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INTERSTATE COMMERCE CCUMISSION

REPORT CF THE DIRECTOR OF THE BURZAU OF SAFETY IN RE
INVESTIGATION OF AN ACCIDENT WHICH CCCURRED ON
THE SOUTHERN RAILWAY SYSTEM, LINES WEST, AT
ROME, GA., ON MARGCH 2, 1930

April 10, 1930

To the Commigsicn:

On March &, 1930, there was a rear-end colligsion be-
tween two pascenger trains on the Southern Railway System,
Lines West, at Rome, Ga., which resulted 1n the injury of
19 passengers, 4 Pullman fmployees, 2 mail clerks, and B
rairlread emplovyees.

Locaticn and method of operation

This accident occurred on that part of the Queen and
Crescent District, Atlanta Divieion, cxtending between
Atlanta, Ga., and Chattarooga, Tenn., a distance of 1853.7
miles, 1n the vicinity cf the point of accident this 18 a
single-track line cver which trains are operated by time-
table, train crders, and an auvtomatic block-signal and train-
control system, the latter being of the intermittent induc-
tive type. The accident cccurred about 375 feet =outh of the
station platform, anproaching thig peint from the scuth,
there 16 a tangent track fer over 1 mile, folvowed by a 3°
curve to the right, 718 feet i1n length, the point of accident
being on this curve 593 feet from 1ts southern end. The
grade 1s undulating, beirng 0.89 per cent ascending at the
pcint of accident.

A passing track and a storage track parallel {the main
track on the east. At the time of the accident, the view
for an engineman ¢f a northbound train was restricted to
about 550 feet by three freisht cars which were sianding on
the storage track, the south end of these cars being 293
feet south of the point of accident, but a partial view
could be had at a distance of 900 feet.

The signals 1nvelved were permissive automatic signal
81.2-H and the semiautomatic interlocking home signal,
eperated from K tower, thesc sipnals being located 6,333 feet
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and 3,017 feet respectively, south of the moint of accident.
Tac nome signal 15 equipped with a two-position, calling-on
s1gnal, used to advance trains to the next signal without
flagging ahead, trains acting on this signal 1nd10atlon‘q%a
1ng required tc move at slow smeed prevared to ston short of?
or oostruction.

The weather was clear at tae tine of the accident, which
occarred abcut 10.08 a.m.

Description

Northbound wassenger train No. 103 consisted of 13
Pullman care, including a dining car, of all-steel consiruc-
tion, hauled by engine 1409, and was 1n charge of Conductor
Ritcn and Tngineman Waters. This train departed from Atlanta
at 8.01 a.m., according to the train sheet, 48 minutes late,
and arrived at Rome, a regular stop, 2t 10,01 a.m. accord-
1ng to the train sheet, 49 winutes late. After standing there
acout five minutes, while engaged 1in station work, the rear
of tne train was struck by train Ne. 4.

Horthbound passenger train No. 4 consisted of 10 cars
of all-steel construction, except thc second and sixth carg,
which were of stcel-underframe construction, hauled by
engine 1405, and was 1n charge of Conductor Slate and Engine—
man liann. This train left Atlanta at 8.20 a.m., according
to the train sheet, 55 minutes late, passed Atlanta Juncticen,
the last cpen office, 2.3 miles soutn of Rome, at 10.03 a.m.,
according to the train sheet, passed signal 81.2-H 1n caution
position, massed home signal at X tower with the pesitive
arm 1n ston positron and tne calling-on arm at cauticn, and
collided with the rear of train Ko, 102 while meving at a
speed estimated to have been vetween 3 and 8 miles ner hour,

None of the equipment was derailed, the force of the
1mpact danaged the coupler and pipes of the rear cf the ob-
servation car 1n train No. 102, but none of the regt of the
equinrment was affected,

Summary of ewidence

Engineman Mann, of train No. 4, steted that on approcach-
ing Rome and finding autormatic signal 8l.2-F 1n the caution
position, he onesrated the forestalling feature with which the
train-contrel device 1s equipped, shul off steaw, and let
the train drift to the home signal at X tower, finding the
ton arm of that signal 1a stop position and the calling-on
arm at caution, he again operated the forestalling feature
and passed the signal at a spced of 1F or 30 miles per hour,
which he considered to be travling under control. He applied
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the brakes and had just released them when he saw train No.
102 ahead on fthe main track, about one and oane-half or two
car-lcngths distant; he then made a heavy service application
of the brakes, golng 1nto emergency about the time the
colligsion occurred, at whicn time the speed was about 8
miles ner hour. ZEngineman Mann stated that when about four
or five car-lengths frow the point of accident he had seen
cars ahead over the freight cars waich were standing on the
gide track, but he assumed that the former were on the pass-—
1ng track since he did not expcct to find train No. 102 at
Rome 1n spite of the signal indications rececived, and when he
realized these cars were the rear of train No. 102, he at
first thought the distance was sufficient to permit him to
pring his train tc a ston without an emergency application
gnd thus avoid shaking uo his trpin He stated he did not

see the flagman until within about one-half or three-quarters
of a car-length of the rear of train No. 102, at whicn time
the flagman crossed over to tne righthand side of the track.
It also avozared fror his statements that 2 running test of
the air brakes had been mode laaving Atlanta, and tiat no
trouble hed becn exmerienced with them en route. W¥hen ques-
tioned "1th regard tc a conference had ™ith the superintendent
a week or two prior to the accident, relative to the impor-
tance of obeying vellow or caution signal indications, and

a circular letter sent to all cneincaan oy the general super-
intendent dealing with the samc matter, Engineman Mann said
he could recall neither the convergsation nor the letter, but
that he understood the rules governing the operation of trains
and signal indications. It was Enginemar Mann's idea that
the accident was due to his having misjudged the speed of

his train as well as the distance available 1n which to bring
1t to a stop.

Fireman Regers, of train No. &4 corrcborated the testi-
rony of Engineman Mann relative to the operation cf the train
anproaching K Tower., The firema: stated the speed was about
20 miles per hour ~hen they roundcd the curve, where the
engineman made an application of the brakes and then releesed
them, bringing the spced down to about 10 or 1% miles on hour.
The fireman said ¢ then observed the engineman suddenly
place the brake valve about halfway between service anplica-
tion and full emergency, and on golng over to the cngineman's
side of the cab, he sam train Wo. 102 about three or four
car-lengths distant, and just before the accident saw the
flagman about a car-length frow the rear of train No. 103,
Fireman Rogers estimated the speed at the time of the colli-
s1on at fror 4 ton 6 miles per hour.

Conductor Slate and Baggagemester Saunders, of train No.
4, estimated thc speed of their %train at the time of the
ccllision at 3 or 4 miles mer hour, while Flagman Keen, of
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train No. 4, estimrted 1t at © miles per hour; their state-

ments brought out no additional facts of importance.

Flagman Arnold, of train Ne. 102, stated that he got
off the observation car with his flag when his train stopped
at Rome, and on hearing train No. 4 coming to Atlanta Junc-
tion, he toock a position about two-car-lengths from the rear
of hig train on the west side of the track, or on the out-
srde of the curve, frouw which point he could see train No. 4
as 1t was passing K Tower. He flagged the approaching train
and as 1t came nearer, he walked over on the east or cngine-
man's side so that the latter might observe him more readily.
The flagman stated that train No. 4 passed him at a speed of
about 8 or 10 miles per hour, and although his signals were
not answered, he thought train No. ¢ would stop short of
train No. 102. The testimonv of the other members of the
crew ol train No. 102 brought out no further facts of impor-
tance.

General Yardmaster Q'Rear stated in a letter that he was
an eve-mitness to the accident and the events leading up to
1t. Tests made b¥ him immed:iately after the occurrence of
the acmdent indicated that a car placed where the rear of
train No. 102 had been standing could be seen from a switch
engine fer a distance of 550 feet, and that although the
view was obstructed, the side of train No. 103 could have
been seen at a distance of 200 feet, the flagman, who had
been standing at a point 245 feet from the rear of his train
could have been seen by the engineman for a distance of 800
feet.

In connection with this colligsion, Superintendent
Clements, of the Atlanta Division, made a statement to the
effect that division officers are continually impressing on
their employees the importance of strictlv complying with
the rules and are making tests to insure such comphance
and that Engineman Mann had been one of the group with whom
he had taken up, a few days previous to the accident, the
1mportance of caution signal indications. He further stated
that a few weeks before the accident, a circular letter
had been addressed to all engineman by General Superintendent
Austin, calling attention to the same matter. Superintendent
Clements also stated that what 1s known as "4 Rule a Day"
plan has been put in effect. This provides that the super—
1ntendent shall have the rule of the day placed on the
bulletin boards at midnight and in tne hands of all operators
and dispatchers, thereby arranging to have all employees
informed, and able to answer any questions which may be put
to them during the day by the division officers with regard
to the rule or 1ts application, He stated this plan had
brought about good results.

Conclusions

This accident was caused by the failure of Engineman
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Hann, of train No. 4, vroparly to obey signal indications.

The evidence i1ndicated that a caution signal indication
was received at the automatic signal south of K Tower, and
that a calling-on i1ndication was displayed at the tower, both
of these indications being acknowledged by the engineman
through his action 1n operating the forestalling feature cf
the train control device. It also appeared that he could
have obtained a partial view of the cars i1n train No. 102
vhen 900 feet distent, but thought they were on a siding, and
could have seen the rear of the train when 550 feet distant,
while, according to the vardmaster, tne flagman was back
245 feet and could have been seen an additional distance of
800 feet. Notvithstanding all of the warnings, however,
Engineman Mann failed to recognize the train, or see the
flagman, until only a very few car-lengths distant, and then,
migjudging either his speed or the distance, he made ounly a
heavy service application of the brakes, 1nstead of the
emergency application required to avert the accident.

All of the eanloyees involved were experienced mwen, and
at the time of tane accident none of them had been on duty in
violaticn of any of thc provisions of the hours of service
1 a“‘u‘n -

Respectfully suomitted,
W. P. BORLAND,

Director.



