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Route Secondary Warning Deployment Proposal
1. Introduction:
The rail industry in the UK has experienced a number of runaway events over the last fifteen years where unexpected and uncontrolled movements of rail vehicles, plant or machines have approached workers while on track. The impact of these events has resulted in near misses ranging from the recent runaway Iron Men at Pantyffynnon Junction and Gwaun-cae-Gurwen to the runaway RRV trailer at Tebay in 2004 which resulted in the loss of four colleagues. 
Significant work has been undertaken to reduce the risk of runaways taking place; the direct wheel braking that has been fitted to high ride RRV’s being one specific example. However, given that these events continue to occur indicates that our controls need continued focus and improvements. 
Where available controls have not been reviewed and documented as part of the work activity planning process (using the attached flow chart) to prevent a runaway event reaching a site of work , consideration needs to be given to the deployment of a secondary warning device. The Vortok Rearguard device is the only product approved solution for this application and Route has been issued 00 production systems as part of a centrally funded programme.

This paper will present a risk based approach that needs to be considered as part of every work planning activity. Where it can not be demonstrated that current controls reduce the risk of a runaway approaching a site of work to a level that is as low as is reasonably practicable (ALARP), a secondary warning system should be deployed. The paper will also present a flow chart through which the adequacy of controls to prevent a runaway reaching site should be determined. 

It must be reinforced that secondary warning is like personal protective equipment ie: it is the least preferred option and should be implemented as a last resort choice. Like PPE, a secondary warning system does not stop the hazardous event (ie runaway) taking place and therefore only mitigates the consequences of the runaway and does not prevent a track worker being exposed to the runaway risk. Secondary Warning does not offer any mitigation of risk to members of the public using open level crossings or similar interfaces with the rail network. 

At a national level, commitments have been made to the RMT that, Network Rail will have:

· Network Rail shall have a policy in place, jointly agreed with the RMT, whereby use of the Rearguard equipment is mandated in all circumstances unless it can be demonstrated that other mitigations are in place that makes the equipment unnecessary when controlling the risk from runaways.
· Network Rail shall have a flow chart in place, developed in conjunction with RMT, that supports the risk assessment process above 
· Network Rail shall have developed a communications plan to highlight and support the national roll-out of the equipment. RMT have will support this communication plan through use of its own media.
· Network Rail shall have a full training programme in place that will ensure that all staff who need to use the equipment are fully conversant with its method of use. RMT have proposed that to assist the company we will seek volunteers from amongst our Area and Local Health and Safety Reps to deliver the training.
2. Central Allocation of Kit to :
Route has been allocated 00 Vortok Rearguard Systems. These have currently been distributed as follows:

3. Planning Process:
When considering the risks associated with a runaway, the aim should be to make sure that all existing measures and control options are implemented such that the risk of runaway is determined to be ALARP. To support this decision making, the centre has produced a simple flowchart that should be considered by the Section Planner or similar for each work activity planned to take place within a possession. This is structured using a “principles of prevention” hierarchy and aims to give a framework in place that allows a team undertaking work to demonstrate adequate controls against a potential runaway risk are in place for a worksite.
Gradient is a key component in the potential of a runaway event taking place. Therefore an analysis of information held in the rail industry’s Tratim database has been carried out for Route. This data will be used in two aspects of the planning process when considering runway risk.
The first use of gradient data is to identify areas where, based on central engineering analysis, an area is considered to have potential runway risk. The exact gradient of where this break point for risk significance will be is a gradient of 1:100. 
These locations will need to be added to the Hazard Directory using a newly created hazard code as locations of “Potential Runway Risk Location”. Given the scale of this update, this should be undertaken as a national activity by the centre as a one-off exercise.
at 1:100 , then based on route miles as recorded in Tratim, ……..will have …….. miles of route or ….% of total route miles with a gradient steeper than 1:100. ………. will have …….. miles of route or ……% of total route miles in this category. Across the whole LNW route, and acknowledging the use of a linear assumption of a uniform distribution of worksites across the route, just over ….% of all planned worksites will be within “Potential Runaway Risk Locations” and require the additional considerations of the process flowchart to be considered and robustly documented at the planning stage. 

Throughout the planning process, it should be our aim to demonstrate that through following the flowchart controls are in place and adequate so not to require the deployment of Secondary Warning Systems. Where the number of sites found to require the deployment of Secondary Warning Systems is greater than the number of systems available to a DU, systems should be deployed on sites with the highest gradients first using a risk based approach to minimising the overall route risk profile. 
Even though the majority of ……. DU’s have not been issued with centrally deployed secondary warning systems, consideration of the runaway risk associated with each work activity in a potential runaway risk location should be considered as part of the planning process. 

Each DU should monitor and record the number of worksites to which Secondary Warning is deployed and the number of circumstances where a system would be deployed if it was available, to help support future company decisions and/or business cases. Future investments should be focussed on reducing the risk associated with runaway vehicles through preventing the hazardous event taking place and less on mitigating the consequences once the hazardous event has occurred.
4. Briefing of the Planning Process:
Key to the success of this work stream is adequate briefing of the required planning processes. As such each Area team will receive a briefing on this programme from the relevant Area Health Safety and Environment Advisor. The AHSEA will then brief the IMSM’s from each DU in order to start the cascade throughout each DU team. These briefings will need to take place during early April 2015 in order that this process can be up and running in Route with risk assessments being undertaken for required work activities by 29th May 2015. 

It should be noted that this process will not immediately lead to a change in company or industry planning standards and as such is overlaid on existing processes. As such an assurance regime of the application of the additional assessments during the planning process is recommended. 
5. Training and Competence:
The associated training and competence requirements for the Vortok Rearguard product have been reviewed by Safety CDG with the group determining this to be a Regime 6  RBA competence. As such a briefing regime has been agreed to adequately discharge competence requirements. Briefers can be members of the existing DU who must first attend an Original Equipment Manufactures’ (herein OEM) delivered training course. These individuals are then deemed suitable to deliver onward briefing of the equipment. Once this briefing has been attended, the competence will be awarded for 5 years with a single use required per annum to maintain competence.
Given the Trade Union interest and involvement in this work stream, nationally it has been discussed that elected Trade Union Safety Representatives would be suitable people to attend the OEM training and deliver briefing sessions to their peers. Additionally supporting this with local frontline DU managers will create a pool of briefers to provide ongoing business support. 

OEM training will need to be organised on an Area/DU basis. This training is unfunded and costs will need to be borne by existing route budgets. 

The competence requirement has yet to be established on Oracle but national agreement is in place with PD&T that individuals who can be shown to have attended a briefing through sign in sheets can have their competence profiles updated retrospectively once the competence is live. 

6. Ongoing Equipment Maintenance:
The equipment is not subject to a calibration regime. It is foreseeable that over time the equipment will need some level of repair either through normal usage or due to accidental damage. All repairs must be undertaken by the OEM. At present there is no national framework contract or commercial agreement in place with Vortok against which these works can be arranged or agreed schedule of rates for any required repairs. Any repairs will require individual quotations as Vortok do not at present hold any stock of spares. 

7. Associated Risks:
Given the emotive and political nature of this work stream, there are a number of business and engagement risks that should be acknowledged by the  Route Executive team. 
Workload of those undertaking the assessments using the flowchart must be considered as the additional planning and assessment activities needs to be appreciated. As yet no indication is available as to the time required to apply this process to each possession worksite but it is assumed additional work will be required for over a quarter of current worksite volumes. 
Vortok have made a limited number of their Rearguard systems nationally. The batch of 60 kits nationally were produced at a unit cost of c.£5k. Any replacement or additional units required will need to be made to order a contract has been put in place with Vortok to supply a further 250 kits nationally. These can be ordered through I store.
The accelerated rollout of this planning process must also be noted. There are 6-8 weeks from the date of this paper in which all briefing, training and rollout must be completed in order to achieve the nationally committed position. Support and resource from DU teams will be needed to achieve the stated timelines. It is however believe that Route are ahead of the national curve in developing a process through which to deliver these requirements. 

8. Approvals Requests:
 Route Executive is requested to:

· ENDORSE the proposed planning process and SUPPORT its adoption by all DU and Works Delivery teams within  Network Operations. 

· SUPPORT the development and implementation of a suitable assurance regime to confirm  Network Operations are considering runaway risks during the planning stages of work in potential runaway risk locations.

· ACKNOWLEDGE the business risks identified that may emerge due to the proposed approach

· AGREE that any significant future investment should focus on the prevention of the hazardous event eg runaway taking place instead of mitigations against the consequences of the event. 
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