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1. Introduction

The Tri-State Oversight Committee (TOC) servedhagiesignated State Safety Oversight (SSO)
Agency (as required under 49 CFR 8659) for the \Wasbn Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority (WMATA) Metrorail fixed guideway transitsystem. As part of its SSO
responsibilities, TOC periodically conducts asses#sof issues that affect the safe operation of
WMATA's rail transit system. Personnel safety apperational safety are among the SSO
Program’s most critical review areas.

TOC intensified its focus of safety in the WMATAght-of-way (ROW) following three
incidents in which a total of four WMATA employeegre killed while working in the ROW in
2005 and 2006:

October 1, 2005 at Braddock Road
May 14, 2006 at Dupont Circle
November 30, 2006 at Eisenhower Avenue (two empeydled)

During the 2007 Triennial Safety and Security Reveg WMATA, TOC issued the following
Findings related to WMATA'’s roadway worker protectiRWP) program:

Finding 10. It appears that the track worker protection rulesferth in Special Order
07-02 are being consistently violated and are noperly enforced.

Finding 14. The Right-of-Way Training program should be momactured and cover
topics more specifically.

WMATA took corrective steps to address these twulifigs, issuing Special Order 07-06 to
supersede 07-02 as well as parts of the currer@42Z&/MATA Metrorail Safety Rules and
Procedures Handbook (MSRPH), and updating the mydlaor its Employee Right-of-Way
Training program. TOC accepted these as apprepc@atrective actions, and has since closed
both of the Findings from the 2007 Triennial Review

However, due to the safety-critical nature of RVdRd following discussions with WMATA
managers after the issuance of the Findings, TQ@hoto follow up on WMATA’'s RWP
program to ensure that WMATA was successfully impating its own enhanced policies and
procedures.

During May and December 2009, TOC reviewed WMATARSVP program. This follow up
assessment was intended to verify the implememntadiod enforcement of improvements to
WMATA'’s RWP program in the wake of the employeeafaies and the findings from the 2007
Triennial Safety and Security Review. The assesseunsisted of the following components:

A review of WMATA’s RWP plans, policies, proceduyesd training program.
Interviews with WMATA managers involved in the irephentation of the RWP program,
including representatives from Safety, Quality Assice (QA), Rail Operations/

TOC Rail Transit Hazard Assessment Project — Rogdiarker Protection Page 3
May & December 2009



Transportation, the Operations Control Center, syglems/maintenance departments whose
employees perform work in the ROW, as well as Hlore employees from those
departments.

A review of records of RWP audits and enforcemedtivdies, including efficiency
checks/ride checks/rule compliance checks, controter logs, etc.

Field observations and verification activities.

TOC completed three of the four above-listed revemmponents in May 2009, but was unable
to complete field observation and verification waitiés until December 2009. In the interim
period, WMATA experienced two more fatalities of @oyees in the ROW:

August 9, 2009 at Dunn Loring
September 10, 2009 at Braddock Road

The methodology and results of TOC'’s review areudoented in the following report.

TOC provided a written summary of the review teamrsliminary findings to WMATA on
December 11, 2009. Additionally, TOC discussed ptsliminary findings with WMATA
managers during a December 11, 2009 conference Thits information was provided with the
goal of giving WMATA time to develop an interim pEmse to the identified issues.

This report and its Findings are submitted to WMAJ 8afety Department, with the expectation
that the department will analyze them, review theith appropriate WMATA personnel, and
develop appropriate Corrective Action Plans (CAi8saddress each Finding. TOC respectfully
requests that WMATA assemble a timely written res@oto this report, including details of its
analysis and disposition of each Finding identifilb@rein. WMATA should submit the
written response with the proposed CAPs to TOC foreview and approval no later than
January 31, 2010, and earlier, if practical. All @APs must be developed in accordance with
the requirements set forth in the TOC Program Standrd and Procedures (February 2009).

This review examines three major RWP areas for ddeir

Implementation and operating practices
Rules and procedures
Training

TOC observed serious violations of WMATA’s RWP rules and procedures, and as such
believes that WMATA’s RWP program is not effectiveas it is currently written, applied,

and enforced. Additionally, TOC believes that the training reeel by WMATA employees
and contractors for ROW safety is not adequate, #rad the training requirements are
inconsistently applied. WMATA should take immediashort-term action to better ensure the
safety of workers in the ROW. The adverse issugh e RWP program stem from the
appropriateness of the rules and procedures theesseltheir implementation, physical
characteristics of the Metrorail system, trainimgdequacies, and apparent organizational and
cultural issues. More detailed Findings are descrbelow in support of this general assertion.
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1.1 Roadway Worker Protection Review Criteria

Rules, training, and practices were:
Objectively reviewed for consistency, complianag] anplementation.
Compared to external standards including the Araarieublic Transportation Association
(APTA) draft Sandard for Roadway Worker Protection Requirements.
Compared with industry best practices.

1.2 Implementation and Operating Practices

The review team assessed control center commuonsatiinterviewed operations and
maintenance personnel regarding RWP practices, iagantompleted job and safety briefing
forms, and assessed field implementation of botdfiwork areas and moving work areas (such
as a crew of Track Walkers moving from point tontpi from both the wayside and train
operator’s perspectives.

1.3 Rules and Procedures

The review examined documentation including the WIMAMSRPH, Special Order 07-06, and

supplemental information from operating and maiater®@ departments. During this stage, the
review team sought to establish that WMATA has appate RWP rules and procedures in
place.

1.4 Training

All of the TOC members and their agents who conagrithe review team successfully
completed WMATA'’s Employee Right-of-Way Trainingask (generally referred to hereafter as
the "ROW class”). The review team also discussgopkemental training regimes, such as
safety briefings, job briefings, WMATA'’s “Safety @tacts,” and “Safety Conversations.”
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2. Metrorail Roadway Worker Protection

2.1 Metrorail Roadway Worker Protection Implementation and Operating
Practices

2.1.1 Control Center

The TOC review team interviewed the Director of @piens Central Control (OCC), as well as
a Line Controller, to discuss how OCC administerMATA’'s RWP program. The formal
procedures for OCC's role in RWP are generally deed by Special Order 07-06, and relate
specifically to the communication with train operst and employees working in the ROW.
Controllers appeared to keep track of personngherROW using the “Maintenance Personnel
Track Access” form, though there did not appeabdoany formal procedure or requirement
associated with tracking personnel on the ROW.sT8sue is also described in a Finding later in
this report.

2.1.2 Inspection and maintenance along the ROW

The review team interviewed maintenance manageatdrant-line employees to discuss safety
in the ROW and general implementation of RWP riad procedures. The reviewers then
accompanied WMATA employees performing work in ROW to observe compliance with
WMATA’s RWP rules and procedures. The team splita observe a representative sample of
trains passing through areas with workers presamd, a representative sample of locations
throughout the Metrorail system. During field obsdions, the most time was spent observing
walking track inspections during the mid-day offageperiod from approximately 10:00 am to
2:00 pm. However, the review team also observederotemployees from the Track
Structures/Systems Maintenance Department (TSSMwell as the Office of Infrastructure
Renewal Program (IRPG), during late evening “eanys,” whereby work in a fixed location
commences prior to the end of revenue servicall imstances, the review team attended safety
briefings with the employees prior to beginning kwaor the field. The review team was able to
observe RWP implementation by the employees, ab agetrains passing through and radio
communications. Note that the review team didmetsure train speed, but did make general
estimates based on visual observations.

2.1.3 Train operation in the vicinity of employeesn the ROW

The review team interviewed managers and front-imeployees from Rail Transportation
(RTRA). The reviewers also conducted observatifsamn on-board revenue trains passing
through areas where employees were working in tVRin order to observe RWP rule
compliance by train operators. All observationgevmade out the front window of the train,
from directly behind the operator’s cab. The rewvieam listened to OCC announcements in
order to track the known location of employeeshm ROW, and was able to directly observe the
train speedometer to determine compliance with spieeds associated with Special Order 07-
06.
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Findings

Finding 1. The review team observed several critical RWP ruleviolations by train
operators in the vicinity of employees working inthe ROW.

One of the review teams experienced a near-migatgih when a train that appeared to be
operating at full track speed passed the employeaking along the ROW without
appearing to slow down at all or acknowledge thelegees’ presence in any other way, in
direct violation of Special Order 07-06 (3.87). oligh there were no injuries, the employees
and review team members were forced to quicklyrsbta out of the way to avoid being
struck by the train in question due to the spedtt which it appeared to approach. At the
time of this report, this incident is still undewvestigation by WMATA.

The review team observed multiple instances oh$raipeeding up to what appeared to be
greater than 10 mph prior to fully clearing persaelnon the ROW, in violation of Special
Order 07-06 (3.87d).

The review team observed general non-compliande $itecial Order 07-06 (3.87b) which
states:

“Upon being notified of personnel on the right-okyy train operators
approaching or in the affected area (2-stationsrpo work crew or site) shall
stop and switch to [manual mode] and operate #ia &t a speed no greater than
35 mph. Note: Affected area begins two (2) statiprior to a known work site or
crew.”

This portion of Special Order 07-06 does not appede applied or enforced, in general. These
observations were made from on-board a train withear view of the speedometer, as well as
from the ROW.

WMATA should take immediate short-term correctivti@n to address these safety-critical rule
compliance issues. WMATA should also evaluateoélthe rules and procedures governing
RWP, including, but not limited to, procedures fmth in Special Order 07-06. WMATA
should determine whether they effectively facibtahe safety of employees in the ROW as
currently written, or if some modifications shoub® made to accommodate more practical
considerations of WMATA'’s operating environment. MATA should provide documentation
of its actions to address these issues to TOC.

Finding 2.  The review team observed several critical RWP implaentation issues by
employees working in the ROW.

The reviewers observed multiple instances of mbam tone adjacent employee working in
the ROW giving hand signals to trains simultanegusl

Although MSRPH 3.148 states that “employees asdigoeflagging duties shall not be
assigned to perform any other duty,” this prohdritidoes not appear to be extended to
“lookouts” or “watchpersons,” which is related bt distinct from, flagging trains.

The reviewers observed an employee working in tB&\Ruse a Blackberry to contact OCC
to report a safety rule violation by a train operdtather than a radio). WMATA'’s Special
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Order 08-05 states that “if job-related cellulammeounications are required, stop work
activities and make or receive the call from a platsafety.” This language does not make
clear what types of cellular communications maypbemissible, nor does it connote what
constitutes a “place of safety.”

The reviewers observed multiple instances of engd#eyworking in the ROW using an
improper “proceed” signal. This included a wrikti rather than a full vertical arm motion,
as well as an instance of proceed signals givemowtit a flashlight while in a dark
environment.

The reviewers observed an instance of employeekingom the ROW who had their backs
to a passing train. (This observation was mad®m wo-board a train).

The review team is aware that the majority of erppés observed working in the ROW
generally did comply with WMATA’'s RWP rules and pexures. However, it is the
expectation of the TOC that given the criticalitiytbese rules for safety, there should be full
compliance with them. WMATA should take immediatert-term actions to address the issues
described in this Finding, and provide documenéasigence of these actions to TOC by January
31, 2010.

Finding 3.  WMATA front-line employees indicated to the review team that OCC
generally does not announce the presence of workeddten enough to be
useful, and that the location information provided over the radio is not
helpful for train operators in providing advanced warning of employees in
the ROW.

Special Order 07-06 requires OCC to make periodimancements (at least every 20 minutes)
on the location of employees working in or near R@W (4.180.1a). However, the limits of
these locations are given between stations, whiely be several miles in length, and this
information is not necessarily helpful to a traipecator if the employees are located in a
restricted visibility area. Additionally, there r© communications process in place to ensure
that train operators hear and understand OCC’swarmagonents of the location of employees in
the ROW. WMATA should thoroughly evaluate its coomtations policies and procedures
related to RWP and revise them to better ensutdrtia operators are aware of the locations of
employees working in the ROW, whether through viealosknowledgment over the radio by train
operators, or some other means.

Additionally, due to the large volume of OCC annoements, particularly when workers are
present in the ROW, combined with train operatodsities to make station and other
announcements, WMATA should evaluate the announctsmguties of its train operators to
determine whether they are adequately able to hmad understand critical OCC
communications. Based on the results of such afuatron, WMATA may want to consider
various mitigation strategies. WMATA should progidocumentation of this evaluation process
to TOC.

Finding 4. The definition of *“clear” is not explicit in the context of radio
communications between OCC and employees working the ROW.
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The review team observed “clear” used to indicatth clear of the ROW” (i.e., no longer
fouling) and “clear of a specific fixed locationput still fouling the ROW. WMATA should
clarify the definition of this term and how it i8 be used in radio communications, and provide
evidence of this clarification to TOC.

Finding5. The review team observed multiple instances of OCC making
announcements regarding the presence of workers ihe ROW, when those
workers were not observed to be present.

Either the employees working in the ROW did notpandy notify OCC that they had completed
their work and had cleared the ROW, or else OC@edato properly announce that the
employees had cleared the ROW after they were catdy some other means (e.g., wayside
phones, cell phones, etc.). WMATA should evaluetgrocedures for employees clearing the
ROW to better ensure that OCC is able to effegfieelmmunicate whether workers are present
in a given location, and provide evidence of thigleation to TOC.

Finding 6. Based on conversations with front line employeeshére appears to be some
degree of antagonism between employees working ihe ROW and Train
Operators.

It was reported to the TOC review team that empsyeorking in the ROW who contact OCC
to report rule speed or other violations by trgiem@tors may be subject to “retaliation” by other
train operators (e.g., through excessive and umssacg horn use, beyond that which is required
for safe operation). It was also reported that esdrain operators believe they are unfairly
targeted for the reporting of rule violations bymayees in the ROW to OCC. WMATA should
take immediate corrective actions necessary to dgrttes situation, and provide documentation
of this process to TOC.

Finding 7.  There is no clear nexus between the rule complianaghecks performed by
line supervisors and Quality Assurance (QA) persorel, and the general ralil
system safety activities ostensibly under the purew of the Safety
Department (SAFE).

The QA Department is tasked with performing auditgail operating rule compliance, including
compliance with RWP rules and procedures. Adddilyn line supervisors are required to
perform rule compliance checks. However, beyoradiscipline of individual employees for
specific instances of a rule violation, WMATA daast appear to have a formal process in place
for the analysis of the results of such audits elmelcks in a manner that guides system safety
activities. Specifically, SAFE has no role in thempliance check program, nor is SAFE
provided with the results of the checks. As sU®AFE remains unaware of trends in overall
rule compliance, and therefore is unable to worththe rail departments to develop appropriate
corrective actions in response to problems withralVeule compliance. SAFE is ostensibly
responsible for system safety activities such asititing internal safety audits and developing
appropriate corrective action plans to addresdititengs from such audits. WMATA should
develop appropriate formal written policies andgadures that link the rule compliance and
enforcement activities of QA and line supervisoAFE in such a way that allows SAFE to
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effectively monitor and address system safety sseluding trends in overall rule compliance.
WMATA should submit documentation of the developmehthese policies and procedures to
TOC.

Finding 8.  The review team observed a string of Emergency Trifstations (ETS) whose
“blue lights” (the visual marker of their location) were non-functional.

Although WMATA noted these blue lights for repaim @2/2, these same lights remained non-
functional during a subsequent visit to the sansa dnry the TOC review team on 12/10. It is
important to ensure that ETS boxes remain highdibleé to employees in the ROW who may be
required to use them in exigent circumstances. W Ahould take appropriate action to repair
these blue lights and submit documentation ofpihi€ess to TOC.

Finding 9. The review team observed housekeeping issues alotigg ROW that pose
potential slip/trip/fall hazards to employees.

MSRPH rules 4.55, 4.57, and 4.60 did not appearetgenerally applied in the ROW. The
reviewers noted numerous nuts, bolts, tie platasdml clips, and wood ties littering the ROW.
WMATA TSSM employees indicated to the reviewerd thaintenance and inspection crews are
not responsible for the removal of the debris. ifiddally, the reviewers observed several
clogged/block drain inlets. The blocked drainsutesl in pools of standing water, which may
pose a hazard to employees. WMATA employees itelicdéo the reviewers that Structures
Maintenance is responsible for clearing drains. MM should work to improve compliance
with all housekeeping-related rules and procedumed,provide documentation of this process to
TOC.

2.2 Metrorail Rules and Procedures

Metrorail roadway worker protection is dictated tojes, training materials, standard operating
procedures, and special orders. Metrorail rules procedures are not directly regulated for
content, as is the case on commuter rail and smyherail systems (dictated by Federal Railroad
Administration). Metrorail is, however, regulanigviewed as part of the TOC SSO program.
WMATA also is a participant in the American Publicansportation Association (APTA) rall
transit standards and guidelines development psocC@8MATA has, therefore, agreed to ensure
its rules at least meet the minimum APTA standamis guidelines, including the forthcoming
roadway worker protection and safety standard.

The review team received and assessed a number MATAX's RWP-related rules and
procedures, including the aforementioned Speciale©07-06. Overall, WMATA seems to
follow the same model that many transit systems, weeerein ‘rules’ generally dictate
requirements and prohibitions, and procedures ydich standard operating procedures or
SOPs) describe the methodology for accomplishisggsta The MSRPH covers a number of
RWP-related topics, though much of that is sup&ddaly Special Order 07-06. These topics
covered in Special Order 07-06 include duties asgpaonsibilities for employees working in the
ROW, for personnel in OCC, and for rail vehicle gters. WMATA is currently in the process
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of updating its rules and procedures. Currentpectal Orders such as 07-06 supersede already-
existing sections of the MSRPH. WMATA has indichte TOC that the new MSRPH will be
issued as a ring binder whose sections may be cegplavith updated rules or procedures,
negating the need to issue separate Special Ordéws.ring binder approach will require strict
configuration management procedures for its maariee and update. In addition to the
MSRPH and Special Order 07-06, TOC also reviewedrs¢ other Special Orders, memoranda,
and other documentation dictating rules and proeesdregarding such topics as:

Track access in station areas

The use of cranes, booms, and other equipmentthéd encroach on the dynamic outline
of a train

New procedures for increased safety of track walker

A hard hat safety policy

As stated above, not all of these safety-critica¢s or procedures were issued in the form of
Special Orders, designed to supersede or replaterse of the existing MSRPH. Rather, some
were issued as memoranda to pertinent employeparegly without going through the formal
process for the review and update of rules andguhores.

Findings

Finding 10. WMATA has been using Special Order 07-06 as a dedto ROW safety
manual. Itis not adequate for this purpose.

The structure of WMATA’s MSRPH dictates that rewiss to existing rules and procedures must
be made through the “Special Order” or “Permanenie® process. That is, when a new rule or
procedure that supersedes one already in the MSR4ued, WMATA issues such an order
without waiting for an all-new rulebook to be puhled. Special Order 07-06 is one such order,
superseding the following existing provisions ie tMSRPH: 4.165, 4.180, 4.180.1, and 3.87.
However, there are additional rules and procedurehe MSRPH pertaining to RWP and
general ROW safety that are not superseded by &p@oiler 07-06 (including, but not limited
to, 4.180.2 through 4.199). WMATA has been disitilhg Special Order 07-06 to employees,
particularly during ROW safety training, as thougleontained all of the rules and procedures
for ROW safety, which it does not. As such, emples/are not given appropriate training on all
rules and procedures related to RWP and general Ra@tty. WMATA should develop a
formal written procedure to ensure that all empésygarho may be required to enter the ROW
(not just maintenance employees) are trained arettiBed onall rules and procedures related
to RWP and general ROW safety, and to ensure thstiéh rules and procedures are distributed
to pertinent employees (whether through a sepaedéty manual or some other means).

Finding 11. The Brentwood Yard tracks are directly adjacent tothe mainline tracks.
Along most areas of the mainline, employees wouldebrequired to receive
permission from OCC to be in such proximity to livemainline tracks. This
is not the case with Brentwood Yard and other locadns that are adjacent to
the mainline but technically within yard limits.
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As such, the reviewers observed a team of QA inspembserving operations from the
Brentwood Yard track adjacent to the mainline, batl not received permission to be in that
location from OCC because no rule or procedureiregtsuch permission. This is a unique
situation that is not addressed by any formal aul@rocedure, such as a fouling/distance rule,
but should be. WMATA should develop formal writt@mocedures that address employee
conduct in such locations that are exposed to tam nine ROW but technically within yard
limits, and provide these procedures to TOC.

Finding 12. There are many locations along Metrorail with unique physical
characteristics that may require special rules or pocedures, but are not
addressed formally in any WMATA rules or procedures

There are many locations along Metrorail with sliadius horizontal and/or vertical curves in
tunnels, on aerial structures, and in ballastetlaecwhere it is difficult for employees working
in the ROW to detect the presence of trains in adeaf their approach, or, conversely, for train
operators to detect the presence of workers inraxvaf their approach. This may be due to
background noise or visibility issues. WMATA showonduct a system-wide survey to identify
ROW areas that have visual or other impedimente@adway worker safety. WMATA should
identify steps such as speed restrictions, hormdiog, or other appropriate mitigations to
address safety issues in these locations.

WMATA also has several segments of ROW that aracadljt to other railroads falling under the
jurisdiction of the Federal Railroad Administrati(ffRA). These include, but are not limited to,
the Amtrak Northeast Corridor and the CSX MetraaoliBranch. WMATA should have formal
written rules and procedures in place that goveenitteraction between WMATA’s ROW and
the adjacent railroads, as well as proper procedarel phone numbers for contacting the
adjacent railroads in the event WMATA employeesav®r a hazard on adjacent tracks that
requires immediate reporting and action.

WMATA should submit evidence of the ROW survey aelelopment of such rules and
procedures to TOC.

Finding 13. The Metrorail system does not employ “whistle board” (“W” signs in the
track bed or wayside indicating a required horn blast).

These may be useful in limited visibility areas.MATA should evaluate the installation of such
signs, and provide TOC with documentary evidenddefevaluation process.

Finding 14. WMATA does not have a clear written procedure for bokout/watchperson
duties for walking track inspections.

Although Special Order 07-06 4.180(I) does spettift one person should be designated as the
lookout, this only applies to stationary locationshe review team observed inconsistent work

assignments whereby some teams of walking traglettsrs consisted of one inspector and one
lookout, while others had both employees sharint loluties. WMATA should formalize its
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procedures for lookout/watchperson duties for wagkirack inspections, and provide such
procedures to TOC.

Finding 15. There is no formal procedure for OCC controllers totrack information on
personnel in the ROW.

Although OCC does employ the “Maintenance Persomratk Access” form, there is no formal
written procedure associated with it that goverrgenvand how such information should be
updated, or how such information is relayed toexefig controllers for the subsequent shift.
WMATA should develop such a policy that formallyctiites how OCC tracks workers in the
ROW, and provide that policy to TOC.

2.3 Metrorail RWP Training

WMATA's training program for Metrorail RWP appeats be compartmentalized into the
following categorizations:

First, the “ROW Safety Training” for WMATA employse This is the class in which TOC
members participated. The class is currently thaglthe Carmen Turner training facility,
and consists of video presentations and discussioipasic, high level topics of ROW safety,
such as how to contact OCC, how to test whethed tiaiil power is energized using a ‘hot
stick,” proper personal protective equipment (PR#E¢, Class participants are taken to a
mock-up of a Metrorail tunnel and track area tocpice stepping over the third rail. Some
participants (though not all who took the clasditferent times) are given a copy of Special
Order 07-06; however, its contents are not discusgecifically. Additionally, although
WMATA appears to have developed the ROW Safetynimgisyllabus, it was not provided
to class participants, and not all of the topicatamed therein were consistently covered
across all class participants who took the classiabus times.

Second, the ROW safety class for WMATA contractofFfiere was initially some confusion
as to whether the TOC review team should takedhsss instead of the employee ROW class
described above. However, it was revealed by WMAEAsonnel involved in administering
the class that, since WMATA contractors do not gaihe perform basic maintenance,
testing, and inspection functions in the ROW, aimdes contractors are not permitted in the
ROW unless third-rail power has been removed, timatclass itself was less rigorous than
the ROW class for employees.

Third, ROW safety class for WMATA employees whotioaly perform duties in the ROW
under live conditions, such as track walkers, ABChhicians, structures personnel, etc.
(generally TSSM employees). This training wasauadited by the TOC review team, and is
administered separately from the employee and aciatr classes directly through the TSSM
Department. Ostensibly, such a class should b@aug in its presentation of all of the
relevant rules and procedures for working safelyhm ROW, both through classroom and
field instruction.
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In general, the TOC is concerned about the levet@hpartmentalization of ROW safety
training, as well as the overall strength of thericulum. Several of WMATA'’s peer rail transit
agencies incorporate exposure of training partidp#o live train operations in both subway and
elevated environments.

Findings

(Please note Finding 9 above, which is contained within the section on Rules and Procedures,
but which also relates to training.)

Finding 16. WMATA does not appear to have an agency-wide policgoverning ROW
safety training and recertification for all of its employees.

WMATA's training program for RWP and general ROWedg is not coordinated. WMATA
offers only minimal training to most employees amhtractors through the Safety department
(the adequacy of this training is discussed in FEmading below). TSSM employees, who
routinely perform job duties in the ROW, are offitreeparate and ostensibly more in-depth
training that is administered through their ownalément. As of this report, TOC was unable to
audit the TSSM training because it had not beenenaadhre of its existence. In fact, it appeared
that some WMATA managers outside of TSSM were umawd the existence of TSSM’s
training program. TOC believes that it is appraf@ithat some employees, particularly those
who will be assigned duties as a flagger, watchp®lsokout, or escort, should receive more in-
depth training than other employees. However, T@lieves there is too wide a gap in the level
of training (and, ultimately, knowledge and skilleetween TSSM employees and other
WMATA employees and contractors regarding RWP. fEwew team also believes that, due to
the lack of agency-wide coordination of the tragniprograms, there is a risk that different
groups of employees may be taught inconsistentven eonflicting information that could
potentially decrease the level of protection anfittgafor employees working in the ROW.
WMATA should, therefore, evaluate its disparateniray programs for RWP and general ROW
safety, and determine how to better coordinate $tashing agency-wide, whether through the
Training Department, or by some other means. WMAhAuld provide documentation of this
process to TOC.

Finding 17. WMATA’s employee ROW safety class curriculum failsto teach WMATA'’s
own rules and procedures.

The ROW training for contractors and for WMATA eropées who do not routinely perform
duties along the ROW fails to thoroughly cover WMR3 own safety rules and procedures.
Although the instructors handed out copies of Spe€rder 07-06, its contents were not
reviewed or discussed specifically. Nor were athep specific WMATA rules or procedures
formally reviewed or discussed. Additionally, ttraining class lacked a live field component,
which is standard practice in virtually all othezavy-rail transit systems in North America. In
contrast, the WMATA ROW class for employees usdg armock-up of a tunnel, which cannot
substitute for real-world conditions. The TOC be#s that the importance of a training
component which includes experiencing “live corati8” cannot be emphasized enough.
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TOC strongly believes that the level of training fall employees and contractors must be
strengthened to be more in line with a baseling toaers specific rules and procedures in a
structured way. While some employees clearly meqaihigher level of training for performing
such duties as watchperson/lookout, flagging, ooes(i.e., TSSM employees) these employees
should not be the only ones receiving training lo@ $pecific rules and procedures associated
with protecting employees in the ROW. As WMATA duets its evaluation of how to better
coordinate ROW training programs agency-wide (pamsto the Finding above), it should also
evaluate its curriculum to determine how to providere in-depth training on all of the rules and
procedures associated with safety in the ROW terajployees who may be required to enter the
track area, or who operate trains in the vicinityemployees in the ROW (i.e., not just TSSM
employees). As part of this evaluation process, AWX should consult the forthcoming APTA
Standard for Roadway Worker Protection, as wethassuccessful training programs offered by
other heavy rail transit systems (e.g., New YorkyCiransit, Chicago Transit Authority,
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authorgys.). WMATA should provide
documentation of this evaluation process to TOC.

Finding 18. The Employee Right-of-Way Safety Training class didnot consistently
adhere to its own syllabus.

Members of the TOC review team completed this et various times during 2009, and
generally did not receive a copy of the syllabuoy®mber 2007 version). Some topics
contained in the syllabus, such as stepping owethind rail properly and specific discussion of
Special Order 07-06, were omitted in some of tressgds. WMATA should ensure that all
syllabus topics are covered consistently in eveags

The TOC will work with WMATA to monitor proposed kancements to its ROW safety
training that address each of the above Finding©C personnel will audit future training
classes to verify implementation of these enhanogsne
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3. Appendix

3.1 Summary of Findings

WMATA should propose a plan for corrective action b address each of the Findings below for
TOC's review and approval no later than January 312010, and earlier, if practical.

Finding 1.

Finding 2.

Finding 3.

Finding 4.

Finding 5.

Finding 6.

Finding 7.

Finding 8.

Finding 9.

Finding 10.

Finding 11.

The review team observed several critical RWP vigéations by train operators
in the vicinity of employees working in the ROW.

The review team observed several critical RWP immgletation issues by
employees working in the ROW.

WMATA front-line employees indicated to the revigeam that OCC generally
does not announce the presence of workers oftengénm be useful, and that
the location information provided over the radio@t helpful for train operators
in providing advanced warning of employees in ti@/R

The definition of “clear” is not explicit in the ntext of radio communications
between OCC and employees working in the ROW.

The review team observed multiple instances of Q@&king announcements
regarding the presence of workers in the ROW, wiheise workers were not
observed to be present.

Based on conversations with front line employebgre appears to be some
degree of antagonism between employees workinghen ROW and Train
Operators.

There is no clear nexus between the rule complimheezks performed by line
supervisors and Quality Assurance (QA) personmnel, tae general rail system
safety activities ostensibly under the purviewhs Safety department (SAFE).

The review team observed a string of Emergency Btiations (ETS) whose
“blue lights” (the visual marker of their locationjere non-functional.

The review team observed housekeeping issues dlomgROW that pose
potential slip/trip/fall hazards to employees.

WMATA has been using Special Order 07-06 as a dsfROW safety manual.
It is not adequate for this purpose.

The Brentwood Yard tracks are directly adjacenth® mainline tracks. Along
other areas of the mainline, employees would beired to receive permission
from OCC to be in such proximity to live mainlinedks. This is not the case
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Finding 12.

Finding 13.

Finding 14.

Finding 15.

Finding 16.

Finding 17.

Finding 18.

with Brentwood Yard and other locations that ar@eeht to the mainline, but
technically within yard limits.

There are many locations along Metrorail with ueigpinysical characteristics that
may require special rules or procedures, but ateaddressed formally in any
WMATA rules or procedures.

The Metrorail system does not employ “whistle bgardw” signs in the track
bed or wayside indicating a required horn blast).

WMATA does not have a clear written procedure tmkout/watchperson duties
for walking track inspections.

There is no formal procedure for OCC controllers ttack information on
personnel in the ROW.

WMATA does not appear to have an agency-wide pdlicyerning ROW safety
training and recertification for all of its emplase

WMATA's employee ROW safety class curriculum fdidlsteach WMATA'’s own
rules and procedures.

The Employee Right-of-Way Safety Training class ud consistently adhere to
its own syllabus.

3.2 Documents Reviewed

Alpha-Numeric Codes for All of Metrorail System

August 16, 2007 Memorandum from TSSM — Louis C.tdés TSSM — Track Walkers re:

Increased Safety of Track Inspections

Blackberry Reports (rule compliance checks) — sampl

Chart of Single Tracking & Shut Down Operations Bmber 2009 to January 2010, Office
of Track & Structures, System Maintenance

Daily Track Walker's Work Assignment — BrentwoodleRandria, New Carrollton regions

(samples)

Division Overview reports — sample
Employee rule compliance checks — sample
Memoranda from QA to Line Service and Rail Tranggoon Managers re: audit results —

sample

November 26, 2007 Memorandum from OCCO — HerculdaRl to OCCO Staff re: Track
Access for Station Area

Rail Quality Checks — Blackberry Version —sampleanf data

Right of Way Safety Training for WMATA Employees/(labus)

Roadway Worker Protection at WMATA; Overview PregghrApril 27, 2009 for TOC

Review

ROW Audits Log — sample
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Supervisor Observations — sample

WMATA Administrative Procedure 508.17-1 — Track aéluctures Personnel Management
Job Safety

WMATA Hard Hat Safety Policy

WMATA Metrorail Safety Rules and Procedures Handb@anuary 2004)

WMATA OCC Announcement Log

WMATA OCC Maintenance Personnel Track Access Lagn(sles)

WMATA Office of Quality Assurance and Warranty QityalAssessment Reports — sample
WMATA Permanent Order T-09-05

WMATA Rail Operations Delivery Corrective Action Reaest Office QAAW (Quality
Assurance and Warranty) - sample

WMATA RTRA Supervisor Performance Expectations &tandards

WMATA Special Order 03-06

WMATA Special Order 07-03

WMATA Special Order 08-05 rev 1

WMATA Special Order 07-06

3.3 Persons Interviewed

Alexa Dupigny-Samuels, Chief Safety Officer, Depaht of System Safety &
Environmental Management

Charles Biro, Fire/Life Safety Liaison Officer, MetTransit Police Department

Charles Dziduch, Director, Blue/Orange Line Sery{@#ice of Rail Transportation

Clay Bunting, Assistant General Superintendent Krbhispection/Structure Maintenance,
Office of Rail Track Structure Systems Maintenance

Daniel Epps, Assistant General Manager, Office @f Rransportation

Darley Scott, Safety Officer

Darvin L. Kelly, General Superintendent, Office &tail Track Structure Systems
Maintenance

Dave Kubicek, Acting Deputy General Manager

Dorsey Adams, Safety Officer, Department of Sys&afety & Environmental Management
Eric Petersen, Manager, Technical Training & Docot@ontrol

Front line employees, Office of Rail Track Struet@ystem Maintenance (sample)

Front line employees, Office of Rail Transportat{sample)

Gaetano Brooks, Superintendant, Track InspectidficgOof Rail Track Structure Systems
Maintenance

Gerald Francis, Deputy General Manager

Hercules Ballard, Director, Operations Central CalnOffice of Rail Transportation

James Amey, Safety Officer, Department of Systefet$& Environmental Management
Larry Lee, Superintendent, Structures, Office oil Reack Structures Systems Maintenance
Michael Taborn, Chief, Metro Transit Police Depagtrh

Ronald Edwards, Rail Safety Manager, DepartmenSydtem Safety & Environmental
Management

Scott Kelley, Safety Officer, Department of Syst8afety & Environmental Management
Troy Lloyd, Safety Officer, Department of Systenfeéda & Environmental Management

TOC Rail Transit Hazard Assessment Project — Rogdiarker Protection Page 18
May & December 2009



3.4 Facilities/Locations Visited

Jackson Graham Building

New Carrollton Yard

Brentwood Yard

Shady Grove Yard

Alexandria Yard

Branch Avenue Yard

WMATA ROW - various locations conducting field obsations
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