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40796 Tracks in óvery poorô condition 
A reporter has contacted CIRAS regarding the state of the rails at Theale East, Berkshire, on 
the up main line. The railhead on this piece of track is described as being in „critical‟ 
condition, so much so that there is a risk of derailment. The reporter therefore feels that a 
speed restriction should be imposed with immediate effect until the tracks can be repaired.   
 

Response from Network Rail 
The section manager Newbury P-way inspected the track from the attached CIRAS report 
and their findings were as follows: 
 
1. Between 41m 20c & 40m 60c on the UP Line there is a requirement for both plain line & 
S&C tamping, which will occur during the week commencing the 3rd August 2009. This work 
was planned for the week commencing the 6th July 2009 but was cancelled due to the high 
temperatures experienced during that week. 
 
2. There are what might be viewed as cyclic top on the plain line as seen from the UP 
platform. This is due to the angle from the platform compared to the rail. In reality there is no 
cyclic top. 
 
3. There is a long history associated with both top and alignment on both UP&DN lines at 
Theale East that stretches back to the early 1980s. During the last twenty years, the track 
has been stressed, re railed, tamped and the timber sleepers replaced. 
 
4. The track recording coach ran on the 19th June 2009 and found a 35m alignment fault on 
the UP line, which will be rectified by the tamper shift. 
 
In conclusion, no issues had been identified that were not known about through the robust 
inspection regimes delivered. However, a suitable and robust assessed rectification plan is 
in place.   
 
 

40740 MOM teams with no assessments or mentoring 
Network Rail staff who fulfil the role of mobile operations inspectors (MOIs) are not being 
assessed or mentored once they have completed their initial training, according to a reporter. 
This is said to be an issue in the Doncaster, Darlington and Leeds areas where it has been 
frequently raised as a concern. 
 
MOIs hold personal track safety (PTS) certification and also work as controllers of on site safety 
(COSSs). They carry out safety critical operational work which involves inspecting points, hand 
signalling and assisting signalling and telecommunications staff.  
 
The reporter is worried that these concerns about the assessment and mentoring regime are 
not being addressed at a local level at all. Once MOIs complete their initial training they are 
expected to work on the line and, for example, take T12s or T2s. Their handbook states that a 
mentor should be appointed for four months to oversee and support the work they are doing. 
This is done to ensure operational duties are carried out safely. During this time, six log entries 
are meant to be made as part of a reporting process. Other ongoing assessment requirements 
at six and nine months have apparently been suspended. Some new staff have never had an 
assessment of any kind – why not? 
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In addition, some staff have not been provided with full personal protective equipment (PPE). 
Some do not have the orange trousers they are required to have. Others are carrying out their 
work without copies of the sectional appendix or line diagrams. 
 
The reporter believes there will be an accident if staff fresh from their initial training are 
basically left to carry out their duties without any real guidance, and „pushed out‟ onto the track. 
It is suggested that: 
 

 the assessment and mentoring regime be reinstated as a matter of urgency; and 

 safety critical equipment be provided where there are gaps as soon as practicable. 

 
In particular, please comment on the requirements of the assessment regime and the perceived 
weakness in it. 

 
Response from Network Rail 
Many thanks to the reporter for raising their concerns. 
 
The LNE route has undertaken a full review of our MOI teams at Doncaster, Leeds and 
Darlington. This included an independent review of their track competencies and their 
associated log books. Three of the six Leeds MOIs have full COSS, one has IWA due to 
medical restrictions, one is currently in his mentoring period where he is continually 
supervised by a competent COSS and the other is PTS only. There are four MOIs in the 
Teeside area, who have full COSS and one who has COSS Ops only. All log books adhere 
to the current requirements, and annual reviews are underway.  
 
At Doncaster several team members have been qualified COSSs for several years with a 
minimum of five years experience. The least experienced member of the team does have 
the appropriate level of evidence in his workbook and does have a signed off workbook.  
Two other members of the team are being mentored by an experienced member of the team 
currently in compliance with the AiTL requirements.  
 
Certain members of the team do hold a variety of other competencies like hand signalling 
and points operator etc for which no further mentoring is required but evidence is collated by 
the individuals and they maintain this in their AiTL folder. All staff performing these tasks 
have been issued with the appropriate authority to work certification.  
 
A review of PPE was also undertaken and all the MOIs have the PPE that is required, i.e. 
correct helmets, high visibility orange over trousers, high visibility foul weather clothing and 
safety footwear and all have access to the necessary safety publications such as the 
sectional appendix, hazard directory etc. Only one shortfall with the provision of HV trousers 
was identified following the recent changes, but this has now been resolved.  
 
 

40750 & 40753 Use of flank protection on junctions in the Anglia region 
Concerns have been raised by more than one reporter about possession planning and 
protection of track workers in the Anglia region. Rules concerning junction protections are 
not being followed and information in weekly operating notices (WONs) use terminology that 
PICOPs are not familiar with.  
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Rule Book module T3, section 5.2 covers detonator protection and states when such 
protection is not needed:  
 
“Because the signaller will keep the points concerned in the necessary position to protect the 
possession, you do not need to provide detonator protection where a crossover, siding or 
loop joins the line that is under possessionò. 
 
The Anglia route does not always use detonator protection at junctions as per this rule. 
Detonator protection isn‟t placed at junctions in the hope that points will be kept in the 
correct position by the signaller. Instead of block signals being used, flank protection (FP) is 
in use. It is assumed that the possession that is on the branch is providing sufficient 
protection for the protection on the main line. FP is not in the Rule Book and is a term that 
PICOPs are unfamiliar with as it is not part of the PICOP training course or assessment 
process. 
 
FP is thought to be dangerous because if possession on the branch line was given up early 
or during the period of mainline protection then it would leave the mainline unprotected. The 
PICOPs of both possessions would not know that they aren‟t fully protected. 
 
Where there are two possessions at junctions, instead of using FP, one possession could be 
a bit shorter so that there are two protections in place at the junction. If not, then the two 
possessions could be combined as one larger one. For example, in the work undertaken at 
Highmeads loop, at the time the protection was due to be taken out on the North London line 
possession, protection could have extended out to take the Stratford-Cambridge line as well.  
 
Both PICOPs will not be fully aware about who the other PICOP is that is protecting them. 
One suggestion is that both PICOPs have each others contact details. They would both then 
know if they are providing FP and that if a possession will be given up early or not.  
 
Better planning of junction protections would eliminate the need to use flank protection and 
allow compliance with the Rule Book. 
 
Why does the Anglia route not always use detonator protection at junctions as per module 
T3, section 5?  
 
If FP will continue to be used, a written procedure is required that covers all the concerns 
that have been expressed by PICOPs. Can this be arranged? 
 
Could the planning of junction protections be improved so that FP isn‟t used? 

 
Response from Network Rail 
The use of flank protection (FP) has been in use on Anglia regularly over the past four to five 
years and only recently has been raised as an issue. Predominantly, the use of FP had been  
restricted to the North London line area due to multiple, cross route boundaries with other 
Network Rail routes (notably LNW, LNE, Wessex, Sussex, Midland and Continental, etc.).  
 
The use of FP had been utilised largely because insufficient protection was afforded on 
complex junction possessions. However, it has been noted that better cross boundary 
planning would remove the need for this type of use. 
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To this end, and in an effort to move away from the use of FP, a conference was chaired by 
the Anglia access planner in May 2009 to agree set blocking points where there are 
interfaces with other routes. As a result of this meeting the future publications of the WON 
should see the use of FP removed. 
 
The Anglia access planning assistants have been advised that these set limits are now in 
force and commensurately there will not be a requirement for flank protection to be utilised 
going forward.  
 
In conclusion, the use of FP has been investigated and there is agreement that the method 
of protection is not fully in accordance with rule book module T3. Future final WON 
publications will not refer to FP from June 2009 onwards, with possession planning and draft 
WON documents already in print being amended prior to final publication. 
 
 

40721 Online óassessment in the lineô not adequate 
Yearly online assessments, known as „assessment in the line‟ (AiTL), are a concern for a 
reporter. Although the reporter supports the use of online assessments, they believe these 
should be supported by assessment of duties carried out on the track to make sure they are 
done correctly and safely. 
 
The reporter is worried that being tested online does not adequately compare to being 
assessed out on the track. Although there is support for the use of AiTL, they feel that 10 per 
cent of the questions are not relevant to the job role. This could lead to workers having a 
more complacent attitude toward their work and carrying out tasks incorrectly. Without the 
correct assessment this could be overlooked.  
 
It has been observed that although sections of the assessment are failed by workers, they 
are almost immediately allowed to resume their duties. Also, having passed the assessment 
with a level four, staff are allowed to assess others which the reporter feels is inappropriate 
as they are not certified assessors. 
 
Similar to a previous report (40417), concern has been expressed about the perceived 
discrepancies in training and assessment standards between Network Rail and other 
companies. The reporter is aware of contracting companies, such as Balfour Beatty, Grant 
Rail and Max Rail, providing assessors to oversee duties and assess workers, which the 
reporter suggests Network Rail could also consider using. 
 
Please comment. 
 

Response from Network Rail 
The Annual Review process is made up of several elements, monitored throughout, and 
reviewed once a year. 
 
The annual competency decision is based on four sets of evidence, 
 

1. Experience. The experience of the individual, the frequency of  use of the 
competency and the standard to which the work was carried out – evidence provided 
by logbook entries including counter signatures by supervisors / engineers. 
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2. Behaviours. The behaviours exhibited by the individual over a twelve month period 
while conducting work on the infrastructure.  Evidence provided by logbook entries by 
a supervisor / site visitor / engineer. 

3. Medical / Physical Fitness.  The individual must have an in-date medical certification 
and have been fit for work during the competency period.   

4. Knowledge.  HR facilitated computer based Residual Knowledge Tests that checks 
the underpinning knowledge of all competences held by the individual.  This testing is 
carried out by the competence assurance team, which provides independent 
adjudication. 

 
The question sets that are used to test for underpinning knowledge are agreed and 
approved by functional engineers.  Should there be an issue with the validity of the questions 
then there is a process in place to feedback through the competence assurance team to the 
functional engineers. 
 
Where an individual is levelled at two (not yet competent) by the line manager, the line 
manger will put a development action plan in place in order to bring the individual to level 
three (competent).  The manager will make the decision on whether to allow the individual to 
work on the track based on the severity of the competence gap. 
 
It is not true to say that level four (competent and experienced) individuals can assess 
others; a level four competence allows individuals to mentor. 
 
It is true to say that other companies are working to an alternative Competence Management 
System to Network Rail; the AITL process is now in the third year and is proving to be more 
robust than the process that was in place previously. 
 
 

40738 Trains rattling and shaking at Hartlebury station 
A reporter is concerned about the state of the tracks at Hartlebury station - in particular a set 
of points just outside the station, towards Droitwich Spa. Not many trains stop at Hartlebury 
station, so trains will often run over these points at 60 mph, at which time the train will shake 
and rattle quite severely.  
 
The reporter is concerned that if infirm passengers are walking in the train when this 
happens they could easily be thrown off balance and injured. Also, the reporter is concerned 
that the tracks and the points might not be in a condition to support trains going over at such 
speeds and that there is a potential for a derailment.   
 
This has been happening for a few years, but the shaking seems to have been getting worse 
over the past couple of months. The reporter seeks reassurance from Network Rail that the 
rails and points are safe and in a good condition.  
 
Would Network Rail investigate this piece of track to ensure that they are capable of 
handling trains going over them at high speeds?  
 

Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail thanks the reporter for making their concerns known to us. 
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Regarding the points in the area mentioned, contained below are the details of our 
Maintenance regime and findings from an on site inspection on the 29th May 2009. 
 

1. The track is patrolled weekly 
2. The track is inspected by a manager every three months 
3. The track recording train runs over and records data every three months. 

 
The data gathered from the above has shown that the track quality is satisfactory, we also 
do not have any rail defects in that area. 
 
A manager inspected the area on the 29th May 2009 after we received the reporter‟s 
concerns. The manager reported back that there were no major track issues in the area 
concerned. 
 
We are planning to carry out major work to the points in November this year to maintain the 
track quality, and these points will be removed in 2012 as part of a re-signalling scheme. 
 
In summary the track in this area is well within maintenance standards. 
 
 

40732 Asbestos concerns in cabinets along SouthamptonïTotton route 
Concern about asbestos along the Southampton Central to Totton route has been expressed 
by one reporter. Staff are being asked to conduct work in cabinets along the track, which 
contain asbestos boards. They are expected to work around it; however, to fit and replace 
cables, workers will need to break the boards, consequently disturbing the hidden asbestos.  
 
The reporter is worried about the harmful effects of breathing this in; particularly for those who 
have existing breathing problems. The suggestion is that Network Rail hire contractors, which is 
what was previously done, to remove any remaining asbestos in the estimated 100 cabinets 
along that route. 
 
How soon can this be arranged? 
 

Response from Network Rail  
Network Rail Wessex IMDM Eastleigh thanks the reporter for bringing this matter to our 
attention.  We take staff safety very seriously and are eager to work with our staff to remove 
any perceived or actual risks that may exist. 
 
It is known that location cabinets along the route from Southampton to Totton have within 
them backing boards which resemble asbestos board, but is in fact a proprietary product 
manufactured many years ago under the trade name TAC Board, which is understood to be 
asbestos free. 
 
However, following these concerns being raised, spot checks have been undertaken in 
several cabinets along the route by the signal engineer, who confirms the presence of TAC 
Board but also in one cabinet similar boarding of unknown origin or make was discovered. 
 
Therefore, to allay fears and to establish the exact nature of boards in the cabinets on the 
route, scientific samples are being taken for analysis to determine what action - if any - 
needs to taken. 
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In the interim any work which may break, damage or create dust from any boarding within 
these cabinets will be suspended.  All staff who may require access to these location 
cabinets will be briefed accordingly, updates will be circulated and staff safety reps involved 
to bring this matter to a conclusion. 
 
 

40716 Standard procedure for removing track protection 
A cause for concern in the Western region (Berkshire area) has been highlighted by a reporter 
whereby p-way workers are working on the track unprotected.  
 
Currently, standard procedure involves the person in charge of taking down the protection 
phoning the COSS to inform him that he is doing so. The signaller should then be notified and 
asked for permission before protection is removed, to ensure the safety of all staff on the track.  
 
The reporter fears that if staff are unknowingly working on a track without protection, it could 
result in a train coming around having to apply its brakes sharply while workers would have to 
jump off the track and potentially injure themselves.   
 
To ensure that this is not the case, could Network Rail provide some form of re-training for staff 
in this region to make them aware of the standard procedures for lifting track protection? 

 
Response from Network Rail 
Western Route Maintenance would like to thank the reporter for bringing this matter to our 
attention. 
 
Unfortunately the information contained within report is not explicit enough to give a clear 
indication of the exact nature or location of the concern raised, or whether it applies to the 
maintenance organisation. However, we have investigated as best as we can and have 
identified two scenarios that may be applicable to the reporter. 
 
Either;  

 workgroups working in a possession under the protection of a PICOP or engineering 
supervisor; OR 

 people placing or removing protection not having a safe system of work. 
 
Where workgroups are required to work in a possession the work must be planned and 
workgroups must know if they will be working in an engineering supervisors worksite, or to 
work on a portion of track controlled by the PICOP. In either case the CoSS has a 
responsibility to “book in” with the ES or PICOP and set up a safe system of work with 
arrangements agreed. More importantly the ES or PICOP has to ensure that each CoSS has 
“booked out” before giving up the worksite or possession. If the workgroup has to continue 
working after this they will have been informed by the ES or the PICOP that they are no 
longer protected by marker boards or possession arrangements and the CoSS will have to 
set up a safe system of work for normal train running. 
 
Where a competent person is required to lay or lift protection, again this is part of the work 
planning process. Staff required to place protection will be under the protection of fixed 
signals on the lines concerned until the PICOP has formally been granted possession. If the 
person placing protection has to walk to a location or cross running lines then a planned safe 
system of work must be in place.  
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When lifting protection the PICOP will not give up the possession until the person lifting the 
protection has confirmed either they are in a position of safety or have left the infrastructure.  
 
Maintenance supervisors also have a responsibility to carry out planned general inspections 
which include checking of safe systems of work in possession. Due to this concern we have 
targeted supervisors in this geographic area to focus on these arrangements during their 
next visits. 
 
Western Route have provided information for inclusion in front line focus to remind staff of 
the requirements of workgroups working in possessions and worksites, and the 
arrangements for lifting and laying protection. This will be briefed by August 2009. 
 
 

40759 Various concerns regarding Para Rail practices 
A reporter has expressed concern regarding various safety issues across South East stations.  
The primary concern is that one COSS has been supervising two platforms – with workers 
across both of them. The reporter goes on to list other examples of unsafe working practices 
being carried out such as: 

 workers taking scaffolding down from under a footbridge with no protection (should a T3 

have been taken here?); 

 a method statement affirming that the COSS should keep everybody on the inner side of 

the yellow line, away from the platform edge, however scaffolding towers are being put 

up on the other side of the line close to the platform edge; and 

 the COSS being asked to undertake other duties, leaving workers unsupervised on 

scaffolding towers. 

 
The reporter believes that independent monitoring and unannounced checks of these station 
refurbishment projects are no longer being undertaken by someone impartial. There is a 
concern that a lack of independent auditing at such sites could increase the likelihood of lapses 
in safety, which could generate the potential for incidents or accidents.  
 
For Para Rail: 
Would Para Rail look at the possibility of re-assessing the worksites across the South East, to 
ensure that there is a COSS for each work group, method statements are being adhered to, 
and that the work is being conducted in the safest possible manner?   
 
For Southeastern: 
The reporter suggests cross-checking of Para Rail‟s method statements, together with 
unannounced site visits to ensure proper procedure is being followed.  
 

Response from Para Rail 
 The report does not make it clear the type of scaffolding in use and where it was erected 

e.g. was it a fixed type scaffolding or a mobile scaffolding tower? If it was a fixed type 

then generally a green zone possession (T3/T2D etc) would be taken to safely 

dismantle the scaffolding. For a mobile tower this would not normally be necessary as 

the mobile tower could safely be dismantled without the need for any type of 

possession. 
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 The method statement does not mention the “yellow line” as this is normally painted 

on to the platform surface within the area classed as “on or about the line” e.g. within 

1.25 metres from the platform edge. All method statements for this type of work 

clearly states that ñWhere work is required to be carried out within the area known as 

“on or about the line” this shall be carried out in accordance with GE/RT8000 with the 

required protection staff provided, the appropriate RIMINI plan completed and safe 

system of work in place”. It is the responsibility of the COSS to ensure that all site 

staff comply with the method statement and this specifically. 

 The number of COSS‟s on site is dependent on the size of the site, the perceived 
risks associated with the work and the experience and competencies of the site staff. 
Each site is risk assessed before work is started which will ascertain the number of 
COSS‟s required for the site. 
 
 

40703 Poor condition of the access road to Basford House 
The poor state of the access road to Basford House (off Gresty Road at the Basford Old 
Railway Sidings) following contractual work is a great concern for one reporter. According to 
the reporter, contractors were hired by Network Rail to carry out work on the road located 
after the second railway crossing.  Following this work, two thirds of the access road at this 
location was left with debris and ballast that has been pushed onto the road by the 
machinery used.  The debris is said to consist of mud, stone and railway fittings.  
 
The reporter fears that the debris and ballast that has been left on the access road is a 
hazard to motorcyclists and cyclists that use the road, as they could be thrown off their bikes 
if they were to catch this material on their tyres.  This danger is increased when 
motorcyclists and cyclists have to move over to allow vehicles to pass on this stretch of the 
access road.  It is also a hazard to pedestrians that use this road as it could result in them 
slipping or falling.  The hazards posed by this situation are magnified at night when visibility 
is poor. 
 
The reporter believes that a short term resolution to the problem involves clearing the ballast 
and debris from this location as a matter of urgency.  A long term resolution to this problem, 
as seen by the reporter, would be to dig up the current ballast at this location and lay 
permanent material. 
 
Can Network Rail look into the possibility of carrying out both the short term and long term 
resolutions to this problem? 
 

Response from Network Rail 
The contamination to the access road was caused during the construction of a new road/rail 
access point and the road has now been cleaned of all debris.  
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40706 Software glitch and category B SPAD risk Portsmouth area 
The potential for technical SPADs at three signals in the area controlled by the Havant signal 
box is cited as a risk by one reporter. After resignalling work in the Portsmouth area, what has 
been described as a 'software glitch' is causing these signals to occasionally change their 
aspects unexpectedly. In practice, this can mean a double yellow turning back to red, leaving a 
driver without enough time to brake, and the risk of having a SPAD. The drivers of three train 
operating companies - First Great Western, Southern and South West Trains - are affected.  
The problem has been reported correctly on a number of occasions  
 
The reporter states, for example, that when the level crossing gates go down at Bedhampton 
station, the protecting signal will be at danger, but one of the signals showing a double yellow 
can randomly revert to danger. It is understood that the problem could be remedied, but only 
with a 48 hour possession taken by Network Rail. There seems to be a problem diarising this 
because of tight route operating requirements. All these crossings have had a TPWS grid 
installed, and the reporter suspects this may have something to do with the signalling 
anomalies. 
 
Please could Network Rail advise when this work is likely to take place? The locations of the 
signals where this is said to be a problem: 
 

 signal HT 34, on the Up line, approaching Bedhampton station; 

 signal HT 393, on the Down line, near the level crossing at Warblington; and 

 at Cosham on the Down line (signal number unknown). 
  

Response from Network Rail 
The signalling centre at Havant was commissioned in October 2007 using Siemens 
electronic interlocking. This is the second such computer based interlocking produced by 
Siemens employed in this country but the first to require a level crossing interface to be 
employed. 
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Soon after commissioning a number of issues were identified that needed resolving and one 
of these was associated with the level crossing interface and the timing of checking circuits 
which could lead to changes of aspect and the resulting CAT B SPAD‟s.  
 
The cause of the problem was quickly identified by the Siemens Engineers and appropriate 
modifications made to the data software which was tried and tested in the German 
workshops. 
 
The required data changes were ready to be implemented over a year ago but the amount of 
testing required once installed required a wheels free possession for the whole of the Havant 
controlled area for 12 hours minimum.  
 
Arranging this possession has not been easy as it required the cooperation of all train 
operating companies to agree to no train operation for a Sunday morning and early 
afternoon. 
 
A date was eventually agreed with the TOCs on the 26th April this year but regrettably 
problems were encountered loading the software modifications; the original software had to 
be installed back in the system again, hence the problem has not yet been resolved. 
 
However, Siemens engineers have now identified why the new data could not be loaded on 
the day in question and detailed plans are now proceeding to attempt another reload; this is 
likely to take place in September or October 2009. Mitigation measures have been applied to 
minimise the possibility of changes of aspect occurring during the interim period. 
 
 

40620 Wynnwith Rail and the working time directive 
Full time staff employed by Wynnwith Rail in the South West area, working double shifts is a 
concern for one reporter. 
 
The reporter believes that several staff are working excessive hours by working in non safety 
critical roles during the day and then going out on to track in the evening to work in safety 
critical roles, before return to their other jobs again all without an adequate rest break. 
 
Whilst out on track, staff who could be fatigued - on account of not receiving adequate rest 
between shifts - are undertaking safety critical roles that could impact on the safety of other 
staff and potentially result in injury.  
 
The reporter believes that staff work double shifts on a regular basis; but that the problem is 
exacerbated when the company is short of staff or the workload reduces. 
 
For Network Rail: 

 Can Network Rail carry out an audit to check that Wynnwith have an adequate 
procedure in place to make sure that staff are not working double shifts? 
 

For Wynnwith Rail: 

 The reporter would like Wynnwith to investigate and stop the staff from working double 
shifts as a matter of urgency. 
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Response from Network Rail 
Completed 2009:- 

 Network Rail has instructed an audit of Wynnwith management systems to be 
undertaken to determine the overall effectiveness of their management of working 
hours.       

 
As above and annually:- 

 Wynnwith are currently subject to Linkup Audit processes reviewed by Balfour Beatty 
Rail Ltd 

 
Further information from Network Rail about the Audit: 
 
Summary of audit on Wynnwith 
 
As discussed the following systems are currently in place for monitoring Wynnwith. 
 
BBRS Management systems audit 17/09/2008 
Scope included management of working hours.  
Results Wynnwith demonstrated management systems were in place. 
 
Achilles Audit 27/01/2009 
Scope included management of working hours 
Results Wynnwith demonstrated adequate management systems for working hours. 
 
BBRS plan further audits on Wynnwith to ensure compliance in response to recent CIRAS 
report. 
NWR / BBRS monitor working hours at site. 
NWR requested Wynnwith provide update of management systems internal audit. 
 
Summary: To date there is no evidence of specific or widespread breaches of working hours. 
 
 

40724 Fatigue experienced due to rostering 
A new roster is disrupting regular sleeping patterns and causing fatigue amongst workers 
carrying out track inspections along the East Midlands line.  
 
These track inspections take place during both daylight and night time hours. Most of these 
begin after 06:00 apart from an odd shift in the middle of the week which begins much 
earlier, at 03:00. Although it begins during the night, this shift is currently being regarded as 
a dayshift, the same as the other shifts. Under the dayshifts, the 12 hour break period is 
applied.  
 
The problem is that the odd shift starts much earlier than the normal starting time, which 
disrupts workers‟ sleeping patterns. This leaves them feeling lethargic when they work this 
odd shift as they have either had less sleep the night before or they also feel more tired the 
day after as getting into the normal shift working pattern is disjointed and difficult to adjust to. 
 
It is unclear whether the odd shift should be counted as a day or night shift. The reporter 
thinks that as the odd shift work begins during the night time (between 18:00 and 06:00) it 
should be classified as a night shift. This would allow all workers to be fully rested as a 32 
hour break period could be incorporated into the roster.  
 



NR and sub-NR sector  
 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone 020 3142 5368 I Fax 020 3142 5675 I Email enquiries@ciras.org.uk 
Block 2, Angel Square, 1 Torrens Street, London, EC1V 1NY  

Page | 15  

 
Consequently, the odd timings of this shift can be coped with better and workers can adjust 
back into the other shift timings with less difficulty.  
 
Could Network Rail provide clarification on whether shift starting at 03:00 should be 
classified as a day or night shift? 
 
Can the current roster be better designed so that workers are fully rested between the 
regular and odd shifts? 

 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the employee for raising their concern. 
 
A night shift, according to the working time regulations, is any shift that occurs between the 
period of 23:00 and 06:00. Generally it is at least seven hours long and includes the time 
between midnight and 05:00.  Hence, the shift in question here is undoubtedly a night shift. 
 
The design of all of our rosters afford sufficient resting periods for the type of work being 
undertaken. 
 
The resting period after this one nightshift is 21 hours where as the minimum requirement is 
for 12 hours. 
 
The only roster we have been able to identify which has a 03:15 start time within it has been 
put through the Health and Safety Executive Fatigue and Risk Index using shifts over a four 
week period as per HSE guidance.  
 
The index was developed by the HSE to help identify where in a roster the pinch points are 
for fatigue and risk of accident. Cut offs are 45 for the fatigue index and 1.6 for the risk index. 
 
The roster analysed has produced the following figures of: 
fatigue rating - average 8.8 maximum 16.4 
risk rating – average 0.760 maximum 0.859 
 
As these figures are well within the current HSE guide lines the roster is well within the 
fatigue and risk index limits. 
 
We are currently working on an e-learning programme on fatigue management for managers 
and safety support staff, which should be out in the next few months which will then be 
adapted into DVD format for frontline staff too. 
 
 

40725 Lack of clear instructions in Beckingham signal box 
A reporter is concerned that the instructions in Beckingham signal box were not changed 
after emergency regulation was re-introduced about six months ago.  
 
Beckingham signal box, situated between Gainsborough and Finningley, had worked under 
an emergency rule for several years, due to unreliability of the track circuit. About a year ago 
normal track circuit blocks were re-introduced to improve the capacity of the line, but the 
track circuit was still unreliable and emergency working was re-introduced about six months 
ago. However, the box instructions have never been changed back.  
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According to the emergency rule, signallers are supposed to keep trains at signal 103, which 
is situated at Beckingham signal box, until the previous train has passed Finningley and „out 
of section‟ is received from Doncaster.  
 
According to the reporter however, it is now common practice to allow a train to pass 103 
and go down to signal 113, which is the protection signal for Haxey crossing. This is done 
when signallers have seen the previous train clear Haxey crossing on CCTV. This CCTV is 
not set up for tail-lamp spotting, but rather to monitor that the crossing is clear of road 
vehicles, and the reporter is concerned that a signaller may make a mistake and believe that 
a train has cleared the crossing when in fact it hasn‟t, resulting in two trains in a section and 
a potential collision. If Network Rail does want to break up the section and have trains wait 
at 113, the reporter suggests that signallers should not have to rely on the current CCTV 
arrangements to know whether a train has cleared the crossing.   
 
The reporter is also concerned that the only safety measure in place to stop a signaller 
clearing 113 is a reminder appliance, which means the signal can still be cleared by 
mistake, which again could result in a collision. 113 is the last signal controlled by 
Beckingham before Doncaster takes over, so the signaller has no way of knowing if a train is 
sat at the next signal.  
 
Can Network Rail: 

 ensure that the correct instructions are present in Beckingham signal box; and 

 investigate whether safety measures other than the reminder appliance can be put in 

place to ensure 113 cannot be cleared by mistake?   

 
Response from Network Rail 
The signalling equipment from B103 signal up to B113 signal is reliable and operational, thus 
trains are signalled normally up to B113 signal. 
 
Temporary working is that B113 signal should not be cleared until confirmation is received 
from Doncaster PSB (power signal box) that the train has passed over Finningley crossing 
complete with tail lamp, and has been afforded signal protection. 
 
This instruction is in place due to rail contamination (rusty rails) due to a low volume in 
traffic. Plans are in place for the rail grinding train to run so that the condition of the rail can 
be assessed to determine whether normal working can be resumed. 
 
Reminder appliances are a standard safety feature and when used correctly are designed to 
prevent errors being made. 
 
The suggestion that Haxley CCTV crossing is being used for spotting of tail lamps is not the 
method of working expected. Trains are being monitored by Finningley who have protecting 
signals and the signaller on duty does reliably inform Doncaster PSB once the train has 
passed complete with tail lamp, to allow the next service to proceed safely. 
 
 

40758 Replacement phones not provided to Gloucester signal box 
A reporter has concerns over whether lessons have been learned from a recent incident 
where signallers at Gloucester power signal box were left without sufficient communication 
equipment for nine hours.  
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On 9 May, a major fault on the telephone network meant that the telephone system was 
down from about 14:00 until about 23:00. The only telephone which was working was at a 
desk at the back of the signal box, far from the panel. Several requests were made to 
Swindon control for replacement equipment, but nothing was supplied.  
 
The main concern is that should an emergency arise in such a situation, signallers would not 
be able to implement the National Radio Network (NRN) emergency procedure as quickly as 
it should be. This procedure involves calling control and having them stop all trains in a 
specific area, using the NRN to reach all drivers. This is one of the first and most important 
procedures to implement in an emergency, such as in the event of a bridge strike or an 
unsafe line. Because the only working phone was placed far from the panel, valuable time 
would be lost in contacting control. Also, there would be a significant delay in getting 
emergency messages to the signal box from anyone outside.  
  
The reporter seeks reassurance from Network Rail that lessons have been learned from the 
incident and that signallers will be supplied with alternative communication equipment if 
needed.   
 
What procedures are in place to supply signallers with communication equipment if the 
telephone system fails? 
 

Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail thanks the respondent for bringing these concerns to our attention. During the 
failure of telecommunications referred to, there was at all times one telephone working on 
the operating floor. Whilst acknowledging that this is a far from an ideal situation, there was 
opportunity to initiate emergency calls should the need have arisen, utilising the working 
telephone on the back desk which is close to all the operational panel positions. 
 
When it was realised that the failure was not going to be rectified quickly, arrangements 
were for two phones to be provided, and these were dedicated to the north and south end of 
the panel respectively. Conscious that this event happened on a Saturday night and there 
were planned engineering possessions, the relevant PICOPs were advised of the 
appropriate numbers to contact the panel. 
 
We do accept that the alternative arrangements for telephone provision could have been 
made earlier in this particular case, and will seek to make certain that this happens promptly 
if there are any future incidents where a failure of external communications is likely to last for 
an extended period. 

 
 

40744  Right side failure at Brundall Junction will lead to ócomplacency SPADô 
A reporter has noted that over the past few weeks there appears to be a right side failure 
occurring with the distant signal on the approach to Brundall Junction, in the up direction 
from the Yarmouth branch line and the Lowestoft main line.  This is resulting in trains always 
being cautioned at the distant signal even though the associated stop signals are off. 
 
With 20 to 30 trains travelling through this junction a day the reporter is concerned that if the 
failure is not rectified it could result in complacency creeping in and lead to a SPAD, 
because drivers may start to sub-consciously assume that the stop signals are going to be 
off.  This has not occurred to date but the reporter would like to highlight this as a potential 
risk that could easily be eliminated if the problem was rectified as a matter of urgency.   
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It should also be highlighted that signal BL28 is in this section of track and is known to be a 
multi-SPAD signal.  
 
Concern has been expressed that for some unknown reason Brundall signal box is unable to 
clear the distant signal even though the stop signals are off.  It is not known whether the fault 
lies in the signal box interlocking or with the stop signals. 
 
Could Network Rail investigate and fix the problem as a matter of urgency?  In the interim, 
the reporter would also like information to be provided to the affected drivers through notices 
placed in notice cases and the WON. 
 

Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for raising this issue.  
 
There have been two specific problems at Brundall. There was a long standing issue with 
BL32, on the Up Lowestoft line, which has now been put right but at BL35 signal, which is on 
the Up Acle line, a defective wire crank is making the signal lever difficult to pull. A fault was 
reported on 27th March 2009 although the problem with the crank was known about before 
this date. 
 
BL35 has had a new crank made and installed. Unfortunately this has not rectified the 
problem. There is no time frame at present for restoring BL35 to normal working, but our 
engineers are working on a solution as a matter of priority. 
 
Network Rail understands the concerns raised about the risk of complacency but it is vitally 
important that drivers obey the signal aspect that is displayed. WON notices are used for 
permanent infrastructure changes so it would be inappropriate for an item to cover an 
infrastructure fault. We will provide updates to the relevant, local NXEA managers as the 
situation progresses. 
 
 

40649 Emergency Communication Systems at Three Bridges signal box 
A reporter is very concerned about the performance of emergency alarm equipment for two 
different locations. In both cases, the source of the problem is a long-standing cable fault. 
The standard alarm system (making use of a „pull button‟ function) does not work, so 
substitute systems have been put in place. But these have proven to be „not fit for purpose‟, 
because they blur the line between emergency and non-emergency calls with obvious safety 
implications. 
 
Panel 1A: London Bridge signalling centre to Three Bridges - The standard alarm system 
has now been failed for three years. A direct line with a red telephone to send emergency 
alarms was installed as a temporary measure at Three Bridges. For some reason, contract 
staff began calling this number when they should not have been using it – it is not clear why 
this happened. 
 
Signallers are trained to treat this as an emergency, and put all the signals towards London 
Bridge at danger before answering this red phone. The phone itself ringing is deemed an 
emergency alarm. Clearly, signals should not be put at danger if contractors have mistakenly 
called the wrong number. 
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Panel 2: Three Bridges to Oxted box - A similar cable fault has been present for panel 2. In 
this instance, however, there is no dedicated direct line with a red telephone for emergency 
situations. This means signallers are reliant on making an ordinary call to Oxted in the event 
of an emergency.  
 
Since there is no obvious way of distinguishing between an ordinary and an emergency call 
here, an emergency response could be critically delayed if someone does not pick up 
immediately. 
 
For Network Rail: 

 Could Network Rail ideally advise when both cable faults and the source of the 
problem be remedied? The reporter sincerely hopes this can happen before a new 
signalling scheme is implemented in August 2009.  

 

 In the meantime, on panel 2, the reporter would like to see a dedicated, red 
emergency phone installed. Can this be arranged? 

 

Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail have been fully aware of the need to ensure emergency alarms between signal 
boxes are working correctly and fit for purpose. In the case of Three Bridges Panel 1A to 
London Bridge, when the original alarm failed and it was vigorously tested, the testing 
proved inconclusive. So to ensure continuity of communications a dedicated direct line 
telephone was installed. On two random occasions an outside party accessed the line. This 
was reported immediately and remedied with the line having a change of number; this has 
proved successful and no further spurious calls have been received. 
 
The emergency alarm between Three Bridges panel 2 and Oxted signal box suffered a 
failure in 2008; installation of new cabling was instigated, due to the existing cable having 
suffered from rodent attack. At all times during the failure there was alternative 
communications via a direct line. The latest failure in January 2009 again prompted further 
testing; the fault was found to be in some connectors and these were rectified and tested on 
29/01/09. Again, alternate means of communication were in place at all times whilst the 
alarm was in a failed condition.  
 
It is Network Rail‟s intention to re-design the communication links between Three Bridges 
and London Bridge to reduce the possibility of any further failures. This is currently ongoing 
with technicians investigating using links for communications by adapting the existing TD 
system which would prove more reliable and robust. 
 
 

40772 óNo parking on level crossingsô leads to physical strain 
A reporter is concerned that track workers in the Lincoln area are no longer allowed to park 
on level crossings to load trolleys with equipment. Prior to the change, workers would be 
able to park on a level crossing near the work site with their hazard warning lights on. This 
would typically take place after a possession had been taken, allowing for the convenient 
loading of trolleys with equipment. The whole process would take no more than 10 to 12 
minutes.  
 
Track workers have now been instructed to park their work vans in a lay-by, and carry the 
equipment along the road to the trolley. The trolley itself also has to be well clear of the level 
crossing, resulting in workers having to carry equipment along the track and sometimes over 
cattle grids to reach it.  
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It can be dangerous for staff to carry heavy equipment on uneven ground along busy roads. 
Apart from the extra physical strain, the traffic poses a danger and it can be hazardous to 
walk over cattle grids with equipment.   
 
Staff have been told that the change has to do with the highway code, but It appears that it 
has only been implemented in the Lincoln area.  
 
The reporter would like to know: 

 why track workers are no longer allowed to park on level crossings to load a trolley; 

 if Network Rail has assessed the risks brought about by the change in procedure; 

 if Network Rail consider reinstating the old procedure of loading trolleys on level 

crossings if the new risk is deemed higher than the old one; and 

 is this procedure being adopted nationwide or just in Lincolnshire? 

 

Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for raising their concerns. This gives us the 
opportunity to work as a team and resolve these concerns. 
 
Whilst it is correct that the teams in Lincoln delivery unit have been instructed to change the 
way they load/unload their vehicles at level crossings, the instruction was not as simple as 
“do not park on level crossings”. The reporter‟s concerns are understandable, as the 
instructions recently implemented require a change of working practice that may be 
perceived to increase risk to the individual. However, these instructions protect both the 
company and the staff and have been implemented to ensure we minimise both physical and 
legal risk. 
 
Deliberate obstruction of a public highway, excluding emergencies, may be considered a 
nuisance in common law. Parking on a level crossing whilst the road is open to public use is 
against the Highway Code (see Highway Code rule 291). If a member of the public is 
obstructed from going about their business the individual causing the obstruction and 
Network Rail are at risk. If an accident occurs whilst a member of the public is attempting to 
pass an obstruction on a level crossing the individual causing the obstruction and Network 
Rail are at risk. In both cases this risk can be mitigated by avoiding the situation.  
 
The changes implemented across Lincoln delivery unit require that teams wishing to 
access/egress the railway at a level crossing do so in such a way as to make certain that 
they do not obstruct a public highway, or park on a level crossing that is open to public use.  
 
It has been made clear that a public footpath has equivalent rights of access and cannot be 
obstructed by the trolley whilst it is loaded, but this does not mean staff have to carry 
equipment across anti-trespass guards or along the track. Staff are not being asked to carry 
out a new activity or an activity that they have not received training for. 
 
Options available are: 

 Park just beyond the level crossing and carry equipment back to load the trolley, 
which should be situated adjacent to, but not obstructing the footpath or carriageway. 

 Utilise a different access point within the possession and once loaded walk the trolley 
to the worksite. 

 Ensure a road and footpath closure are requested and in place thus allowing vehicles 
to be parked on the level crossing. 
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During discussions with supervisors and staff it has been made clear that each level 
crossing will have to be assessed as an access point at the time of use, as conditions can 
vary due to weather, underfoot conditions, time of day, and road traffic volume. All staff have 
been trained in manual handling and if they deem the site unsuitable with no alternative 
available they can, and on one occasion have, invoke the worksafe procedure. 
 
This report has highlighted a need for further briefing to ensure a clear and unambiguous 
understanding. This briefing will be arranged in the very near future. 
 
 

40710 Subsidence at Keith station, slip and trip hazard 
The state of the main platform at Keith station located on the Aberdeen to Inverness route is 
the subject of concern for one reporter.   
 
Since this platform was resurfaced five to six years ago, it has suffered from serious 
subsidence issues due to the poor foundation laid under the platform tarmac.  The area of 
particular concern is between the east end of the platform and the car park.  When it rains 
the reporter notes that there can be up to 23 places on the platform where puddles of water, 
up to three inches deep, collect due to tarmac subsidence. Furthermore, these puddles 
cannot drain away because the level of the platform has sunk below the level of the drains 
on the platform.  Passengers are at risk of potentially slipping and falling due to the 
subsidence and the level of the drains.  
 
Although it is a long and costly process, the reporter suggests that the platform be 
resurfaced, with a proper foundation put in place to prevent any future subsidence. Could 
this be looked into please? 
 

Response from Network Rail 
Re-surfacing work was carried out at Keith station between 6th and 9th July.  
 
The work was extensive and involved in excess of 300 sq m of surfacing and sub-bases.  
 
The platform had been subject to excessive subsidence due to poor substrate and 
compaction.  
 
The works carried out on site concentrated efforts to major foot-fall areas in and around the 
station building.  
 
Localised heavy rainfall since the work has been carried out has proven the success of the 
project and has eliminated all ponding. 
 
Repairs were also carried out to other areas of the platform using cold tar products, to 
reduce tripping hazards and some minor subsidence. 
 
The result can be seen in the attached photographs 
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40702 Operation of ticket barriers at Waterloo station 
The operation of ticket barriers at Waterloo station on Saturdays and match days are of 
concern to a reporter. The ticket barriers in question – those near platforms 15 to 18 at the 
Windsor side of Waterloo station – are not being fully utilised leading to passengers being 
directed in a flow that could be deemed as hazardous. 
 
The reporter is concerned that the situation could lead to unnecessary overcrowding which 
could be dangerous for commuters and station staff especially on days when a large 
number of people are travelling to matches taking place at Twickenham. On match days in 
particular, there is a risk of passengers being pushed onto or falling onto empty tracks or 
being pushed onto barriers unnecessarily. 
 
Part of the problem appears to be an operational instruction on match days which states that 
no barriers should be turned around without seeking management approval. The reporter 
doesn‟t think this is appropriate as it is not possible to always seek this approval when there 
are hundreds of passengers coming down the platform.  
 
The reporter believes this instruction takes away responsibility from the staff who can see 
immediately what is going on and can have a better idea of what‟s coming down the 
platform than those manning the CCTV cameras in the control room. The reporter‟s 
suggestion is for the ticket barriers to be changed from entrance to exit or vice versa when 
the occasion arises.  
 
Could more responsibility of operating the barriers and making short-term changes be given 
to the barrier operators to provide a smoother passenger flow during busy periods? The 
reporter would like to know whether the final responsibility of operating the barriers lies with 
the barrier operators or control room staff. 
 
Also, could the operational flowchart be reviewed and plans put in place to address the 
passenger flow concerns raised by this reporter?  
 

Response from Network Rail 
The automatic ticket gates (ATGs) at Waterloo are owned and maintained by Network Rail 
(NR), with South West Trains (SWT) operating managing their daily operation. Waterloo has 
a total of 165 ATGs; the largest automatic ticket barrier line in Europe.  
 
The large number of gates at the station takes into account factors such as predicted 
passenger growth, peak time loads and emergency operations.  
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The operation is overseen by the dedicated ATG control that monitors the entire barrier line 
and adjoining areas through the use of CCTV and two-way radio. The CCTV enables a far 
greater view of the areas with the use of fixed, pre-aligned coverage. This enables the 
control room operatives to review compliance to safety standards, and pre-defined limits, 
operating the gates into the open positions should the need arise. 
 
The gates entry / exit status are set to pre-defined flows to cater for the peaks and special 
events, however, as stated above, the control room is able to review the complete barrier 
line when considering gate entry status and make remote amendments to the entry exit 
alignment. 
 
Local operatives are also positioned within easy reach of the emergency gate release 
buttons located within the barrier line. All staff members working the barrier line are trained 
to the required competency for gate operations. 
 
Operational reviews at one and three months have concluded that the control measures in 
place are enabling the safe operation of the automatic ticket gateline at Waterloo. 
 
 

40687 Richmond station ï problem with platform three 
A reporter is concerned about bad practice developing and a potential risk of a collision 
occurring as a result of a faulty signalling system, in particular on the approach to platform 
three at Richmond station.  
 
The trip cock should only be automatically tripped at red signals or if a train is approaching 
the signal at a higher speed than the set speed. However, the train‟s emergency brakes are 
automatically applied when drivers go into platform three on a yellow signal at Richmond 
station. Consequently, drivers are constantly overriding the system when they go into this 
platform on yellow signals.  
 
The reporter believes bad practice is developing whereby it is routine for drivers to override 
the system. This could mean that if a driver had in fact passed a signal at danger the 
likelihood of a driver automatically overriding the system and continuing to drive would 
increase. This increases the risk of a collision occurring.  
 
Although it is standard procedure to inform the signalman that the signal has been tripped, 
this does not happen. The reporter thinks is due to performance targets. 
 
The reporter has been told that the problem is to do with an engineering problem on the 
approach to this platform which is why platform three seems to create more of an issue than 
the others. Until recently platform three was not used very often but the reporter states that 
drivers are regularly using this platform now.  
 
Additional information 
Five out of seven platforms at Richmond Station have the trip cock and train stop 
mechanism in use. Only platforms four and five appear to work properly. Platform three is 
particularly problematic. 
 
For LOROL: 
If this platform is going to be used regularly, the reporter believes that all drivers need to be 
briefed about the potential hazards. Could this be provided? 
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For London Underground and Network Rail: 
Could the signalling problems at this station be investigated?  
 

Response from Network Rail 
Historically (Circa 1979) platform three at Richmond was a Southern platform that was not 
connected to the North London Line (NLL). It was not equipped with a centre conductor rail 
and was not suitable for District line trains. The District line did not require to use platform 
three and therefore there was no requirement to provide the centre conductor rail. The 
electrification of platform three is Southern in design and connection. 
 
When the connection to the NLL was built, it was decided to prevent District line trains from 
entering platform three and becoming “gapped”. The British Rail trains that were required to 
use platform three, principally for transfer purposes between NLL and Southern, were class 
416 (2-EPB) units which were not equipped with tripcocks; therefore the trainstop was 
designed not to lower for this route. 
 
Since that time new systems have been provided for District line trains, none of which have 
been provided in platform three. They include the Moorgate control (or TETS) and correct 
side door enable. We have also seen the introduction of newer units, class 313 and now 
class 378, all of which are equipped with the tripcock. 
 
If Network Rail decided to lower the trainstop at GB17 for any train we would have to provide 
a centre conductor rail and modified conductor rail ramps, TETS and CSDE (at least) which 
would undoubtedly not meet an organised cost benefit analysis exercise. It would simply 
provide a facility for the District line that is not required (District line trains are still not 
required to use platform three). Consideration naturally needs to be given to the safety 
systems apparent to all services on the line. 
 

 Can the signalling system be adapted so trips do not occur when the signal is yellow? 

At present the fixed tripcock cannot be altered as this would necessitate a design change to 
the signalling equipment (introduction of additional controls) 
 
London Overground Rail Operations Ltd (LOROL) and Network Rail are looking at varying 
technical solutions to address the concerns of the reporter.  
 
A committee is presently looking into the anomaly but no decision has yet been taken.  
 
 

40735 Pigeon infestation at Wembley Central and South Kenton 
A reporter is concerned about the increasing pigeon problem, mainly at Wembley Central 
station but also at South Kenton station. 
 
Pigeons have been a problem for several years at these stations, but it seems to just get worse 
and worse according to the reporter. At Wembley Central there is a footbridge which is only 
open to the public on days with major events, but staff have to patrol this area on a daily basis 
as it is also an emergency exit. The reporter states that this bridge is covered in pigeon faeces, 
creating a slip hazard and, more seriously, a health risk. Breathing in dried pigeon faeces puts 
a person at risk of a multitude of illnesses, such as E coli. At South Kenton station, the island 
platform has similar problems.  
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The reporter would like to see drastic action taken to combat the pigeon problem and suggests 
that a specialist contractor needs to be brought in to get the situation under control. The main 
obstacle to action being taken seems to be uncertainty of who is responsible for it. Both 
buildings are owned by Network Rail, but LUL is the tenant.  
 
Could LUL and Network Rail confirm who is responsible for dealing with the pigeon infestation 
at these stations?  
 
Will the responsible party take decisive steps to eradicate this health risk?    
 

Response from Network Rail 
Wembley Central station  
The cleaning of Wembley Central events bridge was discussed by Network Rail and London 
Underground Limited (LUL) and it was agreed that a thorough deep clean of the bridge 
would be carried out on 22nd May 2009. 
 
Furthermore, Network Rail and LUL are in ongoing discussions on the measures that are 
required in order to provide anti-roost protection on the Wembley Central station events 
bridge. This requires a separate contract as the work needs to be planned, assessed and 
delivered by Network Rail in line with the possession and isolation programme. The building 
engineer, in the week commencing 1st June 2009 obtained estimates of cost to progress 
anti-roost proposals.  Network Rail fully understands that the pigeon droppings will continue 
to cause difficulties until the anti-roost protection work has been completed. However, the 
type of the permanent infrastructure work which is needed on the bridge must be properly 
managed. 
 
South Kenton station 
The responsibility of cleaning pigeon droppings from the platform falls within the terms and 
conditions of the station facility owner being London Underground Limited.  The response 
that LUL gave on receiving this complaint is that anti-roost protection had to be removed to 
facilitate the refurbishment programme of works that is being undertaken to South Kenton 
station.  In the week commencing the 4th May 2009 an attempt to manage the pigeon 
infestation was performed. On completion of the refurbishment programme the anti-roost 
protection will be reinstated. 

 

Response from LUL 
Thank you for your report regarding pigeon infestation at Wembley Central and South 
Kenton stations. 
 
In response to items raised within this report I would like to clarify these stations are now 
managed by London Underground as the station facilities operator while Network Rail 
remain the landlord. The footbridge at Wembley Central remains a Network Rail asset 
however and is therefore not within the London Underground lease at present. 
 
South Kenton – From 04/05/09 – 10/05/09 the following action has been taken to address 
pigeon issues at this location. The scope of works involved the controlled shooting / cull of 
feral pigeon vermin roosting within the damaged anti-pigeon canopy netting system at South 
Kenton station by Rentokil pest control, the removal of approximately half of the damaged 
netting structure, and the subsequent clean and removal of bird fouling and nesting material. 
There are currently refurbishment works being conducted at this location and when 
completed towards the end of 2009 new netting will be put in place. 
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Wembley Central footbridge: A deep clean was conducted on Friday 22 May 2009. Regular 
meetings with Network Rail are in place to agree further works for implementation of pigeon 
proofing and ensure the bridge is regularly cleaned until this mitigation is in place. 
 
 

40749 Crowd control at Kings Cross 
A reporter has expressed concerns over the crowd control arrangements at Kings Cross 
station, following a recent security alarm. The concern relates to crowd control both inside and 
outside the station. The main concern raised is that there are no procedures in place to 
disperse members of the public once they have exited Kings Cross station. It is currently the 
only exit out of the station due to the ongoing building work inside the station.  
 
The reporter states that Kings Cross station was particularly crowded on the morning of 18 
May. That morning the station was evacuated due to a security alarm. The area at the top of 
the escalators got very congested, but in particular the area just outside the exit got crowded. 
There were no personnel outside the station to ask people to move on or turn away people 
trying to enter, and as the crowd built up, it got harder for people still inside the station to exit. 
People who smoke tend to stop right outside the exit and light their cigarettes, adding to the 
funnel effect. According to the reporter, the consequences of not being able to evacuate the 
station in a speedy and organised manner in a serious emergency could be fatal.   
 
The reporter is unsure exactly who is responsible for the area outside Kings Cross, but believes 
it might be Network Rail. The reporter would like to see a system in place whereby staff from 
Network Rail, or whoever else is responsible for the area, assist LUL staff in an emergency by 
dispersing passengers once they have exited the station. In general, the reporter feels there 
should be more efficient crowd control measures in place within Kings Cross station as well as 
outside. Moving the smoking area further away may help alleviate the crowding issue. 
 
For LUL and Network Rail: 

 Who is responsible for managing the area outside the Kings Cross exit? 

 Can steps be taken to disperse the crowd outside the station during an emergency? 

 
For LUL: 

 Is there any way to improve crowd control measures in the underground area of Kings 

Cross station? 

 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing these issues to the attention of 
CIRAS. 
 
Although the exit next to the LUL entrance is one of the major entrances to King‟s Cross 
railway station, it is not the only one.  We also have exits out to the taxi rank, out by the 
suburban shed and a main entrance/exit onto York Way.  On the morning of the 18th May, 
King‟s Cross overground station was not evacuated, although the underground may well 
have been closed for a short time due to over-crowding.  This is something which happens 
relatively frequently and something we at the station are becoming increasingly used to 
dealing with. 
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When the area outside the station becomes crowded, LUL personnel are on hand to direct 
passengers to alternative tube entrances at St Pancras International and also along the road 
to Euston station.   
 
Passengers are directed to the alternative locations via pedestrian foot-crossings.  In 
instances such as these where large crowds gather, Network Rail staff from the concourse 
come outside to assist LUL staff where possible in dispersing the crowds safely.  If the 
station control is informed by LUL control that the underground station is closing due to 
overcrowding, PA announcements in the station are made to reflect this and make 
passengers aware in advance.  It is unclear from the report whether the reporter was using 
the railway station or tube, but we can confirm that the gates up from LUL are always 
manned by LUL staff, particularly in times of crowds when there is usually a minimum of four 
LUL staff on hand to help direct crowds. 
 
The line distinguishing Network Rail‟s boundary lies under the canopy outside the station, 
but we aim to work together with LUL to jointly clear the area when any passenger build up 
results from tube closure or congestion. 
 
If the reporter is not a regular user of King‟s Cross, then it could be that he/she found it 
unusual to see such a large number of people in a small space.  Due to the space 
constraints we have at King‟s Cross this is something both LUL and station staff are now 
used to and they work quickly to disperse passengers safely.  Under the emergency 
procedures for the station, should the occasion arise whereby we are unable to effectively 
disperse crowds, the Metropolitan Police are called and they can close the road and open 
the road gates to allow passengers safe access to the road and direct them towards Argyll 
Square – this is the process we would follow in an emergency situation. 
 
It is hoped the above satisfies the reporter‟s concerns. 

 
Response from LUL 
On the morning of the 18th there were two incidents that happened which caused the station to 
be congested and to close; the first was a defective train on the Victoria line (which took 25 
minutes to reach Kings Cross from Highbury & Islington on the southbound). Please note 
station control was already in place for the morning peak. During this period staff filtered 
customers into the station from the main entrance/exit; this does cause a build up of customers 
trying to get into the station, however, they are kept moving. Inside the station staff were 
diverting Victoria line customers onto the other lines. At the same time the Victoria was 
suspended the Piccadilly southbound service was also suspended; this was as a result of a 
customer going into labour at Russell Square.  
 
The Piccadilly line incident along with the Victoria line suspension caused the station to quickly 
become overcrowded. The station Congestion Control Emergency Plan (CCEP) provides 
detailed guidance to staff on what actions to take in the event of congestion. Based on the 
CCEP and the station supervisor own competence a decision was taken evacuate the station 
and close.  
 
There were approximately 4,000 customers evacuated from the station that morning using all 
five exits that were available. The evacuation did cause some crowding issues outside the main 
entrance/exit. However, some customers boarded buses, walk to other stations in the area, and 
the area around the main entrance/exit does clear in a short time. 
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On occasions, as is the case during this incident, some customers will not move away and 
decide to wait to see when the station will reopen. When this happens assistance is sought 
from the British Transport Police, which was the case on that morning where the British 
Transport Police did assist in moving the customers away from the entrance/exit. 
 
The group station manager is always looking for new ways to improve crowd control issues at 
Kings Cross.  This is discussed at team meetings, and health and safety meetings.  This matter 
is focused on at our regular safety committee meetings, by reviewing incidents/customer flows 
at peak traffic hours and also events.  
 
Station management will continue to work with other stakeholders (NR and TOCs) to ensure 
the continued safe operation at Kings Cross. 
 
Please note the opening of the new Northern Ticket Hall in December this will alleviate many of 
the congestion problems in the main entrance/exit area. 
 
 

40788 Impractical health and safety policy 
A reporter working for a Network Rail subcontractor is concerned about the implementation 
of Network Rail‟s health and safety policy which indicates that personal protective equipment 
(PPE) must be worn at all times whilst on or about the track.  
 
The reporter is mainly involved in electrical work that requires reading, writing and using 
hand-held computers and recording devices. As such, he seldom has a need to wear gloves, 
hard hats and goggles whilst working. According to the reporter, the standard policy 
stipulates that this particular PPE must be worn at all times. This concerns the reporter as 
follows: 
 

 Goggles - the reporter wears glasses and would like to know how the goggles he has 
been told to wear on top of them will fit. When it is hot or raining, perspiration 
normally runs inside his glasses normally and the reporter is concerned that the 
goggles may make this worse and affect his vision. The reporter is concerned that 
peripheral and long-term vision is affected by wearing the goggles and for someone 
wearing glasses there are problems associated with the vision changes by wearing 
goggles on top of glasses. 
 

 Gloves - special non-conductive gloves are used for high power work. In accordance 
with the PPE policy, the reporter has to wear thin rubber gloves underneath his 
special gloves now, which he finds uncomfortable since they make his hands sweat 
in all weather conditions.  
 

 Hard Hats - in the recent hot conditions, the reporter found the hats to be non-
breathable causing his body to overheat. The reporter would also like to know why 
hard hats need to be worn when workers aren‟t near a lifting operation or overhead 
lines.  
 

 Uniform - although the visibility of workers on the track has increased due to the 
introduction of the new orange uniform, the reporter feels that the quality of the 
material is poor, non-breathable and very thick. A suggestion is to perhaps make a 
summer edition of the uniform rather than standard wear that seems more suitable 
for cooler conditions.  
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The reporter states that the PPE is hindering his ability to work comfortably and could 
therefore be doing him more harm than good as it could compromise his safety and that of 
his colleagues whilst working on or about the track. 
 
The reporter‟s opinion is that instead of a „one-size-fits-all‟ type of policy, there should be 
exceptions within it to cater for different working conditions. This could allow individuals and 
teams at local level to decide if all PPE is required for the specific work at hand. For 
example, if a task doesn‟t require workers to use certain items of PPE, COSS‟s or team 
leaders could be allowed to tell their teams to carry the PPE just in case they do need to use 
them. 
 
The reporter also feels that there has been a lack of consultation and explanation of the 
policies concerning PPE. The health and safety department within the contractor he works 
for try to satisfy the requirements of the NR standards. In doing so however, the reporter 
feels that the standards are not fully understood and that clear explanations need to be 
provided.  
 

 Could the current PPE rules about goggles, gloves and hard hats be fully explained?  
 

Also: 

 Do the rules allow for PPE to differ according to the range of work undertaken on or 
about the track?  

 How much flexibility is there within the policy and rules for workers to adapt them to 
their working conditions?  

 Is this broad enough to reflect the electrical work the reporter carries out?  

 For those wearing glasses, are goggles available that will not impede vision and 
minimise perspiration?  

 With regards to PPE policy and any changes, was there a consultation process and 
how were explanations provided to contractors and subcontractors? 

 

Response from Network Rail 
Thank you for your comments about the Network Rail personal protective equipment (PPE) 
policy. 
 
The policy is set out in the Network Rail company standard NR/L2/OHS/021, Personal 
Protective Equipment and Work-wear.  The policy requires that when on or near the line or 
on the lineside high visibility upper body clothing, lower body clothing, a safety helmet and 
safety footwear is worn.  There is no requirement in the current company standard for 
general eye protection and hand protection to be worn.  The wearing of general eye 
protection and hand protection is currently subject to Sites Rule made by principal 
contractors appointed by Network Rail and so may vary from site to site. 
 
With regards to eye protection, Network Rail would expect that where a prescription 
spectacle wearer is required to wear light eye protection their employer would have in place 
a process for the provision of prescription safety spectacles.  This removes the general 
requirement to wear goggles over non safety spectacles.  However, where heavier eye 
protection such as goggles are required, such as in grinding operations, then prescription 
spectacle wearers will have to wear suitable goggles over their prescription safety 
spectacles to achieve the required level of protection.  The reporter should approach his 
employer about the provision of prescription safety spectacles. 
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With regards to gloves, where specific gloves are required to be worn for a specific task, 
such as the rubber gauntlets specified for electrical work, it would be normal practice to 
remove any other gloves being worn.  The exception to this would be in the case of inner-
gloves that are worn as part of a designed, multi-layer system. 
 
Safety helmets are available with adequate ventilation at the crown and these are suitable 
for use in all weather conditions.  Safety helmets have been shown to provide protection to 
individuals from flying objects from a variety of sources, including objects projected from or 
by passing trains, hence the requirement to wear them when on or near the line or on the 
lineside.   
 
High visibility clothing is available with a variety of material weights and performance 
specifications.  Light weight clothing for summer wear is readily available from PPE 
manufacturers/suppliers.  The obligation to provide suitable PPE is on the employer.  The 
reporter should approach his employer if he believes that the PPE that he is being provided 
with is not suitable for the weather conditions in which he is working. 
 
Within the current policy there are exemptions that apply in specific working conditions.  One 
of these specifically applies to the type of work that the reporter may carry out.  It exempts 
telecoms, signals or electrification and plant employees from the need to wear a safety 
helmet while performing close work within switch-gear, panels and enclosures.  There are 10 
other exemptions listed within the policy that relate to specific circumstances.  The policy 
also accepts the possible need for further exemptions based upon risk assessments and 
provides a process for their consideration. 
 
The policy sets the requirements for the basic minimum PPE when on or near the line or on 
the lineside.  It recognises that within task specific risk assessments there may be additional 
requirements for PPE and specifies that such PPE must be provided and used as required 
by the safe system of work for that task.  This would include such PPE as hearing protection 
or specialist PPE such as welding gauntlets or the rubber gauntlets mentioned by the 
reporter. 
 
Extensive consultation has taken place on the policy both within Network Rail and with the 
Trade Unions and the wider industry.  Explanations of the policy were provided in briefing 
notes on the company standard to all contractors who subscribe to Network Rail company 
standards.  
 
 

40798 Lack of procedure for repairing detonators 
A reporter is concerned about the lack of an agreed procedure for repairing detonators. Staff 
are expected to repair broken detonators rather than be given new ones. Sometimes this 
only involves painting them to bring them up to standard but more often than not staff are 
required to replace legs that have broken off. This can either be done by gluing new lead leg 
straps to the bottom of the detonator or, as increasing numbers of staff are doing, soldering 
the new lead leg straps. The reporter feels this practice is dangerous as the detonators 
contain small amounts of explosives and could explode if heated, causing serious injury to a 
member of staff. As far as the reporter is aware staff have received no training or even 
guidance on how to repair the detonators which has resulted in this dangerous practice. 
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Could Railsafe Systems: 

 comment on the possibility of providing all staff with replacement detonators when 
needed; or 

 ensure that any repairs that need to be undertaken are done so correctly by trained 
staff at headquarters? 

 
Response from Railsafe Systems 
Railsafe Systems has a robust process in place for the control of defective detonators, and 
at no time condones or expects staff to carry out repairs to damaged or defective detonators. 
All operatives are taken through the procedure covering defective detonators as part of their 
employment induction and regular reminders of the procedure are published in the 
company‟s staff news letter.  
 
Attached to this email are the July and September 2008 news letters which clearly reminds 
staff of the process to follow concerning defective detonators. Additionally, I have also 
attached an extract from the company‟s quality manual which is briefed to all staff at the 
employment induction, which also clearly outlines the procedure to follow concerning 
defective detonators. 
 
Following this report I have sent out another briefing to all operatives reminding them of the 
procedure to follow concerning any defective detonators, and have also stated that anyone 
failing to comply will be subject to disciplinary action 

 
 

40799 Staff on nights expected to attend early morning meetings 
The expectation for staff working night shifts to attend early morning meetings is a concern 
for one reporter. Some staff are working six or eight hour night shifts on Tuesdays and 
Wednesdays and are then expected to attend possession meetings on Thursday mornings 
and then to start work again that evening. Additionally, some staff have a travel time of up to 
two and a half hours to and from the meeting and so do not receive their 12 hour rest period. 
The reporter comments many staff attend the meetings due to the pay incentive or through 
fear of reprisal and so may not consider the safety implications that not receiving adequate 
rest may hold. This raises the concern of staff making mistakes whilst at work or having a 
road traffic accident due to fatigue. 
 
The reporter is aware that safety critical information about scheduled possessions is given 
out in these meetings but comments that this information gets repeated on the day of the 
possession.  
 
Could Railsafe Systems please comment on the expectations placed on staff to attend these 
meetings when they have been working night shifts? 
 

Response from Railsafe Systems 
Railsafe Systems has one of the highest safety records in the country for the delivery of 
possession management services. This safety record has been achieved over the years by 
ensuring lessons are learnt from accidents and incidents that have occurred within the 
industry. Our experience has shown that one of the main causes of possession management 
incidents is due to support personnel not having a complete understanding of the blocking 
and possession arrangements and their role in the delivery of the possession on the night in 
question. Therefore, attending the pre-possession meeting is crucial in the successful 
delivery of the possession.  
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However, it is not always possible for personnel to attend these meeting due to other work 
commitments, but we have systems and process‟ in place to identify those individuals who 
were unable to attend the pre-possession meetings and who require a specific brief 
regarding the possession arrangements and supervision on the night in question. 
 
Anyone that is night shift prior to the pre-possession meeting is given an option of whether 
they wish to attend the pre-possession meeting or not, but only if they can get sufficient rest 
(twelve hours) prior to the next turn of duty. 
 
I have carried out a review of the company‟s last three months rosters and could not find any 
cases of any personnel not receiving twelve hours rest following the attendance at the pre-
possession meeting, nor could I find any evidence of any person being put under any 
pressure to attend the meeting after completing a night shift turn of duty. 
 
I have a meeting scheduled with the staff representative on Friday 24th July 2009 and have 
put this item on the agenda which will hopefully reassure staff of their right to refuse to 
attend pre-possession meetings following a night shift turn of duty. 
 
 

40769 Incorrect information on access point 
A report has been made regarding the apparently incorrect information listed on an access 
point at Fosseway Bridge between Bristol and Swindon (see photo below for specific location). 
The reporter has noticed that the information displayed on this board implies that the lines are 
uni-directional. However if the photograph is carefully observed, two signals can be found, thus 
indicating that the lines are in fact bi-directional.  
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The reporter would like to bring this to the attention of Network Rail because they believe that 
the correct information should be implemented on access points to avoid confusion for any 
workers that may use them. The reporter is concerned that if workers continue to work on the 
track without the knowledge it is bi-directional, they may be at risk of getting struck by a train.  
 
Could Network Rail please look into having this information rectified so that workers in future 
will be aware that the lines are bi-directional? 
 

Response from Network Rail  
As an interim measure, the IMDM for the Swindon delivery unit has asked for all signs at 
access points, to be checked for direction of traffic and related information. Stickers have 
been ordered with bi-directional information on them and will be applied over the incorrect 
information on this particular sign. 
 
It has been identified on the sign reported to CIRAS, that the direction of travel is incorrect. It 
should read bi-directional travel and we are grateful for this report. 
 
All railway staff can find correct information in the sectional appendix; however we will also 
put this CIRAS report up on our notice boards as an alert. 
 
Maintenance staff are in the process of being briefed so that if the signs are showing the 
incorrect information, to inform the IMDM team so we can correct them.  
 

 
40699 Trainer-trainee ratio at Network Rail courses 
The quality of in-house training for centrally administered safety courses at Network Rail is 
being questioned by one reporter. The reporter is concerned the courses – such as COSS and 
PICOP ones – that used to have five or six trainees attending, now frequently have seven or 
eight. In this scenario, which may be happening more than is commonly admitted, trainers may 
struggle to cover the material thoroughly enough.  
 
It is felt that the one-to-one assessment component is likely to suffer most. This important 
element is being squeezed to the point that it may significantly affect a trainee‟s learning. The 
reporter suggests there may be an overemphasis on performance indicators and getting as 
many people passed out as possible, which may be detrimental to the quality of training 
provided. 
 

 Can it be confirmed what the appropriate number of trainees for such courses is? 

 Could fewer trainees attend the courses (for example five or six) to ensure quality is 
maintained? 

 

Response from Network Rail 
Firstly we would like to thank the reporter for sharing their views. The competence and 
training function within Network Rail undertakes ongoing evaluation of its training materials 
and delivery methods and is always eager to receive feedback.  
 
Analysis has been carried out on the pass rates for both PICOP and COSS courses and the 
results have proved that the difference in the number of delegates attending the course, 
when that number is between four and eight, has very little effect on the success rate.  
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Analysis has also shown that when the number of delegates attending is less than four it is 
detrimental to the success rate.  The number of attendees for COSS and PICOP is 
appropriate and all learning objectives are met using appropriate delivery methodology. 
 
The Network Rail competence management system means that following initial training and 
a robust assessment each delegate must undergo a period of mentorship followed by 
another assessment before they are deemed competent to carry out the duties 
independently.  
 
The competence and training function are fully committed to delivering an effective 
competence and development service to Network Rail in order to continuously improve 
safety.    

 
 

40715 The use of horn being gradually degraded 
One reporter would like to voice concerns over the gradual „degrading‟ of the use of train horns. 
This started with drivers being instructed to not use the horn when entering or exiting a tunnel 
and then not to use the horn between 23:00 and 07:00. Further, the instructions to use a single 
tone instead of the two tone horn when passing a whistle board adds to the reporter‟s 
concerns.   
 
The horn is the only means a train driver has to warn the public that a train is approaching, and 
with modern trains being increasingly quiet, such as the new class 377, the reporter is 
concerned that less use of the horn greatly increases the chances of someone getting struck by 
a train.  
 
Many people today use mp3 players or talk on the phone on the go and pay less attention to 
their surroundings. The reporter argues that a single tone is not distinct enough to warn the 
public that a train is approaching, as there are many single-tone noises in day-to-day life, and it 
is therefore easier to ignore. The reporter is also concerned for p-way staff, in particular when 
they work around the exit of a tunnel and do not have a view of approaching trains.       
 
There are also concerns among drivers that the rules contain a lot of grey areas. Drivers are 
asked to use discretion as to when they use the two-tone horn, but are at the same time 
discouraged from using it by management. The reporter would ideally like to see the use of the 
two-tone horn reinstated and feels that drivers should have the freedom and the responsibility 
to use the horn as they deem necessary, as they are ultimately responsible if someone is 
struck by their train.  
 
The reporter recognises that the changes have been brought in to appease neighbours to the 
railway, but believes that the dangers of not using the horn sufficiently outweigh the nuisance. 
 
Please comment. 
 
Note: CIRAS received a similar report in 2008, regarding the change from using two-tone to 
single-tone horns. Here, a reporter also raised concerns that the public will not recognise a 
single tone as a distinctive warning of a train approaching.   

 
Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reported for raising the issue regarding „the use of the 
train as a horn warning‟. 
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Changes to rules regarding sounding train horns were made in 2003 in an effort to reduce 
the annoyance caused to railway neighbours living near level crossings or close to stations. 
After further consideration and industry consultation it was agreed to also change the rules 
about sounding train horns at tunnels.  Drivers are still required to sound the horn before 
leaving a tunnel if they see someone on or near the line beyond the tunnel exit. Note, due to 
restricted sighting of trains at tunnel exits, staff working on the line at these locations are 
restricted in their opportunities to undertake work unless line speeds are sufficiently low to 
enable adequate sighting/warning of the approach of a train. 
 
With regards to the use of the two tone horn, current rules clearly require drivers to use the 
high and low horn on the loud setting to give a warning to anyone on or near a running line. 
 
Following further industry consultation, again considering the impact on the environment of 
the use of high and low tones, the industry agreed that any benefit from the widespread use 
of both high and low tone when passing a whistle board is outweighed by the annoyance 
caused to railway neighbours.  As such, the rules require the use of the low tone on a loud 
setting when passing lineside whistle boards between 07:00 and 23:00. 
 
The rules regarding using the warning horn do not contain any grey areas in the use of the 
high and low tone. 
 
 

40777 Scrap rail and debris along the railway 
Scrap rail and debris lying along the railway is of concern to a reporter. After infrastructure 
maintenance work is complete, scrap rail and other materials, such as bags of ballast, 
haven‟t been cleared away for recycling or scrap.  
 
Materials have also been left lying around opened, unused and abandoned. One such 
example is that packets of materials used to fix rails at Clapham junction were left in the 10-
foot near a signal following recent track work. The driver has noticed this going on for many 
years across the whole railway infrastructure. 
 
Three risks are highlighted by the reporter: 

 vandalism risk - the reporter believes that the scrap rail and debris easily provides 

material with which to commit acts of vandalism; 

 safety risk - debris that is line-side or in and around the track presents a hazard to 

track workers and possibly to train crew and passengers in the event of an 

emergency evacuation; and 

 environmental risk - abandoned materials are probably polluting the ground. There 

could also be injury to wildlife. Sustainability is also important – much of the rail and 

debris is largely reusable or recyclable. 

 
The amount of rail and debris along the railways gives the reporter the impression that 
Network Rail are inefficient in their use of resources and do not have effective systems in 
place to ensure worksites are cleared up and left in a good, clean state. 
 
The reporter would like to see worksites properly cleared at the end of the job and for waste 
to be recycled appropriately.  
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Could NR please clarify the following: 

 What is currently required of contractors and sub-contractors working on 

infrastructure in terms of leaving sites of work tidy as part of their contract? 

 There is no obvious place for such a concern to go within the TOC community. How 

can non-Network Rail staff report sites with a high volume of waste and debris? 

 What systems are in place for operating in an environmentally friendly and 

sustainable work system? 

 

Response from Network Rail 
Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for bringing this issue to our attention.   
 
Network Rail does have procedures for controlling scrap material and it is standard practice 
for our maintenance teams to clear away scrap at the end of the job. We set similar 
expectations for our contractors. These are captured in the company standard 
NR/SP/OHS/0108 Contract Safety Assurance Requirements.  
 
Where customer requirements demand short possessions, we do, on occasion, need to do a 
job in several stages with site clearance being done after the main work. We then return, in a 
subsequent possession to complete this vital step. This does from time to time mean that 
there will be some scrap material visible on the lineside. In such circumstances we secure it, 
so that it cannot be moved by vandals. 
  
We have also put in place clear incentives for the local delivery unit teams by including the 
removal of hazards as part of their Safety League Table score.  As a result of this and other 
initiatives, the volume of scrap on the lineside has reduced dramatically. Since April we have 
removed over 17,600 tonnes of scrap from the network. On an annualised basis this weight 
of scrap metal would be equivalent in weight to a row of cars, parked bumper to bumper, 
stretching from London to Crewe! 
 
Railway workers such as train drivers, who have concerns about scrap at a specific location, 
should report their concerns through to their operational control centre. The control centre 
will record this as a fault or pass the information onto Network Rail for the infrastructure 
maintenance team to deal with the issue.  
 
 

40736 Welding vans with loads over van capacity 
Contracting welders are carrying welding material in their vans which are over the van‟s 
legal limits, according to one reporter. Network Rail welders in the East Midlands area have 
recently been issued documentation to remind them that they are only allowed to carry 
enough material in their vans for four welds per shift.  
 
The reporter questions why welders from contracting companies, such as Carillion and 
Welder Rail (who use Transit and Mercedes Sprinter vans respectively), carry material for 
six to eight welds when their vans have the same weight capacity as that of the Vauxhall 
Movano vans used by Network Rail welders. There is a concern here for public health and 
safety where vans are driving overweight to the work site. 
 
For Carillion and Welder Rail: 

 Are Carillion and Welder Rail aware of the current issue? Is there a capacity limit on 
the company vans used for welding work? 
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For Network Rail: 

 Are Network Rail aware of this issue?  

 Can Network Rail please comment on why they are hiring contractors who drive vans 
that exceed their own safety policy on company van weight limits? 

 

Response from Carillion 
Carillion/Sky Blue have been undertaking its own vigorous testing of vehicle weights and 
have put measures in place whereas no Carillion/Sky Blue welding vehicles will ever be over 
a maximum payload of 3500KG.  
 
To achieve this Carillion/Sky Blue have implemented the following: 

 Regular spot checks on weight 

 Maximum of 6 welds per shift 

 Plant and consumables weight list in all vehicle packs 
 

The following details show the weight of a converted Transit welding van  

 Kerb Weight  2300 KG including ( Fuel Full Tank) 

 Passengers   200  KG     [ 15.7 stone each man ] 

 Total             2500 KG  
 
Remaining payload  1000 KG 
 
Carillion/Sky Blue use 2 x welding processes Thermit SKV & Railtech PLA each supplying 
consumables with different weights. 
 
The weight to undertake 6 x welds [both processes] are Thermit  SKV   980 KG, Railtech 
PLA 922.53  KG. 
 
Although each vehicle is working towards its upper limits it is still within the total payload 
limits set out by Ford and VOSA from whom we take advice. 
 
Carillion/Sky Blue are constantly looking to reduce the weight carried by vehicles by seeking 
to utilise new lighter plant  
 
To ensure that drivers are aware of their responsibilities Carillion/Sky Blue have embarked 
on an intensive Safedrive campaign for all drivers of LCV vehicles to NVQ L2 standards. 
 
Due to the different types of vehicles use in the industry for carrying welding equipment 
Carillion/Sky Blue feel that it would be advisable that other companies also carry out their 
own vehicle  weight testing. 
 

Response from Network Rail 
1) Are Network Rail aware of this issue? 

Network Rail would like to thank the reporter for raising their concern; we are fully aware 
of the issue regarding overloading of welding vehicles. Last year we undertook a 
comprehensive exercise of weighing all equipment and consumables currently in use with 
the Movano vehicle for all welding processes and produced a list that was issued to all 
welding teams explaining exactly what should be carried to keep the vehicles under the 
legal weight limit. 
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2) Can Network Rail please comment on why they are hiring contractors who drive vans that 

exceed their own safety policy on company van weight limits? 

It should be pointed out that contractors are not operating the same vehicles as Network 
Rail and although they have similar payloads to the Movano, the different materials that 
are used and the way that vehicles are fitted out, mean that some contractors are in a 
position to carry more equipment and consumables, so we are not comparing like with 
like. 
 

However due to recent changes to welding processes which has included the introduction of 
new equipment and consumables, Network Rail have approached the companies concerned 
and advised them of the need to re-check payloads on their welding vehicles. As a result, Sky 
Blue vehicles are carrying more weight than they originally thought, but the vehicles are still 
under the maximum weight limit. Weld-A-Rail on the other hand, have now informed me that 
their vehicles exceed the maximum weight limit and have taken action with immediate effect 
to conform with legal requirements. This has led them to reducing the amount of welding 
consumables that they currently carry.  

 
 

40711 Contractors poor understanding of English creating barriers 
The communication barrier between staff caused by contract staff‟s poor understanding of 
English is a concern for one reporter. 
 
AP Rail provide staff to work on the infrastructure, subcontracted to McNicholas, who according 
to the reporter either only understand and speak pigeon English or do not understand any 
English at all.  This is apparently causing concern as the staff would be unable to communicate 
with the signaller in the event that the COSS in charge of the workgroup was incapacitated.  
Also the reporter states there have been incidences where staff have failed to understand what 
is being said to them, until it is explain in their native language by another member of staff.  It 
poses safety risks for all members of the workgroup if some of the team are unable to 
communicate. 
 

 Is a basic level of English required by staff before working on the infrastructure?  

 If it is, can McNicholas investigate this concern and make sure that all staff provided by 

AP Rail to work on the infrastructure has a basic understanding of English. 

 If staff are found not to have a basic understanding, can McNicholas ensure that they 

receive the necessary training to improve their command of English. 

 

Response from McNicholas 
McNicholas would like to thank the reporter for bringing this to our attention.  
 
McNicholas are an equal opportunities company that successfully employs workers from all 
parts of the world. It is the policy of McNicholas that we continue to reflect this diversity in our 
workforce, however we cannot improve safety on our sites if we cannot communicate 
effectively with site personnel.  
 
As a result of this report we have undertaken surveys on the level of English spoken by AP Rail 
personnel through site inspections carried out by our SQE Advisors. Although no significant 
issues have been identified we will continue to monitor the situation and where inappropriate 
levels of spoken and understanding of the English language are found action will be taken. 
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McNicholas have liaised with AP Rail on this matter to evaluate if any communication training 
has been undertaken. Verification has been received that a number of AP Rail personnel have 
undertaken the SAF6 – Railway Communications course. McNicholas will be working with AP 
Rail to deliver further training where required, to satisfy ourselves that communication is not 
compromised on site. 
 
McNicholas‟ policy is being reinforced and continued monitoring will be undertaken and applied 
in accordance with the Sentinel Scheme Rules which states „Persons do not need to be literate 
to hold PTS competence but they shall be able to read and speak English, be able to 
demonstrate knowledge of the phonetic alphabet and the ability to be able to communicate 
effectively. For all other relevant subject other than PTS they are required to be able to speak, 
understand and read and write the English language‟. 
 
As part of this investigation we have checked that all of the AP Rail personnel working on 
McNicholas sites are holders of a valid PTS cards and we have, therefore, satisfied ourselves 
that they have sufficient command of the English Language to be able to safely carry out their 
duties on the operational railway. 
 
McNicholas will not accept personnel onto our sites where personnel cannot speak or 
understand English effectively and will also not accept the use of interpreters as this does not 
provide confidence that safe systems of work are understood.  

 


