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BEFORE THE 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

________________________ 

FD 36910 

DENVER TRANSIT OPERATORS, LLC 

PETITION FOR DECLARATORY ORDER —  

DENVER TRANSIT DISPATCH DEPARTMENT 

_____________________________ 

DENVER TRANSIT OPERATORS, LLC REPLY TO BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD
SIGNALMEN’S PETITION TO INTERVENE 

Nearly ten years after it first became aware that the Railroad Retirement 

Board (“RRB”) was considering whether Denver Transit Operators, LLC’s (“Denver 

Transit”) dispatchers were subject to the Railroad Retirement and Unemployment 

Insurance Acts, the Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen (“Brotherhood”) has now 

petitioned to intervene. Even if one overlooked its tardiness, the petition omits two 

key considerations. The first is that the Brotherhood participated as a non-party in 

the RRB’s initial inquiry—the Brotherhood is wrong in saying it had “no notice.” 

The second is that 20 C.F.R. § 259.2(a) does not afford the Brotherhood formal party 

status with appeal rights.  

That context the Brotherhood disregards is important because it shows why 

the Brotherhood’s intervention is not merited. The first consideration—the 

Brotherhood’s prior participation—demonstrates the Brotherhood cannot make the 

showing the Board’s rules require that it has “good cause” to delay submissions and 

that its involvement would not unduly broaden the issues. 49 C.F.R. § 1112.4(a). 

The second consideration—the RRB’s rule under 20 C.F.R. § 259.2(a)—means with 



2 

its petition the Brotherhood is asking the STB to police how the RRB conducts its 

own proceedings. Considering the harms of delay and undue broadening the 

Board’s rules prohibit; the Board’s residual discretion over any minimally-

qualifying petition; and that the real parties in interest have asked the Board to 

permit any concerned person to participate as an amicus; administrative 

jurisprudence should cause the Board to deny the petition to intervene. 

BACKGROUND 
The question Denver Transit presents has been more than 12 years in the making. 

In 2013 Denver Transit asked the RRB for an employer coverage determination under the 

Railroad Retirement and Unemployment Insurance Acts for its entire workforce, including 

its Dispatching Department. In 2020 the RRB determined Denver Transit’s dispatchers 

fell under these acts. (In the interim, the RRB found Denver Transit was not covered for 

most of its workforce). The RRB confirmed that decision 5 years later after Denver Transit 

petitioned for reconsideration. 

Both decisions reasoned that the dispatchers were “covered” under the Railroad 

Retirement and Unemployment Insurance Acts because the Dispatching Department was 

a “rail carrier” within the Interstate Commerce Act. Denver Transit petitioned the Court 

of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit to review these decisions, and the Court 

permitted Denver Transit to petition the Board for a declaratory order on whether the 

Dispatching Department fit within the meaning of “rail carriers.” At that point, counsel for 

Denver Transit and the RRB conferred on a suitable procedural schedule. In light of the 

Board’s approach to amici—and its dim view toward latecomers in Rail-Term—Petition for 
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Declaratory Order1—Denver Transit and the RRB stipulated to a procedural schedule 

permitting amici and asked the Board to adopt it with Denver Transit’s underlying 

petition here.  

The Brotherhood then sought to intervene. Brotherhood’s Motion for Leave to 

Intervene (STB filed March 10, 2026) (“Petition”)2. To justify its intervention 13 years 

after the proceeding began, the Brotherhood says it had “no notice” of the RRB’s 

employment coverage decision and ensuing proceedings. Id. at 2 n. 1.  

That is not true.  

From at least 2017 onward—as the RRB was working on its first decision regarding 

dispatchers—a Brotherhood official was feeding information to, and answering questions 

from, the RRB Labor Member’s staff. See Exhibit A (emails exchanged between the local 

Brotherhood chairman and RRB Labor Member staff) and Exhibit B, 1 and 3 (identifying 

the individual in Exhibit A as the local chairman at the time). This involvement was 

unknown—and could not have been known to Denver Transit as part of the RRB’s 

deliberative process3—until Denver Transit made a post-decision Freedom of Information 

Act request to the RRB. The RRB also filed these exchanges between the RRB Labor 

Member’s Office and the Brotherhood as part of the final agency record the appellate 

review rules require to be submitted. Fed. R. App. P. 17. 

No other part of the administrative record filed at the D.C. Circuit shows that any 

other person received the same opportunity for ex parte consultations. To that end, not just 

did the Brotherhood participate in the RRB’s consideration, it did so with a substantial 

 
1  Rail-Term Corp. — Petition for Declaratory Order, FD 35582 FD 35582 (STB 

served Dec. 30, 2014) 2-3 n.8 (“Rail-Term Intervention Denial”) (citing Knauf Fibre 
Glass Gmbh v. Alton & S. Rwy. (ICC served May 9, 1986) at 1)  

2     Styled here as the “Petition” in keeping with 49 C.F.R. § 1112.4. 
3   20 C.F.R. § 402.135.  
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advantage: it could make assertions into the record that Denver Transit had no chance to 

rebut. Whatever effect this had, the Brotherhood cannot assert it had neither “notice” nor 

opportunity to participate in the RRB’s consideration.  

 
ARGUMENT 

The beginning point for the Board’s consideration of a petition to intervene in 

a modified proceeding is whether a new party will either “unduly” “broaden the 

issues in the proceeding” or “disrupt the schedule for filing verified statements” (i.e., 

evidence presentation)—absent “good cause.” 49 C.F.R. § 1112.4(a). But that is not 

the end point. Although Section 1112.4(a) sets a threshold requirement for 

intervention, it does not compel the Board to grant party status. The Board retains 

discretion over whether a person’s concern merits making it a party. See Am. 

Trucking Ass’n v. United States, 627 F.3d 1313, 1321–22 (D.C. Cir. 1980); Rail-Term 

Intervention Denial at 2-3 at n. 8.  

However measured, the petition falls short. Conferring party status would 

likely broaden the issues beyond the current closed record or delay the verified 

statements without good cause. That violates the Board’s minimum intervention 

standards at 49 C.F.R. § 1112.4(a).  And even if the Brotherhood were to satisfy the 

prerequisites, permitting intervention would show a lack of comity for (1) the RRB’s 

rules that otherwise limit the Brotherhood’s participation and (2) the Board’s own 

precedent disfavoring late-intervention in indistinguishable cases. Each supports a 

discretionary denial here. Altogether, neither the Board’s rules nor prudent exercise 

of its discretion should permit the Brotherhood to intervene. 
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I. The Brotherhood’s Intervention Either Unduly Broadens the 

Issues or Delays Verified Statements. 
The declaratory order petition asks the Board to answer one question: 

Is Denver Transit’s Dispatch Department a “rail carrier” within the meaning of the 

Interstate Commerce Act?  

The RRB has said “Yes.” It has appeared here and will defend that answer 

consistent with its obligations as a responding agency to the petition for review. 

Denver Transit says “No” and it is pursuing the review with the underlying petition 

(at the D.C. Circuit) and this declaratory order.  

There is no other possible answer. And the Brotherhood says as much: its 

petition to intervene says only that the Brotherhood wants “to support the RRRB’s 

determination.” Petition at 2. If the Brotherhood agrees with the RRB’s answer—as 

it says it does—that means the Brotherhood’s “support” will either be new facts or 

legal contentions or policy arguments.  

New facts or legal arguments represent a broadening of issues and work 

fundamental unfairness. With the Brotherhood involvement undisclosed until this 

relative moment in the 13-year saga, Denver Transit has never had an opportunity 

to discover what the Brotherhood’s supporting facts or legal contentions are, 

examine them, impeach them, or develop its own affirmative evidence to rebut 

them. Not satisfied with its work to date in the RRB proceeding, the Brotherhood 

now wishes to intervene such that it could provide more factual or legal support 

beyond the current, closed appellate record and the RRB’s decisions. To that end, 

the Brotherhood’s involvement risks “unduly broadening the issues.” 49 C.F.R. 

§ 1112.4(a)(2). 

Indeed, the petition has already and reflexively manifested that risk and 

ensuing harm. The Brotherhood’s petition put in issue whether it had notice of the 
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RRB’s proceeding. Denver Transit has had to rebut this contention—an issue that 

neither the RRB’s original consideration nor the D.C. Circuit’s review covers. Thus, 

the Brotherhood has already unduly broadened the issues.  

If the Brotherhood could reply4 the logical counterargument is that discovery 

would fix the problem the Brotherhood’s neglect caused. The Brotherhood’s petition 

hints at that with its observation that there is no procedural schedule. Petition at 2. 

But discovery now—on a final agency action; with a defined record; currently subject 

to appellate court review; and a stipulated schedule on referral—would “unduly 

disrupt the schedule for filing verified statements.” 49 C.F.R. § 1112.4(a)(1). 

 That means the Brotherhood must show “good cause” for delaying 

submissions. Id. The only part of the Brotherhood’s petition that does that is its 

insistence it has not had any notice of the proceeding for the past dozen years. 

Again, that is not so; its local official corresponded directly with the RRB Labor 

Member before any decision was made.  

So there is no good cause for the Brotherhood’s late entry into the fray. One 

way or the other—either in broadening the issues, or the concordant cure and delay 

discovery would work—the Brotherhood’s intervention at this juncture violates the 

Board’s rules.  

Yet the Brotherhood’s interest will still be accommodated. Permitting the 

Brotherhood to make arguments as an amicus on the current record is less 

pernicious. To that end, the parties’ stipulated procedural schedule lets the 

Brotherhood be heard. So long as the Brotherhood is not permitted to introduce new 

facts or legal contentions into the record, Denver Transit will have a fair chance to 

make rebuttal under the proposed procedural schedule. 

4  It cannot. 49 C.F.R. § 1104.13(c). 
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 Lastly, from an equitable perspective, Denver Transit is conceding to the 

Brotherhood the advantage the Brotherhood has gained to date: Denver Transit is 

taking the administrative record as it found it—including the Brotherhood’s 

statements Denver Transit has had no fair chance to impeach.  

II. Comity for the RRB and Board Precedent Support Denying the
Intervention.

The RRB has determined that in its employer coverage inquiries the putative 

employer is the sole “party” to the action; its regulations state that all others “shall 

not be parties thereto.” 20 C.F.R. § 259.2(a). That limitation is well within any 

agency’s discretion for how it conducts its own proceedings. Vt. Yankee Nuclear 

Power Corp. v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519, 525 (1978) (“Vermont 

Yankee”). Administrative law recognizes the RRB knows best how to handle the 

distinct interests of the persons—employers and employees—that it regulates. Id. 

And so, the Board should recognize that the RRB “will be in a better position” to 

regulate the extent of the Brotherhood’s involvement. See id. If the law charges 

Congress and the courts to defer to the agency’s ability to regulate who participate 

in its proceedings, the Board should sit no higher than these bodies. 

So Section 259.2(a) and this case’s posture show the Brotherhood is wrong 

when it says its employees have a “significant interest” in this review of an RRB 

employer coverage decision. Both case law and the RRB’s own rules hold that 

persons other than the putative employer do not have any cognizable interests in 

the RRB’s employer coverage decisions. See also Tri-City R.R. v. United States 

Railroad Retirement Bd., Case No. 18-71936 (9th Cir. June 19, 2019) [2019 U.S. 
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App. Lexis 18961 at *1] (citing 20 C.F.R. § 259.2(a)). At most, the RRB affords these 

concerned persons the position of amici by permitting them to submit briefs.  

That is precisely what the parties have asked the Board to do here in the 

proposed procedural schedule. The Brotherhood may appear as an amicus—just as 

it could have when it had notice of the RRB’s employer coverage decision inquiries 

in 2017. Otherwise, permitting the Brotherhood’s intervention would cause the 

Board to undermine the RRB’s rules for what a cognizable interest in the RRB’s 

decision is.  

The Board should not open the back door when the RRB and courts have 

found the Brotherhood should not enter the front. Tri City R.R. at *1. Far from 

helping the RRB interpret the Interstate Commerce Act, by permitting intervention 

the Board would be usurping the RRB’s supervision of its employer coverage 

inquiries. That would undermine the Board’s and the RRB’s interest in mutual 

comity for their proceedings.  

But even beyond comity for the RRB, the Board should respect its own precedent 

disfavoring late intervention and its concordant appeal rights. Rail-Term Corp. — Petition 

for Declaratory Order, FD 35582 (STB served Dec. 30, 2014). In the Board’s Rail-Term 

reconsideration the American Short Line and Regional Railroad Association (“ASLRRA”) 

and National Railroad Construction and Maintenance Association (“NRC”) asked to 

intervene. Applying its discretion, the Board observed  

“Although this matter was before the RRB, in court, and at this agency 
for years before they sought to participate, ASLRRA and NRC say that 
they should have full party status so that they can appeal if they do not 
agree with the final decision. But the Board has long found that 
intervention is discretionary and has typically refused to grant 
intervenor status after the record is closed, and particularly when 
intervention is sought on reconsideration. See Knauf Fibre GlassGmbH v. 
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Alton & S. Ry., NOR 39739 (ICC served May 9, 1986). Rather, the Board 
may (as it did here) allow participation as amicus curiae.” 

Id. at 2–3 at n. 8. 

The Brotherhood’s intervention is materially indistinguishable from ASLRRA’s and 

NRC’s own efforts in Rail-Term. And to the extent the circumstance here is different, the 

Brotherhood is better off than either would-be intervenor in Rail-Term. Like Rail-Term, 

the Brotherhood asks to intervene late, notwithstanding that the matter was before the 

RRB “for years” and on a closed record. But unlike Rail-Term, the administrative record 

shows that the would-be intervenor Brotherhood had actively participated, even if it 

forewent its formal rights to brief the RRB under 20 C.F.R. § 259.2(a). But again on the 

other hand, like Rail-Term, the Brotherhood’s desire to receive appellate rights for its 

mere concerns risks prolonging a matter that has gone on for more than a decade.  

In sum, applying the similarity in circumstance to Rail-Term; considering that the 

Brotherhood did contribute to the RRB’s record; acknowledging that party status might 

confer greater appellate rights then would exist in the original RRB proceeding; and 

recognizing late intervention risks burdening a proceeding more than 12 years in the 

making, the petition merits denial.  

CONCLUSION 

It is too late for the Brotherhood to become a party. The Brotherhood’s involvement 

is likely to broaden the issues so as to delay verified statement submissions and briefs 

without good cause. These violate the Board’s intervention standards. And even if its late 

appearance did not work these harms, the Brotherhood’s petition asks the Board to violate 

the RRB’s own jurisprudence on standing and the Board’s own precedent. Considering 

each of these reasons and recognizing the Brotherhood can still be heard as an amicus, the 

petition should be denied. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

MARWEDEL, MINICHELLO & REEB 

 
Bradon J. Smith 
Stefan D. Wallach 

303 West Madison Street 
Suite 1100 
Chicago, Ill.  

 
Attorneys for Denver Transit Operators, 
LLC 
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RTDC Operations Control Center Number: 720460-5907. 

RTD Security Command Center: (303) 299-3911 
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Neuendorf, Michele L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Clinton Verseman 
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Monday, December 11, 2017 3:06 PM 
Neuendorf, Michele L. 
Denver Union Station email # 4 
Fig Tra in 122 needs to go to track 6.png; Fig 2 Train 122 Green signals to track 6.png; 
Fig. 3.png 

Here is a "broken" train, it starts on track # 2 comjng into DUS. lt is train# 122. It uses the track # 4 crossover 
to get from track# 2 to Track# 6. Track# 4 is what Amtrak come in and leaves on. These pies and emails how 
the commuter trains and Amtrak trains using the same tracks. 

Again, these are the actual screen shots from our dispatch oftware allowing us to make the move. 
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Neuendorf, Michele L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attacbments: 
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Clinton Verseman <cvcomputermai­
Monday, December 11, 2017 3:10 PM 
Neuendorf, Michele L 
Last Denver Union Station Emait # 5 
Fig l Amtrak leaves track Sand used crossover to track 2.png; Fig 2 Amtrak leaves track 
4 and uses crossover onto track 2.png, Fig 3 Amtrak uses track 2 and Storage track.png; 
Commuter on track 212-11.jpg; Amtrak on track 212-llJpg; Amtrak on s orage 
12-llJpg 

Here is an example o a mtrak Locomotive going rom Union Station track # 5 into the Amtrak 
t rage/runaround track. Th u e the Track # 2 for portion f the move. W have to hold th ommuter train 

for this mo b cau the Amtrak lo omotiv, has to travel on commuter train's track #2 

First attachment are the TMD Dispatch ofh are screen hot . The ther ones are pictures of the actual move 
so you can see the Amtrak Locomoti as well as commuter train on the am track_ 
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Neuendorf. Michele L. 

From: cvcomputermailt 
Sent: 
To! 
Subject: 

Monday, December 11, 2017 4 10 PM 
Neuendorf, Michele L. 
Re · Denver Union Station email 1 

No probl~m it i not a ill) que lion. a lam ure thaL is a lot to lo k at. Fir t off there i the actual "'station" ol 
D ·nver mon tatl n whcr p opt get on and get off. Th n the e, CP D , ·111 h 1 control point D . . 'P 
D I refer to all f ch ignal Bringin 1 trains into r com mg out of the actual tatmn. W in the OC contr I 
all train coming into union tatil•n and Ir in in the ac ual t tion at pa seng r platform 

We drspa1 h all om muter tram obviously regard le s of\ hat track there on. e ·ontml Amtrak train comrng 
in on the arri al track when the. ·re on th~ track fo u ing rhc rn m·er and \\hen the_ ar~ in he slation on 
tra k four and n tra k fiv ' . 111 actual stauon wh re ther ar platfom1 fi,r p· • nger for Amtrak i:i b ·hmd 
lh n ignal on track 4 and behjnd th I On ' ignal on trud. 5. 

• erything el e 1 • P D ~ "'c d , d1 pat h all a \i.elJ . D e that an wcr your u tion r did I JU t mak • 11 

mor cC'lnfusing? 

hnl r eman 

On Dec 11 201 . at 14: 17 eu ·nd{lrf. ichd 

II< d1i 111.1~ ..,l.'1.:111 l 1k 1.• 1 t:t) ill~ q11t: lion h111 \ Ii 11 i tin:· ·. tmi,m·· ! fh\: 

1lt,ap 1dw1 ,,n_• 11I; , ·p·11d11n6 1ht. 1m1n "11 h rn 1h1.. s1 111 n hut d) 
It.id;. 1ml L:lll!)!',11 er. lllll. ldi: 1d'1ht..· ph):-1 ·,11 l uildi11g·.1 t.ip - is ~hll\\'ill' lli~d .. 11(1l•-i<lc ur the 
bu ilding. ri.:)'\1ug11~. 1.11n11 , .Jl111gth11.ct1·n11.'! •.u11.pk.,..,c1: u,._~ 111~ 1t!1111r,111l',.;,mthc 

l t)pt •. 

From: Clinton Verseman lmallto:cvcompu ermail@1 
Sent: Monday, Dec mber 11, 2017 2:51 PM 
To: Neuendorf, Michele L. J'.Vlrchele Neuendorft@rrb.gov> 
Subject: Denver Union Stauon email 1 

Mic-he le. 

Jf 'tin . I ap 1 g,z abou1 th trm that rt ha. taken to ' ()mpi le all of thb infom1ation. l \~ an red 
lo make ~ure I had a::, mu h stuff a I could g l m. hand on to 1h to yuu tler you ~e c1II {11 

thi (and the fl llo\\ing mail ). plcru. ft: I free to onta t a an 1m if you n d me to 
l!~plain ii, or ,f y u ne d llll1Te 1111' m,ation ran ' other d um n1auon or rf you need the e map 
vith out label . (11 lhi . m 11 I am including a G gle arth image f cntirt.> Den 'er nion 
llllion (DU ). The thre nuachmenL after lhat ar do cup map from Gollgle arth but I ha, 

c:'.'>l )fed rn the tra~ks. soy u will be able t differentiate between ommul r train trn ks. mtrak. 
and ld train track' · a d al o the true~ - that both t ·pe. o train u ,\]1 of th photo.· Ill lud 

nl th!! Ira k that ·e in the pc.:r lion ·ontr I enter actual!} ~ intr:.il , , Ill the us f 1gi1, I , 
dcrnil or Mandator_ Dire 11ve. 
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Activity
951 followers

Comments Reactions

Clinton Verseman, TSSP, PTSCTP
Denver Metropolitan Area · Contact Info
951 followers ·  500+ connections

See your mutual connections

Sign in to connect  Message

DENVER TRANSIT OPERATORS,
LLC

Columbia Southern University

Cli t V

Posts

8 · 1 Comment 24 · 1 Comment

Clinton Verseman,…
3mo

Good for Transit, Great for Colorado. 
Join the RTD meeting via the link if you 
can.

Front Range Passenger…
3mo

Tonight at 4 p.m. MT, Front Range 
Passenger Rail District (FRPRD) 
General Manager Sal Pace w

Board of Directors

Clinton Verseman,…
5mo

I’ll apologize in advance for a little light 
whining, but I wanted to share some 
constructive feedback with my LinkedIn 
colleagues...

Anyone who knows me understands that
I’m a very strong advocate for passenger
rail travel. I frequently encourage others 
to choose rail over driving, and I often
promote America’s rail network as a 
comfortable, scenic, and 
environmentally friendly alternative to 
air travel. However, I had an experience 
recently that helped me understand why 
more people may not share the same 
enthusiasm.

Clinton V
6mo

What better way to
Think Train week a
than with a Comm
Preparedness drill. 

...more

...more

Top Content People Learning Jobs Games Get the app

3/31/26, 9:48 PM Clinton Verseman, TSSP, PTSCTP - DENVER TRANSIT OPERATORS, LLC | LinkedIn

https://www.linkedin.com/in/clinton-verseman-tssp-ptsctp-232168a4 1/5

Reply to BRS Intervention Petition 
Exhibit B 

1
Im 

•• •• 00 

0 

0 

( ____ ) 

0 



See all activities

Experience & Education

Licenses & Certifications

LCDENVER TRANSIT OPERATORS, LL

View Clinton’s full experience

See their title, tenure and more.

Sign in

or

By clicking Continue to join or sign in, you agree to LinkedIn’s User Agreement, Privacy Policy,
and Cookie Policy.

Public Transportation Safety Certification Training Program - Rail

Issued Jun 2023
Federal Transit Administration

Transit Rail System Safety

Issued Jun 2023
Federal Transit Administration

Effectively Managing Transit Emergencies

Issued May 2023
Federal Transit Administration

SMS Safety Assurance

Issued Mar 2023
Federal Transit Administration

Transit Rail Incident Investigation

Issued Feb 2023
Federal Transit Administration

ICS-200 Basic Incident Command System for Initial Response

Issued Dec 2022
FEMA

IS-100 Introduction to the Incident Command System

Issued Dec 2022
FEMA

Temporary Horizontal Lifeline System Awareness
3M
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Sign in to see all certifications

Volunteer Experience

View Clinton’s full profile
See who you know in common

Get introduced

Contact Clinton directly

Sign in to view full profile

Other similar profiles

Issued Dec 2022

Curbing Transit Employee Distracted Driving

Issued Oct 2022
Federal Transit Administration

Fatigue and Sleep Apnea Awareness for Transit Employees

Issued Oct 2022
Federal Transit Administration

Board Treasurer

Jul 2024 - Present · 1 year 10 months

Education

COLORADO OPERATION LIFESAVER INC

Local Chairman

Apr 2016 - Jun 2020 · 4 years 3 months

Civil Rights and Social Action
Provide union representation to my fellow Train Dispatchers and Operations Support
Coordinators. Respect, Planning, Provide and Advocate is how I represented my fellow OCC
co-workers at Denver Transit Operators.

BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD SIGNALMEN

QFS Transportation LLC
289 followers
Cincinnati, OH

Leah Carpenter

Cornerstone Cargo
446 followers
Canton, GA

Daniel K. Smith

U.S. Army Reserve
69 followers

Benjamin Cromerj

View Profile

View Profile
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Explore more posts
Greg Smith National Code Enforcement Leader
and Expert
City of Duluth • 7K followers

Mike Dwhytie
K.I.D. Truck & Trailer Service • 427 followers

Sam Watts
The trucking industry is… • 5K followers

Pompano Beach, FL

Loop Trolley Company
614 followers
United States

Pamela Parker

John Deere
1K followers
Cedar Rapids, IA

Dustin Sanford

Greater Cleveland RTA
381 followers
Cleveland, OH

Kevin Case

Southeastern Freight Lines
507 followers
Houston, TX

Brian Rodriguez

agency llc
676 followers
Searcy, AR

mandie (star) mcdougal

Northern Kentucky University
288 followers
Cincinnati Metropolitan Area

Jessica Brooks

Sound Transit
621 followers
Seattle, WA

Nicholas George

“Park at Your Own Risk” – Why Aging
Structures Are a Code Enforcement Wake…

10

Cracking Down on Truckers Passing Weigh
Stations The Oregon Department of…

10 Comments

You know that you don't HAVE to perform a road test for
drivers that are new to your fleet...with some exception…

View Profile

View Profile

View Profile

View Profile

View Profile

View Profile

View Profile

View Profile
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trucknews.com
20K followers

Show more posts

Explore top content on LinkedIn

Find curated posts and insights for relevant topics all in one place.

View top content

Add new skills with these courses

See all courses

38 · 13 Comments

The Owner-Operator Independent Drivers
Association (OOIDA) has asked the U.S.…

7

1h 33m
Actionable Insights and Business Data in Practice

1h 30m
Strategies for Computer Security Incident Response Team (CSIRT)

31m
Data Mesh Architecture: Core Concepts
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Community Guidelines Language
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