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The collapse of Hyatt-Regency Walkway
Introduction
July 17th of 1981, a tragedy struck at Hyatt-regency walkaway where over 200 people were injured, and 114 were pronounced dead from the collapse of the hotel's walkaway in Kansas City. Initially, the walkways connected the fourth floor and the second and were suspended above the hotel's main atrium. The collapse happened just months after the hotel's opening when there was an excess of people on the walkway, creating a weight that the walkway could not handle. The tragedy marked structural, design, and communication failure between G.C.E International, Inc. and Havens Steel Company, who worked at the hotel. Themes such as failed communication, design failure, and ethical issues are easily spotted. The tragedy happened because of the building's ethical issues and the structural and design failure of the building. 
Structural Failure
	The major cause of the collapse, as George F.W states, came from the variation in the original design of walkways by Haven steel, which indeed was not approved by the G.C.E company engineers. The initial designed contained a single running rod from the ceiling's attachment, the beams to the last walkway. Indeed this design supported the walkway and supposedly maintained its structure even under excess load. The structure would distribute the force through the beams and single rod, which ran under all the walkways. The original design depicts the single rod projecting from above and is safely secured to the beam box, which supports the walkway. Extra support is provided by the nut and washer that are holding the walkway from collapsing. Havens steel company allegedly agreed to a dissimilar design of the walkways that included additional rods. Although the new design made transportation manufacturing and assembly easier, the engineers' lack of approval would result in catastrophic damage. The difference between two roads instead of one impacted the structural building codes and dependability. The road's original load was about 90KN, but the new design increased it to 181KN, implying that the force on the road was greater in the case where any more load would be added. The changes mentioned earlier resulted in imbalanced weight along the beam, which was more likely to collapse, which did occur.
Ethical Issues
	The collapse resulted in both injuries and people's death, but then there are several issues concerning the ethical issues amongst the construction workers. Several issues were to handle in avoidance of the collapse. The major concern would be the approval of the walkway's final design even after the alterations occurred. I agree with W.M Kim Roddies that engineers need to change official practices and procedures to reinforce rather than place obstacles on moral action.engineerers are responsible for design approval to anything being constructed. The second concern regards the person responsible for checking if the structure met the building codes. Evident in the trials, there was a dispute between the engineers and fabricators on whether the engineers received notification regarding the design change; thus, the engineers would note the design flaws. Lack of irresponsibility from one party makes everyone responsible for the collapse of the walkway. The engineers would have taken professional responsibility to ensure the safety and dependability of the structure. As structural failures and engineering ethics articles suggest, engineers' responsibilities range from the public's safety and conduct themselves professionally.
Communication Issues
	The professional issues in the walkways collapse narrowly down to the breakdown of communication. There was a failure for the structural engineers to communicate their intentions to the steel fabricators their responsibility and role in the design of the important rod-to-beam connection. Also, there was a failure of graphical communication in the two parties' verbal phone calls and the construction documents. During the hearing of the case, the Missouri administrative noted the ambiguous communication between the steel fabricator and the structural engineers. The commission’s report outlines two crucial things; first, the responsibility and the burden for clear communication belong to the engineer. Secondly, the engineer is responsible for communicating his intentions to steel fabricators and contractors.
Conclusion
	The interconnection between communication, ethical, and structural issues should be solved through a code of ethics. The three articles provide crucial information about the collapse of the structure and the changes parties involved need to adhere to. Engineers are mandated to point and spot the weakness of the structures to avoid such tragedy. In conclusion, the collapse of the hotel walkway lacked implementation of the engineering code of ethics; thus, if there were proper structural design, adequate communication and follow-up of code of ethics would prevent the collapse. 
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