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May it please the Tribunal:

1 By Tribunal Directions dated 20 June 2014 Counsel were permitted to file

questions in writing for certain week 13 witnesses. (#2.6.75-para 3.1)

2 We have following questions for James Parker on his #A140 Report. These

questions concern the NIMT and the Ouruwhero block.

3 In the series of plans of sections of the NIMT (#A140(a)(i)) there appears to be
a discrepancy with the information in the graphs in (#A140(a)) This apparent

discrepancy occurs in the Ouruwhero block:

4 The graph and the information in #A140(a) shows the NIMT entering the

Ouruwhero block at 6m 3 chains in sheet 1G which includes Kawa Station.

5 The line is said to exit the block at 8m 31 chains - where it enters the Puketarata

block. This gives a distance of around 2miles 28 chains in the Ouruwhero block.

6 However the actual plans have the points pencilled in where the line enters &
exits the Ouruwhero block, and these show the line entering the block in plan 1F

at around 5 m 60 chains and exiting the block in plan 1l at around 8m 50 chains.

7 The plans show the line travelling through the Ouruwhero block for a distance of
almost 3 miles- about 2 mile more than the graph. Can you explain the

difference?

8 At the compensation hearing different provisions were made for the
northern and southern portions of the block. The land from the Southern
boundary to the “ballast pit” was all gifted- the chain for the track and any excess;
while compensation was required to be paid for the excess land taken from the

Northern boundary to the “ballast pit”.”

' #A96-para 28



9 The “ballast pit” appears to be the boundary between the northern and southern
portions of the block. Is the ballast pit that irregular shaped piece of land shown

as being taken in plan 1H?

10 Does the amount of land shown as gifted and compensation paid indicate that
the ballast pit was gifted as part of the southern portion, or paid for in the excess

of the northern section?

11 The northern section (Plan 1G) includes the Kawa station- can you ascertain the
area of the land taken for the station, and whether 3 acres of this area was

treated as being gifted?
12 There appears to be a station site in the southern section as well. (Plan 1H). This
site is not far from the Kawa station. Was this an actual station site- or did it

serve some other purpose?

DATED at Auckland this 13" day of July 2014.
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