 at Eg»l;ﬁallmn will require 12,500,000
En.llonu a day, and as they have only 7,000,000 ons, there is a deficiency of

,o00,000 ga]fnnn.

Such was the case for the promoters in reference to the quantity of
water necessary for each head of the population per day.

On the part of the Opposition, Mr Thomas Hawksley, C.E., Lon-
don, gave the following evidence :—

4125, Assuming for a moment that the Committee were impressed with the views
of the promoters—that more water is necessary for Edinburgh, you say that a suffi-
cient supply can be obtained (may I say easily) from the Pentlands? Yes; there is
an amphitheatre of hills round Edinburgh which will supply an immense quantity
of water beyond what the Pentlands will supply.

4126. By the ComyITTEE.—What do you mean by a sufficient supply? A sufii-
cient supply may be anything from that district from the proper quantity of 25
gallons per head, to the improper quantity of 150 gallons per head. There is any
amount of water almost.

4127. From 25 gallons per head up to 150 gallons per head? Yes; but such a
quantity as that, or m;rthiﬁ approaching to it, would be absurd.

4325, My learned friend Mr Calvert asked you a question or two about Sheffield.
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which suggests to me to ask you what is the consumption at Sheffield now? The
consumption now is between 26 and 27 gallons per head.

4326, Is it not about as dirty a place as any in England? It does not depend
upon that. The consumption a year ago was 40 gallons, and we were required to
put on a constant supply ; and we failed just as Edinburgh has failed, and with
exactly the same number af population. We got rules and regulations made and ap-
proved for correcting the fittings, and thereby preventing the waste. We have
already saved 13 gallons per head per diem, and we are only on the threshold of our
business. By-and-by we shall get down, by the completion of our arrangements, to
20 gallons a-head certainly.

4

327, That is what makes you so strong in your view that really in your judgment
Edinburgh, with proper care, wants no farther supply than it has now? ¥Yes; but
that is not a solitary instance. I could give you almost off-hand 20 towns or more
where the consumptions by the suppression of waste are kept considerably below 20
gallons per head per day.

Mr Hawksley's evidence was substantially corroborated by that of

Mr Leslie, as follows :—

5190. Do you agree with that portion of Mr Hawksley's evidence in which he
stated that if the distribution in Edinburgh itself was improved, the people could
have a continuous supply of water with much fewer gallons less per head than they
now make use of, or want? I think that 25 or 30 gallons a-head would be ample, if
there was no waste in the domestic supplies. That is my opinion.

6191. From your knowledge of the character of the supply pipes in Edinburgh,
do you believe that you could make such alterations as to prevent waste, according
to Mr Hawksley's plan at Norwich? It might be done certainly.

Mr John Ayres, C.E. of Norwich, manager of the Norwich, the
Sheffield, and the Great Yarmouth Water Works, spoke of the enor-
mous waste which he saw on an inspection he made of a number of
houses in Edinburgh in 1868, and of the way in which similar waste
had been checked in Norwich and Yarmouth, and was being checked

in Sheffield ; and then went on :(—

5340. If the waste was checked in a place like Edinburgh, how much water do you
think would be ample and sufficient for the inhabitants ? At Edinburgh they have
a great many water closets, and a great many baths, and therefore I should give
more to Edinburgh perhaps than to any other town that I know of. I know nearly
all the water-works in England, and I think that 25 gallons a head would be a most

abundant maximum supply, including trade and all purposes—most abundant. 1
do not believe they could use it.

The case presented to Parliament by the promoters on this head has
been given in greater detail than its own merits deserve ; but the detail
is necessary to make intelligible a concealed and characteristic plot of
the promoters which shall now be glanced at ; but which will be more
completely exposed afterwards in treating of the cost of the St Mary's
Loch scheme, and the means of providing for any excess of the cost
of execution over the sum of £500,000 proposed to be raised under
the Bill.

What was proposed in the Bill was to bring in 12,000,000 gallons
of water per day from St Mary's Loch. This, to a population of
250,000, would afford 48 gallons per head per day. Mr Stewart’s esti-
mate of the average yield of the present supplies was 28 gallons per
head per day, so that had the St Mary’s Loch water been introduced,
there would have been a present supply of 76 gallons per head per day,
with a farther power to go to St Mary’s Loch whenever they required
another instalment of 12,000,000 gallons per day. '
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Now, one and all of the trustees’ witnesses fixed 50 gallons per
head per day as the maximum supply required for the population, so
that they would, on the introduction of the St Mary’s Loch water,
have had at their credit an excess of 26 gallons per head per day above
their maximum, with a power of drawing 48 gallons per head per day
additional when it was found to be required.

Keeping these circumstances in view, there was in the bill, when
introduced into the Commons, this extraordinary clause :—

24, It shall be lawful for the trustees, and they are hereby authorised. after the
introduction of the said supply of water from St Mary’s idch and the Loch of
Lowes, under the provisions of this Act, to take up and remove from time to time
such of the reservoirs, conduits, pipes, and works vested in the said trustees by the
first recited Act as may not be required (excepting the compensation reservoirs con-
structed under the authority of the several Acts relating to the Edinburgh Water
Company ), and to sell and dispose thercof, and of such lands and property, and such
materials and other things as shall be found unnecessary for the purposes of the first
recited Act, and of this Act ; and the trustees may apply the price thereof IN PAYMENT
OF THE WORKS HEREBY AUTHORISED, or in extinction of any of the debts or obliga-
tions of the trustees.

Nobody except a mischievous schoolboy usually takes the trouble
of cutting a stick, unless he has in view a use for it, and a mis-
chievous boy, as a rule, is better without it than with it. There is
no doubt, therefore, that this clanse was not inserted without a pre-
determined use for it, and when all the circumstances are considered,
there can be as little doubt that it was intended to dispose of the
existing works, so far as they were saleable. Why they were to be
sold, and what was to become of the price, will be discussed when the
cost of the St Mary's Loch scheme comes to be noticed.

Doubtless, however, reference will be made to the evidence of the
Lord Provost to show that this was a mere power taken for the sake
of econvenience, in case of a contingency arising for its exercise, but not
in contemplation to be put to use; for in his cross-examination he
said, as if the subject had then been brought to his notice for the
first time, that the proposal to sell the existing works was a mis-
take (793) ; that he thought the proposal to insert such a clanse was
a combined mistake of the trustees and the opposition (794); that to
please the opposition he would drop the elause out of the Aet (796) ;
that he was not consulted about the insertion of it (797) ; and that e
thought it ridiculous to propose to sell any of the works (798). In
ghort, what grains of common sense can be got out of this bushel of
chaff, seem to point to the idea that the insertion of the clause was a
mistake, and that he had been made a tool of by more designing
men in promoting a thing as to which the Chief Magistrate of the city
was never consulted.

But the circumstance that he knew nothing about the intended
operation of the clanse is no proof that it was a mere form. This is
not the only matter in which he was kept in the dark a-.m_i lua name
used as a convenient cloak for a discreditable prnc.eedm_g in this
municipal contest, where provided he got an arena for small jokes, the
interests of the citizens seem in his eyes to have been a very sennudaa:y
consideration. To justify this remark it is only necessary to take his
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own picture of himself, as painted before the Committee of the Houso
of Lords, in reference to the concealment of Mr Leslie's report. Ha
there stated that he was no party to its suppression (529) ; that he did
not know of it (530) ; that he did not know on whose instructions it
was suppressed (532) ; and that he tovk no part teular interest in it one
way or the other! (533). This is a pretty confession for a chief
magistrate to make in regard to the business of a Trust of which he
was the statutory chairman ; but all the same the report was suppressed,
and doubtless had the powers of sale of the existing works been granted,
the works would have been sold, although the Lord Provost should
have taken no particular interest in the matter, and have delegated the
power with which he was entrusted, to other schemers who did make
it their particular interest to conduet this matter.

Coming back however to the subject which was under consideration,
it may be fairly questionable if the trustees had proved that even the
supply of 28 gallons per head, per day, was insufficient ; still, assuming
this to have been the case, it appears plain that were the opposition
able to make out that the five or six millions of gallons per day additional
could be got at a moderate cost, in the neighbourhood of the present
sources, the St Mary's Loch scheme involved a reckless expenditure of
maoney.

(3.) Preventable waste.—This matter has already been alluded to in
connection with the remit of the Water Trustees to their engineer on
8th September 1869, and repeatedly renewed since, made with the
ostensible view of ascertaining, checking, and preventing waste. It is
evident that this was an essential point of the promoters’ case if it was
 an honest one. DMr Bateman and the promoters’ witnesses generally
maintained the necessity of having a supply equal to that of Glasgow.
But, on the other hand, Mr Hawksley, Mr Leslie, and Mr Ayves, all
considered from 25 to 30 gallons per head per day an abundant allow-
ance, and Messrs Bateman and Stewart, the promoters own witnesses,
admitted that the present supply afforded 28 gallons. Now this must
have been the quantity delivered into the pipes in the country, and
supposing all the statements made by the promoters to have been true
‘as to the scarcity in town which caused such indeseribable sufferings,
there is no proof that the 28 gallons were insuffieient, unless it were
ascertained in some reliable manner that that quantity actually reached
(at least without such waste as was preventable) the points of delivery,
and was preserved from waste when delivered, by the cisterns and
fittings being in proper order. Unless it was either ascertained by a
proper examination that there was no preventable waste, or that such
waste was prevented if ascertained, a mere short delivery in Edinburgh
was no proof of an inadequate quantity sent from the fountain heads.
But what was done in reference to this was absolutely nothing. Bailie
Lewis no doubt boasted that everything that human ingenuity could
devise had been dome ; but he could specify nothing except the
appointment of some inspectors—a number of domieilary visits by
them—and the issuing of a number of notices, with which the attempts
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at checking waste seem to have terminated. The evidence of My
Stewart on the same subject has also been already quoted in reference
to what he considered the necessary quantity of water to be supplied
per day to-each head of the population,—the great waste,—and the
impossibility, in his opinion, of preventing it, as an excuse it is
presumed for his not having even attempted to prevent it,—which
statements are erowned by the following extraordinary evidence by him
as to the advantages of waste :—

+294}. PE you consider that the waste of water is useful in a sanitary point of
view ! L :

2042, That is to say that the trickling of the taps, and the water so finding its
way into the sewers and drains, cleanses the drains? Yes ; the aggregate of all these
little tricklings soon becomes a considerable stream, and it then has a great effect

upon the drains in keeping them clear, In faet it does keep them clear in many
instances.

Mr Hawksley's evidence on the part of the opposition as to the
waste in Edinburgh is too long for quotation (4121 to 4124); but
the following sentences bearing more emphatically on the subject may
be given :—

4121. The waste in Edinburgh is now to a very great extent repressible waste. 1
know of it myself ; I have examined the houses, and looked at the apparatus, and 1
know well how the thing is managed, or rather not managed at all ; and I know the
proportion of water which Mtuﬂtli does go to waste. :

u-ilﬂﬂ.u]éu the town it is absolutely ruinous waste. I never saw so bad a system in
all my life. -

4123. Is it worse than Glasgow? TYes; if is worse than Glasgow, because in
Glasgow, as a rule, they carry the water up to the tops of the houses, and then it is
drawn down again. But here it goes sometimes down, sometimes up, sometimes
sideways, sometimes it is throttled at the entrance of the service pipes, and,
altogether, the system is such as to enable a man who lives in the lower part of the
flats, by the misuse of his very bad apparatus, to run off all the water as it arrives
at the premises, and prevent all the people above him from getting any. That 1s
actually the cause of the complaint of want of water in Edinburgh.

In the next answer he explained how the waste was repressed in
Norwich, and which could be as easily done in Edinburgh.

Mr Leslie's evidence in corroboration of Mr Hawksley’s has already
been quoted.

Mr Ayres described what he saw of waste in 1868, in an inspection
which he made of houses selected at random by himself ; and his
account of it is so instructive that it is here given at length.

5332, You visited Edinburgh, I believe, in the year 18687 Yes. |

5333. Did you look at the fittings there? I did,

£334. To what sort of houses did you go ? Some of all classes.

5335. Did you select the houses yourself at random ? I did. I had an official of
the Water Works Company with me, for of course I was a comparative stranger,
he took me into the different districts, and I pointed out the houses that I should
wish to visit.

5336. You chose the houses yourself ! Undoubtedly.

5337. What did you find? I found in almost every case the taps leaking—the
amﬁﬁnn was to find one tight—and seeing a great many of what would be tal?nad

leaks, which I thought the water works officer did not thuruagih‘ly appreciate,

I sent to a public house and borrowed a imperial measure, we had a dis-
cussion with the inhabitants ; one said it was not a leak, but we found that it was
running at the rate of 110 gallons in 24 hours ; it was not considered a leak by the
inhabitants, or even by the water works officer ; he considered it next to nothing.
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5338. You said, I think. 110 gallons in 24 hours? Yes; I went into the basement
of the same house, and I found another tap running at the rate of 207 gallons in the
24 hours ; but there were many that would deliver 10 and 20 times that quantity in

one hour at that time.
Then Mr Ramsay, who as manager of the late Water Company,
knew more about the matter of waste than probably any other person,

stated,—

5365. Will you be good enough to tell the Committee whether, in your judgment,
there is any waste caused by the defective distribution in the city ¥ Yes, enormous
waste, in consequence of the defective fittings in the city ; and immense waste in

the country as well. ; 1 e ]
5366. Are you of opinion that the waste in the city is a preventable waste with

better apparatus? I am decidedly of that opinion.

5367. Has that waste always gone on, more or less, during the period of your
acquaintanceship with the works? During the whole of that period.

5368, I believe the Water Company made an ineffeetual effort, did they not, on
more than one oceasion, to control that waste ? Yes, they did in 1856 and 1863, when
the Company had bills in Parliament ; there was a proposal made to obtain the same
powers to prevent waste that Parlinment had given to many other towns, Norwich
included, but that proposal was very strongly opposed by the Town Council, and the
consequence was that the company were forced to give up the idea of obtaining any-

thing in that way.
5372, Can yon give the Committee any iden of the extent of the waste in the

distribution of the city ! No, not very accurately ; it is a mere guess, but I put it
always, and T think perhaps it is a little under the mark, at 33 per cent. of the whole
uantity of water delivered in Edinburgh, that is uselessly wasted, or rather worse
than uselessly wasted.
In answer to farther questions Mr Ramsay stated that there would be

no diffienlty whatever in carrying out those powers to control the waste,
if the Water Trustees should apply to Parliament and obtain them,
except in reference to the cost, which Mr Hawksley had estimated
might amount to about £85,000 ; and that in that way the water supply
would have been reduced probably to 25 gallons per head, and perhaps
under that, leaving a large surplus.

Looking to the specific evidence of very great preventable wiste
given by the witnesses for the opposition, as contrasted with the mere
theories of the trustees, and the want of all attempts on their part
either to ascertain or grapple with the waste, it is not too much to
assume that one third of the whole quantity of water sent to Edinburgh
15 wasted by absolute carelessness,—the prevention of which waste would
be equivalent to the introduetion of a new supply to the amount of,
say two millions of gallons per day, added, not to the quantity sent into
town, but to the quantity available in town for the supply of the
inhabitants.

(4.) The alleged approval of the scheme by the ratepayers of Edin-
burgh.—What was done in point of fact by the Water Trustees and
members of the Town Council in laying the St Mary’s Loch scheme
before the citizens has already been detailed at considerable length.
Buf the facts underwent a strange distortion at the hands of Bailie
Lewis, the solitary witness who ventured to present himself on this sub-
Ject on behalf of the promoters before the Commons’ Committee ; and
the reader is requested to compare the account formerly given, taken
from the trustees’ reports and the newspapers of the time, with the
extracts from his evidence now given :—

0
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It may thus be assumed that the attenipted proof by the trustees
of the alleged approval of the scheme by any considerable body of the
E}{apﬂ}rars, or, indeed by any section of them at all, was a complete

ilure, ;

(5.) The evidence of a determined opposition. The first palpable
evidence given in the way of showing hostility to the proceedings of
the trustees was the public meeting in Queen Street Hall on 16th
February. In reference to it Bailie Lewis was compelled to admit
(310) that there was in certain quarters a very decided feeling against
the Bill ; and (315) that the meeting was composed of a large body of
very respectable citizens. He attempted, however, to qualify this
latter admission by a statement that on account of the meeting having
been held at two o’clock in the afternoon, none of the working classes
could be there. This led to the questions and answers already quoted
(317 to 323), showing that the working classes had not expressed, and
that he had not theught it expedient to ask them to express, any feel-
ing in favour of the Bill. He farther attempted to account for the
opposition by alleging that it had been excited by misrepresentations
of every kind, widely circulated in the newspapers, and by means of
“fly-leaders and placards.” As the trustees themselves resorted pretty
freely to this mode of influencing the publie, even pressing the official
positions of the three provosts into the service, and as the opposition
repeated in their petition, and went to issue before the Committees on
the same statements which were thus challenged, the result of the
contest may be left to determine who was right in this respect. Pro-
vost Watt attempted the same kind of evidence in regard to Leith.

Then came the petition against the Bill, which was the basis of the
opposition, and the supplementary petition, representing altogether
16,827 ratepayers praying for the rejeetion of the Bill. This was a
piece of real evidenee upon which the trustees thought it very desir-
able to throw diseredit ; and they resorted to their old tool, Mr Robert
Paterson, the City Assessor, or more probably, as a similar job had
been a paying one in 1869, he volunteered, to damage as far as possible
the character and bona fides of the petition. Mr Paterson appears to
have proceeded to London on 4th March, along with Bailie Lewis
and Mr Marwick, carrying with them the valuation roll, for the purpose
of picking holes in the petition. On the 15th he was pompously
announced, doubtless by himself, in the Scofsman, as being there
scrutinising the petition, no doubt assisted by two of the eity’s paid
clerks, as on the former occasion; and he is understood to have
returned on the 20th, having thus occupied at least twelve working
days in his serutiny. )

He was not so sure of his ground, however, on this occasion as he
had been in 1869. Various letters had appeared in the newspapers,
denouncing as an unjustifiable job in 1869, the employment of him, a
city servant, to discredit a petition of the ratepayers, and repeating the
same denuneiation in reference to his serutiny of the petition of 1871.
The plan was therefore fallen upon of commencing the attack upon
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the petition from Leith, with which he had no official connection,
Provost Watt being made the instrument. This attack proved a com-
plete failure, as Provost Watt could not challenge any one signature,
all that he could do being to give the names of five persons who, as he
said, had told him that they had been induced to sign on the state-
ment that St Mary's Loch water was bad, and that the rates would be
2s. or 2s. 6d. per £; but that if they were assured that the water was
of good quality, and that the rates would not exceed 1s. per £, they
would sign a petition in favour of the Bill. Councillor Archibald of
Leith, followed in the same strain, but he specified no names, though
he mentioned one common stair in which lived four men, whose wives
he said had signed for them, adding that the husbands had threatened
to put this in the newspapers, but did not. Clearly all this was no
evidence whatever, because by keeping back the parties who made the
statements, the eross-examination, the test of truth, was evaded.

At the close of the evidence of Mr Archibald, upon the counsel for
the trustees proposing to bring farther evidence against the petition,
the Committee, evidently impressed by the paltry nature of that
already given, intimated their desire to examine the allegations in the
petitions against the Bill, and to hear no more of such evidence against
the petition. The following is the record of the procedure (p. 79) :—

Mr CALVERT stated that he desired to call two witnesses to prove that a fictitious
petition had been presented from Leith, purporting to be signed by a number of
people against the Bill. He hoped that the Committee would allow an inquiry into
the facts of the signing and presentation of the petition, as it involved a question of
breach of privilege of the House.

The CHATRMAN—The decision to which the Committee has arrived is simply this:
they do not want to interfere with the conduct of the case by the learned counsel ;
they merely say, for their own satisfaction, that all they want to do is to examine
the allegations contained in the petitions. It would save time if you took one
particular witness and examined him upon the point, and let him be cross-examined,
and have done with the subject; but to cross-examine every witness as to whether
the petition was properly got up is a waste of time, and the Committee do not want
their time to be wasted,

Mr CaLvERT stated that he would call two witnesses upon the point.

It was evident that Mr Robert Paterson was determined to shew
that he had done something during the twelve days he had been
serutinising the petition.

Mr Paterson was accordingly examined two days afterwards, His
attack upon the petition commenced with great vigour, thus :—

2590. Have you made an examination of the petition presented against this Bill ?
I have made an examination of the petition.

1. Are you prepared to shew that a great number of the names are not genuine
signatures? What can you tell us with regard to the state of the signatures to this
petition? The petition pretends to be a petition by the mtepayanEdinhurgh ; ik
contains the name, and the address, and the rental of pmgert_-.r. I am pre d to
say. as the result of my examination, that in very many instances upon whole sheets
of the petation the names are written in the same handwriting, and are not the
gignatures of the parties. In other eases I am prepared to shew the Committee the
name of a person with the address and the rent in one part of the petition, and in
another part the name of the same person, written manifestly in a different hand-
writing, and repeating the rental again.

2502, That oceurs in many instances, does it? Yes, in many instances : it runs
throughout the whole petition. I have no hesitation in saying that, as evidence of
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payers in favour of the Bill ; and that there were the resolutions of a
public meeting of a large body of very respectable citizens, and a peti-
tion of 14,000 ratepayers, to all effects and purposes a genuine petition,

against the Bill. :
The merits, or the demerits of the St Mary's Loch scheme, would

here naturally present themselves for examination. But the course
taken by the Committee after the case for the opposition had been
opened, makes it expedient at this stage of the narrative, to postpone
consideration of that scheme, and to go into an examination of the
capabilities of the Pentland Hills. _

After the promoters’ case was closed, Mr Rodwell opened the case of
the opposifion, in which, among other things, he set forth the capa-
bilities of the Pentlands, in the following terms (p. 43) :—

We believe that from the south side of the Pentlands, in connection with the ex-
isting reservoir, and in connection with the existing establishment of the Water
Comi , We can supply quite sufficient water. We propose to get the water from
the Pentland Hills, in the neighbourhood of Glencorse. We shall supplement the
existing supply by available water of which nobody complains; and then by a
small outlay in these storage reservoirs—small as compared with the enormous out-
lay for the St Mary’s Loch works, we shall have there our own existing works under
the control of the establishment, and, as it were, all in one place, and we have there
an ample supply for the inhabitants of Edinburgh. That is one of the schemes
which we propose. At all events, the main feature in this case is that the scheme
for going to St Mary’s Loch is uncalled for, and it will saddle the ratepayers of
Edinburgh with an expense which they ought not to bear.

In consequence of this statement, the chairman of the Committee
interposed at the close of the speech, and the following procedure
took place (p. 45) =—

The CHATRMAN—Are the Committee to understand that you intend to insist upon
the sufficiency of the supply cbtainable from the South Pentlands?

Mr BonweLL—That i= one of the things.

The CHATRMAN—In reference to that, wonld it be possible for you to direct vour
uﬂantt_;innvto that in the first instance, and so separate it somewhat from the sanitary
question ?

Mr RoDWELL—Yes,

The CHATRMAN—We get a little eonfused by going from one point to another, and
if you will direct fuur attention to ome point at a time it will be desirable.

-Mr RopweELL—I was thinking how I could do that.

The CHAIRMAN—I think you might examine Mr Ramsay, and get at the question

Mr RopWELL—I quite see what your Lordship means. If T could make out a case
with regard to the South Pentland Hills, the water there being clearly good, be-
canse it is a-water now used by Edinburgh, the sanitary question would not arise
upon that part of the case. 1

©  The CHATEMAN—Obviously it is the water that they are now using.
Mr RopweELL—I will come to that as soon as I can: but before I do that there
_ are gome witnesses that I must trouble you with. :

In eonsequence of this suggestion of the Committee, the considera-
tion of the St Mary’s Loch scheme was laid aside in the first instance,
~and the proof for the oppesition was confined to shewing that the south
side of the Pentlands, by an extension of the existing works, was
capable of furnishing an additional supply of water, sufficient for all
the wants of Edinburgh and its district. The next subject, therefore,
to be considered is : ;
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2817. Then the year before? Your books show that, do theynot? It shows what
it runs over, so many inches ; but the engineer will tell you that caleulation. I am

not competent for that. ;
2818. Ao inhioalon zabondd that?. T gy record that, and you can get it from the books.

2819, Have you the books here?  Yes, e
2820, Will you see how much water runs to waste each year from your existing

reservoirs? Sometimes an inch, and sometimes half an inch, and sometimes not at
all. The books only give what it runs over the weirs, so many inches.

9321, This is recorded in the books? ¥You will get it from the engineer.

2822, This is a record in the books kept by you? The books will be put before the
engineer, with all that information in them.

2828, Will you produce the books !

Mr CALVERT—No ; but you shall have that information.

Mr WILL inquired whether My Calvert would allow one of his (Mr Will's) witnesses
to see the books, in order fo ascertain the fuct. i :

Mr CALVERT stated that ke could not congend to that, but that Mr Will might ask

this witness what he knew. 4 S
The Wrrness—I do not know the quantity that runs over these weirs; it is put

in in inches, -
Mr Wint—The particular book that I want is a book kept called the Water

Register, .
2824, Mr CALVERT—Is there such a book? There is such a book kept as the

Water Register. » 8
2325, Mr Winr—These books are kept under your supervision? Yes.
2826, Will you look at your Water ﬁcgistm- and tell the Committee what is the

quantity of water? It is in London, but it is not in the room. I did not expect to

be put in the hox to-day, : : it ;
Mr CALVERT stated that when the engineer came he should give this information.

The WiTNESS—The engineer knows the book as well as I do.
Mr Sergeant SARGOOD asked the chairman to intimate to the promoters that they

were expected to produce the books.
The CHATEMAN stated that the Committer were of opinion that they could not

order the books to be produced ; but that if the ui}luganenta desired it this witness
should be re-called to-morrow, when the books would be here, to be crozs-examined,

Mr Sergeant SARGOOD stated that he would avail himself of that right.

This will explain the allusion to the book in question 3055 put to
Mr Stewart. His cross-examination was continued thus in reference
to this book :(—

J056, Have you got it hera? I believe it is here.

Mr CLErg —Mr Cameron, I think, produced it.

(Had Mr Clerk taken the trouble to look at his minutes of evidence,
he would have known that in place of Mr Cameron producing the
book, Mr Calvert, the promoters’ counsel, had positively refused, not

- only to produce it, but even to allow it to be seen by one of the op-
| position witnesses, in order to ascertain the fact of what were the
| terms of the entries in it.)

Mr RopweLL—Let me have it now; I want to put a question u it, M
| Cameron has been called. - P 4 pon 1t, Mr

{PTubwithﬂtanﬂing of Mr Clerk’s statement as to Mr Cameron’s
lhaving produced the book, neither Mr Cameron nor the hook was
ifortheoming.)

3057, You have seen that book? I have seen the book.

3058, It is with reference to the waste? Yes,

.. 4059, ‘What is the escape over the weir now? I will give it you for the last three
igm The m_mafpn over the weir in 1868, which was a very wet year, was
.HE;DDD,Dﬂghu:T;J.; ect ; in 1860 it was Ef,gm,mn cubic feet ﬁgﬁa&?}t year nothing
: ervoirs were never filled up; we were s ethi i
144,000,000 gallons of the quantity that we wanted, Smasingelies
P
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In this way Bailie Lewis got rid of a cross-examination as to .
Leslie's cstimu}lr:es for the St Mary’s Loch scheme, and the differences
between him and Mr Stewart. :
Again, during the cross-examination of Provost Watt next day, this
took place :—

955, Do you know what the estimate is for the construction of the works? Yes;

6. Do vou also know that your engineer, Mr Leslie, put the estimate for the

1msﬂt at £T£ﬂ,i]m at one time?f Yes ; but his estimate was lowered from that.

957. You pressed him to lower if, di:il vou not? I donot know that Mr Leslie is

man who would be pressed by any body. : 2
i 958. Do you mean Eu}-rr say t'i1irt there were not remits to Mr Leslie to consult with
Mr Stewart, to re-consider the matter? Yes, there were ; but they were works that
Mr Leslie had introduced in taking the water out of the loch, and I believe that on
more careful consideration he thought that, taking 12,000,000 of gallons for the
town, 15,000,000 of gallons for the millers would not be necessary, and that lessened
his estimate.

950. Then, as I understand, his estimate is not for taking 24,000,000 of gallons
out of the loch? _

Mr CLERK— We shall call My Leslic.

After some discussion as to what had taken place on the previous
day when the reports were called for, the minutes proceed :—

Mr CrLer—I was not present, and I really do not know what took place, butf My
Feslic will be called, and will explain everything. I understand that we can get the

reports in a few minutes, and my learned friend shall have them ; we do not desire
to keep any thing back.

By this pledge the promoters induced the counsel for the opposition
to refrain from asking any farther explanation from Mr Watl as to
the difference between the estimates of Mr Leslie and Mr Stewart.

And on 1st May 1871, the following cool and insolent proceeding
took place in presence of the Committee, who, to the astonishment of
more than one member of the opposition, did not express the least dis-
approval of, or even suprise at, such behaviour (p. 181) : —

In reply to Mr Rodwell,
Mr DexizoN stated that ke did nof infend lo call My Leslie as hig witness, BUT THAT

Mr RODWELL MIGHT HIMSELF CALL HIM, _

By this trick the promoters, who knew that Mr Leslie’s leanings

were unfavourable to the Pentlands, as compared with the Southesk

scheme, as a source of additional supply, got an opportunity of
throwing doubt on the Pentlands from the mouth of one whom they
represented as an opposition witness. The smartness of the trick,
however, cannot alter the fact that early in the mqury the promoters
had once and again adopted Mr Leslie as their witness ; and though
the notice of his evidence is passed over now, this is done only because
the turn which his examination took in the hands of the Committee,
renders it necessary fo advert to it rather at the close of the case for
the opposition.

Their other engineer, Mr Bateman, was not examined as to the
Pentlands in the course of the promoters’ case, But as the Committee
allowed him to be thrust in among the opposition witnesses in a very
anomalous way, to give evidenee as to the capabilities of the Pentlands,
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4367, What have you taken as the gathering ground? The gathering ground as
shewn ui:;:-u that map is 14,060 acres.

4638. Did you find that to be correct? Yes. 2

4639, Have you in your caleulation taken theaverage of the gathering ground of
6327 acres and 8230 acres, making a total of 147457 acres ? Yes.

These questions and answers were followed by others in which were
given statements of the rainfall as ascertained by the rain guages at
different places in the Pentlands range—from which the witness de-
duced the ealeulation that the average rainfall was 404% inches. TIn
order to ascertain the average rainfall for the three driest consecutive
years, that is, years coming together, he deducted one-sixth, making
the average for these driest years 33% inches, which after deducting
an allowance of 13 inches for evaporation and absorption, left an avail-
able rainfall of 20,7 inches for the driest season. The application of
this rainfall to the 14,457 acres spoken to by him then proceeded :—

4374. Now, taking the average at the amount I have named, 14,457 acres, what is
the available water on this acreage? In water it is E,Slﬂ,l}ﬂﬁ,ﬂﬁﬂ gallons or 183
million gallons per day.

4375, That would be for 180 days ; it would give you 3,300,000,000 gallons ? Ves.

4376. That is the amount of storage requireﬁ es ; that is what it ought to be,
50 as to secure that there should be no inconvenience from a year like the last.

4377. What is the actual storage ? In gallons it is 1,821,000,000.

4378. Does that represent more than one-half of the necessary storage? A little
more than half,

4379. The available quantity of water per day would be about 18,500,000 gallons ?

Yes, for all purposes ; if you reduce that by one-third, it would leave very nearly
lﬂi millions, a short 12} million gallons.

. That works out to just about 50,000,000 gallons a-day? No; 50 gallons
a head per day for 250,000 persons.

4381, Then if Mr Hawksley has dealt with a larger amount of aereage than you
have, that could be increased, of course, from time to time if necessary, by fresh
storage means? Yes, undoubtedly, that follows as a matter of course.

Professor Geikie spoke to the quality of the gathering ground of the
36,000 acres specified by Mr Hawksley, which is entirely pastoral,
excepting some little places in the valleys where oats or turnips are
cultivated. Of this area only about 700 acres, or one-fiftieth part, is
peat

This being the whole evidence for the opposition on the separate
part of the case which referred to the Pentlands, the counsel for the
promoters applied to the Committee to be allowed to recal Mr Bate-
man, upon the ground that he had not been asked any question with
regard to the Pentlands. After a discussion the Committee made the
following statement through their chairman (p. 307).

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Committee did not wish to depart from the ordi-
nary practice of not allowing witnesses to be recalled after tﬂa case was closed,
but at the same time the only option of the Committee being to arrive at the truth,

there were certain points npon which they wished for further information ; there-
fore the Committee, for the ILHIIWW of satisfying their own minds upon those points,

would !:'liow Mr Bn:g:mn to b :;:?auﬂd’ but the questions must be understood as

Mr Bateman stated that there could be no question that the Pent-
lands would afford an additional supply of water, but at a much greater
expense than from the South Esk, Heriot, or St Mary's Loch, adding,

“ So much more expensive was the Pentland Hills® district, when 1
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came to make my estimate of cost, that I rejected all further considera-
tion of it.” He did not dispute that the quantity of water stated
by Mxr Hawksley was to be got ; but in reference to it he stated “ T
very much doubt the statement that for £100,000, or twice £100,000
or three times £100,000, they would be able to supply a sufficient
quantity for the next 20 years from the Pentland Hills.”

The room was then cleared, and the Committee went into deli-
beration whether they would, without proceeding farther with the case
of the opposition in the meantime, call upon the counsel for the pro-
moters to reply in reference to the Pentlands as a source of sufficient
supply. Had they called for a reply it would evidently have been
upon an almost foregone conclusion that there was no occasion to go
beyond the Pentlands, That at least a portion of the Committee was
inclined to this course may be fairly presumed from a deliberation of
three-quarters of an hour having taken place after the room was cleared,
before they resolved to go on with the inquiry to its end in the usual
way.
On parties being re-admitted—

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Committee had decided that they would not ask
Mr Clerk to reply now upon the part of the promoters, but would ask him to re-
serve his reply until the whole case was complete, and that therefore the counsel
on behalf of the ratepayers might proceed with their evidence.

The case having been resumed, it is proper, before leaving the
question of the capabilities of the Pentlands, to refer to some farther
evidence on the same subject, which came out incidentally before the
elose of the case,

Thus, on the. subject of the water flowing over the waste weir at
Glencorse reservoir, Mr Ramsay, late manager of the Water Company,
proved the accuracy of the table spoken of by Mr Hawksley, and
described how the quantities had been calculated and entered in the
water register referred to by Messrs Cameron and Stewart, but never
produced, his description being as follows :—

5392. The average was taken while you were manager, down to 1870, and the
avmgamtaken, was it not, at a hour every day? Yes.

5393. It was taken that way at a fixed hour every day throughout the year, was
it not? Yes.

5394, In your judgment is that a full and fair way of estimating the average! It
cannot be guite accurate, butitis just as likely to be wrong on the one side as on the
other, on which side the error may lie no mortal man can tell,

Then as to the utilisation of this waste hé stated :—

5402, Now as to this table of the waste at Glencorse, will you tell the Committee
whether, in your judgment, that waste could be saved by increased reservoir
accommodation? Itisthe want of that accommodation that causes the waste ; if we
had the means of storing it up the water would not be wasted. '

5403. In your np;:uﬂiun that water could be saved? Yes, if it was stored up by mak-
a reservoir for the pu B,

04. Does the watef rrff to waste there? I suppose it follows from what you
have said that it runs to waste d:f and night? No; there are months when not a
drop of waste is running ; it is o ywhl_aln t overflows that there is waste, the over-
flow d wet seasons, not continuously. .

Eiﬂﬁ?r%an the reservoir is full? Yes, it runs over like other vessels,
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Then eame the evidence of Mr Leslie, who, for the reasons already
stated, must be treated as a witness for the promoters. The opposition
simply examined him as to the practicability of the South Esk scheme,
and the quantity of water to be got there ; and of course the promoters
seized the opportunity of trying to throw diseredit on the Pentlands,
thus,— :

5129. We had not the opportunity of seeing you when the FPentland scheme was
inquired into. I will therefore ask you something about that. You have never

recommended the Pentland scheme, have you? Not to that extent., I have recom-

mended the Pentland scheme. : i
5130, We will leave it there with the answer that you have given, and for which I

ane very much obliged to you.

In re-examination he admitted Mr Hawksleys 36,000 acres of supply
above 800 feet level ; he could not say whether a sufficient supply
could be got from it for £100,000 ; there might be a dispute with the
millers, and a new pipe would be required ; and then he said,—

5158, Are there any engineering difficulties in the way of getting a good supply in
the Pentland district? No.

5159, At moderate cost? You could make it sufficient for all these purposes. I
proposed one once above the present Glencorse reservoir. That was to give ditional

storage.

After the witness had cast some doubts on the quantity of water
stated to have been run over the waste weir at Glencorse reservoir, the
(Committee took him into their own hands, and on adjourning for the
day the chairman asked him to do one of the most unprecedented things
ever directed to be done by a committee professing to act impartially
between two parties, as follows,—

5179. Be good enough to read over Mr Hawksley's evidence, and, to-norrow pro-
bably, the Commitiee will ask you to give them your opinion wpon it,

The position into which the Committee thus put Mr Leslie was a
very anomalous one. Apparently they had taken up the idea that he
was a thoroughly unbiassed witness, because the one party had
deliberately pledged themselves to call him, and then had refused to
do so, as if he had not been a partizan of theirs, while the other party,
although they had called him, had apparently done so only for form’s
sake, to enable the Committee to get from him any information they
might desire ; in a word, they probably thought that both parties were
chary of examining him. Had the Committee simply availed themselves
of the opportunity thus afforded of getting all the information they
could from Mr Leslie as a witness, no one could have made the
slightest reflection on the perfect propriety of the proceeding. But
they went far beyond this, and substantially remitted to Mr Leslie, as
if he had been selected by themselves as a neutral person, and uncon-
nected with either disputant, to report upon the reliability of the
evidence given by Mr Hawksley. In short, they virtually made him
referee or arbitrator on the merits of the Pentlands scheme ; and there
canunot be a doubt that the evidence now to be noticed, given by him

under this remit or instruction, was one of the main causes of the
Committee passing the Bill,
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by an examination of the rain guages, the actual proved rainfall to
average on a course of years 4044 inches.) .

He next stated (51806) that the present pipes from Crawley cistern
to Edinburgh would not carry more than 250 cubic feet per minute,
inferring of course that if the supply from Glencorse was to be increased,
a new pipe would have to be laid.

And he finally indicated an opinion that in the event of new reser-
voirs being constructed in the Glencorse valley, the trustees might have
to fight the millers on the stream for more compensation to them. But
he seems to have completely forgotten the 70Oth section of the Water
Company's Act of 1847, which specified the quantity of 220 cubic feet
per minute to be sent by the Company into the stream “as a full
compensation for the right thereby conferred on the Company to stop,
dam up, store, and use the whole of the waters draining by the said
(Glencorse burn and its tributaries above the said Crawley cistern.”

The result of this evidence appears to be that both Messrs Hawksley
and Bateman agreed that there is a drainage area in the Pentland Hills,
above the limits of cultivation, capable of supplying all the possible
wants of Edinburgh ; but that they were at issue as to the cost, Mr
Hawksley maintaining that the present wants of the city could be
supplied at a cost of £100,000 or thereby, while Mr Bateman doubted
whether it could be done for three times that amount, his contention
being that a large quantity of water, that is 12,000,000 gallons,
being 48 gallons per head per day additional to the present supply,
could be procured from St Mary's Loch at a less rate per thousand
gallons than that at which the same quantity could be got from the
Pentlands ; the aggregate supply of 76 gallons per head per day being
very largely in excess of the necessary wants of the citizens for many
years to come.

Mr Stewart seems never to have given the subject any serious con-
sideration at all, though in his report to the trustees of 15th September
1870, he admitted that the mean of the rainfall of two dry years in
the Pentlands was 32 inches, to that extent contradicting Mr Leslie ;
while Mr Leslie doubted everything advanced by every person else,
without having formed any distinet opinion of his own.

(7.) St Mary's Loch scheme. (1) Quantity.—There is nodoubt that the
district of St Mary’s Loch would afford the supply of water which the
trustees proposed ultimately fo introduce into Edinburgh, viz., 24
millions of gallons per day, after providing 17 millions of gallons per
day to be sent down the stream, the latter quantity having been
increased from 15 millions of gallons as originally proposed. But it
was matter of dispute and inquiry whether the works proposed by the
trustees would secure that quantity. This question is entirely for
engineers and scieniific men, and therefore to that evidence alone will
attention be directed.

Reference must now be made to the suppressed reports of Mess
Stewart and Leslie on this subject ; but bggnre pmuae%ing to ana]ysrz
Ithem, it is proper to notice the reasons or excuses stated in Committee

Q
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produce the reports, and Mr Pope not being present, Mr Will, one of
the counsel for the opposition, on a reference having been made to Mr
Leslie, interposed thus in regard to the reports (p. 64) :—

Mr WiLL—This is a good opportunity, I think, to remind my learned friend that
the reports made by Mr Leslie and Mr Stewart were to be produced.

Mr OrERK—TTey are here. )

The CHAIRMAN—What passed with regard to the production of the reports I will
read : “The Chairman stated that the only object the Committee had in view was
to elicit the truth, and in order to save the time of all parties, the Committee would
suggest to Mr Pope whether it would not be advisable to {..rml‘uce"the reports,
although they did not feel called upon to insist upon their production.

Mr WILL—We will put it in this way, that if my learned friend did not produce
the reports, we should cross-examine the witnesses on the subject.

Mr CULERK—I was not present ; and I really do not know what took place, but Mr
Leslie will be called, and will explain everything. [ understand that we can get the
reports in a few minutes, and my learned friend shall have them ; WE DO XOT DESIRE
TO KEEP ANY THING BACK (!).

Notwithstanding of this distinet promise, to prevent the keeping of
which to the very letter there was now confessedly no cause whatever,
the reports still had not been furnished when the Committee rose.
At rising, however, the Chairman intimated that they would sit next
day as usual, and that they would not sit on Friday, but would
adjourn till the following Monday,—Committees, except under special
circumstances, never sitting on Saturdays. It was at once conjectured
by those in charge of the opposition that the reports would be with-
held till the Monday, because if they were furnished on the Thursday
the engineers for the opposition would have two days, free of attend-
ance at the Committee, to go over and master them, and to prepare for
the cross-examination of Mr Stewart, as well as to prepare themselves
to give counter evidence, or to make use of the reports in support of
their own case, as the circumstances admitted. The result proved the
accuracy of these conjectures, for the Thursday passed over, and yet
the reports were not furnished ; and although their eounsel had stated
that the reports were ready for delivery, they were withheld till during
Monday’s sitting, and only given after Mr Stewart’s examination had
commenced. Doubtless the trustees thought that they had done a
~ smart thing in preventing Mr Hawksley and the other engineers
having the opportunity of examining the reports at leisure on the
Friday and Saturday, and they cerfainly enabled Mr Stewart to run
the gauntlet of cross-examination better than he would have done, had
the reports been furnished earlier ; but, as it was, the trick availed the
trustees little, for the course taken by the Committee of eonfining the
inquiry to the Pentlands in the first instance, enabled the opposition
engineers, after all, to master the reports before they were called upon
to give their evidence as to the St Mary’s Loch scheme.

The report of Mr Stewart gave little detailed information as to any
of the schemes of water supply. The Pentlands were not even taken
into account, and were only incidentally mentioned as furnishing data
in reference to ascertaining the rainfall and expense of reservoirs
in reference to the South Esk and other schemes. All the information

given as to the St Mary's Loch scheme was that the total quantity of
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for this district. Mr Leslie, however, maintained that 180 days
storage was necessary. DBuf, even taking the smaller quantity, M
Leslie’s opinion was decided that the works proposed by the trustees
were not adequate to ensure the supply to Edinburgh in a dry year,
of even the first instalment of 12 millions of gallons.

Mr Bateman’s views come now to be considered, and though the
majority of his answers, in strong contrast to every other witness
examined, consisted of long, and often argumentative speeches, 1t 1s
considered proper to give his evidence on this subject in his own
words, especially as the substance of it can be got in three questions
and answers.

After he had stated his estimate of the yield of the distriet, based
on the rainfall as registered in certain rain-guages which had been
put down by the trustees, to be 62 millions of gallons per day—and
that the 15 millions of gallons then proposed to be given to the stream,
and the 24 millions of gallons ultimately to be taken to Edinburgh—
39 millions of gallons in all—took less than two-thirds of the gross
produce, the following questions were put, and answers given :

3521. Well now, under these circumstances has storage to be provided ? Storage
has to be provided. Under such a mode of treatment you have to provide storage
for the longest drought. If you go for the whole water you would have to provide o
great amount of storage. Here you do not require to do that, because so much would
run to waste. All that you have to measure your requirements by is the length of
drought, during that drought ; the streams are constantly producing something, I
believe it is a full allowance to consider that this district, through a drought of 120
days, which is quite as long as we might take in this region—that the produce of
the stream during that period will be about 12,000,000 gallons a-day. They will fall
to 5,000,000 gallons in extreme drought, and they will vary from 5,000,000 ons to
15,000,000 gallons, or rather more, but during the 120 days it will be 12,000,000
lons a-day. If we give 15,000,000 gallons a-day, there is a deficiency of 8,000,
gallons a-day, which must be provided for by impounding flood water. If we give
24,000,000 gaﬁlmm we have a Haﬁcienr:y of ‘g"i',{iﬂ ,000 gallons, which must be pro-
vided enfirely by stored water in heavy rains.

3522, Ome hundred and twenty days you mention as the period of drought? Yes.

8523. From your experience in similar mountain districts in Scotland, do you think
that a long enough period to provide for? Yes, the longest drought in Scotland—
it depends so much on what you call a drought. A droughtis longer where you tax
the whole country for the full quantity of water it will give. If you measure it b
the period of time betwixt when rain ceases to fall and falls again, it may be a mu
shorter period. The length of drought depends entirely upon the amount of water
5:“ take. Here you take less than two-thirds of the w{m e quantity, therefore 120

vs is the greatest length. In Loch Katrine the drought in 1869 was 189 days, and
we could have delivered the full quantity of water for 180 days, though that was a
very much larggr %nﬁ than is taken away here. One hundred and twenty days
would, at 27,000,000 gallons a-day, exhaust almost the reservoir. I helieve the

capacity of the loch is 533,000,000 of cubic feet, and the tity of i
lﬂgﬁayu of drought is ﬁlﬂj,ﬂﬂﬂj,ﬂﬂﬂ. There is a little ma:"lgq;;? TSR S

: Mr Hawkshaw, C.E., gave a general concurrence in Mr Bateman’s
views.
It thus appears, upon the evidence of three of the trustees’ engi-

neers that the storage capacity of St Mary's Loch was estimated g[':t
(taking Mr Bateman’s estimate) cubic feet, 533,000,000
and by Mr Leslie the remaining engineer, at 436,000,000

Difference, 97,000,000
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the stoppage of supplies by those primarily entitled to the water would
come so much the sooner.

(7.) St Mary's Loch Scheme continued. (2.) Cost.—Mr Stewart's
parliamentary estimate for the scheme as deposited was £480,000.
In evidence for the trustees he stated (2885—6), that this sum included
about £23,000 in addition to his detailed estimate of about £457,000
(2881). Although the trustees refused to allow this estimate to be

ut in evidence, Mr Rodwell, before any diseussion arose about this,
and probably before the trustees’ counsel had been instructed to with-
hold it, got access to it for a few minutes, when an opportunity was
taken of making the following copy of it in the Committee room,
during the short time he had it,—it being instantly demanded back
when it was seen that a copy was being made, not however before
sufficient notes had been taken to enable the writer to complete the
COpY NOW given ;—

Cost per run-
ning yard. Sumas.

1. Works at Loch, . . y . . - £26,501
2. Aqueduct from loch to first tunnel, including bridges and
compensation outlet, . - - - : £612 0 37,645
& Mount Benger tunnel, . ; : 12 0 0 75,216
4. Covered Aqueduct, north end of tunnel, 2 5 8 4.0 21878
4. Imverted syphon pipes across valley of Tweed, including
bridg'&xj &c! # = " = * 5 i 12 ﬂ E{'lﬁlg
6. Aqueduct from Peebles northward, including syphons and
ridges, &c., . i : . : SR IS i Ly
7. Inverted syphon to ning of agueduct, . ‘ 318 10 17,8562
8, Aqueduct south end of Leadburn tunnel, covered, . 815 0 7,012
8, Leadburn tunnel, . . . : 10 1 8 71,886
10, Aqueduct northward of do. . . ; : g 10 6,033
11. Pipe and conduit to Straiton reservoir, including bridges, &e. 215 0 80,309
12. Straiton reservoir, : : - ; ; 9:1'.}43
13. Pipe from reservoir to Minto Street, . 3 2 g 0 0 1717
- 14, Land, way leave and water, . : . 5 i
£457,325*

As in cross-examination neither Mr Stewart nor Mr Bateman dis-
puted any of the items of this estimate, there was no occasion during
the course of the trustees’ evidence to call for exhibition of it, But
when, during the examination of Mr Hawksley on the part of the
opposition, reference was made to Mr Stewart’s detailed estimate to
show that it contained no provision for filters, Mr Denison immediately
took the objection that the opposition were not entitled to assume
anything whatever of the contents of Mr Stewart's estinate, except
that it amounted to the sum of £480,000 contained in the parliamen-
tary deposit.

Mr Will immediately (p. 440) called for the estimate which had bheen
formerly shewn, in order to continue his re-examination of Mr
qu}mley, when Mr Denison enacted the following characteristic and
striking commentary on the declaration which his colleague Mr Clerk

e : 7
lsﬂﬂ?ﬂmm,tgfﬂ ﬁﬁmntﬂ with that volunteered by Councillor Romans, in February
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certain standard, nearly as low as £600,000. The £650,000 was to bring in 15,000,000
of gallons a-day toe li‘.'{:'iriuhurgh. I was told afterwards to reduce the quantity to
10,000,000, and that brought down the estimate somewhat. I ¢ame down to about
£600,000, ,

5248, Mr DExisoy.—Was it not £5670,0007 Perhaps it was thll..ll'ﬁnbnllt-ﬂ. I was
told that the Committee would not approve of an estimate above £500,000. I would
not sign that estimate, anil there our connection ceased.

5249, Was not the figure £568,7437 I daresay it was somewhere thereabouts.

5250, By the Coamirree—Had the Committee dictated what the estimate was to
be? I was told that they would not approve of more than £500,000.

After a number of other questions and answers in reference to the
differences, the examination proceeded thus ' —

5274. So that the difference mainly is that you allowed a larger sum for contin-
gencies apparently than Mr Stewartdid? Yes; I thought there ought to be a larger
gum for contingencies, because there were a number of things which were evidently
not included, and it was necessary to make some provision for those.

5275. On what things did you allow for larger contingencies than usual? There
was no provision large enough to settle the town reservoir, and I thought in all
probability filters would be rec}j.ﬁred before we were done with that; and then I
wanted a double outlet at the Loch, one for the mill water, and to level the flood
water in winter, and the other for the town water. 3

5276. Those were rather in the nature of additional things ; you differed from My
Stewart as to definite things? It was just this, I thought that these things were
indispensable, and he thought that they were not.

Before going into an examination of the things which Mr Leslie
thought indispensable, and which Mr Stewart did not, and therefore
omitted from his estimate, it will be convenient to notice the other
evidence as to the insufficiency of the parliamentary estimate.

Mr James R. Forman, C.E., Glasgow, and engineer of the Greenock
Water Works, gave this evidence :—

6176. Have you visited the St Mary's Loch district and estimated the amount of
works to be done to carry out the scheme which is now promoted? Yes, I have, I
went over the 8t Mary’s Loch line, and conduit, and tunnels, and estimated from
the parliamentary plans the cost of the works.

6177. Have you over the whole matter so as to be able to form a fair estimate
of what the works will cogt? Yes, I made an estimate, but I thought I would he
within the mark, and I have given as favourable a view as possible. 1 had some
difficulty in estimating the cost of the works at the outlet, from not knowing exactly
what they were, as they are not shewn on the parliamentary plan. I thought that
it was better to take Mr Bateman’s estimate of £32,000 as the cost of those works,
and assuming that the cost was £32,000 at the outlet, my estimate for the works is
— E6G5,000, to bring 12,000,000 of gallons of water inte Edinburgh.

6178, Taking Mr Bateman’s estimate of the outlet works at £32,000 as being
correct, and taking all the other matters into account as you have inquired into
them, your estimate is £665,000 for the works to be done to bring in 12,000,000
gallons into Edinburgh—they proposing to take that first? Yes; I may also state
that I have taken the distributing reservoir, so far as I could make it out, from the
plans—that is the reservoir near Edinburgh, which only holds about one day’s con-
sumption in Edinburgh—and it appears to be very small. I have estimated it upon
the g‘:mn];l that that was the whole size of the reservoir in the neighbourhood of

6179, You J)ut down a small sum for that, it being a distributing reservoir for one
day’s supply ? Yes.

. Does your estimate include filters? Yes I have included them in the
estimate.

Mr Hawksley’s opinion of the estimate was this :—

(485, Now, to come to the St Mary's Loch scheme, You have been to the locality:
have you not? Yes; several times,
6486, And you have examinéd the parliamentary plans, have you not? Yes.
I
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judiciously enveloped in a cloud of words, that he had made no
detailed estimate of these works at the outlet of the loch, but l}ml
arrived at a sum by a process of rule of three, two of the elements being
the respective drainage areas of Lochs Venachar and St Mary's, and
the third element being the actual cost of the works at the outlet of
Loch Venachar. The question which Mr Bateman put for solution
may be stated thus: As the drainage area of Loch Venachar (48,000
acres) is to the cost of the works at its outlet, so is the drainage area
of St Mary’s Loch (27,250 acres) to the necessary cost of the works at
its outlet. If such a mode of estimating had been propounded by a
man of less mark as an engineer it would have been simply laughed at.
As it is, it is enough to say that such evidence was worthy of the
trustees and their case. '

In their report of 6th October 1870, the frustees stated, in terms of
their sub-committees report embodied in it, that Mr Stewart and Mr
Leslie “ had a consultation as to the probable additional cost of treating
- the ontlet of St Mary's Loch in the way recommended by Mr Leslie,
when they fixed upon the sum of £15,000, including contingencies,
and £12,500, exclusive of contingencies.” This appears to have been
a pure invention for the purpose of misleading the ratepayers, for Mr
Stewart in his evidence gave the following very different account of the
cost of the works as proposed by Mr Leslie :—

3355. Now to come to that which I apprehend is the great izsue between yourself
and Mr Leslie, which is as to whether t}lera is sufficient storage in Bt Mary's Loch
to give the supply which you require for compensation. The water which was

measured flowing from the Yarrow, is half the measurement of the minimum flow ?
It was the lowest measurement that I ever got, but I could not tell whether it was

~ spent or not.
3356, But it was partly impounded water by reason of that which had been done

by the mill owners, was it not? Yes, it was.

3357. Now, then, as I understand, what Mr Leslie desires is this : that there shounld
be a mauch larger artificial embanlment raised at the end of St Mary's Loeh ? Yes:
Mr Leslie treats this district as he would treat a district where there is very little
rainfall, and where the streams in summer almost dry up. :

3308. And therefore Mr Leslie, treating it like an ordinary artificial reservoir,
considers that there ought to be a large strong embankment raised in place of the
present natural embankment? Yes,

3359, Now, if that were done, it would require you to go deeply down through the
beds of gravel, in order to get to the solid rock? Yes.

33!;0. Aﬂd would that be an expensive thing to do? Yes; it would be a very
costly work.

EEEL?Md that is the way, is it not, that Mr Leslic makes out that additional
ﬂm - EB- .

4362, Coming up to £660,0007 Yes; that small embankment is something like
£40,000 or £100,000. ;

Assuming Mr Leslie to be right, therefore, the difference between
Mr Stewart's estimate of £26,591 for his embankment, &ec., and
£100,000, being £73,409, falls to be added to Mr Stewart’s de-
tailed estimate.

(b.) The necessity of filters, and their cost.—This question of filtra-
 tion is now dealt with on the supposition that the water has in it only
some impurities held in suspension, and capable of being removed hy
filtration, Such impurities differ from those existing in the water in
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any impounded reservoir, no matber whether on the Pentland Hills, and if anything
like a high wind was blowing, you would have the water highly coloured with earthy
matter, and it would not be in a lrumlgmr condition to be sent into the town. I know
it is 50 sent into the town justnow, but we cannot help ourselves. ] ‘

2055, Do you recommend the trustees of the Water Company to filter their water

I could not express an opinion upon_ that matter. ot
2056, Have you noopinion upon that matter? I have no doubt it is unnecessary.
2057, Have you a doubt upon it? I have no doubt it is unnecessary, P
2058, When you say you have no doubt, which way are you positive—that 1t
should be filtered, or that it should not be filtered? I do not comsider it neces-

8 -
a%ﬁﬂ'. Would you recommend them not to do if, as being unnecessary ? They
have not consulted me in the matter,

2060. Then, if they have not consulted you in the matter, I will do so. Would
you or would you not recommend them to filter their water? I would state to the

trustees— o ¢ \
2061. I will trouble yon to answer this question ; it is a fair question to put to a

gentleman of your position. T ask you would you recommend them or not to filter
their water ! I would state to the frustees—

2062, Never mind what you would state to the trustees ? I would recommend
to the trustees—

2063. Do you say that you would recommend it? No; I would recommend to
the trustees that in the introduction of such a water as 8t Mary's Loch, there was
no necessity for filtration ; but in considering the unnecessary alarm that had been
created in the town by wild statements made by a few parties in opposition to the
seheme, it might be advisable that filters should be constrneted to allay the fears of
t-hm J.mu le.

ou would filter the water in order to pacify the people ? Yes.
2305, Do you mean to say that you would aeriuuaify give that advice ¥ Yes,

Comment on evidence so given is needless. It is enough to say
that after Dr Macadam had given twelve separate evasive answers
characterised by the strongest spirit of partizanship, his persistent exa-
minator compelled him at last to give a direct answer to the first and
only inquiry put—viz., that he does recommend the filtration of the
water of St Mary's Loch before being introduced for domestic use.

Professor Douglas Maclagan likewise recommended the filtration of
water which is known to contain animaleule (2437-8-9, 2450).

It 1s needless to pursue this farther. All the trustees’ witnesses,
with the exception of Mr Stewart, whose evidence on such a question
is certainly not entitled to the most weight, agreed that the water
must be filtered ; so the expense of a filtering reservoir, estimated by
- Mr Stewart to cost £20,000, and of a roof to it, estimated to cost
£4000 more, must farther be added to his estimate of £457,325.

(e.) Exzpense of roofing distributing reservoir at Straiton.—The fol-
lowing is Mr Stewart’s evidence on this subject :—

3025. Were any of the reservoirs to be roofed? The reservoir is to be an open
iiulurvmt:r—thm reservoir near Edinburgh—unless it is found that the smoke injures

2 Wik a

3026, What would be the expense of roofing that reservoir? £3000 or £4000 for
a light tiled roof. :

B027. What shall Evb:u roof the reservoirs with? Tiles; the large reservoir at

Dundee is roofed in that way.
While My Stewart did not include this expense in lis estimate, he
expressed a suspicion that the reservoir must he roofed after all. Laying

his reason for doing so out of view, any one who knows the locality,.
an exposed situation in the neighbourhood of trees and farm buildings,
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evidence neutralized the other; and, therefore, they failed to prove
that the works and necessary contingencies could have been executed
for the sum of £500,000 stated in the Bill. According to Messrs
Leslie and Forman, the works would not have cost less than £650,000.

It cannot be believed that the trustees and their engineers were
not aware of the circumstance that the cost of the execution of the
works would exceed the parliamentary estimate, and sum proposed to
be raised ; and reference has been already made to what was under-
stood to be the mode in which they contemplated to make up the defici-
ency, without resorting to the dangerous expedient of going back to
Parliament for power to burden the citizens with additional rates to
enable them to raise more money. The powers which they proposed to
take to sell the existing works have already been alluded to, and there
is little doubt that they looked to the price of at least some portions of
these works, to make up the inevitable deficiency. Nor was this idea
such a chimerical one as it at first sight appeared. The inhabitants
of Musselburgh and Dalkeith, or at least some of them, had gone to
Parliament in the same Session of 1871, and had got powers to bring
in supplies of water from the South Esk. There was, however, any-
thing but a good understanding between the inhabitants of the two
places, and the people of Dalkeith showed strong symptoms of repudia-
ing the scheme altogether, and, in point of fact, were prospecting for
water for themselves in the estate of Crichton, six or seven miles to the
southward. The Glencorse and Crawley works were far more suitable
for the supply of Musselburgh and Dalkeith than either of the South
Esk or Crichton schemes, and there is little doubt that the Edinburgh
and District Water trustees could easily have made a bargain for the
transference of their works to the Musselburgh and Dalkeith people
at a fair price. Again, the Crosswood and Colzinm Springs lie at a
height above the sea of upwards of 800 feet, almost on the watershed
draining to the Clyde, and with comparatively light works their
waters could be carried to Lanark ; and it is reported that communica-
tions were going on in 1870 or 1871 between some of the active pro-
moters of the St Mary’s Loch scheme and the authorities of Lanark,
or some person or persons in their behalf, with a view to the sale of
these springs and relative works to the authorities of Lanark. Here
then were the two sources from which funds were contemplated to be
got to make up the deficiency cansed by the excess of cost over
estimate, without laying additional rates on the inhabitants, but at the
sacrifice of a very great portion of the fine spring water which is pre-
sently supplied to Edinburgh, in order to defray the expense of bring-
ing in the far inferior and dangerous water of St Mary's Loch, to which
attention is now to be directed. The ugly exposure, however, of the
trickery and concealment, even among themselves, in defiance of the
old adage, which came out in the cross-examination of the Lord Provost,
led fo the abandonment of the scandalous projects alluded to, by the
:i?:.thdrawal before going to the House of Lords, of the clause contain-
ing the power to sell the existing works.
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to six or seven miles back. IHe knew every corrie in the glens, and
when he remembered that he had seen the crystal stream gurgling from
the grassy slopes, and rushing from clefts in the rocks, he asked any
one to look at that, and tell him that the water was incapable of being
drunk. The trustees had an opportunity, a few weeks ago, of testing
the water, such as had not been afforded during the last quarter of a.
century. They had the loch frozen over so strong that one might not
only walk across it, bul drive a carriage across it ; and in walking
across the ice, did they find a stagnant loch? Venly no. They
found an immensity of springs—springs from the size of a tumbler to
infinitely wider dimensions; they sounded the water, and notwith-
standing the immense depth, there were surging springs, which in
innumerable cases had resisted the frost for six weeks, although the
ice was frozen six to ten inches thick all round. He believed there
was not a loch in broad Scotland where there was a greater amount of
spring water than St Mary's Loch, and yet men would say that it was
unfit for domestic use.”

Councillor Gowans too, who ought to have known better, main-
tained at the same meeting of Council (adjourned to 22d February),
that—

&t Mary's Loch must get credit for its being a natural lake, requiring no main-
tenance, causing no risk, and having an unlimited supply, full of springs ; "

* *  The springs to which he had alluded, and of which Bailie Lewis had
spoken on Tuesday were so powerful as to make a man throw to the winds the talk
which had been made about the loch being stagnant water. Those who were at the
loch on Friday last made inquiry on this point; and found that during the severe

frost there were big holes and little holes in the ice, caused by the uﬁrmga having,
by their own power, forced their way up from great depths through the still water.

‘When Bailie Lewis however came to be examined as a witness before
the Committee, this pretentious statement of his shrank considerably
in its dimensions. Consecious that what he had said about * the
crystal stream gurgling from the grassy slopes, and rushing from clefts
in the rocks” was an entire fiction, he very wisely said nothing about it
in evidence, and confined himself to what he had said about the springs
in the loch, because he had the holes in the ice, which he mistook for the
effect of springs, as a sort of countenance, though probably a most
unexpected one, for his statement. The following is what he said in
answer to the questions of the trustees' counsel :—

242, Now, you have visited the loch during the last winter also, I believe? Idid.

243. And were you able to ascertain from its then condition whether that loch

was supplied by springs? Yes ; T was satisfied that there were hundreds of very,
very strong springs to be found in that loch.

In cross-examination, he gave this farther information -—

494, Waas itin the winter time that you were there? Yes, as well as summer,

495. Were you ever there in the winter time? Yes ; last winter.

406. When there, did you ascertain whether there were any springs or not? Yea.

407, Did you break the ice ? I did not require to do that., The loch was frozen
entirely over, and I went and crossed the loch, and I fownd that after six weeks of
protracted frost there were springs in hundreds, where the ice was six and eight
and ten inchea thick, which had resisted the action of the frost during that long
period of six weeks,
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3382, One gentleman who favoured us with evidence on behalf of the promoters
snid that he believed he saw springs; but you differ from him? Yes; there are
springs no doubt, which issue in lakes; but I should doubt their meeting in a sheet
n¥ water with springs from 30 to 40 feet deop. ; \ g i

3683, By the Coamanrree—I1 suppose the holes in the ice were mere air holes?
Most likely ; thers are always air holes upon large sheets of water covered with ice.

As might have been expected, after this nothing more was heard
about the alleged springs in the loch ; and it may therefore be assumed
that there are no springs in the loch, at least to such an extent as to
affect in any appreciable degree the quantity of water collected there,

and derived from other sources.
(b.) The peaty origin of the water.—Mr Bateman’s evidence just

quoted went far beyond negativing the existence of springs in the loch,
for it equally negatived the existence, to any great extent, of springs in
all the district, which could be the sources of the streams running info
the loch. If the rainfall does not get into the strata below the surface,
there can be no springs, and the water falling as rain will run off from
the surface almost as fast as= it falls, for if there is no great depth of
soil, there is nothing to retain the water. Mr DBateman's statement
that ““the rocks are so dense that a litfle below the surface” (that is of
the ground, not of the rocks) * you can get no water at all,” is conclu-
sive of this. Where, then, does the water of the streams come from |

Professor Geikie, director of the Geological Survey of Scotland,
furnished the materials to answer that question, in the following
evidence :(—

4501. You have examined the hilly district round 5t Mary’s Loch ? I have.

4502. Will you be good enough to state to the Committee as regards peat and
otherwise, in what condition it is? If you take the whole area of 5t Mary’s Loch
district at 28,000 acres, the area of peat embraced within thut basin amounts
to more than 7,000 acres, that is to say, one fourth of the whole catchment basin,
th;_iﬁgﬁ. Is it a thick coating of peat? In some places it must be 10, 12, and 15 feet

L

4504, Take as an example the Megget Water, which we have heard iz one of the
principal feeders of St Mary's Loch? There are some very large peat mosses at the
source of the Megget., .

4505, And I believe also about Winterhope and the Black Burns, which are also
'Lrlil:ncuktarie: of the Megget? There is Winterhope Moss, which is a large expanse of

earn.

6. In what condition is this peat ; is it living vegetable matter? No; like the
other peat moss in Scotland it is almost wholly dead. It is decaying peat.

- In a state of decomposition? Yes; the condition of climate by which the
peat mosses of this country were formed no longer exists ; the elimate is changed,
and the peat no longer lives ; it is decomposing. It is l:*.ai.ng constantly, year by
year, removed.

4508, The peat when dead eracks up into what we have been calling these moss-

5% It does.

hﬂgﬁg. In windy weather may it be seen blowing about? In windy weather in
summer time the peat dries, and it is blown about sometimes in clouds of brown dust.

4510. When the rain comes, what is the consequence? When the rain comes, of
course this dust is carried away in the form -:-Eggna mud, and the rain still further
acts upon thia ;qua;l de:;a.}ra&l ;urtfm:a of %he _p:iint, cutting i::1 up into ronnels, and
oik a solution of peat and dust in mechanjeal suspension down into the s
from -wﬁ:inh it is borne to the lower grounds. d : S

4511. Cracks form in the surface of the moss haggs, forming conduits or runnels
for the water? Yes. -

4512, Bo by the continual eracking of the peat in the summer, and its bein
about in the form of dust, and the rain of the wet season, these moss lmggglorrjl
perpetually being removed towards the loch? They are.
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he published in the Scotsman, under the signature of “ A Physician,”
commencing on 11th November 1870. It is not intended here to go
into any detail of the grounds of his arguments, or the authorities
which he cited in their support, because to do them justice would re-
quire more space than this narrative ean afford ; but as the publica-
{ion of these letters undoubtedly aroused the citizens to a sense of the
great visk they were incurring, by allowing without remonstrance the
introduection of such a water for domestic use, the following extract 1s
given of the general conclusions which he stated, in a letter in the
Scotsman of 16th February 1871, that he held to have been substan-
tiated during their progress :—

1. The human body needs for its structure and maintenance the supply of certain
salts, among which are the carbonate and _[L]lmphﬂ.t& of lime, these being in a spe-
cial manner required to give stability to the bones, but having also their further uses
in the living economy. 3 ; >

2. The phosphate of lime is supplied to us in our ordinary animal and vegetable
food, but is not presented to us in water. skl e ;

3. The carbonate of lime, on the contrary, is not primarily presented tous in suffi-
cient quantity in our solid food, but is contained in variable and more fitting pro-
portions in spring and river waters, ’

4, It is from the carbonate of lime brought down by rivers into the sea that all
marine animals derive the denser parts of their construction, the remains of which,
during the progress of geological periods, have been and continue to be aggregated
into huge expanses of limestone rock.

5. What has sufficed for the wants of these lower animals has sufficed also for
those of the higher organizations, of which man is the head.

6. Positively, this is proved and confirmed by the fact that it is in the limestone
diztricts, where the waters are more or less hard, that man has been shown to have
reached his most vigorous average physical development.

7. Negatively, this is proved also by its having been found that the mortality of
onr principal towns increases, on a caleulation of averages, in the proportion that the
hardness of the waters is diminished.

- 8. A water containing about six grains of carbonate of lime in a gallon is nowhere
held to be a hard water, but is fitted for every use of domestic economy or manufac-
ture.

9, Such a water, whether as a drink, or as combined with our food, presents to
us in the most regular and constant of forms, and in its most simple, natural, and
ensily appn:r%na.ted state, the carbonate of lime required for the healthy main-
tenance of the living system; while it is otherwise naturally preferable, because
imbued with more agreeable qualities, and with higher refreshing and invigorating

OWETS.

10. A lake water, independent of the consideration of its low impregnation with
carbonate of lime, is further objectionable from its deficiency of air and carbonic
acid ; its extreme coldness in winter, and tepidness in summer ; its combination with
peaty and other matters; the abundant presence of living animal and vegetable
organisms ; and its general want of sapidity and agreeableness, and consequently its
lower refreshing powers.

11. These views, so obviously concordant in fact and reason, are consistent with
the natural tastes and instincts of all peoples in all ages, have been maintained by
the mass of scientific men in all countries, and have %ceu publicly ratified through
the results of repeated Government inquiries,

12. Therefore, wherever a community has a choice hetween a water immediately
derived from springs, and thus moderately impregnated with carbonate of lime, the
excellence of which no one questions, and a]l];ke water, the defective gualities of
which are denounced by munly, it ought un uestiunnhiy to prefer the former, on
every probable consideration of comfort, henl&u. convenience, and in the end, were
it on no other grounds than these, of the truest economy,

In order to see the practical application of these conelusions to the
water of St Mary’s Loch, the first thing to do is to ascertain what
quantities of these respective salts it contains,
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the springs of the feeders of the loch, who contradieted him flatly on
this point. ¢ :

In cross-examination it was extorted from this last witness after
stating that he used the water of a spring himself, that (2212) Tibbie
Shields has a spring also, but does not use it ; that (2213) almost all
the water she uses is carried from the loch ; but (2214-6) that she
brings two pitchers a-day from the spring, in warm summers for drink-
ing purposes, the loch water being used for all other purposes. It
required some pressure to bring the admission out of this witness ; but
that made it the more telling when got.

Dr Charles Bell of Edinburgh was often at Mrs Richardson's house,
and gave evidence of her recent statement to him (b557-63) that she
never in the summer drank the water of the loch, and that what she
used was got from a spring.

Mr Thomas Field, on a visit to the same house in his character of a
Water Trustee, actually had the spring water brought to him for
luncheon, without asking for it, and quite as a matter of course (5658).

After this, the evidence of Bailie Lewis as to the use of the water, if
not indeed as to every thing else, may be entirely disregarded.

The next witness was the Lord Provost, whose evidence as to the
tasting of the water was as unique as his evidence about the springs :
the water was first rate (696) ; it was beautiful (748); oh ! it was
delightful (750) ; it was tried both with and without whisky (751) ;
and the taste was merely different, and that Bailie Lewis would say that
the whisky made it abominable (752) ; but they were quite sober when
they tasted the whisky and water on the ice (753).

Mr Chambers, the late Lord Provost, who is a landed proprietor in
Peeblesshire, and knows the loch well, said that he had often tasted
the water, and always found it clear and pleasant to the taste ; he never
found anything offensive about it (1230-6.)

Then came two farmers from the neigbourhood, who, for all they
said, might have as well remained at home.

One of these, the Mr Robert Mitchell already mentioned, said that,
according to his experience, the St Mary’s Loch water was very good
for drinking and other purposes ; that it was used by all the inhabi-
tants upon the margin of the lake; and that he never heard any
complaint of it (2157-60). DButin cross-examination it turned out that
this witness did not use the loch water at all, nor even that of the
Kirkstead burn, a feeder of the Loch, which flowed past his door.
What he used was the water of a spring led into his house from the
hill (2209-11).

The other dweller on the banks of the Loch, Mr Robert Laidlaw,
said that he had resided forty seven years at Bowerhope, on the Loch,
and that he never heard of people living at the Loch being unable to
drink the water. When, however, the question was put to himself
whether he always used the water, he would give nothing but the
qualified answer “ many times” (2279).

It seems to be an odd civeumstance that while witnesses were brought
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puther's views are entirely speculative, for it is not the experience of
the use of the Dublin water which he states, but his anticipation of
the results to be derived from it in the future. And, finally, the
report from which the extracts are taken 1s the cooked one already
noticed (p. 66), from which everything was atrucli. capable of being

used as an argument against the scheme. = j
Going on with his evidence, Dr Littlejohn said in cross-examina-

tion :—

1590. Do you mean to suggest to the Committee that the 5t Mary’s Loch water 18
better than the water you get at present? T think eo.

1591. For what reason? [t is softer. .

1592, Then you are an advocate for soft water. Are you aware that there is a
difference of opinion among scientific men upon that subject? Iam.

1593. Your only ground for preferring it is this matter of softness? And also a
most important element which is quantity.

The evidence of Dr Alexander Wood on this head is now given :—

1805, T will now go to the question of the quality of the water, to which as a
physician, I balieve you have directed your attention? Yea.

1806. I am alluding to the water from 8t Mary's Loch? I have seen the reports
of chemists, and the analyses of that water, and I have considered the character of
the water, and I judge it to be good water for the city, founded upon those reports.

1807. Looking to the analyses which have been made of the water of 5t Mary's
Loch, in your opinion, as a physician, is it well fitted for the domestic supply of a
city like Edinburgh? Judging from the analyses of the chemists, I should consider
it very well calculated indeed for the supply of a large city with water.

1808. It is very pure water, is it not, and well adapted both for detergent and
cooking purposes? It is particularly well adapted for cooking purposes, and it is
fairly adapted for drinking purposes. L :

1809, By fairly adapted do you mean that it is not so sparkling a water as some
other waters are! Yes ; some waters that are exceedingly injurious are more palata-
ble to drink than wholesome water. I do not think that the water of 3t Mary's
Loch will be quite so pleasant to the taste as water which might not be so good for
the constitution. t

1810, There are many waters, I beliave, which contain nitrates, which are very
injurious to health, but which are by reason of the presence of those salts particu-
larly sparkling and agreeable to the taste? Yes.

13'11. In the water of St Mary’s Loch do you find all those qualities, judging
from the analyses which you have seen, which make it a good and useful water, and
gufficiently pleasant for domestic use? I consider that it is a water very well adapted
for domestic use.

1812. The presence of carbonic acid gas, in the presence of other salts, makes the
water more sparkling, does it not? Yes; just as soda water to most palates is more

leasant to dri than common water, If you have carbonic acid gas in a less
ee, it makes the water more pleasant to drink, it is more sparkling.

819, A good deal has been, 1 believe, said and discussed in Edinburgh, with regard
to the presence of lime in the St Mary's Loch water—that has been one topic of
discussion—has it not? There was an attempt made to excite the inhabitants to
believe that they would lose all consistency in their bones if they drank this water,
becanse there was not enough lime to supply the bones of the body.

1820. As a physician, what do you consider that objection to amount to? Ithink
it is simply ridiculous, and I wonder that sane men could be found to listen to such

a thing.

1821. I believe that that very question had been discussed before the Duke of
Richmond's Commission on the Water Bupply of London in the year 18697 Tt was.

1822, Of course the introduction of lime into the human body is essential in order
to kﬁaﬁ_ﬂ the human nism perfect? It is absolutely necessary.

1 But I believe that the lime which is nu[;flied to keep up the human organism
is supplied, both from the vegetable and animal food which is consumed ? There is
more lime in a plate of porridge, which is the ordinary food of the lower classes in
Edinburgh, than in all tie water they would drink in the course of twenty-four

hours,
N T
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2375, I may take it, that upon your general knowledge of the water, and what
you have seen of the analysis made by Dr Stevenson Macadam, you are of opinion
that the water is one which is well adapted to supply the deficiency in Edinburgh?
Yes,

Dr Henry Letheby of London, the leading witness on this subject
on the part of the opposition, while he is Professor of Chemistry at
the Medical College of the London Hospital, is also Medical Officer of
Health for the City of London. His evidence, therefore, is available
in a double character, both as a chemist, and as a physician. -

He was supplied with samples of water for analysis from St Mary’s
Loch, Gladhouse Burn in the Moorfoot distriet, the Heriot, and the
present Edinburgh supply ; and he had also had occasion to analyse

the South Esk Water in reference to the Musselburgh and Dalkeith
Water Bill He and Dr Voelcker, Professor of Chemistry to the
Royal Agricultural Society of England, prepared and gave in evidence
a report and table of their joint analysis ; but before giving this report
and table, Dr Letheby’s evidence, of which it gives the substance, may
be more conveniently noticed in the first instance, as explaining what
it means.

After an examination as to organic impurities, to be noticed after-
wards, Dr Letheby’s evidence proceeded :

4695, With regard to saline matter, in what proportion is that? That is less in
quantity in 8t Mary’s Loch water. It amounts in a gallon to 3717 grains, and in the
(zladhouse Burn, and the Heriot Water, which are very closely alike, the propor-
tion is about 54 grains. In the present supply to Edinburgh it 18 9§ grains. In the
South Esk it is rather more than 9} grains ; and in the New River Company’s water,
of which you see a sample on the table, it 19 graing—that is, for the present month.
I am speaking of the analysis of that sample.

4696, With regard to the St Mary’s Loch, what opinion do you deduce from that
result as to the saline matter? I have a very strong opinion upon that subject, and
itis this: ihat a.certain proportion of saline matter in water is necessary ; and 1t
is not merely my own opinion, but it is the result of inguiries which have been
made by Royal Commissions, or what may be termed Royal Commissions, in this
country, in Paris, and in Vienna ; and they all agree that water for the supply of a
large city should be bright and clear, and contain a certain proportion of saline
matter. At least a certain proportion of saline matter is necessary to water having
those conditions.

4700. With regard to hardness or softness, how does St Mary’s Loch water com-

are with the other waters which you have examined? It is very soft indeed ; the
ﬁegma of hardness is 1°3" before boiling, and after boiling 1%, whereas in the Glad-
house Burn it is rather more than 33° %afom boiling, and ditto in the Heriot, and
24° after boiling ; whereas in the present supply to Edinburgh, it is nearly 7" before
boiling, and 4 afver boiling. In the South Es{( it is nearly 3.6° after boiling, and
in the New River water it is 14" hardness, or 14'4". :

4701, Then even as regards the lowest with which you can compare the St Mary's
Loch water, it is less than one-half? Yes, it is.

4702. By the CoMMITTEE—Do you know how the New River water compares with
Loch Katrine water at Glasgow ! L * !

4704, * * * The New River water contains 18'73 grains of saline
matter per gallon, whereas the 8t Mary’s Loch water contains less than two grains
—1'982, and Loch Katrine contains 1'8—that is, about a tenth, or not a tenth, of a
grain less than the 8t Mary's Loch water,

4711. Mn Macnowanp—Have you made researches into the mortality of towns in
reference to the hardness or softness of the water supplied to them? Yes: that
has been a matter of inquiry with me for some years. fhn.ve on several oeeasions
reported upon the subject ; and it is a remavkable fact, that in the case of the very
towns given by the Registrar-General in his weekly returng, his returns bear out the
results of my own inquiries. In the first place, the Registrar-General puts down
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In re-examination he explained farther on this subject,—

4883. It is entirely a question of risk, and 1t is a risk which you will not take if
you can protect yourselves against it? No; if you can have a better water you shall
iave it,
4884, You do not assert now that the water is the cause? Oh, no. :
4885, But you shew a remarkable coincidence between the soft water and the hard
water as regards the rate of mortality, and you say that being so, it is net wise to
take o soft water where you can get a hard water. Is tht what you say? I have

*  alveady said so.

The following is the report- of Dr Letheby and Voelcker, before
referred to, with the relative table shewing the results of analysis :—

REPORT by Dr Letheby and Dr Voeleker of an analysis of four samples
of water from Edinburgh.

The samples were sent to the Laboratory of the London Hospital College by Mr
Brodie of the city of Edinburgh, and they were contained in glass Winchester quart
bottles, securely sealed. -

Wal were informed by Mr Brodie that they were obtained at the following places,
namely,—

1. From St Mary’s Loch, March 27, 1871.

2. From Gladhouse Burn (Moorfoot Distriet), March 20, 1871.

3. From the Heriot, March 29, 1871,

4, From a tap in Mr Brodie’s house in Edinburgh, April 17, 1871

The samples were first examined in the usual manner for colour and trans ency ;
and it was observed that the water from St Mary’s Loch was slightly turbid, and of
a marked peaty tint. All the other samples were clear, and of a pale yellowish-
green colour,

The chemical quality and hardness of the several samples are shewn in the
accompanying table ; and, for comparison, we have added the quality and hardness
of the South Esk water, as proposed to be used for the supply of Musselburgh and
Dalkeith, and of the New River Company, as supplied to this metropolis.

The results of these analyses are as follows :—
1. As regards colour, the water from St Mary’s Loch is much more hichly charged
with peaty matter than that of other localitios. St

2, The amount of ammonia and organic ammonia, which are the representative
of putrescible organic matter, are largest in the St Mary's Loch \mtezﬂp E

3. The proportion of oxygen required fo oxydise organie and other :
matter is est for the St Mary's Loch water. 2 oxydisable

4. The quantity of caleareous and other saline matter i lest in t1 .
Loch water. 18 smallest in the St Mary's

5. The amount of organic matter is largest in the St Mary’s Loch water.
6. The St Mary’s Loch water is by far the softest of all the samples.

7. The 5t Mary’s Loch water acts to the greatest extent on lead, and t
acquires a dangerous metallic impregnation. ad, and thereby

We are of ;:upi:niun, from these results, that the St Mary’s Loch water is not
or m}fg water for domestic use, and that it is mucﬁi‘eﬁor' in all th:oea:eg:i'fi
;.llunhtm -:-E a whi:rlt.-fmﬁel Jwg#cr ﬁu the waters from the Heriot, the Gladhouse Burn,
1e present supply to Edinburgh, and the South Esk, which is t L
o lgeit-ln s which 18 to be used at Musse]
HENRY LETHEDY, M.B., M.A,, &c.
Auvgusrus Voercker, M.D., F.R.8.

The following is the table referred to in the above report :—

Comparison of the quality of the water from 8t Marv’s Locl '
ouse Burn (Moorfoot district), the Heriot, thg prus:nll; :11}1?:1%;'“ ;ln
ﬁd}ﬂhtggh, the South Esk, and the New River Company, as suppliad
somdon,
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Whatever conclusion the reader may be inclined tb come to in this
conflict of opinions, one thing at least is clear, that it is not a desirable
thing to introduce into a city a very soft drinking water, so long as a
moderately hard water can be got at a reasonable expense. But before
any practical conelusion can be come to, there are many other objec-
tions to the water to be noticed in their order.

(d.) The peaty and organic tmpregnation of the water. The evidence
of Professor Geikie, already cited, as to the origin of the streams which
feed the loch must have prepared the reader to expect evidence that
the water was impregnated strongly with peat ; nor will he be dis-
appointed, when the evidence is analysed. As the question is a
scientifie one, both as to the fact of impurity, and as to its effects, it
must depend for its solution on scientific evidence alone.

Dr Littlejohn's evidence for the trustees was to the following
effect :—

1533, Let me ask g-uu this general question—peaty water is not necessarily un-
wholesome, is it? It is not.

1534, And it will lose its colour if it is stored in a reservoir, and allowed to stand
a certain time ? It will

1535, But in order to utilise it, and make it agreeable to sight and tasbe, it must
be stored in a reservoir? Yes,

1536. Did you, with Dr Macadam and Professor Maclagan visit 5t Mary's Loch ?
I did the following day.

1537. The following day after you had visited the Heriot? Yes.

1539. At the time you reached St Mary's Loch the following day, did you find the
water leaving St Mary's Loch in large volumes? Yes.

1540, Was it peaty? It was not, it was as clear as crystal.

1541. Did you observe the character of the water in the loch itself as far as appear-
ance went? I did; it was quife clear. -

1542, Could you see the bottom of it at any considerable depth? Close in shore,
for the first 20 feet from the shore I could see the shingly bottom.

1543. As you went along by the side of the loch did you pass other tributaries
flowing into it from the watershed ? I did.

1544, And among others one called the Megget? Yes.

1546, How was it? Was it peaty? It was not,

1547. What was the condition of the water ¥ Good clear water.,

1548, I ought to have asked you during these days that you were at Heriot and
8t Mary’s Loch, was the weather fine or wet? Exceedingly wet.

1551, Did you also examine the stream conneeting the two lochs ? I did,

1552. That is a stream in which the water flows from the upper loch into the
lower loch? Yes.

156563, Was it clear? Tt was,
hn]fﬁéél And how was the river Yarrow that flows into the loch? It was decidedly

ed.

15655, Indicating that the watershed supplying it was ? Was ty or
painted with its colour sooner than the uthgptﬂhutaﬁma. 23 S

1556. I believe you had known St Mary’s Loch before this? Yes ; some fifteen
years ago I practised there as a country doctor,

1557, In the neighbourhood of Selkirk? In Selkirk itself. -

1558. Have you had plenty of opportunities of seeing St Mary's Loch under all
conditions of weather and water? Yes, I have,

1559, What do you say about the water gen ety )
1680, Have you drank 167 Fee ;. ngete el egatn B e oy

The following was the result of his cross-examination :—

1601, At Megget you say that there are moss haggs, are there not? Yes.
1602. And the whole of the St Mary’s Loch is a mossy district, is it not? In a

lmiga rt it is.
605, In the whole, is it not? No; I cannot say that.
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4514, As to the water, did you have occasion, whilq inap_ecting the district, to notice
the colour of the water? It was always of a brownish tint.

4515. Would you consider, looking to these circumstances that you have been
telling us of, that it is a pure water for domestic use? I should think it by no means
pure water. h

4516. You think the amount of vegetable matter would be such as to render it
impure? I cannotsay. That is not a question for n_gaulug?‘ut to answer. I am here
a8 a geologist. If I were to form an opinion upon it, I 8 ould say that it is very
unwholesome for domestie purposes.

In eross-examination he said :—

4535. Did you find any mossy peat sent down the Megget water? Yes; I have
seen the Megget water so brown with peat that nobody would drink it.

4541. You say that this water is unwholesome ; why is it unwholesome? I told
you that I only gave that as my opinion as a Professor of Geology.

4556. Have you tasted the water from St Mary's Loch? Yes. ok

4557. Should you say it was unpleasant? It 1s not pleasant, certainly ; it is not
what I should like to drink.

Dr Letheby, after speaking to the analyses which he made of differ-
ent waters, as already mentioned, gave this evidence :—

4684, Will you tell me generally what the result of your analysis is? In the first
place, we made a very careful examination in regard to the colour of the water, and
we found that with respect to the St Mary’s Loch water it was slightly turbid, and
wag very notably coloured with peat. All the other samples were clear, and they
had a pale greenish tint, or yellowish green.

4685, Is that the kind of colour that you would expect to find in suitable water
for the supply of towns? Some of the waters are what I should call rather deeply
tinted, but they are nothing like the 8t Mary’s Loch water, This is the St Mary's

ch water in this sample [ pointing to the same], that is the Gladhouse Burn water
[ pointing Lo the same], and that is the Heriot water. Then, for the sake of com-
parison, I put in a sample of water which is supplied to this metropolis—the New
River water.

4686. Is there a marked difference between the St Mary’s Loch water and all the
rest? Yes, a very marked difference ; any one can see it; if you place a little bit
of white paper behind the bottles, or look down upon the bulk of water upon a sheet
of &gﬂr there is a very marked ﬁiﬁ‘areune perceptible in the quality.

G suppose that if any of those waters were put into a narrow vessel, it
would not be easy to perceive any difference? Notso much. The samples produced
by Dr Stevenson Macadam do not show it in a small quantity, as you can see it in
a larger volume.

4688, To what do you attribute the colour in the St Mary's Loch water? To peaty
matter, the acids of peaty matter—organic matter.

4689, With regard to the chemical qualities of the water, what result have you
arrived at? As regards the chemical qualities of the water, I will put in a table
that gives the composition of several samples.* I have compared it with the
ﬂﬂh Esk water, not for this inquiry, but for a former inquiry before the Com-

ee,

4690, Are the results contained in the printed tables correct? Yes : they are the
results of analyses made by Dr Voelcker and myself, and he is present, so that
they have been confirmed by duplicate analyses. On looking first to the proportion
of ammonia in the several waters, it will be seen that the quantity of ammonia in
the 8t Mary’s Loch water is nutuh‘[gllargnr than it has been found to be in any of
the other samples. The ammoniain the case of the peaty matter represents putrescible
001, Do son consider th fs01

; o you consider the presence of so large a proportion of ammonia an objec-
tion to the St Mary’s Loch water as a water for &umplr of large towns ? 'i‘ha
Tapouymn of ammonia in the 5t Mary’s Loch water is so large that I should con-

emn it on that account. It amounts to 0°015 of a grain per gallon. I am looking
now to the organic matter in the water supplied by the New River Company, and I
take the quantities on]gr represented by the organic matter : “ Ammonia, 09004 ; do.
organic, 0015 ;” and i Eou put the two together you have 0°019 in St Mary’s Loch ;
then 0°005, thatis, less than one third, in Gladhouse Burn ; you have 0:006 in Heriot,

* See this table printed already, p. 142
U
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5092, Do you mean that the stones were partially coloured? The stones were
partially coloured.

Dr Charles Bell on this gubject, said :—.

5545, Tn regard to St Mary's Loch, you know the district well? Yes, pretty well.

5346, Youn have often fished there? Yes; I have often fished there. 3
YEH?. And have often had an opportunity of judging of the quality of the water!?

es.
fi548. What is that quality, in your opinion? I consider it decidedly bad. My
attention was more particularly drawn to it this day week when I drove along the
margin, and I was particularly struck with two distinet colours—one was a brown
colour, the other, near the shorejswas whitish elear. I could not understand why
there should have been a distinétion : I resolved to sabisfy myself, and, therefore,
I waded in and examined what was the cause of the brown colour, So long as tlm_tt
was undisturbed it formed a brownish sediment of a slimy character, but when it
was disturbed it formed a cloudiwhich prevented you seeing to the bottom distinetly.
More near the shore the stones were covered with a white sort of slime : it hada
glutinous feel, and it had very much the appearance of vesicles, or something like
the miniature size of the spawn of the frog, and when you took it into your hand it
had a disagreeable glutinons feeling. ]

55649, What was the slime composed of ? I could not say decidedly what it was
composed of. I could only say what it appeared to be, viz. : partly decayed matter
and gua.rt# animal matter.

iy egetable matter or animal matter? I think it was very much both.

5561, You felt it, I suppose: I did.

56552 Tt was slimy and glutinous? Yes.

5553, Now, from what you have seen recently, you told us you thought the water
was bad ; you think it is bad for domestic consumption? Yes, decidedly.

The evidence on this subject is closed by Mr Hawksley, who spoke
very shortly as to the peaty colour, but very much to the point.

6489, * 5 It is a very dark coloured water, and must necessarily
always be so, in consequence of the excessively peaty character of the district.

6410. With regard to the character of the district, are you able to speak to that
from your own observation? Oh, dear, yes. What I did on the last oceasion, when
I was there three weeks ago, I believe, was this :—I took, as I always do on these
occasions, an address o out of my poecket. I went to the outlet of the lake,
where the water was in the basin exactly three feet one inch deep. I took the eard,
and I may mention that those cards having a lead glaze on them, are minutely
heavier than water—very minutely. I moistened both surfaces of the card, and
threw it into the water, and it descended horizontally, very gradually, You could
see the whole of the tint ; first it was a straw colour, then 1t was yellow, then it was
brown, and then it was l:-iar:l:, and at 3 feet 1 inch it disappeared, and that was be-
fore the rain affected the loch.

6491, In your judgment, that is a good test for judging of the discoloration of the
water? Yes, and to shew you the delicacy of the test, if you take it to the water at
Derby, where the water is received into a basin 8 feet deep, if you put it into that
water, you can read the name tl;uite distinctly, without any colour, by the aid of an
opera glass, except that it is a little bluer than it is in the atmosphere.

There can therefore be no doubt as to its having been proved that
the water was impregnated with peaty and other organic matters, that
is, with matters liable to get into a state of putrescence. The remedy
for this state of the water is that it be briskly agitated in a stream or
river, when after a course of a number of miles, exposed to sun and
air, the putrescible matter oxydises and evaporates, or is precipitated
after becoming innocuous. If the loch in which it is stored is practi-
cally stagnant, there is no opportunity for the water being purified in
this way by oxydafion, and this leads to the consideration of whether
the loch is so stagnant that its water would not be purified by oxyda-
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tion before being sent into the close aqueduct for conveyance to
Edinburgh,

(e.) Is the water of St Mary's Loch practically stagnant i—
Dr Littlejohn was the first witness as to this on the part of the
trustees. Dr Alexander Wood had mentioned in one of his reports, that
he considered the spring water of the Heriot and the Talla superior o

the lake water of St Mary's. In reference to this the following
examination of Dr Littlejohn took place :—

1632, Do you concur in this, that the spring water of the Heriot and the Talla is
superior to the lake water of 5t Mary's Loch ¥ I did concur in that until I went and
looked for myself, and saw the water of the Heriot and the water of 5t Mary’s Loch.

1633. Then since that time you do not think that the n,pring water of the Heriot
and Talla is superior to the lake water of 8t Mary's Loch? I candidly do not.

1634. Why do you not? is it upon the ground that the 8t Mary’s Loch water is
not lake water? If the water of 3t Mary's Loch belonged to a stagnant lake, I should
have agreed with Dr Wood ; but when I went there and saw a number of active
tributaries pouring intoe it, and the Yarrow flowing from it in enormous volume, that
ghowed me that this loch was not a simple stagnant lake, but a living active water.

1635. The ground for your change of opinion is that 5t Mary's Loch is not properly
a lake water? Not a stagnant lale.

1636. It is so frequently supplied that in reality it is equal to spring water? That

is oplnion.

Tﬁ'i%?. Is it spring water? There are springs in the loch, and an enormous body
of water flowing into it and out of it ; the whole body of water is kept in a state of
motion.

1798. You would prefer a natural lake to an artificial one as a source of supply to
atown? DMost daﬂigﬁy, ) 4 Rar iy

1794. Would you prefer a lake through which there were active tributaries con-
stantly flowing? Decidedly. :

1795. Do you consider it an advantage as regards 8t Mary's Loch, that the stream
from the Loch of the Lowes, and the Megget both flow through the loch ? Decidedly ;
if it was a stagnant lake I would not have had it on any account.

It is needless to go into any lengthened discussion on this subject,
- after hearing Dr Littlejohn’s views on the part of the trustees, for it
is a pure matter of fact admitting of being determined on indisputable
unds,

gmMr Bateman stated the area of St Mary's Loch, including, it is
presumed, the Loch of the Lowes, to be about 723 acres (3943), and
he estimated the storage capacity of the upper eighteen feet of this, that
is to say, the quantity of water capable of being drawn off when full,
to be 533,000,000 gallons. But the loch is in many places very deep,
and allowance must also be made for the space below 18 feet in order
to ascertain the actual contents of the Loch. In a letter in the
Seotsman of 12th June 1871, Dr Wilson, writing under the name of
“ A Physician,” stated the matter thus :—

is properly termed stagnant wherever its main body has no perceptible
cuf.r;;:h:nﬁ *EhﬁrE:rmj;- thus be stagnant portions even of a river. Let us see, how-
EVET m' what degree the term is further applicable to the lochs. According to the
O eistical account of the parish of Ettrick, the St Mary’s Loch has a depth of from
98 to B0 fathoms, and the much smaller Loch of the Lowes a depth of about 12
fathoms. With these data it may not be extravagant to estimate the average depth
of the whole at only ten fathoms. Computing with Mr Bateman the superficial
extent of the lochs at 725 acres, this nv%a depth of ten fathoms would give, ‘;.:
their total contents of water, 11,842,875 ﬁllons. Now, taking the outfiow, to be
assigned to Selkirk, of lﬁ,ﬂﬂd,mb of gallons ¥, & quantity which is alleged to ﬁ
above the avernge supply in summer, which must ever be the main testing time
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the conditions and qualities of the water ; and regarding this quantity, as necessarily
the precise equivalent of the inflow, on which alone the freshening IEDWH depends ;
the relation (?ail;r of the latter to the gross contents of the lochs is but as 1 to T8 ;
and yet, with this overwhelming proportion of daily unchanged contents, the lochs
are L{anie{l to contain a stagnant water. But this is not yet enough. Mr Bateman
affirms that he can prove that the outflow, and once more, consequently the inflow,
is often as low as five, four, or even three millions of gallons daily. ith five mil-
lions of gallons of inflow, then, the proportion of fresh to uncl_mnga& water becomes
as 1 to 2367 ; and with three millionsitis only 1 to 3945, Possibly, the estimate here
made of the mean depth of the loch ought to be abated ; but possibly also, it oughtto
be increased. Even if largely abated, it will still leave conclusions more than strong
enough to prove all that is requisite,

Practically, therefore, it was evident that the peaty and impure
water of St Mary's Loch cannot be oxydised and purified by being
exposed in agitation to the influences of sun and air before being sent
to Edinburgh, On this head the evidence was much strengthened in
the Committee of the House of Lords,

(f.) The animaleulee in the water., —Whatever the trustees may have
known before, it is certain that on 6th October 1870, Mr Marwick,
the clerk to the Trust, received from Dr Frankland his letter of the
previous day, with a partial analysis of the water of St Mary's Loch,
which stated that, prior to operating on the water, the water insects
had been strained off ; and on the following day he received the com-
plete analysis, containing this remark, “ Water fleas strained ofi.”
This analysis was not, however, communicated to the ratepayers till the
morning of the 27th October 1870, Even then the communication
was left to mere chance. The long report of the Works Committee,
of 26th October, containing these reports of Dr Frankland in an ap-
pendix, was simply handed to the newspapers, that it might be pub-
lished or not, as the editors or reporters should think proper. The
Courant published merely the sulistance of it, much condensed. The
Seotsman published it in full, but without the appendices; and the
Daily Review alone, with the smallest town circulation of the three,
published the report and appendices in full.” Im this way the general
public were not made aware of the existence of these vermin in the water
proposed to be given to them, until the “ Physician” called attention
to them in a letter published on 12th November 1870.

Coming to the evidence of the trustees on this subject, Dr Little-
john knew nothing about it. e had never seen the fleas in the St
Mary’s Loch water, and only knew of their existence by having read
the report of Dr Frankland, where it was stated that, before proceed-
ing to analyse the water, he had strained off the fleas. All that he
could say in reference to these insects was, that he believed them to
exist in all impounded waters ; and that, so far as his reading went,
his opinion was that a larger quantity would be found in water artifi-
cially impounded, than in a natural lake, for which reason he preferred
a natural to an artificial one for the supply of a town.

Dr Alexander Wood, in like manner, while he gave a long disserta-
tion upon water insects which he had seen in the present Edinburgh
water, of which he instanced a water spider, about the size of a split
pea, had never either looked for or seen the water fleas in St Mary's
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with a tumbler, and take a tumbler here, and a tumbler there, you will take fifty
tumblers before you find a flea.

2071. In the worst senson? Yes.

2072, In the most fertile season for fleas? Yes. 4

2073. Supposing they were in abundance, should you object to them then? I
would ohject to them if they were in great abundance ; but they are present in the
water supplied to Edinburgh already.

2080. Have you ever considered whether, when dead and decomposed, they would
affect the water? No; I do not think they would.

2081. Have you ever thought of that; I do not put the question withouta sug-
gestion—it is not my own suggestion, but it is the suggestion of a scientific person.
I ask you, has it ever oceurred to you that these decompositions would be prejudi-
cial or not? I do not think they would, in the quantity I have seen them in St
Mary’s Loch. .

2082, But they might in large quantities? In enormous quantities.

Such was the evidence of Dr Macadam as to the matter of fact, and
it amounted to little. As he has never either studied or practised medi-
cine, his ideas as to the probable effect, or rather non-effect, of these
animaleulee on the human system may be passed over as of as little
value as those of the Lord Provest or Bailie Lewis.

Professor Douglas Maclagan knew even less about the matter, if
that were possible, than any witness who preceded him. It appears
that he was at the Loch on 15th April, and made a search for waler
fleas, but could find none ; and farther, that he had, on 17th February,
received from Dr Stevenson Macadam a sealed bottle, said to be of
St Mary’s Loch water, which had stood till 25th April, without de-
veloping any animal life. As Professor Maeclagan was thus in ignor-
ance of what the animaleul® were that undoubtedly existed in the
water, it might have been expected that he would have refrained from
passing any opinion as to whether or not they were likely to be
injurious to the human system ; but no such consideration deterred
him from giving an opinion intended to facilitate the introduction into
Edinburgh of these vermin ; thus:—

2370. I daresay you know from experience, and as a professor of medical jurispru-
dence, that these g;t‘c‘,l water fleas are found in the best of waters where they are
impounded, either in natural lakes or in large reservoirs? I understand so from the
statementa of zoologists. s

2371. Would they in any degree affect the wholesomeness of the water? T cannot
understand why they should. - - ,

2372. You do not, as a resident in Edinburgh, entertain any apprehensions on the
subject of these fleas - Not the least.

The following is a portion of his cross-examination :—

2430. Now, with regard fo the fleas, do you say that it is immaterial whether fleas
are in water or not? No, I do not say that it is immaterial,

2432. E]lpk?m there is one in a gallon of water, would that be of any consequence
do you think? No.

Eé:}:i. Then, supposing there are 10,0007 Then I think it would be a very dangerous
“ rl

2434, But 1000 in one? I cannot tell you the effect.

2435. Where would you draw the line? I think it would be a very unpleasant
Phnl]aﬁ'g to nne’:;j:m:aea to see a great quantity of living creatures moving about in water
in & numbers,

2451. 1 presume that although you obtained this water in the month of April, in
which Euu found there were no fleas, the water would be ina very different condition
if you had taken it in the month of July or August? Yes, very likely.
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his attention having been attracted by a lively shoal of them. That
they were carnivorous he had no doubt, for they were fewer in numbex
than when he first put them into the bottle, and several empty skeletons
indicated that they had been devouring one another. He then gave
the following evidence :—

5581, Asa physician, whatis your opinion as to the result that would be produced,
supposing any one were to drink water containing those things? T certainly consider
it would be very dangerous, because, I think, from their having lived so long in that
close bottle, it indicates that they would live in the human system, and create a
great amount of irritation, and I have no doubt that irritation would lead to the
most serious consequences to human health,

5082, It is a well ascertained fact in medieal science, is it not, that some water

animals will live in the human system? Yes.

5583. And produce the most dire results? Yes; I had an opportunity of seeing
the urine of a patient who had drunk the water of the Nile ; and he returned to this
country, and is now, if alive, in the Infirmary at Liverpool. Upon examining his
urine, which was sent to Edinburgh by one of the physicians of the Infirmary, we
recognised the ova of that animal. The poor unfortunate individual was suffering
extremely from disease ; his kidneys, it was represented, were a mass of disease and
morbid matter; and the urine which passed from him contained the ova of those
animals. The ova of the animal is Henatobia Fillhargia,

5584, That is an instance that came within your own observation? That came
within my own observation, because I examined the urine which was sent, and I
had every reason to believe that that was the specimen that was discharged from the
kidneys of the unfortunate individual.

Two things are very clear on a consideration of all this evidence:
(1.) That it is proved that there are numbers of water fleas and other
insects in the water ; and (2.) That it is not proved that they are in-
nocuous to the human system, or capable of being removed by filtration,
the burden of proof being decidedly the other way.

(9.) The action of the water on lead.—The witnesses who were put
forward on the part of the trustees to satisfy the Committee that St
Mary’s Loch water was not dangerous to the citizens on account of
apprehended action on lead, were Drs Littlejohn and Macadam, and
Professor Maclagan, the trustees having apparently not thought it
worth their while to direct the attention of Dr Wood to a matter so
important to the inhahbitants. Even the evidence of the two doctors
was of the most superficial description, and Professor Maclagan was
enabled to go more minutely into the matter, only because as Professor
of Medical Jurisprudence he had necessarily a general acquaintance
with the subject of lead poisoning.

; 110011 examination by the trustees, Dr Littlejohn gave evidence as
ollows :—

1573. We hear a good deal, and one has been alarmed at it before now, about the
dYn.nger of conveying soft water through leaden pipes, or storing it in leaden cisterns ?

es,
1574. Has your attenti edical offi i
mt_;gt%r ?W]_:;r&ﬁ on :.l & m officer of health been directed to that
75. o you say, judging from your erience of G ! I
convinced that the St Mary's Loch wnh¥m +§llf“:ﬂtpin’c1-:1u.111+:=«\@w:1 ilzzzg‘)]‘i-vdinhui?h "111!:‘"11:1:
:mfg:lni‘ . without any danger to the health of the inhabitants.
Ymi'ﬁ. ou mean in consequence of lead poisoning, or any action on the lead?

1577. 1Is there found to be i
in Glasgow? None, e any practical difficulty with the Loch Katrine water
X
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1960. Now, that is one of the threats that is created—that the water may be
injurious by destroying the lead pipes? It is one of the threats, but it is quite un-
founded.

161, You have tested that? Yes.

1962, It is not so? It is not so.

In eross-examination he said this :—

2083, Now, with regard to the lead ; you say that this water had no action upon
lead * I said that the water had no deleterious Hmpertmu communicated to 1t

2084, Did you apply this to lead ? Well, I did.

2085. I should ]]ijlm to have that explained, in order that Dr Letheby may hear
your analysis? The test I have generally used in detecting whether water will act
upon lead or not, is to place the water in a small leaden cistern, and let it stand for
twenty-four hours.

2086. Did you do that with this? Yes, -

2087. What was the result? The result was that the action of the water upon the
lead was less than one five-hundredth grain of a gallon of water. I then took a
piece of lead pipe, as I always do, which was beaten close to one end, no soda being
put into it, and poured the water into this lead pipe ; it stood for twenty-four hours ;
the action was not greater than the one five-hundredth.

2088. There was not the slightest discoloration? That is not the test.

2089, But there was none? There never is any ; the lead does not discolour the
water ; the test is an after test which produnces the colour.

2090. Did you test it for the colour to see if it discoloured the lead in any way ?
It does not discolour it ; there was nothing there to act upon the lead.

2091. That is your experience? Decidedly, from testing not only this water, but
other water of a similar nature, because it must not be fancied that this is the only
water of this particular nature which is in contemplation. It is a very common thing
in Scotland to bring water of this quality into towns now. :

Professor Douglas Maclagan’s evidence was to this effect :—

2373. Another suggestion is, that from the pure character of the water it may be
mjurious to leaden pipes; is that youropinion? I think that iz not likely, but I have
made no experiment.

2374. Did you hear Dr Stevenson Macadam tell us what experiments he had
made ? T did not hear any of the evidence upon the subject. ;

2375. Then I may take it, upon your general knowledge of the water, and what
you have seen of the analysis made by Dr Stevenson Macadam, you are of opinion
El';af: the water is one which is well adapted to supply the deficiency in Edinburgh ?

].'I.'I]]k B,

The following was his cross-examination on this subject :—

2390. With regard to lead, I presume that Professor Christison is a person whose
authority you would acknowledge upon this matter? Certainly.

2391. You are probably aware of the objection that he has stated as to certain
qualities of water, with reference to their action on lead? Yes, in his book upon
poisons.

2392. Can you tell the Committee what is the smallest quantity of saline particles
which he thinks ought to be in water 20 as to render it innoenons, whether passing
through leaden pipes, or being contained in a leaden cistern ? I cannot tell you the
exact quantity, but I think it must be the smallest quantity—I think one twelve-
thousandth.

2303. I will read the passage :—* First, rain and snow water should not be col-
l;;uted from leaden roofs, or preserved or conveyed in lead.” Will you endorse that?

E8.

2394, *“That the same rule applies to spring water containing less than 1 in
15,000, or 4'68 grains of saline matter per gallon.” Do you endorse that? Yes, I
have no ﬁhjmtmn to do so. J

2395, Have you ascertained at all what the quantity of sali i
Mary’s Loch water is? You have the o, : T iy e

'239?' ]‘?Vnﬁ.i‘ it uu?u within those conditions? T think it does.

¥ you be good encugh to take that book in your hand [Randing the same
T‘i é:-i m‘f;ﬂ;lj:].t thThnt is Dxl' Et-aﬁlruaun Macadam’s analysis. Will ]I;nu andgne these
: © LIhat the same rule applies to spring water containing 1 i
or 4'66 grains of saline matter per gullcm%” E’S’.’ea. et el
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2308, You endorse that? I endorse the statement as to the quantity.

2399. Do you endorse that statement of Professor Christison, that you should
not preserve or convey water in leaden pipes, which contains less than 466 grains
of saline matter? Certainly not; because since that book was written, there has
been a complete revolution as to the action of water upon lead ; this took place at
the time of the Glasgow Water Bill.

2400. When did this revolution take plage? I think at the time of the Glasgow
Waterworks.

2401. What would you put as the minimum of saline matter? I have not made
any experiments to enable me to say.

02. You are a professor of medical jurisprudence,—surely you ean give me an
answer ; if you say that you do not believe in these figures o fessor Christison,
you can tell me what your own idea is? I think that the Glasgow water does not
produce any bad effect.

2403, T ask you, as a scientific authority, whether this rule is wrong or not, which
Professor Christison lays down, namely, 4'66 grains of saline matter per gallon.
What is the quantity of saline matter that you would require to render it safe to
preserve it, or to pass it through leaden pipes? I think it is quite safe for the use of
a community, to send as soft water as you can get.

2404. And to store it? Yes.

2405. The softest water that you can have iz rain water and snow water? It
must not remain long in store. :

2406. Would you venture to pass it through a leaden pipe? No; I do not think
it is good for the use of a community.

2407. Why ? Because it is a highly aerated water.

2408. Has that anything to do with its action on lead? Yes; the gases have to
do with that. y

2409. Isnot the saline matter whichis contained in the water that which prevents
the action upon lead ? Most assuredly, if it is in a large quantity. :

2410. That being so, is it not the absence of saline matter in snow and rain water
which renders it inexpedient to use it? Certainly.

2411, What is the guantity of saline matter in rain water and snow water? The
quantity of saline matter is very small ; the total quantity of solid matter in rain
water is about 2 grains, g

2412, What is the saline matter? It is chiefly salts of ammonia. ¥

9413, What is the quantity in snow and rain water ? About 2 grains, or a little
more. 3 s o

2414, And that is so objectionable that you would not use it? I do not think it
would be good. [

2415, It would poison the inhabitants of a town who drank the water, would it
not? It would depend upon how long it was in contact with lead. a %

2416. If it were kept, for say 24 hours in a leadern cistern, would it not poison
the people who used it # I have great doubts about that.

[ Note.—These two answers show the uselessness of the tests which
Dr Stevenson Macadam applied. ]

9417, Water which contains only two grains of saline matter you would sayis a

proper water to be drunk and stored in leaden cisterns? Ican speak from expe-
1BNCE, . *

nﬂ?ﬁl%. What is that experience? The experience is what we learn in the case of
Gl : et A

5?%3.“ What is the answer that you wish togive? The answer is simpl this : ?.t:?l;
having made no experimental researches of my own, I can only be B'IJJ-SE by gen ko
experience ; and that is, that the community of Glasgow has a very soft wnterﬁ&:
exact quantities of which I do not remember just now. I cannot pretend to say
ngﬁfl Yﬂm flmuu-:?:t' this from any actual observation, but merely from what

. You do not say _obse 8

you hear has been done in Glasgow? Certainly it has been done on a very large
seale, 3 ¥ 2
2491, Then you say that you repudiate this doctrine, that spring water con
so-and-go, &qnynl to guvmina, may be conveyed in leaden pipes, but not tﬁm
in leaden cisterns? I think it is too s a statement. S

9493, Mr CLERE—Will you give me the date of the work ; was it in 1:?1}5]1 :
about 1840 or 1841 that the last edition of Professor Christison was published.

e S e meaie 'l_ e

PR S
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: oDWELL—Do you recollect that in Banffshire, Dumfriesshire, and
AE:EdfﬂﬁiErnRuumhgr of dah?;rha took place? Perfectly well; I recollect Professor
istison reading the paper. - :
m%ﬁﬁ.f”%‘fﬁu Tnow I;ﬁ:her it was ascertained in those cases what quantity of

saline matter there was in the water? Yes; and it was small. _

2426, Do you know that the conclusion was come to that the deaths were owing
to the use of that water—to its effect upon lead? I believe it was so con-
nhg-}.%%: What has happened either in the water or in the lead since that time to
alter the proportions of saline matter in the water, so as to render it innocent? I
dn not think that anything has altered the proportions since that time hut_we
know that you can send soft water through cisterns for the use of the community,
and through pipes, without injuring the health of that community, no matter although
it is very soft water,

2428, "You are aware probably that at Amsterdam deaths were occasioned by soft
water passing through leaden pipes? Yes, very likely ; and they have made a ve
bad change indeed, for they have got very bad water ; the last time I was there
conld not drink it, because it was so abominable. I may state that there are two
ways of poisoning—either with lead, or with organic matter.

2429, Are the p-E.ﬂElE poisoned there now? I do not know whether they are
poisoned there now, but the water they have is worse for drinking to look at.

It was plain that the trustees’ counsel considered this, as well they
might, to be most damaging evidence against them ; and so they tried
to take off the effect of it by a re-examination of their witness—in
other words, by cross-examining him on the evidence which he had
given in favour of the views maintained by the opposition. The fol-
lowing was the result :—

2461, With regard to Professor Christison, who is always regarded as a great
authority upon every subject connected with water, the last edition of his work, I
think, must be quite 30 years old ? I am almost sure that it is 30 years old, at the
very least,

2462, Bince that time, I believe, there has been a great deal of experience obtained
as to té:le effect of waters upon lead, which was not known at that time? Yes—most
assuredly.

2463. ]];I'u those cases to which my learned friend has alluded, where unhealthiness
was ascertained to be conmected with water carried through leaden pipes, do you recol-
lect or not whether there were a good many nitrates found in that water, showing
the presence of organic matter? I do not remember it; but I recollect hearing
Professor Christison speak of it. I am in the habit of quoting these very things.

2464. Do you recollect this, that in consequence of Professor Christison’s opinion,
which was published in 1840 or 1841, there was great alarm felt about bringing Loch
Katrine water into Glasgow on that ground? Most assuredly.

2465, And that water contained a emaller quantity of saline matter than the water
of 8t Mary’s Loch? Certainly less.

2466. T dare say you may recollect that in consequence of the alarm entertained
as to the effect of so pure a water as that of Loch Katrine upon lead, the Bill was
rejected the first time? Yes ; most assuredly.

o rtn?']]t was rejected from the very fear which is proposed to be created here?
ertainly.

2048, For how many years has that water been carried into Glasgow? I think
about 12 or 14 years.

2460, I believe that it was about 1859 that it was brought in? Yes.

2470. As far as you can tell us, no injurious consequences can be traced to the
introduction of pure water from St Mary's Loch into Edinburgh? No. I am in
the habit of telling my students every day, when lecturing upon the subject of lead

isoning, and pointing out to them, how complete a revolution of epinion there has

een as to that.

2471. As the best evidence of that, we heard from Dr Stevenson Macadam, that
he had submitted the analysis of these waters to you and to Dr Christison? Ves.

2472. Did Dr Christison raise any objection as to the propriety of introducing this
water into Edinburgh? No; ke is in favour of if.
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11&21;:3. He is now, I believe, President of the Royal Society of Scotland? Yes,
2474, T suppose Professor Christison has not lectured upon toxicol
fi
years? No; not for many years. Professor Trail hasbeen 1?]13 mﬁrn:ﬁ tﬁra :li:i]n?
“2'14 ;léanYm}raulf since tlul.t time. :
» You were a pupil of Professor Christison’s I suppese? M :
2476. As a Professor of Medical Jurisprudence, do Ef" BLY thatﬂtuutnunlarmmmdlged be
entertained now—I mean with reference to that idea t{at. there must be four grains
of saline matter in water to make it wholesome ? Certainly, p
2477. Do you say that when Professor Christison saw these analyses this year, he
“-EHE?E% u-:; alarm G]{:n the aulﬂiﬂzt? Yes, :
; rofessor Christison the analyses of Dr Ste Macada i
him, as you also had? Yes; I had the ggnaml Bfﬂtﬂn:ﬁ:‘::a & kv
%‘Eﬁi And PrufEmnr Ghﬂuﬁmn? Yes. ;
i ODWELL—Dwo you know whether Dr Christi i
RO apeukrabnut L r Christison had the analyses laid before

Dr Frankland said very little on the subject ; and like the rest of
the trustees’ witnesses, mainly rested his opinion in favour of the St
Mary’s Loch water on the reported non-effect upon lead of the Loch
Katrine water. What he said was :—

3400. We hear frequently a good deal about soft water acting upon lead ; could
the St Mary's Loch water safely be transmitted through pi;:,g and stored in lead
cisterns? It could ; T have made experiments and have found that although it
acts slightly upon bright lead, yet it would not affect the water in a cistern.

401. Well, now, do you know the Loch Katrine water? Yes, I do.

3402. So far as its action upon lead is concerned, is this water as good as that? I
should say, roughly speaking, that the water of Loch Katrine acts a hundred times
more upon lead than the St Mary's Loch water.

3403. And there is no objection to that, is there? No, there is no objection to it
practically ; it is not found to cause any inconvenience in Glasgow.

Mr Bateman of course favoured the Committee with a long disser-
tation, which was in the following terms :—

3543. What has been the result of your experience in Glasgow as to the action of
the Loch Katrine water upon lead? Upon that Bill being thrown out, a great many
experiments were made in order to ascertain what the action upon lead of the water
supplied to the inhabitants would be, and every town in the I;ting'dnm was visited
for the purpose of ascertaining what the effect of equally soft water had been.
Water was brought from some of the cities in America which was very soft, and
from many other parts of the world I may say. The result was, I ma'iyj‘;ay, the most
unqualified expression of opinion almost entirely by uv&?i] one, including Dr Penny,
that the water could be supplied without any danger to the inhabitants of Glasgow,
and it has been so supplied. I do not know that we have heard of any lead poison-
ing in Glasgow, although nothing has been done to harden the water, or to change
the ordinary supply, or the means by which it was supplied. Two of the s
proofs, I think, of the safety with which extremely soft water can be delivered to a
town were afforded by Inverness and Whitehaven, both of them m]f:pplied from lake
water. The water supplied at Inverness came from the Ness, a few miles below
Loch Ness ; at Whitehaven the water was supplied from the Ennerdale lake direct,
and that water had so violent an action upon lead, that if Eou seraped a bit of bright
lead, and put it into a tumbler of water, in a few hours it became opalescent, but it
had no action upon the lead—or scarcely an{' action utl)un the lead. Any action
which might have taken place upon a piece of bright lead passed off in a short time.
I hold in my hand a specimen of pipe from Inverness which is coated, although it
has been lying in my office since the year 1854. It still retains the coating which
it got from the Loch Ness water ; it is as it were painted with a carbonate of lead,
which, when once on, is imperishable. It is insoluble in water, and does not
wear off as it was alleged to do. It is anatural production, and there is no instance
of any mischief having been done either at Inverness or at Whitehaven.

Tt is difficult to tell whether Mr Bateman meant to say that soft
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water had a violent action on lead, or that it had no action at all. It
may read either way. _ :

Such was the evidence of the trustees on this subject. On the
part of the Opposition, the following evidence was given by Dr
Letheby :—

When asked to compare the Loch Katrine water to that of the New
River Company of London, in reference to saline ingredients, Dr
Letheby after answering the question (4707) added, in reference to the
water of Loch Katrine :—

The action on lead is not quite so great as in the case of St Mary's Loch water,
but I should caleulate that upon new lead it is rather strong, and on old lead it is
not 80 ; it is nothing like 50 strong as in the case of 8t Mary's Loch water—that is
to saf-, in half an hour or three quarters of an hour it will act on new lead ; if it is
new lead the action is strong, and if it is old it is not so strong. i

4708. Will you tell me what your experiments were for the purpose of ascertain-
ing the action of the water of 5t Mary's Loch upon lead? "We have made a great
many experiments, and we find it to be a capricious water ; old lead, which is already
coated with a sort of varnish or crust of oxide and carbonate, is not attacked much
by the 5t Mary's Loch water, although in a week after standing in contact with u!d.
lead, there is a marked action, perhaps amounting to a grain of lead dissolved in
about seven or eight gallons of water. On new lead it will act in half or three-
quarters of an hour, if the lead is scraped o as to present a bright surface. Then
gometimes it does not act at all. 'We have made a great many experiments which
show that sometimes it acts, and at other times it does not; it is capricious. Most
water containing peaty matter occasionally acts strongly—indeed it is the ll:ea.ty
matter that makes the difference in the action of that water as compared with the
Loch Katrine water, which is not so peaty.

4709. In what way? In this way ; that this water acts more ; that I have found
from experiments.

4710, That is to say, from the presence of more peaty matter? Yes.

There was a long cross-examination of this witness ; but nothing
was elicited to affect the evidence already given. Indeed he rather
strengthened it by stating his concurrence in a statement of Professor
Christison’s in his book on poisons, that (4803) “ one grain of lead
dissolved by ten gallons of water is an unsafe water to drink.”"—

Dr Voelcker said on the same subject.—

4920. Did you make experiments with the St Mary's Loch water as to its action
upon lead ? Yes ; it acts upon lead as most waters do, some less, some more, It
acts decidedly more upon lead than the Heriot water, or the Gladhouse Burn water,
or the water with which the town of Edinburgh is at present supplied.

By-and-by the Committee, who had given every indulgence to the
trustees in their long protracted evidence, began to exhibit very great
impatience with the oppositon, evidently desiring to cut them short in
their evidence. This disposition broke out very markedly on Dr
William Wallace, an analytical chemist of Glasgow, being offered
as a witness, when Lord Bury, the chairman, took the very unusual
step, before a single question had been put affecting the inquiry,
of asking the counsel for the opposition what object he had in view in
calling this witness. On its being explained that the evidence would
be as to the action of the water of Loch Katrine on lead, Lord Bury
said no more, but with marked signs of impatience listened to the fol-
lowing evidence :—

6066. Are you largely employed as an analytical chemist in Glasgow ? Yes,
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the House of Commons wonld have ventured upon such a proceeding,
The seat of a judge who dared in a trial to do such a thing would not
have been safe to be relied on for twelve months’ endurance.

There was a great vaviety of other evidence, which it has not been
attempted to digest in the preceding summary, all relating to matter
that was in controversy ; but the main heads and sub-divisions into
which the narrative of the case has been arranged were those that pro-
minently suggested themselves as of paramount interest. There was
much evidence as to the citizen feeling,—as to the probable rating,
and its effect upon property,—and as to the claims of the district of
Yarrow and ILttrick on the water in preference to Edinburgh, which,
had space permitted, ought to have received notice. But the narra-
tive has already swelled into dimensions far beyond what was originally
contemplated, and so there is no choice but to pass them over, especially
as the contest in the House of Lords has yet to be told.

The evidence closed on the 12th of May, the Committee having
sat for fourteen days; and after hearing counsel on that day, the
room was cleared, and the Committee remained for an hour and
twenty minutes in deliberation. On parties being readmitted, the
chairman announced the decision of the Committee in the following
terms :(—

The Committee, after very carefully considering all the evidence that has been
adduced, are of opinion that the preamble is proved.

During the period of suspense, while the Committee were in deli-
beration, the excitement on both sides was intense,—and the visible
feelings of exultation on one side, and of disappointment on the other,
on the announcement of the decision, were but what was natural in
the circumstances. Buf one incident of flagrant impropriety took
place, in some person, in the cluster of the promoters, attempting to get
up a cheer at the victory of the trustees over their constituents. Who
was the guilty party is not known, though he is suspected. The
Seotsman reporter said that it was Bailie Lewis, and that he saw him.
‘The author was present, and heard the attempted cheer, though he did
not, observe the utterer. It came, however, from the back of the party,
where Bailie Lewis was not likely to be at the moment, in his anxiety
for the fate of the bill of which he was the sponsor at least, if not
the parent.

Much controversy has taken place as to what were the Committee's
reasons for passing the Bill.

Undoubtedly the first and leading reason was, that as they them-
selves owed their seats to popular election, they assumed that the water

trustees, who practically drew their appointments from the same source,
‘must be acting with the approval and in the interest of those who
relected them. That they started with this idea in their heads, which
rafter all is by no means an improper one, is evident from the very un-
jjudicial conduet of Lord Bury, in complimenting Bailie Lewis at the
W iclose of his evidence, on the value of that evidence, before it had
Ibeen tested by counter evidence whether it was of any value whatever
¥
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returned home, they found the city like a charged mine ready for ex-
plosion on the first suitable opportunity.

Before the acting Committee of the ratepayers left London, they h_ﬂr.l
had a deliberate consultation with their counsel, who had very decid-
edly advised them that the opposition to the Bill'should be continued
in the House of Lords, stating their opinion that had the Parliamen-
tary Committee which had passed the Bill been one of the House of
Lords, instead of the Commons, the Bill would in all probability have
been rejected. On their return to Edinburgh, the Law and Finance
Committee was called together, and they resolved without a moment's
delay to call, and they accordingly called, a general meeting of the
ratepayers opposed to the scheme, to be held in the Music Hall on the
evening of Friday the 19th May, being the seventh day after the
Commons’ Committee had passed the preamble of the Bill, “ for the
purpose of resolving upon the continuance of the opposition to the
scheme when it shall be promoted in the House of Lords, and arrang-
ing for making the opposition effectual.” Bailie Lewis had stated in
his evidence in Committee, that the meeting in the Queen Street Hall
which preceded the contest in the Commons, had been called in the
afternoon at an hour (two o'clock), which precluded the possibility of
the tradesman class being present at it, and attempted to insinuate that
they as a class, who were as he said the great sufferers for want of
water, had no sympathy with the opposition. Care was taken that as
to this meeting he should not have it in his power to make a similar
statement and insinuation.

The trustees, however, or at least their friends, though they durst
not call a meeting of their supporters, took every means in their power
to defeat or disturb the meeting of the opposition. One mode which
they took was, on the morning of the day fixed for the meefing, to
distribute extensively in the workshops of Edinburgh, Leith, and
Portobello, the following circular, the phraseclogy of which clearly
indicates its source ; and it may be remarked that, for the obvious
purpose of having the room packed with workmen inimical to the
opposition, the hour of meeting was stated to be half an hour earlier
than that advertised :—
 Muyusic HaLt MEETING TO-NIGHT AT HALF-PAST SEVEN,—St Mary’s Loch Opposi-
tion. Fellow workmen of Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello. An attempt is to be
made this evening to obtain a vote against bringing in an abundant supply of pure
water from St Mary’s Loch. The meeting is got up by wealthy New Town obstruc-
tives, who have large cisterns, and have never yet known the want of water. For
the comfort and health of {lupmlfaa, your wives, and your families, be present
early, and prevent your case being misrepresented in the House of Lords. I am, &e.

A SHOPMATE.

At the public meeting in the evening, the area of the Music Hall
was entirely filled, and the galleries were nearly =o, the orchestra seats
being oceupied by the ratepayers’ Committee. The meéting began with
a good deal of disturbance froma small but noisy clique, evidently the
sole product of the morning’s cireular, of whom Councillors Romans
and Murray (both water trustees and members of the deputation who
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up an action of damages, the whole party insisted on being taken to
the head office, where they went through the farce of bailing out Mr
Romans, there being no person to prefer a charge against him. _

The organised attempt of the trustees to frustrate the meeting having
been thus foiled, and order having been at length restored, the follow-
ing resolutions were successively moved and seconded by Mr Henry
Bruce, Councillor Muirhead, Dr Charles Bell, Mr Charles M. Barstow,
Mr Colin Mackenzie, and Mr John Ferguson, tailor and clothier ; and
were respectively deelared adopted by the whole meeting, consisting
of about 1400 persons, except what was left of the noisy set who had
created all the disturbance, and who on a show of hands being called
for, could not show more than eight hands, viz. :—

2, That it has been clearly proved by the evidence before the Select Committee
of the House of Commons, that there is a great preventable waste of water, both at
the reservoirs on the Pentland Hills, and in the city, which, if utilised, would add
considerably to the present supply ; and that by increasing the number and capa-
city of the reservoirs, an ample supply of water can be secured for many years to
come ; and when that source is e::]}]mmted, there are other sources, the aggregate
supply from which, at a very moderate expense, far exceeds the total quantity re-
quired for the su piy of the eity.

3. That it has been proved by the evidence before the Belect Committee, that the
quality of the St Mary’s Loch water is of a very doubtful and uncertain character;
and this meeting is of opinion that no greater calamity could befal the city than to
bring in a supply of water which might prove injurious to the health of the com-
munity, and deter strangers from coming to Edinburgh.

4, That under these circumstances, this meeting protests against the Edinburgh
and District Water Trustees proceeding farther with the 8t Mary's Loch Bill, and,
in the event of their declining to withdraw the Bill, resolves to oppose it in the
House of Lords, and approves of the petition against the Bill, now submitted : And
further, that the ratepayers request their representatives in the Council to convene
simultaneous meetings in their respective wards, for the purpose of taking the sense
of the ratepayers on the Bill,

. After the last resolution had been put to the meeting, and been de-
clared by the chairman to be carried by a majority of about 1400 to 3,
another interruption took place from a remnant of the same party who
had created the former disturbance. A Mr Waterston presented him-
self on the platform, with the desire of addressing the meeting, which,
however, received him with a storm of groans and hisses. At length,
seeing that the meeting would not listen to him, he handed a slip of
paper to the chairman, containing an amendment which he wished to
move on last resolution, fo the effect that the meeting should not
commit itself to oppose the Bill until the wards should have decided
on the question. The chairman ruled that the amendment was too late,
the resolution having been moved, seconded, and approved of almost
unanimously.

~ The meeting was then closed by the following resolution, moved by
Mr Thomas Knox, seconded by Councillor Wormald, and adopted
unanimously :—

5. That the committee appointed by the meeting of ratepayers, held on 16th Fe
bruary last, be reappointed, l;;r the purpose of collecting au%ﬁ:rri tions and E
ing the opposition, with power to nc'ijd to their number. g

The wards next took up the question separately, the followi :
the results :— : 4 P ¥, the tollowing being
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the Council resolve to oppose the Bill. The division took place on
the latter of these days, when the amendment was carried by a ma-
jority of 19 votes to 18,—Mr Somerville having declined to vote,
and at the same time intimating that he had lodged his resignation of
the office of councillor in the hands of the clerk. A formal letter to
the electors of his ward was published by him in the newspapers of
3d June, as follows :—

Having felt constrained by a sense of duty to abstain from voting in the decision
(sic) on the Water Bill in tia Town Council yesterday, I have, in fulfilment of the
pledge I voluntarily gave at the ward meeting on Monday last, resigned my seat in
the Council.

The electors of the ward, who were opposed to the Bill, immediately
set about getting a candidate of their own views elected, and applied
to Mr Colin Mackenzie, who, besides having been a member of the
Law and Finance Committee of the opposition, had now come’ promi-
nently forward, in a series of letters in the newspapers, to expose the
financial unsoundness of the scheme, and Mr Mackenzie had agreed to
accept the office of councillor, if the ward should recommend him to
the Town Council for election, and he should be elected. Alarm was
immediately struck into the minds of the dominant majority of the
Council, at the very idea of a gentleman far out of reach of their in-
fluence, and who could think and act for himself, getting into the
Town Council ; and forthwith steps were taken, by means of personal
canvass, for a public appeal to the electors was out of the question
after the result of the ward meeting, to get up a requisition to Mr
Somerville to withdraw his resignation, which, by statute, could not
be accepted and given effect to for a month after it was tendered.
Bailie Lewis, too, and Councillors Gowans and Murray were seen in
the twilight of the summer evenings, flitting like owls about the ward ;
and on the morning of Tth June, Councillor Somerville announced in
the newspapers that he had withdrawn his resignation, by a letter to
the electors in these terms :—

Having been presented by a requisiti i
the ﬁ“;ﬁa of ﬁham wamhg'hbaingd in ;Dg::m;gnﬁa&afiggn wﬂi?ﬂ?nifyﬁgn?ﬁ:
proaching to a complete canvass, asking me to withdraw my resignation, which I
tendered at last meeting of the Town Council {ﬂrus satisfying me that I still retain
the confidence of the great majority of the electors of the ward), I have, in com-
pliance with the requisition, withdrawn my resignation.

If there was such a requisition, no one of the general public ever
saw it, and the number of names said to be attached to it was not
even one-third of the general body of electors to whom he had, and as
he boasted, “ voluntarily” undertaken the pledge to give effect to the
vote of the meeting, or to resign. But what better could have been
expected of a man who had set truth at defiance, in the opening of
the same meeting at which he undertook the pledge? Of course, from
this time forward, until the electors expelled him from the represen-
tation of the ward, he voted in the Town Council for the promotion of
the scheme.

4. St George's Ward.—In this ward all the three councillors were
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ardent promoters of the scheme ; and when a requisition by several
electors, requesting them to call a meeting of the ward, was presented
to them, they declined to call any meeting, on the pretext that the
electors had already decided the question in favour of the scheme.

_ The electors, however, would not allow their opinions to be stifled
i this way, and therefore six of them published in the newspapers
an advertisement requesting the electors to meet at a stated time and
place, for the purpose of expressing their opinion on the scheme. The
call was responded to, and the place of meeting (St George's Hall) was
crowded to the door; and the following resolutions were carried by
acclamation, not a whisper of opposition being heard :—

The meeting being now in possession, through the reports which have bee b-
lished, of the evidence for and against the St Mary's Iﬁch w:tqlzlre mh?a:;:a, r;]luﬂ‘:ru
that ﬂ&;i Bll_ltgur h:imgmg into ﬂﬂdiuhurgh water from that source ought not to be

rocee with, and requests the representatives of th i to ir i
in the Town Council to withdraw thle Bill, e B Yoo PIEInTuone®

That this meeting requests Bailie Skinner, as their representative in the Water
Trust, to withdraw his support from the St Mary’s Loch gﬂl, and, after the strong
expression of opinion at this meeting, to oppose the Eill in future.

That in the event of any of the representatives of the ward declining to give effect

to the above resolutions, the representative or representatives so declining be re-
quested to resign.

At the next division in the Town Council, on 1st June, already
referred to, the three representatives of the ward disregarded these
publicly expressed resolutions, by voting for the farther promotion of
the scheme, and in consequence, a requisition was sent through the
ward for signature, calling upon each of them to resign his councillor-
ship, on account of the line of action which they had taken since
the meeting.

The requisition was signed by 703 electors out of 1357 on the roll,
being more than a majority of the whole electoral body, and this re-
quisition was transmitted to them on 19th June. On the following
day, at another meeting of the Town Council, the question of approval
or disapproval of the St Mary’s Loch scheme was again the subject of
discussion ; and on that oceasion the three Councillors for St George's
Ward, with the requisition of more than an absolute majority of their
whole constituents in their possession, calling for their resignation,
voted in defiance of these constituents for the continued promotion of
the scheme ; and Bailie Skinner afterwards proceeded to London, and
was there during the whole contest in the House of Lords, professing
to be promoting the Bill in behalf of those constituents who had repu-
diated both him and the Bill.

5. St Stephen's Ward.—A meeting of this ward was called by the
three councillors. Councillor Murray, the senior councillor, who took
the chair, was at one time a very decided opponent of the scheme,
but latterly, for reasons best known to himself,—for they were never
rightly explained,—he became as ardent a supporter of it. The other
two representatives of the ward, Bailie Howden and Councillor
Wormald, had all along been opposed to it. :

In opposition to a motion of approval of the scheme, the following
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resolution, put as an amendment, was carried by a majority of B6 to

20—

The meeting ﬂeing fully informed through the reports which have been puh]_iﬂhed:
of the evidence for and against the St Mary's Loch scheme, resolve that the Bill for
bringing into Edinburgh water from that source ought not to be proceeded with, and
request the representatives of this ward to use their influence in the Town Council

to withdraw the Bill,

A further resolution was carried by a majority of 89 to 10 :—

That Councillor Murray be requested, as a representative of this ward in the
Water Trust, to withdraw his suﬁ;]mrt from the St Mary's Loch BEill, and after the
strong expression of opinion at this meeting, to oppose the Bill in future.

And, lastly, Councillor Murray having declined to pledge himself
to withdraw his support from the Bill, the following resolution was pro-

posed and carried without a division :—

Seeing that Councillor Murray, in violation of his own professed opinions, declines
to pledge himself to carry out the expressed wishes of his constituents, this meetin
m%ildmm its confidence from him as one of the representatives of the ward, an

calls upon the Councillor to resign his seat.

Like Bailie Skinner, Councillor Murray defied his constituents, and
promoted the Bill to the last, being on the London deputation.

6. St Luke's Ward.—This ward was much in the same position as
St Stephen’s,—its senior councillor, Mr Romans, being a water trus-
tee, and something more than an ardent supporter of the scheme, while
the other two eouncillors, Messrs Tawse and Wilson, were opposed
to 1t.

The three councillors, in compliance with a requisition from some
of the electors, called a meeting in the usual manner, at which Counecil-
lor Romans presided. The meeting was a very crowded one.

The following amendment to a motion of approval of the scheme,
was adopted as the resolution of the meeting by a majority, in the
proportion of eight or ten to one :—

That, in the opinion of this meeting, the St Mary’s Loch scheme is quite uncalled
for, seeing that the evidence led before the House of Commons’ Committes con-
clusively shows that there are other sources from which we may be supplied with
water of a better quality, at far less money, and in abundant guantity : Therefore
this meeting requests its representatives at the Council and Water Trust to oppose
the promotion of the St Mary's Loch scheme, and instructs a copy of this amend-
ment, signed by the chairman, to be forwarded to the Town Couneil.

Councillor Romans having intimated that he intended to pay ne
attention to this resolution, but to continue to support the Bill, the
following resolutions were successively proposed and adopted without
a division :(—

That Mr Romans be requested to cease action, in deference to the constituency
f} this ward ; and, in the event of his refusing this, that he be respectfully requested

resign.

That this meeting condemns the reckless and extravagant expenditure in regard
to the promotion of the St Mary’s Loch scheme, more aapaciallge hefore the Parlia-
mentary Committee :—(1.) Because of the unnessarily large number of trustees sent
to London at our expense to promote the Bill ; (2.) ]gnm.uaa of the number of scien-
tific and non-scientific witnesses retained, but not examined; (3.) And, most espe-
cially, because of the employment, at extra salaries and remuneration, of almost the
entire staff of the hired city officials, partioularly the City Clerk and the Cit
Assessor downward, to the great detriment of the public business; (4.) Because a

%
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of the ward made their appearance. The following resolution was pro-
posed and carried by acclamation, there not being one dissentient in a

meeting of about 400 persons (—

That this meeting having now got access to the evidence bearing on the various
sources of water afpp]ym the city of Edinburgh, which had been withheld from
the ratepayers till forced from the water trustees before the Committee of the House
of Commons, resolves that the Bill for bringingin a supply of water from St Mary’s
Loch ought not to he proceeded with, and regrets that the representatives of the
ward have hitherto promoted the scheme ; and trusts that, in deference to the almost
universal feeling of the ward, they will take this resolution into consideration, and

withdrew their approval from the Bill.

The disciple of Edmund Burke, and his colleagues considered their
opinions far superior to the judgment of their constituents, and they
continued to promote the St Mary's Loch scheme, as for the interest of
these constituents, though against their inclinations.

8. Canongate Ward.—In this ward the Councillors received a re-
quisition to call a public meeting., But in place of doing so, two of
them, Messrs James Lewis and Younger, judged it better to issue a
card to each elector on the roll, inviting him to state in a form printed
on it, whether he was in favour, against, or neutral in reference to the
Bill. These cards were afterwards collected, in so far as filled up,
and the result of the whole, as certified by the two Councillors, was
as follows :—

In favour, { ! : ; : : ; 436

-&E&iﬂst L * L] \ - L] ¥ Tﬂg
Neutral, 3 : : ; ] . ; 322
1466
Removed, and not found at their address by the post collectors, 627
Stated to have received no card by post, . A 12
Unintelligible replies, - . . : . 5
Electors indifferent, unsigned cards, and electors deceased, 415 i
i
Number of electors on roll, ! . 2525

Councillor Cranston, a water trustee, continued to support the
scheme ; Councillor James Lewis who had always been opposed to it,
continued his opposition. Councillor Younger took a curious way of
ignoring the results of his consultation of the ward. He added to
those who had returned cards in favour of the scheme (436) the neutral
returns (322), and the 1059 who had made no return at all, including
of course those who had died and left the ward since the roll was made
up ; and having thus made upa large majority who, he said, were either
in favour of the scheme, or were not opposed to it, he held himself
free to give effeet fo his own opinions, and continued his support of
the scheme. The mode by which he arrived at this result is not likely
to commend itself to the general public as a model for imitation out of
the range of miserable Town Council morality. :

9. St GHles Ward.—The Councillors for the ward complied with a
requisition by calling a meeting in the usual way. They were all
supporters of the scheme, and called the meeting in the Police Boaxd
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room, capable of holding about 200 persons, The room was crowded.
The meeting became very noisy, and the chairman (Councillor Temple)
was utterly_unable, and seemed very little disposed, to preserve order.
After a motion in favour of the scheme had been proposed and seconded,
and an amendment to an opposite effect had also been moved and
seconded, the confusion and disorder became so great that the large ma-
Jority of the meeting left the room in a body, and adjournd to the Square
of Royal Exchange, where the motion and amendment, which had been
proposed in the Police Board room, were put to the vote by shews of
hands. No one voted for the motion, and 129 were counted for the
amendment, which was thus carried unanimously. Tts terms were
similar to those of the first resolution adopted by St Stephen’s Ward.

The residue left in the Police Board room was then publicly stated,
and there is no reason to deubt the fact, to have amounted to 55
persons, who negatived the amendment, and passed their own motion
in favour of the prosecution of the scheme.

10. St Cuthberts Ward—The meeting of this ward was simply a

burlesque. The three Councillors were all supporters of the scheme.
The meeting was called by them ostensibly “to consider the question
of the introduction of a supply of water from St Mary’s Loch” ; and
the form which the proceedings took has very much the appearance of
having been a preconcerted device to prevent any expression of the
feeling of the ward at all. After all the Councillors had in succession
extolled the merits of the St Mary’s Loch water scheme, one of their
friends, also a supporter of the scheme, started up, and moved a vote
of confidence in their vepresentatives, and they should continue to allow
them to vole as they wished conscientiously to do! Looking to the
purpose for which the meeting was called, the motion was absolutely
ridiculous, but nevertheless, though not formally put from the chair in
the usual manner, it was understood to be carried. Had the thing
ended here, it might have been argued that as the three Councillors
were avowed supporters of the scheme, the vote of confidence in them
implied an approval of their views. But it was immediately seen that
nobody in the meeting attached that meaning to the resolution which
had been adopted, for the very next thing done was the moving,
seconding, and adopting of another motion * that the Lord Provost,
Magistrates, and Council, be requested to test in a fair and honest
manner, by means of voting papers, the opinion of the ratepayers as to
whether they are in favour of or opposed to the St Mary's Loch scheme.”
Truly, the whole proceeding was nothing but a burlesque.

11. George Square Ward.—The meeting of this ward was called by
the Councillors, one of whom was a supporter of the scheme, and the
other two were opposed to it. The meeting was throughout a noisy
one.

The following resolution was adopted by a majority of 89 to 46,
having been proposed as an amendment to a motion in favour of the

scheme :—
That this meeting condemns the St Mary’s Loch scheme in consequence of the vast
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expense attending it, also the conflicting evidence with regard to its quality ; approves
of the conduct of Councillors Mitchell and Scott-Monerieff, and will do everything

to strengthen their hands in carrying on the opposition.

Another resolution was caried against the previous question by 88
to 37, in the following terms :—
_ That the meeting resolve to petition the Homnse of Lords against the bill, and
request the chuirman to sign the petition in name of the meeting.

And finally the following resolution was carried against the previous
question by 97 to 28.

That the meeting request that Councillor Millar give effect to the resolutions then
come to by uniting with their other representatives in opposing the bill.

It may be mentioned that Councillor Millar paid no regard to this
last resolution.

12. 8¢ Leonard's Ward.—Bailie Lewis had a great deal of manceuvr-
ing to avoid calling a meeting of this ward. When several of his
constituents waited on him, he went with them to his colleague Bailie
Mazrshall, (consulting Councillor Mackay seems never to have occurred
to him, or to any person else,) and it was then agreed that a meeting
ghould be called in the usual way, if a requisition to that effect sub-
scribed by 100 electors were presented to him. In a day or two a
requisition by 132 electors was sent to him. He then proposed to eall
a meeting in the Police Board room, at the interval of a week, the room
being capable of holding about 200 persons, and being at a considerable
distance from the ward. The requisitionists having considered both
the place and proposed time of meeting to be unsuitable, they offered
to hire St Mary’s Hall, in the immediate vicinity of the ward, and
capable of holding upwards of 1200 persons, foran earlier day. Bailie
Lewis, however, made difficulties about meeting their views, and there-
fore the Committee who had got up the requisition called a meeting
themselves.

Bailie Marshall attended the meeting, but Bailie Lewis, and of course
Councillor Mackay, who was simply his nominee, were both absent.
It was very numerously attended, the hall being densely packed. The
following resolutions were adopted almost unanimously, not above thirty
hands in the immense multitude being held up against them :—

That this meeting of the electors of St Leonard’s Ward is of opinion that no farther
Emn&edinga should be taken for the promotion of the St Mary's Loch scheme, and

ereby %ﬁ the representatives of the ward to employ all their influence in
arresting er proceedings.

That as Bailie Marshall has declared that upon an ascertained majority of the
wari being found opposed fo the St Mary's Loch scheme he is prepatr.:g to vote for
the withdrawal of the bill, the meeting, therefore, continues its confidence in Bailie
Marshall ; but that, as Bailie Lewis has misrepresented the opinion of the constitu-

ency, and declared his determination to prosecute the 8t Mary's Loch sch 1
meeting respectfully, but firmly, demands his resignation,  © o ey b8

13. Newington Ward.—The meeting of this ward was also called in
the usual way on the Councillors receiving a requisition. It was
numercusly attended,

The following motion was carried against an amendment to an
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opposite effeet, by an overwhelming majority, at least three-fourths of
the meeting being in favour of the resolution :—

That this meeting, having heard the statements of Bailie Cousin, Treasurer Colston,
and Mr Muirhead, expresses confidence in Bailie Cousin and Mr Muirhead as to their
actions in regard to the question of St Mary's Loch scheme, and instructs the repre-
sentatives of the ward to obtain a withdrawal or & defeat of the bill. :

In consequence of this resolution, Treasurer Colston who up to this
time had been a promoter of the Bill, at first simply withdrew his
support from it, and afterwards voted against it in the Town Counecil
and Water Trust.

The proceedings of the Town Council come next to be noticed.
Prior to the contest in the Commons, viz., on 21st., 22nd., and 23rd.,
February, they had had a three days' debate as to whether or not the
minutes of a previous meeting should be approved of, in so far as they
related to a resolution to proceed with the Water Bill; and on the
last of these days the Council had by a majority of 22 to 19 (every
member having voted) confirmed the minutes of the previous meeting
in favour of the bill

The first meeting of the Town Council after the Bill had passed the
House of Commons was held on 30th May, and was continued on 1st
June. A memorial from the ratepayers’ meeting of 19th May, along
with a copy of their resolutions, came to be considered, and before the
division in reference to the Bill took place on 1st June, all the ward
meetings had been held, and the reports of them had been published
in the newspapers. Afer a sharp and acrimonious discussion as to the
order of business, which the Lord Provost, as usual with him, ruled in
favour of his own party’s contention, that contention being that the
consideration of the citizen's memorial, sent from an influential public
meeting, should be postponed till after the disposal of the business on
the ordinary programme, the discussion resolved itself into-a motion by
Bailie Lewis immediately to proceed to the consideration of the
amended clauses of the Bill, which was met by an amendment moved
by Bailie Miller, for the purpose of giving effect to the citizens®
memorial, in the following terms :—

1 j rs of Edinburgh are
tu%ﬁt’ﬁnﬂlﬁ e G?E&heg::ﬂ:;%ﬂiﬁfpgﬂtﬁ:a ¥ F:E the Hnn::gnf m
appoint a Special Committee with powers, to take all necessary measures for
earrying out the resolution.

On the motion and amendment being put to the meeting, the
amendment was carried by a majority of one vote, the numbers being
19 to 18 ; and by the same majority a Commiftee was appointed to
give effect to the resolution. The majority of 19 was composed of the
members who had been in the minority of 19 at the division of 23rd
February preceding ; and the former majority of 22 was reduced to a
minority of 18, by the absence of Councillor Younger, and by Bailie
Marshall, Treasurer Colston, and Councillor Somerville, whose wards
had declared against the scheme, declining to vote,

This resolution, however, was inoperative until, in terms of the
standing orders or usage of Council, it should have been approved and
confirmed by the votes of two successive meetings. At next meeting
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of Couneil, on 20th June, the question of approval of it came up, when
another bitter discussion took place. The decision of the previous
meeting was reversed by the casting vote of the Lord Provost, twenty
members having voted for approval, and twenty (including the Provost)
for disapproval, and Bailie Marshall, as before, having declined to vote.
Of the other three members who did not vote on the previous occasion,
Councillor Younger, (Canongate) who had formerly been absent, voted
with the promoters, as did Councillor Somerville who had mnow
forfeited his pledged word and withdrawn his resignation ; while
Treasurer Colston recorded his vote for the approval of the minutes.

Practically, therefore, the Town Council was now absolutely neutral
in the matter. But the greater number of the twenty promoters
formed a group the like of which was never hefore seen in civic affairs.
Six of them had been required by their constituents to cease mis-
representing them, or otherwise to resign ; five others represented wards
who had in public meetings, specially called for the purpose, declared
against the scheme ; and another had pledged himself to resign if he
could not give effect to his ward’s resolution against the Bill, and had
done neither. ~

The Water Trust consists of twenty-five members. Prior to the
decision of the Committee of the House of Commons there were in
it only five opponents of the scheme. After the public and ward
meetings, Treasurer Colston felt it to be his duty to oppose the farther
progress of the Bill, and, therefore, the number of members of the trust
opposed to it was inereased to six.

Other two public meetings have to be noticed, and then this nar-
rative will pass to other matters.

Two working men's meetings were called for the same hour on the
afternoon of Saturday, 17th June—the one, of those opposed to the
Bill, to be held in Bruntsfield Links, and the other, of those in favour
of it, to be held in the Queen's Park.

At each of the meetings resolutions were passed with unanimity, at
the one strongly against, and -at the other as strongly in favour of the
Bill ; and as the reporters for the public press estimated the numbers
present at each to have been about 3000, the most that could have
bheen said was that there was a great difference of opinion among the
working class in reference to the scheme. Great doubt, however, was
afterwards cast upon the honesty of the Queen's Park meeting by an
attempt of the promoters of the Bill to prove before the Lords’
Committee, by a process of square yard measurement, that it had
been attended by 14,000 persons, As Bailie Lewis was seen in the
neighbourhood, and was proved to have had, along with Councillor
(Gowans, an active hand in getting it up, and therefore must have known
how the fact really was, this attempt to magnify the numbers present
reflects little eredit on him, and raises a suspicion that the meeting was
a mere assemblage of workmen, whipped together by its originators for
the purpose of a show, without reference to whether they were rate-
payers or not.  This discreditable affair will be noticed afterwards.
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It may be mentioned in conclusion, as to these public meetings, that
the one which was held in the Queen's Park, just mentioned, was the
only one which the promoters of the Bill ventured to eall in order to
attempt to originate an expression of public feeling in its favour.

While these public meetings were agitating the usually easy going
citizens, various other things were taking place which tended to excite
the feeling already existing against the Bill to a white heat.

In the first place Mr Colin Mackenzie commenced the publication in
the newspapers, on the day on which the pent up feelings of the
citizens broke forth in the meeting in the Music Hall, viz. : on 19th
May, of a series of letters, in which he showed the financial unsound-
ness of the scheme, and that the practical effect of adopting it would
be to raise the domestic rate to 1s. 8d. per £ in perpetuity. It is im-
possible to find space here for any detail of the reasons on which he
proceeded ; but the substance of them was that the cost of the scheme
(as a whole, not of the mere works shown on the parliamentary plans,
which' showed nothing but what the standing orders required,) was
grearly understated ; that the expectations of increase of rental on which
the estimate of probable revenue was based, were mere speculafions
unwarranted by past experience ; and that the anticipated increase of
sales of water to manufactories was visionary, because no person had
been able to say what was expected to be manufactured. The letters,
however, were reprinted, and published in a separate form as a pam-
phlet, and will well repay a perusal. The singular abilify of the letters,
and the comprehensive grasp of the subject which they displayed,
besides stirring up the minds of the citizens to an appreciation of the
probable burdens which they ran the risk of having imposed upon them,
attracted the notice of the electors of the ward of St Leonard’s; and
the Liberal Municipal Committee of that ward, tired of advanced
liberalism as displayed in their then representatives, or at least two of
them, and struck with the soundness and ability of Mr Mackenzie's
views in municipal matters, requested him, an avowed tory in imperial
polities, to become their candidate for the representation of the ward,
and in the following month of November they carried his election
against the retiring Councillor, who was a mere voting machine for
Bailie Lewis. L

Tt must not be supposed, however, that the more determined pro-
moters of the scheme rested contented with the not very successful
attempt at getting up a meeting in the Queen's Park. On the morning
of Sunday the 28th of May, the walls of the city were placarded with
huge broadsheets, titled * The Working Man’s Water Catechism,” not
posted on the ordinary places for such publications, but on shop fronts,
ornamental walls, and other places where they could be conspicuously
seen. This precious production was a sort of imitation of the Shorter
(atechism, consisting of twenty-nine questions and answers, and had
heen posted up early in the morning, that during the quiet Sunday,
when nobody was likely to remove them, every person would see them
in passing to and from church ; and in the course of the following week

e ol —
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the catechism was printed in an octavo form and circulated under the
superintendence of the City Assessor all over the city. The following

are some of the choicer portions of it :\—

2. Who are the chief sufferers (from scarcity of water)? The working men’s wives
and children, who, like beasts of burden, have to carry water down closes and up

long flights of stairs,
7. Who DE:FME this it.]m St Mary’s Loch scheme)? The wealthy ratepayers, who

do not feel the want, ** the respectable middle class " according to Thomas Knox,
Eaq., J.P.
E_ "Wh}r? Becanse it will cost them a little more in rates. See My Colin Mac-

kenzie's Letters in Scotsman.

19. Who are likely to be the most impartial judges—men who have been excited
by all kinds of false statements, and out of whose pockets the rates have to come—
or a Select Committee of the House of Commons, who attended impartially to the
evidence laid before it, and whose minds were not biassed by statements not given
on oath? The Committee of the House of Commons decidedly ; and they were quite
unanimous, after paying most close and wonderful attention to all the evidence on

either side, y
23. Who are now doing their utmost to raise our rates? The opponents of the

Bill, who, in a vain endeavour to save their own pockets, are rendering an expensive
parliamentary contest necessary, and putting thousands of ds into the pockets
of London lawyers, which 'lFl.I'vn:ul.;-]Jr otherwise have gone to reduce the rates,

28. What will be the effect of the passing of the Hill upon the labour market ?
Four-fifths of every pound spent on works will go directly into the pockets of the
working classes,

29. What, then, should the working men do? Resist all attempts to oppose the
Bill, and turn out at the November election, all cowardly rats who forsake the ship
when in a storm. [By the way, the absoliute nonsense of the simile tn this lnst answer

18 exquisite.]

After suspicion had pointed at Bailie Lewis, Dr Alexander Wood
avowed himself the author of this cruel and ill judged attempt to
hound the poor at the throat of the better class, and to widen the gulf,
which, after many an effort to bridge it, yet yawns between them. It
is believed that Councillor Cranston and the ecity assessor were Dr
Wood's coadjutors in this affair, and Bailie Lewis also appears to have
had his finger in the pie. The attempt was, however, an utter failure,
The citizens of every class and desecription, high and low, young and
old, male and female, had studied the question for themselves, and
formed their own opinions ; and this attempt, in place of cooling, still
farther inflamed their hostility to the scheme.

Another mode was at the same time resorted to of trying to stem the
strong tide of opposition, which was rising higher and running
stronger every day. Some of the promoters, with characteristic
audacity, concocted a pamphlet, which they termed a Statement by
the Trustees,” and printed some 60,000 copies of it, and distributed
one to every householder in the city. At a meeting of the water
trustees on Tth June, it came out that the trustees, as a body, knew
nothing about it. Tt bore the fmprimatur of the names of the three
Provosts ; Bailie Lewis, and Councillor Archibald seemed to know all
about it ; the City Assessor distributed it ; the Lord Provost said the
document was issued by the trustees generally ; Convener Robertson,
Bailie Cousin, Treasurer Colston, and Councillor Wilson disclaimed it
and all knowledge of it ; and Mr Marwick said it was published by
the Sub—(;nmmittae. Out of this chaos of contradiction it is only

A
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R.ﬂsmbln? to extract that the pamphlet had been prepared by the City
Clerk, in concert with a nameless Sub-Committee, appointed by an-
other Committee, doubtless formed for the purpose of having on it
only a few picked men of the wildest promoters, who had the assurance
to pllh?lﬂh and circulate it as a statement of the trustees, without any
authority from that body. But, whatever was the origin of the pam-

phlet, its publication brought an old house about the ears of the
trustees.

1t is not intended to go here into any examination of the statement,

which is thus shortly deseribed by Mr Colin Mackenzie in one of his
letters published on 8th June :—

The paper is an able one, if one-sided, and is a eapital brief for the counsel for the
Bill, though certainly not the impartial and dispassionate narrative one would wish
to be submitted for the opinion of neutrals. It consists of two parts :—(1.) Quota-
tions from the evidence in the Commons’ Committee; (2.) A sort of continuous
narrative in which these quotations are imbedded, like the batter in which the
plums in a plum pudding are fixed.

The quotations, I believe, are correct in text, and, of course, make a strong case,
for they contain all that is to be said on the one side of the question, and nothing
that is to be said on the other. They will not weigh much, however, with anyone
who has read the whole evidence, and knows both sides of it.

The running commentary in which they are imbedded is most ably drawn—in-
genious to a degree, if not ingenuons—and by touching and toning the picture at one
point, suppressing a few facts at another, and using the imagination a little at a
third, the writer really made out a capital piece of special pleading for the act-
ings of the trust. To go over it in detail, and show each omission and each
inaccuracy, would be just re-writing it.

A copy of it was handed in at Professor Christison’s door on the
evening of Saturday, 3rd June. Tt contained questions and answers,
Nos. 2470-1-2 (See page 157.), already quoted from the evidence of
Professor Maclagan, in the last of which that witness made the un-
qualified statement that Dr Christison was in favour of introducing
the water of St Mary’s Loch into Edinburgh. Dr Christison immedi-
ately published in the newspapers of 6th June a letter to the Lord
Provost, whose name was at the published statement, absolutely deny-
ing that he had ever given any such opinion. After referring to some
communiecations which he had had with Mr Marwick, Dr Maclagan,
and Dr Macadam, he stated :—

It is not correct to say, as was said in evidence before the Committee of the Honse
of Clommons, that * Dr Christison did not raise any objection as to the propriety of
introducing this water into Edinburgh,” that ‘‘ he is in favour of it.”

Let me not be misunderstood however ; I have as little ex ed an opinion unfa-
vourable to the introduction of the St Mary’'s Loch water into Edinburgh. At the time
referred to, there were no adequate means for forming an opinion upon the whole
question. I am sorry to add that the extraordinary contradictions as to mere
in the evidence brought out by the Commons’ Committee, regarding the gquality
the water, leave me as much in the dark as ever on that subject.

And in concluding the letter he said :—

Since m ition in the Royal Society has been referred to as adding weight to
my mppmj;lfo:ilam, I think it due to my fellow members to make them aware that
in a question of such grave importance, their president has not hastily and rashly
committed himself to an opinion which is eapable of being positively proved or dis-
proved by a careful inquiry. .

This letter had a very marked effect in strengthening in the city the
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feeling of hostility to the trustees, and of dislike to the introduction
of the St Mary’s Loch water.

While all this was going on, a petition for the ratepayers fo the
House of Lords, praying their lordships to hear them by counsel and
witnesses, and to reject the Bill, had been prepared, and was signed
by 15,688 ratepayers, and was afterwards lodged. The promoters took
care not to send up the City Assessor to soil his figures farther by at-
tempting to throw discredit on this petition,

5. Tee CoNTEST IN THE LORDS.

The Select Committee appointed to try this Bill consisted of Lord
Wharneliffe, Chairman, the Earl of Morton, and Lords Eliot, North-
wick, and Churston. They met on 22d June, but as they had two
other bills to dispose of in the first instance, the St Mary’s Loch
Water Bill was not taken up till the 28th.

The parties who appeared and took part in the opposition were
substantially the same as before, the exceptions being that the Duke
of Buceleuch, who had taken no part in the previous contest, now op-
posed on the preamble, after a vain attempt on the part of the trus-
tees to shut him out, and that Mr Scott of Rodono, with whom terms
of settlement had heen arranged, now offered no opposition ; while the
minority of the Town Counecil, who had petitioned against the Bill,
also appeared by the same counsel and agents as the ratepayers.

In treating of the contest before this Committee, it is not intended
to go again over the evidence, as the case now submitted will be suffi-
clently understood by noticing in what respects it differed from that
laid before the Commons' Committee.

Bailie Lewis, as the leading witness of the trustees, made the same
outery about searcity, in and prior to 1870, which he had made in the
Commons, and he charged Mr Charles Cowan and Mr Ramsay with
having, before handing the works over to the trustees, deliberately re-
moved a log from the sill of the waste weir of Glencorse reservoir, in
order to reduce the water in store, and thereby embarrass the trustees.
The absurdity of this charge will be afterwards shown.

The district meetings, too, in 1869, of which so much had been
said in the House of Commons, were now touched upon very lightly ;
indeed reference to them at all, except for the sake of preserving con-
sistency, was almost childish, after the way in which the city had risen
in the previous month in condemnation of the scheme,

Nor was anything heard of the springs bubbling from the green
sward, and gushing from the clefts of the rocks,—or of the surging
springs in the loch which produced the wonderful holes in the ice.

Nor was anything heard of the thousands who could have been got,
to sign petitions in favour of the Bill. Most of the tawdry decora-
tion with which his former evidence was bedizened had been laid aside,
- and one could get a better look at the few facts, now stript of their
concealment.

The Lord Provost was the next witness, and he, too, was very sub-
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This renewed evidence of the Lord Provost being at complete va-
riance with the statement of Dr Christison in his letter to Mr Brodie,
advantage was taken of the circumstance of a gentleman professionally
connected with the opposition, having oceasion to go to Edinburgh on
the afternoon of Friday the 30th, to have personal communication
with Dr Christison, and ascertain what the facts were. Accordingly,
he telegraphed to Dr Christison, who met him by appointment on the
Saturday, and furnished him with the copy of a letter which the Lord
Provost had received from him on the morning of the 29th, before he
underwent the second examination. Dr Christison farther stated, that
he had on that day (1st July) written to Lord Wharneliffe, complain-
ing of the misrepresentation of his opinions ; that he was to be in
London on the evening of the following Monday on the business of the
General Medical Couneil ; and that he would, if it was wished, ap-
pear on any day in that week as a witness, and tell the truth for him-
self, The gentleman referred to returned to London on Monday
morning with the copy letter and this information, when it was resolved
to call Dr Christison. His evidence will be noticed in its proper place.
His letter to the Lord Provost will be found in the Appendix (No. L.).

The terms of that letter show that it was the first and only com-
munication from Dr Christison sinee the meeting of 19th June referred
to in question and answer 522, which the Lord Provost strangely
muddles up with an alleged private letter of the same date (52T), of
which more in a little ; that it is neither marked private, nor a private
letter in any sense of the word, express permission being given to the
Lord Provost to make any use he pleased of it, with a notification that
its import had been communicated to the opposition by the writer ;
that it contains no such excuse as was stated for the Professor not
coming to give evidence for the promoters, as stated, or any passage
even consistent with it ; that it does not contain the passage quoted
by the Lord Provost ; and that, on the contrary, instead of being in
favour of the loch scheme, the writer expressly said, I have done
enough to satisfy me that the water of St Mary's is doubtful in quality
for the supply of Edinburgh.”

When the Commiftee met on the morning of Monday 3d July, the
following procedure is recorded to have taken place,

_ The CHATRMAN [to Lord Provost Law]. We have had a letter from Dr Christison,
in which he states that your evidence the other day was not in accordance with his
views regarding his own opinions, and he sends a memorial which I have opened
and the Committee have read, which I think it better to place in the hands of the
learned counsel on both sides, leaving it to them to take such action upon it as they

think best.

The letter or memorial was accordingly handed to the counsel for
the parties, and a copy of it is given in the Appendix (No. IL). In
it he positively denied that at the interview between the Lord Provost
and him on 19th June, one word was spoken by him, or indeed by
his lordship, that was favourable to the water. He farther referred to
his letter to the Lord Provost, received by that gentleman on the mom-
ing of 29th June—to the surprise with which he read his evidence of
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The LorD Provost—That was the only public letter from Dr Christison, I had
three or four letters from him marked * private,” in which he expressed opinions
not half so strong as these, and just at the same time. And then you observe that

even in that letter which was handed to the agents on the opposite side, he states
that he had made certain observations upon the water, but that his investigation
was by no means ended.

Mr MANsFIELD—DBut enough to satisfy him. '

The Lorp PRoVoST—And the chances were that when he came to complete his obser-
vations, he might turn round and change his mind (!) Allow me to say that in all
this controversy with Dr Christison in regard to the water, I have been miost careful
not to say a single syllable that will reflect upon Dr Christison, He and I have always
been the most perfect friends. In reg to those private letters of his which I
looked up this evening, and thought of bringing here (1), but I would not trench so
far upon the confidence of the Professor as to read them. I am saligfied that all
T said in reference to hig opinions was thoroughly according to conscientious convic-
tions (!

Mr ngnxm__] hope I am not troubling your Lordship too much, but you have
not answered my question how you reconcile your statement that Dr Christison was
in favour of the scheme—

The LorD ProvosT—T believe ke i3 W*ﬂl- this moment. =
L

Mr MANSFIELD— n L I have been at a loss to follow
our Lordship’s answer. I think you came to the conclusion that he said that he
ﬁw.l not been able to make a complete analysis, but that when his analysis was com-
plete he would be quite certain to change his opinions ?
The Lorw Provost— I think so. -
Mr MaNSFIELD—Dr Christison himself says in his letter that he had quite suffi-
cient to satisfy him— _ o A
The Lorp Provosr—No, no. He sayshe has not finished his investigation.
Mr MaNsSFIELD—I admit that; but he says, ** I have done enough to satisfy me
that the St Mary's Loch water is doubtful in quality.”
The LorD Provost—He has not finished his investigation, and I am entitled to
infer that when the investigation iz finished, he will change hiz mind.

It is difficult to read this farrago of nonsense,—to designate it by
the very mildest possible term,—without entertaining doubts whether
the man who could so conduct himself is possessed of any better
sense of moral responsibility than a child. Persons holding them-
selves responsible for their actions, either to their fellow-citizens, or
to a higher power, ordinarily do just the very opposite of what the
Lord Provost says he did,—that is, they would read the public, and
suppress allusion to private letters ; and would state as present mat-
ter-of-fact that which they knew to be the fact, and not that which
they thought it possible or even probable might come to be the fact,
but was not so as yet. Were the Provost’s idea of what a witness is
justified in saying in evidence given effect to, the crime of perjury
would be blotted from the statute-book, without any necessity for the
interposition of the legislature.

Evidently the audience did not believe one word of what he said.
Mr Mansfield immediately proposed the following motion, ealling on
the Provost and Mr Mossman to resign their seats in the Town Couneil,
when his Lordship, after getting up an acrimonious and indignified
wrangle with the meeting, refused to put the motion, and then, find-
ing the position getting too hot for him, he walked off from the plat-
form, leaving them sitting; whereupon the meeting elected a new
loch.airmn.n, and by acclamation adopted the motion, which was as fol-

w8 i—
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That this meeting, in consequence of the unsatisfactory explanations of
Provost Law and Mr Mossman's refusal to call a meeting E t-hll; ward in Ha.]rllf:g
to ascertain the feeling of the electors in regard to the St Mary's Loch scheme, and
in consequence of the misrepresentation of the Lord Provost in regard to Dr Chris-
tison’s opinion of the quality of the St Mary’s Loch water, before the House of Lords’

Committee, declares they have forfeited all claim to its
requests th’em 7 rnaig'n.r i claim to 1ts confidence, and respectfully

In spite of this resolution, Lord Provost Law has clung to office—
for a reason quite of a piece with his reasons for giving the evidence
he did, and which will be noticed in the sequel.

Coming back to the contest in the Lords’ Committee, the different
heads under which it was noticed in the Commons’ Committee will be
taken up successively in the same order.

(1.) The minimum quantity supplied —The case as presented in the
former Committee was simply repeated here, and so requires no farther
comment.

(2.) What supply per head is necessary.—In addition to the former
evidence, the following evidence of Mr John Ayres, the manager of the
Norwich Water Works, was led on the part of the opposition, in sup-
port of his former opinion that 25 gallons per head per day was an
adequate supply of water for Edinburgh :—

65016, T believe you are Ereparad to give some figures as to what is the actual re-
quirement of a family for domestic purposes. You fixed a meter, and tested the
%u&ntltr of water used in different houses for some three years consecutively ?

5517. Will you state the result? I put a meter to 28 good ¢ ges, containing
120 people ; each cottage had a separate water-closet, and in something like three
years,—it was 950 days,—they used 8 gallons per head per day for everything. I
then fixed another meter to some cottages where there were 30 people, for about the
same period, and they used 8:01 gallons per head per day for domestic purposes and
water-closets. I then fixed another meter for 66 1pe le, in some cottages, for do-
mestic supply and water-closets, and they used 1 sg.’ﬁﬂm per head per day ; there
must have been a leak or something there. Then I fixed a meter on a house of £100
Eantal, w]':igm they had both bath and water-closet, and they used 11'67 gallons per

ead per day. :

5515. You tried your own house in the same way ? Yes; where we have a water-
closet and bath, and a stable, and we used 10°87 gallons tierfhnad. per day, there being
11 or 12 people in the house. I then fixed a meter at the deanery, where there are
four water-closets, a bath, and a very large garden, and there they used 16-13 gallons
per head day ; they had a large garden to serve.

5519. That is irrespective of manufactures? Yes.

(3.) Preventable waste—The evidence given on this subject in the
Commons was substantially repeated in the Lords; but a vigorous
attempt was made to neutralise the proof of the practicability of pre-
venting waste in the city, furnished by the example of Norwich,—
Dr Littlejohn having been specially sent there to prepare himself {o
give evidence, if possible, in contradiction of that formerly given by
Mr Ayres and Dr Pole. The following examination was the result of
his visit :— p

ich? isited Norwich.
%EE‘ gfdvgrfﬁtbe agln Eqﬂmt]; thﬁﬁuumhnm of the water supply there?
ITE%D Do you think we can draw any inference as to Edinburgh from the circum-

stances of Norwich? Decidedly not. y
1651. Why not? First of a.]{ private wells exist to a large extent in the poorer
districts of Norwich, and from I;imaaprivnta wells the poor derive a large proportion
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of their supply. We have no private wells in Edinburgh. Secondly, the water-
closet accommodation is exceedingly limited in Norwich, for this reason, that it is
only within the last month or so that their drainage has been completed. They have
in Norwich what are called bins outside the houses communicating with privies;
such a state of matters does not exist in Edinburgh ; we have no such bins com-
municating with privies. The amount of water required at Norwich at present 1s
exceedingly small, If they introduced water-closets in Norwich, then a larger sup-
ply of water would be demanded. Egm

1652, We heard a great deal about Norwich in the House of Commons ; is it any
criterion at all, oris it a mere myth? When I went to Norwich as I described, I
found it was a myth. The houses of the poorer classes in Norwich, and in the
English towns, generally speaking, are exceedingly small, only one-storey high ;
they have not the enormous number of flats to each house that we have in Edin-
burgh, and they have not a population of 250 in a single house. A

1653, TIs it not the case that in Norwich a large proportion of the working popula-
tion live on the banks of the river? Yes. 1

1654. So that the refuse is carried off immediately from the backs of their houses?
Yes, in those portions of the town on the river. )

1655. Is it the case that they also get their water from the river? Yes; and there
were also wells, and they obtained their supply from the wells, as well as from the
town supply,

1656. hgre is constant service at Norwich? Yes.

1657. Is it not impossible to apply the case of a town with a constant supply to

the case of a town with an intermittent supply? Yes, I consider so.

In cross-examination he said :(—

1701. Is the waste at Edinburgh enormous? Ihave nodoubt it is, and I have been
into no town, whether in England or in Scotland, where the loss by waste 15 not
enormous. At Norwich I did not see any cock supplying water but what was leak-
ing ; and if I myself tightened one cock, I am sure I tightened forty or fifty durin
inyksta}r in Norwich. It is impossible to have a water supply without so muc

eakage.

The value of this evidence will be at once seen by contrasting it
with the evidence of Mr John Agyres, the manager of the Norwich
Water Works, who, after repeating the evidence which he gave for-
merly, gave this account of the matters regarding Norwich to which
Dr Littlejohn referred. After stating that the inhabitants of Norwich,
with constant service, were fully supplied with 14% gallons per head
per day, the following examination took place :—

5507. We have had called on behalf of the promoters, Dr Littlejohn, who gave
my Lords some information about Norwich. Is this a correct description ; and if
not, in what particular do you think it is inadvertently inaccurate, He is asked
about Norwich, and he says,—** First of all, private wells exist to a large extent in
the poorer districts of Norwich ; and from those private wells the poor derive a large
proportion of their supply.” Ie that an accurate account? For the last two years
the wells have been dry.

_ 5308, The 144 gallons per head per day you say has not been affected by any draw-
ing from wells* Uﬂrtninl?' not,

5509. Then he says :-—** The water-closet accommodation is exceedingly limited
in Norwich, for this reason—that it is only within the last month or so that their
drainage has been completed ¥’ The drainage which has been completed has not affected
the water-closet accommodation of Norwich. They have now altered the drainage for
an irrigation scheme. Formerly the town drains ran into the river. We have now
2500 water-closets, but it has nothing to do with the drainage.

5510. I find that Dr Littlejohn said also that the people got some of their supply
from the river. Isthatso? Jtisnotso. The river for many years has been o com-
mon gewer, and so much so, that persons residing in villa residences on its banks,
a little way down the river, obtained an injunction against the corporation to take
tlil:lsﬂ sewage out of the river, the stench being so great as to be almost unbear-
ke . +

5511. LIE[& says :—‘‘ They have in Norwich what are called bins outside the houses

B 5
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communicating with privies. Such a state of matters does not exist in Edinburgh.
We have no such bing communicating with privies. The amount of water required
at Norwich at present is exceedingly small?” OF course, there are a large number
uf bins in the {murur districts, in addition to the water-closets I have mentioned.
I may say that 1 have read the evidence of Dr Littlejohn, and I am very to be
obliged to differ with him, but 1 do entirely on many points. From his evidence,
one would infer that the people took water from the taps at the same time that they
hava pum?u in their yard ; that they can either take their water from the water
supply or from pumps : but that is not so, There are not six cases like that in all
Norwich, He further states that the inhabitants of Norwich live largely on the
banks of the river. There is scarcely a cottage on the banks of the river, On the
river there are only warehouses and factories and malt-houses, and things of that
description, He says they take the water from the river to drink. That iz not so.
I can only say, in differing from Dr Littlejohn, if he likes to go to Norwich with
me, I shall be Liehghted to show him that he is entirely wrong.

5512. He told us that he had recently been at Norwich ;—did he apply to you or
any other official to assist him in acquiring aceurate information? He did not call
upon me, and I have made inquiries, and I find that he did not eall upon the engineer
of the local board. We should all have been very pleased to have given him every
information possible.

B6513. In regard to the river, this is what he says at Q. 1653 :—“ Is not it the case
that in Norwich a large proportion of the working ggpulnﬁun live on the banks of
the river? VYes?” That is a mistake. There may be one or two houses with privies
on the banks of the river ; that would show, on the other hand, that the people
could not drink the water.

5314. As to these buildings on the banks of the river, it is the fact, is it not, that
they consist principally of warehouses, manufactories, wharves, and storehouses ?
Almost entirely so, with scarcely an exception.

5515, Dr Littlejohn also suggests, that ** the houses of the poorer classes in Nor-
wich, and in English towns, generally speaking, are exceedingly small, only one-
storey high ; they have not the enormous number of flats to each house that we have
in ﬁn’lmrgi:t.” Does that make any difference in the quantity of water consumed
for domestic purposes? It makes no difference whatever whether there are five
cottages, one above another, or five alongside one another ; they use no more water

]:.eaqi : on the contrary, they use less, for there is less back yard to wash down.
E; experience is exactly the reverse.

In reference, however, to his answer to question 5507, he explained,
in cross-examination :—

5525, With to Norwich, you say that a system of drainage was carried out
which affected the wells? Yes. i

5526, But that drainage havim% been carried out and completed, has not the
water returned to those wells? It has returned to the wells within the last two

ths
8527, "So that at the time Dr Littlejohn was speaking of during his visit, the
wells were then full ¥ Yes ; but that Eloaa not affect the state of the supply in any

Way.

% You come to contradict Dr Littlejohn ; and you said that when he says that
the people drew water from the wells, that could not be, because the wells had been
dra.inugphy the drainage? No; I n.aiﬂ', undoubtedly, there is this district coloured

ellow, in which a large number of persons take water from pumps—there may
L 12,000 persons there who take water from pumps ; but those same persons do not
use the co s water, and therefore they do not come in my calenlation. I
made the remark, that Dr Littlejohn’s evidence led to the inference that the same
persons had the company’s water and the p water ; that the supply was so
small, because they took a large portion o what they required from the pumps.
That was my impression.

Mr Alfred William Morant, the engineer of the Norwich Board of
Health, corroborated the evidence of Mr Ayres in every particular.

(4.) The alleged approval of the scheme by the ratepayers of Edin-
burgh.—Bailie Lewis still, but with bated breath, stuck to his former
account of the sanction® given to his scheme at the ward meetings in
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October 1870 ; but he did not, till pressed in cross-examination, say
anything of the wholesale condemnation of if passed at the ward and
other meetings in May 1871. It took no less than 26 separate ques-
tions (322-347) to drag out of him that there were nine ward meetings
held in May 1871, “and that in a great proportion of them there were
majorities” against the Bill ; and also that at a meeting in his own
ward, attended by hundreds of people, he had himself been asked to
resign. The true account of these meetings has already been given,
and the reports of them were furnished to the Committee. Strangely
enough, however, he did not venture to say a word for his public
meeting in the Queen’s Park, which has been already mentioned. The
statistics of it were to be proved, not by one who counted the numbers
present, but by one who had measured the ground on which they stood
—much in the fashion of a eritic, who estimated the contents of a
book by its thickness and its boards, and whether the angles at its
corners were correch right angles, but without taking into account
whether the pages were blank or not.

This witness of the square and rule was a Mr William Paterson,
joiner, then general secretary to the Associated Carpenters and Join-
ers of Scotland, whatever that may mean., The following is his evi-

dence :(—

951. You know the Queen’s Park very well? I know the Queen’s Park.

f%ﬁ?. ‘Was there a meeting of working men at the Queen’s Park? Yes ; on the 1Tth

of June,

053. Was it an orderly meeting? A very orderly meeting.

054. Was the advertisement convening that meeting to consider the statements
made in name of the working men in regard to St Mary's Loch? Yes.

055, Was that meeting in favour of 5t Mary's Loch or against it The resolu-
tions submitted were all in favour of 5t Mary’s Loch, and they were unanimously

agreed to. ; :
056. Have lycu any idea of the number of persons present at that meeting? DMr

M‘Neil and 1 were appointed the previous night by the Committee who had the
arrangements for the meeting, to endeavour to ascertain the probable nnmber at that
meeting, We found @ tmpossible fo ascerfain the number in any offer woy than by
measuring the ground. Tbe ground was measured at half past five, and it was found
to be 1496 square yards. Allowing six persons to the square yard, it would give
8976 as being present at the meeting. At a later time it was measured again, and it
was made out to be 2400 square yards, which at six persons to the square yard, would
give 14, 400 as being present.

057. You ascertained the number of yards occupied by the meeting, and then you
calculated so many persons to the yard ; and in that manner you arrived at the
number you have given? Yes.

Now, in regard to this person’s evidence it is to be noticed that in
the Daily Review of 20th June, there was published a certificate by
him and a Peter M‘Neil, to the same effect as this evidence. This
Mr Peter M‘Neil was the next witness examined for the trustees ;
but, singularly enough, not a question was put by him with the view
of corroborating his fellow workman. The obvious inference from this
is not very flattering to either, and least of all to the credibility of
Mr William Paterson, whose peculiar mode of arriving at his results
required confirmation.

Bailie Miller, on the other hand, who saw the meeting was satisfied
that the number present did not exceed 3000, But the coup de grace
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were collected, and had not been signed; then we had 919 returned by the post
ﬂﬂiﬁﬁ. That is people who had left their houses? People who were dead. You
must undumtan-g that we had to take the old roll ; and as a matter of course there
have been all the removals taking place at term time. The post office service, I may
say, literally broke down, for the postmen were utterly unable themselves to deliver
so large a quantity of cards; they had to visit every house and every door in Leith,
and they had to put on extra postmen who were not acquainted with the district, and
consequently they were not so well able to find the men who had moved ; so that
we hp&l 919 returned, and we had the remainder, 1452, which we were utterly unable
in the short space of four days to get collected ; but we got 16G4 against the Bill,
and 968 in its favour. 3

4121. As the result of your inquiries, from the return which you have taken, are
you perfectly satisfied that the feeling of the large majority of the people of Leith is
against the St Mary's Loch scheme? I think so, both among the working classes
that I have conversed with, and also among those of my own class.

Mr James Cree, merchant, Leith, gave evidence to the same effect
as Councillor Lundy as to the general feeling against the Bill, chiefly
on account of its being an unnecessarily expensive measure.

Plainly, therefore, the evidence of the promoters as to the alleged
unanimity in Leith in favour of the Bill was not merely contradicted,
but the weight of the evidence lay rather in the direction that a ma-
jority of the community there was opposed to if.

(6.) The capabilities of the Pentland Hills—The variations from
the case as it was formerly presented were chiefly these :—

Reference has already been made to a charge brought by Bailie
Lewis against Mr Charles Cowan and Mr Ramsay, of having, some
time prior to the delivery of the works to the trustees in May 1870,
removed a log from the sill of the waste weir of Glencorse reservoir,
in order to reduce the water in store, and thereby embarrass the trus-
tees. It is not in the least surprising that this subject was not brought
before the Commons' Committee, because the charge meant of neces-
sity that, by the misconduct of these gentlemen, the scarcity of water
in the summer and antumn of 1870 had been at least aggravated, and
it also implied that the scarcity of water was not altogether due to
the incapacity of the Pentlands to supply it ; and it therefore weak-
ened the case of necessity for the introduction of the St Mary’s Loch
water. But the fear was now upon the trustees, from the exhibition
of the strength of the case of the opposition in the Commons’ Com-
mittee, that they would be able to prove, before a Committee of a more
judicial character, that a sufficiency of water could be had in the Pent-
lands ; and so, with the view of discrediting the case and the evidence
of the opposition, they resorted to this suicidal and pettifogging de-
vice of charging the chairman of the opposition committee, and the
most prominent and formidable, becanse the best informed, witness
for the opposition, with having been largely instrumental in producing
the very scarcity, of which they were fighting with tooth and claw to
take advantage, as if it had been an inevitable thing, unaffectable by
human agency. The desperation of this attempt to throw diseredit on
the opposition is perhaps the most complete condemnation that eould
be pronounced of the conduct of a body of public trustees, in so
dealing with upwards of one-third of their own constituents. The
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gure to follow if the water should rise au{lden]iyu on the log, was to remove it ; anid
as any arrangement that the company had with Mr Cowan was as good in the hands
of the trustees as in the hands of the company, it was left to them to put on the log
in if they wished it.
“EESTE. me removed the log because it was dangerous? Yes. I had seen a few
years before the frightful aceident which oceurred at Sheffield ; and if the water had
risen in the reservoir 12 inches over the top of the log, and the log had given way,
ou would have had two feet of water over a surface of 56 acres, sweeping everything
zafum it, and producing a calamity quite impossible to estimate, o
4377, Some complaint was made by Bailie Lewis, in the course of his evidence, of
that log having been removed, though you have the right to put it there in {D'E['Pﬁ-
tuity. Whatever rights you had, of course the Water Trustees have now? What-
ever right the Water Company had is conveyed to the Water Trustees.

There was a deal more of examination and cross-examination, but
the aspect of the matter as above stated by Mr Ramsay was not altered.
It may be questioned if the Water Company had any power to raise
the level of the reservoir by putting a log over the waste weir; bub
whether they had such a right or not, the charge was a mere piece of
clap trap, for according to the trustees’ own evidence there was no
escape whatever of water over the waste weir in 1870.  Besides, if they
were entitled to have the log there, they should have replaced it them-
selves in the autumn of 1870, so as to have been ready to impound
the water expected to run to waste in winter ; and if they had not the
right to replace it, then the attempt to make the fact of its removal,
from whatever cause, evidence against the opposition, was so absurd as
to refute itself.

Mr Stewart, the trustees’ engineer, had, since the Bill passed the
Commons, made a new examination of the Pentlands, and could find
on the sonth side of the range, above the cultivated land, only a small
district of about 3,500 acres umappropriated, which might yield
3,500,000 gallons per day ; while by impounding the waste water of
the Glencorse Valley, and taking an average of seven years, 16 gallons
per head per day additional could be got from both sources at a cost of
£500,000, (2529-2542).

In the Commons’ Committee the opposition were taunted by the
trustees’ counsel in his reply, that they had not adduced one single
word of evidence suggesting the Pentlands as a practical scheme ; and
he went on to say : “that is a striking fact. Again, it only brings us
to this, that not only is the Pentlands story an invention of Mr
Hawksley, but an invention of Mr Hawksley at the very latest period,
for the purpose of bringing it before this Committee after this case had
been opened, and the petitions had hbeen prepared. I ask again
whether the Pentlands scheme has ever been mentioned but to be put
aside as an impracticable thing.”

In order to prevent the possibility of the capabilities of the Pent-
lands being thus misrepresented again in the Committee of the House
of Lords, the ratepayers were put to the expense of preparing and

roving the plans of a scheme shewing how these capahilities could be
brought into operation. The expense thus entailed on the ratepayers,
to meet the oppressive system of warfare pursued by the trustees was
very heavy, but fortunately it was not prohibitory, as was probably
expected. Plans were accordingly prepared by Mr James R. Forman,
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C.E. of Glasgow, in conecert with Mr Hawksley and Mr Hemans, C.E.,
both of London. As the evidence of Mr Formau, in explanation of

these plans, was practically of great importance in bringing out the
decision of the Committee, it is now given at some length :—

5627. Have you made an investigation for the purpose of ascertaining how the
present water supply of Edinburgh could be best m’lﬁum ? Yes.

5628, Have you visited this district called the Pentlands ? - T have,

5629. You have heard the evidence that Mr Glaisher has given with regard to the
rainfall which appears from the published tables? Yes,

8630, What have you taken as the drainage area of the Pentlands? My attention
was drawn to the additional supply of Edinburgh a short time ago, and I made a
general inspection of a large portion of the Pentland Hills. The object we had in
view was to utilize a portion of the Pentlands which is coloured on that map in red
whera th_e word ** Pentlands ™ is written. The extent of drainage area, including
that portion of the hills is 8608 acres, and the object we had in view was to utilize
that portion so as to augment the supply to Edinburgh by something like 7,000,000
additional gallons per day.

5631, When you are speaking of this supply, instead of talking about 7,000,000
ghaliﬁna pe&* day, tell me how much that would be per head per day ? 28 gallons per

L:] €r day.

5632, What amount of area did you select? I selected the amount coloured red
on that map, 8608 acres, as the necessary amount to secure that quantity, that is
exclusive of the area which is required for compensation, and we have to add on to
that 3123 acres more for compensation.

0633, From that district you say that you ean get the 28 gallons per head per day ?
Yes, we can.

After an unsuccessful attempt on the part of the trustees to prevent
the opposition proving this scheme, on the ground that the plans had
not been exhibited while their witnesses were under examination, the
examination of Mr Forman proceeded :—

5636. How do you propose to take that? The plan osed is a very simple one ;
h{ unr?iug an open aguednet along from the valﬂaf of Glencorse, on south-side
of the Pentlands, as far as is coloured red on that map ; and that aqueduct includes
within it a drainage of 8608 acres, and the produce of that 8608 acres ing 20
inches as the available rainfall, is sufficient to give to Edinburgh 7,000,000 gallons
daily, or 28 gallons per head per day. :

5637, In addition to the 'E:Baent supply ? Yes.

5638. Would that water be secured or caught by a catch water drain? Yes; that
aqueduct I refer to is practically a catch water drain.

o . You would have, in order to store that water, to make additional reservoirs?
es,

5640. Have you been over this district for the purpose of seeing whether reservoirs
ecould be advantageously constructed there? Yes.

5641. What is the result of your examination? The result of my examination is
that the whole country there abounds in good sites for reservoirs ; I never passed
over a country where better sites for reservoirs existed, and I have selected two sites
there, one at a place aalle.c} Logan Burn, and another at a place called Black Hill.
The Logan Burn reservoir would hold 570,000,000 gallons, and the Black Hill reser-
voir 688,000,000 gallons, making a total of 1,255,000,000 gallons, and these two
reservoirs together would hold 1 ia&ya nuglﬂy at the rate of 7,000,000 for Edinburgh.

5642, Which is 28 gallons per h er day? Yes. .

5644. What do you estimate would be the expense of the aqueduct, or the inter-
cepting drain, and the reservoirs? The total estimate of the expense of storing that
water, and s ing that water, and of leading it to Edinburgh, is £190,853.

5647. What would be the cost, taking it per million gallons? The cost, taking it
per million gallons, would be £27,300. -

4648, Su ing that at any future time, twenty years hence, an additional mp%ylj'
was required for the increased population of Edinburgh, have you a district near,
which you could supplement it? I have not turned my attention to another area of
the Pentlands in cﬂuta.i]., as I have done in this case, for the simple reason that
I thought the supply of 28 gallons per head per day additional was more than ample,
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and it was hardly worth going into it on a more extensive scale ; but I have not the
slightest doubt that mmtﬁer E000 acres in that district could be utilized in the same

WaY. i . .
5315}. » ty *  Then as to compensation ; the compensation is given off

in this case from a place called Marfield, where it is proposed that a reservoir should

be constructed for holding 654,000,000 gallons ; that is mnlﬂu to secure the compen-
sation usually given ; that is one-third of the total available rainfall.

The evidence of Mr Forman was fully corroborated by Mr Hawksley
and Mr Hemans, so that it is unnecessary to go over theirs,

(7.) St Mary's Loch Scheme, (1.) Quantity.—The evidence on this
subject in the House of Lords did not materially differ from that in
the Commons,

(7.) St Mary's Loch Scheme, continued, (2.) Cost.—When Bailie
Lewis was examined in the former Committee, access had not heen got
to the report of Mr Leslie, and so he could not be pointedly examined,
with reference to its precise contents, as to the reasons for concealing
it. Now, however, he was confronted with if, and compelled to point
out the precise passages which the trustees desired to conceal, and the
reasons for concealing them. Without going over these it is sufficient to
say that what the trustees desired to conceal were the passages about the
insufficient storage and the cost, because they said that these passages
would afford the mill-owners on the stream a powerful argument for
opposing the scheme which there was no oceasion to communicate to
the ratepayers, as (284) “ the trustees were satisfied that Mr Leslie's
estimate of expense was incorrect.”

Before leaving this report it may be mentioned that when the Lord
Provost was under cross-examination he was asked (529) if he, as
chairman of the trustees, was a party to its suppression or non-publi-
cation ? and his answer was, “ I was no party whatever.” The stories
of these two leading ftrustees do not seem to harmonise very well
together.

In regard to the remainder of this section the evidence may be taken
as practically the same as formerly. But another subdivision, spoken
to by Mr Colin Mackenzie, may be added here, viz. ;:—

(e.) The probable amount of rating. The following was the evidence
given by Mr Mackenzie on this subject, there heing now ne power
to raise farther funds by the sale of the existing works :—

3650, Taking it at a moderate figure, supposing the sum of £500,000, for the sake
of round figures, to be the cost of this scheme, will that involve a rate of 1s. 3d. on
the houses that will have to pay for domestic supply? I have carefully investi-

; tig. t:hat question of rating, and such is my opinion, in addition to the 1[{ of pub-

(] .

4662, What do you say is the rateable value upon which this domestic rate would
be levied? About £800,000 a year, which gives for every 1d. of rate, a little less
than £3500 a &e'gr Every penny of domestic rate would thus represent a borrowing
power of £70, that is to say, 4 per cent. interest, and 1 per cent. sinking fund,

« 3663, Taking ém,me as the extra cost for the supply not now required, do you
see any reason why the people of Ed.inhurgg should pay that extra penny, in order
to provide for wants that may arise some 20 years hence? I do not, and that is the
opinion of almost every person I know in Edinburgh.

3664, That is one of the main ohjections to this Bill? Yes,

3665. I have assumed half a million as the absolute cost; upon information you
~ have received, and upon the evidence you have heard, you believe that it will be

o2
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 What sort of water did you find in them? Very good water indeed. We

ﬂrl*?li{ll #:nn:,r piece into the Ih}lreg'gﬂt. and standing on the bridge over it, we gould
BEB]i:I.IEI‘ Majesty’s image at the bottom of the water. The driver, who took an interest
in it, said, *Try a pin,” and we dro ped a pin. At first we could not see th_c pin,
till it was pointed out that it had fallen at the edge of a stone, and then We SaW it,
we being at @ height of 25 feet above the water, and there being 2 feet of waler running
over

1453‘ How far from the lake was that? It was a very short way from the lake.

1457. Did you go on to the land a mile or two off? No; I looked at the colour
of the water in the burns, and I was satisfied that there was no peat in them.

1458, You did not say that at certain seasons-of the year the water 1s not very
dark? I only speak of what I saw when I visited .

It appears from the evidence of Dr James Struthers of Leith (1480)
that on this occasion Dr Wood was accompanied by him, Professor
Archer, and Drs Littlejohn and Macadam, all of whom corroborated

his evidence ; and all of them even went the length of saying, that on
dredging the loch, at a depth of 19 or 20 feet, they found no peaty
deposit—nothing but “sandy material mixed with bits of fern and

grass, and fern stalks and leaves.” (1506). _
In positive contradiction of this evidence as affording any data for

judging of the state of the bottom of the loch, the following witnesses
were adduced on the part of the opposition, via. :

William DMitchell farmer, Henderland, on whose farm the Megget
water enters the lock. 1le described the water of the Megget water
as very dark in colowa when in very high flood, and dirty white be-
tween floods ; and stated, that it occasionally runs of a dark mossy
colour for weeks. He then gave the following practical evidence of the
mossy condition of the water in times of flood :(—

5301. Have you an extensive meadow near the mouth of the Megget? Yes.

5302. In large floods in the winter does the water run right over that meadcw ?
The loch comes back on the meadow in a very high flood.

5303. The level of the loch rising, it spreads over your meadow ? Pnrﬂ{.

5304, When the water subsides again, what do you find en the meadow? A great
deal of refuse, mixed with peaty matter.

5305, How many acres may you have covered in that way? It may be five or six
acres.

5306. Will you give some idea of the average depth of this deposit on your meadow
when the water rises ? I have seen it lying about a foot thick, not over all the six
acres, but it will be in stratas.

9307, You mean in stripes ? In stripes along the meadow ; when the floods recede
it will be lying about a foot thick.

5308, The peaty deposit? The peaty deposit, mixed with refuse.

5309, Are the four or five or six acres more or less covered with it? Yes; after
the loch recedes it leaves a certain refuse over all, and when there are very high
ﬁm:ds during the winter season, I am always sure of a good crop of hay the next
autumn,

5310, The result of the manure of this deposit? Yes.

5311, Do I{m spread this deposit over the ground as a manure ? Yes.

5312, And successfully ? Yes,

Mr Ramsay, after stating the impossibity of separating the pure
from the impure waters of the St Mary’s Loch district, as can be done
in the Pentlands, gave this account of the bed of the loch :—

4436, As fo the bed of the loch, have you had oceasion to notice that? Yes,

4437. What is the character of it? In some parts of it the channel is very beauti-
ful and pure; in other parts of it there are great masses of peat. I took an appa-
ratus with me for dredging up from the bottom what I suppoted to be mud or peat,
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water bottle upon the dining-room table-cloth, and then I saw that there was a very
distinet difference indeed between them ; the table-cloth was a perfectly pure white
seen through the bottle of the Edinburgh water, whereas through the 5t Mary's
Loch water, it was of a faint, disagreeable brownish tint. I was very much gurprised
at this, because I had been led rather to believe previously that B3t Mary's Loch
water was a water quite destitute of any such objection. »

_ 4602. With regard to colour, you think that a supply of water possessing that
colour is objectionable for domestic and sanitary purposes fora mt{l e Edinburgh ?
I certainly should be very sorry to produce water at my dining-table of that peculiar
colour,

4603. Do you think it would be a water that would be acceptable at Edinburgh
for domestic purposes, bearing that colour? T do not think so. I do not think that
any person who saw that water would like to produce it upon his table.

4604. Or drink it? I do not know about that. Some people are not very nice
about the water they drink. : 3

4605. Did you taste it? Yes. On a previous (parliamentary) cccasion I stated
that I was no great water drinker, and I still continue to be of that habit ; but I
did taste it, and it appeared to have the flattish taste of lake water. I endeavoured, -
with the utmost possible impartiality of taste, to ascertain whether it bad a peaty
taste or not, but ]Pcnuld not make up my mind upon that.

4607. Did you see minute fleecy particles of dead organic matter? Yes, very
minute—like small particles of gossamer floating in the water.

46809. Did you also plumb the bottom of the loch? Yes, in several places.

4610. What was the result of that? The first observation I made was rather a
curious one. I have been very much in the habit of using the plummet in deep
gea fishing, and I was sunrprisad that I could not feel the plummet touching the
bottom. I felt no sensation on its arriving at the bottom. In deep sea fishing you
just raize the plummet when youn reach the bottom, and you feel every time the
plummet strikes the bottom, though it may be 60 or 100 feet deep, just as much as
if it were only three or four feet deep ; but here there was no sensation on the

lummet striking the bottom, though it was evident that it had reached the bottom,

ecause the cord was relaxed. I found this again and again, and I was struck with
the fact that in drawing it up there was a sort of suction, as if it was coming up
throngh some soft material ; all of which we can easily understand upon the theory
that there is loose peat or mud or something at the bottom.

4611. Did you examine the plommet when you brought it up to the surface? I
endeavoured to bring up some of the material, but I was not successful in doing
go. I was not sufficiently provided with means for bringing up the material from
the bottom.

4612. At all events you were satisfied that the bottom of the loch was soft mud ?
I thought it was minute peaty matter or mud.

4617. SBomething was said poetically about the silver strand? It is very beautiful
ta look at, at a distance. i

4618, Of what does it consist? Angular stones covered with dirty grayish matter ;
and on examining it with the naked eye, I found it to consist of very minute fibres
of the same weed of a dark greenish colour, covering the stones within the water
mark, the dirty grayish colour being the colour whi:-,ﬁ those water weeds assume in

gl

4619, When this vegetable matter was dry it was of the gray colour you describe,
and when it was wetted it was of a greenish brown? Yes, very considerably darker,
but it was the same weed as that on the stones at the margin of the lake ; abruptly
there commenced a dark green brownish colour, which made the water look as if it
was deep when in fact it was very shallow.,

4620. Did you take samples home, and subject them to analysis? Of the water I
did. I did not take any of the stones home.

4621. Imean the water. What was the result of your analysis with regard to
the presence of organic matter in the water? That there was peaty matter in the
water—extract of peat, in fact, and a small proportion of salts—the usual salts con-
tained in our lowland waters, and to an amount rather more than had been found by
other analysts—about a 1} §;th part altogether.

4622. Ts not it quite amﬂla that the variations in the analysis of this water arise
from the water being taken at different seasons of the year, and under diflerent at-
mos har‘f iuﬂuon;m n{-'I Elhink &0,

623. At one p the year, samples of water might be taken, the analyses of
which would not show the presence of organic matter, while saminlm which were
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what peculiar one. With the view of having the vegetation on the
stones covered by the water on the margin of the loch, and spoken to
by Dr Christison and others of the witnesses, examined by a scientific
person, a new and clean pail had been procured ; an inch or two of
small gravel was put into the bottom of it; as many of the stones
covered with vegetation as would lie side by side were then causewayed
into it, and the interstices filled up with the same gravel, to prevent
friction upon each other ; and then the pail had as much water put
into it as it would carry without spilling. The pail and its contents
were then slung from the axle of the carriage to Selkirk, and in the
railway train to Edinburgh, and afterwards conveyed in the same way
to London, where it was delivered to Dr Hogg for examination,
Doubtless the shaking of the pail and its contents in its succession of
journeys from St Mary’s Loch to London, had detached from the stones
some of the vegetable matter, which had begun to putrify. Be that as
it may, however, the following is the account which Dr Hogg gave of

its state when he received it :—

4873. What did you find there—was that much the same as the other? The water
was very bad indeed. The water gave a perceptible odour to the nose at some dis-
tance. It could be **nosed,” as we term it, at an ordinary distance,

4874. That is, smelt? Strongly smelt,

4875, What did you do with those stones ? They are at my house. I examined
them ecarefully.

4576. What did you find upon these stones—what was there? I found a great
amount of organic matter upon those stones. They were covered to some quarter of
an inch by vegetable and organic remains of animal life.

‘Dr Hogg was then asked if he could perform in presence of the
Committee any experiments to show the extent of the impregnation of
the water with organic impurities, when he answered that putting into
the water a small quantity of the solution of permanganate of potash
(Condy’s Fluid) was the recognised ready mode of tesfing the purity
of water. On being desired to perform the experiment he took a clear
bottle containing some of the Edinburgh water, taken from a cistern
in town, and on applying the test it became of a fine violet colour, as
bright and clear as that of the large bottles shown in druggists’ shop
windows. Another sample of water, taken from one of the streams
coming from the Pentlands, to the west of Glencorse, was tested in the
same way, and also remained bright and clear, though scarcely so much
s0 as the former, which was accounted for by its having been collected
when the stream was slightly turbid after rain. But on applying it
to one of the first three samples from St Mary’s Loch—the sample was
not specified, as Dr Hogg said they were pretty much the same—
the moment the test was applied the water in the bottle began to turn
brownish and become turbid, and in a few minutes it had the appear-
ance of muddy ale. On being asked the explanation of the differences

in the effect of the solution on these waters, Dr Hogg said :—
4882, The brown indicates that there is a vast quantity of organic matte d i
El}:l keaguc;xi{lmmg by the permanganate of pota.a% until the whole of that ;{nht%er;:
Wil

4883, That is the recognised mode of testing it hly .
ready mode of testing it. g1troughly? That is the recognised

4. Can there be any mistake about it? There cannot be any mistake about it.
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tions which they had separately made at the loch, tending to show
that, for at least a long period of every year, the water at no great
depth from the surface is absolutely stagnant, and to raise the suspic-
jon that from their temperature the lower strata of water may never rise
so as to mix with the warmer water flowing into the loch, and passing
along its surface and out by the river Yarrow. But if the lower strata
do rise, they are likely to bring up with them a large impregnation of
organic impurities, tending seriously to pollute the water flowing out.

The following was what Dr Christison observed in reference to this
matter, on his visit to the loch on 12th and 13th June 1871 :

4613, Did you ascertain whether the water had begun to rise from the bottom at
all? I forgot to take the means of ascertaining that point by means of the tempera-
ture : but understanding that another gentleman was going out to see the water, I
asked him to make the observation, and I gave him what I thought was the best
mode of deoing it with safety.

4614. You would ascertain whether the water from the bottom had begun to move,
by the difference of the temperature ? Yes; I should come to the conclusion my-
self, from the great depth of the loch in many places, and considering the coldness
of last winter, that the water at the bottom of the loch would not be sufficiently
heated to rise, for it is not so much by communication that cold passes from the
bottom to the surface, and heat from the surface to the bottom, as by the intestine
movement of the water,—by communication the heat passes very slowly through
the water. I eame to the conclusion that it was very improbable that the water had
been sufficiently heated at the bottom at that time to rise, and an experiment was
made by this gentleman, who reported tome that there was a difference of 10 degrees
between the temperature of the water at the top and at the bottom ; at the surface
it was 56 and 57, and at the bottom it was 45 and 46.

4615, At what period of the year could you ascertain whether the water did move
:rnhuelr the bottom? It might be ascertained in the course of the month of Oc-

ober.

4616, Not till after the summer months? The water can only be heated by the
heat of the earth, and the heat of the earth at our latitude aud at that altitude is not
great, so that I think it must be the month of October before the complete motion
of the water would be accomplished.

Afterwards Dr Christison said that it was probable that samples
of water taken at one period of the year might show the presence of
- organic matter, while samples taken at a different period might not,
and that this ought to be made the subject of experiment.

Mr James Dewar, whose evidence as to the peaty impregnation of
the water has already been noticed, made on 21st and 23d June the
observations of which he gave the following account :—

5137. Did you experimentalize upon the temperature of the water at different
depths ? I wanted specially to ascertain the condition of the lower stratum of water,
with reference to the production of a current in this loch ; and in order to be dis-
tinctly certain, I used two instruments—a maximum and minimum thermometer,
Sykes's,—and also one which I obtained from the Meteorological Seciety, which has
a suunfler, which is heavy of itself,—and this thermometer keeps, if it has been
down for a quarter of an hour, a sample of water at the bottom ; and unless there
is a very t difference in the temperature when you draw it up, it has not had
time to absorb the heat, and you get the temperature in this way just as well as the
other. They both agreed, and I was perfectly satisfied.

_ 5133, What do you infer from that? T infer that if the upper stratum of water

is still in the same condition and in the same place as it was during the winter

months, there is no aeration place in this loch, consequently the water must

E'i;l ;ery badly aerated below. 1ere is no active current; that is perfectly dis-

5130, Do 211:-11 agree with what Dr Christison and Dr Letheby have said that it is
D
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misrepresenting his opinion, stated (and his statement will carry with
the inhabitants of Edinburgh as much weight as his ocath would do),
that “ 1 found generally two water fleas (daphnia pulex) in every
tumbler I filled, sometimes one only ; seldom more.” e

(g.) The action of the water on lead. The only things requiring
notice on this subject, in addition to what were formerly noticed, are
some recent experiments. :

Dr Stevenson Macadam had made some additional experiments as
to the action of the water on lead since the Bill passed the House of
Commons. His detailed account is too long for these pages ; but he
got some leaden pipes closed at one end, and some small leaden cisterns
as he did formerly, and these were used to test both St Mary's Loch
water, and that of the present supply to Edinburgh. The pipes and
cisterns were filled with water, which was drawn off every 24 hours
and examined, fresh water being always supplied after each drawing
off. The result was stated to be that the action of both waters was as
nearly as possible the same, the tests which were applied showing no
difference in their action ; and what action there was was far within
the limits of safety.

Nor had Dr Christison hitherto found any action of the water on
lead ; but he stated that he intended to put it to farther tests.

But Dr Letheby had also since the Bill passed the Commons tested
the water pretty closely as to its action on lead. He found that
_sometimes it did not act, and sometimes it did act, becoming quite

milky when tested. In short the new experiments came to the same

result as that which he had stated previously, namely, that it is a
capricious water ; and his evidence on this head is really summed up
in these four questions and answers :—

5031, The character that you gave this water with its action upon lead is that of
a capricious water? T said so before.

5032, Is it possible that at certain times there may be properties in the peat, or
some acid generated, which might prevent its action upon lead? I think it is depen-
dent mainly upon the quantity of carbonie acid that happens to be developed in the
water ; where the carbonic acid happens to be abundant there is more action on
lead ; if there is not carbonic acid in the water, it will not act upon the lead.

5033. There may be specimens taken at times which will show no action upon
lead? No doubt, I have found that.

o054, At the same time there are some specimens which you, from your own
ocular demonstration, proved toact upon lead? Yes ; there can be no mistake about
it ; there it is.

There is no doubt that water has a greater tendency to aet upon
fresh surfaces of lead than upon old ones, and Dr Letheby referred to
the operation of cleaning a cistern with a brush as likely to remove the
deposit formed on the lead, and to expose a fresh surface to the action
of the water. He was cross-examined as to this, and also as to some-
thing which he had said about the action upon lead of the Loch
Katrine water, with the following result :—

H046. You talk about seraping a cistern ; surely the ordinary cleaning of a cis-
tern does not scrape it % I find when I take a brush and brush old lead, that I bring

ite ﬁ:nrf“a into a condition to be acted upon by both this and the Loch Katrine
water,
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ment which he adopted {(but perhaps, after all, he had no choice) was
conceived in the same overbearing spirit that had characterised all the
behaviour of his clients towards the ratepayers. After trying to prove
that his clients were in every instance in the right, and the opposi-
tion in every instance in the wrong, his speech closed with declamatory
invectives, of which the following are specimens :—

You are asked to reject this Bill. What will be the consequence of rejecting it?
What will Edinburgh gain by your rejecting it? It has been ka}:t- in a flame and
in boiling water from 1868 down to the present time by reason of the unlucky acei-
dent of the 8t Mary’s Loch being struck out of the scheme on a standing order
objection. You see the heat to which the water has risen now. Do you think the
heat will subside by rejecting this Bill? The trustees are responsible for supplying
Edinburgh with water. Do you think that rejecting this Bill will induce them to
adopt any of the schemes which are said by their witnesses to be absurd and im-
practicable? They cannot do it. It is not as if you had two rival water Bills before
you ; you might then pass the one and reject the other. But you eannot do that—
you can only reject the Bill ; and I say, that rejecting this Bill will only keep Edin-
burgh in hot water for I do not know how long a time to come, and there is not the
slightest chance that Edinburgh will get any additional supply of water whatever ;
and least of all is it probable that the trustees will come for any scheme before your
Lordships, because though your Lordships have rejected the other scheme and not
this, T must deal with it as if your Lordships had rejected this Bill. The Pent-
lands scheme is ntterly absurd and impracticable ; you =aid it was, and we helieve
it is, and we shall not, by a portion of the mtepa;;,rem on the other side, be laughed
into believing the contrary. 3 3 T have not said a word about
costs, I remember in the last of these proceedings this expenditure is put down at
no less than £20,000, which we were efm.rge{l with wasting. No doubt the oppon-
ents say we waste it ; but if the opponents bring us to fight these battles here, and to
Jight them at the distance from home at which they have to be fought, I daresay that is
not an exaggeration. But it will have to be done again if you throw out the Bill,
It has been done twice already. It was done in 1564, and at the end of the fight in
1869, at the last moment, when my learned friend, Mr Hope Scott, was going to
make his speech, he was pulled down from behind and told we have settled, so that
there the e‘:rlllj-endihuwe went for nothing, and they only saved the hour of the last
gpeech. What has boen spent now I do not knoew., But I know this case has lasted
longer than that ; and if the matter is to be fought another year, I do not know
why it should not last as long again. That is another thing that will fall in the
long run, and, in the end, upon the town itself. I hope your Lordships will be
satisfied first that this is a thoroughly bad scheme before you expose the town of
Edinhmﬂ: to the further litigation, and the further di&tur{:n-:e, which the rejec-
tion of this bill will certainly canse, because certainly, for some time to come, there
will be no inereased supply, and there is a strong probability that there will be no in-
creased supply at all,

The room was then cleared, and after a deliberation of about twent
minutes, on parties being re-admitted, the Chairman read the following
as the deeision of the Committee :— '

The CHATRMAN—This case being a very important one, apparently, the Commi
tee have thought it right to put ingwriﬁrn{; thl;fr opinion, an Eiam re«;:;ns for comi %
to it. The Committee are of opinion that it is not expedient to proceed further
with the Bill. They hold that, with better care and regulation as regards waste,
and with increased storage for the utilisation of water drawn from the present sources
of supply, Edinburgh can obtain all that is requisite for her needs; and they hold

further that they cannot sanction so large an expenditure of money, which
not to be required at present. ; 5 e

On this decision being pronounced, an application was made to the
Committee by Mr Serjeant Sargood, the counsel for Messis J, & H,
Brown & Co., manufacturers, Selkirk, for their costs against the trus-
tees, under the proyisions of the Act 28 and 29 Vict. cap. 27, enti-
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appointed consulting engineer as to the new works ; but he had given
evidence (Commons, 4477) that 8 or 10 millions of gallons per day
could be got from the Pentlands.

With these circumstances in view, the reader will be better able fo
see the drift of the following remit which the Water Trustees made
on 21st July 1871, on the motion of Bailie Lewis :—

That having regard to the decision of the Select Committee of the House of
Lords, the trustees remit to the Works Committee and the consulting and local
engineers of the Trust to make inquiry as to any improvement in the system of dis-
tribution, and as to waste which may be preventable ; and to the Works Committee
and Mr Leslie as to the sources pointed at as suitable for additional supply, with
ﬂ;war to Mr Leslie to take such assistance as he may think necessary from Mr

awksley and My Forman, or any other engineer, as he may think neceaa?r{f and to
i

report ; and direct the reports obtained to be printed and circulated in among

the members of the trust,

In urging his views, Bailie Lewis stated the object of the latter
portion of the remit thus: “ What was proposed was to test the evi-
dence submitted by the opponents of the St Mary’s Loch Bill before
the highest tribunal-in the land ;" and he supported his remit by the
following choice specimen of stump oratory :—* Talk of public opinion
being against the trustees! He did not believe it. He believed the
public knew that the trustees had no interest to serve but the public
interest ; and the trustees knew that so long as they had a good argu-
ment to submit, and so long as they had faith and confidence in the
public, the public would stand by the men who had proved themselves
to be disinterested in a great social controversy like this.”

The plain inference from this characteristic piece of declamation
was, that notwithstanding all that had passed, the existing trustees
maintained that they still possessed the confidence of the public, who
would support them in a renmewed attempt to revive the St Mary's
Loch scheme, provided they could cast doubt upon the sufficiency of
the Pentlands as a source of additional supply. The choice of an
engineer to report on this subject was skilfully devised to effect the
purpose in view. The natural person to appoint for such an inquiry,
supposing them to adhere to their own engineers, would have been
Mr Bateman, their selected engineer for new works, but then he had
declared that the supply from the Pentlands could be more than
doubled ; and so obviously he was out of the question. Mr Leslie,
however, whose engineering had, when it suited their purpose, heen
confined to their existing works, had given an opinion unfavourable to
the capabilities of that district, and so Mr Bateman was in his turn
superseded as the engineer for new works, and Mr Leslie replaced, as
being more likely than that gentleman to condemn the Pentlands.

To dispose of this remit, though its result is, strictly speaking, be-
yond the object of this history, it may be mentioned that this inge-
nious but transparent device failed in practice ; for Mr Leslie, on a
careful examination of the district, satisfied himself that he had for-
merly under-estimated its capabilities, and reported that, subject to
ymviaiunébe-ing made for compensation, there can be brought in from

E
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ing me out.” He then made an attack on Mr, now Councillor Mans-
field, advocate, the mover of the resolution, and insinuated that he had
been employed to make it, pointing evidently to the ratepayers’ Com-
mittee and their Secretary ; and then on Mr Mansfield indignantly
denying all employment or concert in the matter, he refused to refract
the charge or insinuation so made ; and he concluded with the follow-
ing statement made amidst a perfect babel of interruption and con-

fusion.

This meeting to-night would have decided me to retire entirely in November, but
with the action brought against the trustees in the Court of Session, if I had been

ilty of retiring at this particular juncture, and leaving my colleagues in the lurch
to fight the battle in the Court of Session, it would have been beneath all notice.
I have not the slightest wish to remain in power, neither do I care that (smapping
his fingers), but I would not leave my colleagucs to fight the battle in the Court of
Session. I do not care a farthing how you vote. I don’t care twopence for a single
thing of the kind ; but as my colleagues are bound to fight the battle, I wish to fight
it along with them.

To understand his motive for clinging to office after his constituents
had, at a public meeting called by himself and his colleagues, passed a
resolution all but unanimously declaring that they had forfeited their
confidence, and calling on them to resign, it is mecessary to keep in
view the excited state of public feeling in Edinburgh, and the unmis-
takeable hostility of the citizens of Edinburgh to the St Mary's Loch
scheme and its promoters. Prior to the new elections the Town
Council may be said to have been almost equally divided on that
question—and of the thirteen Councillors retiring by rotation, it hap-
pened that no less than ten were supporters of that scheme, only three
being opponents of it. The latter three were almost certain of rve-
election, while four out of the other ten were certain to be replaced by
opponents to the scheme, there being no opposition to them, with a
very strong probability of opponents being returned for at least several
of the remaining six wards, formerly represented by promoters. It
was thus evident that the Edinburgh portion of the water trust would
be entirely changed (the Provost excepted who was a trustee ex gfficio),
for the majority of the new Town Council would be opponents of the
scheme, and would of course elect trustees whose opinions coneunrred
with their own. In so far as the litigation was concerned it was of
little moment whether the Provost was in the trust or out of it, because
the interdict was directed against him as an individual as well as a trus-
tee, and he had thus a perfect title to appear and protect his own interest,
whether he was a trustee or not. DBut the shoe pinched in regard to the
expenses of the litigation,and therefore this subject requires to be looked
into. Before the process of interdict was commenced, the old trustees
had paid away nearly £3000 of trust funds towards the expenses of
their Bill, as appeared from their accounts ending 15th May 1871,
made up and exhibited under the provisions of their Act ; and probably
after that date, and before the interdict was granted, they had paid
farther sums on the same account, and they were under heavy liabilities
for farther expenses of promotion. If the interdict proceedings should
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expenses of promoting the Bill to obtain a supply of water from St Mary's Loch, are,
or are not to be defrayed from the statutory funds in the hands of the respondents
as trustees under the Edinburgh and District Water Works Act of 1860,

In the debate before the Lord Ordinary there was not much conflict between the
parties as to the general principle, or the general vule of law applicable to cases like
the present ; the great contest and the great diﬁiault{ arises in the application of an
admitted principle to the peculiar circumstances of the present case, to the position
of the respondents as trustees, and to the duties incumbent on them as such.

In general it may be said that trust funds can only be applied to trust purposes ; that
in every case the powers of trustees are limited by the constitution of the trust ; and
that they cannot divert the trust funds, or any part thereof, to purposes either
opposed to, or different from the purposes for which the trust was created. Of this
principle there are multitudes of illustrations, applicable to every different kind of
trust ; but it is always in each case a question,—What is the real purpose of the
trust, and what are the powers incidental thereto, which are either expressly, or by
implication vested in the trustees? And to determine this question, the nature,
constitution, and circumstances of each particular trust must be looked to; and, as
these vary in each case, the general principle will vary in its application.

In all cases, besides the powers expressly conferred upon trustees, there are many
powers which are held as implied, and which, from their nature and variety, must
alinost necessarily be left to implication, and the real difficulty often is to draw the
ling, and determine the limit of these implied powers ; and when the power claimed
and exercised by trustees is peculiar or abnormal in its character, the difficulty is
greatly enhanced, and a very careful consideration may be required to determine
whether it is or is not fairly within the trust,

Now the prometing or opposing a bill in Parliament may be said to be in some
respects an extraordinary act on the part of trustees. Not that it is an uncommon
or unusual thing for trustees to do, for trustees of various deseriptions both promote
and oppose bills in Parliament every day ; but the procuring of new legislation, or of
powers which the legislature alone can give, is not, in general, an object for which a
trust is constituted ; and unless there be express power to go to Parlinment, it will
require in gemeral a pretty strong implication to justify trustees in doing so at the

ense of the trust. :
aTthn the object of a bill promoted by the trustees is to obtain an increase or
alteration of their own powers, or to change or subvert their own constitution, a strong
case must be made out before the expense of such an unsuccessful attempt can be
charged against the proper trust funds. For it cannever be presumed that trustees
are appointed for the very purpoese of altering, amending, or it may be entirely sub-
verting their own powers and constitution.

Applying these principles to the present case, the Lord Ordinary thinks, on a con-
sideration of the whole statutes held by the respondents, that the respondents’ trust
was not constituted or created for the purposes of obtaining new or additional
supplies of water, that is, new sources of supply, but solely for the purpose of
administering the existing augpl_‘,r, that is, the supplies and sources of supply which
by the statutes are now vested in the respondents. He has consequently felt him-
self wmbﬁuﬂﬁd to disallow as a charge against the Trust, that is, against the assessments
which the respondents levy, the costs of the unsuccessful measure which the
respondents promoted in last session of Parliament.

Avoiding all detail, and all minute criticism of clauses, the Lord Ordinary will
shortly indicate the grounds upon which his opinion rests.

1. The Act of 1869, under which the respondents are incorporated, does not by any
express provision authorise them either to bring in new sources of supply, or to make
application to Parliament for powers to do so.

. The respondents’ Act of 1869 does not even narrate that the supplies or sources
of supply thereby vested in the respondents were insufficient or inggmmt.E, or that
it was expedient to get farther or additional supplies,

3. It is true that there are some expressions in the Act of 1860 which might point
to additional supplies. These expressions, however, are ambiguous. They may
mean either *“ supplying” and providing from ewisting sources handed over to the

8, or from new sources not yet obtained ; and the Lord Ordinary thinks, on
: P{ll;"lﬂw of the whole statutes, that the former meaning is that truly in-
ended.

4, The vesting clanses of the statute are confined to the estates, subjects. and
sources of supply which belonged to the old company, and it is one of t‘helm&ﬁgﬁm
clauses of the statute that it is expedient to transfer the old undertaking to a new
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and public trust. Additional powers, no doubt, may be and are expressly conferred
u}mn the new trustees, but all this is only for the administration and management
of the old estate,

5. And this leads to the remark, that the old Water Company had no express
?D‘Wﬂr by any of their statutes to promote bills in Parliament, or to get up schemes

or obtaining new sources of supply, and no such power seems to be implied in any
of the old Acts.
_ 6. The respondents, by their statutes, have no power to make new works for bring-
ing in new supplies, but have merely power to make and maintain works for distri-
buting the existing supplies.

7. The same result tfollows from a consideration of the funds which the respond-
ents are anthorised to raise. These funds consist of—first, sums which the trustees
may borrow ; and, second, sums which they may raise by assessment. The moneys
horrowed are only applicable to three &urp-naen—lat, the mortgage debt of the uf&
Company, and sums payable to the old Company ; 2d, the expense of renewing * main
pl]iea and conduits ;' and, Jd, the expense of laying additional service pipes. The
only other funds at the disposal of the respondents are the annual rates and assess-
ments. Now, these assessments are only applicable to annual charges and expenses,
or, as it is expressed in the Act itself, to sums ** chargeable against revenue.” But
the expense of a new Act for bringing in St Mary’s Loch, and of all the engineering
and other surveys necessary, can hardly be said to be a proper or equitable charge
agai::mlt revenue. If the Act had passed, these would have been a charge against
capital.

]é. One great difficulty—indeed, it may be said, the greatest difficulty—in the case
arises from the duties imposed on the trustees by statute, and the penalties to which
the trustees or the trust funds may be subjected for failure to discharge these
duties. By section 35th of the Waterworks Clauses Act, the respondents are bound
to keep in the pipes a sufficient supply of water *‘ constantly laid on under
sure,” and to lay down pipes to every district within the limits of the Act, provided
an undertaking is given to pay, for three years, rates not less than one-tenth of the
expense ; anﬁy sections Egﬂi and 43d, penalties are imposed for failure or neglect
to supply water, or to lay down such pipes. The force of these clauses is intensified
by the provision in section 4th of the respondents’ Act of 1869, that no penalties
shall attach for a period of five years from the vesting of the undertaking in the
present respondents—that is, for five years from Whitsunday 1870.

The I..m-(F Ordinary feels that these clauses do create great difficulty and embar-
rassment. They raise a very powerful argument in favour of the respondents, and
they merit the closest and most anxious consideration. Taking everything into
view, however, the Lord Ordinary has come to think that all these clauses must be
held to be conditional, and as having reference to the estate and supply at the com-
mand of the respondents. The duty on the respondents as public frustees must be
measured by the means at their disposal. The penalties are imposed in the event
of *“ neglect or refusal” to supply, and it is thought that there can be no neglect or
yefusal when the statutory means, with which alone the respondents have to do, prove
insufficient. .

Without in the least disguising the difficulty, therefore, the Lord Ordinary feels
himself compelled to interpret the penalty clauses as app to the case of the

trustees failing or neglecting to use the means at their dis f

9, On looking at the Bill promoted by the respondents, the Lord Ordinary observes
that, among numerous new powers, power was asked to impose new an additional
assessments. It is an additional reason for holding the promotion of such an Act
to be ultra vires of the respondents, that they were seeking to Impose new assess-

mments, .
Lord Ordinary will conclude with one general observation. It was strongly
utgrda upon him th:g it was extremely expedient that a public body of trustees
the respondents should be invested with the power of seeking out new sources of
supply of water, and of obtaining Acts to bring in new supplies therefrom. To this
it is a sufficient reply, that no such power has been conferred upon the present re-
spondents, and that a power so great should not be held as conferred, except by ex-
press legislative provision. But the Lord Ordinary doubts extremely the e oy
of vesting such powers in a publie trust. The recent contest affords a very strong
illustration of the hardships to which such powers might lead. A very large sec-
tion of the community, claiming to be the great majority, o posed the ptmmetu&
by the respondents, and what the respondents now seek is, that these opponen
ghall not only be left to pay the whole expenses of their successful uppungun, but
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shall, in addition, be assessed in order to defray the expense of promoting the very
measure which they defeated. Strong reasons of expediency might easily be urged
why the expense of legislative proceedings and legislative contests should not be
provided for by anticipation, but should be left to the legislature itself, and to the
public spirit and personal responsibility of the promoters, 3

The Lord Ordinary’s judgment, however, is not rested on grounds of expediency,
but on a special consideration of the respondents’ statutes. The grounds of the Lord
Ordinary’s judgment would not in the least apply to bills {:mmut&@ by Town Coun-
cils or by other bodies who hold funds dedicated to general or public purposes. All
he has decided is that the assessments imposed by the respondents are not applicable
to promoting bills in Parliament for obtaining water from St Mary’s Loch.

Before this judgment had been pronounced the term of office of all
the trustees had expired, with the exception of the three Provosts, who
were members ex officiis ; and while the Town Counecils of Leith and
Portobello had either re-elected all their former members, or at least
others who were of the same opinions in reference to the water supply,
the Town Couneil of Edinburgh had, as anticipated, appointed new
trustees understood to be opposed to the St Mary’s Loch scheme, and
the mode of its promotion, in room of all the former trustees who had
promoted 1t in Parliament. In consequence there was in the newly
constituted water trust a decided majority opposed to the views and
policy of the former trustees.

The judgment of Lord Gifford came like a thunderbolt on the mem-
bers of the old trust who had promoted the Bill. Lord Gitford had,
before his elevation to the bench, been the standing counsel of the
trust, and (how it matters not), the dominant majority had got it into
their heads that he had told Mr Marwick again and again that the
Act of 1869 gave them full power to prosecute their Bill at the expense
of the trust. They had therefore confidently reckoned on a judgment
in their favour, and their mortification and rage were extreme when
not merely an opposite judgment was pronounced, but an opinion was
indicated that the possession by them of such powers as they claimed
was inexpedient, as leading to great hardship in imposing on the
ratepayers the expense of promoting the very measure which they
defeated. Councillor Archibald of Leith took up the rdle of stump
orator, vice Bailie Lewis, dismissed the service ; and immediately on
Lord Gifford’s judgment being given he got Provost Watt and Bailie
Pentland, both of Leith, to join with him in a requisition to the Lord
Provost to call a special meeting of the trustees, to consider the course
to be pursued in reference to it. The Lord Provost promptly acted
on it, and the meeting was held on 8th December, when Mr Archibald,
in a tirade of abuse of Lord Gifford, compared to which the worst of
the harangues of Bailie Lewis was mild and gentlemanlike, and which
was of course unreproved by the Provost, moved that the trust should
take the judgment to review in the Inner House, implying of course
that this was to be done at the expense of the ratepayers. This was
met by an amendment that no action should be taken by the trust.
The amendment was carried by 11 votes to 8—one Leith member
(Forsyth) declining to vote. The minority of eight who voted for
defending individuals at the expense of the trust, that is, of the rate-
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payers, was ecomposed of the Lord Provost, and Councillors Wilson
and Methven of Edinburgh, Provost Watt, Bailie Pentland and Coun-
cillor Archibald of Leith, and Provost Wood and Bailie Hunter of
Portobello ; and it may be mentioned that every one of these members
was implicated, more or less, in the expenses connected with the pro-
motion of the Bill, though Councillors Wilson and Methven had broken
off before the measure reached Parliament,.

The next movement took place in the Town Council of Edinburgh,
where the Lord Provost, at a meeting on 19th December 1871, in
pursuance of the sole purpose for which he had stated that he remained
in office, moved that the judgment of Lord Gifford be remitted to the
Lord Provost’s Committee to consider and report. The motion was
opposed, but on a division the remit was carried, there being a feeling
that this was the proper mode of dealing with a matter to which the
Council were not directly parties. But practically the matter was
shelved, because from the state of the Court of Session Rolls it was
pretty evident that the case if faken to the Inner House, would be
disposed of before the Committee could make any report.

Another desperate attempt was made at a meeting of the water
trustees on 29th December 1871 to get them committed to a reclaiming
note to the Imner House. The Town Councils of Leith and Porto-
bello, more anxious than their Edinburgh brethren to assist the old
trustees, had, apparently in concert, recommended to the trustees
“ that a reclaiming note should be lodged by the present trust, with the
view of enabling the Corporations of Edinburgh, Leith, and Portobello
to reconsider the whole question of water supply, and the best mode
of equitably dealing with the questions involved in the interdict case.”
A motion to that effect by Provost Watt was met by an amendment
by Councillor Wormald to postpone consideration of these reports or
recommendations until the Corporation of Edinburgh should report.
The amendment was carried by 13 to 9, the minority consisting of
the same members who composed the previous minority of eight, with
the addition of Councillor Forsyth of Leith, who had formerly declined
to vote.

Every card in the hand of the old trustees caleulated to win the
trick before the expiry of the reclaiming days having now been
played in vain, they had no choice but to submit to fortune, and lodge
a reclaiming note on their own account, which they did aceurdmg!y as
individuals ; but Bailie Cousin, Convener Robertson, and Councillors
Wilson, Crighton, and Methven, the five trustees who had voted
against the measure from the commencement of its promotion in Par-
liament, declined to join in it. - d

The decision of the First Division of the Court, affirming the judg-
ment of Lord Gifford, was given on 8th March 1872. Three of the
judges, the Lord President, and Lords Ardmillan and Kinloch ex-
pressed their concurrence in the views of Lord Gifford, while Lord
Deas gave his opinion in favour of the contention of the old water
trustees. The following extracts from their opinions, which went
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into the question in detail, will sufficiently show their respective
views :(—

_ Lorp KinnoocH—This case appears at first sight as if it ocoupied a somewhat wide
field. In reality it lies within a very narrow compass. The necessity of much en-
largement is greatly obviated by the able and elaborate exposition given in the note
of the Lord Ordinary, in whose views I generally concur. I have arrived at the
same conclusions as his Lordship, and this without much difficulty.

The Lord Ordinary presents an argument of great weight for holding that the
respondents had their whole rights of administration confined to the springs and
other sources of supply possessed by the prior Water Company at the time of the
transference of the undertaking, and that they had no concern with the acquisition
of any additional supply. Speaking gemerally, and with regard to the primary
design of the Act of llé%ﬂ, I concur in the Lord Ordinary’s views. At the same time,
I do not think it necessary to the determination of the present case to pronounce
that the trustees were excluded from obtaining additional sources of supply where
the acquisition of these did not require parliamentary authority, as, for instance, by
voluntary contract with a landholder for payment of an annual consideration out of
the rates, There is a great difference between making a voluntary contract in the
course of administration, and making application to Parliament for compulsory powers,
T desire not to preclude such a question. I equally desire not to prejudge it. I
reserve my opinion on the point. I notice it now merely to say that in place of
going on the assumption that the trustees were absolutely precluded in all circum-
stances, and by whatever mode, from obtaining additional sources of supply, I
prefer resting my opinion on the broad general rule applicable to all trusts, statutory
or private, that the trustees have no power to prosecute parliamentary action for
obtaining new or varied powers at the cost of the trust funds. The application of
this principle seerns to me sufficient t‘ar' the determination of 4\1:11{:' present case.

There has heen much said as to the inexpediency of those vested with a public
trust for the supply of water to a large town like Edinburgh h-eius held destitute of
ower to go to Parliament to obtain aunthority for acquiring additional supplies.
his would not in any view be sufficient ground for a judicial determination. But
it must not be forgotten that there would be at least as great inexpediency in giving
to such a public body the discretionary power of prosecuting every theory which, in
however Euud faith, they ma; unwi.salgnnd dogmatically maintain, at the cost of the
funds under their charge. Itis probably on the whole safer and more advantageous,
to throw them, for the cost of any scheme for extending or varying their powers,
on the voluntary assistance of those beneficially interested. The public will seldom
go long or go far wrong in a matter closely affecting their interests. There is infinite
advantage in possessing a clearly settled rule for the guidance of trustees, public or
private, in preference to every case being a matter of speculation or caprice, and
unprofitable public strife, _

LorD ARDMILLAN—I have very carefully considered the important questions here
raised, and the able and ample arguments by which the pleas of both parties have
been supported. I canmot say that I have found the question free from difficulty.
But I have, at the close of an anxious study of the Statutes, and of the law appli-
cable to statutory trusts, arrived at the same conclusion as the Lord Ordinary, and
very much on the same grounds as those explained in his Lordship’s Note. I do
not intend to state at any length the course of thought and reasoning which has led
me to this opinion. The elaborate Note of the Lord Ordinary, and the opinion now
given by Lord Kinloch, render such explanation unnecessary.

I need only mention, without explaining, the authorities, English and Scottish,
referred to by the Lord Ordinary. These instruct that trust funds can only be
applied to trust purposes; and in a statutory trust the purposes and powers of the
trust must be found within the Statutes. The rule which I deduce from these
authorities is that the coats of parliamentary Emuadum cannot be charged inst
# public trust where they are not incurred in the fulfilment of the declared or clearly
implied purposes of the trust, or in the exercise of powers conferred expressly or by
clear implication on the trustees. The decision of Lord Chancellor Cottenham, in
the case of Brighton v. North Feb. 13, 1847, that trustees are entitled to the fair
expense of defending the trust estate, by opposing a bill which would have led to
injury to the trust estate, is a reasonable qualification, but not an exception to the
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rule. That qualification is not, however, applicable here. The opposing a measure
tending to injure the trust is a very different proceeding from that with which we
are now dealing, I shall add no more. I quite appreciate, and feel the foree of
the suggestion, that it is hard to throw the burden -;-l' these costs on the trustees. It
18 so0. 1 regret that no arrangement has been made, and that we are under the neces-
sity of deciding the point, But, on the other hand, surely it would be hard if those
who have voluntarily paid the cost of their successful opposition to this Bill were
now assessed for payment of the cost of its unsuccessful prosecution. I feel that I
have no other alternative, in accordance with my view of the statutes, and of the
legal 1:11111:11}1‘&]5 Ja,];?]mahle to _public trusts, than to express my concurrence in the
npﬂ;mm ]gf rd *inlmzh and ;blm LurrdTh ?rdinar:,r.

: HD DEAS— e law applicable to such a question as th

sent, he understood to be, that if trustees WEII'E applying for qwara either m
sistent with the purposes of the Statute, or not fairly -:untemp{:]te& by the Btatute,
they went to Parlinment at their own risk as regarded expenses ; but, on the other
hand that if, according to a fair and reasonable construction of their Act of Parlia-
ment—taking into consideration the circumstances in which it was passed—it
appeared to have been contemplated, although not expressly said, that additional
water was to be brought in, then the trustees were entitled to go to Parliament for
those compulsory powers, without which they could not carry into effect that con-
templated purpose of bringing in more water, and if they did so in good faith they

}vﬁm entitled to lay the expenses on the rates, whether the application was suceess-
or not.

- * -

He agreed in the law laid down by the Lord Ordinary. He also agreed with him
that there was no dispute here about the general law or general principle applicable
to such cases, and that the only question was (as the Lord Ordinary tpnjrl puts it)
** What is the real purpose of the trust, and what are the powers Encidentai thereto,
which are either expressly or by implication vested in the%rustens i

If what the trustees here did was done in accordance with the real purpose, or one
uf_the_ real oses of their trust, and with the powers conferred on them by im-
plication, although not expressly set forth or specified, then the rule of law was with
them ; if not, then it was against them.

Or, to apply the Lord Ordinary’s test in still more direct words to the case in
hand : If 1t was the real purpose of this trust, or one of its real purposes, that an
additional supply of water should be obtained from new sources, then the law was
with them. not, it was against them.

He was humbly of opinion that, upon a fair and reasonable construction of this
Act of Parliament, the real purpose here just stated was sufficiently apparent ; for
if this was conceded, it would not, he thought, be disputed, and obvicusly would
not have been so by the Lord Ordinary, that the power to do what was necessary to
garry out that purpose was necessarily zephad. 4

He did not call in question the rule of law that if trustees went to Parlinment for
powers to change the purposes of the trust, or powers to do something not fairly
within the contemplation of the trust, they went at their own risk as regarded ex-
penses, Neither did he imqu.gn the authority of ar:{enf the numerons cases cited.

% & ¢“1 rest my opinion upon the fair and reazonable construc-
tion of the Statute, and that construction leads me to the result that the trustees
were entitled to go to Parliament as they did, and that, although their scheme
was not as:;’nntioned, they are legally entitled to lay the expenses so incurred upon
the rates.

The LorD PrESIDENT--This is a question which depends upon a rule in law which
is almost a self-evident proposition—namely, that trust funds eannot be lawfully
used or expended, except for trust &urpmea.

After referring to the Act of 1869, .
corporated with it, some of which had been commented on h{ Lord Deas, his Lord-
ship proceeded :—The result is, I think, clear enough that the trustees have no
power vested in them to increase their supply by bringing in water from new sources,
or of going to Parliament for the purpose of obtaining powers to enable them to
o so. And while they have no power conferred on them to do that, they have no
funds in their hands which can be lawfully applied to such a purpose, because ev.
shilling of the funds they have is specifi appropriated. But the question )
asked, If that be so, and if the rule of law applicable to such a trust is so strict in
its application, how is an adequate supply to be got? how are the powers to be ob-

and to the clanses of the Waterworks Act in- .
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tained from Parliament for the purpose of bringing in an additional supply of
water? The people of Edinburgh, or any other city similarly circumstanced, are
placed in this unlmppjr predicament, that they can never have such a supply, be-
cause no body ean go to Parlinment except at its own risk or cost. I do not sup-
pose the people of Edinburgh will be placed in any more :.m.fm‘t.u'!m.tﬂ position than
the ]Jﬂﬂp}t‘.‘ of Southampton were by a similar decision, to the effect that the water
trustees could not apply any of the funds in their hands for the purpose of promot-
ing a bill in Parliament for obtaining an additional supply. The case was decided
in the year 1850, and it was by no means the first of a long series of cases to the
same effect, and I am not aware that any practical inconvenience has ever been found
to result from the existence of this rule,—for this very pluin reason, that no party
can approach Parlinment except at his own risk in the way of expense, and those
who obtained the Act of 1869 ineurred that risk ; and every party who goes to Par-
linment to get an Act constituting such a trust for the first time incurs that risk,
and every statute obtained for the first time to supply a town with water is obtained
at this risk. Was there any difficulty in getting such Aects, or getting them charged
against the community # None whatever, But these parties must be careful to go
to Parliament with such a scheme as is likely to obt#in the sanction of Parliament,
and as much as possible to disarm opposition in the community they represent.
And if they take these precautionary measures, they will not only obtain their Act,
but obtain it with a clanse anthorising them to charge it against the funds raised
under its authority. It is in that way that all such Acts are obtained—that all
persons who go to Parlinment for powers, whether for the first time, or for the pur-
pose of increasing or enlarging the powers already couferred, invariably go with this
risk, that if they fail in obtaining the Act, they must themselves pay their own
costs, I confess I do not view the operation of the rule of law leading to results of
this kind with apprehension. On the contrary, I think it is most salutary indeed,

and absolutely indispensable to prevent abuse.

The expenses incurred by the promoters in prosecuting the Bill are
understood to amount to about £19,000. The expense of the opposi-
tion was about £9000, the whole of which was met by voluntary
subscription.  The complainers’ expenses in the interdict process,
in which the old trustees were found liahle, were taxed at
£103, 16s. 6d.

(2.) Its Municipal Results.—Referring to the attitude taken up by
the promoters of the Bill after its rejection, which led to the adoption
of the interdict proceedings, for the purpose of bringing them to a
proper sense of their duties to their constituents, and referring also to
the attitude of defiance which they still maintained, through their
organs in the public press and otherwise, it is not wonderful that the
electors of the city generally determined to put it out of the power of
the St Mary's Loch schemers to elect a Water Trust in the following
November who would follow in the footsteps of the old trustees ; and
in the months of September and October, the citizens began to gird
themselves for the contest. Nor were the schemers idle, for they saw
that upon the general effect of the elections would depend their exist-
ence as a party, and the continuance of the system of jobbery and de-
putationing which had characterised the period of their municipal
predominance.

The first outburst of the storm took place at the ward meeting in
St Andrew’s Ward, to which attention has already been directed, and
the more material incidents of which have already been narrated. On
the day prior fo that of the meeting, the Secretary to the Ratepayers’
Committee published the letters of Dr Christison to the Lord Provost
and Lord Wharncliffe in June 1871, the precise terms of which had
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not previously been given to the public. The electors of . the ward,
already irritated at the way in which their representatives had treated
them in May preceding, in refusing to call a ward meeting that they
might give expression to their opinions on the water question, were,
by the publication of these letters, roused to absolute indignation. The
meetings of this ward heretofore had been mere matters of form ; but
upon this occasion the electors turned out in such numbers as to erowd
the place of meeting to suffecation, many persons having had to
away, not being able even to get into the lobbies leading to it. The
substance of the meeting, and the resolutions of want of confidence in
the representatives, and demanding their resignation, have already
been narrated, which of course were disregarded by the Lord Provost
and Councillor Mossman, who persisted in representing a ward which
had publicly repudiated them. The retiring councillor, Mr Blackadder,
wisely did not present himself for re-election, and Mr James Cowan,
an ::ztiv& member of the opposition, was elected councillor, without a
contest.

Prominence has been given to St Andrew’s Ward, because the Pro-
vost happened to be its representative ; but the action of St Leonard’s
Ward had far more significance, and engrossed far more of the atten-
tion of the citizens generally. From the time of the creation of this
ward in 1856, it came to be looked upon as a safe seat for those radi-
cals who made the loudest professions of public purity, and were the
most clamorous orators in asserting the majesty of the masses against
the wealthier classes, as if there was not a community of interest in
all. But by this time the electors had discovered that these noisy
patriots were not always models of municipal purity, and that other
citizens who made no high-pitched professions of sympathy with
suffering workmen and their wives and families, were nevertheless
their truest friends, not from interested motives, but because it was in
their nature and training. In particular, the electors of this ward had
early seen that Bailie Lewis and his diminutive shadow, Councillor
Mackay, were simply schemers, who traded upon their constitutents,
without even consulting their wishes, or paying heed to their repre-
sentations ; while they saw in Mr Colin Mackenzie a gentleman who,
whatever his professions might be, understood as a business man the
position of the municipal affairs of the city, and was at one with them
in his views of municipal policy. Therefore, disgusted as they were
with the conduct of their representative, Mr Mackay, who voted, as a
rule, cxactly as Bailie Lewis voted,—and disregarding the tory and
Established Church opinions of Mr Mackenzie, as matters of no im-
portance in the election of a Town Councillor, they applied to and got
Mr Mackenzie to become a candidate for the representation of the ward,
and carried his election by a majority of 1121 to 913 over Mr Mackay,
who sought re-election; thus asserting the great principle, that sound
business capacity, apart altogether from State and Church opinions,
was the true qualification for a Town Councillor.

This principle was still more markedly asserted in the case of St




The Fariiamentary Contest in 1871, 221

Bernard’s Ward, The retiring Councillor, Mr Somerville, certainly
did not as a public man occupy an honourable position, or one recom-
mending him for re-election, for he had pledged himself to the ward,
in a public meeting of which he was chairman, either to give effect to
their opinion as to the water question, or to resign his seat ; and he
had broken his pledge and done neither. A large body of the electors
therefore determined to oppose his re-election. Like the electors of
St Leonard’s Ward they determined to take the best man they could
get, irrespective of his opinions in Church or State. Mr Macdonell of
Morar, a whig and a Roman Catholic, had taken an active part in the
opposition to the Bill, and as personally he was a gentleman of high
honour and a good business man, they applied to him to become a
candidate. He hesitated until he was presented with a requisition
showing that there was a reasonable probability of his election, on re-
ceiving which he agreed to come forward. Of course all the stock
cries against the possibility of a Roman Catholic being a good citizen,
which unreasoning multitutes have been repeating generation after
generation, though in every transmission with diminished effect, were
raised to prejudice Mr Macdonell ; and doubtless they had the effect
of blinding the judgment of many of the narrow minded sectarians of
the ward to the proved faithlessness of Mr Somerville, and gave him a
somewhat better chance against Mr Maedonell than he could possibly
have had against any Protestant of even average respectability. DBut
the great heart of the ward was sound in determining to assert that
business capacity and personal character, irrespective of either imperial
politics or religious opinions, constituted the true qualifications for a
Councillor, and on these grounds the ward of St Bernard’s, having in
it as few Roman Catholic voters as any ward in the city, elected the
Roman Catholic Mr Macdonell in preference to the Protestant Mr
Somerville, by a majority of 539 to 492. The writer of these pages
claims the eredit of having been to some extent instrumental in bring-
ing Mr Macdonell before the electors of Edinburgh, and so aiding in
breaking down the sectarian prejudices which have hitherto kept the
eitizens of Edinburgh so far apart from each other, and but for which
the promolion, with any chance of success, of such a monstrous job as
that which they associated themselves together to oppose, would have
been absolutely impossible.

Another ward, that of St George's, deserves notice for the mode in
which it asserted the same principle. The somewhat radical ward of
St Leonard’s dismissed an advanced liberal for misrepresenting their
municipal opinions, and elected a tory because he agreed with them in
these opinions. The conservative ward of St George's applied the same
principle in exactly the opposite way. They had in public meeting
declared against the Water Bill, and Bailie Skinner, who was, like the
majority of the ward, a conservative, promoted the Bill in defiance of
their opinions. They also resolved to find another representative on
his retiring in rotation. Throwing politics altogether out of view they
requested Mr Mansfield, an avowed whig, to come forward, and on his
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Bailie Marshall, though a supporter of the scheme, having, since his
ward (St Leonard's) declared against it, maintained a position of
neutrality.

The importance of this victory however is not to be measured merely
by the defeat of an obnoxious scheme, and the return of a decided
majority opposed to the promotion of i, or any other scheme, without
laying all the details and information regarding it before the inhabit-
ants, and obtaining the approval of at least a substantial majority of
them. Up to this date petty partisanship and sectarian squabbles,
more bitter than any other because they professed to be in the cause
of religion, had kept the citizens apart from each other in distinct
classes, each regarding the other with feelings of distrust, which such
men as the authors, the subseribers, the publishers, and the dissemina-
tors of such productions as the Working Men’s Water Catechism
fostered for purposes of their own. This want of cohesion among the
citizens made them like a loose heap of twigs, powerless in detail, and
incapable of helping each other, or who looked with suspicion on any
one class which came forward to express sympathy with another. But
for this mufual repulsion of the various classes of the citizens, it hLas
been already remarked that such a palpable job as the S5t Mary's Loch
scheme, opposed as it was to the opinions of every class, could never
have been promoted with any prospect of success, But the job was
too monstrous for human endurance, and the pressure of a threatened
calamity induced the inhabitants to forget for the time their mutual
distrusts, and to consult together to devise the means of averting what
all felt would be a common calamity. When they thus came to meet
on common ground, to promote a common cause, each class found that
they had greatly misunderstood the other. The wealthier classes found
that their less independent brethren were men of like feelings with
themselves, and in particular, that the working men were by no means
the men to be petted and made tools of, nor were they the levelling
democrats which they had been represented to be. The working men
on the other hand found that the aristoerat of the New Town was by
no means the selfish ogre which they had been taught by their leaders
to believe him ; and onee brought together each found that the other
had qualities which he lacked, but which were all necessary for the
well-being both of the State and the City. The moment this was seen,
and the citizens had not acted long in concert before it was seen, the
loose heap of twigs became a compact bundle, bound together by
mutual interest ; and by realizing, to some extent, the hope expressed
by Mr Colin Mackenzie in one of his letters, in the words of one of
Lord Macaulay’s Lays of Ancient Rome,

“ Where none was for a party
And all were for the State ;ﬂ
they made their power felt at the November elections in the manner
already mentioned. Tt only remains for them to lay this lesson
to heart, and to allow no evil one to sow tares among them while they
sleep, or are off their gnard.
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APPENDIX.

1. Lerren, Proressor CHRIsTISON to the Lorp Provosr.

Edinburgh, June 28, 1871.

My Dear Lorp Provost,— When we last met, about three weeks
ago, I told you I meant to enquire into the quality of the water of St
Mary's Loch, for my own satisfaction ; and that I should willingly
ecommunicate the result, whatever it might be. It will take me a long
time, with my scanty opportunities of leisure, to finish an investiga-
tigation, which I saw from the first was not a very simple one, but
which becomes more complex as it opens up., But I think I ought
to communicate to you what I have already ascertained.

I went to St Mary's Loch on the 12th inst., and spent that after-
noon, and most of the 13th, in examining the Loch and its neighbour-
hood. There had previously been an excessive drought for six weeks,
during which there was no fall of rain, except three or four times a
sprinkling sufficient to water the grass. I presume therefore, that the
water was in its most favourable state.

I find the water has a yellowish-brown colour, not such as to attract
notice when the examination is made in a superficial manner, but
quite decided when the water is compared with our now perfectly
colourless Edinburgh water ; or with the water of Glasgow, which
is not entirely devoid of colour ; or when it is placed in a water
caraffe on a white table cloth ; or when a white porcelain dish is sunk
in the Loch itself. In the latter case, the basin becomes invisible at
104 feet, while in some rivers I have distinguished individual pebbles
at 16 feet.

I found, generally, two water fleas (daphnia pulex) in every tum-
bler I filled, sometimes one only, seldom none. There were also a few
minute fleecy particles of dead organic matter, but no other visible
living thing, except the fleas.

The water has no action on lead. I have subjected it to a severe
test, and find no variety, none of the “ caprice” spoken of by a wit-
ness before the House of Commons' Committee. 1 have another test
remaining. But it requires a long time. I do not anticipate, how-
ever, any different result. The water of Glasgow acts most powerfully
on lead in favourable circumstances. I knew this from actual trial,
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before Glasgow thought of appropriating Loch Katrine, and T have now
confirmed my former observation. Moreover, I know that in some
Glasgow houses dangerous action has been observed.

The bottom of the Loch is everywhere very soft, and composed of
loose vegetable matter, of the kind which would become peat, were it
possible to empty the Loch, and drain the bottom.

In deep places, the water at the bottom last winter has not begun
to rise, and therefore cannot flow out at the outlet. Whether it can
yet rise during our warm season is doubtful ; but this could be settled
in October.

The “silver strand” consists entirely of stones covered with the
same short thready water-weeds, which are seen on the stones within
the water line. The latter stones are dark greenish brown, and make
the Loch look dark and deep, when only a few feet in depth. The dry
stones are pale dirty grey, because the weeds, in drying up in the sun,
cling firmly, and put on that eolour,

I have made an analysis of the water, and find more organic matter
in it than in ordinary waters used as drink, and rather more saline
matter than has been observed in it by prior observers. The latter
circumstance may be owing to the long previous dry weather.

My inwvestigation is by no means ended. But I have done enough
to satisfy me that the water of St Mary’s Loch is doubtful in quality
for the supply of Edinburgh,—

1. Because it requires filtration :—

2. Because, even.after filtration, it will be so coloured, that I do
not think any one would like to see it in a water caraffe on his dinner
table :— -

3. Because there is no certainty that such a water is safe to use
habitually for a long time. It is known that similar waters, more
strongly impregnated, tend to induce bowel complaints, and aggravate
them greatly in epidemic seasons ; and we cannot tell at present at
what degree of impregnation this tendency does not exist :—

4, Because the statement of those who dwell near the Loch is,
that the water is more coloured in floods, a statement, however, which
should be tested by express scientific observation, which has not yet
been done.

On the other hand, let me add,—

1. That I have no doubt of the immunity of the water of St Mary’s
Loch from the ohbjection that it may act on the lead of pipes and
cisterns :—

2. That T attach no weight to the hypothesis that such water is
unsafe, owing to the small proportion of lime salts in it. Thisis a
pure hypothesis, and opposed to many facts. ,

I have no present intention of making any farther use of this letter
than giving your Lordship the information I promised. But I think
it only fair to the opponents of the Bill that I inform their agent, Mr
Brodie, that you “have received my opinion, and that it is not so
favourable as I wished.” You are welcome, however, to make any
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use you please of my letter. But, if used for any purpose, I am sure
your Lordship will use it entire, and not in part. ] _

I continue to have a strong repugnance to being cited as a witness
by either party. But, if the Committee of the House of Lords desire
my evidence, and should be pleased to summon me, I will cheerfully
appear any day from Tuesday the 4th, to Friday the 7th, innlusEvE,
during my stay in London, on the business of the General Medical

Council. I am, &c.
R. CHRISTISON.

The Right Honourable the Lord Provost of Edinburgh.

2. LETTER, ProFE230R CHRISTISON to LORD WHARNCLIFFE.

40 Moray Place, Edinburgh, July 1, 1871.

My Lorp,—In consequence of the parliamentary rule which appa-
rently allows a witness, before a Committee of either House, to declare
in evidence what is known or thought by another who is living and
accessible, the Lord Provost of Edinburgh has been allowed to repre-
sent erroneously, before the Committee of which your Lordship is
Chairman, my opinion of the quality of the St Mary's Loch water, as
a water suitable for the ordinary supply of Edinburgh and adjacent
towns.

If the contradiction I now offer of this statement can be received
by your Lordship and the Committee, T am far from wishing to put
your Lordship or the Committee to any farther trouble ; but if, as I
fear may be the case, my denial be not admissible, then since it is plain,
from the tenor of the examination and cross-examination of the Lord
Provost before the Committee, that both the promoters and the oppo-
nents of the Bill attach to my inguiries and opinions relative to the
quality of the water, an importance perhaps greater than they deserve,
I submit to your Lordship that the real truth on that subject ought
to be made known ; and I have therefore humbly to request that for
this purpose, the Committee will be pleased to enable me to appear be-
fore them, in such manner as may not appear to compromise the inde-
pendent and impartial position which I have hitherto carefully adhered
to in this matter.

Previous to the inquiry by the Committee of the House of Com-
mons, when asked by the City-clerk, Mr Marwick, under authority of
the Lord Provost, to make the necessary investigation for giving my
‘opinion to the water supply trustees as to the quality of St Mary's Loch
water, I declined to do so, on the double ground of my want of the
necessary leisure, and my unwillingness to appear as a witness on a
question which had become the subject of a keen and violent contro-
versy in the city. But I stated to Mr Marwick, and subsequently to
the Lord Provost himself, that T should probably make inguiry on my
own account, and would willingly communicate to them the result,—


















