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The Pederal Railroad Adaministration (PFRA) is
responsible for regulating safety functions, investigating
accidents and issuing reports on thea, and adainistering
railroad safety lavs. The Comsolidated Rail Corpcration
(Conrail), which operates comauter services in the New York
metropolitan area, is responsible for implementing safety
requiresents through inspection, setting of standards, accident
reporting, and recordkeeping. 7%indings/Conclusicns: Conrail did
rot conduct all safety activities prescribed by FRA regulations.
Conrail's commuter railroad inspectors failed to inspect track
ard svitches at required intervals, condact followup
inspections, and correct deficiencies noted. Although Conrail
generally inspected egquipment within the reguired 30-day period,
records did not reflect defects, repairs regquired, or corrective
action taken. Conrail could not effectively deteraine its
eaployess' understanding of safety rules since they were not
graded on this knowledge. Accident/incident reports shoused a
direct relationship between deficient inspection proc¢edures and
subsequent accident/incidents. FRA has not been effective in its
regulatory role. Its inspections are ineffective because of
limited cerritorial coverage, limited followup, and Ccnrail¢s
failures t¢ correct deficiencies and keep required records. ZBA
has not taken corrective action on deficiencies noted in a
previous 6AO report. Recomuendations: Conrail sdould: adhere to
FBA standards concerning reguired inspections and mandate
followup on the deficiencies noted, keep adeguate records on the
30-day equipment inspectiorn describing the condition of the



equipment, and grade or evaluate employees' test results to
deterasine whcther they know railroad operating rules. FRA should
aonitor Conrail cospliance with safety regulations rather than
only ccaduct inspections supplesentary to Conrail's. (HTH)
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Commuter Railroad Safety
Acitivities On Conrail’s Lines
In New York Should Be Improved

According to this report to the Subcom'nittee
on Trantportation and Commerce, House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
marce, inadequacies in Conrail’s safety activi-
ties on its commutar lines in Metropolitan
New York need to be coirccted.

Conrail was not making most required safety
mspectaons and its renoris did notshow cor-
rective action taken on deficiencies noted.

- Also Conrail’s records did not contain suffi.
cient information to permit an assessment of
the overall safety of Conrail’s commuter oper-
ations.

The Federal Railroad Administration is re-
sponsible for establishing railroad safety stan-

dards and assuring that carriers comply with

them. It has been ineffective in its regulatory

role because it has not adequately monitored

Conrail’s safety activities.

CED-78-80
MARCH 15, 1978




COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATW'S
WASHINGTON, D. . 20848

B-164497(5)

The Honorable Fred B. Roone¢y, Chairman
Subcommittee on Transportation and
Commerce
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Pursuant to your request of February 14, 1977, and
a subsequent mee:ing with your office, this is our report
on Conrail's safety inspection activities coverir~ commuter
service on its Herlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions.
The report also discusses the safety responsibilities
of the Federal Railroad Administration.

We obtained written comments on this repcrt from
Conrail and the Department of Transportation. The Metro-
politan Transportation Authority in New York and the
Connecticut Department of Transportation were also given
an opportunity to comment, but they did not choose *o
do so.

As arranged with your office, we are sending copies
of this report to the Acting Director, Office of Manage-
ment and Budget; the Secretary of Transportation; various
Senate and House committees; Members of Congress; the
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Consclidated Rail
Corporation; the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer,
United States Railway Association; the Metrcpolitan
Transportation Authority; the Connecticut Department of
Transportation; and other interested parties.

Sincerely yours,

l@ lf(; A,

ACTING Coumptrollet General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT COMMUTER RAILROAD

TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ’ : " SAFETY ACTIVITIES
TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE ON CONRAIL'S LINES
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE IN NEW YORK <HOULD
AND FOREIGCN COMMERCE BE IMPROVED

Conrail, the Consolidated Rail Corporation which
cperates commuter services in the New York metro-
politan area, was not conducting all the safety activ-
ities prescribed by Federal Railroad Administration
requlations which are required by law. A GAO review
of records revealea:

--Conrail's ommuter railroad inspectors had failed
to (1) inspect track and switches at required inter-
vals, (2) conduct followup inspections, and (3)
correct deficiencies noted.

--Conrail generally was inspecting equipment within
the required time frame (30 days). However, the
records did not reflect the safety defects noted,
the repairs required, or the corrective action
taken. Therefore, the effectiveness of these
inspections could not be independently determined.

--Conrail did not grade or 2valuate employees' annual
examinations of railroad operating rules. Con-
rail thus could not effectively determine how well
its employees understand its safety rules.

(See p. 14.) '

In addition, accident/incident reports revealed a
direct cause/effect relationship between deficiencies
in Conrail's inspection procedurer and subsequent
accidents/incidents. (See p. 8.)

GAO recommends that Ccnrail:

--Adhere tc the Federal Railroad Administration
standards concerning required inspections and
mandate followup on deficiencies noted.

--Keep adequate records on the 30-day equipment
inspection desciribing the condition of the
equipment.

--Grade or evaluate employees' test ~esults to

determine wleth. ;s they know railrcad operating rules.
(See p. 18.°

. Upon removal, the report C CED-78—-
cover ﬁage chould be noted hereon. i 78-80



Conrail disagreed with many of GAO's conclusions.
For example, Conrail stated that its performance
of track and switch inspections was better than
GAC had found. GAO has evaluated Conrail's posi-
tion, and finds no basis fcr revising GAO's con-
clusious. Conrail also stated that it has since
made many improvements in its way of doing tbhings.
(See p. 14.)

The Federal Railioad Administration is responsible
for establishing raiiroad safety standards and
assuring that carriers comply with them.

The Administratisn has not been effective in its
regulatory role and has not adeguately monit red
Conrail's safety activities. The Administra.ion
is conducting inspections similar to Conrail's,
but they are ineffective because of

--limited territorial coverage,
--limited inspection follouwup,

--Conrail's failure to corre-t reported deficiencies,
and

~--Conrail's failure to keep required records of
inspection.

The Federal Railroad Administration could better use
its limited resources by emphasizing monitoring,
which would enable it to systematically determine

--the quality and timeliness of Conrail inspections,
--whether safety defects are being reported, and

--whether corrective actions are being taken.
(See p. 20.)

In 1975 a GAO report concluded that the Adminis-
tration's monitoring of carrier performance was
ineffective. Although the Administration ac-
knowledged this condition and promised corrective
action, no progress has been made. (See p. 23.)

ii



GAO recommends that the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration monitor Conrail compliance with safety
regulations rather than only conduct inspections
supplementary to Conrail's. (See p. 24.)

The Department of Transportation believes that
monitoring of Conrail's compliance should includs
both inspectinng and reviews of the carrier's
records. GAO agrees but is making its recommenda-
tion because the Federal Railroad Administration
was limiting its activities almost exclusively

to supplementary inspections. (See p. 24.)

Federal and State tunding provided for operating
costs and capital improvements is not earmarked
for safety activities. These funds are provided
by the 1~:2rnactive State operating authorities.
GAO obtained daia on operating costs and capital
improvements. S5ee p. 26.)

Tsar Shest iii
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

On February 14, 1977, the Chairman, Subcommittee on
Transportation and Commmerce, House Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, asked us to review the safety
activities of the Consolidated Rail Corporation's (Conrail's)
commuter operations serving the New York metropolitan area.
Specifically, we were asked to:

--Evaluate the responsibilities and efforts
of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA).

--Evaluate Conrail's safety efforts, including
the nature and frequenc, of its safety in-
spections.

--Identify the iole of the Metropolitan Trans-
portaticn Mathority (MTA) and other trans-
portation authorities.

--Analyze Federal and State funding involved.

At a subsequent meeting it was agreed that our review
would be limited to the commuter service operationa in
Conrail's Metrcpolitan Region, which includes the Harlem/
Hudson and New Haven divisions. The scope of cur review
+8 included on page 4.

FRA'S RESPONSIBILITIES

FRA is responsible for (1) regulating safetv functions
pertaining to railroads, (2) investigating and .88uing
reports concerning collisions, derailments, and other
railrocad accidents resulting in serious injury to persons
or to the property of the railroad, and (3) administering
the railroad safety laws. These are:

--The Locomotive Inspection Act (45 U.S.C. 22-34).
--The Accident Reports Act (45 U.S.C. 38-43).
-=The Hours of Service Act (45 U.S.C. 61-64).
--The Signal Inspection Act (49 U.S.C. 26).
--The Federal Railroad Safety Act of 1970

(45 U.S.C. 431).



The FRA staff whose territories encompass Conrail's
Harlem/Hudson ard New Haven divisions are lccated at the
Newark District Office in Newark, New Jersey. Four field
inspectorz and one supervisor at this district office
are respousible for seeing that Conrail and other rail-
roads in their jurisdiction comply with Fede-al safety
standards. An additional signal inspactor ian Albany,

New York, works on the Harlem/Hudson division.,

FRA also has responsibility for establishing safety
etandards for rail cars. Wwhile there are design safety
standards for freight cars, FRA officials stated that
there are no design safety standards for passenger cars
operated as part of a general railroad system of trans-
portation.

CONRAIL'S SAFETY RESPONSIBILITIES

Conrail's safety responsibilities, as they relate
to its commuter activities, call for im>lementing FRA's
safety requirements included in operating manuals for
the following disciplines: (1; track, (2) equipment,
{3) signal and train control, and (4) operating prac-
tices. In implementing these requirements Conrail
inspects track, equipment, and signal systems; sets
standards to satisfy compliance with the hours of
service of railroad employees and railroad operating
rules; reports on railroad accidents/incidents; and
keeps records on these activities.

CONRAIL METROPOLITAN REGION
COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE

Conrail's Metropolitan Ragion, headquartercd in
New York's Grand Central Terminal (GCT) area, is re-
sponsible for providing suburban rail passenger service
on its Harlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions.

Service on the Harlem/Hudson division is provided
from GCT to Dover DPlains, New York, on the Harlem line
and from GCT to Poughkeepsie, New York, on the Hudson
line. Connecticut service is provided on the New Haven
division from GCT to Wew Haven (including three branches).
(See app. II.)



The numbers of passengers, by line, for the last 6

years follow.

1971 1972 1973
Harlem 14,355.567 13 947,261 13,728,454
Hudson 7,255,098 7,010,306 6,857,256
New Haven 17,037,740 16,755,465 16,311,100
Total 38,648,405 37,713,032 36,896,810
1974 1975 1976
Harlem 14,666,498 14,427,876
a/21,735,074
Hudson 7,441,919 7,345,037
New Haven 17,591,995 17,531,598 18,065,135
Total 39,700,412 39,304,511 39,800,209

a/Total for both lines--information for this period
not maintained separately.

Suburban rail passenger service is provided under
agreements between Penn Central Transportation Company
(a Conrail predecessor) and MTA for rail service in
New York and the Connecticut Department of Transportation
(CDOT) for rail service in Connecticut. Conrail assumed the
obligations of Penn Central, including suburban passenger
service agreements, on April 1, 1976. Conrail is re-
imbursed for all operating deficits and certain other
costs and receives an annual management fee totaling
$225,000 for providing suburban rail passenger service on
the Harlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions.

COMMUTER AUTHORITIES' RESPONSIBILITIES

The two commuter authorities, MTA and CDOT, provide
funds from Federal, State, and other sources for Conrail's
Harlem/Budson and New Haven divisions.

MTA and CDOT, as contractual parties with‘Conrail,
are responsible for paying net operating deficits and



management fees; developing capital improvement programs;
and approving service, revenue, and cost budgets. Al-
though tne authorities may perform safety inspections,
Corrail is responsible for the day-to-day overations of
the passenger service, as well as for compiying with FRA
safety regulations. Neither MTA nor CDOT determine Con-
rail's compliance with FRA safety requlations.

The two authorities and Conrail officials hold
joint monthly policy meetings and frequently exchange
management reports.

SCOPE _OF REVIEW

Our review was directed primarily at determining
whether Conrail was carrying out safety activities re-
qaired by FRA regul~tions. This included such areas
as track, signals aud train control, equipment, and opera-
ting practices. In addition, we examined how well FRA was
monitoring Conrail's compliance with these requlations.

We did not evaluate the overall safety of Conrail's
operations or compare Conrail's operations with other
railroads' onerations.

We also obtained from MTA and CDOT information on
their responsibilities and funding for commuter rail
services.

Our work included a review of records and dis-
cussion «0f activities for calendar year 1976. We selected
this period because it was the latesc period for which
FRA inspection records were available. During this
period commuter rail servicz was provided by Fonn Central
from January to March. Service was assumed by Conrail
on April 1, 1976.

Our review was performed at these locations:

--FRA's offices in Washington, D.C.; Boston,
Massachusatts; and Newark, New Jersey.

~~Conrail's Metropolitan Region in New York,
New York.

--MTA in New York, New York.

-=-CDOT in Wethersfield, Connecticut.



CHAPTER 2

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED TO CORRECT

INADEQUACIES IN CONRAIL SAFETY ACTIVITIES

Conrail is not conducting fully the required FRA
safety activities. Our examination of records showed
that Conrail

--was not making most required safety inspections
and

--did not show corrective action taken on defi-
ciencies noted.

In addition, Conrail's récords did not contain suffi-
cicent information to permit an assessment of the over-
all safety of Conrail's commuter operations.

As noted previously, Conrail began operating the
former Penn Central services on April 1, 1976. This
chapter thus coveis some Penn Central activities, as
well as Conrail activities.

SAFETY REQUIREMENTS g

FRA has established safcty regulations for track,
eg.ipment, signals and train control, and operating
practices. Conrail's responsibilities under these reg-
ulations include inspecting track, equipment, end signai
systems; complying w.th employee hours of service and
operating rules; repu-ting and investigating railroad
accidents/incidents; and keeping records on these activities,

Accidents/incidents must be reported monthly to
FRhR. An accident/incident can include:

--Any impact between railroad ontrack equipment and
an automobile, a bus, a truck, a motorcycle, a
bicycle, a farm vehicle, or a pedestrian at a
rail highway grade crossing.

--Any collision, derailment, fire, explosion, act of
God, or other event involving operation of rail-
road ontrack equipment which results in more
than $2,300 in damage to ontrack equipment, signals,
track, track structures, and roadbed.



--Any event arising from railroad operation resulting
in the death of one or more persons, injury to one
or more persons requiring medical treatment, or
loss of work or occupational illness to one or
more employees.

During calendar year 1976 and the first quarter of
1977, there were 34 accidents/incidents involving commuter
rail activities on the Harlem/Hudson end New Haven divisione.
This total doces not include accidents/incidents where Con-
rail's operations were not a causal factor, such as in-
cidents involving trespassers.

TRACK

FRA regulations (49 C.F.R. 213) establish the nature
and freque~ncy of inspection requirements for track,
switches, and rail. The regulations exclude track used
exclusively for commuter services, but they apply to
Conrail because freight and long haul passenger trains
also use the tracks.

These regulations state that all track must be
inspected twice weekly by walking or riding over the track
in a vehicle at a speed that allows the inspector to
visually inspect the track structure for compliance with
standards. Some track elemen*s included in the require-
ment are roadbed ai1d the areas adjacent to it; gage,
alinement, and surface of track; the elevation of outcer
rails; ballast; crossties; track assewbly fittings; and
the physical condition of rails. The regulations also
require that each switch be inspected on foot at least
monthly and that at least once a year a continuous search
for internal defects be made of all jointed and welded
rails over which passenger trains operate.

The Harlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions have
about 663 passenger track miles subject to the prescribed
track and rail inspections and about 872 main switches
subject to inspection.

Our review of Conrail's records was based on statis-
tical samples. (App. III describes our sampling method.)



According to our statistical sample of Conrail's
daily track inspection reports, 49 percent of the nre-
scribed track inspections were not performed at thz
required frequency. When inspections were made,
the recoirds did not indicate any corrective action taken
for 63 percent of the defects noted.

Conrail conducts switch insvections at interlocking
stations. 1/ The two divisions of Conrail's Metropolitzn
Region have 32 interlocking stations containing about
872 main switches.

Our statistical sample of monthly switch inspection
and test reports for 26 interlocking stations showed that
41 percent of the monthly inspections has not been com~
pletely performed in accordance with the required fre-
quency.

The 6 interlocklng stations at GCT contain 355
switches. Our review of all monthly ~CT inspection
reports showed that 65 percent of the monthly inspections
had not been completely perfcrmed in accordarce with the
required frequency.

Conrail had recorded 70 instances of switch defects
but in every instance the records did not indicate any
corrective action taken.

Conrail performs the required annual 1nspeﬂt10ns_
using the Sperry Rail Service, a contract service which
checks for defects in the rails. Two reports were gen-
erated by this service:

--The car movement report, which depicts the
mileposts coveread.,

--The defective rail report, which indicates
defective rail and joints on the mileposts
covered.

These reports showed that all mile segments of rail
had been inspected.

1/An interlocking station is a tower which contains the
controls for a number of switches.



During our review Conrail identified some element of
track 1/ as the primar’ cause of six reported accidents/
incidents. 1In two of these a prior inspection report noted
a deficiency, and this uncorrected deficiency contributed to
a subsequent accident/incident. In a third case Conrail
made a temporary repair of a catenary deficiency, but the
temporary repair failed.

For example, a June 18, 1976, inspection report of a
certain switch noted that corrective action was needed
because ties were needed and the switch Foints were worn
and chipped. Conrail's records showed that no corrective
action had been taken, and on June 30, 1576, a train
derailed because the switch point broke under movement.

EQUIPMENT

The Locomc’.ive Inspection Act (45 U.S.C. 22-31)
provides the bausis for the FRA locomotive inspection reg-
ulations (49 C.F.R. 230). These regulations for diesel
locomotives, self-propelled rail cars, and multiple
(perated electric units (commuter locomutives--see photo-
¢raphs on pp. 9 and 19) require in part that

--locomotive units e inspected at least once
every 30 days:

--during the 6 months beyirning with January and
July of each year, the date andg place of each
inspection performed be recorded and attested
to by the inspector and his supervisor; and

--in January and July of each year, the form
covering the previous 6 months' inspections
be removed from the cab of each locomotive
unit, certified before a notary public
by the railroad official responsible for the
unit, and filed with FRA.

The monthly inspections include such items as

--brakes,

1/ FRA instructions for preparing accident/incident reports
include the catenary system--overhead wires which provide
electric power for trains--in the cateqory of track.

FRA does not have inspection requirements for catenary
systems.
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CONRAIL MULTIPLE OPERATED ELFCTRIC UNIT AWAITING
REPAIRS AT SHOP

--signals,
--control equipment, and
-=-current collectors.

During 1976, 645 locomotives were used on Conrail's
passenger divisions which were subject to the inspection
requirements. During the same period Conrail identified
equipment as the primary cause of 17 reported accidents/
incidents.

Conrail also makes daily visual inspections, a3 re-
quired by FRA. We concentrated on the monthly inspections
because they were comprehensive inspections, as opposed to
the daily inspections, which are only visual walkaround
inspections.

Our review of Conrail's records of monthly inspections
showed Conrail was inspecting its equipment within the FRA
- standard time framc (30 days), with minor exceptions. 1In
nine instances (7 percent of our sample) equipment was
inspected beyond the 30-day time frame. Of these, two
were recorded and reported to FRA as out of service (not
to be used in service) until the monthly inspection had

10



been conducted. But Conrail actually used these two
units when they were supposed to be out of service, a
practice expressly prohibited by FRA.

We believe Conrail's records on equipment inspections
should be improved to enable a meaningful assesu:ment of the
effectiveness of the inspections and to identify trends
in equipment defects, although this is not required by
FRA's regulations.

The records do not reflect the safety defects noted,
the repairs required, or the corrective action taken.
They do not

--state the condition of the equipment upon
entering the "car shop" for its monthly
inspection or

--ind.cate the degree or quality of the inspection.

They indicate only the date of inspection and the signa-
tures of an inspector and supervisor. Even the supporting
documentation (report of each test) of the inspection
reveals only a signature of the craftsman who per formed
the work. Conrail's shop foreman stated these signa-
tures and the certifying signature of the shop foreman

are supposed to indicate the equipment has been in-
spected, repaired, and ready for service.

Because of the type of information in Conrail's
records, the effectiveness of Conrail's monthly equipment
inspections cannot be independently assessed.

SIGNALS AND TRAIN CONTROL

FRA regulations (49 C.F.R 236) require that inspec-
tions and tests of signal apparatus reflect the name
of the railroad, the place, the date, the equipment
tested, repairs, replacements, adjustments, the con-
dition in which the apparatus was left, and the signa-
ture of employee making the test.

Conrail's instructions for testing signal apparatus
require that the inspection records

--list the frequency of the test,

-=-list the test number,

11



--give the name of the interlocking station, and
--report the cordition.

Conrail's Metropolitan Region with its 26 inter-
locking stations and GCT contain about 1,396 signal
apparatus subject to 37 different tests ranging in
frequency from weekly to every 8 years. Three tests
are labeled "as required." These tests are subject to
the above recordkeeping requirements.

Conrail's records indicate the specific test
performed in the territory covered by the entire inter-
locking station. They a» not indicate the specific
signal tested or its condition; therefore, the rail-
road or anyone reviewing these records could not deter-
mine when a specific signal was last inspected or its
condition. What can be determined is that an inter-
locking has been inspected (GCT interlockings contain
as many as 442 signals), and the assumption is that all
signals within the interlocking were inspected for a
specific test.

OPERATING PRACTICES

Railroad operating practices are governed by FRA
regulations (49 C.F.R 217 and 228). Sections 217.9 and
217.11 specify that

--the railroad shall periodically conduct operationai
tests and inspections to determine the extent of
~ompliance with its code of operating rules,
timetables, and special instructions in accordance
with a program filed with FRA and

--to insure each railroad employee whose activities
are governed by the railroad's operating rules
understands those rules, the railroad shall
periodically instruct that employee on the meaning
and application of the railroad's operating rules
in accordance with the program filed with FRA.

Section 228.19 requires the monthly reporting to

FRA of excessive on-duty time of railroad employees act-
ually engaged in or connected with movement of trains.

12



Conrail's procedures state th~t employees whose duties
require them to be familiar with the cperating rules,
timetables, and special instructions must pass a satisfac-
tory examination within 6 months after entering service
and be reexamined annually.

These annual examinations are neither graded nor
evaluated; neither action is required by FRA regulations.
We believe that, as a result, Conrail does not have an
effective measure to determine how well its employees
understand its operating rules.

Operating rules .

A July 1977 computer printout, which lists about
2,800 Conrail employees subject to the examination re-
quirement and their last annual rules examination date,
revealed that 205 employees had not been examined in
the past year. Conrail's Assistant Manager of Operating
Rules satisfactorily explained why some of these employees
had not been tested, but in other instances, he was un-
able to offer any explanation.

Hours of service

Conrail is complying with the Hours of Service
Law according to our review sample of 60 employees'
weekly time and labor distribution cards, except in two
instances when the employees worked over 9 hours a day
and were not reported to FRA.

puring the period we reviewed, human factors were
identified by Conrail as the primary cause of seven
accidents/incidents. Our anslysis revealed that in
six of the seven instances, there was a direct cause/
effect relationship between failure by a Conrail em-
ployee to comply with an operating procedure and the
subseguent accident/incident. For example, on July 13,
1976, a train collision at New Canaan, Connecticut,
resulting in deaths of two passengers, was caused by the
failure of the engineman to control the speed of his
train in accordance with the signal indication.

13



The remaining instance involved a truck-train
collision at a private crossing, but Conrail does not
have any operating rules governing private crossings.
Conrail officials told us that a private party assumes
assumes the risk in using private crossings.

CONCLUSIONS

FRA has placed primary track safety inspection
responsibility on Conrail, and Conrail is not adequately
discharging this responsibility because 1t

--failed to inspect track and swi‘’ches at
required intervals and

~--failed to conduct followup inspections or
take corrective action where deficiencies
were noted on inspections.

Conrail is generally inspecting equipment within
the FRA required time frame (30 days). However, the
documents involved do not reflect the safety defects,
the repairs required, or the corrective action taken.
Therefore, it is not possible for GAO, FRA, or Conrail
to make a meaningful assessment of the effectiveness
of these monthly inspections or identify trends in
equipment breakdowns.

By failing to evaluate or grade employee annual
examinations concerning operating practices, Conrail
does not have an effective measure to determine how
well its employees understand its operating rules.

CONRAIL'S COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

Conrail commented (see app. IV) that:

--Our report did not evaluate its safety per-
formance and to suggest that Conrail is
operating unsafely would be misleading.

--The period covered included 3 months before
the establishment of Conrail and mary imorove-
ments have since been made in Conrail's
methods of doing things.

14



--Our work was constructive and it was carefully
considering our suggestions for improving its
recordkeeping procedures.

Conrail, however, disagreed with some of our conclusions.
Conrail's specific objections are discussed below.

Switch inspections

According to Conrail, its review of switch in-
spections for 1976 showed that only 14 percent had not
been performed as required, instead of the 41 percent we
had found. During discussions with Conrail officials
about our draft report, they gave us documents to support
their position. These documents, however, were personal
"records"™ kept by a Conrail employee and were not in
Conrail's files. More importantly, these "records"
covered only the signal apparatus associated with the
switches and in no way represented a complete inspection
of the switches in gquestion.

Conrail attributed the differences between its
results and ours to a difference in examination tech-
niques. We do not agree. As noted above, the “"records"
submitted by Conrail did not demonstrate that more
switches had been inspected than we had found. The 41-
pPercent failure rate we developed was a statistical
projeccion based on a sampling of interlocking stations.
Included in the 41 percent are cases where no switches
were inspected and others where some but not all switches
at an interlocking had been inspected. The following
table breaks down our sample results.

Sample of 26 Complete test of GCT
interlocking stations interlocking stations

Percent where no
switches were
inspected 43.3 ' 38.9

Percent where some

but not all switches
were inspected 8.3 26.4

15



Conrail stated that its performance of switch in-
spections had improved after the period covered by our
review and that 100 percent compliance was achieved by
September and for the balance of 1977.

Track inspections

According to Conrail, its examination of 1976 track
inspection records showed an average of 70 percent of
the required inspections had keen made. This equals a
failure rate of 30 percent, as contrasted to the 69
percent we found. Conrail stated that compliance with
reporting requirements had risen to 99 percent by
March 1977 as inspection and docurent control procedures
were improved.

As shown in appendix III, our sample of track inspec-
tions was base@ on work gang inspection territories for
specific weeks. If the selected gangs did not per form
a required inspection or did not make a complete in-
spection, we classified it as a failure to make a re-
quired irspection. During discussions with Conrail
officials about our draft report, they explained how
they had arrived at their failure percentage and pre-
sented supporting documents. This information showed
that if any part of a given section of track had been
insvected, no matter how small, this had been counted
as a complete inspection. We do not consider Conrail's
position valid.

According to Conrail, its sample of records showed
all FRA defects had been corrected and it believed we
had included nondefective conditions in drawing our
conclusions. Conrail's belief is inaccurate. The only
defects included in our report were those shown on
Conrail's inspection reports under this caption: "THE
FOLLOWING DEFECTS WERE FOUND AND ARE IN NEED OF CORRECTION."
We believe this caption speaks for itself.

Grading of annual employee examinations

Conrail stated that safety classes are conducted
annually and attendance is .ompulsory. Grades of at
least 85 percent are requircd for promotion, and spot
examinations are made by field supervisors.

16



Our point is that Conrail does not grade the
annual rules examination and s5 Conrail cannot effec-
tively determine how well its employees understand the
safety rules. Conrail has not really disputed this
point since the grade of 85 percent applies to exam-
inations given only to employees who apply for pro-
motion and has nothing to do with the annual rules
examinations. During discussions with Conrail offi-
cials about our report, they agreed that the annual
rules examinations are not graded.

Number of employees not examined

In the year ended July 1977, we found that 205
employees were not examined, and Conrail satisfagtor—
ily explained why some had not been tested. Conrail _
disputed the accuracy of the number, but its comments
are confusing and it is difficult to determine how many
employees Conrail claims weres not examined.

In any case, the specific number is not really
important because our point is that not all Conrai-
employees subject to examination were in fact Ca-
amined within the prescribed. time frame. Conrail does
not dispute this fact, and its comments indicate that
corrective action has been taken.

Cause/effect relationship of
accidents/incidents

Conrail did not agree that there is a cause/effect
relationship between two accidents/incidents and prior

inspection/correction practices at the locations in-
volved.

Concerning one incident, involving a derailment
on May 5, 1976, Conrail said that the previous monthly
inspection made on April 2, 1976, had revealed the
switch to be in fair condition. The inspection report
included remarks relating to engine burns and tamping,
but Conrail contends there was no indication from this
report that the switch point was defective. Conrail
contended that we took the designation "fair" to mean
a defect existed, which Conrail said is not the case.

17



Conrail said that the work "fair"™ as used in switch
ins ~ctions connotes a condition being adequate and
qui.e safe, yet should be considered for attention.
Conrail also contends that the piece was newly broken.

While we cannot determine whether the piece that
broke was in fact newly broker, we disagree with Conrail's
comments on the condition of the switch disclosed by
the inspection report. The report shows the condition
of the point as a circled F, which Conrail elsewhere
in its comments defines as being a condition where-
corrective action would be required in the near future.
This designation had been made oy the inspector over
a month before the derailment occurred. A February 1976
inspection report on this same switch noted that the
left-hand switch point was chipped.

In the second incident, involving a derailment on
June 30, 1976, Conrail contended that a Jur.e 18, 1976,
inspection report indicated that corrective action would
he required it this location in the near future (a circled F
rating) buf that there was no indication that its service-
ability would not continue in the interim. Conrail's
comments did not show that this inspection report also
showed that the left-hand switch point was chipped.
We believe correction of the deficiencies noted might
have prevented the derailment.

RECOMMEN")ATIONS TO CONRAIL'S
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

To help assure the public that Conrail is meeting its
responsibility for operating a safe and reliable commuter
railroad and is contributing to the iwproved safety record
for the railroad industry, we recommend that Conrail:

--Adhere to the required FRA standards concerning
inspection of track and switches and require
its track supervisors to be accountable for
followup inspections to assure that corrective
acticn is taken on deficiencies noted.

--Keep adequate records on the 3J0~day equipment
inspections to assure itself of the condition
of its equipment and the effectiveness of these
inspections.

18



--Grade or evaluate employees' test results
to determine whether employees know the
operating rules.
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CHAFTER 3

FRA SHOULD ADOPT A MORE EFFECTIVE ROLE

IN MONITORING COMMUTER SAFETY

FRA has not been effective in its regulatory role
because it has not adequately monitored Conrail's safety
activities. FRA has conducted inspections supplemental
to Conrail's, but this practice is ineffective because of

--limited territorial coverage,
~-limited inspection followup,

—-Conrail's failure to correct reported deficiencies,
and

——Conrail's failure to keep required records
of inspection.

The FRA staff whose territories encompass Conrail's
Metropclitan Region Harlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions
are located at the Newark District Office which is under
the Boston Area Office. Four field inspectors and one
supervisor at this district office a.e responsible for
seeing that Ccnrail and other railroads in their juris-
diction comply with Federal safety standards. An addi-
tional signal inspector in Albany works in the New York
area on the darlem/Hudson division.

Each field inspector's territorial boundaries
include east, west, north, and south sections of New York
State (exterding to the Canadian border), the State of
New Jersey, the State of Connecticut, and northeastern
Pennsylvania. FRA officials told us that becausc of
the size of the territories and the number of railroads
that come under their jurisdiction, the inspectors do
not follow a prescribed inspection or monitoring schedule.

THE FEDERAL RAILROAD SAFETY
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1976

The Federal Railroad Safety Authorization Act of
1976 (Public Law 94-348, July 8, 1976) authorizes FRA
to have a maximum of 500 safety inspectors, 45 signal
and train control inspectors, and 110 clerical personnel



in its Office of Safety. The Senate Committee on
Appropriations, in its report on FRA's fiscal year
1977 arpropriations, directed FRA to make every
effort to fill all the positions authorized for this
activity. However, FRA's end-of-the-year employment
ceilings for the past few years have been:

End-of-the-year

FY employment ceiling
1978 ' 382
1977 a/358
1976 371

a/ Decrease was due to transfer of 26 positions to other
FRA offices and a reduction to reflect a more accurate
relationship between authorized positions and end-of-
the-year employment ceilings.

FRA records indicate that it has requested fairly
substantial increases in personnel over the past few
years, but that the Office of the Secretary of Trans-
portation (OST) and the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) have significantly reduced FRA's requests to the
Congress. For instance, in fiscal year 1976, FRA re-
quested 154 additional positions; OST disallowed 74
and OMB disallowed 39, resulting in a request to the
Congress for 41 additional positions. Conversely, the
songress added an additional 17 positions during the
appropriation process, which resulted in a net increase
of 58 positions. OMB then established a very low employ-
ment ceiling which did not allow FRA to £fill 58 of the
429 authorized positions in fiscal year 1976.

According to FRA, OST and OMB limit its requests
for additional positions because only limited resources
are available to the Department of Transportation and
they must be allocated among the many different pro-
grams. In adiition, OMB employment ceilings limit the
number of authorized positions which FRA may fill. Al-
though FRA said it could effectively use additional
personnel in the field and in headquarters, OST and OMB
may not allow any substantial staffing increases.

RESULTS OF FRA INSPECTIONS

FRA inspected track, equipment, and signals dur.ug
1976. These inspections are similar to Conrail's. The
results of these inspections follow.
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Track

During 1976 the FRA track safety specialist conducted
18 insr ~2tions covering 62 percent of the total trackage
in Con. 's Harlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions. 1In-
spection reports indicated 186 defects, including de-
fective ties, missing bolts, loose rail braces, and
insufficient ballast. Carriers are required to report
correctice action taken to FRA. Conrail reported
no corrective action for 17 percent of the 186 defects.
For 155 defects which included Conrail's reported
corrective action, our analysis of FRA records showed
29 percent had not been reported as repaired within
the required 30 days.

Equipment

During 1976 the FRA motive power and equipment
specialist conducted 30 inspections, which included only
38 percent of the Harlem/Hudson and New Haven division
equipment. The inspection reports revealed 140 defects,
including whistle not operating, improperly alined
brake shoe, accumulation of 0il and debris on fuel tank,
and leaking steam generator water storage tank. Our
analysis of the records shawed no Conrail corrective
action for 54 percent of the defects.

Signals and switches

The signals specialist conducted five inspections
during 1976, which included 2 percent of the signals and
4 percent of the switches on the Harlem/Hudson and
New Haven divisions. The inspection reports revealed
2ight defects but did not show any corrective action
raken reported by Conrail. Some of the defects in-
cluded insulated wires not protected and loose braces
and switch plate.

Followup

In all but one of the inspections performed during
1976, FRA did not followup to determine if Conrail was
correcting the defects noted. 1In the one instance when
FRA did followup, it resulted in a violation because
Conrail never corrected the deficiency even though it
had reported to FRA that it had.
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ERIOR GAO REPORT

On April 11, 1975, we reported to the Secretary of
Transportation on "FRA Safety-Related Activities Pursuant
to the Federal Railroad Safety Act of 1970" (B-164497).
That report contained findings similar to those described
above., Before issuing that report, we discussed our
findings with the FRA Deputy Associate Administrator,
Office of safety, and other FRA officials. They said
FRA intended the field inspectors to monitor, rather
than perform supplementary inspections, and, in fact,
the field inspectors' training had emphasized wonitoring.

FRA officials also told us a "crash safety program"
was being prepared for release within the next few weeks
for public and industry comment. They said the program
would essentially correct the type of operational de-
ficiencies we had found; would improve FRA's overall
monitoring of the railroads' safety programs; and, in the
long run, would contribute to an improved safety record
for the railroad industry.

Our current review indicates FRA has made no pro-
gress for about 2 years. On December 20, 1977, an FRA
official told us that a new safety program had not yet
been implemented because of problems in getting it
approved by OST.

CONCLUSIONS

Our examination of FRA records indicates that it
has been enforcing its safety requlations by perform-
ing supplementary inspections. These have not been
effective because of
--limited territorial coverage,
--limited inspection followup, and
-=-Conrail's failure to correct reported deficiencies.
FRA can more effectively use its limited resources

if it adopted a monitoring role, which would enable FRA
to systematically determine
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--the quality and timeliness of Conrail inspections,
--whether safety defects are being reported, and
--whether corrective accions are being taken.

If FRA inspectors concentrated on monitoring the
railroad's activities instead of making independent in-
spections, they would be more aware of deviations from
FRA safety requirements and give the railroad an incentive
to conduct required inspections and keep records on them.

Our current findings are similar to those we reported
in 1975. Progress has not been made.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

We recommend that FRA monitor Conrail compliance with
FRA safety regulations rather than only conduct inspections
supplementary to Conrail's. Such monitoring should in-
clude examinations of Conrail's records to see how well
the carrier has adhered to FRA safety, inspection, and
recordkeeping requirements.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

The Department of Transportation informed us (see app.
V) that:

--As a result of our findings, instructions had been
issued to FRA's Newark and Boston offices emphasiz-
ing tne importance of followup inspections.

--All instances of Conrail's failure to correct
reported deficiencies would be verified, including
the validity of Conrail's inspection records, and
appropriate action would be taken.

--While FRA's plan of improvement (see p. 23) had been
submitted to OST and later to OMB for review, there
was no intention that FRA defer any action to
strengthen its safety activities. To the Depart-
ment's knowledge, this review had not delayed FRA's
safety efforts.
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Concerning our recommendation th=* FRA monitor
Conrail's compliance with FRA's safety requirements, the
Department stated that FRA monitoring involves an
overview of all carrier safety activities and that FRA
inspectors do review the carrier's inspection records.
According to the Department, field inspections comple~
ment inspections of carrier's records and neither is
valid or useful without the other. fhe Department said
that it is vital that an inspector evaluate the condi-
tion of a sample of the items being inspected.

Inspections can be an important part of an overall
monitoring program. However, our review showed that FRA's
surveillance with respect to Conrail was limited almost
exclusively to supplementary inspections, with no real
monitoring of Conrail's performance through a review of
Conrail's records for compliance with FRA requirements.
This limitation was further aggravated by FRA's failure
to adequately follow up on the deficiencies found in its
inspections. We agree that effective monitoring should
include both inspections and a review of records. This
is why we recommend that FRA monitor Conrail's activities
by including an examination of Conrail's records and not
only by conducting supplementary inspections.

Corrail also commented on the findings in this
chapter relating to its failure to correct deficiencies
noted during FRA inspections. Conrail said that it did not
have access to FRA's records, but that it had reviewed
its equipment and signal inspection files and could not
find any instances of the discrepancies we noted. (Conrail
did not comment on track and switch deficiencies.)

Our work on the FRA inspections involved reviewing

Conrail's records, as well as FRA's records, and our find-
ings therefore apply to Conrail's records too.

25



CHAPTER 4

FUNDING FOR SAFETY

Federal and State funds are provided for operating
costs and capital improvements but are not earmarked
for safety activities. These funds are provided by
the respective operating authorities, MTA and CDOT.
Conrail, MTA, and CDOT told us that they do not maintain
financial records for safety activities and so we could
not identify specific funding for safety. This chapter
includes information on State and Federal funding for
operating costs and capital improvements.

OPERATING COSTS

Conrail's operating costs are subsidized by
MTA and CDOT. The total paid for operating deficits
on the Harlem/Hudson and New Haven divisions was $181.3
million. These funds cover the period June 1972 to
December 1976 on the Harlem/Hudson division and January
1971 to December 1976 on the New Haven division,

A Federal transit operating assistance grant admin~
istered by the Department of Transportation's Urban
Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) became available
on November 26, 1974. Between that date and December 31,
1976, the two authorities were awarded $52 million for
all their commuter rail activities. These grants in-
cluded operations on the Harlem/Hudson and New Haven
divisions, but no specific amounts are designated for
use on these divisions.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

Abocut $348.4 million from Federal, State, and other
sources has been made available for capital improvements
from 1970 to December 1976 on the Harlem/Hudson and New
Haven divisions. The Federal share was $158.3 million,
or about 45 percent, and included five UMTA capital
grants and UMTA's share of five Tri-State Regional
Planning Commission technical study grants. Of the
$348.4 million, $281.2 million was spent as of December
1976 as follows:
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Amount

(millions)
--Paid directly to Conrail
or its predecessor, Penn
Central $45.1
—-Purchase of multiple unit
cars and third party
contracts for various
passenger service improve-
ments 236.1
$281.2

The types of activities funded included acquisition

cf commuter cars and a modernization and rehabilitation
pProgram involving:

--track and signals,

--equipment,

--electrification and communication systems,
~-station improvements,

~-bridges and structures, and

--shop and yard facilities.
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APPENDIX I

APPENDIX I
NINETY-FOURTH CONGRES NOOM 347
— MOUSE OQFFICE BULLDING ANNEX NO. 2
PRED B. VOONEY. PA., CrAMMAN PHON" (202) 223-1407

prergerivgl ety st U ceveee. wes  CONGRESS OF THE 'INITED STATES ot ey
JAMES J. FLORO, M., {xx ervicin)
MANTH A MU0 L HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES e o

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE
OF THE
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

February 14, 1977

The Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

441 "G" Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

As Chairman of the House Subcormittee having juris-
diction over railroad safety, I respectfally request
your office to conduct a study of the rafety-related
activities of Conrail's commuter operations. The study
should focus on commuter operations sei'ving the New York
metropolitan area, as explained in the enclosed letter
from Congressman Ottinger.

The Federal Railroad Safety Authorization Act of
1976 provides that the Office of Technology Assessment
conduct a study of the Federal Railroad Safety Act of
1970 and related federal laws, to evaluate their ef-
fectiveness in improving the safety of our nation's
railroads. OTA, however, is limiting its study to freight
service. Further, this Subcommittee is currently preparing
for oversight hearings on Amtrak. An integral part of
these hearings will relate to Amtrak safety. Therefore,
I am requesting your office to conduct a study of commuter
service safety, as it is the one area of rail service
which is not included in current Congressional investigations.

Your assistance in this regard will be greatly appreciated.

B/

ed B. Rooney, Chairman
Subcommittee on Transpo, ign
and Commerce

Sincerely,

Enclosure
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III

STATISTICAL SAMPLING METHODS FOR

TRACK, SWITCH, AND RAIL INSPECTIONS

TRACK

There are 14 track inspection and repair subdivisions,
each with a gang responsible for a required (biweekly)
track inspection. This equates to a total universe of
728 weeks of inspection activity (14 X S2). Our random
sample included 60 weekly periods, each of which included
an assigned gang and the specific week. For each sample
item we determined whether the gang had inspected all
track in their territory twice during that week.

SWITCHES

Switches are required to be inspected monthly, and
inspection reco:rds are prepared by interlocking station.
We identified 32 interlocking stations on the Harlem/
Hudsor and New Haven divisions. PFor 26 of these inter-
lockings we identified a total universe of 312 inter-
lockings to be inspected during the year (26 X 12).

Our random sample included 60 monthly inspections of
interlocking stations. We then identified the number of
switches included in each of the sample interlockings

and determined from available records whether each of

these switches had been inspected during that month.

For the remaining six interlocking stations (GCT) we
reviewed all monthly inspection reports in the same manner.

RAIL

There are 6£3 miles of rail lines on the Harlem/Hudson
and New Haven divisions that must be inspected annually.
Our random sample included sixty l-mile segments of rail.
We determined from available records whether each of these
segments had been inspected.
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CONRAIL

SOWARD @. JORDAN
CHAIRMAN

CHIEP EXECUTIVE
OfFiceR

February 16, 1978

Mr. Henry Eschwege, Director .
United States General Accounting Office
washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

Enclosed is our response to be included in the final
draft of the GAO report entitled, "Commuter Railroad
Safety Activities on Conrail's Lines in New York
Should Be Improved."

During the last two weeks Mr. Charles Riche and other
GAO representatives have met three times with members
of Conrail's staff and operating groups to resolve
many of the issues I expressed concern about in my
February 1 letter to you. We appreciate their time
and effort in so doing.

It is important to emphasize that the report does not
attempt to evaluate the safety performance of Conrail's
commuter lines in New Yor ut. had as its objective

to determine whether or not inspection and reporting
requirements required by the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration were being fulfilled. As indicated, it v»ould
be misleading to suggest on the basis of this report
that Conrail is operating unsafely in the New York

aiea or anywhere else.

As you know, the period studied was 1976, including
three months prior to the establisiment of Conrail.

As pointed out in the attached comments, many improve-
ments have been made in Conrail's methods of doing
things since that time.
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Mr. Henry Eschwege February 16, 1978

While disagreement is expressed with some of the con-
clusions drawn by the report, the study has been
constructive and has recommended additional impr ve-
ments in Conrail's present record-keeping procedures.

Should additional information b required, I know that
Mr. K. E. Smith, General Manager of Conrail's Metro-
politan Region, stands ready to help in any way he can.

Sincerely,

Casond -
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COMMENTS ON A GAO REPORT ENTITLED
"COMMUTER RAILROAD SAFETY ACTIVITIES ON
CONRAIL'S LINES IN NEW YORK SHOULD BE IMPROVED"

It should be emphasized that safety activities were
reviewed relying almost entirely on inspection records and that
safety performance per se was not evaluated. The objective
was to determine, based on these written records, whether or
not the inspection and reporting requirements of the Federal
Railroad Administration were being complied with fully during
1976, including three months of time prior to conveyance of the
rail proverties to Ccnrail, a period when Conrail had no re-
sponsibility.

It is important to point out that any imperfections
in record-keeping or inspection pructices that may have existed
previously have been corrected and that compliance with FRA
requirements can be documented. It would be unfair and mis-
leading to suggest on the basis of this report that Conrail
is operating an unsafe railroad in the Metropolitan New York
area.

At the same time we believe that the study has been
bereficial. Suggestions made for improving Conrail's record-
kee=ping procedures are constructive and are being carefully
considered. :

While numercus issues contained in the original
draft of the report have been resolved, we wish to reflect
our position on some remaining points on which we feel quite
strongly. '

1. The report states that GAO's statistical sample
"showed that 41 per cent of the monthly (switch) inspections
were not performed in accordance with the required frequency."

Conrail's review of switch inspections for 1976
revealed deficiencies in available records but indicated that
86% were performed as required, not 59% as reported by GAO.

The diff:rence in these two results lies in
the technique used in examining the records. While the Conrail
study considered insp:ctions on a switch-by-switch basis for
the entire Metropolitan Region, GAO's method involved a
sampling of interlockings, each of which contains a number of
switches. By GAO's measurements, if an ingpection record was
lacking for any switch within the interlocking, this con-

dition was considered to be a "failure" for the entire group
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of switches or components. Thus the GAO's lower compliance
number is reached.

It should be noted Conrail's study showed that

an average 91% com 1iance during 1977 and that 100% compl:ance
was achieved by September and for the balance of the year.

2. The report states that "69 per cent of the pre-
scribed track inspections were not performed at the required
frequency. Where inspections were made, we found that the
records did not indicate any corrective action taken by Conrail
for 68 per cent of the defects noted."

Conrail's examination of 1976 track inspection
records indicates an average 70% of the required FRA track
inspections were made. Again, as in the case of the switch
inspection assessment, GAO's and Conrail's techniques were
different. GAO sampled track inspection schedules whil : Conrail
considered the entire track system. If in GAO's sample a part
of a requirement was lacking, the entire requirement was con-
sidered unfulfilled. While we do not object to a sampling
procedure, we do helieve it is important that the implication
is not left in the mind of the reader either that 69% of the
track in the Metropolitan Region was not properly inspected,
or that 69% of required records were not prepared.

We do not dispute that deficiencies did exist,
particularly in record-keeping and particularly during the
early months of 1976. But, again, we think it is important
to emphasize that compliance with reporting requirements had
risen to 99% as early as March of 1977, as inspection and
document control procedures were improved.

- With regard to GAO's statements about corrective
actions to be taken, a sample of field copy records made by
Conrail indicates that all FRA defects were corrected. Other
non-defective conditions are typically noted by inspectors on
report forms for which no remedial action is required either
by FRA or Conrail. We believe GAO has included a substantial
number cf these conditions in drawing conclusions in this area.

In a related statement concerning FRA activities
the report indicates that Conrail did not comply with FRA
reporting requirements, according to the FRA records.

Although Conrail does not have access .o FRA
records and it is therefore difficult to give an appropriate
response, Conrail did review its equipment and signal inspection
files and it cannot find any instance of the discrepancies
noted by the GAO team.
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3. The draft report implies that Conrail's Metro-
politan Region is lax in training its employees with regard
to operating rules, timetable and special instructions, and
it states that 'These annual examinations are neither graded
nor evaluated so Conrail does not have an effective measure
to determine how well their employees understand the rules
for conducting a safe railroad."

Annual safety classes are conducted, and attend-
ance is compulsory for all Conrail operating employees. For
the years 1976 and 1977, 46 employees were removed from ser-~.
vice for not attending these classes and taking the examination.

A grade of at least 55 percen*t on the examination
is required for promotion. Grades are not used in Jjudging an
employee's fitness to continue in his present position, since
each employee, to maintain his employment, must know all opera-
ting rules, timetable and special instructions applicable to
his "job". Spot examinations in the field are conducted by
Conrail supervisory personnel as employees go about their
duties on a daily basis. During the year 1976, 23,884 such
examinations were made with 1,349 employees failing. As a
result, 972 reprimands were issued, 345 employees received
letters of caution and 32 employees were suspended from duty.
We believe these results indicate the seriousness with which
Conrsil views these responsibilities.

4. The draft report states review of a computer print-
out "revealed that 205 employees had not been examined in the
past year." .

' An investigation of this matter showed that only
11 of 217 (not 205) employees shown on the printout had not
completed the review and examination requirements within the
time period sc¢t forth by Conrail (annual basis). There were
another 134 employees who were not in compliance with the
Metropolitan Region Policy, which requires this be completed
annually, but also by an employee's birth date. This resulted
from the implementation of the Metropolitan Region policy on
February 1, 1976 and reflects the transitional period involved.
As of December 31, 1977, this situation has been corrected

and all employees are in compliance with Metropolitan Region
standards.

5. We disagree that there was a cause/effect
relationship between the two accidents/incidents cited in the
report and prior inspection/correction practices at these
locations.
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The first of these involved a derailment at MO
on May 5, 1976. This derailment occurred as Train 758 was moving
from Track 6 to Track 8. The rear truck of the rear car (1133)
derailed because a 30-foot lefthand 112# switch point broke under
movement. The piece breaking out was 3 inches in length and one
inch in depth. There were no injuries. The total repair cost

was $3,500.

Examination of the previcus monthly switch inspec-
tion made during April, 1976, revealed this switch (No. 237)
to be in "FAIR" condition. There were 10 other switches examined
on that same report, all being listed in "FAIR" condition. There
were some remarks relating to engine burns and tamping at the
heel of the switch, but there was no indication from this report
that the lefthand switch point was found to be defective.

Although GAO investigators took the word "FAIR"
to mean that a defect existed, this is not the case. The word
“rFAIR" as used in switch inspections connotes a condition of
being adequate, quite safe, yet should be considered for future
attention to change the condition to "GOOD". The piece that
broke out under movement was newly broken.

The second incident occurred on June 30, 1976,
at Spuyten Duyvil as Train 727 moved from Track 2 to Track 15.
The rear truck of the rear car (1113) derailed because of a 127#
lefthand switch point that broke under movement. There were no
injuries, and the total repair cost was §2,500.

Wwhile an inspection report on June 18 did in-
dicate corrective action would be required at this location in
the near future (a circled "F", for "FAIR" rating) there was no
indication that its serviceability would not continue in the
interim. Otherwise a "P", for "POOR" rating would have been
given and immediate action would have been taken.

: We believe it is not possible to conclude that
there is any direct cause/effect relationship between this
inspection and the subsequent occurrence as claimed by the GAO.

February 16, 1978

Prepared by K. E. Smith
. General Manager
Metropolitan Region
Conrail
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OFFICE OF T'{E SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
y WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

k

ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR ADMINISTRATION

February 3, 1978

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Uirector, Community and Economic
Development Division

U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

In response to your letter of December 23, 1977, we are enclosing

two copies of the Department's reply to the General Accounting Office
(GAO) report "Comauter Railroad Safety On Conrail's Lines in New York
Should Be Improved."

In addition to the enclosed reply, we would like to address one other
issue in the report. GAQ indicates that the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration's (FRA) efforts to strengthen its safety program were
hampered by delays in e Office of the Secretary in review of FRA'S
safety action plan. The plan was submitted to the Office of the
Secretary and later to the Office of !anagement and Budget for review.
However, there was no intention that FRA defer any action to strengthen
its safety activities during the review period, and to our knowledge
review of the plan has not delayed FRA's safety efforts.

We will be glad to furnish additional information upcn request.
Sincerely,
‘6" Edward W. Scott, Jr.

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY

N
GAO DRAFT REPORT ENTITLED.

COMMUTER RAILROAD SAFETY
ON CONRAIL'S LINES IN
NEW YORK SHOULD BE IMPROVED

SUMMARY OF GAO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The General Accounting Office (GAQ) reviewed commuter service operations

in the Consolidated Rail Corporation's (Conrail) Metropolitan Region for
calendar year 1976 and the first quarter of 1977. GAO found that Conrail

was not conducting safety=related activities required by the Federal

Railroad Administration (FRA) such as inspecting track at required intervals,
conducting follow=up inspections or providing corrective action and not '
maintaining records to support such actions. GAO noted a direct cause/effect
relationship between deficiencies in Conrail's inspection procedures and
subsequent accidents. GAO made recommendations to Conrail to correct the
inadequacies noted.

GAO noted that FRA is responsible for establishing railroad safety standards
and assuring that carriers comply with them, but found it has been
ineffective in its regulatory role because it has not adequately monitored
Conrail's safety activities. GAO found that while FRA is conducting
inspections similar to those conducted by Conrail, they have not been
effective because of limited territorial coverage, limited inspection
follow=up and Conrail's failure to correct reported deficiencies and
maintain records of inspection.

GAO believes FRA could make better use of its 1imited resources by

emphasizing monitoring which would enable 1t to determine on a systematic
basis the quality and timeliness of Conrail inspections, whether safety
defects are being reported, and whether needed corrective actions are being
taken. GAO believes little or no improvement has occurred in FRA's wonitoring
of carrier performance since its last report issued in April 1975 despite
FRA's promise of corrective action. GAO recommends that FRA improve its
effectiveness by monitoring Conrail compliance with safety regulations

rather than conducting inspections supplementary to Conrail's.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION POSITION STATEMENT

As to the specific GAO findings that FRA inspections covered only limited
territory during 1976 (62 percent of the trackage, 38 percent of equipment,
2 percent of signals and 4 percent of switches) and involved limited follow=
up, we acknowledge that our inspection force is small. As a result, the
amount of coverage that can be devoted to commuter activities is limited,
which in turn, restricts immediate follow=up inspections unless areas
of imminent danger are involved. Routine follow=up inspections are
effected as ¢ her duties will permit. We would like to point out that
the draft repurt is slightly incorrect with respect to the number of
inspectors mon{toring Conrail. In addition to the four field inspectors
and one supervisor, there is an additiona} signal inspector headquartered
:n Albany who also works in the New York area covering the Harlem and Hudson
ines.

However, as a result of the findings made by GAO, instructions have been
issued to the Newark and Boston offices &émphasizing the importance of
performing followup inspections. As to Conrail's failure to correct ,
reported deficiencies (17 percent of track defects, 54 percent of equipment
defects, and no corrective action for signal and switch defects), all such
instances will be verified, including the validity of Conrail's records of
inspection and appropriate action taken.

Concerning GAO's recommendation that FRA could make better use of its
liwited resources by monitoring instead of conducting supplementary
inspections of Conrail's records, we believe there is some misunder=
standing as to what "monitoring” entails. The FRA wmonitoring process
involves an overview of als carrier safety activities related to our

. Tules and regulations. [iA Yispectors do review the carriers’ records
of inspections to determine whether the carriers are in fact making and
properly recording their inspections. However, it is not possible to
evaluate the adequacy c¢f an inspection program merely by reviewing the
records of the inspection.

It is vital that the inspector also evaluate the condition of a sample

of the {tems being inspected to determine the reliability of the records
and make an overall assessment as to whether the item is in safe condition
for the service in which it is used. The field inspections complement

the inspections of carriers' records and in our opinion neither is valid
or useful without the other. '
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