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It follows, therefore, that in the opinion of
the St. Lawrence Bridge Company the risks
of ereotion have been praetically eliminated
and that the design of the board is all that
can be desired.

(m) On May 2, 1910, the following resolution
was adopted at a meeting of the board held
in Montreal:-

'It is resolved that the plans and specifica-
tions for a cantilever design now completed
be approved and submitted to the minister
for tenders, and that in the event of a bet-
ter plan being submitted by any of the bidi-
ders same shaIl be adopted.'

I will remark first that this resolution al-
lowed other plans to be submitted, but not
other specifications.

When tenders were asked on the board's
design, that design had no defects, as far as
the knowledge of the members of the board
went, because if a.ny member lad known of
any defeet it was bis duty to have it cor-
rected before advisiing the minister to ask
for tenders on such plans, as in the event of
no other plan being submitted, the ceontract
would have been given on the board's design.

The dhoice, however, remains between a
plan that has no defects and is all that eau
be desired and the designs of the St. Lawrence
Bridge Company.

The only real argument brouglit in favour
of the latter is that

'dt offers features which simplify the erec-
tion and minimize the risks to both life
and property.'

This has been answered, pages 8, 9 and 10 of
my letter of Deceiber 10, 1910.

If this is true it should have resulted in a
lower cost of the bridge.

What are the faots?
The weight of both designs is practically

the same. The materials used in thie St.
Lawrence Bridge Company's design cest over
one million dollars less than the mate-rials
used in the board's design. If the erection
is simplified and the risks innimized the cost
should be still less. Why, therefore, is the
cost of the St. Lawrence Bridge Company's
design $932,000 more than the lowest tender
and $270,000 more than the next lowest ten-
der on the board's design?

The difference between the tenders of the
St. Lawrence Bridge Company on plan V of
the board and on their plan ' B' is 19 per
cent.

On the same basis it is, therefore, to be
inferred that, had the other bridge companies
been allowed to alter the specifications to the
same extent as was done by the St. Lawrence
Bridge Company their bids on the bridge
would have been lessened in the same propor-
tion, i.e., to $9 000,000 or to $9,500,000, insstead
of $12000000.

(n) The board's design has been conpletely
worked out and the compression. members
tested with highly satisfnctory re-sits, where-
as the sketohes submitted by the St. Lawrence
Bridge Company are only in the initial stage.
Their compression members iave not ben
tested; tests wilil be required to ascertain ther
valie, and repeated changes in deigns and
new tects mav be reqnired before as gond
members as the board's mn-y be ob'ain-d.
(Sec letter numsber one of th Qi Lawrence

Mr. GRAHAM.

Bridge Company, quote.d page 14 and 15 of
my letter of December 10.)

It wil:, therefore, take a mach longer time
to make the shop drawings for the design
of the Sit. Lawrence Bridge Company than for
the board's design.

On December 13, 1910, I received a letter
from the St. Lawrence Bridge Company in-
closing copy of letter addressed te yeu dated
November 28, 1910, in which they agree to
make their plans, details and materials con-
form with the specifications of the board.
They do not state, hwever, what the cost will
be. It is, however, another proof that the
plans submitted with their tenders were not
made according to the requirements of the
board and of the department (see «e,' page 16
of my letter of Derember 10, 1910). I would
add thait if the specifica t ions are to be fol-
lowed, the use of a through traveller will
bring in the erection serions difficulties tint
presented themselves in all plans and which
were avoided by the use of a top traveller.

In any case I feel very muich gratified that
as a conseeuence of our discussions the St
Lawvrence Bridge Companv has accepted the
specifications of the board and that as a re-
sult a much stronger bridge lias b"en secured
fer the countrv than the one which was orig-
inally proposed in ti-jr tenders.

Respectful;ly submitted,
(Sgd.) H. E. VAUTELET.

Chairman and Chief Engineer.
Hon. Geo. P. Graham,

M,inister of Pailways and Canals,
Ottawa, Ont.

Thes'e reports were in my hands, and
the Chairman taking such a decided view
one way and the majority of the members
of the board having such decided opinions
on the other, I believed it was a case in
which action should be taken under the
clause of the order in council appointing
the board which said that where any dis-
agreement arose, not more than two ex-
perts should be called in to decide the point
in dispute. M. J. Butler, the former deputy-
minister of the department, who was thor-
cughly conversant with the entire transac-
tion from the beginning (and I may say
Mr. Vautelet, as Chairman of the board, ac-
quiesced in his appointment), and Mr. H.
W. Hodge, an eminent angineer of New
York, were named. These gentlemen met
in Montreal. There were present Messrs.
Modjeski, Macdonald, Butler and Hodge.
Mr. Vautelet was ill at the time but the
action that w-as taken can probably best
be stated Iv reading the report of this
enlarged board, which is as follows:

Montreal, February 8, 1911.
Sir,-In accordance with your letter of Jan-

uary 20, appointing Messrs. M. J. Butler and
Henry W. Hodge to advise with the Board
of Engineers, Quebec bridge, on the points
of difference that have arisen in that board,
we have the honour to report as follow:-

The board, with the exception of Mr. Vaute-
let, who is detained in his hone by illness,
met with the advisory engineers on February


