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MECHANICAL HANDLING OF ASPHALT.

Under the above title an article appeared i Shre
Augyst ard, 1916, issue of The Canadian Engineer,
€Scriptive of a tank erected in Toronto by the Comm1§-
Sioner of Works, to enable the city to handle asghalt in
Uk instead of in packages. The operation of this tank
3 been so successful, and has so materially reduced the
95t of asphalt to the city of Toronto, that iheaiine
:’lll prove of interest to all municipal engineers who pur

aS¢ any quantity of asphalt.

% The Toronto tank cost, with steam coils, $1,.2701§ télse

st:t of the pump was $337, and the cost of tae pipe lr’i‘hé
Oam jacket and foundation for taqk was $400. i
tal cost, therefore, was only approximately $2,000, bu

Is)irlceS of steel structures have increased cond51derzti}t:g

q.nc‘e the contract for this tank was awarded, and ano

~Milar tank would no doubt cost more to-day. The
%ronto tank can handle one hundred tons of asphalt at
time, which is approximately three tank-carloads.

& The Department of Works of Toronto 1S requ;lreﬂ
ih year to keep in repair an increasing area of aspha
c:d other bituminous pavements, and in addlt.londl;'ygorz:
ain number of new pavements by day labor in adci
© those laid by contractors. To carry on this work ap-
prOXimatel.V 2,000 tons of asphalt are used each year.
ns, all received in tank
$6,000 is effected,
between tank and

Upon the basis of 2,000 to
oy a direct saving of from $5,000 to
Packere 1s usually a differential in price Gartr
N, 8¢ shipments of from $2.50 to $3.00 P iHe
ormal times. At present cost of metal packages,

Il €rential is even higher. The average differential on

bids received by the city of Toronto for the past three
fArs is $2.68.
To this initial saving should be added t
| 1s initial saving shou 5 :
;‘bor of stripping and of unloading and handlmgt_ (:f'
asck:}ges' The saving in stripping is partlcu]a-rly no lcl
le in hot weather, when it is difficult t0 strip barrels.

Carg

he saving in

. < especiall
by With modern equipment, such as pumps ezpeglih};
ti 1t for the purpose, insulating jackets hiah ll’ltctlle or
. € and cost of unloading, etc., there should b:; lsevere

€murrage to » on the tank cars, even
WShthe,. PRI

From the above facts it will be seen that, other things

of

8 equal, the erection of storage t.ank and p.u.rchaseeven
o mal in bulk might be an attractive Pr(’pos’tl;’nl’t b
a Clties which use much smaller quantities OftaSIf’ t?!e vk
Woy1 ught by the city of Toronto, as the cost © 2 Sote:

d probahly soon be made up by the savings

an economic one and
city separately.

bein

my The whole question is largely
; € carefully figured for each .

. & "
a]'o table in Toronto might not be proﬁtal?ler_lin;oiz)’
lfax’ and vice versi. The savings effected in 10 )

he i
Weve i d town engineec
T iz a city -an i
W , are so large that every city 1 some evening

0 . i
e WS asphalt should sharpen his penc
by . .8ure carefully whether investm}?nt in a tank would

1Se f . g . d when
Co, or his municipality, an .
Su;nﬁplete, they‘ should be submitted to @ competent €O
"% engineer for checking and further advice.

his figures are
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THE RAILWAY REPORT.

Neither Sir William Mackenzie nor Mr. E. J. Cham-
berlin appear to be pleased with the majority report of
the Royal Commission to Enquire into Railways and
Transportation in Canada. Sir William does not admit
that the shareholders of the C.N.R. have no equity in
their property. Mr. Chamberlin has issued a statement
to G.T.R. shareholders, advising them not to be alarmed,
and stating that the report contains inaccuracies and mis-
leading statements and that the credit of the Grand Trunk
is high and its financial position not at all as stated in
the report.

If it is true that the majority report contains in-
accurate or misleading statements, full details regarding
these should be given to the public and to parliament at
once by the Grand Trunk and C.N.R. presidents. The
scheme suggested by Messrs. Drayton and Acworth ap-
pears sound, but it is such a close approximation of gov-
ernment ownership and operation, and the wall separating
the trustees from parliament is so thin, that we should
much préfer to see the railways continue as at present if
financially possible. If the figures given in the Drayton-
Acworth report are even approximately correct, however,
there appears to be no possibility of the G.T.R. and the
C.N.R. being able to weather the storm without such
extensive government aid that it might be unfair to the
Canadian people if given without any quid pro quo.

The heads of the two railway systems involved should
present an outline of their plans for the future, showing
that they are independent of undue government assistance
and able to carry out all obligations. If their plans are
feasible, parliament should let them work out their own
salvation, but when advancing further money make
certain of ample security. If the railways cannot stand
fairly alone, and judging from the Drayton-Acworth re-
port they most certainly cannot, and if the railways do
not show any decided errors in the report, the govern-
ment’s course of action is obvious.

The Drayton-Acworth report is, of course, weakened
by the fact that it is not unanimous, yet Chairman Smith’s
minority report cannot be taken with the same degree of
confidence as is that of Sir Henry Drayton and Mr.
Acworth. In its October 12th, 1916, issue, The Canadian
Engineer said editorially that Mr. Smith controls im-
portarit interests in Canada and has affiliations and com-
petitions that cannot but unconsciously color his view-
point. It was a foregone conclusion in the minds of
some people that Mr. Smith would be sure to report ex-
actly as he did. On the other hand, it appeared almost
equ;llly certain that Sir Henry Drayton, whose reputed
public ownership sentiments were well known, would also
report in the manner in which he did. Mr. Acworth was
the only unknown quantity, and it is on account of Mr.
Acworth’s agreement with Sir Henry Drayton that we
assign such great importance to the Drayton-Acworth
report. Mr. Acworth has never been a champion of
public ownership.  The strenuous efforts made by the
Drayton-Acworth report to get away from government
show Mr. Acworth’s continued reluctance to

operation, vir. AC }
d the elimination of private ownership. It ap-

recommen



