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H. W. Moss, salesman, Wellington.
H. M. Woodward, assistant accountant, Bank of New Zealand, Wellington.
E. T. D. Bell, barrister and solicitor.
" Henry Kember, accountant, Wellington.
John Scott, accountant, Wellington.

The Committee also received letters from the following :—
George Hutchison, M.H.R. for Patea. ,
William Perkins, ex-Crown Prosecutor for Westland, and solicitor for the Borough of Kumars.
Reuben Toms, ex-Local Auditor, Borough Council of Kumara.
James MacKay, ex-R.M. and Warden, Kumara Courts.
- John Hogg, commercial traveller.
G. E. Tolhurst, inspector, Union Bank of Australia.

The Premier was requested to attend, which he did, and gave in a list of witnesses to be called,
as also of documents and papers he desired to be produced, and he put in a copy of Hansard with
the passages marked of which he complained. These were made the basis of the inquiry, and a
copy was sent to Mr. Hutchison, who was requested to attend to conduct the case and give

-evidence, which he declined to do, for reasons which are stated in his letter appended hereto. The
Committee summoned Mr. Hutchison to attend and give evidence. He attended, and made the
following statement : ¢ I attend the Committee because it might appear discourteous not to respond
to the request addressed to me by the Chairman ; but I do not attend to give evidence or take any
part in the proceedings of this Committee. I claim that X am not answerable to any Court or any
Committee for what I have said in my place in Parliament. The Committee is already aware that
I have stated I would appear before any fair tribunal to investigate the allegations now before.the
Committee ; or, if Mr. Seddon will forego his advantage on this Committee, I will repeat outside
the privilege of Parliament the material allegations I made in the course of the financial debate.
More than that I will not do. The Committee must therefore excuse my further attendance now,
or at any future time.”

Your Committee considered the refusal and determined by a majority that it would not report
this to the House until after all the evidence had been taken. We now draw the attention of the
House to this refusal. '

~ The allegations may be divided into two subjects—one, the alleged payments to Mr. Nathan
Seddon and Mr. R. J. Seddon ; and the other, Mr. R. J. Seddon’s connection with the Chinese.

Amongst the papers produced was the special anditors’ (Messrs. Spence and Palliser’s) report,
dated 13th October, 1882, of their investigations, and the charges against Mr. Seddon must

- necessarily be largely based thereon.

In reference to Mr. Nathan Seddon, it is stated,~—¢ Nathaniel Seddon, Day-labourer: We find
on most careful examination that this man was paid in full up to the 25th December, 1879, after
which date confusion begins. This man received wages at the rate of £3 per week up to the
5th November, 1881, when his ‘weekly engagement terminated by order of the Couneil.

“ From 25th December, 1879, to 5th November, 1881, ninety-seven

weeks at £3 per week ... . .. £291 0 O
« Amount actually paid, vide Schedule C attached .. 51010 O
“ Excess paid, according to cash-book and ledger ... 21910 0~

- And by Schedule C attached to the report the various alleged payments, amounting to £510 10s.,
are set forth. The auditors further say, « All the back documents and vouchers were in a very
mixed and disordered state, but we commenced our operations by checking all payments from the
cash-book with the corresponding vouchers, and, after considerable trouble, succeeded in obtaining
vouchers for nearly all the entries in the cash-book, except those enumerated in List ¢ A, ” so that -
it may fairly be concluded that vouchers for these various payments were produced to theseé
auditors on their audit, and that they found such vouchers to correspond with payments as per
cash-book and ledger. :

The custody of these documents after the audit made early in October until his resignation on
6th November was left with Mr. Wylde, and soon after it was found that a number of vouchers
were missing, and for the payments of 1880 to Mr. Nathan Seddon only four ecan now be pro-
duced. An examination of these shows that the dates quoted by the auditors are the dates of the
vouchers, and that in all cases payment as per receipt on bottom of vouchers was only made months
afterwards. Your Committee submitted the question of these payments to Messrs. Kember and
Scott, two certificated accountants, whose report on this point is as follows :—

“Tor the information of the Committee we furnish a statement of what we consider the
amount of wages payable to N. Seddon from the 7th April, 1880, the time of his settlement by bill,
up to 27th October, 1881, about the time of his leaving the permanent employ of the Council.

£ s 4.
¢« 7th April, 1880, to 27th October, 1881, eighty-two weeks, at £3 246 0 O
“ Vouchers produced by us, as marked on Schedule C, enclosed 198 0 0O
« Amount of difference not supported by voucher £48 0 5

“ 8o far the papers would go to show the Council still indebted to N. Seddon for this amount,
but you will find in the discredited Schedule C the dates of 15th May, £24, and 8th July, £24.
We find in cash- and bank-book paid out 16th July, wages, £24; 29th July, wages, £36. In all
probability N. Seddon was paid the £48 out of these sums. We therefore conclude that N. Seddon
only received from the Council the amount of cash he was entitled to, and then only, as the
vouchers show, in most cases at long intervals after the due date.” '
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