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Decision No. 91465 

rt11 @ n £i].D.~IIT I~ n BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMlSSrON OF THE STATE dtV~~~~~vu~ 

Investigation on the~ Commission~s 
Own Motion into the Safety 
Applicances ~nd Procedures of the 
San Francisco, Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District. 

) 
) Case No. 9367 
) (Tunnel Phase) 
) (Peti tion Filed 
) December Zip 1979) 

--------------------------------) 

Additional Appearance 

Robert C. C~sen. Attorney at Law~ for the 
Comnll.ssion staff. 

FOURTEEXTH INTERIM OPI~ION 

On Decemb¢r 2i~ 1979~ the S~n Fr~neiseo Bay Area Rapid 

Transit District (BART) filed a late petition requesting the 

Commission to extend the time for complying with a portion of 

ordering paragraph 2 of Decision No. 90144. Pnragraph Z reads 

~s fOllows: 

"Within 90 days of the effective date of this 
ordcr p BART shall submit to this Commission 
a schedule for speedy elimination of polyurethane 
materials from the seat assemblies in BART cars; 
such schedule shnll provide for full im~lementation 
within 270 days." 

This ordering p~rasraph resulted from hearings held after 

a serious fire occurred on January lip 1979 p in the Transbay Tu~ep 

necessitating the closure of the Tube. By our Decision ~o. 8990Z 

issued J~nu~ry 19 , 1979. we ordered the continued closure of the 

Tube pending BAAT's complio.nce with 0. number of conditions. On 

April 4~ 19i9 by Decision No. 90144, we permitted the resumption 
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-of revenue service through the Tube ~nd required BART to undertake 

, 
'a number of s3.fety"'rel:lted tasks~ including the aoo'Y'e~re:feTenced' 
Se3.t replacement. 

BARTI·s petition requests relief from that portion of 

ordering paragraph 2 which mandates full repl~cement of seats by 

January 4,- 19S0~ 270 days from the effective date of Decision 

No. 90144. In the petition~ BART ~lso indicated its preference for 

low smoke neoprene seat cushions as :l replacement for the current 

polyurethane scat cushions. In conjunction with its petition,-

BART filed its Supporting ration3.1e for selection of the low smoke 

neoprene option over other alternatives. 

On February S, 19S0, we issued our notice of hearing 

stating: MThis notice of hearing is on the Petition of the 
10 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District to extend time 

for compliance with Decision No. 90144 and for determination of 

the appropriate Seat materials replacement program in cars."" 

The C01'llJllission staff filed a response to BART IS p.eti tion 

On February 11,. 1980,. requesting that BART r S petition be held in 

abeyance and not be acted on by the Commission until the completion 

of the hearings scheduled for February, 1980. Further,. the staff 

stated that the question of whether BART should be granted more 

time for seat replacement: is fully entwined with the question of 

which seat :n.ateria.l should be ordered as a replacement for present 

seats. Staff contended that evidence would be adduced at hearing~ 

demonstrating the practical replacement time for the v:l.rious D.lter­

natives; and given this critical information, the CommiSSion could 

then make a reasoned decision choosing the replacement material 
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• 
and the d~tes by which the replacement must be commenced and 
,completed~ 

The staff's report entitled "Review of BAA! Vehicle 

Seat Replacement ap.d Fire-Hardening Program" was filed with the 
responsc~ 

The staff concluded th~t stee~ seats with ~ thin 

cushion of low smoke neoprene t or equal~ is the proper and safe 

seat replacement alternative. Such conclusion was based on the 

staff report that alleged incomplete testing and analysis of 

Seat alternatives by BAR!. 

After due noticc p public hearing was held before 

Administrative Law Judge J. J. Doran in San Francisco on 

February 14, IS, 21, 22, 26, 27, and 2S, 1980. The matter was 

submitted after oral argument on February 23, 1980. 

BART presented seven witnesses in, support of its 

petition. The staff presented one witness. The Urban Mass TranSit 

Administration's Regional Director, Dee Jacobs, presented testimQny 

supporting BART. Two public witnesses testified, and a total of 

33 exhibits were received. 

BART proposed to replace the existing seat cushions 

(seat :lnd back) with Toyad LS"'200 low smoke neoprene cushions, 

and a 90% wool and 10% nilon cover. 

BART's Gener~l Manager Bernard testified that in 

June, 1979 BART developed a test progr:lm and contracted with 

McDonnell Douglas Corporation t~ carry out tests on potential 

replacement materials and to conduct compOsite tests of several 
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m~tcri:lls burning together. Subsequently, full-scale tests were 

C:lrried out on the most promising m.6.'teri:.Lls for cushion replacement. 

In June and July, 1979 BART initiated an industry survey 

of metal Seats and {ire-retardant fiberglass seats in its effort 

to assure that alternatives were considered. 

On July ~, 19i9~ BART sUbmitted.to the Comm.ission its 

proposed plan for seat replacement. The submittal defined the 

program scope, the need for testing, :.Lnd an estimated completion 

date of August, 1980. 

BART· s Director o'f Safety, Ralph Weu1e ~ testified that 

the staff was kept fully advised of BART·s undertaking and that 

during the summer of 1979 the staff advised BART that they were 

supportive of the test program and the seat replacement plan. 

The composite testing was completed in September and full-scale 

testing was finished in October. A draft analysis was prepared 

and in late Novemb·er the evaluation was reviewed by BART management, 

the BART Board of Directors, and the staff. 

Further, Weule testified that the first indication of 

any difference with the staff occurred during the November 9, 1979 

meeting in the board room when a staff engineer stated staff.s 

preference for a stainless steel se~t. 

On November 29, ~979 the BART Board of Directors made 

the decision to replace the existing cushions and covers with the 

low smoke neoprene-wool combination. The invitation to bid was 

advertised January 11, 1980. 
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On December 2i, 19i9, BAR~ filed its subject petition . 

which still maintains its estimnted completion date of August
9 

1930. 

By letter d~ted Janu~ry 3, 1980~ to BART, the st~£f 

expressed disagreement with BART m~n~gement~s decision to replace 

existing seat cushions with a form of low smoke neoprene. Further, 

the staff conCluded that BART's proposal was inferior to the steel 

seat alternative. 

Staff~s report reco~~ending a steel seat with a small 

cushion of the same materi~ls as proposed by BART was distributed 

to BART and the public on February 11, 1930. 

BART opened the bids to furnish cushions for 32.000 

seats on February 15, 1980. The bids arc firm for 60 days from 

the date of opening the bids. BART's Board authorized its ~neral 

}'1.anager to award contracts on February 28,. 1930 for the procurement 

of transit vehicle seat cushions and covers to Artcraft Industries 

Corporation, pursuant to notification to be issued by Bernard and 

subject to prior Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) 

approval and amendment of the grant. The ultimate exercise of 

such authority to award contracts awaits Commission approval of 

BART's preferred seat replacement program. 

BART Showing 
. 

Witness Spieth, ~ research speci~lis~ and chemist with the 

~cDonnell Douglas Corporation, testified about the testing performed 

by McDo~~ell Douglas. The screening effort started in August. 1979. 

by examining data of known mat~ri::lls from NASA studies and. ne~' 

materials select~d by BART. Smoke and burn tests were performed in 
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the Inboratory. The screening tests included burn tests, chemical 

analysis, and the release rates of h~at, smoke» and toxic gases. 

After the screening tests were completed BAAT selected full-size 

scats and materi~ls to test. Through cross-ex~minati~n it was 

developed that the Kyd~~ scat backing was not tested. N~r were 

walls, floors, or ceiling liners included ~n the tests. Further, 

potential for synergistic effects, i.e., Where the total effect 

is greater than the sum of the two effects taken independently, 

was not examined. 

The witness stated that he would like something thicker 

and with more volume than th.e sto.££ proposal in order to absorb 

fluids that could be placed on the stnff's seats. Further, the 

witness stated McDonnell Douglas does not full'scale test before 

equipment is installed. He concluded that the tests were adequate 

and that more testing is not needed. The full-scale tests were 

conducted in the Douglas Cabin Fire Simulator ~:t the Space Simulation 

Laboratory, Huntington Beach, California. Tests were conducted on 

the current seat material and the proposed seat cushions. The 

materials included polyureth:lne foam with vinyl covering and neoprene 

foam with a 90 percent '1>.'001-10 percent nylon .. blend covering. During 

c~ch of the tests, d~t3. was recorded for smoke denSity, cushion 

tempcr:ltures, r~di3.nt heat; 3.nimal response to combustion products, 

dynamic weighting of seats, cabin temperature, and g~s sampling 

within the cabin atmosphere. The proposed materials exhibited 

improved burn resistance compared to the current materials . 
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• 
Witness Williamson~ Professor of Fire Protection 

Engineering ~t the University of C~liforni~r BerkcleYl w~s called 

by BART. He was a staff witness in the hearings held after the 

:unnel fire. Professor Willi~son testified that the LS-ZOO 

cushion meets all t~e criteria he believes are important. 

The witness sponsored films of a trash fire burning 

under the current seat and also under BARTrs proposed seat. The 

fire did not re:ldily spread to :ldjacent materials with the low smoke 

neoprene cushions. He subjected BAATrs proposed materials and the 

staff's altern:ltive to,o. tire fueled by pouring white gasoline on 

the cushions. He showed that BARTls proposal had more neoprene that 

absorbed the liquid gasoline as compared to the staff's proposal 

which let the liquid run on the floor and burn. The witness stated 

it W:lS better for the liquid to be absorbed in the thick neoprene 

th:ln to drop on the floor where it could C:ltch fire and propogate 

into the Kydex duct :lir-conditioning system. 

It was his opinion th~t the Kydcx backing on the seat 

:lssemblics did not present ~ significant fire risk. BART p'roposes 

to replace such backing within its fire hardening program at some 

undetermined date. 

The professor further testified that fire may be 

considered a chain of even:ts. Seats are most important because 

they appear early in the chain of events. His exhibits show that 

low smoke neoprene cushions with wool and nylon covers h:lve 

excellent fire characteristics for combustible materials and'can 

well serve to impede the fire chain. 

BART r s Witness Weule testified that he has -o'een g.iven 

complete ch:lrge of the seat cush.ion replacement p'tozram. SAra 
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developed broo.d~bo.sed sto.nd=trds designed to break the fire ch~in 

and prevent the fire from spreading ~o other seats o.nd the walls. 

The witness described the work done by McDonnell Douglas and how 

the staff was kept ~~reast of events. PTior to the tests the staff 

visited the McDonnell Douglas facility :lnd ... in Mr .. Weule's opinion .. 

appeared to be fully supportive of the tests. The st:lf£ was invited 

to but did not attend the full~sC::lle tests. However, it was stated 

that test results were sen't 'to the staff. 

With respect to the proposed scat cushion replacement 

contracts, the witness ·testified that the bids were opened FebruOlry 15 .. 

1980. The proposed contract calls for a lO~day bonding period and 

delivery of 32,000 cushions within 139 days of the contract aWOlrd. 

Artcraft Industries was the low bidder on each of the two l6~000 

seat changeo·ut programs. Installation should be completed within 

two weeks thereafter. He estimates it will take 12 to 14 months 

for seat repl:lcement unUr the staff's propos:l.1. 

Witness Procter 1 Oper=ttions Research Specialist with BART .. 

testified that if the sta£ffs steel seats were adopted, an. 

~dapter would be required between the seat and wall to connect the 

present wall connections to the connections on the steel seat which 

are different from the present seat. In addition, the adapter 

would need to go through t~e s:l.fcty certification process. 

BART's Director of Engineering (Ganstwig) testified that 

the two Artcra,£'t Industries contracts totaled $':,2:30,000. He also 

testified that 98,000 pounds was the maximum weight per car inc~uding 

passengers, and the track weight limit was 100,,000 pounds. Further,. 

these weight.limits have never been exceeded • 
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UMTA Testimonv . 

Jacobs testified as a representative of a governmental 

agency that has a safety responsibility and a financing responsibility 

wi th respect to cert..lin rapid .tr:lnsi t properties,. including BART. 

He testified that DMTA's first funding priority is to provide 80 

percent of the capit:ll COSts of necessary. safety L~provements. 

Further, he testified that on Sep':ember 15, 1975, UMTA 

made a capital grant to BART for Sll million, $2.8 million of which was 

intended for replacement of all the seat cushions and covers. Now, 

some 17 months later, the cost is estimated to b~ $4.2 million, due 

in part to inflation and bec.:!.use the low smoke neoprene material, 

which is significantly superior from a fire safety standp<>int1" is 

more costly than the material proposed by BART at the time the grant 

was oTiginally approved. 

The witness stated that UMTA began sponsoring the 

development of fiTe safety standards in 1973, when no national 

safety standards for mass transit existed. Preliminary standards 

were issued as prop<>sed guidelines seveTal years ago_ They remain 

in proposed guideline form until UMTA can go through the formal 

rule-making process to make the standards mandatory. The U. S. 

Department of Transportation's System Center CTSC) has done 
. 

extensive research in developing the standards,. including a thorough 

survey of national and international material fire safety standard 

development effcrts. TSC has established an extensive materials 

test data bank to help in the development of safe and practical. 

standards. During the examin~tion of the UMTA witness
p 

it was 
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• C. 9867 .... • 
shown that there are no acceptable toxicity standards in the 

" 
proposed guidelines applicable to the combustible materi~ls 

used in transit systems. 

The UM!A witness stated tnat BARt's proposed seat 

cushions and covers far exceed the n~tionall~recogn~zed UMTA 

guidelines. He also understands that the'staff's steel seat 

replacement exceeds the UMTA guidelines and offer Some undefined 

margin of sllfety over BART's propos.:!.l. However, after considering 

all of the factors, he recommends that the Commission allow ::SART 

to proceed with its cutrent seat cushion ~eplacement program. 

Factors,. other than safety, which favor BART's proposal are 

implementation timeliness,. public acceptance, and financial considera­

tions. The steel seat option would dela.y ~he grant making and 

p~ocurement process by a good number of months. UMTA and the tran-

sit industry would regard the steel scat proposal as a degradati~n 

of the quality 0: BART service, and UMTA would have a difficult 

time approving the stainless steel transit sea.ting. It would appea.r 

to UMTA that the initial cost of the stainless steel seats would be 

considerably higher than the cushion replacement program. Also~ 

the witness would find it very difficult 'to sign a. grant to pay any 

additional amount of scarce fedcral doll~rs for a significant 

degradation of transit se'\'Vice in order to prOvide a marginal a.nd 

relatively unmeasurable clement of safety. The witness concluded that 

the stainless steel seat is no~ necessary or reasonable and that 

BARTts cushion replacement program is necessary and reasonablc.' 
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Public Tes~imonv 

« '. 
Two members of the public st~tcd in general that the 

seats should not be hard. Further, one thought hard seats might . 
divert passengers to automobiles. 

Staff Showing 

Senior Reliability and Quality Engineer (Jameel) testified 

on behalf of the staff. The st:ltf recol':'..mencied .l steel sC.J.t with a 

small cushion insert of Toyad L5-200 low smoke neoprene with a wool! 

nylon Cover or equal. A pair of Seats would have i1 34-inch off the 

shel£width anc r as such r would be 10 inches narrower than BARTfs 

scats. It would be necessary to design and certify an adapter,to 

couple the seats to the wall of the car. The staff witness estimated 

that the adapter design could be accomplished by a junior engineer in 

approximately one day. 

Staff's rationale for recommending the stainless steel 

alternative focused on two factors: (1) the alleged inadequacy of 

BARTfs materials' testing program and the corresponciing unceTtainty 

Over the performance of low smoke neoprene in major fire situ~tions 

like the J~nuary 17, 1979 Transbay Tube inciden~; and (2) a desire 

to reduce the fuel content of BART cars in view of the large quantities 

of flammable and toxic mat~rials used in and on the current BART 
vehiCle. 

It w~s st~ffrs position that B~~Trs testing program 

me~sured the combustion behavior of seats in a given orientation 

under specific ignition, ventilation, and input neat fl~~ conditions. 

Staff contended that the fire behavior of a number of different 
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materi:11s~ such as~ seats, flooring, .... ':111 liners, etc. arranged 

in a complex geometry cannot be predicted from the testing which 

has been done by BART. Staff concluded that the behavior of the 

low smoke neoprene uhder actual fire conditions is unknown sin'ce 

no attempts were made by BART to relate the laboratory behavior of 

seat material to actual fire Situations. 

In conjunction .... ·i th this above-mentioned " ... iew 1 staff 

teStified regarding the importance of reducing the .:unounts of 

combustible material aboard BART vehiCles and the paramo,unt need for 

an extensive fire-hardening program to reduce the fire risks associated 

.... ·ith flammable materials on the BART cars. In staff's opinion, 

several factors such as flammability and toxicity~ cost, increase 

in weight, etc., will dictate the extent of BART'"s fire-hardening 
program. 

With respect to the above~referenced faCtors, staff pre­

sented the fOllOwing testimony; (1) use of nonfl~ble materials 

for seat replacement and fire-hardening will reSUlt in a savings of 

time since flammability and toxicity testing will not be required; 

(2) While the capital costs of the stainless steel OPtion and the 

low smoke neoprene are comparable~ stainless steel se:lts have a longer 

service life and lower m.:tintc-nance costs; (3) the stainless Steel 

seat option would save the weight of 1,100 p'ounds/car O\.er the 

cushion change-out option, :lnd (4) the st:linless steal seat Option 

with thin CUShions will result in less avail~~le fuel load on 
the BART vehicle. 

It Was the staff"s position that the lower f1o.mm.ability 

and toxicity associated with stainless steel~ its longer service 

life and lesser weisht Would :lllo'W BART important flexibility in 
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designing :Lnd irnplemen.~in& ::.n effcc-:ive vehicle fire-hardening 

progro.m. This contention taken in conjunction with staff's view 

that in::tdcquo.tc information exists rego.rding the fire behAvior of 

BART's rC'pl~cemcn; mo.teri:Ll prompts a staff recommendation that 

BART should be ordered to repl:lce 0.11 existing BART vehicle SC:lts 

· .... ith st:Lir.1css steel Seats with thin cushions of LS-200 neopre'ne/90~ 

wo-ol-nylon COver mo.'::cri::.ls or equ::tL St:r.ff :llso recommended that 

the Kydex bo.cking of '::he current scats be removed irrespective of 

the seat replacement ::.ltern:r.tivc ultimately s:r.nctioned by the 

Commission. 

Discussion 

Since the Transbay Tube fire of J::tnuary 17, 1979, there 

h::ts ~een universal agreement that the fla~~::tbility and toxicity of 

the current polyurethane se::.t assemblies require their imme~i::.te 

repl::tcement. Decision No _ 90144 T issued on April 4, 1979 ::md 

directing BART to repl::tce the existing sc~ts within 270'days~ 

underscored the Co~~ission's view that repl~cement of the ha:ard~us 

polyurethane materials should be the highest priority for BART . 
. " 

Irrespective of institt.ztion::tl const:,::.ints which affect 

BART·s ability to act expeditiously, it is quite disturbing th::tt 

more than one year has elapsed without "!"esolu-:ion of the p':'o,blem. 

It is equally disturbing that BART would wait until December 27~ 1979~ 

one week before the expiration of our deadline for replacement of 

the h::t:::trdous SC:lt m::.terial to petit10:1 the Commissio'n for .:tn 

extension of time. BART is close to being delinquent with resp·ect 

to the ii:'e-hardening program =andated by our April 4~ 1979 order 
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.lnd h:ls not yct petitioned for .:l.n C'xtension to time. This cavalier 

attitute tow.lrds the Commissionts order is .l direct thre~t to the 

safety of BART's patrons who are the prime beneficia:-ies of our 

requirements. 

The Commission has been le~islatively ~r~ated to 

independently oversee the safety of BART's appliances ~nd procedures. 
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It would be an ~bdicatio~ of ou~ $t~tuto~y responsibility to 

" 

unquestioningly ~cc~p~ BARTts ?~tition for extension time ~nd the 

proposed sc~t rcpl~cement progr~m on its f~ce just ~s it would be 

improPer to unilaterally ~dopt an untested and uncr.:lllenged st~ff 

position~ EART's de1a.y h~$ placed the Co~~ission in the difficult 

pOSition ,of cithe~ foregoing full :m~lys.is of the s,afety ch:tt':tcteristics 

of various se~t repl~ccmcnt alte~natives or fUrthe~ delayin~ the . " 

replacement program which is ~lre~dy unacceptably late. !o avoid 

rcpeti tion of this un fortuna tc cil"cumstance \o.·i 'Ch respect to the 

equally impo:-tant fire ho.rdening progro.m, BART will be directed to 

file a monthly status report with the CommiSsion, detailing its 

progress with the ii:-e-ha:-dening program. 

As previously discussed~ the replacement of the hazardous 

polyurcth~nc scat m~terials is unacceptably l~te. In weighing the 

safety me~its of tne competing proposals of EART ~nd the staff, we 

must give the gre~test ..... eight to the 0.1 terno:tive which C:l.n be 

installed most rapidly. It is difficult to comp:l,'re estl..'n!ltes of 

time to comple-:.e the t\o.'O proposals bcc~use one is based up'on firm 

commitments while the o-:.hc:::-, s-:.ecl seats, is based upon mere 

sta'tement of vendors. However, BART h:LS test.ified th:Lt cushio:l 

scat replacement can be accomplished in 163 d~ys from the date 

of contract while the steel se:lt with the cushion insert. should 

t:lke at least six months lO:lgcr. We find this evidence co-mpelling. 

1'1'hile certain aspects of staff's pr~poso.l are a tt:'acti ve, 

i.e., decreased flamr:l:lb.ility, toxicity, weight, it. must be noted that 

st:lff did :".ot contend th.:lt gAR!' s proposal was unsafe. Evidence of 
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record indicates th~t the T~yad LS-200 neoprene with ~ 90~ 

wool/10~ nylon cover provides orders of mnsni~ude reductions in 

he~t release r~te, toxicity ~nd smoke release over present materials. 

Fu':'ther testimony, butt':'essed by tests conducted by Professor Willi~mson 

i:'l<licatc th~t sc.:!.: cushions m.:Lcie of BART's proposed Ilkltel"ial will n<> 

longer be ~ w~~k link in the fire prop~~ation ch~in inside the vehicle. 

B:l.sec. upon the evidence, we will :J.ccept BART's contention 

that its proposed seat In:J.terials will not prop:J.gate fire to an 

:J.dj~cent se:I.t 0':' create :I. condition leading to flashover within the 

car .:!.nd thus meets criteri:l for :lcceptable fire performance. 

Though staff's stainless steel seat option offers certain 

s.:Lfety :ldv:lnt.:::.ges, the sho':'ter installation time required for BART's 

l"eplacement 1'':'og':':lm militates in f:)..Yor of its selectio'n. Therefore, 

we will :lcopt BART's 1'rop05:J.1. However, BART is place<l on notice 

that it shOUld seriously considc,:, st:J.inlcss steel scat options 

as a vi:lblc ~l:erna:ive in the design and procurement of future 

rollin~ stock. 

, 
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Finding's of Fact 

1. The McDonnell Douglas toxicity test.s of low-smoke 
neoprene seats covered with wool/nylon covers demonstra~ed reasonably 
accep~a~le fire characteristics. 

2. Fla."nlMbility·tests conducted by Professor Williamson, of 
the University of california, Berkeley, also demonstrated reasonably 
acceptable characteristics of low-smoke ne~prene cushions with 
wool/nylon covers. 

3. None of the material tests took into account the presence 
of other fl~~le materials in BART cars, including floors, walls, 
and ceiling liners. , 

4. No tests have been conducted to determine or evaluate 
potential ,synergistic effects of low-smoke neoprene scat materials 
with other cOmbustible materials present in BART cars. 

s. ~o full-scale mock-up tests of the proposed materials 
have been performed. 

6. The seat replacement program ordered completed by January 4, 
1980, in Decision No. 90144,. has been unacceptably delayed. 

7. A.. ..... y further delay in completion of the seat replacement 
program would prolong public exposure to an unacceptable safety 
Mzard. 

s. 
proposed 

9. 

BA."'T's proposed low-smoke neoprene cushions exceed OM'!'A' s 
safety guidelines. 

BARX's L~plementation schedule will result in elimination 
0: the polyurethane seat cushion materials ·,.,ithin 163 d.ays after 
contrAct execution. 

10. Fu:ther design and testing would be required to adapt the 
seats reco~~ended by the staff to fit BART vehicles. 

11. The staff-proposed: seat cha.'1geout would take at least six 
months longer than the BART-proposed CUShion changeout. 

12. It is essential that the fire hardening program be expedited 
to reduce the fire risks associated with combustible materials on 
BART vehicles. 
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Conclusions of Law 

1. ~~ extension of ti~e to comply with Oreering Paragraph 2 
of Decision No. 90144 is unavoidable. 

2. BART should-be authorized to immediately proceed with its 
proposal in order to elimi~ate ~~c risk to the public from ~he 
present seats in the shortest possible time. 

3. Public safety requires that our order be made effective~' 
immediately. 

FOORTE~TH INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. BART is l'lereby grantee. .:l!'l extc!'lsion of time of 180 days 

from tl'lc effective date of this order for compliance with Ordering 
Paragraph 2 of Decision No. 90144. 

2. BART ~y proceed to replace th~ polyurethane seat cushions 
in transit vehicles with cushions made of low-smoke neo?rene covered 
by a blenel of 90 percent woel/10 percent nylon fabric .. 

3. BART shall work wi~~ the Commission staff to prom~tly develop 
an extensive fire hardening program 
report monthly to the Co~~ssion on 

The effective elate of this 
Dated MAR 18 7980 

for the entire vehicle and 
the status of the progr~~ .. 
order is the d.ate hereof. 

, at San Francisco., california. 

Co:o1ssioncr c!~1ro T. ncerie~. boi~ 
noecs~l~ a~:cnt. ~1~ no~ r~r~~c!~te 
j,;c. t:b.a d.t.$~:::!. t!.on o! tJ:.:s :procead.i::g. 


