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The National Transportation Safety Board has long been concerned about the safety 
of railroad operations involving railroad employees who may be under the influence of 
alcohol, or whose judgment may be impaired by alcohol. This concern w a s  heightened by 
t'wo recent railroad accidents: the first at  Livingston, Louisiana, on September 28, 1982, 
which  involved hazardous materials, and the second near Newport, Arkansas, on 
October 3,  1952,  i n  which two railroad employees were killed. The investigations tire not 
yet completed, but in both accidents, train crewmembers were found to have consumed 
alcohol just before going or while  on duty. As a result of these investigations, as well as  
other major railroad accidents investigated by the Board, the  Safety Board issued on 
March 7 ,  1983, Safety Recommendations R -83-28 through -34 concerning alcohol/drug 
abuse by railroad operating personnel to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the 
Association of American Railronds, and the Railway Labor Executives Association 
(RLEA). 

A recent incident a t  Union Station in  Washington, District of Columbia (D.C.) 
involving an intoxicated Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company (BEcO) engineer who was 
about to operate a Maryland Department of Transportation (DOT) commuter train on a 
regular run further highlights the Board's concern that this sensitive safety problem 
requires immediate and constructive action by the FRA, the railroad industry, rail labor 
unions, and government entities that provide commuter railroad service. 

In the 'IVmhington incident, which occurred about 5 2 3  p.m. on February 14, 1983, 
the  locomotive engineer w a s  escorted by a Washington Terminal Company (WTC) 
trainmaster and car superintendent from the locomotive of Maryland DOT commuter train 
No. 61,  operated under contract by the BEtO, about 2 minutes before i t  was scheduled to 
depart with approximately 300 p8ssengers for Brunswick, Maryland. Subsequently, the 
engineer submitted to a blood alcohol tes t  a t  Capitol Hi l l  Hospital, and the laboratory 
report of the test indicated that the engineer had a blood alcohol level (BAL) of 0.222 
percent. A BAL of 0.10 percent is established by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, the Congress, and m a s t  States including the District of Columbia, as  the 
level at which highway drivers are considered to be driving while intoxicated. 
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The four-man crew of train Yo. 6 1  consisted of a conductor, an engineer, a fir 
and d flagman. The crew normally reports for duty Mondav through Friday, a t  5:45 am. ,  
at  Brunswick and goes off dutv after the arrival of train No. 60 a t  Washington, schedule 
for 7 5 6  a m .  The crew returns to duty at  1:25 p.ili. for the 5 2 5  p.m. departure of trai 
No. 61. The crew is provided rooms at  a hotel near Union S ta t im  during the layover. Th 
crew worked this schedule on February 14,  1983. 

On the day of the incident, train Xo. 61 w a s  located on track No. 1 0  
Station, as is custowary, a short distance from the crew dispatcher’s office where t 
outbound crews report for duty. In the afternoon, there w e  several clerk-callers in t 
office, but they are separated from the reporting location by a partition. Crewmemb 
are required to sign the appropriate register before proceeding to their trains. There is 
supervisor stationed a t  the reporting location; the offices of the WTC supervisors a re  
located inside Union Station proper. About 45 minutes before departure, the conductor 
and flagman open the train doors and station themselves on the platform to assist 
passengers boarding the train. A hostler brings the locomotive from the roundhouse and 
leaves i t  1.5 to 20  feet  in front of the passenger cars on track No. 10.  I t  is necessary for 
the engineer to walk the lenpth of the platform, past the flagman and conductor, to  board 
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the lo com o ti ve . 
On the day of the incident, a railroad official (not a B&O employee) who regu 

rides train No. 6 1  happened to walk alongside the engineer as they both made their w 
tovvard the head end of the train. The official noticed that the engineer apparently 
having difficulty in walking an? that he had a generally disheveled appearance. Accor 
to the railroad officid,  he stopped to talk with the conductor and asked h im if there w ~ t s  
anything wrong with the engineer. ‘The conductor said nothing, but simply shrugged hi 
shoulders and gale  the official an exasperated look. The official immediately returned t 
the station, contacted the WTC president, and suggested that he have the condition of th 
engineer of train Yo. 6 1  checked. A trainmaster and car superintendent were sent to 
investigate, and they arrived a t  the head end of the train in time to observe the engineer 
make four start  a i d  stop reverse movements before the locomotive w a s  successful1 
coupled to the passenger cars. Generally, one such moveTent is adequate to couple th 
locomotive to the cars. They then boarded the locomotive. 

The WTC superintendent testified at a B&O/WTC railroad hearing that 
the trainmaster detected what they believed to be the odor of alcohol on t 
breath. Since he did not consider himself impaired, the engineer consented to take a E? 
test. According to the engineer, he had drunk “not more than four screwdrivers,’ 
mixture of vodka and orange juice, prior to 1 p.m. He insisted that he  had had nothing 
drink thereafter and thourht there was  enoueti time for the drinks to “wear off” before 
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had to go back to work. 

Train No. 6 1  is scheduled to  depart Union Station 2 5  minutes behind co 
No. 39. However, since train No. 39 is scheduled to make almost twice as 
train  yo^ 61,  i t  arrives at  Point of Rocks, Maryland, 42 miles from Union Station 
8 minutes ahead of train No. 61. As  a result, train No. 6 1  often encounters app 
signal indications because train Yo. 39 occupies the signal block ahead. Train op 
over this route is double-track with automatic block signals. There is no provision 
signals or automatic train control. Maximum authorized passenger train speed is 
arid the B&O locomotives have overspeed control with a nominal setting of 

The engineer of train No. 61 was not observed by a supervisor when 
duty. The engineer’s inebriation ivas detected only by a chance eiic 
passenger who was an official of another railroad and who was conscien 
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i do rm t h n  responsible officials a t  the terminal. Had this not occurred, the train would 
have been under the control of an engineer .#ith a 0.222 percent BAL, a condition i n  which 
he would have experienced loss of critical judgment, impaired comprehension, increased 
reaction time, and degraded perception of color, form, motion, and dimension. Therefore, 
he was unfit for duty and, in  operating the train, would have placed the  passengers, liis 
fel1o.s employees, and himself a t  peril. 

This incident highlights operating problems appropriately of concern to the 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (B of LE!. The Safety Board believes tha t  t h e  
B of L E  can assist in  minimizing and reducing the incidence of alcohol abuse on the 
Nation’s railroads. The leadership and management of the B of LE should support the 
recommendations issued by the Board on Xwch 7,  1983, addressed to the RLEA. Further, 
the B of LE should provide guidance to its local unions, possibly by publishing an urgent 
bulletin, w h i c h  stresses the hazards of alcohol abuse in  the operation of trains. 

The Safety Board is aware of t h e  educational and employee assistance programs 
which the indust:y and unions have sponsored to minimize alcohol abuse. Flowever, in  this 
incident the  engineer, a seasoned prolessional, fully intended to operate a train while he 
had a 0.222 percent RAL. The Board believes that the conductor had to be aware of the 
engineer’s condition, and yet he took no action to have him removed from service. The 
inaction of the conductor points to the need for stronger measures by the B of LE to 
inform its ine?!)ership of the dangers of alcohol abuse and the need to cooperate wi th  
railroad inanagement md government in  programs to protect the safety of passengers and 
railroad emplovees by precluding alcohol abuse. 

Therefore, the National Transportation Safety Board recoin mends that the 
RrQtherhood of Locomotive Engineers: 

Actively support the development and implementation of more 
meaningful alcohol abuse rules and procedures to curb use of alcohol by 
railrotld operating employees during a specific period before they report 
for duty or whi l e  they are on duty. (Class 11, ?riority Action) (R-83-40) 

2isseminate to i t s  local unions the facts and circumstances of the 
incident that occurred a t  the Union Station in  Washington, D.C. on 
February 14, 1983, and emphasize the dangers posed by alcohol m d  drug 
abuse and the means suggested by the  Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers for preventing such incidents. (Class 11, Priority kction) 
(R-83-41) 

BURNETT, Chairman, GOLDMAN, Vice Chairman, McADAMS, BIJRSLEY, and 
ENGEN,  Vembers, concurred i n  these recommendations. 

i m  Burnett 


