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HE Interstate Commerce Commission on April 11

made public an order entered by Division 1 author-
izing the Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville to change
the type of train-stop device installed under its first
order, of June 13, 1922, between Hammond and Mo-
non, Ind. This action was taken in response to a peti-
tion filed by the railroad on March 9 asking authority
to stop operating and to take out the intermittent in-
duction train-stop device of the Sprague Safety Con-
trol & Signal Corporation, which had been installed on
that division under the first order of the commission
and had been approved by the commission, and to sub-
stitute in lieu thereof the intermittent induction type of
the Miller Train Control Corporation. It also asked
for additional time within which to equip its line with
the Miller device from Hammond to Indianapolis in
compliance with the requirements of the first and sec-
ond orders, but the commission has denied the petition
as to any extension beyond July 1 under its order of
January 14, 1924.

The installation is to be made under a contract be-
tween the railroad and the General Railway Signal
Company, which, as previously announced, has a co-
license agreement to manufacture and sell the Miller
device, and this is to be the first installation of the
Miller device made by the G. R. S. Company under
that agreement. Work is now in progress on the 163
miles of line involved in the two orders and provision
is also made in the contract for an extension beyond
the two divisions. The system selected by the Monon
embraces the same principles employed in the installa-
tion on the Toledo-Detroit division of the New York
Central, as described in the May, 1926, issue of Railway
Signaling.

As a result of its investigations and negotiations, the
petition says, the road has decided that for various rea-
sons it would be better to adopt the Miller device, and
has made an arrangement with the manufacturer where-
by it can install that system between Hammond and
Indianapolis and equip all its locomotives operating over
those divisions, “for little more than it would cost to
go ahead and install any other reputable system of train
control between Moneon and Indianapolis.” The petition
says that in its opinion the Miller device “is better
suited to applicant’s requirements than any other train-
stop device with which it is familiar, and applicant is
also of the opinion that the expense of maintaining said
Miller device will be less than the expense of maintain-

. ing the system which it now has installed between Ham-

mond and Monon.”



