THE IMPACT OF THE RSR ON RAIL OPERATIONS: CHALLENGES ON SAFETY PERFORMANCE AND DATA ANALYSIS.

Mr. C.K. Makgati

Railway Safety Regulator
Assurance Department 
South Africa

+27 - 11 – 417 0061

Kennym@rsr.org.za
ABSTRACT

The South African National Railway Safety Regulator (RSR) is a fairly new organisation. It came into existence during 2005 while the two major rail operators in South Africa had long been in the business. Certain rules and practices regarding safety data reporting and recording were in progress to which the RSR had to adopt amid its main purpose of ensuring rail safety. This on its own was a serious challenge as, for example, these operators kept data using very different formats and sources. The RSR main challenge on the other hand was and still is, to indicate how much impact does it have on the state of safety on the rail operations? Secondly, how does it measure its impact? Processes indicative of its impact include the production of the Annual State of Safety Report which emanated from the introduction of occurrence reporting, archiving occurrence data and benchmarking. These three elements have been found to be among the justifiable means that can be used to measure the impact of the RSR. This paper will address the challenges coupled to the measures being put in place to secure data used for the report while critically reviewing the impact of the RSR on rail safety.
1. Introduction
Rail transportation is arguably one of the most important modes of transport in South Africa. Hence it stands to reason that the infrastructure and maintenance thereof needs to be of highest quality. But this can be argued to be somewhat not as one would expect. The latter may be inferred from the fact that this mode of transport has been in existence since 1898. It has never ceased developing and expanding since that time. There has been a steady ebb and flow of passenger volumes, freight volumes, number of operators and so forth. The list of an evolutionary activity is truly endless. 
Nonetheless, over the years, this industry has also undergone various changes which, amongst others, culminated in the formation of the two currently large rail operations found in South Africa to date (and a host of new small once). A transformed organisation known as Transnet Freight Rail (TFR) formerly known as Spoornet together with a new body known as the South African Rail Commuter Cooperation (SARCC) operating as Metrorail commonly known as SARCC/Metrorail. They together form about 90% of the rail industry in South Africa. This doesn’t alienate other rail operators found within South Africa but suggests how massive these two operators are. 

During the year 2005, after promulgation of the National Railway Safety Act, Act 16 of 2002, The National Railway Safety Regulator (RSR) was established. This came long after the two earlier mentioned operators were in existence. The consequences thereof gave rise to a few challenges. Amongst others it included ensuring that the RSRs oversight role comes into effect without destabilizing the rail sector when introducing its legislative requirements. The new RSR rules, regulations, standard operating procedures and so forth were expected not to hamper the already established procedures amid the fact that there was a need for change.  In other words, the introduction of the so-called “new pieces of legislation” was to be integrated into the existing ones instead of derailing them. 
It is for the aforementioned issues that this paper focuses on the impact of the RSR on rail operations in South Africa. A special focus is on the challenges on safety performance and data analysis which will be addressed first.
2. The challenges in safety performance and data analysis

The RSR’s challenges for data collection basically emanate from various sources since it gets used for analysis and later used to measure performance. This is mentioned taking into consideration that there are other challenges which might have an equally critical impact on the process of measuring safety performance. However, for the purposes of this paper, the author focuses on four and these are:

1. Reporting of occurrences
2. Safety Performance Indicators
3. Legislative requirements
4. RSR personnel

The four sources are discussed interactively within this paper.  The focus is however on how these primary sources contribute to the challenges faced by the RSR. The solutions generated to eliminate them are addressed within these challenges and further amplified later.
2.1 Reporting of occurrences

The current National Railway Safety Act, (i.e. Act 16 of 2002), requires an operator to report to the Chief Executive Officer of the Railway Safety Regulator (RSR) the category and type of all railway occurrences in the form and manner prescribed by the Minister. This requirement is further amplified by Section 6 of Railway Safety Management Regulations of 2004 as well as Section 15 and 16 of the South African National Standard 3000 – 1:2005, Railway Safety Management, Part 1: General (SANS henceforth)
This legislative requirement gave rise to the decision that the RSR formalizes this “manner” referred to above by classifying occurrences under different categories namely, A to L. Each of these categories have sub-categories associated with a SANS code. Through the SANS code, the RSR groups these occurrences for further data coding and analysis. The occurrences are broadly described in the SANS as follows:

· Category A – Collisions and derailments
· Category B - Unauthorized movements (Train movement exceeding the limit of authority)
· Category C – Level crossings
· Category D – Persons struck during train movements including shunting
· Category E – Occurrences involving people and trains
· Category F – Occurrences involving people and stations
· Category G – An electric shock to a person
· Category H – Uncontrolled release or spillage of dangerous goods

· Category I – Fires

· Category J – Security-related occurrences
· Category K – Crowd-related occurrences

· Category L – Labour unrest
Basically, the above are the minimum occurrences required to be reported to the RSR so as to enable it to measure safety performance. At the same time, operators are still expected to record, monitor and manage occurrences that are not within these broad occurrence categories by themselves in an effort to improve safety performance. 
Nonetheless, as a measure of collecting data to measure performance and ensuring that operators report occurrences in a constant manner, the RSR further gave a directive entailing four prescriptions that must be adhered to constantly. Namely:
1. Immediate reporting
2. Daily occurrence reporting

3. Follow-up occurrence reporting

4. Quarterly Reporting

2.1.1. Immediate reporting

This entails reporting all occurrences in all categories immediately irrespective of a category but has resulted in one or more of the following loss characteristics
· Injuries to persons

· Fatal injuries to persons

· Significant damage to property including assets

· Significant environment damage

· Any high profiled occurrence on the network which may attract media attention or may give rise to a possible evacuation of a community or part thereof. This includes occurrences which may affect the normal public road usage or an injury/death to a public figure. 

The rationale behind this is to ensure that the RSR is timeously informed of such occurrence so that if it need be, an appropriate action may be taken. The RSR insists that this be done within 15 minutes after the knowledge of such an occurrence reaches the attention of the appropriate reporting person. This is usually done via a telephone, e-mail, short mobile phone messages (SMS) or fax. The telephone is currently manned on a 24 hour base and it is the most preferred method of reporting by the operators. This is due to the short message (SMS) functionality as well as option of verbally reporting directly to an RSR inspector. 
2.1.2. Daily occurrence reporting

This form of report includes all the immediate reports. It’s sent to the RSR on a daily basis for the previous 24 hour periods. The 24 hours are defined as from 00H00 to 23H59 the next day. This report is submitted to the RSR by 11H00 and reflects all occurrences with reference numbers by the operator as well a short summary of the full detail on what has transpired at the occurrence site.  
2.1.3. Follow-up occurrence reporting

This report type is requested by the RSR as a result of the immediate and/or daily occurrence reporting of occurrences. It is customised by the RSR prior to being sent to the operator for completion. The customisation depends on the type/detail of information the RSR may require to make a decision to either follow-up the occurrence, form a board of enquiry, etcetera. Hence this template may be argued to be never cast in stone. 

2.1.4. Quarterly reporting

This is a report submitted to the RSR on a three months quarterly period. The quarters are defined as follows:

a. Quarter 1
April to June

b. Quarter 2
July to September

c. Quarter 3
October to December

d. Quarter 4
January to March
The four quarters for a year are defined by the RSRs SANS, Act and regulations and the operators are expected to submit the said quarterly reports thirty days after the end of each quarter. 

This report is expected to summarise all the occurrences experienced by each operator over the three months window period into a single report. It is also expected that after these thirty days the operators shall have revised all their occurrences and ensured that the correct SANS codes have been used. In other words, the 30 days are granted to enable the operator time to verify the information, recode if need be and ensure that it reaches the RSR before the closing date for submissions. 

The challenges coupled to these four processes, amid the intention of utilising them as a method to gather data and make decisions, are numerous. These include the following:

· Information Handling: The manner in which information is being handled within the RSR might appear to be quiet involved. Commencing with the immediate reporting for instance, a single inspector mans the phone. All the calls and short messages (SMS) are sent to this single individual over 24 hours. This is a time consuming exercise and a very disruptive exercise. This is because occurrences take place at any time of the day and demand a full attention from the inspector on call. After the conclusion of the 24 hours, the inspector who was on call needs to reconcile occurrences reported to him via phone with those received by the RSR via fax or email populated on the daily occurrences database. 
· Failure by the industry: Though the above four noted processes are generally being agreed to by the wider rail industry; some operators still fail to comply. They continue reporting occurrences that they need not report to the RSR. Secondly, they fail to submit their immediate and/or daily occurrence reports but only enclose them when submitting their quarterly reports. The latter is a common practice of small operators. The consequence thereof includes submission of erroneous quarterly reports. These operator’s data were never alerted on how they should have coded their daily occurrences. Ultimately, inaccurate and erroneous quarterly reports are submitted to the RSR. 
· Under reporting: Some operators tend to portray a negative attitude with regards to reporting and submissions. They would report an occurrence three to six days later or simply completely avoid reporting it to the RSR. Worse, use a consultant to do this on their behalf who at the end fails to do so. Others simply report the occurrence and later withdraw it from their records submitted to the RSR such as the quarterly report. They allege that it was investigated and found not to be an actual rail occurrence. The RSR then gathers such occurrences via the media or from ordinary citizens. In respect of consultants, when a follow-up is done, the operator remains ignorant as he doesn’t know what detail was provided to the RSR by the consultant. The consequence of this is that the operator becomes reluctant to respond to the follow-up causing this exercise to take much longer than anticipated. Alternatively, provide the RSR with information regarding the occurrence excluding details such as its cost and environmental implications.  If not, simply withhold information regarding the occurrence and eliminating all its records as to avoid making this known to the RSR. 
· Failure to accept responsibility: Coupled to under reporting, some small operators tend to deem this reporting to be the responsibility of TFR or SARCC/Metrorail.  They simply distance themselves from fulfilling this obligation. The consequences hereof are that they would merely take short cuts when making submissions. They write as little as possible on the templates such that the RSR cannot figure out what actually took place during the occurrence by merely reading the immediate and/or daily submission apart from the telephone call received by the RSR with scanty details. 
· Incomplete submissions: In terms of quarterly reports for example, these operators simply complete the identifying data page of the operator and leave the entire template blank. This gets questionable to the RSR as to what does it mean? Does it imply that there were no occurrences or merely the reporting individual was reluctant to populate the template? The assumption that the RSR generally take is that there were no occurrences and populates the operator’s database spread sheet with zeros. The danger of doing this is that this might not be an accurate assumption. 
· Non submissions: Some operators make the situation worse by not submitting any of their reports as expected including the daily, quarterly and so forth.  They only do that once they have been audited by the RSR inspectorate. The implication hereof is that this information can no longer be used.  This is due to the fact that at times the annual report has, for example, already been published when their reports reach the RSR. Follow-ups cannot be done since this occurrence(s) are long overdue for further investigations or verifications interventions by the RSR. 
Bearing in mind that the challenges listed above are among the long list earlier suggested, the RSR had to review some of its processes and documentation. These had to take cognisance of processes and hiccups inherent to the South African rail industry. The long standing history embedded within this industry was also considered thus the following solutions had to be implemented:   

· Revision of the data format: Operators such as TFR and SARCC/Metrorail have long being in the picture. As a result, these organisations have been measuring their safety performance utilising their individually created systems to record their data. The RSR, using the Act, regulations and SANS turned this processes around. This was a challenge and remains being so as these operators keep data in a format better understood by them. The RSR on the other hand requires that the data be presented in a specific format for a specific purpose. This is done primarily for the production of an Annual State of Safety Report. Also to avoid making skewed deductions about the presented data in the report from misinterpretations. 
· Enforcing standard templates: During the 2007/08 financial years, there was an existence of just close to three-hundred and sixty (360) registered rail operators on the Railway Safety Regulator’s database operating on close to eight-hundred (800) geographical sites. All these operators are by law, expected to comply with the Act. They are to report their occurrences to the RSR as per the occurrences categories stipulated in the Act, Regulations and amplified in the SANS.  Hence the RSR revised its occurrence categories and created standard templates. The aim is to ensure that occurrences are being reported in a standard manner amid the types of occurrences the different operators might be experiencing. These are applicable to all operators irrespective of the duration of an operator’s existence or its complexity. 
· Revision of the SANS: Central to the legislative requirements, the RSR as well as the rail industry deems the SANS to be a challenge on its own. The broad categories earlier suggested tend to pair occurrences of a different nature together. Category A for instance, couples derailments and collisions together. These are different types of occurrences. They suggest different situations and implications. The interpretation thereof is quite different. Derailments for instance, might be caused by a number of issues such as wear and tear of infrastructure and/or rolling stock. It might also be caused by irregular train handling that might later be attributed to poor train handling techniques. Collisions on the other hand might solely be caused by neglect, fatigue and so forth. Pairing these two together suggests a skew analysis, wrong interpretations and later ill-informed reports that might negatively impact on the RSRs report on the state of rail operations safety. Hence the RSR took a stand to review the SANS with a sole purpose of ensuring, among others, consistence and simplicity of rail occurrence categories.  
· Eradication of ignorance: Small siding operators, typically those who simply load their freight onto TFRs wagons are expected to report their occurrence(s) in the same manner as the two major operators (TFR & SARCC/Metrorail). Some of these operators tend to perceive their operations as being too small to be monitored. They never keep records of their occurrences neither do they investigate them as to establish the root cause. They put the entire burden onto TFR or SARCC though they form part and parcel of this rail operations. This by itself is a challenge but precipitated by the fact that these operators don’t even know the contents of the SANS including the Act and regulations. The consequence hereof becomes evident when quarterly reports are to be submitted. These operators are typically the ones that send a blank reports alleging that they have no understanding of the SANS categories.  These are operators who tend to use consultants who never even provide them with the details provided to the RSR causing the operator to remain blank. Thus the RSR, apart from auditing them, constantly communicates with them regarding their occurrences while also encouraging them to familiarise themselves with the RSRs documentation. This include the user guide, Act, regulations and the SANS.
2.2 Safety Performance Indicators
During the 2006/07 financial years for example, TFRs collisions and derailments occurrences were 1623 while SARCCs collisions and derailments occurrences were 80 of the total 2090 of all collisions and derailments reported by the total rail operators in South Africa. More so, TFRs and SARCCs occurrences formed 93% of all the rail occurrences reported to the RSR during that reporting period. Significantly, one can establish that these two operators take a larger piece of the pie with their occurrences as compared to the entire rail industry in South Africa. 

The question that needs to be answered at this point is that, should the RSR use occurrences such as derailments and collisions as being good indicators for safety performance? The outright response would probably be affirmative. However, the challenge becomes how this will be a clear indicator? The latter is based on the fact that the currently used rolling stock of most South African operators has aged. TFR takes the lead in this regard though currently trying to refurbish its rolling stock and procuring new locomotives and wagons. 
At the same time, not only is the rolling stock aging but the rail network maintenance seems to be overlooked. The focus has been on the revenue. Small operators rely on TFR to haul their freight while they by themselves focus on shunting with their equally old rolling stock. They also deem maintenance of their infrastructure and network as being the responsibility of TFR. Some tend to utilise contractors who merely correct the defects outlined by TFR instead of taking a full initiative of maintaining the infrastructure as deemed essential for safe operations. Some of the operators really give less attention to this process even though this is one critical aspect leading to better safety record.  
Cost of occurrences on year to year bases is the other option. However, the occurrences experienced differ in magnitude and inflation figures fluctuate from time to time. There may be sixteen occurrences at a time. The cost surrounding the loss coupled to them could be fairly low or very insignificant. But one serious occurrence might sky rocket the cost to a very high level. These depend entirely on the type of freight being hauled, for how much was it insured for, type of agreements being entered into, and so forth. This is not overlooking the cost of lost rolling stock and its replacement value. 
Contrasting the above mentioned and considering the circumstances surrounding the South African rail operations situation, derailments and collisions are the best options to suggest the performance of this industry. This is in conjunction with the number of injuries and fatalities coupled to them. 
However, the inherent challenge for the RSR is that not all operators are able to provide the RSR with their actual kilometres essential to normalise the occurrences data as to calculate an accurate collision or derailment rate. TFR and SARCC are able to do so since they record all this detail. But it would be unjustifiable to utilise their normalised collisions and/or derailment rates with the nominal number(s) of derailments and/or collisions of other operators who fail to provide figures essential for normalisation. Lack of such data defeats the whole idea of attempting to do comparisons and even to benchmark. 

It is thus worth noting that the RSR strives to encourage all operators to submit these figures (i.e. total train kilometres, passenger kilometres, ton kilometres, and so forth). A few operators do submit this detail though not yet accurate while the majority fails. The RSRs reasons attached to the former include:

· Creating a proper formalised database from which occurrences can be captured and analysed so as to suggest which best indicator(s) may be used to suggest safety performance. 
· Immediate trend deviations can be observed speedily in view of the set safety performance indicators. 
· Summaries can be easily drawn to suggest where negative trends are so as to recommend quick remedies and interventions.
· Comparisons of the occurrences rates can be internally and externally compared so as to suggest the South African rail industry safety performance record using normalised figures. 

This can be achieved through the RSRs relentless effort of providing materials such as the user guide/manual detailing all these processes to be used and followed so that all this bears fruit. The spin off thereof, not only will it be of a boon to the RSR, but the entire general railway industry. 

2.3 Legislative requirements

In order to address the legislative requirements and the fact that operators tend to fail adhering to them, the RSR took note of the challenges coupled to its data gathering methods as well as operator’s submission of reports. A few changes in its documentation had to be done as earlier suggested. In the SANS for example, derailments and collisions were initially coined as a single category. These were split so that they could stand by themselves. The rationale was to ensure that operators are able to populate the template as easily as possible while providing the RSR with accurate data. This seems to be falling flat as the inherent habit of not complying with the legislative requirements perpetually resurfaces. 
Nonetheless, the RSR has kept a constant pressure to deter such a practice through its audit processes. This is being done through the inspectorate conducting site audits of each operator listed on the RSRs database. However, it would seem that the root problem for not submitting reports is not of the sites but the head offices of the various operators. It would seem that the sites submit their reports to head office which in turn is expected to approve and send the report to the RSR. Deeming these reports to be a threat, the head offices keep the report and never submit it to the RSR. The RSRs audit team consequently finds the site to be non-compliant whereas the fault is of the head office. 
Furthermore, some operators never keep abreast with these legislative requirements. They run their operations in as much a similar manner they would have a century ago. They focus on profit and regard railway occurrences as being one of “those things”. The implication here is that they don’t care about improving their safety performance nor do they even consider recording their occurrences so as to manage them. The consequences hereof can only be picked up on their quarterly reports. 

The RSR probed into this matter and discovered that the root of these challenges actually lies within the Act. The current Act, for example, doesn’t really provide the RSR with adequate penalty powers to charge the operators and/or suspend their permit. Whilst on the other hand, it becomes somewhat impractical to follow-up non compliant operators considering the inadequate number of personnel within the inspectorate. Hence it can be advocated that the legislation should instead be fulfilling that activity. Hence the RSR moved to revise the Act so as to ensure that it is well vested with more legal power to work through this challenge. 
At the same time, it is critical to note that the RSR has picked up that most operators have not integrated railway safety management into their business management activities. The railway is seen as a tool to generate revenue and what is coupled to it is regarded as someone else’s responsibility. The laws covering this so called “tool” are mostly overlooked hence less adhered to.  Thus the revision of the Act may be argued to be the most probable tool that the RSR can utilize as to eradicate such non compliance behaviours.
2.4 RSR Personnel
Admittedly the RSR is still an infant in the South African rail industry.  Probably that is the worst amongst the causes of the challenges it currently faces. Worse might be the fact that, currently, RSRs inspectorate is being populated by five permanent staff employees and five contract employees reporting to one senior manager. In essence, the total is eleven because the senior also conducts audits and fulfils the administrative responsibilities. Of this eleven people, having to deal with close eight-hundred sites, it becomes impractical that all the three-hundred and sixty operators can be audited within a year as per the expectation of the legislation. 
At the same time, though being eleven, one official fulfils the administrative component of the operations in terms of reviewing all the audit reports, approving them and ensuring that they are being sent to the operators. One inspector mans the stand by phone referred to earlier and conducts audits as well. More than that, there are boards of inquiries to be conducted, meetings to be attended and reports to be written. These are overloading activities with a potential of burning out individuals. 

The implication at present is that the RSR cannot reach all the operators and ensure that they are compliant within a given cycle. The number of personnel currently within its employ is completely far below the number of operators to be addressed. This is amid the availability of the support staff that among others handle reports, post reports, handle the audit schedule, do data analysis and so forth. The technical knowhow to undertake audits, inspections and verifications lies squarely within the inspectorate. This is by far a too small group to complete what is being expected of them within a short space of time. 
Hence it is imperative that the RSR management should encompass creating a sustainable institutional capacity in its strategic endeavours. This can be achieved, amongst others, by placing emphasis on human capital development. This is in order to build the requisite capacity as to make a telling difference in improving safety performance in the railways.

In addition, an effort to make an impact, considering the number of operators to be reached with the current number of inspectors, possible solutions might thus suggest that the RSR reviews its focus. Instead of focusing on the entire industry, focus on a smaller number of operators who are regarded as being “high risk”. Also, consider reducing the minimum requirements for reporting. That is, consider allowing operators to report occurrences within a set criterion while ignoring the others. This for example would suggest reporting occurrences exceeding a revenue value of a specific amount and so forth. 
3. Possible and implemented solutions

As a point of departure, the RSR is currently in a process of revising its Act and regulations while at the same time, revising the SANS. These are time consuming activities.  These are aimed at ensuring that the RSR does have some form of power to penalize, withdraw permits and ensure compliance. Basically, these are efforts of ensuring that at the minimum, operators’ record and manage their occurrences. More so, the RSR is being empowered to have a positive impact on the railway operations thus improving safety performance across the board. 
In the interim, though the SANS has not been completely finalised, the RSR has implemented a new revised occurrence reporting template. The rationale behind this is to ensure that occurrences that were in the former conflicting categories are cleared. Also to ensure that occurrence categories which have been agreed on with the wider industry are to a minimum reportable to the RSR. This is aimed at ensuring that data gathered through reporting is used to portray a much clearer picture regarding the state of safety with regards to the South African railways. 

The template has been distributed and operators have commenced utilising it for reporting purposes. The data received so far, seems much clearer and makes more sense when analysed. The performance of the operators can now be readily measured though there are still some uncertainties and/or clarities needed as operators start interpreting these templates categories.  
The RSR has commenced with the compliance audits utilising its inspectorate. Though bearing fruit, this is short lived. Operators take advantage of the fact that it will take long prior to them being subjected to another audit. They fulfil the audit requirements at the time.  Once the RSR inspectorate has passed, that is regarded as history. The audit process and key persons within those specific operations cease to exist. This implies that they do not undertake a continuous improvement of their Safety Management System as required by the SANS. The author recommends that such behaviours could be reversed through the conduct of random audits unlike scheduled audits.
The internal data handling methods with the RSR itself need some revision. The fact that there is one individual handling immediate reporting data, one individual handling quarterly report and one individual reviewing audits reports is very cumbersome. For the sake of consistency, this makes a good sense. But, because man was never meant to be immune to mistakes, there is a need for verification. 

Unless the idea was to render the accumulated data irrelevant, systems such as the proposed National Information Management System (NIMS) proposed by the RSR needs to take effect. This is a system through which the operator will capture his occurrence on and the RSR receives the data via the web, verifies it with the operator while reducing the number of paper reports to be dealt with on daily bases and/or quarterly periods. The data would be readily available and useable allowing enough time for analysis and indicating performance in a short space of time. 
Lastly, data analysis doesn’t only end in descriptive data reports. It goes far beyond the currently used reports where frequencies and numbers are presented. It expands onto benchmarking your output with other external outputs. However, worldwide this seems to be a thorn in the flash. Reporting practices are not similar, operations are not similar and the archived data is not the same. The RSR deems it necessary to benchmark as this would be able to indicate how South African operators are performing in comparison to the wider world. Hence the RSR would like to encourage the wider railway industry to benchmark. These may be achieved by initiating similar reporting systems and standards suggesting that the reporting templates need to be somewhat the same. 

In the South African perspective, the latter seems impractical since to start with, not all our South African operators understand the role of the RSR. Secondly, the persons expected to report to the RSR simply provide information to the RSR without them first verifying it. This information is being utilised within the RSR and only later when published, it gets queried.  The latter lead the RSR to come up with a “data cleaning sessions” concept. Through this process, operators are allowed a chance to verify their information provided to the RSR to that in their possession. The agreed upon data is signed off and that is the information to be used for benchmarking. This is to enable data integrity as well as reliable deductions when the State of Safety Report is being produced. 
4. Impact of the RSR
What remains to be asked at this point is what the impact of the RSR has been on the railway safety in South Africa. The response hereof might be twofold. On the one hand it might be affirmative while on the other might be negative. 

On the affirmative, the argument might be yes but to some degree as there is still a long road to travel. This is in a sense that reports on immediate occurrences reports are beginning to flow-in numbers. The daily reports are beginning to bear some details making it easier for the RSR to follow what transpired during occurrences. There is enough time for the RSR to view the SANS codes used by the operators and correct them if there is a need to do so. The spin off here is that all the collected data is more likely to be correct and correct interpretations can be done. 

In addition, the following targets were achieved over the 2006/07 financial years:

· 239 Safety Management System audits against a target of 288

· 11 Ad-hoc inspections conducted

· 09 investigations into various occurrences

· 49 Safety reviews and assessments of new works including the introduction of new technology and operational improvements by major operators including safety assessments of the proposed Gautrain standards

As a result of the RSR’s Inspectorate activities, the RSR was able to issue the following notices/directives of its compliance monitoring and enforcement drive:

· 04 Prohibition directives (when immediate threat to railway safety is evident)

· 25 letters of non-compliance (for example when no elements of the standard were implemented)

· 27 improvement directives (when there’s possible threats to safety, for example, civil infrastructure defects)

· 1456 Audit non-conformances A (relates to relatively minor but important findings within the operator’s Safety Management System)

More importantly is that more and more operators are beginning to enhance their safety performance. Safety language, practice and thought are definitely and purposefully surfacing. This is evident in the sense that they now have safety statements and policies. They adhere to safety practices through safety talks and less occurrence records.  

On the negative is that the number of occurrences gathered through the daily reports is meant for the operator and not for the RSR. The number of quarterly reports received by the RSR is significantly on the decline. At the end of the 2006/07 financial years, quarterly reports received by the RSR averaged to over 70 percent. The 2007/08 quarterly reports averaged to 42 percent. This is clearly a decline suggesting that something might have gone wrong somewhere. Thus one can suggest that the impact of the RSR is somehow not so fixed and remains liquid until the said pieces of legislation are endorsed. 

Nonetheless, it is through these activities that this infant RSR will be able to ensure that there is an impact. Three years ago there was no RSR. Operators were conducting their business as usual. Now its business unusual as there is this party meant to ensure that the safety performance of this industry improves and possibly to an ideal point of no occurrences. 
5. Conclusion
The existence of the RSR, though in its infancy, is yet to develop the current safety culture onto a higher level. This is evident on the impact it has made over the past three years. Operators are now taking safety as a critical entity to be considered at all times within their operations. The non compliances that the RSR inspectorate has issued are attended to. 
Both major operators and close to fifty-percent of smaller operators have been audited. Significant variances of both major operators were identified. Two year plans were put in place as to advance the safety culture on operations.

More importantly, both big and small operators keep records of their occurrences and manage them. The ones that demand the attention of the RSR are now more often submitted more timeously enabling the RSR to take an appropriate action without the operator fearing being penalised. 

Change within the industry is essential and this can be picked up within the annual state of safety report produced by the RSR. Irrespective of the highs and lows experienced, the RSR is persistent that it will achieve its goals. That includes ensuring that the railways are safe and are a reliable means of transport. 
· END - 
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