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INTERSTATE COMIERCE CCLILISSICH

REPORT OF TdT DIRTCTOR OF THE BUREAU OF SAFETY IN RE IN-
VESTIFATION OF AN ACQCIDINT WEICH QCCURRZED ON THE SOUTH-
ERN RAILWaAY VEZAR COLULBIA, § C., ON JANUARY 8, 1925.
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February 12, 1925.

To the Commig=1iom:

On Janvary 8, 1825, tnere was a side collision
between two swrtch engiane~s on the Southern Raillway near
Colarbia, 8. C , <wvhrch resvltad 1n tte death of one employer
and the injury of two em>loyecs

Location and method of operation

Tnig accident occourred within the limits of
tne vards et Andrcws, near Columbia, thns movement of
botn of tne cnginzs 1nvolved being governcd ensirely by
vard ralcsgs ke zast and west yacds at Andrews are
connectad ty a track known as the strsight lead track
which 19 amoaroxirately 7560 fcet 1n length This lead
track 18 para.’en on the south by a scale track with a
croscovar 2~rnoctoing the two trecks Thc east switch
of tnis mrnsgsover 1s a facing-voint switch for westbound
movemen .~ on “She 1l2ad track and the point of accident
was 2t w.e frog of thissvitch, opposite the yard office
The lcad trsck 18 tenpent and practically level. The
ma-ther wee fopey and 1t was about deylight at the time
of the accident, wnich occurred at 6.50 a m.

Description

Switch engine 1719, in charge of Yard Con-
ductor Frve and Engineman Harris, wac headed west and
was rPauling three cars out of tre west end of the east
yard to zae lecd track, intending to move through the
crosscver to tne scale track and from tnere to the main
track, aid 1t ned jJuct started throush the crossover
switch loeCing $o the scale track whon the right side of
the engine vas struck by the tender of engine 1751. The
gpeed of engine 1719 at the time was estimated to have
teen about 3 or 4 miles an hour.
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Switch cngine 1751, 1in charge of Yard Con-
ductor Hagin and Engineman Peavy, was also headed west
and was sWitching st the east end of the west yard,
woTk1ng on the/straizht lead track It had switched
out A crboosc and was becking castward on the lead
track with two cars and four cahooses, moving at a
speed of 4 ¢r 5 wilegs an hour, vwhen the reat of the
tender struck the right side of engine 1719.

The right side of the cab of engine 1719
was torn off together with the oump, stesm pipes, etc.,
but none of the egquipment was dersiled. The employee
%élled was a switchman zttached to the crew of engine

19.

Summary of evidence

Engincman Harris, of engine 1719, when inter-
viewed in the hospital said the switches were properly
lined for the return movement of his engine to the main
track and toat he reduced egpeed until notified by Yard
Conductor Prye, who was riding on the fireman's side of
the engine, that engine 1751 was into clear. Although
ne stated he was looking ahead, his first knowledge of
the fact that engine 1751 was backing up was at about the
time the collision occurred, without his having time to
give the crew of engine 1751 a stop signal. F1remnan
DeHihnes, who was riding on the fireman's side with
Conductor Frye, said he saw engine 1751 a few car lengths
ahead of his own engine apparently moving west on the
lead track. Engine 1718 then headed into the crossover
switch cutting off his view of engine 1751, and the oc-
currence of the accident was his first knowledge that
cngine 1751 had started to move back toward his cwn
Gng1ne.

Yard Conductor Frye sz1d hig engine was ap-
proaching the crossover switch at a speed of about 5 miles
on hour, thrt the engineman reduced speed to allow engine
1751 1o clear the switch, and then continued 2t a speed
of & or 4 miles an hour Tngine 1751 had gtopred when he
last saw 21t an”® he estim=ted that 1t must have moved
backward a distaancc of 2 or 3 car lengths i1n order to
collide with engine 1719. Yard Conductor Frye also stated
that the headlignt on the rear of the tender of engine
1751 was burning properly as were also the headlights on
the front an® rear of engine 1719. Switchman Ramsay was
riding on the rear cf the cut of three cars being handled
by enzine 1719 and his statements brought out no additional
facts of zwmportance.
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Enginemen Pcavy, of engine 1751, said that
Just prior te the accident the members of his crew were
setting out a caboose anc before receiving a signal to
back up toward the crossover switch he had looked back
toward the cast yard and had seen the headlights of an
enrine, but after receivinglthe signal to back up he did
rot again look to see where the other engine was loc ated,
an? he estim2ted that hie engine was moving backward at
a speed of 3 or 4 miles an hour when Firerman Eargle called
to him to stop. It was at about this time that he looked
vack an® saw enginc 1719, the collision occurring almost
immeciately afterwards. Engineman FPeavy further stated
thet there was nothing to have prevented him from seeing
engine 1719 had he looked in that direction. Fireman
Eargle said he had seen cngine 1719 apparently standing
st1ll, that he had so notified Engineman Peavy and had
then begun to work on the fire. On finishing this work
he got on his scat box, saw ¢ngine 1719 on the crossover
and called to Tnegineman Peavy to stop. Yard Conductor
Hagin and Switchman Pate and Cook were riding on the rear
of the cars being handled by engine 1751 and were not 1in
position to give any further information of importance.

Conclusions

This accident was czused by the failure of
Engineman Peavy, of switch enpine 1751, to make certain
that the track was clear before backing his engine.

Under Rule 298, movements over site tracks and
yard tracks are requirTed to be mare with caution in the
expectation that they may be occupied Fngineman Peavy
knew that there was another engine in the vicinity, yet
after receiving a signal to back up he did nnt look back
to see whether or not the track was clear for the moverent
to be made until about the time the accident occurred.

Engineman Harris, of engine 1713, said he was
looking ahead but d14 not see engine 1751 backing toward
his engine until the accident occurred. He knew engine
1751 was on the lead track Just beyond the switch and 1%
would seern that 1f he had been paying proper attention he
would have seen 1t backing towar? the switch in time to
have sounfed a warning and possibly avert the accident.

The erployees involved were expeTrienced men; aft
the time of the accident the members of both crews had
been on duty nearly 8 hours after 168 hours or more off duty

Regpectfully submitted,

W P BORLAND
Director.



