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40912 Signallers expected to work two workstations at the same time 
A reporter had contacted CIRAS with a concern about a change to the rosters at 
Edinburgh IECC, which would mean signallers working two workstations at the same 
time on the night shift.  
 
Currently there are seven workstations at Edinburgh IECC which require seven 
signallers to be on duty. The proposed change would see this number reduced to 
four signallers on duty. Workstations one and two, four and five, six and seven would 
be paired, with one signaller working both workstations. Workstation three would be 
exempt from this change as it is considered to be the óbusiestô, although the reporter 
views all of the workstations as being óbusyô.  
 
The reporter comments that an ergonomics assessment has been carried out, timing 
how long it took staff to move from one workstation to another. However, the reporter 
feels that this type of assessment is irrelevant and that the workload and ability to 
answer safety critical calls should be assessed. It is feared that an incident could be 
occurring on one workstation while a signaller is preoccupied with another.  
Please comment. 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention.  Ergonomic assessments that are undertaken at signalling locations take 
into account all factors that affect the ability of a signaller to undertake their duties in 
a safe and efficient manner. The ergonomics assessments that have been done at 
Edinburgh have complied with wider requirements, not just those set out in the 
report. 
 
Any roster or mode of working at Edinburgh IECC or any other signalling location 
would be assessed for safe operation and deliverability prior to any change or 
implementation. 

 
 

40891 Non-compliant red lights on buffer stop óa distractionô 
A reporter is concerned about a distracting red tail light being used on a buffer stop 
at the end of a shunting road in Crewe. This buffer stop is in the London North 
Western regional maintenance yard, which is privately owned.  
 
The reporter says that according to the Rule Book buffer stops adjacent to the 
mainline should be illuminated with two white lights, rather than the flashing red tail 
light used in this case. In other instances, it would be correct for red lights to go on 
buffer stops. The crucial difference here is that this buffer stop is adjacent to the 
mainline.  
 
At night drivers need to know it is a siding rather than another train in front of them. It 
is distracting because as drivers leave or pass Crewe, they perceive themselves to 
be approaching the back of a freight train as the red light is in their line of vision. 
Drivers were apparently told this would be a temporary measure. However, 12 
months on the red tail light is still there.  
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The reporter is concerned that being habituated to this light could mean if there 
actually were a freight train on the line ahead, a driver might well ignore it because 
no action is normally required at present. Please could Network Rail investigate with 
a view to making the light Rule Book compliant? 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention. The lights referred to in the report are not on Network Rail managed 
infrastructure; they are in a private sidings. 
 
The issue was raised with the LNWR Safety Manager for response. LNWR 
confirmed that the red lamps on the buffer stop within their facility were removed 6 
January 2010 and that they will make arrangements to paint their buffer stop white 
and fit reflective strips.The removal of the red lamps will address the concerns raised 
in the CIRAS report. 
 
 

40889 Poor ventilation in Standedge tunnel 
A driver is concerned about poor ventilation in Standedge tunnel, Huddersfield, 
leading to the inhalation of diesel exhaust fumes. The reporter estimates ten trains 
run through the tunnel every hour during the daytime, many of which are diesel 
locomotives, causing fumes to build up. The main issue is that drivers are inhaling 
fumes through instruments in the cab that are designed to bring in air from outside. 
Consequently, cab heaters are turned off whilst driving through the tunnel to ensure 
the fumes do not enter the cab environment.  
 
There is a further concern about passenger safety. In an emergency situation, if 
passengers had to evacuate a train and stand in the tunnel, it could become 
dangerous inhaling the fumes. The problem is worst during the day. The reporter 
believes the build up of fumes may be caused by ventilation problems as there 
appears to be no vents in the tunnel. The reporter would like Network Rail to assess 
the tunnel for build-up of diesel fumes and, if needed, a fume extraction system to be 
installed.  
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention.  Contrary to the reporterôs belief Standedge tunnel has eight shafts, each 
roughly double the diameter of most ventilation shafts. They are all above the canal 
tunnel, which is alongside and slightly below the rail tunnels. In addition to the eight 
shafts, there are eighty cross passages connecting the canal. Two disused and one 
óliveô rail bore. The passage of trains produces considerable movement of air so it is 
constantly refreshed. As diesel is heavier than air any contamination will settle 
towards the canal. British Waterways Board (BWB), who own and operate the canal, 
and use the disused centre bore for access, have recently carried out air quality tests 
which, with a minor exception, show the air to be clean in the canal. The minor 
exception is when road vehicles or generators are left running and stationary 
localised low oxygen levels are recorded for short periods. These only occur in the 
canal bore.  
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Standard practice is to evacuate any tunnel immediately should the need arise for 
passengers be taken off a train. There is a Major Incident Response Plan written by 
Network Rail in conjunction with the emergency services, local authorities, train or 
freight operating companies and the BWB. Regular training exercises and reviews 
are carried out. Standedge tunnel is also covered in the Sectional Appendix. 
 
 

40884 Do Network Rail staff require CSCS certification? 
A reporter would like clarification from Network Rail on whether their staff should 
hold Construction Skills Certification Scheme (CSCS) cards whilst working for 
principal contractors on construction-sites. CSCS certification is designed to mitigate 
the risks of working in a construction environment. At the current time the working 
assumption is that a standard PTS card will suffice for Network Rail staff, even 
where work is being carried out in areas well beyond what is categorised as 'on or 
near the line'. In the reporter's opinion, this amounts to a special kind of exemption 
which is unsafe. Such construction sites contain their own risks which are 
recognisably different from those found in a railway environment.  
 
Network Rail staff who must work some distance away from the line are likely to be 
unfamiliar with the construction environment and therefore more at risk. If the 
situation is reversed, construction workers who work 'on or near the line' must hold 
PTS cards and this is enforceable by Network Rail. 
 
Obtaining a CSCS card simply requires some home study with an interactive DVD, 
before sitting a multiple choice test at a test centre, often in the same place learner 
drivers do their theory test.  
 
Could Network Rail communicate: 

 how risks to their staff on construction-sites are controlled; and 

 what the policy is on their staff holding CSCS certification?    
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention.  Network Rail mandates the of óWorks Package Plansô NR/L2/INI/CP0044, 
on all construction sites on Network Rail managed infrastructure or the use of óTask 
Risk Control Sheetsô (TRCS), or óWork Activity Risk Assessmentsô (WARA) for 
maintenance activities. These highlight the controls to be used and also detail any 
competence requirements. 
 
In so far as buildings and civils is concerned, the principal contractor should also ask 
the contractor to demonstrate the system and arrangements used by the contractorôs 
company to demonstrate the level of competence. This can be based on CSCS or a 
suitable industry equivalent which demonstrates the individualôs level of competence; 
such as authority to work cards, or plant proficiency certificates etc. 
 
If the reporter feels that they would benefit from additional training they should raise 
this with their line manager. If the reporter feels that there is a safety risk by them not 
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having this specific training or competence they should go to a place of safety 
immediately and report it to the their manager. As a reminder, Network Rail has a 
óWorksafe Procedureô in place and any member of staff has the right to invoke this 
procedure if they feel there is a safety risk. 

 
 

40874 Track workers riding gators without people carrier 
A track worker is concerned that colleagues in the Blackburn area are being allowed 
to ride on road rail gators without the people carrier - a trolley with six seats - which 
must be used for safe transport.  
 
Gators are typically used to take staff from access points to sites. The concern is that 
the practice of men riding on the flat bed part of the gator alongside tools and 
equipment appears to be creeping in. Some staff appear not to know that this is 
against the rules, or condone what is perceived here as an unsafe act. The danger is 
that an unrestrained passenger could fall from the gatorôs flat bed and be seriously 
injured. The track worker would like to see this issue clarified by Network Rail. Could 
staff in the area be briefed that this practice is unacceptable? 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bring their concerns to our attention.  
The last time that Blackburn p-way used the Gator was week 16 to transport welders 
and equipment to Gisburn from Chatburn. Additional staff for the site were driven to 
the foot access at the site in crew buses. Blackburn p-way have confirmed with the 
logistics co-ordinator who has confirmed that no maintenance members of staff have 
used the Gator on the Blackburn area since week 16.  
 
Network Rail maintenance can confirm that machine operations are signed off with a 
lift plan, and Network Rail maintenance work to the agreed plan, within the safe 
working capabilities of the machine. In addition to this, risk control sheets are 
supplied to the men detailing the safe use of OTP. For this particular operation, the 
relevant risk control sheet is NR/L3/MTC/0005/MP006.  
 
Safe use and operation of OTP are regularly covered during role calls and safety 
briefs. Network Rail managers regularly perform site visits, possession checks and 
planned general inspections when work and paperwork is checked. The safe 
operation and use of equipment by Network Rail maintenance was, is and always 
will be, paramount. 
 
 
 

40871 NR Staff óuncomfortableô raising safety concerns 
A track worker is concerned that Network Rail staff might be feeling increasingly 
uncomfortable raising safety concerns, for fear of being targeted for redundancy. 
Staff are aware that redundancies might have to be made and that these will, in part, 
be based on performance. However the reporter is concerned that management are 
implying, more or less directly, that raising concerns over safety issues could be 
perceived as poor performance and staff are being warned not to do so. This has 
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been noticed in the North West area, but it is believed to be an issue which is 
becoming more pronounced all over the country according to the reporter.   
 
The reporter would like to see all staff feel confident to raise health and safety issues 
without fearing for their jobs. The reporter seeks assurance from Network Rail that 
raising safety concerns will not be viewed as an example of poor performance and 
would like local management to make this clear to all staff. 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention.  A number of issues are raised and our response is as follows:  

 regarding redundancies, the company has been very clear that redundancies 
resulting from the currently proposed restructuring will be handled through a 
process of voluntary severance. If additional redundancies are called for 
beyond those achieved by volunteers then the company agreed people 
process will apply; and   

 

 raising valid safety concerns is positively encouraged by line managers and 
would certainly never lead to an individual being subject to the poor 
performance procedure or selected for redundancy. 

 
 

40866 Separated green zones with no site warden thought unsafe 
A reporter is concerned about two-man teams working in separated green zones 
without the presence of a site warden. In particular, this method of working is 
perceived as unsafe for doing certain types of Signalling and Telecommunications 
(S&T) work. The standard reply when this issue is raised at a local level is that the 
óWorksafe Procedureô can be invoked, but this is actually quite difficult to do in 
practice. 
 
The Rule Book permits such work to take place without a site warden as long as 
there are only two men, stipulating only that the COSS should take the type of the 
work into consideration. The reporter accepts that there are some tasks that can be 
done by a two-man team. But he would like some clarification regarding types of 
work that require the presence of a site warden. 
 
In relation to S&T work involving points and cables, for example, the reporter says 
that site wardens can perform an important role in controlling the risks. Cable 
connections may be in the six foot, and it is surprisingly easy - especially at busy 
locations - to stray outside the outer limits of the green zone and onto a running line. 
If present, a site warden would guard against this happening. In fact, if there were 
three people working in this way in a separated green zone, the Rule Book stipulates 
that a site warden should be present; why is it any different when there are two? 
They are exposed to the same risks. The reporter would like to know: 

 why site wardens are not required for two-man teams in the situation 
described, but are for three-man teams; and 

 what type of S&T work may legitimately require the presence of a site 
warden? 
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Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention. To hopefully help clarify the situation, when a COSS is deciding whether to 
appoint a site warden the number of staff in the team should not be a factor. The 
concern of the COSS should always be on how to separate their team from trains. 
The task being performed is taken into consideration by the COSS for any risks of 
encroachment but it should not be the deciding factor in his selection of site safety 
arrangements. The appointment of a site warden should not be task based. It needs 
to be based on how to adequately protect the team from trains. However we would 
ask the reporter to note that under conditions of two men on-site, one can be the 
COSS and site warden combined or one can be the COSS and the other site 
warden, or indeed one can be the COSS and the other the lookout. In these 
circumstances only one person can work. The vast majority of signalling ónon-pointô 
tasks can be carried out by one person. 
 
In the instance quoted (cable connections in the six foot), it is not permissible to work 
separated green zone with one road open to traffic and a different SSOW is required, 
which could possibly be red zone with one person working and the COSS acting as a 
lookout.  If the reporter is intimating that cables in the six foot may tempt someone to 
stray outside the safe limits, this may be true but we rely on our employees to show 
professionalism, to be alert on the track and follow the SSOW set up by their COSS.  
Plus the COSS is relied upon to monitor that the SSOW stated in the Rule Book is 
being adhered to. 
 
If you believe that you are being asked to work in an unsafe manner or that the site 
safety arrangements are insufficient then you must refuse to work on the grounds of 
health and safety and invoke the óWorksafe Procedureô. If you do not, you may be 
putting others, as well as yourself, at risk. 

 
Response from RSSB 
With regards to 'what type of S&T work can be carried out', the rule states that there 
must be at least a distance of two metres between the site and the nearest rail of a line 
open to movements. It does not specify what work may or may not take place within 
that site of work. Therefore any work that involves more than two people will require a 
site warden. 
 
 

40899 Staff working óexcessiveô consecutive shifts 
A reporter is concerned about staff from recruitment agency, Morson International, 
working a large number of consecutive shifts. The reporter is aware of some staff 
working up to and over 20 consecutive shifts before receiving a 24 hour rest period. 
Staff are carrying out safety critical work and the reporter is concerned that an 
accident may happen on-site due to someone being fatigued.  In accordance with 
the Working Time Directive (2003) staff are entitled to 24 hours uninterrupted rest 
each week or 48 hours each fortnight. The reporter believes that staff are being 
rostered to work these óexcessiveô shifts and therefore the rosters will show this. 
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Morson International staff carry out work on both Network Rail and LUL 
infrastructure.  
 
For Morson International: 

 could Morson International investigate the above to ensure that the number of 
shifts being worked by staff complies with the Working Time Directive (2003)? 

 
For Network Rail and LUL: 

 the reporter would like both companies to carry out an audit on Morson 
International - could this be done? 

 
Response from Morson International 
Morson would like to thank CIRAS and the reporter for bringing this issue to our 
attention and confirm that allegations of this nature are taken very seriously and are 
always investigated as thoroughly as possible. 
 
I am pleased to report that in general, the timesheets scrutinised confirmed that the 
Morson policy setting out the Working Time Directive have been observed.  
 
The investigation did highlight a small number of cases where the hours claimed or 
the number of shifts recorded did exceed the requirements within the Network Rail 
(NR) department. It was also highlighted that within our organisation, a certain 
individual who was managing the NR department had been unprofessional. As a 
result of this investigation we have changed management personnel, and all the 
sponsored NR operatives have signed the óMorson Hours of Work Policyô. A tool box 
talk has been issued (ref. 1:20) to the operatives (and signed for) and in one section 
we reminded the NR operatives that they could only work 13 consecutive shifts (prior 
to this being signed off/sanctioned by senior management). 
 
In addition, the following remedial actions have been undertaken or are in progress:  

 Morsonôs Hours of Work Policy updated to include the requirements of 
QUENSH sec 20.1.2 and NR standards; 

 a copy of the Working Time Policy posted on our company Intranet and 
issued to ALL sponsored operatives;  

 implemented a weekly assignment sheet to capture the shift patterns planned; 

 this sheet will also record a weekly summary of hours worked which includes 
shift patterns, hours worked and travel time; 

 exceedance reports will be generated and reviewed/discussed on a periodic 
basis;  

 shift managers will be informed of trends in excessive working so that action 
can be taken where necessary; and  

 Morson internal audit programme will give particular focus to compliance with 
the working time policy.  

 
Response from LUL 
LUL employ Morson as a protection supplier and as part of the contract they have a 
duty to ensure that their company ñHours of Workò policy is adhered to. 
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Investigations have identified this monitoring of individual hours/shifts was not 
followed.  
 
Morson have since implemented a number of checks to ensure compliance with LUL 
QUENSH and NR standards such as; timesheets, weekly assignment sheets, and a 
Morson internal audit programme which will focus on the Working Time Policy  (a 
copy has been posted on the companies Intranet). Ad-hoc checks will be undertaken 
by LUL management to ensure compliance with the requirements of QUENSH and 
NR standards and also to check against the recommendations made by Morson in 
response to the CIRAS report. 
 
 

40900 Slips, Trips and Falls (STF) hazard at Newton Flotman Crossing 
A reporter is concerned about metal plates on the level crossing at Newton Flotman 
posing a Slips, Trips and Falls (STF) hazard to the public. The unmanned automatic 
half-barrier crossing is on the Liverpool Street to Norwich mainline, and is frequently 
used by pedestrians and vehicles. Between the up and down lines there is some 
tarmac that the metal plates hold in place. They appear to be above ground level and 
consequently present a STF hazard to crossing users, particularly pedestrians. The 
reporter is aware of the metal plates causing incidents that involved elderly people 
and horses. With six to eight trains running across the crossing at high speed every 
hour, the reporter is concerned that someone could become trapped on the crossing, 
leaving little time to clear the tracks before a train comes. 
 
The reporter thinks that Network Rail are aware of this issue, but asks:  

 has an inspection of the crossing been carried out to determine the STF risk?  

 could the tarmac area be re-surfaced and the metal plates re-profiled to 
eliminate the risk to pedestrians?  

 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention.  The crossing surface at Newton Flotman was completely renewed last 
year and is subject to inspection every six weeks. 
 
On the last inspection it was discovered, as the reporter correctly observes, that the 
track the crossing sits on has settled and as a result there are raised edges. To 
address this, the crossing has to be lifted and the track underneath the crossing has 
to be ótampedô to bring the track back to the designed level before re-fitting the 
surface. This work is planned for completion by the end of January 2010 which is the 
first opportunity that suitable track access and road closures can be agreed. 
 
As an immediate action the raised sections have been highlighted and a sign erected 
warning users of the uneven surface.     
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40870 Level crossing arrangements in Gloucester  
A reporter suggests the proposed arrangements for level crossings in Gloucester 
may actually import additional safety risk, despite the fact they will be consistent with 
practice in the rest of the country.  
 
Signallers in the area currently put the signals back to danger when users request 
time to cross via the phone. It is acknowledged that, on occasion, users fail to call 
back having crossed, and this can cause delays. But the system, despite creating 
additional work for signallers, is actually viewed as inherently safe and robust; there 
have been no incidents in the area for many years. The change - which will bring 
Gloucester in line with the rest of the country - means that signallers will allow trains 
heading towards crossings to run at line speed (up to 100 mph) whilst users cross.  
 
Under the proposed arrangements, users request a specified amount of time to 
cross and signallers add in an acceptable safety margin. So if someone says, for 
example, they need two minutes to cross, the signaller will add an extra margin of 30 
seconds. In most cases, users will cross in the specified time, but there are incidents 
that may delay the crossing, such as someone falling over and requiring emergency 
assistance. The public have also been known to wave others on to the crossing in a 
way that would create a risk under the new arrangements.  
 
It is these sorts of situations that may pose more risk under the new arrangements, 
because the margin of error is less. Trains will still be travelling towards the crossing 
at line speed, rather than being brought to a standstill. The reporter believes specific 
risk mitigation measures - targeted at the general public who use the crossings in the 
Gloucester area - are needed to control the risk. This would involve educating the 
public to understand what is expected of them when they cross.  
 
In addition, the reporter suggests the implementation of some sort of marker system 
for the panel in the signal box. This would allow signallers to make accurate 
estimates on how long there was to cross before the train was at the crossing. The 
markers would, for example, denote how much time a user had if a train at line 
speed were a certain distance away ï for example, two, three or four minutes.  
 
The reporter would like Network Rail to consider: 

 how best to inform the public of the changes and what is expected of them;  

 implementing a marker system on the panel as suggested. 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention. Following a series of reported misuses this summer at user worked 
crossings in the Gloucester area, a review was undertaken to establish probable 
cause. During the investigations it was found that all were due to óuser failing to call 
backô and that drivers were reporting nothing amiss at the crossings concerned.  
Further incidents dating back to 2008 also confirmed the same. 
 
Aside from the unnecessary delay to trains which in itself imports risk, it became 
apparent that Gloucester panelôs local method of placing signals to danger for all 
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users was leading to separate safety related issues which imported greater risk than 
the risk being supposedly controlled.  
 
As a result of this, a briefing document was prepared by the local operations team for 
the signallers at Gloucester panel reinforcing the need to bring the method of 
working into line with national Rule Book requirements and how the changeover 
would be implemented. 
 
This included: 

 the brief given on user worked crossings (UWC) during the signallers 
quarterly safety brief 10 (11/08 to 03/09); 

 additional signaller briefings on the Rule Book method of working;  

 recording requirements of the method in UWC logs;  

 a UWC visit to meet users to be arranged with the community safety 
manager; and     

 HMRI to be fully briefed on the process and action plans.  
 
Rather than seeking additional clarification on this brief from line managers, a 
complaint was submitted to the ORRôs Western Route Team and a meeting 
arranged between HM Inspector of Railways and the local Network Rail 
management.  
 
During this meeting the managers detailed the reasons why they were proposing a 
change from the locally adopted working method to the standard Rule Book 
instruction, providing several instances of concern to the Inspector and detailing the 
process by which the change was to be introduced. 
 
Upon conclusion of their investigations, the HM Inspector wrote:  
ñAt this meeting you showed me evidence that the extra phone-calls were adversely 
impacting signaller workloadsò.  
 
Saying that:  
ñIn the light of the evidence you showed to me at our meeting, I am of the opinion 
that in relation to this matter, Network Rail is fulfilling its legal obligations under the 
H&S at Work etc Act 1974 (and relevant Regulations made under it)ò.  
 
The HM Inspector then discussed these issues with the health & safety 
representative and signallers present in the panel.   
 
In regards to the proposals made by the reporter, the current method of always 
replacing signals to danger to protect UWC means that signallers already have a 
specific margin that they operate to on the panel so as not to cause train delay. 
Introducing markers would not assist with this process. Promoting the safe use of all 
crossings will always remain a high priority. The local ORA team with our partners, 
the HMRI, the train operating companies and the British Transport Police are 
continually working together to reduce the risk associated with UWCôs. We use a 
range of approaches to inform and educate crossing users, consider site specific 
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issues, explore options for risk reduction and take enforcement action against 
persistent misuse. 
 
 

40722 Shornemead Crossing dangers at Hoo Junction depot 
A reporter has raised concerns over risks present at the Shornemead crossing at 
Hoo Junction depot. According to the reporter, there have been a number of near 
misses on this public/farm crossing involving both pedestrians and private vehicles, 
but no decisive steps have yet been taken to improve the situation.  
 
Shornemead crossing is situated just outside Hoo Junction depot, on the up-side of 
the main lines. It is regularly crossed by trains being shunted from Hoo Junction 
depot onto the main lines and back. For this purpose a position light is in place 
before the crossing. When shunting long trains, drivers often have trouble seeing the 
position light from the cab, as they could be a few hundred yards away, waiting for 
the signal to clear so they can propel back into the siding. The signal is particularly 
hard to see if it is sunny or hazy weather. According to the reporter, Network Rail did 
agree to install a repeater signal a couple of years ago but nothing has happened.  
 
Further, if the train is not blocking the crossing whilst waiting for permission to propel 
back there is a risk that pedestrians will start to cross behind the train, as they do not 
expect the train to reverse because they are not familiar with the workings of the 
railway. The reporter feels that the general public should not have access to this 
crossing at all. Only the farmer is supposed to have access to opening the locked 
gates at Shornemead crossing. According to the reporter however, it seems that 
many other people have been given copies of the key and some do not bother to call 
the signaller before crossing despite the instructions on display. When staff propel 
trains out of the depot, there is not a clear view of the crossing, and if a member of 
the public is crossing without the signallerôs permission they could easily be hit by 
the train.  
 
For Network Rail: 

 Will a repeater signal be installed in the near future; and 

 Is it possible to issue a key for this crossing which cannot be copied by a 
locksmith? 

 
For Network Rail and DB Schenker:    

 The reporter suggests that Network Rail and DB Schenker should carry out a 
joint risk assessment on the systems of working around this crossing. Would 
this be possible?   

 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention. Network Rail and DB Schenker have been working together to address the 
issues at this location. The Ground Position Light (GPL) signal in question was 
passed at danger without authority in 2008. The driver was in the leading cab at the 
time. The investigation included the convening of a Signal Sighting Committee 
(SSC), which included representatives from DB Schenker. The SSC recommended 
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that a walkway be provided from Hoo junction yard to allow the shunter to safely 
control any propelling movement and relay the aspect displayed by the signal to the 
driver by radio. This path was constructed in early December 2008. 
 
Shornemead crossing has unfortunately been the subject of misuse by unauthorised 
users, who have been gaining access to the fields on the down side. There is no 
public right of way over this crossing. The misuse was through the pedestrian gate, 
installed for benefit of authorised users.  This gate has now been secured out of use. 
The crossing can now only be used by authorised users who have a key to the 
vehicle gates. Authorised users are required to contact the signaller to gain authority 
to cross. This situation is continually being monitored. We hope this addresses your 
concerns surrounding the situation at Shornemead. 
 
Response from DB Schenker 
The issue of access to the crossing isnôt as straight forward as first appears. There are 
approximately seven official key holders, along with pedestrian access to the public. 
Work has been done jointly with Network Rail in the past to try and reduce the risks. As 
a result of this report DB Schenkerôs Area Production Manager (APM) for Hoo Junction 
has raised this issue at a meeting with local Network Rail management.  
 
The method of work and a risk assessment have recently been reviewed and we 
believe they meet our internal and statutory requirements. The real issue here is that 
the public are able to gain access through an unlocked gate. Our APM has stated to 
Network Rail that given that this was not a public right of way the best option would be 
to remove the gate. This would reduce the risk to ókey holdersô of the vehicle access 
gate, which is controlled by a process involving a telephone direct to the signaller. The 
difficulty DB Schenker has is that mainline crossings are the responsibility of Network 
Rail and DB Schenker can only try to influence their process. We will continue to press 
for closure of the pedestrian gate. 
 
 

40872 Risk of passengers injuring themselves at Stratford station 
A reporter is concerned about the increased risk of passengers injuring themselves 
when waiting for their train at platform ten at Stratford station. 
 
High passenger numbers during peak hours make it difficult for drivers to have a 
clear view of the platform before departing. Although mirrors and monitors are used, 
the reporter states that drivers often have to try and see over peopleôs heads to 
check that doorways are clear and that people are back from the platform edge. This 
is increasingly difficult to check during busy peak hour traffic involving twelve-car 
units. The reporter is concerned that a passenger could get caught in the train doors 
or fall in the gap between the platform edge and the train without being noticed. The 
reporter would like to know what could be done about this issue to minimise this 
risk?  
 
A suggestion made by the reporter is to have at least two platform staff working in 
tandem during the peak hours so that train dispatch is safer. Could this be 
considered? 
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Alternatively, could a Close Door, Right Away (CDRA) indicator be fitted to the 
platform, like platforms five and eight? Please comment. 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing their concerns to our 
attention. Train despatch is the responsibility of the Station Facilty Owner (SFO); the 
Train Operatoring Company (TOC) managing the station in this case is National 
Express East Anglia (NXEA). 
 
Network Rail is happy to work with NXEA in developing and implementing any 
project to resolve this issue that requires additional or altered infrastructure, such as 
a CDRA indicator. 
 
 

40755 & 40763 Train dispatch monitors on Southeastern network 
The maintenance of train dispatch monitors across Southeastern stations has fallen 
below acceptable standards, according to two reporters who approached CIRAS 
independently. There are many other drivers who also feel the situation is 
unsatisfactory, but they have given up reporting monitor faults. When equipment is 
ófixedô there are often still residual problems. The age and design of the equipment is a 
factor in many cases. The reporters would like to emphasise that there are now 
incidents of passengers being trapped in the doors on a weekly basis. Typically they 
involve children or people in wheelchairs. These incidents would mostly be avoided if 
the monitors provided good quality images. The second reporter has mentioned the 
occurrence of incidents after the first report to CIRAS a few weeks ago.   
 
Almost every station suffers monitor problems of one sort or another, though the 
reporter acknowledges that some platforms at stations such as Blackheath - which 
benefits from large, up-to-date LCD monitors - are an exception. The introduction of 
new technology doesnôt always cure the problem either. The viewing angle for cheaper 
LCD monitors is often too narrow, meaning the images are only really viewable if the 
driver is positioned directly in front of them. In several locations new monitors have 
been set up to work with old black and white cameras.    
 
There are several different problems experienced by drivers as are shown in pictures 
attached. These include: 

 dead monitors ï some are repaired within 24 hours, but others take several 
weeks; 

 dark images ï due to a lack of brightness and contrast; 

 out of focus images ï making it difficult to discern any detail; 

 reflections of the train ï making some images impossible to view; 

 lens flare ï poorly positioned cameras can introduce distortions; and 

 foliage ï which can obscure cameras and monitors. 
 
Some drivers feel hindered by Southeasternôs policy of ónot looking backô from the cab. 
In other words, they are either expected to use the dispatch monitors, or get out of the 
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train and, starting at the back, close the doors of each car in turn. They are not meant 
to rely on looking back along the train from the cab itself. But walking the length of the 
train, and back, may incur a delay of several minutes. In the real world, this simply isnôt 
practical because so many stations have monitor problems.  
 
For Network Rail: 
The problem appears to be widespread and occurs at many different stations. An 
overhaul of the equipment and approach to maintenance is said to be required to 
restore confidence in equipment which is essential for the safe dispatch of trains. It is 
the reporterôs contention that the whole system set up needs investigating, perhaps 
from a human factors perspective. 

 Could Network Rail take a more proactive approach to maintenance on this part 
of the network? 

 Why do some monitors take so long to be repaired? Could a reasonable call-out 
time for maintenance staff to attend to reported problems be established? 

 Could the LCD monitor replacement scheme be accelerated? Is there a date by 
which Network Rail expects to complete this? 

 Could the monitor óhousingsô be replaced with something deeper to reduce 
reflections and the effects of sunlight? 

 Could an integrated, human factors approach investigate the optimal system set 
up at all the locations in question? This really needs to include cab rides and 
take account of what drivers can actually see from their cab. The reporter 
doesnôt believe this takes place at the moment. 

 
For Southeastern: 
There are some situations ï such as at off-peak times with a short train on a straight 
platform ï where  ólooking backô is the best option for drivers if monitor images are poor, 
and drivers do not wish to be pressurised for holding up trains, albeit legitimately.  

 Could drivers be allowed some discretion in such situations? 

 What is the real world guidance for drivers placed in difficult situations where 
monitors do not always function as they should, and performance is considered 
extremely important? 

 
Attached: images of train dispatch monitors at various locations ï see next page. 
 



NR and sub-NR sector  
 
 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone 0800 4 101 101 I Fax 020 3142 5675 I Email enquiries@ciras.org.uk 
Block 2, Angel Square, 1 Torrens Street, London, EC1V 1NY  

www.ciras.org.uk 

Page | 17  

 
Picture 1: Dark images make viewing impossible 
 

 
Picture 2: Images dark and obscured by diagonal óstripesô and train reflections 
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Picture 3: Lens flare makes some images difficult to view 
 

 
Picture 4: Foliage, train reflections and dark images 
 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the two individuals for raising their concerns. DOO 
monitors are an important part of the infrastructure and are subject to a very 
stringent specification, which covers aspects such as lighting, location, brightness, 
structure size etc. These specifications also include the maintenance interval times, 
which are currently carried out at two weekly intervals. 
 
It is standard procedure for any fault reported to Network Rail to be assigned a 
priority. The priority is rated in the time engineers should attend the fault, for 
example, within two hours of the fault being reported which is common for DOO 






