C O N S T R

U C T I O N

ANY theories have been advanced by our most ¢mi-
nent engineers as 1o the real cause ol e Quebee
Lridge disaster, in which some seventy workmen tost their
i le s contended by some that the maerial wsed
was defective.  Others believe that the method af pro-
cedure by the constructing engineers was wrong,  Still
others believe that too many temporary hoits were with-
drawn before befng repliced with
permanent rivets: while it s con-
tended by others that the cantilever
arms should have been completed on
cach side of the river anl supporte:d
by temiporary cables hefore the centre span was built,
\We have still other prominent engineers who maintain
that the caleulations of the designers were decidedly at
fanil,

WHY DID
QUEREC
BRIDGE FoALL?

tn spite of all these conflicting views held by varions
expert engineers one fact remains, “that is, the bridge fell”
and carried with it the lives of some seventy mea, aml it
is anly reasonable to comend that it did not collapse with-
aul reason,

The engincering workl, which has watched every step
in the progress of this marvellous proposed feat of en-
ginecring, insists upon knowing the reason for such 2
collapse. “They ask: Is the aceepted principle of cantilever
hridge construction wrong when applicd 1o grem sirne-
tures?  ‘Uhey ask if all their caleulations, biased upon the
successful construction of bridges of like ¢haracter re-
cently erected are faulty?  For the protection of the en-
gineering profession they insist upon knowing as 10 whe-
ther the catastrophe was  the result of  any miscalenla-
riens, incompetence or negligence on the=par: ol the vwn-
ers, contraclors or engineers,

The public rightfully demands that the responsibility
for o disaster which takes with it seventy dives, should
he placed upon the shoalders of those guilty of incompe-
tenee or negligenee.

The verdiet of the coroner’s jury. rendered twough
O, FCC Delage, M.PPL adter fifty minntes” delilieration
in the ease of LaFrance, is peenliarly interesting, as com-
pared with the usual verdict of g

ey called to investi-
we doraflway accident. The verdict wits as follows:

“That the deecased (Lakrancey  died from injuries
ek nervous shock sustined in the eollapse of the Que-
Fee bridge.  We have been vable 1o establish the read
canse of the colfapse, bat we think it oar duty o declare
that according to the proot forn'shed during the ingquest
that it nee vy precattions were tiken for the construe-
tion of the bridge without danger.”

It is quite reasonable that the jury wis unable o
deternnine the exact canse of the collapse, hut why should
the jurors deem it their duty o excuse the Quebee Bridge
Company, the contractors, or the conrulting or superin-
tending engineers ?

The least the jury could have done, afier having de-
chred how Lalfranee came o his end, was to demand a
thorough investigation for the puarpose
of lding a speciic canse Yor she disas-

VERDICT

or o ter and dor the placing of the responsi-
CORONER'S  hility apon the shoullers of those who
JURY. were found to have been guilty of any

irregnlarities in the performance of their
duties, Hf the pury did not feel itsell competent 1o investi-

aie such an imricate matter why shonkd it render such a
sweeping verdiet?
\We

COTONCE

. contrast this verdicr with that of 1the average
jury that is called upon 1o investigaie the
canse of the death of an individueai inoa railway wreck.
where every effort is exerted to place the eriminal respon-
sihility upon the shoollers of the conducior, engineer or
the dispatcher.

Here is a case where more than seventy lves were
erashed ot inoan instang throvngh the faul of miscalenla-
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tions, incompetence or negligence of someone, and vt
the jury, under O C. 1 Delage, ML, gave a verdict
which not only fails to recommend a further invesu
tion, It aims 10 excuse everyhody directly or indirectly
comneeted with the construction of the bridge.  There
is no more reason why the owners or contractors should
be excused before a thorough and competent investigation
had Leen Feld than should the engineer of a wrecked
train go scot free hefore the degree of his responsibility
for the wreek had been determined.

Whether the Government was  connectad  with the
affair or not, should have no bearing on the case. nor
should the acceredite] reputation of the designers or build-
ers of the structure influence such a verdicet

It was 10 be hoped that the Royal Commmission, ap-
pointed by 1he Government 1o investigace the matter,
would throw further light upon the cause of the collapse.
but the mamner in which this Commission has treated the
evidence given before #t, does unt lead us to believe that
any effort is heing made thus far on their part 1w fix the
criminal responsibility (if there ke any) Jor the ioss of
some seventy lives,

The interview granted the daily press by Chairman
Haolgate, hefere the Commission left for New York, sceeims
o be most significant of this contention.  We quote here-
with his statement, as published by the daily press:

“As far as we have heen abie to learn there had been
the greatest care taken all along the line to insare the
safety and permaneney of the Quehee Bridge structure.”

“The best engineers on the contneni prepared the
plans and specifications, and a wonderful care and accur-
dcy in carrving them out was shown.”

“We found absolurely no trace of dishonesty or graft
in conneetion with the consiruciion of the bridge.  Thix
seems 1o he the case of the lest
engineering brains on the continent,
and the very hest aceepied engineer-
ing methods being on trial.

“As far the  Government's
connectiog with the enterprise is concerned it seems o us
that everything is quite regular, and evervihing was done
that should have been done.”

COMMISSIONER
ALLUDES TO
GRAFT.

as

In the face of this stitement we have reason to have

our doubtz as to whether, in its long exhans ive report,
the  Commission  will give us a definite reason for
the accident, b it seems impossible thar this, the great-

et engineering  catastrophe of  modern times, should
blot oot ahe lives of sevemy workmen and be chronicle.
in history only az a great i
never determined.

ter, the canse of which was

We are prompied 1o ask the reason Tor this, s it
Lecause of the contradiciory expert evidence given hefore
the Commission ?

Can e be ahat the powers of the Conmisson are o
sulficiently specific?

Or it be thin the Government ddesires, beciuse of
itz connection with the affair, 1o have it recorded in his-
tory with as Bitle noise as possible

T Or even worse, has there keen an attempt 1o =cttle the
whole matter as quietly as possible, rather than run the
chanee that in the course of a thorough investigaiion
arrive at the exact canse of the Tall of the bridge, some
cartier history of the Government’s whole connection with
the enterprize should bring 1o light some unsavory evi-
denee of the scandal?

While we cannal say that we are sat’shied with the
manner in which the whole alfair has Leen investigatel
thus far by the Governmen:, we have every reason to be
lieve that the Commissioners themselves are men of high
repu e, Both as citizens and memlers of the enginee=ing
profession.

The guestion iz, how Tar has the Government given ihe
Commizsion power 10 proceed in its investigation®



