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Chapter VI

GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

Two Federal organizations have responsibili-
ty for Canadian railroad safety: the Canadian
Transport Commission’s (CTC) Railway Trans-
port Committee (RTC), and the Department of
Labour’s Occupational Safety and Health Divi-
sion.

CTC was established in 1967 by the National
Transportation Act. CTC is the Federal Govern-
ment’s regulatory body responsible for all trans-
portation modes. RTC is responsible for limited
economic regulatory activity, safety regulatory
activity, and financial assistance programs for
Canada’s railroads. RTC has six commissioners,
some of whom have responsibility for the
regulation of other transportation modes. RTC
is organized around the following activities: rail
systems engineering, rail safety and standards,
rail services, rail economic analysis, and tariff
and traffic. The CTC/RTC regulates all rail-
roads except those that are intraprovincial. Pro-

vincial jurisdiction does not extend to railroads
under CTC jurisdiction.

The Department of Labour’s Occupational
Safety and Health Division is a regulatory body
similar to the U.S. Occupational Safety and
Health Administration within the Department
of Labor.

This chapter is organized as follows:

Canadian Transport Commission Activities
Regulation
Inspection
Dangerous Commodities/Explosives Safety
Highway/Railroad Crossing Safety

Labour Canada’s Occupational Safety and
Health

Regulations
Activities

Railway Safety

CANADIAN TRANSPORT COMMISSION

Advisory Committee

ACTIVITIES

Regulations

A range of subjects directly
significant to railroad safety

or tangentially
is covered by

regulations in Canada and in the United States.
The regulations in the United States applicable
to rail safety are primarily developed and ad-
ministered by the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion (FRA). Promulgation of the Canadian rail
safety regulations is one of the functions of
CTC. Other important regulations are those for
occupational safety and health, which in the
United States are issued by the Department of
Labor and in Canada by Labour Canada. In
both countries there are not any workplace safe-
ty and health rules applicable exclusively to the
railroads. Table
safety regulatory
try.

46 indicates the range of rail
subjects covered by each coun-

The Canadian body of law that is comparable
to title 49 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regula-
tions, with respect to railroads, is the Revision
and Consolidation of General Orders of the
Board of Transport Commissioners of Canada
(now CTC). This is, as the name suggests, a
compilation and revision of all orders estab-
lishing regulations of general applicability is-
sued by CTC and its predecessors since 1906. It
has four parts of which two—Operating and En-
gineering—have safety implications. These
orders, generally, were effective as of February
1965, when the consolidation occurred.

Accident Reporting

The regulatory requirements for accident re-
porting are substantially more broad than the
statutory requirements for accident reporting.
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72 . Railroad/ Safety—U. S.-Canadian Comparison

Table 46.—U.S. and Canadian Railroad Safety Regulations

Subject U.S. provision Canadian provision

H a z a r d o u s  m a t e r i a l s ,
Ambient noise . : ., : : : : : : : :

Procedural rules ., ., ., . . . .
State/Province participation . . . . .
Track safety standards ., .,
Freight car safety standards ., : : : : : : : :
Special notice, emergency orders
Operating rules–general. . : : : : : : : : :
O p e r a t i n g  r u l e s – s p e c i f i c  ( b l u e f l a g ,  e t c .  )
Two-way radios ., . .
Rear-end marking devices. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Accident reports. ., . . . . . .
Hours of service ., ., ., . ., ., ., .,
Locomotive design, performance . . .

Safety appliances. . .
Power brakes and drawbars. ., .
Signals and related devices ., ., ., .,
O c c u p a t i o n a l  S a f e t y  a n d  H e a l t h

Mixed passenger/freight equipment–
v e s t i b u l e  d o o r s .

Testing employees–sight, hearing
Loading open top cars. . . . . . . . .
Special equipment regulations (mailcars, snow

plows, grain cars). ., . . . .,
Air pollution and control . ., . . ., ., . . .,

Fire extinguishers and emergency tools in
passenger cars . . . . . . .

Fire prevention from railroad causes . . . .,
Grade crossings. ., . . . . . . .  . . . .,
Railroad design (plans, profiles, etc. ) ., . . .
Utilities on or near rail line ., .,
Fencing ., ., ., . . . .

49 CFR 172-174, 178-179, 209
40 CFR 20 (EPA), 49 CFR 210;
49 CFR 171, 211
49 CFR 171, 211
49 CFR 212
49 CFR 213
49 CFR 215
49 CFR 216
49 CFR 217
49 CFR 218
49 CFR 220
49 CFR 221
49 CFR 225
49 CFR 228
49 CFR 230

49 CFR 231
49 CFR 232
49 CFR 233-236
29 CFR 1910

None
None
None

None
None applicable exclusively to
railroads

None
None
None
None
None
None

Gen. Order no. 0-29 to O-34
N/A

Gen. Order no. M-2
None
None
None
None
Gen. Order no. 0-8
Gen. Order no. 0-8
None
None
Gen. Order no. 0-
None
Gen. Order no. 0- 1 to 0-14,0-16 to
0-19,0-21
Gen. Order. no. 0-10
Gen. Order no. 0-20 (air brake only)
Gen. Order no. E-12 and E-13
SOR 71-30, 71-483, 71-481, 71-584,
71-605, 71-616, 72-663, 72-13, 72-23,
72-66, 72-666, 72-171, 72-288,
73-679, and 78-559

Gen. Order no. O-6
Gen. Order no. O-9
Gen. Order no. O-15

Gen. Order no. 0-22-0-24
Gen. Order no 0-26

Gen. Order no. 0-27
G e n .  O r d e r  n o .  0 - 2 8 ,  E - 1 6

G e n .  O r d e r  n o .  E - 3  a n d  E - 9

G e n .  O r d e r  n o .  E - 1  a n d  E - 2

G e n .  O r d e r  n o .  E - l o  a n d  E - 1 2

G e n .  O r d e r  n o .  E - 1 7

The regulations require reports on five types of
accidents to CTC:

1. accidents attended by death or personal
injury or whereby any bridge, culvert,
viaduct, or tunnel has been damaged;

2. accidents not attended by death or per-
sonal injury

—at public highway crossings, or
—collisions and derailments on main track

where damage to railway property is in
excess of $750;

3. obstructions on railway causing delay in
operations of more than 24 hours,

4. employees suddenly stricken while on
duty and death ensues, and

5. accidents involving handling of dangerous
commodities. 1

Only the first is required by statute. The in-
formation required in the report and the speed
of its delivery vary depending on the nature and
severity of the accident. Reports are not re-
quired for accidents that occur for reasons other
than “as a result of transportation, that is to say
where trains, engines, cars, or other rolling
stock either while in motion or stationary are in-
volved . . . .“2 Accidents occurring in shops or
other facilities are specifically excluded unless

‘General Order O-1.
‘Ibid.
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they occur directly or indirectly or a result of
transportation as so defined.

By comparison, the FRA accident report regu-
lations are substantially more comprehensive
with respect to casualties. They require report-
ing of all types of accidents involving rail oper-
ations, not just derailments and collisions, if
damage to railroad property is in excess of
$2,300. It also appears that the amount of detail
required by FRA concerning a reported accident
or casualty is substantially greater than that re-
quired in Canada. On the other hand, Canada
requires accidents resulting in damage to a
bridge, culvert, viaduct, or tunnel or where
there is an obstruction on the track causing a
delay of 24 hours or more, regardless of whether
there is significant damage or casualty. This
presumably is intended to give CTC notice of
conditions that may impair subsequent safe
transportation. Canada is considering a com-
plete revision of its accident-reporting require-
ments.

Operating Rules

CTC established by general order a uniform
code of operating rules for use by all railroads
subject to its jurisdiction. These are the rules
that govern the continuing activities of rail
employees in the conduct of rail operations. The
current version of these was adopted in 1976.3

All employees involved in rail operations must
initially pass a written examination adminis-
tered by the railroads and, every 3 years there-
after, must pass an oral examination on the
operating rules.

This regulation also sets forth seven addi-
tional rules that modify or extend earlier rules
contained in Canada’s Uniform Code. First, it
states the manner and type of blue-signal dis-
play necessary to meet the requirements of Rule
26 of the Uniform Code. The blue-signal display
is intended to alert  rai lroad crews that
employees are working under or between cer-
tain rail equipment and thus that equipment
should not be disturbed. The special Canadian
rules also require locking with special locks for
all switches leading to repair track with the keys

‘ General Order O-8.

carried by the foreman or other person in
charge.

The Canadian rule differs from the U.S. blue-
flag rule as recently amended in a number of
substantive respects. First, the Canadians re-
quire the signal to be mounted on a steel frame
at a height of 5 feet. The frame is attached to the
track between the switch and the first piece of
rolling stock (presumably at both ends of the
track if both are open to a switch). The United
States has a variety of requirements as to the
location of the blue signal depending on the
nature and location of the equipment involved.
Second, the Canadian rule does not distinguish
in its requirements between main and other
track, or between manually operated and re-
motely controlled switches as does the U.S.
rule. Third, the Canadian rule does not contain
most of the operational detail and alternative
forms of providing protection that are con-
tained in the proposed U.S. rule. For this reason
the Canadian rule is probably one-tenth as long
as the U.S. rule.4

The remaining special Canadian operating
rules, which have no similar U.S. Government
requirement, are on the following subjects and
generally relate to or modify the requirements
of the Uniform Code: protection of impassable
or slow track, speed limits and operating pro-
cedures at crossings of one rail line by another
at grades and drawbridges, speed of trains at
highway-level crossings, flagging equipment on
engines, signals at public crossings, and a p -
pointment of conductor to protect light engine
movements on main track.

Finally, in a separate order,5 CTC requires the
testing by the company of the visual acuity, col-
or perception, and hearing of railway employ-
ees. The tests are specified in the rule. Periodic
re-examination is also required. In the United
States, virtually all aspects of operating rules,
including the testing of employees, are left to the
separate determination of each company.

444 F.R. 2174, Jan. 10, 1979.
‘General Order o-9.
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Safety Appliances and
Locomotive Inspection

For the most part the safety appliance regula-
tions, which establish requirements for certain
“appliances” to be used on rail equipment for
safety purposes, are virtually identical in
Canada and the United States to the extent they
address the same subject. Only three provisions
appear in the Canadian orders that do not ap-
pear in the comparable section of the U.S. regu-
lation.’ They address safety appliances for
“boarding cars” and appliances for locomotives
of special construction. The United States, on
the other hand, has provisions for safety appli-
ances not covered by Canadian rules. They per-
tain to certain kinds of unidirectional passenger
cars, box and other house cars with high roofs,
self-propelled track motorcars, road locomo-
tives with corner stairways, and locomotives
used in switching.

Canadian and U.S. requirements for locomo-
tives, including their inspection, appear to be
similar in that they address the same areas.
However, design specifications, for example,
cab interiors, which do not seem to receive
treatment in Canada, do receive detailed treat-
ment by the United States. In some instances
many of the U.S. and Canadian regulations for
identical subjects may be similar but the United
States, by comparison, regulates in far greater
detail than does Canada’ (compare U.S. re-
quirements for multiple-operated electric units
in 49 CFR 230 D with Canadian requirements in
General Order 0-21 adopted in 1970 for inspec-
tion and maintenance for motive power equip-
ment).

Dangerous Commodities

Dangerous commodities regulations of CTC
are substantially similar to the U.S. regula-
tions. 8 However, Canadian dangerous com-
modities regulations cover some areas that are
not subject to Federal regulation in the United
States. First, CTC established rules governing

’49 CFR 231.
‘Compare 49 CFR 230D with General Order 0-21 re~ardin~ in-

spection and maintenance of motive power  equipment.
‘General Order O-29 thru O-36.

transportation of dangerous commodities i n
piggyback service, adopting the Interstate Com-
merce Commission (ICC) tariff ‘requirements for
the cargo tank unit. Second, the CTC rules
cover the design, location, construction, opera-
tion, and maintenance of stationary bulk stor-
age facilities for liquefied petroleum gases, flam-
mable liquids, and anhydrous ammonia; un-
loading facilities for chlorine tank cars; and
storage of ammonium nitrate and ammonium
nitrate mixed fertilizers. CTC requires the rail-
road to submit the plans and specifications for
each of these for approval. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation does not have similar
specifications for such facilities. Canada also
regulates design, location, construction, and
operation of gas fuel systems c n railway cars.
The United States does not.

Rail/Highway Crossings

CTC has regulations governing four aspects
of rail/highway crossings—grade crossings,9

grade separations, 10 protective devices,11 and re-
quirements for financial accounting for grade-
crossing projects.

12 In the United States, these
subjects are not covered even in part by Federal
regulation, but rather are administered by the
States using Federal funds. CTC approves the
plans of a railway line before it is constructed as
well as those of any modification to the line.
Thus, review of the plans of all aspects of
rail/highway crossings is consistent with this
regulatory scheme.

In seeking approval for new grade crossings,
the crossing party must submit a detailed appli-
cation to CTC. CTC regulations establish spe-
cific requirements for the incline of approach of
the highway, length and width of crossing sur-
face, fencing, and signboards. The party con-
structing the crossing must pay the cost of con-
struction and maintenance unless it has senior
title to the property.

Canadian grade-separat ion regulations
(which have not been revised to account for the
changes made by the 1974 Railway Relocation

‘General Order E-4.
l~Genera]  Order E-5.
1‘General  Order E-6.
IZGenera]  Order E-7 thru E-9.
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and Crossing Act concerning financial assist-
ance) also require submission of detailed plans
and specifications to CTC for approval. The ap-
plicant must also submit certain financial data
when funds are requested. The regulations out-
line cost-sharing formulas of the Government,
the highway authority, and the railroads for
each project and for its future maintenance.
Allocations vary depending on the type and size
of the project.

Protective device regulations are essentially

design and installation specifications for par-
ticular types of grade-crossing warning devices.
They are guidelines for the railroads to follow
when they install and maintain protective de-
vices at crossings. The regulations concerning
treatment of accounts in joint rail/highway
crossing projects are used in those projects
undertaken pursuant to CTC order. They pro-
vide detailed treatment of the subject matter,
such as rental rates of 254 different types of
equipment.

Signals and Related Systems

CTC retains complete control over all aspects
of the design, construction, location, and use of
interlocking and signal systems. 13 Plans for the
construction and modification of such systems
must be submitted to CTC for review and ap-
proval. The regulations establish detailed re-
quirements for these systems and provide, in ef-
fect, for uniformity of such systems on all rail-
roads subject to the jurisdiction of CTC. How-
ever, the regulations do not establish require-
ments for inspection, maintenance, or repair of
these systems. In the United States, a different
approach is used. Plans and specifications for
new systems are not approved although any ap-
plicable requirements for systems once installed
must be observed. Discontinuance or modifica-
tion of the signal system requires FRA approval.
In addition, the carrier must observe certain
periodic inspection requirements and report sig-
nal failures and accidents resulting therefrom.
The U.S. requirements appear to be at least as
detailed as those in Canada, if not more so.

Summary

In the long established areas of railroad safety
regulation, such as those for safety appliances
and locomotives, there appears to be little sig-
nificant difference between the requirements of
the two countries, although U.S. regulations, in
some respects are considerably more detailed. In
matters dealing with the fixed plant of the rail-
roads, the approach is quite different. Canada
requires review and approval of initial plans
and specifications and of subsequent modifica-
tions. It also establishes many design require-
ments. However, it does not establish mainte-
nance standards or minimum inspection re-
quirements. The United States, on the other
hand, prescribes maintenance and inspection
practices but does not require pre-installation
review.

The United States and Canada also take an
entirely different approach to operating rules.
The United States has traditionally left oper-
ating rules to the railroads’ discretion. The
Association of American Railroads has pro-
duced a set of operating rules as a guide to their
members. However, in recent years the United
States has begun to consider piecemeal adoption
of a Federal operating rule on certain matters
believed to need nationwide uniformity. An ex-
ample is the blue-flag rule. Canada, on the other
hand, owing probably to the fact that there are
only two major carriers, has established a Fed-
eral Code of Uniform Operating Rules. These
rules appear to generally follow a relatively sim-
ple format and style similar to that used by
many U.S. carriers. This simplicity contrasts
greatly with the comparatively detailed and
lengthy style used by FRA in the few rules it has
established. 14

While much of the focus of U.S. regulatory
activity in the past 7 years has been on track and
freight car standards, Canada does not have any
rules in those areas. Moreover, it has not
adopted any regulations concerning hours of
service despite a statute specifically authorizing
it to do so. This subject is left to collective bar-
gaining between labor and management. On the
other hand, Canada has been very active in de-

) ‘General Order E-12 and E-13. “4Q CFR 218,
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signing new programs for rail/highway cross-
ings, whereas in the United States this has essen-
tially been left to the States with matching-share
Federal funding, with the addition of some fed-
erally funded studies and demonstration proj-
ects.

Finally, the Canadians use a somewhat differ-
ent approach for reporting accidents. They do
not report yard accidents unless they result in
injury or death. They also do not collect data on
occupational safety and health hazards as dis-
tinguished from operational safety. However,
they do require reports of incidents that cause
train delays or obstructions regardless of
whether any injury or damage is incurred.

Overall, Canadian regulations suggest a
closer working relationship between the rail-
roads and CTC than exists between U.S. regula-
tory agencies and the railroads in this country.
This is supported by the fact that CTC does not
rely on collection of fines as its major enforce-
ment tool. Also the fact that CTC has not
sought to revise its regulations continually to
meet changing needs seems to indicate, among
other things, that it is not relying heavily on a
regulatory structure to accomplish its safety ob-
jectives.

Inspections

The Government safety inspection programs
are carried out by the Rail Services Branch of
RTC. The safety inspection programs imple-
mented and planned by the Branch include
track, car, locomotive, operations, dangerous
commodities, fire prevention, stationary me-
chanical equipment, structures (including high-
way grade crossings), and signals. In addition,
the Rail Services Branch has responsibilities that
are not directly associated with railroad safety.
These responsibilities include such diverse areas
as monitoring the rehabilitation of grain-haul-
ing branchlines, administering the branchlike
abandonment program (including the capital ex-
penditure fund for lines eligible for subsidies in
connection with abandonment), evaluating
passenger service, and monitoring station retire:
ment and agency centralization activity.

Thus, RTC’s organizational structure by com-
bining inspections with other activities reflects
the philosophy that railway safety is an integral
part of all aspects of rail service delivery. None-
theless, safety is considered an essential aspect
of rail service delivery and specific attention is
paid to it in the particular inspection programs,
listed above, that are carried O Ut by the Railway
Services Branch. The Branch itself is organized
into two divisions: the Infrastructure and Equip-
ment Assessment Division and the Rail Systems
Performance Evaluation Division, both of
which have some responsibility for safety in-
spection. The Infrastructure and Equipment As-
sessment Division is responsible for monitoring
compliance with track (including all aspects of
the right-of-way), fixed structures, and equip-
ment standards and regulations. The Rail Sys-
tems Performance Evaluation Branch is respon-
sible for monitoring compliance with service,
dangerous commodities, and the Uniform Code
of Operating Rules.

The Rail Services Branch is authorized 2 9
staff in headquarters to carry out all of its re-
sponsibilities; these persons are divided approx-
imately equally between the two Divisions. The
Branch believes that almost all of the activities
of the Infrastructure and Equipment Assessment
Division and about half of the Rail Systems Per-
formance Evaluation Division activities are di-
rectly linked to railroad safety. In addition to
the headquarters activities associated with safe-
ty, RTC has field offices in six different loca-
tions throughout Canada .15 The field offices
work in the general areas of accident investiga-
tions, quality control inspection programs, ap-
plications processing (for example, applications
for abandonments), and investigation of com-
plaints. In a field force of 84, approximately 59
persons spend some time on safety-related in-
spections. CTC estimates that about 35 percent
of the professional person-hours available in the
field are spent on safety matters. Although the
headquarters Rail Services Branch does not
have direct authority over the regions, it es-
tablishes the programs of work and the stand-
ards of performance for the field safety inspec-
tions.

‘lsMonOtOn,  MOntrea],  Toron”to,  Winnipeg Ca]gary,  and Van-
couver.
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The top management of CTC views the in-
spection priorities as follows:

● accident investigation,
● grade-crossings inspection (including an in-

formal supplement to ongoing programs
administered by the Rail Services Branch),
and

● safety inspection programs administered by
the Rail Services Branch (of which car
equipment inspection has received highest
priority).

These priorities were arrived at by an informal
consensus process as well as by management de-
cisions made as a result of top management’s
perception of the existing problems. Some feel-
ing was expressed by top management that the
Rail Services Branch should give greater priority
to the track inspection and operations (human
error) problems. At this time, CTC acknowl-
edges that the Rail Services Branch has been
unable to match the priorities of the inspection
program against accident data, because of in-
adequacies in the data collection system. With
regard to the bulk of the safety inspection pro-
grams, the Rail Services Branch recognizes that
with limited personnel it cannot inspect 100 per-
cent of the railroad’s plant and operations. It
sees the Government’s role in the inspection pro-
gram as monitoring what the railroads are
themselves doing. In this monitoring, Govern-
ment inspectors note conditions and defects that
require correction and, in this way, the Rail
Services Branch sees its activities as directly
related to the prevention of and the reduction of
accidents. In addition, from its perspective the
Rail Services Branch believes that there may be
two other principal benefits stemming from the
inspection activity. These are:

The fact that Government is concerned
about railroad safety and is monitoring the
railroads’ safety performance by means of
inspection in itself tends to raise the general
level of compliance.
The fact that Government is concerned
about railroad safety and is monitoring the
railroads safety performance by means of
inspection helps the various operating
levels in the railroads’ own organizations
justify and receive more funds for mainte-

nance than they might have otherwise re-
ceived. The Rail Services Branch, however,
acknowledges that it has no absolute meas-
ures of effectiveness for the inspection pro-
grams, although such indices are currently
being developed. ”

The Rail Services Branch believes that the ef-
fectiveness of an inspection effort that is based
on the concept of periodic monitoring must be
based also on the credibility of the inspections
with the railroads—both with management and
with the individual supervisor or employee at
the working level. The Rail Services Branch has,
therefore, followed a policy of hiring personnel
who have had considerable experience in the
railroad industry itself and who have achieved a
certain stature within the organization of the
railroad. Thus, it is not uncommon for RTC in-
spectors to be people who have reached the
assistant superintendent level after 10 years with
the railroad. In the opinion of the Rail Services
Branch, however, such a policy is increasingly
difficult to implement given the hiring con-
straints placed on RTC and the railroads’ ability
to compete successfully with the Government in
terms of benefits.

CTC attempts to make the inspection efforts
both systematic and representative. However,
the individual inspectors are given latitude in
devising their own inspection strategy. A de-
scription of the major inspection activities
directly related to safety follows.

Track Inspection

The goal of the track inspection program is to
monitor, evaluate, and regulate the quality of
track and right-of-way .17 Since there are no
Government-mandated track standards, RTC
inspectors check against the railroads’ own
standards, which approximate the American

16The Bureau  ~lf Management Consulting is conducting a study
to devel{~p  measures of effectiveness for the inspection program as
a whole. In the Rail Services Branch, Activity Resource Allocation
forms, which describe specific program components of the
Branch’s work, set forth “criteria to asses effectiveness and effi-
ciency. ” These criteria do not measure the degree of impact of any

given program, but rather indicate what areas should be affected if
the program is having an impact.

17CTC Activity Resource Association, “Track and Right-of-Way
Quality Control.”
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Railway Engineering Association (AREA) rec-
ommended standards and which RTC represent-
atives feel are adequate. At the present time,
track inspection is conducted generally in the
course of other engineering inspection duties,
such as inspecting drainage, fencing, or crossing
problems, However, the Rail Services Branch
stated that it tries to make the inspections as sys-
tematic as possible.

Recently RTC began two additional efforts
that can serve as tools of the inspection pro-
gram. A description of each undertaking fol-
lows:

Comprehensive Track Inspection Effort: RTC
assigned an engineer with substantial railroad
experience to inspect the entire mainlines of
both CN and CP. The inspector went over both
systems in a high rail car (stopping along the
way to make spot checks), passenger train, and
freight train. In addition, RTC obtained infor-
mation from the railroads about the type of rails
and ties installed during the past 5 years, the
ballasting and surfacing programs undertaken,
the number of inspectors and track forces (mo-
bile and fixed) assigned, and the tonnage moved
over various subdivisions. RTC also gathered
information on the branchlines and conducted
some inspections but it did not conduct a com-
plete field inspection.

From the analysis of information obtained
from all these activities, the Rail Services
Branch’s opinion was that, in general, the main-
lines of both railroads are in good condition.
However, the branchlines are not in as good
condition as they were in the early 1950’s when
short section forces were responsible for man-
ually inspecting and maintaining the road.
Nonetheless, the Rail Services Branch’s opinion
indicated that the branchlines are not in an un-
safe condition. Representatives of the Rail Serv-
ices Branch indicated their belief that the condi-
tion of the lines represented policy decisions by
the railroads to place primary emphasis on the
mainlines.

l~on ~i5cu55i{)n5  with CTC representatives, there seemed to be
some difference of opinion as to the condition of the track. Some
high-ranking members of CTC believe that the track may not be in
as good condition as the inspection reports might indicate.

Photographing of Mainlines: Based on a pilot
study, the Rail Services Branch has proposed to
photograph the mainlines at prescribed intervals
(of approximately 300 feet). The photographs
would be made by a camera mounted on a high
rail car. The camera would take a picture with a
wide area of vision (two frames sideways would
constitute one picture) and would code the sec-
tion of the track photographed. RTC believes
that a photographic record of the track would
aid in accident investigation as well as in head-
quarter’s analysis of any particularly difficult
inspection issue that might arise. RTC proposes
to update the photographic library whenever a
major change in the configuration of the track
might occur (e.g., installation of a new grade
crossing). 19

Car Inspection

The goal of the car inspection program is to
monitor, evaluate, and regulate the quality of
railroad cars. CTC gives this program highest
priority of all inspection activities. As in the
track inspections, the principal activities are to:
develop and update information concerning the
condition of railroad cars in Canada by a sys-
tematic cyclical inspection program; to effect
improvements in related railroad maintenance
practices where deficiencies are identified; and
to investigate complaints and ensure that neces-
sary remedial action is taken ,20

The inspection program is based on a risk fac-
tor analysis developed by RTC. In this context,
the term “risk” is defined as “expected severity
within the system .”21 The concept combines
probability of defect occurrence with the poten-
tial severity of occurrence. RTC developed the
risk factor by rating 125 typical defects on a
severity scale of 1 to 20. The defects were rated
in terms of potential for personal injury and
property damage. The ranking was performed
by various people knowledgeable in railroad

l*The  Rai]  Services Branch representatives indicated that the

Canadian highway department has made a I imilar  photographic
record of highways; however, the purpose or the record was not
safety inspection, but rather to judge efficacy of signing.

z~CTC Activity Resource Allocation, “car (~uality  Control. ”
“’’Analysis of Defect Severity and Risk for Railway Car Equip-

merit, ” working paper completed for RTC, project no. 3-1265,
August 1977 (draft), p. 1.
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operations. The severity number finally as-
signed to each defect resulted from averaging
the severity numbers assigned to it in the cate-
gories of personal injury and property damage.

When an inspection is carried out and a defect
is discovered, the inspector enters the defect
code on their inspection report. The information
is computerized. By the time that the end of a
quarter is reached, a “scientific random sam-
pling” of cars has been made. RTC is then in a
position to describe what the condition of the
fleet is, based on the established measures. The
inspectors examined a total of 11,000 cars in a
representative quarter; however, the risk factor
for that quarter does not mean anything in iso-
lation. RTC believes that the significance of the
risk factor lies in the comparisons that it will
enable RTC to make over different time periods.
The risk factor inspection of car equipment is a
new program of RTC.

RTC inspectors are instructed to inspect cars
at the large centers through which cars pass, and
at points where there might be captive cars (cars
that run only between certain points and do not
go through one of the large interchange centers).
Inspectors are also to inspect cars in receiving
yards, on repair tracks, and in leaving yards. In-
spectors inspect one side of a train only and
check the brakes on every 10 cars that they in-
spect. They are assisted in making their inspec-
tion reports by recording equipment, from
which they transcribe their findings onto a
standardized form. The forms are in triplicate:
one copy for the railroad supervisor, one filed
with headquarters, and one retained by the in-
spector. The Rail Services Branch estimates that
between 30,000 and 40,000 units are inspected
annually.

Motive Power Inspection

The goal of the motive power inspection pro-
gram is to monitor, evaluate, and regulate the
quality of motive power units. As in the car and
track programs, the principal activities are: to
develop and update information concerning the
condition of railroad motive power units by a
systematic cyclical inspection program, to effect
improvements in related railroad maintenance
practices where deficiencies are identified, and

to investigate complaints and ensure that
necessary remedial action is taken .22

The motive power inspection program is car-
ried out in a similar way to the car inspection
program. Inspectors check a sample of motive
power units at various points in service, such as
in the receiving yards, and the leaving yards.
RTC is developing a risk factor for motive
power units that will be similar in concept to
that developed for cars.

Dangerous Commodities Inspection

The goals of the dangerous commodities in-
spection program are twofold: to ensure the safe
storage, handling, and transportation of dan-
gerous commodities on the railroad system in
Canada; and to monitor, evaluate, observe, and
regulate railroad and shipper compliance with
CTC regulations for the transportation, storage,
and handling of dangerous commodities. The
major activities of personnel in this program are
the systematic inspection of various railroad fa-
cilities, the ongoing inspection of shipper and
carrier facilities, and the conduct of training ses-
sions to ensure understanding of the regula-
tions. 23 The inspectors look primarily at the
adequacy of the storage and handling of the
dangerous commodities being shipped .2’

RTC has one full-time dangerous commod-
ities officer in Vancouver. Otherwise, the dan-
gerous commodities inspections are conducted
by the car inspectors, the transportation offi-
cers, and the operations inspectors. CTC esti-
mates that any given inspector can inspect from
40 to 80 tank cars a day. The inspector must
break the seal on each car, check empty cars,
and verify that the Hazardous Information
Emergency Response form (HIER), giving infor-
mation about action to take in the event of an
accident, is present for shipments of dangerous
commodities.

‘2CTC Activity Resource Allocation, “Motive Power Quality

Control. ”
“CTC Activity Resource Allocation, “Dangerous Commodities

Regulations Compliance”.
‘“The Canadian Government’s Bureau of Expl(~sive\  has resp(~n  -

sibi lit ~ to protect carriers from committing infractions but is not a
regulatory agency.
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Every 30 days, the inspectors concentrate on
a specific dangerous commodity activity, pay-
ing particular attention to what defects are pres-
ent in the aggregate, RTC uses this information
to determine whether trends might be develop-
ing. Inspectors are authorized to stop a train if a
specific defect found during the course of any in-
spection is sufficiently serious, in the judgment
of the inspector.

In addition to the inspection activities, RTC
staff hold regional seminars to develop aware-
ness among both RTC staff and railroad em-
ployees about the requirements for handling
dangerous commodities. These seminars are ori-
ented to the practicalities of handling commod-
ities—i.e., setting up trains, re-railing cars,
handling leakage, and the like—as well as to the
overall requirements and enforcement policies
of RTC. RTC is also beginning to conduct sem-
inars for the shippers of dangerous com-
modities. Dangerous commodities are discussed
in greater detail in the following section.

Operations Inspection

The goal of the operations inspection pro-
gram is to monitor, evaluate, and regulate the
quality of railroad operations of trains on main-
line and yard operations. The operations inspec-
tors systematically monitor railroad operating
procedures to determine the quality of railroad
operations as they relate to safety and, in par-
ticular, to the Government-mandated Uniform
Code of Operating Rules and other related in-
structions and regulations .25

All written complaints by operating crews
concerning operating conditions are inves-
tigated. Two inspectors, one in headquarters
and one in Calgary, concern themselves almost
exclusively with operating practices, including
in-cab observation of engineers. Inspectors in
each of the regions conduct operations inspec-
tions in addition to their other responsibilities.
The two inspectors who are concerned almost
exclusively with operations inspection devote
most of their time to engine handling. Other op-
erations inspectors are concerned with the ob-

Z5CTC Activity ReSC}Urce  Allocation, “Train Operations Quality
Control. ”

servance of the operating rules generally—both
by labor and by management.

When an employee has violated an operating
rule, the RTC inspector reports the violation to
the employee. Depending on the nature of the
violation, it may be reported also to the rail-
road. However, representatives of the Rail Serv-
ices Branch stated that the violations do not
usually warrant discipline by the railroad. In-
stead, the violations are usually of such a type
that they relate to the system of operations.

Other Inspection  Programs26

Other RTC inspection programs are designed
to ensure that measures taken by the railroads
are adequate to prevent, detect, and suppress
fires on and near the railroad right-of-way; to
monitor, evaluate, and regulate the quality of
railroad stationary mechanical equipment; to
monitor, evaluate, and regulate the quality of
maintenance of railroad structures; to ensure
that the protection, safety, and convenience of
the public is provided for by an adequate level
of maintenance of highway/railroad crossings
and ancillary installations;27 and, to monitor,
evaluate, and regulate the quality of railroad
signal installations.

The inspection programs for stationary me-
chanical equipment, railroad structures, high-
way grade crossings, and signal installations are
based primarily on a systematic approach to in-
spection and secondarily on response to com-
plaints. However, the fire prevention inspection
program, is directed by a greater responsiveness
to incidence of complaints. The five inspection
programs mentioned here are similar to each
other and the others discussed above in that
they operate from a regional base. Taken to-
gether, these five programs are intended to pro-
vide assurance that the rail operating environ-
ment does not in itself pose hazards.

z~CTC  Activity Resource Allocation, “F re prevention, Sta-
tionary Mechanical Equipment Quality Cent-ol, Structures Qual-
ity Control, Signal Quality Control, Crossinl; Safety, and Protec-
tion Evaluation. ”

Zzsee  a subsequent section of this chapter fc r a ful]  discussion of
the highway grade-crossing program.
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A detailed quality control program is being
developed for signal and crossing inspections.28

This program will entail compiling an inventory
of signal equipment by subdivision and inspect-
ing crossing warning devices and various signal
systems in a comprehensive way. This effort is
planned to take place in cooperation with the
railroads. However, staff limitations have im-
peded the implementation of a planned struc-
tures comprehensive review similar in concept
to the signal and crossing review.29 RTC is cur-
rently reviewing the procedures and effective-
ness of the fire prevention inspection programs.
In the view of the Rail Services Branch, a meet-
ing arranged by RTC between railroad officials
and forestry representatives in British Columbia
and Ontario resulted in greater cooperation and
fewer railroad-associated fires .30

Dangerous Commodities

The Railway Transport Committee, in its ini-
tial report of the railway safety inquiry, noted a
“factor of grave concern was the rapidly in-
creasing involvement in railroad accidents of
cars carrying a wide variety of dangerous com-
modities whose cargo, if accidentally released,
could pose a serious hazard not only to railroad
employees but also to the lives and property of
the public. ”31 During the inquiry, derailments
occurred involving dangerous commodities that
increased the inquiry panel’s interest in that type
of accident .32 The inquiry panel concluded that
shipment of dangerous commodities confronted
Canada’s regulatory authority with a new di-
mension in destructiveness and danger of life
and limb. 33

frequent, presented the potential for major
catastrophes. Available data for the years
1970-73, showed 2 fatalities and 34 injuries
resulting from accidents involving dangerous
commodities. Table 47 provides the information
of the Bureau.

Dangerous Commodities Safety
Responses

Transportation of dangerous commodities
comes under the jurisdiction of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Canada’s Railway Act specifies that:

• No passenger shall carry, except in con-
formity with a CTC order, gunpowder,
dynamite, nitroglycerine, or any other
goods of a dangerous or explosive nature.

. Every person sending dangerous commod-
ities shall indicate the nature of the ship-
ment on the outside of the package and give
written notice of the commodity to the em-
ployee of the company receiving the goods.

• The railway shall not carry goods of an ex-
plosive or dangerous nature except in con-
formity with CTC regulations. s’

Dangerous Commodities Task Force

During the general inquiry, RTC explored
problems associated with the shipment of dan-
gerous commodities. It examined, for example,
whether new railroad technology was increasing
the hazards; whether railroad practices and
rules for dangerous commodities were adequate
to meet the increased hazards; and whether ex-

Table 47.—Canadian Incidents Involving
Dangerous Commodities

In 1974, the Bureau of Management Consult-
ing (BMC) concluded that very little data was
available on incidents involving dangerous
commodities. BMC contended that dangerous
commodities incidents, although relatively in-

Z~Raj ] Servjces Branch, “Status of Program s,” June 30, 1978,  PP.
5-6.

‘91 bid., p. 7.
‘“Ibid., p. 15.
~l~nitia~ ~eport of the  R a i l w a y  Safety  Inquiry  ( C a n a d i a n

Transport Commission, 1972) p. 1.
321 bid., p. 1.
331 bid., p. 19,

Total incidents for Average number of
Type of commodity 1970-73 incidents per year

Flammable solids. ., ., 14 3.5
Flammable liquids . . . 53 13,25
Oxidizing organic. . . 22 5.5
Poison ... ., . . . . ., 18 4.5
Corrosive . . . . . . . . 27 6.75
Explosive ... ... 0 0.0
Radioactive. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 0.5
Compound gas . . . . . . . 8 2.0

Total. ... ... ., ., . . . . 144 36,0

SOURCE Slat! stlcal Analysls  1956-73 p 75

JdRai]Way  Act, Ch. ‘-2.
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isting rules were being properly applied and
monitored. RTC felt these issues about the ade-
quacy of the research effort were not satisfac-
torily answered during its inquiry .35 RTC there-
fore proposed that CTC create a task force to
examine rail transportation of dangerous com-
modities. In 1971, CTC created a task force with
representatives from CP, CN, and the Canadian
Railway Labour Association. This group was to
review the hazards associated with the transpor-
tation of dangerous commodities by rail. T h e
task force was to recommend measures to en-
sure the highest level of safety compatible with
the economy of operation and expeditious
movement of goods. The task force had avail-
able to it some of the best expertise in industry
(chemical, gas and oil industries, and tank car
lessors); other Government agencies (such as
those dealing with the military, atomic energy,
explosives, and natural hazards); other carriers
(such as motor vehicle, aviation, and water);
certain shippers of dangerous commodities; and
health, firer environmental, and safety special-
ists.

Reporting Requirements

Canadian regulations require certain reports
whenever trains, engines, cars, or other rolling
stock are involved in an accident that results in
the release of a pollutant or a dangerous com-
modity. 36

In addition, RTC requires that each danger-
ous commodity shipment be accompanied by a
HIER form, which is completed by the shipper
of explosives or other dangerous commodities.
The form, included in appendix C, contains the
following information.

●

●

●

●

designation of the commodity/explosive,
commodity/explosive classification (e. g.,
flammable compressed gas),
potential hazards (fire, explosion, and
health), and
immediate action information (general,
fire, spill or leak, first aid, and emergency
phone).

‘5 Raih(w.v SUfety Study  (Bureau of Management Consulting)
lbRevisicln  and Consc}]idation  of General Orders, General Order

0-1.

Dangerous Commodity Program
Implementation

CTC specifications for the design and/or per-
formance of tank cars are similar to those issued
by the U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT). The most recent DOT tank car stand-
ards have been adopted by CTC almost com-
pletely. However, the compliance schedule dif-
fers.

The present plan for the assurance of safety of
the tank cars does not provide for retrofitting.
Nor does CTC have the authority to require ret-
rofitting. RTC officials note, however, that
many of the tank car manufacturers are cooper-
ating without regulation.

Highway Crossings

There are about 34,210 public highway/
railroad crossings in Canada. Approximately 8
percent of the public crossings are grade sepa-
rated; 21 percent have some form of automatic
protection, such as flashing lights or automatic
gates; and the remaining have crossing signs .37

Between 1956 and 1973, the average number
of crossing accidents was 1,156, There were on
the average, 160 fatalities and 618 injuries an-
nually. Crossing accidents are the largest cause
of railroad-related fatalities.38 The Rail Systems
Development Branch of RTC roted in a 1978
report that:

At the crossings that are not grade separated
there is an inherent danger to road and rail users
of colliding with each other at the crossing; how-
ever, the extent of hazard is a site-specific condi-
tion and depends on the features of the crossing;
one is more or less hazardous than another be-
cause the features of all crossing differ. For ex-
ample, over the period 1970-75 there have been
no accidents at 90.6 percent of all crossings, one
accident at 7 percent of all crossings, two ac-
cidents at 1.5 percent of all crossings, three acci-
dents at 0.5 percent of all crossings, four acci-
dents at 0.2 percent of all crossings, five ac-
cidents at 0.1 percent of all crossings; none had
more than six accidents. 39
‘7 Raiklay  Safety  Stzidy,  op. cit., 1974,
‘“Ibid.
“Rail Systems  Dezwlopn?e~lt  Brauch  Report (Railwa y Transport

Committee, 1978).
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RTC representatives note a steady decrease in
the number of crossing collisions over the past 5
years. Automobile mileage has increased.

The objectives of CTC regarding crossing
safety are to: 1) establish the characteristics of a
crossing in accordance with the regulations and
standards developed by the Commission for the
safety of the users of the crossing; 2) authorize
or encourage road authorities or railroad com-
panies to carry out works improving physical
features or to install warning devices with or
without grants in order to reduce hazard to the
users of the crossing. 40

Legislative History

The Canadian Government first addressed
the highway-crossing problem in 1909 with
amendments to the Railway Act. These amend-
ments established the railway grade-crossing
fund. The prior 1888 Railway Act led to interest
in the crossing problem by raising the general
level of consciousness of the public and the rail-
road industry on the issue of crossing safety.
Following that 1888 Act were the beginning in-
stallations of passive protections, such as cross-
bucks and signs. Legislative provisions are dis-
cussed in chapter 111. The following summary
includes the basic provisions of the 1909 amend-
ments, the 1958 Act, and the 1974 Railway Re-
location and Crossing Act. The basic provisions
in chapter R-2 of the Act are as follows :41

● Railroads shall submit to CTC a plan and
profile showing the portion of the railroad
and highway to be affected by proposed
rail construction. CTC may withhold ap-
proval of an application pending adequate
railroad steps to ensure the safety.

● Where a railroad is already constructed,
CTC may on its own motion or upon com-
plaint, order the railroad to provide addi-
tional safety at a crossing.

● A railway grade-crossing fund exists to aid
construction work for the protection, safe-
ty, and convenience of the public at cross-
ings. Amounts from the fund are available
only to crossings 3 years old or older.

Under the Railway Relocation and Crossing
Act, up to 80 percent of the project installation
cost can be funded by the Federal Government.
The remaining 20 percent of the installation cost
is divided between the road authorities and the
railroads. The Act does not provide for Federal
funding of the maintenance of the protection.
Usually 50 percent of the maintenance cost is
borne by the road authority and 50 percent by
the railroad.

Program Implementation
Past Evaluation of CTC Program Effective-

ness. One of the most comprehensive reviews of
CTC’s grade-crossing program was conducted
by BMC in 1974. The Bureau found relative to
highway crossings that:42

●

●

●

●

RTC has not initiated much of the activity
in bringing about crossing safety, but rath-
er is in a reactive posture. Over 90 percent
of the projects originate from art external
application or complaint. RTC places reli-
ance almost entirely on the railroads and
the highway authorities to identify those
crossings that present the greatest hazard.
Since there is a shared funding responsibili-
ty for the installation of crossing protection
and since the responsibility for the mainte-
nance of automatic devices is with the rail-
roads and the highway authorities, RTC
initiatives in reducing risks at hazardous
crossings are sometimes diff icult  to
achieve.
Insufficient attempts are made to establish
priorities based on risk in decisions to ap-
prove a grant.
The criteria for fund dispersals did not ap-
pear to include an analysis of the relation-
ship between the crossing problem and the
most cost-effective protection.

PRESENT PROGRAM STRATEGY

Survey and Data Collection: Data on approx-
imately 30 typical attributes of grade crossings
have been collected for a number of crossings

‘“Interviews  with representatives of CTC, 1978.
JIRai]way  Act, ch. R-2. 41Rajlu)ay  Safety  Study, Op. Cik.  , 1%’4.
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and placed in a computerized file. The data can
be grouped into the following six categories:

● location and jurisdiction,
● accident history,
● protection at the crossing,
● track and train characteristics,
● road and road vehicle characteristics, and
● year of last inspection.

During 1978, RTC conducted onsite surveys of
some 12,000 of the likely most dangerous cross-
ings. Specific attention was paid to: the annual
traffic (based on the daily traffic rate), the
nature of crossing physical characteristics (e.g.,
description of the sight lines), and the type of ex-
isting protective devices. These data supple-
mented other information already computer-
ized. Following the survey, CTC officials met
with many of the road authorities with jurisdic-
tion over surveyed grade crossings. The purpose
of those meetings was to come to some agree-
ment on the most cost-effective approach to
dealing with the problems on a crossing-by-
crossing basis.

Federal Government Funding of
Crossing Projects

The Canadian Federal Government provides
financial assistance for crossing improvement
under the authority of the Railway Relocation
and Crossing Act. Each application is reviewed
against criteria developed by RTC. The criteria
are based on protection, safety, and conven-
ience to the public.

Six months is usually required between the
time of receipt of a crossing improvement assist-
ance application and a grant approval. Another
3 years is generally needed for funds disburse-
ment and project implementation .43 A large ma-
jority of the projects begin with an application
from a local jurisdiction or a complaint. For
those applications under serious consideration,
RTC sends an engineer to make an onsite in-
spection to validate or alter the proposal, as
necessary, from the jurisdiction applying for the
grant. In 1977, 1,519 applications were received

aJReview  Committee  of Railway Transport Committee, Sept.
22-23, 1975, Bureau of Management Consulting presentation, slide
6-12, CXtawa.

for crossing improvement work. Funding was
provided for 399 of those projects, totaling over
$17 million. The projects qualifying for assist-
ance included 29 grade separations, 166 installa-
tions of new or improved automatic protection
devices, and 36 improvements in approach
and/or visibility at grades .44

Present Problems With the
Grade-Crossing Program

According to RTC officials, some problems of
the grade-crossing program identified by BMC
in 1974 still exist today. Following is a discus-
sion of some of the grade-crossing program
problems and the present efforts to deal with
those problems.

RTC uses inadequate methodology to set
correction priorities by degree of hazard, or
to determine the most cost-effective method
of reducing existing hazards.

The Rail Systems Development Branch of
RTC is attempting to develop an objective eval-
uation method to determine the most cost-effec-
tive crossing improvements. A statistical anal-
ysis of crossing accident data, including phys-
ical and warning characteristics of the crossings,
is being developed. The resulting mathematical
model, called a hazard index, would represent
in the aggregate, the average number of acci-
dents that a typical crossing with a given set of
charactistics could be expected to have. The
next step in the analysis will be to determine
what the effect of altering certain characteristics
will be on the number of accidents. The method-
ology is expected to provide a means for: 1)
ranking crossings by hazard, and 2) determining
the relative effectiveness of one type of improve-
ment over another.

While the research is being conducted, RTC is
funding projects based on a subjective evalua-
tion of the physical characteristics of a crossing,
and the road and rail traffic.

ddReport  of the Canadian Transport COmIT  ission,  1977.
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Intermediate protection devices (between
passive protection and automatic devices)
are currently ineligible for funding.

Some argue that no intermediate technology
exists; others argue that such technology exists,
but is not accepted for funding. RTC is explor-
ing options, given the fact that many municipal-
ities cannot afford the automatic devices and
believe that they do not need such level of pro-
tection. The “ditch lights” now being used by
CP serve as an intermediate option that some
argue should be considered. Statistics (which
have yet to be analyzed by RTC) show a reduc-
tion in accidents at crossings when railroads
have been using ditch lights.

An increase in the number of illegal (de
facto) crossings presents a hazard to the
general public.

Agreements between the railroads and a num-
ber of private landowners have produced cross-
ings that the landowners can use when the rail
track crosses their land. Increasingly those
crossings are being opened to a larger public
with the acquiescence of the railroads. These

crossings are not under the jurisdiction of the
Federal Government, hence the public is not
adequately protected.

The fact that maintenance is not funded
by the Federal Government results in inade-
quate protection for many of the smaller,
poorer municipalities.

Efforts are underway to amend the law to
provide some level of Federal support for main-
tenance of automatic devices.

It is possible that grade crossings will no
longer receive the necessary attention or re-
sources because of changes in the allocation
of funds.

Under the urban transportation assistance
program, provinces can use funds formerly au-
thorized solely for grade-crossing protection, to
finance grade separations, equipment, and other
highway programs. The railroads fear that
broadening the discretion of the provinces will
decrease the amount of money spent on grade
crossings and possibly increase the number of
grade-crossing accidents.

LABOUR CANADA’S OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH

The Department of Labour (Labour Canada)
has responsibility for safety of some railroad
employees; CTC has responsibility for others.
Employees under the jurisdiction of Labour in-
clude: employees involved in maintenance-of-
way activities, repair shop employees, freight
handlers, and porters and dining car employees.

Protections Provided

The Department of Labour has issued rules
that protect employees under its jurisdiction.
The rules are applicable to employees, irrespec-
tive of the industry. In other words, the Depart-
ment of Labour attempts to provide the same
level safety to railroad employees as it provides
to employees of a steel mill. The only Canadian
industry that has specific standards is the coal

industry. In addition to the protections cited
above according to Department officials, em-
ployees can refuse to work if the work environ-
ment presents an imminent danger.

Labour Canada requires investigation of
every injury if the employee loses 1 or more
day’s work. In addition, the Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Division, or its agent, investigates
all fatal accidents and “significant” disabling ac-
cidents. Accident investigators are used for en-
couraging compliance and for the training of
employees.

In addition to accident investigation, the
Federal Government is involved in inspection.
Representatives of the provincial governments
have performed the investigations under con-
tract with the Federal Government. However,
the arrangements with the provincial govern-
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ments did not extend beyond February 1979.
After that time the Department of Labour will
conduct its own investigations relying on in-
formation from local safety committees com-
posed of railroad and union representatives.
The sanctions that can be imposed for violations
of Department rules can be up to $10,000 or in-
carceration. The Department of Labour also has
authority to close operations until there has
been compliance with the rules.

Problems Associated With Providing
Occupational Safety

According to Department of Labour officials,
problems in providing the necessary level of
safety to railroad employees are both jurisdic-
tional and substantive. The jurisdictional prob-
lem arises from the division of responsibility be-
tween Labour and CTC. The fact that CTC has
not issued occupational safety rules appears to
compound the jurisdictional problem.

The environmental hazards for railroad em-
ployees have been identified as follows:

● the potential for harm to those involved in
welding because of the nitrogen dioxide
fumes,

● the potential for harm from nitrogen diox-
ide to those employees spending long per-
iods of time in the tunnels, and

● noise level in shops.

(The Department of Labour is, however, work-
ing with one of the railway companies to devel-
op a pilot program of audio-metric examina-
t ions .  Th is  pro jec t  may  be  a  jo in t  ra i l -
road/Occupational Safety and Health Division
noise evaluation system. )

One other problem relates to the effectiveness
of the regulations. The Department is required
to conduct socioeconomic analyses when the
cost of implementing a regulation has the poten-
tial of exceeding $10 million. The Department
has the difficulty of obtaining the resources to 
conduct meaningful analyses.

RAILWAY SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

One major initiative of RTC prompted by the
safety inquiry was the establishment of the
Railway Safety Advisory Committee in 1973.
That committee is a tripartite committee with
representation from the railroads, the unions,
and RTC. Initially the committee was organized
into working groups for addressing such matters
as public disclosure of accident information,
track inspection requirements, maintenance of
signal devices and equipment, detection of rock-
falls, and the development of standards for
track right-of-way.

Since 1973, the committee has established
four technical committees and one administra-
tive committee: The administrative and tech-
nical committees that form part of the Safety
Advisory Committee are:

● Orders and Regulations—Administra-
tive/Legal Committee,

● Dangerous Commodities Technical Com-
mit tee,

●

●

●

Track and Structures Technical Commit-
tee,

Cross ings  and  S igna ls  Technica l  Commit -  
tee, and

Rolling Stock and Operations Technical
Committee.

Each of the technical committees has repre-
sentation from the railroads, the unions, spe-
cialists as required, and RTC staff officers. The
administrative committee consists of RTC staff
members only since its responsibility is to
translate the standards/criteria into orders and
regulations. Working groups may be organized
within each technical committee in order to ex-
plore specific issues in greater detail.

The technical committees operate under the
principle that although they should attempt to
integrate divergent points of view, they will not
seek consensus.


