HEARING TESTIMONY: 2

ICC
PROPOSES
RS &|
CHANGES

The material presented this month is a continu-
ation of the direct testimony made by represent-
atives of the ICC, AAR and RLEA in an ICC
hearing on proposed changes in signal Rules,
Standards and Instructions.
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136.204 Track signaled for movements in both dire
tions, requirements.—On track signaled for movements
both directions, a train shall cause one or more opposit
signals immediately ahead of it to display the most restrichi
aspect, the indication of which shall be not more favorab
than “proceed at restricted speed”. Signals shall be so ¢
ranged and controlled that if opposing trains can sim
taneously pass signals displaying proceed aspects and
next signal in advance of each such signal then displays ¢
aspect requiring a stop, or its most restrictive aspect,
distance between opposing signals displaying such asped
shall be not less than the aggregate of the stopping ¢
tances for movements in each direction. Where such
posing signals are spaced stopping distance apart for mo
ments in one direction only, signals arranged to disple
restrictive aspects shall be provided in approach to
least one of the signals. Where such opposing signals ¢
spaced less than stopping distance apart for movements
one direction, signals arranged to display restrictive asped
shall be provided in approach to both such signals.
absolute permissive block signaling when a frain passes
head block signal it shall cause the opposing head bla
signal to display an aspect requiring a stop.

Abstract of Testimony, W. D. Best, Grand Lodge Rept
sentative, Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen (Fo!
Communication and Signal Maintainer, Pennsylvania).
Q. What is the effect of the proposed change in the fi
sentence of rule 136.204?
A. Two opposing trains can be permitted to enter t
same block in opposite directions at restricted speed.
rule now requires that opposing signals display an aspe
requiring a stop so that the trains must stop at the o
trance to the block.

Q. Has there been a change proposed in the scc
sentence of the rule?

A..Yes, it is proposed to permit a signal to display only
most restrictive aspect instead of requiring a stop in
conditions set out in the sentence. The rule would pe
where trains simultaneously pass proceed signals, the ne
signals in advance to display their most restrictive aspe
The aggregate stopping distance for moves in each
rection is required between signals displaying such aspe
It is not clear from the wording of the rule which sig
are referred to, but 1 assume the rule refers to the sig
displaving their most restrictive aspect rather than 4
ones displaying proceed aspects. This change would pern
proceed-at-restricted-speed indications for opposing mo
where now stop indications are required. The situation
the rule concerns two opposing trains passing proceed
nals, the next signal each train receives would permit it
proceed at restricted speed. It must be noted that it
not normal to receive such indication after passing a proce
indication, usuallv the next signal will be approach as
most restrictive. The proceed-at-restricted-speed signals
suddenly encountered without approach signals. By
requiring the trains to come to a stop as quickly as possib
there is danger that the opposing trains cannot or will
be able to stop short of each other.

Abstract of Testimony, Kenneth Clark, Locomotive Eng
neer, Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific.
Q. Does the proposed Rule 136.204 pose any problems
basic operation?
A. There is a further problem which is a practical ope
tional problem. The revised rule would apparently perm
a train to pass a red signal provided it was going 15 mp
orless. . ..
The problem arises not in 1pp]vmg the brakes whig
means reducmg the air pressure in the air line. The pra
lem arises in releasing the brakes while the train is going
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speed. Let’s consider a typical situation: the train
es to an amber, permissive, signal. You will recall that
permissive signal is a signal to reduce speed to 30
h. prepared to stop at the next signal. Let us assume
w that the train has been proceeding at 60 mph. and that
engineer then sees an amber light. He immediately re-
speed to 30 mph. and in order to do so, applies the
es. So long as the.train is proceeding at roughly in
of 25 or 30 mph., he can release the brake at any
without danger. But, however, the operation of the
brake system is such that it is not safe to release the
ir brake once the train speed has been reduced below
bout 25 to 30 mph . . . if the engineer were to release the
rakes when the train speed is below 25 or 30 mph,, in
nany instances the brakes would not release at the same
ime on all of the cars in the train. The result would be
hat the brakes on some of the cars would release, while
makes, let us say, on the car immediately in front, or imme-
liately behind, a given car would not release. The result
vould be that a boxcar. for example, might give a severe
olt to the car in front of it, or, on the contrary, might be
erked back violently against the car behind it. Naturally,
uch violent movements are very hard on the freight being
arried and can lead to extensive damage and subsequent
lamage claims to a carrier. In fact, the jolts can be so
evere that the couplings will break apart and, of course,
his is a very costly accident for the carrier and can lead to
erious injury to the train crew.
). In the light of what you have fust said, what are the
wactical problems of the engineer under the proposed rules?
\. Let us assume now that the train has passed an amber
ignal which requires it to reduce speed to 30 mph and be
wepared to stop at the next signal. Under existing rules if
be next signal is red, it is required to come to a complete
top before proceeding. Under the proposed revised rule it
reed not stop but may proceed past that signal at not in
uacess of 15 mph, prepared to stop short of any obstruction.
Ince the train has been slowed to about 30 mph, the engi-
ieer will have to make a decision whether to continue to
ipply the brakes and bring the train to a halt or whether
o release the brakes and continue to go at 30 mph. Re-
nember that once the train slows to much below 30 mph,
he brakes can continue to be applied but cannot safely be
eleased until the train has been brought to a complete
top. If the engineer elects to keep the brakes on, then, of
wurse, the train will come to a complete stop and the ad-
rantage of keeping the train moving that the carriers are
eeking will not be gained. If, however, he elects to keep
he train moving, there will be very many instances where
t will be difficult or impossible to comply with the rule
shich says that an engineer should not pass the red light
t a speed in excess of 15 mph. Remember that the brakes
iad to be released when the train was going about 30 mph
nd that. therefore. the engineer is relying upon the time
nterval of the releasing brakes to slow the train speed to
15 mph. Now this immediately creates a verv hazardous
ituation. The reason for the red light is that there is an
bstruction or trouble somewhere in the block which the
rain is entering. There may be another train somewhere in
he block or there may be a broken rail or there may be
ome other defect. These conditions can exist at the far end
f the block, the middle of the block, or they can exist
mmediately past the signal itself. The result is that the
evised rule is creating a situation in which it may be
lificult to bring the trains into the black at a speed not in
xcess of 15 miles an hour; and if the obstruction or the
nain or the broken rail should occur very shortly past the
¥d signal, there could be an accident.
\t present a train may pass a red signal without stopping
inlv where there is a “G™ (a grade marker) on the mast.
m uohill grades where gravity also acts as a brake . . .
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136.301 Where signals shall be provided.—Signals
shall be provided to govern train movements into and
through interlocking limits, except that a signal shall not be
required fo govern movements over a hand-operated switch
into interlocking limits if the switch is provided with an
electric lock and a derail at the clearance point, either
pipe-connected to the switch or independently locked,
electrically.

NOTE.—Relief from the requirements of this section will
be granted upon an adequate showing by an individual
carrier. Relief heretofore granted to any carrier by order of
the Commission shall constitute relief to the same extent
from the requirements of this part.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Section of Railroad Safety, Bureau of Safety and Service,
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Q. . .. Does this [136.301]apply only to an interlocking?
A. It does.

Q. Mr. Anderson, why has Section 136.301 been revised
as set forth in the Notice of Proposed Rule Making?

A. Since this rule went into effect on October 1, 1952, the
Commission in numerous instances has granted relief, in
many cases after hearing, from the requirement of install-
ing a signal to govemn movements over a hand-operated
switch into interlocking limits, upon condition that the
switch be provided with an electric lock and a derail at the
clearance point, either pipe-connected to the switch or in-
dependently locked electrically. Since the Commission has
granted such relief, almost without exception, upon ade-
quate showing, it is proposed the rule be revised to provide
for this relief, and thus relieving the Commission of the
necessity of acting upon applications and in many cases,
of holding formal hearing.

It should be noted that relief from installing a signal to
govern movements over an interlocked switch has never
been granted and the proposed rule provides for such relief
at hand-operated switches only. In this connection it should
be pointed out that the requirement that the switch be
equipped with an electric lock and a derail at the clearance
point actually furnishes more protection than is provided
by the installation of a signal, for the following reasons:
Section 136.314 requires that electric locks installed on
hand-operated switches within interlocking limits at man-
ually operated interlocking shall be controlled by operator
of the machine and shall be unlocked only after signals
governing movements over the switch display aspects in-
dicating stop and that approach or time locking shall be
provided. These requirements insure the same degree of
protection against unauthorized movements into the inter-
locking as is provided by a signal, which is surrounded by
the protection afforded by mechanical and/or electric lock-
ing. Further, the proposed rule gives the additional pro-
tection of a derail at the clearance point. Since a derail is
not required in connection with interlocked switches, there
is nothing physically to prevent a train from fouling the
interlocking by moving past a signal displaving a stop
asvect. However, under the revised rule, a train would be
derailed at the fouling point if it attempted to enter the
interlocking before receiving authority by the action of
the operator in unlocking the electric lock on the switch
after receiving such an unlock, can the fouling point derail
be placed in non-derailing position; permitting a movement
into the interlocking.

Q. Have any further changes been proposed in Section
136.301, which should be considered in this proceeding?
A. Yes, as a result of informal discussion and because of
exceptions taken in one of the verified statements to de-
letion of the term “interlocking limits”, it is now proposed
to substitute the words “interlocking limits” for the term
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“the interlocking” in the two places where this term is

used in the proposed rule as set forth in the Notice of

Proposed Rule Making. Section 136.301 will then read as

follows:
“136.301 Where signals shall be provided. Signals shall
be provided to govern train movements into and through
interlocking limits, except that a signal shall not be re-
quired to govermn movements over a hand-operated switch
into interlocking limits if the switch is provided with an
electric lock and a derail at the clearance point, either
pipe-connected to the switch or independently locked
electrically.”

The note following this rule, as it appears in the Notice

of Proposed Rule Making will be retained.

Abstract of Testimony, E. L. Abbott, Editor and Man-
ager, The Signalman’s Journal.

Q. The proposed revision of Rule 136.301 contains an
exception to the requirement of where signals are to be
provided at an interlocking. What would be the effect of
this change in the rule?

A. The exception added in the proposed rule would per-
mit entrance to an interlocking over hand-operated switch-
es without a signal indication that a route had been
provided into and through the plant. I assume that this
change in the rule means that if the hand-thrown switch
was normally electrically locked for mainline movement
into an interlocking, the rule would require that a derail
must be located on the turnout at the clearance point and
access to the plant from the tumout side could only be made
when the electric lock was released and the derail removed.
However, the rule does not clearly state this. Under the
plain meaning of the proposed rule, it would not be nec-
essary to provide a signal for access to the interlocking on
the alternate route over the hand-operated switch. This
route would be unprotected in accordance with the pro-
visions of the proposed rule. Movement into and through
the interlocking on diverging tracks at the entrance to an
interlocking could be initiated merely by installing an
electric lock and one derail on a hand-operated switch.
The proposed exceptions to the present rule destroy the
protection intended by the present rule.

In addition, under Section 136.314, a carrier may obtain
relief from the requirements for the installation of electric
locks at hand-operated switch or derail within the inter-
locking. Relief could be granted to permit the installation
of electric locks not controlled by the operator at the
interlocking machine. Thus, the operator of the interlock-
ing plant would have no control or knowledge of move-
ments into and through the interlocking. It is not clear
that the basic requirement in Rule 136.314 would also
applv for the situations covered by Rule 136.301.

Q. The proposed revision would permit movements into
an interlocking over a hand-operated switch equipped with
an electric lock and a derail. Is such an exception to the
present rule desirable?

A. No. Movements into an interlocking should not be
permitted by means other than signals which indicate con-
ditions affecting the movement of trains. Movements in an
interlocking have customarily been made under very spe-
cific and restrictive safeguards to insure maximum safety.
Any relaxation of these safeguards would reduce safety and
cannot be justified. Unrestricted entry into an interlocking
plant, which the proposed rule provides, would increase
t};e number of accidents which occur within interlocking
plants.

The present rule, by requiring that a signal must be
provided to govern all movements into an interlocking,
prevents other conflicting movements into and through
interlocking limits, once a route has been established with-
in such limits, A permissive signal cannot be given for
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- Q. In regard to the proposed revision of Rule 136.30

a conflicting move in the interlocking plant once a m
has been initiated. The proposed rule sets aside this ti
proven protection provided at an interlocking. . . .

Abstract of Testimony, Ansel E. Littlejohn, Leadi
Signalman, Elgin, Joliet and Eastern.

would the rule have any effect on automatic interlock
A. Yes, at automatic interlocking plants the control
the electric lock on the hand-operated switch would
unlocked automatically. . . . At automatic interlockings,
signal insures that a route cannot be changed with a I
of shunt for 5 seconds or less. Thus, a waiting train on
approach section cannot establish a route if there is a |
of shunt by a train for which a route has been establish
However, an electric lock does not provide this protecti
If there should be a loss of shunt while the electric 1
was conditioned for unlocking, the lock would operate
once to permit the switch to be opened and a movement
be made.

Q. What protection is required and provided through
nal devices at automatic interlockings?

A. At an automatic interlocking. signal control circuits §
sure that the route selected and all conflicting routes
unoccupied and that conflicting signals display stop as
and that the switches in the route selected are in pro
position. In addition, a signal at an interlocking often #
sures a clear route beyond the interlocking to the n
signal in the block signal system.

Q. Is this same protection provided at a hand-oper
switch equipped with an electric lock?

A. No. The same protection is not provided. With

electric lock, the only protection required to be provided
that signals governing moves over that switch di
aspects indicating stop. For this reason, the present
should not be changed to allow an electric lock to be
stituted for a signal at interlockings at hand-opera
switches.

136.302 Track circuits and route locking.—Track
cuits and route locking shall be provided. Route focki
shall be effective when the first pair of wheels of a |
motive or car passes a point not more than 13 ft in adva
of the signal governing its movement.

Note 1.—Relief from the requirements of this section
be granted upon adequate showing by an individual
rier. Relief heretofore granted to any carrier by order
the Commission shall constitute relief to the same ex
from the requirements of this part.

Note 2.—Existing installations on each railroad, which d
not conform to the requirements of this section shall bi
brought into conformity within 5 years of the effective da
of this rule.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief
Section of Railroad Safety, Bureau of Safety and Service
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Q. . . . Does this rule [136.302] apply only to interlock.
ing?

A. Yes it does.

Q. Mr. Anderson, what are the reasons for the proposed
revisions of Section 136.302, as set forth in the Notice of
Proposed Rule Making?

A. The proposed revision of this rule was occasioned
by an accident which occurred at an interlocking protect
ing the crossing of two railroads at grade. A contributing
cause of the accident was the fact that the track circuit on
one road, through which the route locking was effected. ex-
tended only to a point 17.6 ft in advance of the sif.Fn!
governing movements over the crossing, whereas the Clom:
mission, in its report covering its investigation of the ;

RAILWAY SIGNALING and COMMUNICA



contended that the track circuit should extend to the

al, as required under the Commission’s rules, standards

instructions governing interlockings. One of the causes,
i given in the report was “an improper installation of inter-
cking track circuits.”
he Commission based its ruling in this matter on the
quirements of Section 136.302 that track circuits and
ute locking shall be provided throughout interlocking
nits, and the definition for interlocking limits as the
acks between opposing home signals of an interlocking.
nder this interpretation the insulated joints for track cir-
iits in an interlocking must be placed opposite the signals
d route locking must be effective as soon as the train
isses a signal. Needless to say, such a narrow interpreta-
m had not been placed upon this rule prior to the occur-
nce of this accident, since it was realized that, as a
ractical matter, insulated joints are almost never placed
uctly opposite a signal. Therefore, it was proposed the
le be revised to permit location of insulated joints not
ore than five feet in advance of a signal. In order to do this
W not conflict with the definition for interlocking limits,
hich would require that the joints be placed opposite the
gnals, this term was replaced in the rule by the words
he interlocking,” so that the first sentence of the revised
le as set forth in the Notice of Rule Making reads “Track
reuits and route locking shall be provided throughout the
terlocking”.
ince there was some objection to the replacement of the
m “interlocking limits” by the words “the interlocking”,
was suggested that the words “throughout the inter-
cking” be deleted so that the first sentence of the pro-
ssed rule would read:
frack circuits and route locking shall be provided.” Tuas-
mch as the rule comes under the title “Subpart C, Inter-
cking,” there seems to be no good reason why the words
hrough the interlocking” cannot be deleted. There is a
recedent for this wording in Section 136.304, which states
Mechanical locking or the same protection effected by
leans of circuits, shall be provided.” Footnote 2 has been
tleted since it is no longer applicable.
l. What is meant by the term “in advance of a signal”
nd from what point at the signal governing the movement
'such 13 ft measured?
« In advance of a signal is a term used in defining the
mitory beyond the signal as seen from an approaching
ain,
he 13 ft is measured from the center of the mast on
tich the signal head is mounted.

/136.303 Control circuits for signals, selection through
ircuit controller operated by switch points or by switch
xking mechanism.—The control circuit for each aspect
ith indication more favorable than “proceed at restricted
%ed” of power-operated signal governing movements
ver switches, movable-point frogs and derails shall be
"fded through circuit controller operated directly by
vitch points or by switch locking mechanism, or through
¥ay controlled by such circuit controller, for each switch,
lovable-point frog, and derail in the routes governed by
kh signal. Circuits shall be arranged so that such signal
on display an aspect more favorable than “proceed at
istricted speed,” only when each switch, movable-point
g, and derail in the route is in proper position.

Note: Relief from the requirements of this section will be
fonted upon an adequate showing by an individual car-
er. Relief heretofore granted to any carrier by order of
¥ Commission shall constitute relief to the same extent
'om the requirements of this part.

 Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
bct. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
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Q. Mr. Anderson, please refer to Section 136.303, entitled
“Control circuits for signals, selection through circuit con-
troller operated by switch points or by switch locking
mechanism.” Do the requirements of this section apply only
to interlockings?

A. No, they apply to Traffic-Control systems also.

Q. Mr. Anderson, what are the reasons for the proposed
revisions of Section 136.303 as set forth in the Notice of
Proposed Rule Making?

* A. The present rule requires the selection of the control

circuits for certain signals through switch circuit con-
trollers or switch repeating relays. This rule, unfortunately
was so worded as to require such circuit selection only
for power-operated signals or slotted mechanical signals
governing movements at higher than restricted speed, but
it was the intent of the rule to apply to circuits controlling
every aspect, the indication of which is more favorable
than “proceed at restricted speed”. Some railroads actually
interpreted the rule so as not to require switch selection
circuits for any signal, no matter what aspects it displayed,
if the speed through the interlocking was restricted by
timetable or special instructions to not exceeding 20 miles
per hour. However, we have always interpreted the rule
to require switch selection circuits for each aspect of a
power-operated signal with an indication more favorable
than “proceed at restricted speed”, regardless of whether
or not the speed through the interlocking was restricted
by rule to not exceeding restricted speed. The rule there-
fore was revised primarily to conform to this interpretation.
The proposed rule omits slotted mechanical signals from
the requirements for the reason that such signals have long
been obsolete and it is believed that none is any longer
in service.

It should be noted that while the present rule required
switch circuit selection for facing point switches, movable-
point frogs and derails only, in service at the time the
rule was last revised, the proposed rule requires such selec-
tion for all switches, movable-point frogs and derails, no
matter when installed and accordingly the last sentence of
the present rule has been deleted.

The second sentence of the rule has been revised by sub-
stituting after “aspect” the words “more favorable than
proceed at restricted speed” for the words “to proceed”,
in order to agree with the first sentence of the rule which
requires switch selection control of circuits only for those
aspects more favorable than “proceed at restricted speed”.
Also, the word “such” has been deleted before the word
“switch” in this sentence.

The footnote to the present rule has been eliminated
since it is no longer applicable and the standard footnote
providing for relief upon an adequate showing and recog-
nizing relief heretofore granted, has been added.

The proposed rule is much more restrictive than the present
rule, and it is believed the requirements of the proposed
section cannot be circumvented as is the case with the
present rule.

Q. Mr. Anderson, in your opinion will safety of train op-
eration be affected if Section 136.303 is revised, as pro-
posed?

A. In my opinion, safety of train operation will be in-
creased, since the proposed rule requires switch circuit se-
lection for all switches, movable-point frogs and derails in
the route governed; the present rule requires such selection
for facing point switches, movable-point frogs and derails
only.

Abstract of Testimony, Frank Youngwerth, General Su-
perintendent, Communications & Signals, Erie-Lackawanna.
Q. Are you familiar with the proposal to amend Signal
Rule 136.303 that has been advanced by the Bureau of
Safety and Service?
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A. Yes, I am.
Q. Have you heard Mr. Anderson’s testimony in support
of that proposal?
A. Yes, I have.
Q. Does the industry favor the adoption of the rule as
proposed?
A. The industry urges the adoption of this proposal for
reasons given by the witness for the Bureau of Safety and
Service with the addition of clarifying language.
We ask that the period at the end of the rule be omitted
and that a comma be substituted for it, and that the follow-
ing language be added thereafter:
“except that such protection will not be required for
existing trailing point switches, movable point frogs,
or derails presently not so equipped.”
The desirability of this insertion is shown by consideration
of the present rule adopted in 1950. The last sentence of
the rule makes provision for signal control in new installa-
tions, to be selected through all switches, frogs and derails,
both facing and trailing. This constituted a clear recogni-
tion that such signals installed prior to 1950 without trailing
point switch protection were to be left alone. During the
period of more than twelve years since the present rule
became effective many new installations have been made in
conformity with this sentence of the rule. Many of these
new installations have replaced older ones. At the present
time, therefore, the great majority of interlocking that
would be subject to the proposed rule are in strict conform-
ity with its terms. Some of the older installations, however,
those in service prior to October 1, 1950, are still being
used and the exceptive language we suggest makes it clear
that they need not conform as respects the trailing point
switches, frogs and derails contained therein.

Q. In your opinion, would safety be impaired if the
older switches were exempted from the operation of ti
rule?

A. In my opinion, safety would not be impaired. Some
these older interlockings have no switch repeater circui
or trailing point switches. However, they do have oth
means for checking the position of these switches ar
means to prevent clearing of a signal if such trailir
switch is not in proper position for train movement. Thi
in my opinion, is adequate protection, and cost of addin
switch repeater circuits for this, one of its least importa
functions, is not justified.

Since these installations have been in service, in some cas
50 years or more, in an excepted category for more tha
12 years, since they have provided excellent safety an
since the cost of modemizing them would be substantia
with no advantage, we believe the continuation of th
status that would be made clear by the language we a
proposing is fully warranted. It seems likely that withi
the reasonably near future many of these interlockings wi
be modernized and they then will conform in all respects 1
the proposed rule.

Q. Do you know of any accidents that could have bee
prevented if the rule requiring trailing point switch n
peater circuits on all switches subject to this rule had bee
in force?

A. No, to my knowledge there has never been an accider
because of a train running through a trailing point switd

Abstract of Testimony, C. D. Buford, Vice-Presiden
Operations & Maintenance Department, Association ¢
American Railroads (Note: The chart is based upon repli¢
to the letter, both submitted by AAR attorneys.)

ESTIMATED COST OF CONFORMITY TO PROPOSED RULE 303—SELECTED ROADS :

No. of interlock- Man-hours required

Wage cost for

ing switches in to conform all Supervisory work involved Costof  Cost of
violation of pro- switches (excl. man-hours  (excl. fringe  fringe materia
Road posal—5 or more supervision) required benefits) benefits requirei
m (2) (3) (4) (5 (6) {
Akron, Canton & Youngstown 15 480 200 $ 1,856 $ 445 $ 45
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 29 2,900 350 8,700 1,500 5,
Atlantic Coast Line 7 528 32 1,522 479 2,72
Baltimore & Ohio 27 1,440 72 4,765 1,129 7,3
Boston & Maine 9 1,680 328 14,000 2,660 12,00
Central of Georgia 70 2,217 420 7,040 1,285
Chicago & North Western 202 4,848 1,616 20,200 6,262 84,8
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 5 412 32 1,310 276 3
Chicago, Milw., St. Paul & Pac. 21 1,500 42 4,350 1,350
Chicago, Rock Island & Pac. 180 1,428 150 4,000 920
Erie-Lackawanna 34 3,706 170 10,200 2,040 25,9
Illinois Central 10 400 80 1,301 278 3,
Missouri-Kansas-Texas 17 204 68 762 163
New York Central 23 10,800 540 31,200 3,300 115
Northern Pacific 9 3,044 304 9,207 1,520 32,7
Southern Pacific 77 1,136 94 3,750 865 14,2
Terminal R.R.Assn. of St. Louis 16 368 32 1,019 195 1,3
Wabash 14 1,600 160 4,730 1,010 7,
765 38,691 4,690 $129,912 $25,677 $241,2
Total cost (columns 4-6) = $396,884
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er dated Jan. 10, 1963. TO CHIEF OPERATING
ICERS OF SELECTED MEMBER ROADS: Re:
Rule 303

ou will recall that a recent questionnaire from this
was addressed to Chief Operating Officer of all Mem-
Roads asking information as to the number of inter-
ing switches that would be in violation if the pending
osal for revision of Signal Rule 136.303 were adopted.
e responses to the questionnaire disclosed the exist-
of numerous non-conforming locations. This indicates
adoption of the new rule without provision for these
ntial violations would work a serious hardship on the
ry. Accordingly, in order to support the AAR’s pro-
for such a provision, we are asking all roads report-
five or more such potential violations, of which yours
e, to give us additional information on the cost of
liance.

is requested, therefore, that you furnish this office
most accurate estimate possible of the cost of putting
such switches into conformity on your road, assuming
the work had to be done now. The estimate should in-
e all crafts and departmental forces required to do
work and be broken down as follows:

. total man hours required to conform all switches (ex-
fing supervision)

(a.) total supervisory man hours required

total wage cost for the work involved (excluding
e benefits)

(a.) cost of fringe benefits

3. cost of materials required

It is recognized that your estimate may not be related
rectly to each non-conforming switch but may be an
verage figure. In case of doubt, the more conservative
gures should be used.

Yours very truly,
C. D. Buford

Abstract of Testimony, Jesse Clark, President, Brother-
ood of Railroad Signalmen.

Editors Note: The following proposed rule was introduced
y Mr. Clark. Italics denote changes from the ICC proposal.
36.303 Control Circuits for Signals, Selection Through
ircuit Controller Operated by Switch Points or by Switch
ocking Mechanism.—The control circuit for each aspect
ith indication more favorable than “stop” of power oper-
ed signal governing movements over switches, maovable-
sint frogs and derails shall be selected through circuit
mtroller operated directly by switch points or by switch
cking mechanism, or through relay controlled by such
reuit controller, for each switch, movable-point frog, and
ail in the routes governed by such signal. Circuits shall
* arranged so that such signal can display an aspect more
vorable than stop only when each switch, movable-point
0g, and derail in the route is in proper position.

Abstract of Testimony, Warren H. Pelton, Locomotive
ugineer, Missouri Pacific.

- Are you concerned with this rule [136.303] from an
serational standpoint?

. Under the revised section the train will be permitted
proceed at restricted speed even though a switch, mova-
e-point frog or derail is not in proper position. This rule
finitely has an adverse effect upon safety because it
rows an increased burden upon the engineer and fireman
locate these conditions. The signal system itself is sup-
sed to give warning of them. If, for example, a derail
is to come into proper position for the movement, or the
ovable-point frog fails to line up properly, or if the switch
ints move, then the signal should remain at stop. Under
e revised rules any one of these conditions could exist
d it would be necessary to depend upon the vision of the
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fireman and the engineer to detect them. . . . trains . . . are
operated in all seasons, day and night, and under all condi-
tions of weather. Snow and fog may easily obscure the fact
that the derail has not moved back into the proper position,
or can obscure any of these other situations which we have
just mentioned. We should have a positive waming from
the signal system itself of the existence of these conditions.

136.305 Approach or time locking.—Approach or time
locking shall be provided in connection with signals dis-
playing aspects with indications more favorable than “pro-
ceed at restricted speed.”

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Section of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. . . . Does this section [136.305] apply only to inter-
locking? .

A. Yes it does.

Q. . . . what are the reasons for the proposed revisions
of Section 136.305? . . .

A. This proposed revision is suggested for the same reason
as Section 136.303, that is, in order to insure that the re-
quirements of the rule cannot be circumvented by imposing
a speed restriction through the interlocking by timetable
rule or special instructions.

The intent of the present rule was to require approach
or time locking for all signal aspects the indications of
which were more favorable than “proceed at restricted
speed”, yet soon after the rule went into effect we found
that some railroads were attempting to circumvent the rule
bv imposing a speed restriction of 20 miles per hour
through the interlocking, even though the signals displaved
green or proceed aspects. The rule was revised therefore
to insure against the possibility of such circumvention.
It should be noted that the revised rule in no way is less
restrictive than the present rule. The Commission has never
required that approach or time locking be provided for
signal aspects governing movements at restricted speed.

Abstract of Testimony, Jesse Clark, President, Brother-
hood of Railroad Signalmen.

Editors Note: The following proposed rule was introduced
by Mr. Clark. Italics denote changes from the ICC proposal.
136.305 Aporoach or Time Locking.—Approach or time
locking shall be provided in connection with signals dis-
playing aspects with indications more favorable than “stop.”

Abstract of Testimony, E. L. Abbott, Editor and Manager,
The Signalman’s Journal.
Q. Is the proposed revision of . . . Rule 136.305 desirable?
A. . . . the proposed revision does not provide the pro-
tection that is necessary at an interlocking. Approach or
time locking should be provided for all signal aspects- more
favorable than stop to insure safety of train operation.
Interlocking is provided generally at points of congestion
where heavv traffic and conflicting movements require
special consideration. In the interest of safety a train pro-
ceeding on an initiated route into such an area should
be protected by approach or time locking. At a signal not
protected bv such provisions, an authorized routing for a.
train could be cancelled after the train had passed a point
where an engineman could no longer observe the signal.
The train could proceed into the interlocking even though
the route had been cancelled and other opposing or con-
flicting routes had been initiated. :
Q. Is it desirable to provide this locking protection for
proceed-at-restricted-speed signal aspects?
A. All signals displaving an aspect more favorable than
stop should be provided with approach or time locking to
insure safety of train operations. All signal aspects more
favorable than stop authorize a movement into the inter-



locking. In many instances a proceed-at-restricted-speed
aspect is the most favorable aspect that an interlocking
signal can display. The proceed-at-restricted-speed aspect
is frequently used to authorize interlocking moves. Often
this signal aspect is used to govern the proper speed over
movable point frogs, turnouts, and crossovers. It is used
to govern train moves over any one of several different
routes where the signal does not give any definite indica-
tion as to the route the train is to take, the signal only
defines the speed at which it is safe for the train to pro-
ceed. In addition, this aspect is displayed to govern routes
leading to non-signaled territory. In all such cases where
a proceed-at-restricted-speed aspect is used, it is of the
utmost importance to insure that conflicting routes cannot
be authorized and that switches, movable point frogs and
derails cannot be moved closely in advance of a train.
Without such locking protection a route could be taken
away from a train or switches moved in advance of a train
at any time. The fact that the train is required to be
operated at restricted speed is no adequate substitute for
this protection. . . . Any aspect to proceed, displayed by
a signal at the entrance to an interlocking, is permission
to pass that signal and proceed into the interlocking ac-
cording to the restrictions imposed by the carriers rules.
Nevertheless, it is permission to pass. If authority is given
to occupy a route where conflicting moves are most likely
to occur, I feel that all possible protection should be pro-
vided. A “proceed-at-restricted speed” aspect, displayed at
the entrance to an interlocking, while telling an engineman
to proceed into the interlocking on a predetermined route
offers him no assurance that a conflicting route will not be
made by a control operator at the last moment before he
occupies the track within the interlocking.

A signal displaying a “proceed-at-restricted speed
would not be subject to the provisions of this rule.
Approach or time locking would be required. Therefore,
authority to occupy an interlocking on a proceed at restrict-
ed speed indication could be revoked, at any time up to
the point where track circuits become effective, and au-
thority granted for a conflicting movement to “proceed.”

»

aspect

136.311 Signal control circuits, selection through track
relays, and through signal mechanism contacts and time
releases at automatic interlocking.— [Proposed addition:]

NOTE.—Relief heretofore granted to any carrier by order
of the Commission shall constitute relief to the same extent
from the requirements of this part.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. ... Do the requirements of this section [136.311] ap-
ply only to interlockings?
A. No, they apply to traffic-control systems also.
Q. Mr. Anderson, what revision was proposed in this rule
as set forth in the Notice of Proposed Rule Making?
A. The only revision in this rule as set forth in the Notice
of Proposed Rule Making consisted in substituting the
words “the interlocking” for the term “interlocking limits”
after the word “within” in part (1), and the addition of a
footnote to the effect that relief heretofore granted shall
remain in effect.
It is now proposed to revert to the wording of the present
rule and retain the term “interlocking limits” instead of
the words “the interlocking”.
It is necessary to add the footnote, because relief from
certain requirements of this rule has been granted in some
few cases, and without this note such relief would not be
valid if the proposed rule were adopted.

136.312 Movable bridges, interlocking of signal ap-
pliances with bridge devices.—When movable bridge s
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protected by interlocking, the signal appliances shall be
interlocked with bridge devices that before a signal
erning movements over the bridge can display an a
to proceed, the bridge must be locked and the track ali
with the bridge locking members within 1” of their pr
positions and with the track rail on the movable span wi
%" of correct surface and alinement with rail seating
vice on bridge abutment or fixed span.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant C
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. . . . Do the requirements of this section [136.31
relate only to interlockings? |
A. Yes, they do.

Q. What are the reasons for the proposed revisions of
section? . . .

A. In our administration of this rule it has been found
in the more modern drawbridge installations the trac
not locked by means of plunger locks or some other ty
of mechanical lock, such as were found in older drg
bridge interlockings. The seating of these locks in
cases insured that the track was alined, however, in
ern drawbridges such rail locks are not provided but
alinement of the track is insured and checked by ci
controllers or other types of electric devices. It is
tended that these devices are just as reliable, if not
so, than the old mechanical locks to insure correct ali
ment of the track rails, and in any event these rail |
did not possess sufficient mechanical strength to pr
the bridge from moving, in case the bridge locking d
failed. Accordingly, since the present rule requires that
track be alined and locked, in order to conform to m
developments in drawbridge interlocking practice the |
quirement that the track be locked has been omitted
the revised rule, which .requires that the bridge onlv
locked and the track alined.

Q. Have any further changes been proposed in Se
136.312 which should be considered in this proceedi
A. Yes, as a result of informal discussion it is now
posed to substitute the term “rail seating device” for
word “rail” in the last sentence of the rule.

136.314 Electric lock for hand-operated switch or
rail.— [Proposed revision is as follows:]

Note.—Relief heretofore granted to any carrier by
of the Commission shall constitute relief to the same e
from the requirements of this part.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant C
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. . . . Do the requirements of this section [136.3l
apply only to interlockings?

A. Yes, they do.

Q. Mr. Anderson, what changes are proposed in this
A. The only change in this rule in the Notice of Pro
Rule Making was substitution of the words “within in
locking” for the phrase “within interlocking limits”. I
now proposed, however, to revert to the present wordi
so that there will be no revision in the body of this sect

136.328 Plunger of facing-point lock.—Plunger i
facing-point lock shall have at least 8" stroke. When |
is in reverse position plunger shall pass through lock
%" or more. [Proposed revision is as follows:]

136.328 Plunger of facing-point lock.—Plunger of |
operated facing-point lock shall have at least 8"
When lock lever is in unlocked position the end of
plunger shall clear the lock rod not more than 1. i

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant C
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
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Q. Does this rule [136.328] apply only to interlocking?
A. Yes, it does.
Q. . . . What are the reasons for the proposed changes of
Section 136.328?7 . . .
A. Section 136.328 is a revision of Section 332 of the
original rules, standards and instructions, reading as follows:
“Plunger of facing-point lock shall have at least 8-inch
stroke and when its lever is in normal position the end
of plunger shall clear lock rod 1-inch”.
When the rules were last revised the last part of this rule
was changed to read:
“When lever is in reverse position plunger shall pass
through lock rod one-half inch or more”.
Experience has shown that the wording of the original
rule was preferable to this revision, and so it was decided to
revert to the original rule with minor changes. The original
‘rule required that the end of the plunger should clear the
‘lock rod by exactly one inch, but since it is not practicable
'to maintain this distance so accurately this requirement
‘has been changed from exactly one inch to not more than
lone inch. The rule as presently proposed omits all reference
"to the lever in reverse position, as in the present rule, and
like the original rule is concerned only with the lever in
'normal or unlocked position, which is a more practicable
way of stating the requirements.

136.339 Mechanical locking, maintenance require-
ments.—Locking and connections shall be maintained so
that, when a lever or latch is mechanically locked, the
following will be prevented:

(a) Mechanical machine.

(1) Latch-operated locking. Raising lever latch block so
that bottom thereof is within %" of top of quadrant.

' (2) Lever-operated locking. Moving lever latch block
more than %" on top of quadrant.

(b) Electromechanical machine.

(1) Lever moving in horizontal plane. Moving lever more
thon five-sixteenths inch when in normal position or more
than nine-sixteenths inch when in reverse position.

(2) Lever moving in arc. Moving lever more than 5°.

(¢) Power machine.

(1) Latch-operated locking. Raising lever latch block so
that bottom thereof is within 7/32” of top of quadrant.

(2) Lever moving in orizontal plane. Moving lever more
than 5/16” when in normal position or more than 9/16"
when in reverse position.

(3) Lever moving in arc. Moving lever more than 5°.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Section of Railroad Safety, Bureau of Safety and Service
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Q. . . . Does this rule [136.339] apply only to inter-
lockings?
A. Yes, it does.

Q. Mr. Anderson, what changes have been proposed in
Section 136.339 in the Notice of Proposed Rule Making
end what are the reasons for these revisions?

A. While this is quite a lengthy rule, the only revision
that has been suggested is in part (1) under the heading
Electromechanical Machine, where the fractions three-six-
teenths and seven-sixteenths in the present rule have been
thanged to five-sixteenths and nine-sixteenths inch, re-
spectively.

These changes have been suggested in order to make the
requirements for the electric levers of an electromechanical
interlocking machine moving in a horizontal plane, the
tame as those for the levers of a power machine, which
operate in the same manner. There appéars to be no reason
why the requirements for the same type of levers should
not be identical, whether they are in an electromechanical
machine or a power machine.
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136.402 Signal control, track circuit and control oper-
ator.—Signal governing movement at higher than restricted
speed shall be controlled by confinuous track circuits. Also,
in addition, at controlled point they shall be controlled by
control opérator, and, at manually operated interlocking,
manually in cooperation with control operator. [Proposed
revision is as follows:]

136.402 Signals controlled by track circuits and con-
trol operator.—The control circuits for home signal aspects
with indications more favorable than “proceed at restricted
speed” shall be controlled by track circuits extending
through entire block. Also in addition, at controlled point
they may be controlled by control operator, and, at man-
vally operated interlocking, they shall be controlled manual-
ly in cooperation with control operator.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Section of Railroad Safety, Bureau of Safety and Service,
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Q. . . . Do the requirements of this section [136.402]
apply only to traffic-control systems?

A. Yes, they do.

Q. What are the reasons for the proposed revisions of Sec-
tion 136.402? . . .

A. Thesdf changes have been proposed in keeping with
other rules where the phrase “Signals governing move-
ments at higher than restricted speed” has been replaced
with the phrase “The control circuits for signal aspects
with indications more favorable than proceed at restricted
speed”. The reason for this change is the same as previously
explained for these other rules, viz., in order that the rule
cannot be circumvented by imposing a speed restriction
by time table rule or special instructions.

Obviously, this change is simply for clarification. As pro-
posed the rule will state quite plainly, what we have al-
ways interpreted it to mean.

As a result of informal conference with the parties of in-
terest in this proceeding, it is proposed to revise this sec-
tion further by inserting the word “home” before the word
signal in the first line, and by substituting the word “may”
for the word “shall” in the second sentence.

Abstract of Testimony, Jesse Clark, President, Brother-
hood of Railroad Signalmen.

Editors Note: The following proposed rule was introduced
by Mr. Clark. Italics denote changes from the ICC proposal.
136.402 Signals controlled by track circuits and control
operator.—The control circuits for signal aspects with indi-
cations more favorable than “stop” shall be controlled by
track circuits extending through entire block. Also, in addi-
tion, at controlled point they shall be controlled by control
operator, and, at manually operated interlocking, manually
in cooperation with control operator.

Abstract of Testimony, Ansel E. Littlejohn, Leading
Signalman, Elgin, Joliet and Eastern.
Q. There is a further revision proposed for the second
sentence of Rule 136.402, What is the effect of this change?
A. The revision of the second sentence of the rule would
permit signals which are now controlled signals to be
chaneed to automatic signals; or allow them to be con-
trolled by anv person designated for the job, such as a
yardmaster. This change could permit more than one per-
son to have control of a traffic control interlocking. Under
the change there could be no control by a control machine
of home signals in a traffic-control system. At manually
overated interlockings the signals now are controlled by
the interlocking operator and the control operator; they
both must clear a signal to permit a train to proceed in
traffic control territory. The wording of the revised rule
would permit the interlocking operator to clear signals for
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the territory without the knowledge or’cooperation of the
control operator. It would permit two persons to have con-
trol over a given territory without the knowledge of what
the other intended to do.

136.404 Signals at adjacent controlled points.—Signals
at adjacent controlled points shall be so interconnected that
aspects to proceed on ftracks signaled for movements at
greater than restricted speed cannot be displayed simul-
taneously for conflicting movements.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. Mr. Anderson, now please refer to Section 136.404,
which is entitled “Signals at adjacent controlled points.”
Do these requirements apply only to traffic-control systems?
A. Yes, they do.
Q. What are the reasons for the proposed revisions of this
section, as set forth in the Notice of Proposed Rule Making?
A. A literal interpretation of this rule, as presently worded,
would preclude the entering signals at both ends of a con-
trolled siding from simultaneously displaying aspects to
proceed at restricted speed into the siding. Soon after this
rule went into effect exception was taken to the rule on
the basis that it was intended to apply only to signals
governing movements on the main track and into sidings
which were signaled, and did not apply to signals which
do not display aspects more favorable than “proceed at
restricted speed” for movements into a siding, which is not
signaled. In other words, according to this interpretation,
the entering signals at both controlled ends of a non-
signaled siding simultaneously can display aspects to pro-
ceed at restricted speed for movements into the siding,
without being in violation of Section 136.404. The proposed
change was suggested in order to clarify the requirements
of 136.404.
It has been pointed out in informal conference, however,
that the revised rule, will permit opposing signals simul-
taneously to display “proceed at restricted speed” aspects
for movements on the main track and on signaled sidings
as well as on non-signaled sidings. It has been suggested,
therefore, in order to prevent such undesired operation
that the rule be further revised to read as follows:
“Signals at adjacent controlled points shall be so inter-
connected that aspects to proceed on tracks signaled
for movements at greater than restricted speed can-
not be displayed simultaneously for conflicting move-
ments”.
I believe this wording is an improvement over proposed
revision since it more accurately states what the rule is
intended to convey.

Abstract of Testimonv, Warren H. Pelton, Locomotive
Engineer, Missouri Pacific.
Q. In your opinion is this further revision desirable [of
Rule 136.404]?
A. No. Here is another case where the proposed modifica-
tion as suggested by the ICC again substantially weakens
the present section. Under the present section there is an
absolute ban on signals at adiacent controlled points giving
proceed aspects to two conflicting movements. Under the
revised section, aspects to proceed could be given in this
situation providing top speed on the track involved was
restricted speed. But, remember that restricted speed means
speed up to 15 mph. and 20 mph. in some cases. This means
that the section would permit two trains to be headed
toward each other. each going as fast as 20 mph. When
we take into consideration the number of lncations where
there are sharp curves and obstructions of all sorts, we are
putting an increasinglv heavv burden on the fireman and
engineer. In many locations the situation now is extremely
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hazardous due to the presence of ground crews, sharp.
curves, obstructions, bad weather, fog, reduced visibility
at night, and all the other matters that make railroading very
hazardous. Now, on top of all of these other difficulties,
we're going to allow trains on conflicting routes to ap-]
proach each other at speeds up to 15 mph. This pro-1
posed modification definitely poses an additional and
needless hazard in railroading. . . .

136.405 Track signaled for movements in both direc-
tions, change of direction of traffic.—On track signaled for
movements in both directions occupancy of the track be-
tween opposing signals at adjacent controlled points shall
prevent changing the direction of traffic from that which ob-
tained at the time the track became occupied, except that
when a train having left one controlled point reaches o
section of track immediately adjacent to the next controlled
point at which switching is to be performed, an aspect per-
mitting movement at not exceeding restricted speed may
be displayed into the occupied block.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief.
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. . . . Does this rule [136.405] apply only to troffic-
control systems?
A. Yes, it does.
Q. . .. what are the reasons for the proposed revisions of
Section 136.4057 . . .
A. This rule has been revised to provide for the situation
where part of a train is left on the main track or in a siding
at a controlled point while the engine proceeds to occupy |
the track between that siding and the adiacent controlled
point to perform switching operations. Under the present
rule a signal cannot be displayed for the engine to get
back to its train because this would require changing the
direction of traffic with the track occupied. Therefore,
instructions have to be issued to permit the engine to move
back to its train under a red or stop signal indication. The
Commission has received several complaints from employee
organizations who objected to this method of operation,
but in each case it has been necessary to inform the com-
plainant that under Section 136.405, it is not permissible
to authorize by signal indication, movement of the engine
back to its train after performing switching operations. In
order to overcome this objectionable feature of the present
rule. the proposed revision is offered. At the prehearing:
conference on November 8, counsel for the Association of'
American Railroads suggested that in the excepting clause
the word “next” be inserted before the word “control” and
that this word be changed to “controlled”, and also that
the words.“to be” be inserted between the words “is™ and
“performed”. The last part of the rule would then read
as follows:
“except that when a train having left one controlled
point reaches a section of track immediately adjacent
to the next controlled point at which switching is to be.
performed, an aspect permitting an opposing move-
ment at not exceeding restricted speed may be dis
played into the occupied block”.
I believe this suggestion helps to clarify the rule.

Abstract of Testimony, W. D. Best, Grand Lodge Repre-
sentative, Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen.
Q. The proposed revision of Rule 136.405 would add an
exception to the present rule concerning a change in the
direction of traffic. . . . What is your opinion as to the pro-
posed change in the rule to allow opposing movements into
an occupied block?
A. In mv opinion this exception to the present rule sh:u':l

not be adopted. The revision would in effect destroy traffic
locking in traffic-control territory. The only way in whi
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opposing moves could be permitted would be to remove
the traflic locking protection. It must also be noted that
under the proposed revision of Rule 136.402 a control
point may not be controlled by a control operator. Thus,
someone other than the control operator would be able to
authorize opposing movements into a block without the
knowledge of the control operator. The movement of re-
turning to train after a switching move, has been cited as
the reason for this revision of the second sentence of Rule
136.405. However, such moves are now possible without
the change in the rule. Return to train signals are now in
service at automatic interlocking plants in traffic-control ter-
ritory for switching moves. . . . Since the necessary move-
ment can now be authorized without the loss of traffic
locking, the rule should not be revised in such a manner as
to remove traffic locking protection from the traffic control
territory.

136.407 Approach or time locking.—Approach or time
locking shall be provided for all controlled signals. [words
“and for all electric locks on hand operated switches”
deleted according to proposed revision. ]

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. . .. Does this section [136.407] apply only to traffic-
control systems?
A. Yes it does.
Q. What changes in Section 136.407 are proposed? . . .
A. The only change in this section is deletion from the
present rule of the phrase “and for all electric locks on
hand-operated switches”.
When Section 136.410 was revised the requirement that
approach or time locking be provided for electric locks on
hand-operated switches was included in this rule. Ac-
cordingly, it would be repetitious to require in Section
136.407 approach or time locking for electric locks on
hand-operated switches and therefore this requirement was
deleted from the present rule.
Q. Have any further changes been made in this rule as it
appeared in the Notice of Proposed Rule Making?
A. Yes, as a result of informal conference among repre-
sentatives of the Association of American Railroads, the
Railway Labor Executives Association and the Bureau of
Safety and Service it was decided to delete the words
“where required” in the title of the rule. This is merely an
editing change to make the title agree with that of Sec-
tion 136.305, which prescribes approach or time locking
for interlockings, and the title of which is simply “Ap-
proach or time locking”.

136.408 Route locking.—Route locking shall be pro-
vided where all switches are power-operated. Route locking
shall be effective when the first pair of wheels of a locomo-
live or car passes a point not more than 13 #t in advance of
the signal governing its movement.

Note 1.—Relief from the requirements of this section will
be granted upon adequate showing by an individual car-
rier. Relief heretofore granted to any carrier by order of
the Commission shall constitute relief to the same extent
from the requirements of this part.

Note 2.—Existing installations on each railroad, which do
not conform to the requirements of this section shall be
brought into conformity within 5 years of the effective date
of this rule.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. Mr. Anderson, at the Pre-hearing conference of this
Proceeding held November 8, 1962, the Bureau of Safety
id Service proposed that the proceeding be expanded to
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include consideration of Section 136.408, entitled “Route
Locking.” Do the requirements of Section 136.408 apply
only to traffic-control systems?

A. Yes they do.

Q. What are the reasons which made revision of Section
136.408 desirable at this time?

A. The present rule requires that route locking shall be
provided where switches are power-operated. In traffic-
control systems power-operated switches are generally
found at controlled points, and controlled points are essen-
tially interlockings. Accordingly to make this section con-
sistent with Section 136.302 which requires route locking
at interlocking, it was agreed at the Pre-hearing conference
revision of this section should be considered to make it
consistent with Section 136.302, as revised.

Q. Do all of the reasons you advanced for modifying Sec-
tion 136.302 equally apply to Section 136.408 as proposed.
A. Yes they do.

136.502 Automatic brake application, initiation by re-
strictive block conditions stopping distance in advance.
—An automatic train-stop or train-control system shall op-
erate to initiate an automatic brake application at least
stopping distance from the entrance to a block, wherein
any condition described in 136.205 obtains, and at each
main track signal requiring a reduction in speed.

Abstract of Testimony, G. B. Anderson, Assistant Chief,
Sect. of RR Safety, Bureau of Safety & Service, ICC.
Q. . .. Does this rule [136.502] apply only to automatic
train-stop and train-control systems? a
A. Yes it does. :
Q. What changes have been proposed in Section 136.502.

A. The only change in this section is the insertion of the
words “main track” before the word “signal” in the last
phrase of the rule. The present rule has never been con-
strued by us as requiring the initiation of an automatic
brake application at signals governing movements on other
than main track such as sidings or yard tracks. This pro-
posed rule would simply clarify its intent.
It has been suggested in verified statement and at informal
conference that the term “main track” be defined and ac-
cordingly it was proposed that the definition in the Stand-
ard Code of Operating Rules of the Association of Amer-
ican Railroads be adopted. This definition reads as follows:
“Main Track—A track extending through yards and be-
tween stations, upon which trains are operated by time-
table or train order, or both, or the use of which is
governed by block signals.”
This definition, however, conflicts with the intended pur-
pose of revising the rule, since under this definition a
siding, which is signaled, is a main track, and the intent
of the revision, as above stated, was to exclude such tracks
as sidings and yard tracks. In order to overcome this con-
flict it is now proposed to define “main track” and “siding”
as follows:
“Main track—A track other than an auxiliary track, ex-
tending through yards and between stations, upon which
trains are operated by timetable or train order, or both,
or the use of which is governed by block signals.” “Sid-
ing—An auxiliary track for meeting or passing trains.”
The adoption of these definitions will carry out the intent
of the proposed revision of the rule, which was to exclude
such auxiliary tracks as sidings and yard tracks from the
requirements of the rule.

To be continued in
the September issue.

27





