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CALGARY ENGINEERS SETTLE DISPUTE.

% thCertain ?ctiwon r.ecently t.alfen by the Calgary Branrcg
of 1 ¢ Canadian Society of (_Zn‘ll Engineers, ar}d approve
e ly the Council of the Society, deserves.specxz}l publicity
% }IuStrating one of the many ways m'whlch sucl.l a
3 Clety serves the interests of the engineering profession
S Well as of the public in general.

G. W. Craig, city engineer of Calgary, Alta., had
aten Seinusly criticized in regard to a rein.f-orced copcrete
Or(cih bridge over the Bow: River. The city cogncd had
¢ ered the Board of Commissioners to investigate the

arges, and the citizens of Calgary believed, as a result
e discussion, that the safety of the bridge, which was
er construction, was endangered. The controversy
:i_tvery technical, and the public could not judge of its

1ts,

At that stage the Calgary Branch held a general
Sei‘e,t.'“g and passed a resolution gffering the gratuxtous
ion Ces of the branch in determining the technical quesl;
: Sinvolved. The city accepted the offer, and the branc

Med a committee of thrée of its prominent members,
theo Were independent of all civic politics.‘ : The report of
Tow t°°mm1ttee, stating that they could ‘‘find no rea;on
sho lhe charges, and are unable to understand why they
0 Ud ever have been made,’”’ was adopted by the city

Uncil, and the city engineer was thus fully exonerated.
QOm“Mr. Craig,”’ says the committee, “‘showed a vzry
signPIEte knowledge of the general questions of the de-
Cont and of the history of the particular questions 11

l‘OVel-Sy.n

the Mr. Greene, the city’s bridge engineer, and Mr Fu}alld,
visitclty chemist, were examined. The committée then
tionee(;l the work, where various ex:nployees wer‘e qll:es-
Sam 1, and a visit was paid to the city labqratory, w e}rle
]abop es of steel were tested, and the equipment at the
Tatory and methods of tests were noted. .
e charges that had been made in connection with
dge were as follows :— ) :
ru(l) The use of unsuitable steel in a portion of the

Cture, and extravagance in cost of testing the same.

fo \(2)_Neglect or carelessness in not carrying the
rocg ations of the north retaining wall or abutment to

the b,

Mg (3) Failure on the part of the eng_ineering depafrt-
fnd, to submit the design to a consulting engineer ho:;
s“Chrsemem’ ‘it having always been understood tha
4 course would be followed.” :
than("').Pu!’Chase of unsuitable cable at a higher price
Suitable cable could have been bought for- :
“Ca In regard to the testing of the steel, the committee
Sar 0t see how any private firm could make the. neces-
dong 'ests and inspection any cheaper than the city has
fyy, . this case.”” The committee’s report g0€s very
an, Y into the character of the material used in the bridge
tigne IS With the questions of physical tests, s;;ecxﬁca-
‘ign;ﬁ Or steel, re-rolled steel, process of man; act:r:i%
x‘Q‘I‘()llcance of tests, and so on. In regard to the us
“ed steel, the report says:i—
tion It has been used as reinforcement
ot the retaining wall which forms a

in the construc-
part of the north

abutment. It has also been used, or is contemplated, as
dowels to furnish a bond between successive pourings of
concrete in the river piers and springings. It was also
used, or contemplated, in the curtain walls of the main
piers and pylons of the river arches, and as carriers or
spacing rods in various other parts of the work. With
the exception of the retaining walls, the function of the
steel is arbitrary, and the material is subject to no definite
stresses. In the pylons, the curtain walls are a mere archi-
tectural effect and have no structural functions. The steel
is used merely to prevent unsightly cracks due to tem-
perature and shrinkage stresses, and its section is in most
cases far in excess of possible requirements.’’

In regard to carrying the foundations of the north
retaining wall or abutment to rock, the committee ““are of
the opinion that the wall is reasonably safe against failure,
and that the additional expenditure necessary to carry this
wall to rock would not be justified by the returns.”’

The stresses in the retaining walls were checked, and
the possibility of failure investigated. The calculated
loads are moderate, and the methods of calculation
adopted are conservative. ~The committee are of the
opinion that failure from any of the causes mentioned in
the charges is a very remote possibility.

As to the submission of the design to a consulting
engineer, the committee found that there was no common
understanding to that effect. ‘‘As to the advisability of
such a course,’’ says the report, ‘‘the decision must be
made by the parties who pay for the work. In general,
when a proposed structure departs widely from well-
established precedents, or the designer has not had the
necessary progressive experience in the design of
structures of such magnitude or importance, it is usually
considered wise to employ an outside opinion to check
over the design, or to pass on some particular feature of
the construction. When the structure is well within pre-
cedent as well as the experience of its designer, the ex-
pense of a consulting opinion may not be justified. It
might be remarked at this point that no consulting en-
gineer whose opinion would carry any weight, would
guarantee the safety of a structure any more than a
counsel would guarantee the result of a suit at law, or a
surgeon the result of a major operation. The decision as
to the employment of a consulting engineer does not and
should not rest on the designing or executive engineer.
It is his duty in certain cases to suggest an outside opinion
and in others to point out to his employers or clients, on
request, the facts which.may or may not justify the ex-
pense of such an opinion, but it is seldom his duty to
insist on it.”’

The responsibility for the purchase of the cable was
assumed by the city commissioners, and the opinion of the
Calgary Branch on this matter was not required.

The Canadian Engineer has had the opportunity of
perusing the voluminous details of the case, as brought
out by the committee, and it can be readily seen that they
undoubtedly represent a great deal of painstaking work.
The Calgary Branch are to be congratulated upon their
initiative. The unselfishness of their action is proven by
the fact that Mr. Craig is not a member of the Canadian
Society of Civil Engineers.



