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Dear Sir,

Re: Proposed Repeal of Item 7.1 (a) of the Railway Freight Car Inspection and Safety Rules

We welcome the opportunity to respond to your organization’s request to remove Rule 7.1(a) in
its entirety from the Railway Freight Car Inspection and Safety Rules.

The Rule reads as follows;

7.1 (a) tank cars destined for loading with a dangerous good or other cars destined for
loading of explosives shall be given a safety inspection at the nearest safety inspection
location in the direction of travel prior to being placed for loading;

This immediate request comes only eight months after the RAC’s previous submission which
proposed Item 7.1 be amended to remove the words “ at nearest safety location”. Although
Transport Canada adopted some 60 other amendments to the Railway Freight Car Inspection
and Safety Rules, which became effective February 22, 2013, this prior request was rejected.

The CAW is opposed the removal of item 7.1(a) as this would enable movement of dangerous
goods cars (DG) for an indeterminate distance prior to loading.

In this immediate application, the RAC has provided a risk assessment which claims to support
the repeal of the Rule. The risk assessment provided by the RAC is of limited scope and
considers only wheels, bearings, dragging equipment and does not encompass the other risks
involved.

The following mitigating factors claimed by RAC in our view are deficient and unable to properly
mitigate:

1. Car would have received inspection upon when added to train as empty and again when
added to train after loading in accordance with Appendix 1 of Freight Car Safety Rules.
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In response, Appendix 1 of the rules refer to a basic inspection to detect obvious hazardous
conditions. These conditions are not and cannot be regarded as a complete and thorough safety
inspection of DG Cars.

2. Car would have received inspections by other crews and employees under CROR 110.

Similar to mitigating factor #1, a passing train and transfer inspection is not and cannot be
regarded as a complete or thorough inspection of DG cars.

3. Cars receive a CCI inspection in accordance with railway schedules.

Although a safety inspection is required according to railway schedules, changes to the Railway
Freight Car Inspection and Safety rules effective February 22, 2013 require only one safety
inspection in the direction of travel if documents are available. This would allow for unlimited
storage and marshalling of DG equipment across the country without requiring safety
inspections as long as the car remains in the direction of travel.

4. Car would have passed over wayside inspection locations.

We are not aware of any current functional comprehensive train monitoring technology in use
that can currently replace a manual comprehensive safety inspection. We are aware that the
railways are embarking on building a scanner infrastructure, including Hot Box Detectors, Wheel
Impact Detectors, dragging equipment detectors and Fully Automated Car Train Inspection
Systems (FACTIS). However, many of these technologies remain conceptual and are not yet
proven, while others are used for identifying single purpose deficiencies and are not a substitute
for a thorough safety inspection.

The CAW recently provided comment to a proposed exemption request by CP Rail regarding
claims of technological proficiency of scanners in use for the inspection of certain rail
equipment.

Data provided by CP in relation to Automated Train Brake Effectiveness (ATBE) scanners
indicate a dismal train scan success rate of 69% to date. This misplaced reliance on technology
thereby confirms that over 30% of freight car equipment passing these detectors are not
monitored and must be inspected at the next CCI location.

In 2012 the defective condition indications of the detectors were accurate 52% of the time in
relation to Hot Wheel Alarms and 72% of the time involving Cold Wheel Alarms where repairs
were required to the brake systems of identified cars.

It is clear that the current reliability of trackside scanners is lacking, and the CAW is concerned
that technology, especially unproven technology, is being advertised as the panacea for
reducing manual inspections by qualified inspectors. Clearly the hype does not match the
effectiveness of 100% manual inspection.

The CAW is not contenting that there is no role for technology, what the CAW does contend is
that the safe railway operations and public interest is better served where the technology is
relied on to augment, not supplant inspection and regulatory requirements.
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For these reasons, we do not agree that the current requirement for safety inspections at the
nearest safety inspection location is, as stated in your submission, “merely an overlay“.

We consider this provision 7.1(a) in it’s current form provides a reasonable and necessary level
of safety in regards to the transport of dangerous goods on our rail systems which has the
potential for catastrophic consequences for undetected mechanical defects.

For all the foregoing reasons, in our considered opinion this application is not in the public
interest and would not result in safer railway operations.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your proposal.

Yours truly,

Brian Stevens
National Representative
CAW-Canada

c.c. Marc Ross CAW Local 101 National Coordinator
Tom Murphy CAW Local 101 President
Dave Williams CAW Local 100 National Coordinator
Ken Hiatt CAW Local 100 President
Ron Smith – CAW Director of Transportation


