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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Rail Safety and Carriers Division ‘ Resolution ST-38
Rail Engincering Safety Branch _ ‘ Date: September 3, 1998
Rail Transit Safety Section :

RESOLUTION ST:33. GRANTING APPROVAL OF A FINAL REPORT
OF AN ON-SITE SAFETY AUDIT OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY PERFORMED BY

_ THE RAIL TRANSIT SAFETY SECTION OF THE COMMISSION'S’ RAIL
SAFETY AND CARRIERS DIVISION.

Summary

This resolution grants the request of the Rail Safety and Carriers Division for approval
of the Rail Transit Safety Section’s final audit report entitled, “Triennial On-Site Safety
Audit of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority”, dated
August 5, 1998.

Backgrdu nd

Commission General Order No. 164-A, “Rules and Regulations Governing State Safety
Oversight of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems” and Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Final Rule 49 CFR, Part 659, “State Safety Oversight of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems”
require the Commission, as the designated state safety oversight agency for California,
to conduct on-site safety reviews of transit agencies operating rail fixed guideway
systems at least once every three years. Following the completion of each review, the
Commission is required to issue a report containing its findings and recommendations.
This report must also contain an analysis of the efficacy of the transit agency’s system
safety program plan, and a determination of whether or not the plan should be
updated. -
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Discusslon
Staft of the Rail Transit Safety Section of the Commission’s Rail Safety and Carriers
Division conducted an on-site, safely audit of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority’s (LACMTA) light and heavy rail transit systems during the
two week period from June 15 to June 26, 199S. The methods used to conduct the audit
included:

Discussions with LACMTA management

Reviews of procedures and records

observations of operations and maintenance activities

interviews with rank and file employees

inspections and measurements of facilities and equipment

A full desc tiption of the audit, including the scope, results and reconimendations, is
contained in the final audit report which is included as an appendix to this resolution.
The results of the audit show that the LACMTA is effectively 1mplemenhng its system
safety program plan. Exceptions noted during the audit are described in the Results /
Comments section on ¢ach of the applicable checklists included with the final audit
report. Twenty separate reconunendations to correct identified exceptions are also
contained in the final report.

The LACMTA system safety program plan requires the plan to be reviewed and
updated every three years. The next review is scheduled to take place in Novembey,
1999. No additional updating of the system safety program plan, other than the
issuance of occasional supplemental organization chart changes, appears to be
necessary at this time.

Following the audit, staff of both the LACMTA and the Rail Transit Safety Section were
able to achieve full agreement on all aspects of the final audit report, including the
recommendations. The LACMTA Operations Safety Department will perform the
necessary follow up actions to assure that the 20 réecommendations are fully
implemented. The LACMTA will prepare a plan and schedule for each
reconumendation showing each step of the work to be done, when it will be done, and
the person responsible for getting it done. The implementing plans and schedules for
each recommendation will be provided to the staff of the Rail Transit Safety Section by
October 5, 1998. Beginning in 1999, the LACMTA will also provide the staff of the Rail
Transit Safety Section with a status report in April and October of each year until all 20
recommendations are fully implemented. The semi-annual status reports will include
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updates that show the work completed and the work remaining for each
recommendation.

The Rail Safety and Carciers Division recommends that the Commission approve the
Rail Transit Safety Section’s final audit report entitled, “Triennial On - Site Safety Audit
of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority”, dated August 5,
1998. Itisalso recommended that the Commission order LACMTA to implement the 20
recommendations contained in the final report, and provide staff of the Rail Transit
Safety Section with semi-annual status reports describing the progress made in
implementing the recommendations.

Protests

All interested parties, incltding the LACMTA have been advised of the contents of this

resolution, and no protest or objection has been received.

Findings

1. Staff of the Rail Safety and Carriers Division’s Rail Transit Safety Section performed
an on-site, safety audit of the LACMTA's light and heavy rail transit systems during
the two week period from June 15 to June 26, 1998.

. A description of the audit, including the scope, results and recommendations is

¢ontained in the final audit report entitled, “Triennial On-Site Safety Audit of the

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority”, dated August 5, 1998.

. The audit results show that the LACMTA is effectively implemeénting its system
safety program plan.

. The final audit report contains 20 recommendations for improvements to the
LACMTA system safety program based upon the audit findings.

. The LACMTA has accepted and agreed to implement all 20 reconunendations.

. The LACMTA will submit its plans and schedules for implemenlingllhe 20
recommendations to the Rail Transit Safety Section by October 5, 1998.

. Beginning in April, 1999, the LACMTA will prepare and submit to the Rail Transit
Safety Section semi-annual reports on the status of the 20 recommendations.

. Itis recommended that the Commission approve the final audit report.

-3-




RSCD/RESB/RTSS/ccm . Resolution ST-38

9. Itis further recommended that the Commission order the LACMTA to:
¢ implement the 20 recommendations

+ submit plans and schedules for implementing the 20 recommendations to the
Rail Transit Safety Section by October 5, 1998

provide the Rail Transit Safety Section with semi-annual teports beginning in
April, 1999 on the status of the 20 recommendations until all
recommendations are fully implemented.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that:

The Rail Safety and Carriers Division’s request for approval of the Rail Transit Safety
Section’s final audit report entitled, “Triennial On-Site Safety Audit of the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority”, dated August 5, 1998 is granted. In
addition, the LACMTA shall implement the 20 recommiendations contained in the
report. The LACMTA shall also prepare and submit to the Rail Transit Safety Section
the implementation plans and schedules and the semi-annual status reports as
described in the final audit report. The plans and schedules shall be submitted by
October 5, 1998, and the first semi-annual status report shall be submitted in April, 1999
and shall continue to be issued until all 20 recommendahons are fully implemented.

I cerhfy that this resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities Commission of the State
at its regular meetmg in California held on September 3, 1998. The following

Commiissioners voting favorably thereon: :
é/QQ// /4‘?()»5/6%24

WESLEY M. FRANKLIN
Executive Director

Richard A. Bilas
President
P. Gregory Conlon
Jessie J. Knight, Jr.
Heary M. Duque
Josiah L. Neeper
Commissioners
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CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TRIENNIAL ON-SITE SAFETY AUDIT OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
AUTHORITY

INTRODUCTION

, The Catifornia Public Utilities Commission’s General Order No. 164-A and the

Federal Transit Administration’s Final Rulé, 40 CFR Part 659, require the
Commission staff to pérform tri¢nnial, On-Sité. safety audits of each transit agency
opéraling a rail fixed guidéway system in California. Thé purpose of these audits is
to vérify compliance with, and evaluate the effectiveness of, each rail transit
agency's system safety program plan.

The first triennial, on-site, safety audit of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (LACMTA) was conducted by the Rail Transit Safety
Section of theé Commission’s Rail Safety and Carriérs Division during the two wéek
period from June 15 to Juné 26, 1998. The on-site audit was precedéd by a pre-
audit conference with staff of the LACMTA on June 15, 1998. A post-audit
conference, also attended by staff 6f the LACMTA, was held on June 26, 1998.

PROCEDURE

The audit was conducted in accordance with the Commission's procedure
RTSS-4, Procedure for Performing Triennial Safety Audits of Rail Transit Systems.
A set of 55 audit ¢hecklists covering operations, maintenance and system safety was
prepared in advance of the on-site audit. Each checklist identifies the safety related
élements and characteristics that were audited, the LACMTA teference doc‘umenté
that established the acceptance 'requir'ements. and tﬁémethod that was used for
evaluating compliancé with the requirements. The methods used included:




discussions with LACMTA management
reviews of procedures and records
observations of operations and maintenance aclivities
interviews with rank and file employees
* inspections and measurements of equipment and infrastructure

The audil chécklists concentratéd on requirements that affect the safety of
train operations, and are known or believed to be imporiant to reducing safety
hazards and préventing accidents. |

RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings for each elément / charadteristic audited are recmdec:‘.zunder the
RESULTS/ COMM ENTS heading on each of the 55 checklists. These findings were
discussed in detail with the LACMTA personnel listed under "Persons Contacted’
during the course of the on-site audil. Based upon these findings, 20
recommendations for improvements to the LACMTA system safety program were
presented to the LACMTA staff at the post audit exit meeting held on Friday, June
26, 1998. The majority of these recommendations involve improvements that the
LACMTA recognized needed to be made and had begun to work on, but not
completeéd, before the audit began. The 20 recommendations are:

1. Complete and issue for use the management directive which is currently being
drafted to assure that accident follow-up check rides are performed as soon as
possible, but not later than two weeks, aftet an operator returns to duty following
an accidenl. See checklist No. 2.

. The temporary train operatars who received their initial training and certification
in 1995 should be given a four-day refresher training coursé as currently
scheduled before they are elevated to full time, permanent operators. Seé
checklist No. 2.




. Rail Operations Bulletins should be issued in a size and format to fatilitate
insertion in the Traln Operator’s individual fule books. See checklist Nos. 3, 5, 6,
8,9 and 10.

. The existing "sign for” requirements goverrﬂng the issuance of new procedures,
notices and bulletins should be strengthened to assure that all employees with a
need to know receive, read and understand the content and purposé of each
newly issued document. See checklist Nos. 3 and 9.

and strengthéned to ensuré thal employées: (a) have up to date rule books and
other requited equipment in their possession while on duty, (b) ate familiar with
and have a ¢otrect understanding of the latest rulé changés and newly issued
bulletins, notices and procedures and (c) communiCaIe information to the Rail
OperatiOn‘s Control cénter in strict conformance with the rules and procedures.
See checklists Nos. 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10.

. The existing program of operations performanceé evaluations should be expanded - I

. The "look baék‘ rule should be reviewed and re-e\'ra!uated to deterntiné whether
or not it needs to be revised to require light rail train opératbre to ¢ontinue to
monitor their side view mircors as the train moves forward out of a station to
make certain that no one is being dragged or has fallen under the lrain. See
checklists. No. 4. ‘ |

. The slandard éperating procedures for Yard Conltrollers that are curréntly under
development should be completed and issued for use on an expedited basis.
Seé checklist Nos. 5 and 6.

. The System Safely Program Plan requirements for maintenance of way SOP's,
equrpmenl maintenance SOP’s, an emergency preparedness plan an
éarthquake aCtIOn plan and a fite actron plan should all beé re- evaluated If rt is
determined that such plans and procedures ate truly needed, they should be

- prepared and issued on an expeédited basis. See checklist Nos. 5 and 21.




. The lesson plans for refresher tralning and other courses currently undér
development for rail operations controllers should be completed and putinto use
on an expedited basis. In addition, consideration should be given to requiring the
Operations Safely Department to review and provide input lo these lesson plans
before they are issued for use. See checklist No. 7.

10. The governing procedures for the preparation and distribution of Unusual
Occurrences Reports should bé revised and strengthened to assure that the
Operations Safety Department and others with a neéd 6 kaow receive copies of
these repdits in a timely mannér. See checklist Nos. 9 and 21.

11. The Controllérs 40 channel tape recorder should bé chécked out to see if its
performancé c¢an be improved. In addition, c0nsidéralidn should be givén to
crealing a special log L6 record the date and time of failurés, broken tapés, and
tape changes. Seeé checklist No. 9.

12. The entiré subject of configuration management and change control as described
in the LACMTA System Safety Program Plan and Rail Cohﬁgur“alion Change
Control Procedure should be ré-evaluated. As a first step, the LACMTA should
conduct a more detailed study of the eXxisting program and'pmcedures to
determine the full depth and true nature of the problems described in checklist
No. 1. Following the completion of this study, a comprehensive corréctive
action plan should be preparéd and impleménted to correct the identified
deficiencies. The éntire process from conducting thé study to preparing the
corteclive action plan and following ub to evaluate the effectiveness of the
corrective action should be catried out with the active involvement of the
Operations Safety Department. See checkiist No. 11.

13. When the Operations Safety Uepartment conducts it next internal audit it should
include the elements and characteristics déséribed in checklist Nos. 12, 15 and
. 26 with full time participation by thé designated CPUC representative for the
LACMTA. See checklist Nés. 12, 16 and 26.




4. Revise the applicable LACMTA standard operating proceduré for invéstigating
accidents to include a requirement that the designated CPUC representative be
notified in advance of multi-department meelings convened to address major
accidents involving injuries or fatalities. See checklist No. 16.

156. Organizational and other changes such as those described in checklist No. 20
that occur between the normal three years cyclé of system safety program plan
reviews and updates should be prepared and issuéd as amendments or
supplements to the plan. See checklist No. 20.

16. An appropriate program and procedure to cover the periodic review and analysis
of statistical accident data to identify and coriect any apparent negative trends
should be prepared and putinto use. See checklist No. 27.

17. An engineering evaluation of the spécified frequencies for preventive
maintenance, inspection, and testing of material and equipment viader the control
of the Facilities Maintenance, Signal Maintenance, Track Maintenance (including
inspection of concrete structures), and Traction Power Maintenance departments
should be conducted to determine whether or not changes, to more closely
reflect actual practices, are justified. Following this evaluation the required
frequenciés should be firmly established under a controlled scheduling prégram
that will alert senior management when PM activities are deferred without priot
engineering approval. See checklist Nos. 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 38, 39,43,
45, 47 and 48.

18. Thé initial testing and cedtification of all signal inspectors and track inspectors
. should be completed on an éxpedited basis. See checklist Nos. 34 and 40.

19. The LAMCTA should first inspect and then repair all of the Blue Line grade
crossing warning devices to correct the kind of problems deéscribed in checklist
@ No. 39. See checklist No. 39.
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20. The Red Line vehicle maintenance lraining department should adopt the same
record formal as used by the Blue Line / Green Linsg o cléarly show for ¢ach
employee the required training courses, optional raining courses, which ¢ourses
have been completed, the date they were completed, and which coursés have
not been compleled. See checklist No. 50.

During the 30 days post audit review and comment period, each of the above
recommendations was reviewed and ¢oncufred with by the LACMTA staff, For each
recommendation, LACMTA has agreed to prepare and implement an action plan and
schedule that identifies each step of the wbﬂs to be done 1o carry out the
tecommendation, when each step will be done, and the pérson ¢éspoénsible for
getting it done. This planiing and scheduling information will be provided 16 the
Commission staff for review and acceplance within 30 days, i.é. by October 5, 1998.
In addition, beginning in April, 1999 L_ACMTA will also provide the Commission staff
with a status report in April and October each year until all the required work to
implement the recommendations is completed. The status réports will include plan
and schedule updates that show the work ¢ompleted and work remaining for each
recommendation. Also, the newly created LACMTA Office of Safely has agreed to
monitor the work performed to assure it is fully tesponsive to the recommendations,
and 1o sign off each recommendation when the work is satisfactority completed.

Finally, the Commisslion’s designated reptesentative fos LACMTA s
responsiblé for monitoring the progress of the work réquited to compléte the
recommendations as part of hisfher cegularly assigned safety oversight duties
performed in accordance with RTSS-1, Procedure for Safety Oversight of Design,
Construction, Operation and Maintenance of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This, the first on-site, triennial, safety audit of the LACMTA conducted by the
Rail Transit Safety Section of the Commission’s Rail Safety and Cairiets Division
concentrated on those elements of LACMTA’S system safety ptogram that affect the
safety of train operations, and that are important 6 reducing safety hazacds and




preventing accidents. The auditwas conducted by interviewing management and
staff personnel, ceviewing documentation, observing operations, and inspecting
equipment and infrastructure to evaluate compliance with, and deétermine the
effectiveness of LACMTA’s system safety program plan. The scope of the audit
included operations, mainténance and system safety.

The results of the audit show that the LACMTA is effectively implementing its
system safety program plan. LACMTA managemeént demonstrated that théy have a
cleat understanding of the policieés and procedures important to safety. LACMTA
staff, by their actions as well as words, demonstrated that they undérstand their
duties and responsibilities relative to carrying out the policiés and procedures that

are important to safely.

The LACMTA is required by procedure to review and update its system safety
program plan every thrée years. The next required réview and updaté is s¢heduled
to take place in November, 1999. No additional updating of the plan, except for the
preparation of occasional supplemental organization chart changes (see
recommendation No. 15) appears to be necessary at this time.

The vast majority of the thousands of documents reviewed, activities
observed, and items inspecled were found to be in compliance with the requirements
of LACMTA’s system safety program plan. However, there were exceptions noted.
These are described under the Résults / Comments section on each checklisl. The
noted exceptions are addressed by the 20 recommendations presented above.

The single most common noted exception involved “not following
procedures.” This was encountered in operations, maintenance and system safety.
The recommendations listed above are intended to mitigate potential problems
associated with not following procedures. LACMTA has agreed to accept all of the
recommendations. LACMTA has further agreed ta develop appropriate action plans
and schedules to carry out theé recommendations, and to keep the Commission staff
advised of LAGMTA progress through semi-annual progress reports. The LACMTA




Office of Safety, with Commission staff oversight, is responsible for assuring the
recommendations are pul into practice.

The Rail Transit Safety Section of the Commission’s Rail Safety and Carriers
Division would like to express its appreciation to LACMTA management and staff for
their cooperation and suppont during évery phasé of this audit from development of
the checklist requirements through thé post audit review and éOmment period. All of
the information requested was made readily available, and LACMTA personnel at
every level were responsive o the auditors evéry request for assistance. This kind
of cooperation contributed gfeatly to the performance of thé audit.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
’ LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | June 15, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Rita Malone
Oepartment Auditors: Eugéene Adams
Audcey Ong
RAIL OPERATIONS Gary Rosenthal

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan — Opérations, Rev. 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.9 Safely Training
2) Heavy Rail Instruction Training Matrix
3) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 12.02, 13.03, 14.03

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

HEAVY RAIL OPERATIONS TRAINING AND GERTIFICATION

.Se!ect a random sample of employees from each of the following employee classifications:

Train Operators _ ,
Rail Transit Operations Supervisors (Includes ROC Controllers & Yard Controllers),

Maintenance Of Way
Equipment Maintenance Personnel

. Review their training, cértiﬁcation. and recertification records to determine whether or not they
are in compliance with the Reference Ciriteria.

2. Review the current training, certification and re-certification programs for each classification to
determine whether or not they are complete and current.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

A random sample consisting of the following employee classifications was selected:

8 Train Operators

9 Rail Transit Operations Supervisors (5 of which are Controllers)
g Maintenance-of-Way employeés

6 Equipment Maintenance employees

.‘he training, certification, and re-certification procedures and records for each of these individuals
were reviewed.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKUIST NO. 1
‘ CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

All records wére well organized, neat, and easy to access. The Train Operator and non-Controllet
RTOS records were complele and current (sée chécklist No. 7 for Controllers). These fites ¢ontained
records of initial training, certification, current re-cerification as well as the graded tests supporting
the cedtifications.

Equipment Maintenance employees, whose duties include train operations and theréfore require
operations training and certification, also had complete files for initial training, centification and re-
certification.

Maintenancé of Way operations training récords are maintained at the MOW facility at Division 20,
and weré reviewed there on June 19, 1998. Thé sampled eémployées had all received initial training
and cétdtification and were current with operations re-certification requirements.

\Mth regard to the training, certification, and 're-cgrtiﬁ(:ation_ procedures themselves, they appeared
to be in order, all having beén recently réviséd, signed and dated June 10, 1998.

This element / characteristic judged S’atisfactow without any noted exceptions.

¢




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | Juné 17, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Duane Maitin
Oepartment Auditors Dennis Villard
Audrey Ong . Robert Johnson
RAIL OPERATIONS Gary Rosenthal Hector Guiterrez

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safely Program Plan — Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.9 Safety Training
2) Light Rail Instruction Training Matrix
3) CPUC G.O. t43A, Section 12.02, 13.03, 14.03

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

LIGHT RAIL OPERATIONS TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION

.’Select a random sample of émployees from each of the following employee classifications:
Train Operators

Rail Transit Operations Supervisors (Includes ROC Controllers & Yard Controllers),
Maintenance Of Way ‘

Equipment Maintenance Personnel

. Review their training, certification, and ;e_ceniﬁcation records to determine whether or not they
are in compliance with the Reference Criteria.

. Review the current training, ¢ettification and re-¢ertification programs for each classification to
determine whethet orf not they are complete and current.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

A random sample of the Training, Certification, & Recertification records for the Light Rail Operations
Department was reviewed. The sample consisted of:

Train Operators (10 of 79 full time, 5 of 14 part time, and 6 of 6 temporarys)
10 Rail Transit Operations Supeivisors

Maintenance of Way Personnel (6 of 13)

, Equipment Maintenance Personnel (5 of 9)

The tecords were reviewed to determine whether or not the following items were in compliancé with
the reference criteria:

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 2
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Drivér's License

Medical Card

Vehicle TransitTraining certificate
Light Rail Certification

A review of the part time and temporary Operator's accidént histories and performance evaluations '
was also included.

Lastly, a review of the current training, certification, and récertification procedures was made.

The résults of the reviews of the accident histories, performance evaluations, training, certification
and re-certification procedures and récords were all satisfactory without any noted exceptions.
However, the records revealed that the Training Dept. is behind in performing quarterly check rides.
Also, the accident recoids cevealed that some accident follow-up rides were not performed at all,
and some others occurred after the 60-90 day recommended time frame. The MTA representative
explained that a management directive is currently being prepared to require accident follow-up ride
to be performed no later than 2 weeks after an operator relurns to duty following an accident.

operating LRV’s on a regular, full time basis within the next two weeks. These temporary operators
completed their initial training and certification three years ago in 1995. In th¢ intervening period
between then and now they have kept up their ¢ertified train operator status by annual re-
certification and 60 day proficiency rides. Nevertheless, there is still some question about how well
prepared these temporary operators are 10 be elevated to full time operators aftér such an exténded
period between the time of initial training and certification in 1995 and now. In answet to this
question the MTA representative said the temporary operators will be given a 4 day refresher course
before beginning their full time, permanent operator assignments.

’The records for the temporary train operators revealed that many of thém aré scheduled to start

See recommendations 1 and 2.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
. LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | June 16, 1998 | Pérsons Contacted
. Rita Malone
Department Auditors Ron Regenor
Audrey Ong
RAIL OPERATIONS Gary Rosénthal

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Heavy Rail Operations Rulebook, undated

2) Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 2-1-98

3) Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Bulletins

4) Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Procedure Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices
5) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 13.04 Program of Opeérational Evaluations

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

RED LINE TRAIN OPERATOR PERFORMANCE

. Observe on-board operations of not less than three trains between not less than four stations to
determine whether or not each train opérator is in compliance with the corresponding Rules and
Procedures addressed in the Reference Criteria.

. Obsérve train operations for at least two hours in the yard to determine whethet 6r not the train
operators are in compliance with the Rules and Procedures addressed in the Reference Criteria.

. Interview not less than five randomly selected Train Operators from the current roster regarding
the Rules, Procedures and policies listed in the Reference Criteria.

. Review Performance Evaluation, Discipline and AccidenVincident Records for each of the Train
Operators selected in Iltem 3. -

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Performed the mainline onboard observations, train operator interviews and review of performance
evaluations, discipline and accident / incident records as described in 1, 3 and 4 above. Thé yard
operation observations as described in 2 above wereé not performed.

esults of the T.O. observations were salisfactéfy exéept that one T.O. failed to notify the Rail
perations Center of an authorized person in the control cab.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 3
‘ CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Resuits of the 4 T.O. interviews were also satisfactory except for the following:

+ Three of the T.O.’s set their watches to the yard ¢ontroller's "non standard® digital clock and one
set his watch to the "standard® analog clock in thé tower.
None of the 4 T.O.'s rule books were updated with the ¢urrént operations bulletins.
One of the 4 T.0.'s was not equipped with a working flashlight.
One of the 4 T.0.’s was unfamiliar with SOP 108.9 which deals with bomb threats.
None of the 4 T.O.’s seemed to be aware of Operations Notice 98-05 which deals with unknown
hazardous substances..

Results of the review of the performance eva!uatton discipline and accndentl incident records were
all satusfactory without exceptions.

See recommendations 3, 4 and 5.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
‘ LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Daté of Audit { June 18, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Duane Martin
Department Auditors Dennis Villard
‘ Audrey Ong
RAIL OPERATIONS Gary Rosenthal -

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Light Rail Operations Rulebook, undated

2) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Blue Line, Los Angeles/Long Béach Light Rail Syslem
3) Standard Opérating Procedutés, Metro Gréen Line, Norwalk/Redondo Beach Light Rail System
4) Light Rail - Rail Operations Bulletins

5) Light Rail - Rail Operations Procedureé Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices

6) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 13.04 Program of Operational Evaluations

- ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

‘BLUE LINE AND GREEN LINE TRAIN OPERATOR PERFORMANCE

1. Observe on-board operations of not less than two trains each on the Blue and Gréen Lines
between not less than four stations to determine whether or not each train operatoris in
compliance with the corresponding Rules and Procedures addressed in the Reference Critéria.

. Observe train operations for at least two hours in the yard to determine whether or not the train
operators are in compliance with the Rules and Procedures addressed in the Reference Critéria.

. Interview not less than five randomly selected Train Operators from thé current roster regarding
the Rules, Procedures and policies listed in the Reference Criteria.

Review Performance Evaluation, Discipline and Acciden¥incident Records for each of the Train
Operators selected in ltem 3.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Observed on-board operations of two Gréen line trains and two Blue Line trains béetween ntoré than
four stations. All train OperatOrs followed the appropriate rulés and procedures with the exception of
the rulé requmng notification of ROG wheén an additional person is in the 6perator’s ¢ab.
Ith0ugh nota fule or procedure violation, it was noted that train opérators did not and are not
equiréd to make 6ok backs, using their side mirrors, once the train starts moving forward when
departing from a station.

See recommendations 5 and 6.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
. LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | June 15, 1998 | Persons Contacted

Department Auditors: Ron Regenor
Audrey Ong Rita Malone
RAIL OPERATIONS Gary Rosenthal

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Heavy Rail Operations Rulébook, undated

2) Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 2-1-98

3) Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Bullétins

4) Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Procedure Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices
6) Yard Control Procedure Manuat

6) Maintenance of Way Standard Operating Ptocedures

7) Equipment Maintenance Standard Operating Procedures

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

RED LINE YARD CONTROLLERS PERFORMANCE

Observe Yard Controllers for not less than two hours at the Red Line yard in connection with the
Reference Criteria Policy, Rules and Procedures.

Interview not less than one randomly selected Yard Controller from the Red Line yard regarding the
Rules and Procedures listed under the Referencé Criteria.

Review a randomly selected sample of Daily Status Logs, Work Permits, and Yard Movement Logs
prepared during the past six months to determine whetheér or not they are being properly prepared
and maintained ac¢cording to the referenced ciiteria.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Observed two yard controllers at the Red Line yard. Inteiviewed one yard controller. Reviewed
Daily Status Logs, Work Permits, Yard Movement Logs, Yard Control Procedure Manual, Rail
Operations Bulletins, Rail Operations Procedures Notices, and General Notices.

éhé two conlrollérs were observed to perform their duties in accordance with the applicable fulés
nd procediures. They wete famitiar with the rules and procedures, and the location of various
reference manuals in the tower. :

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 6 .
' CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

One of the two yard controllers did not have a personal copy of the Rule Book lmmedlatety available.
However, thete is a common Rule Book in the tower for use by the yard controllers, but it was not -
current. The other yard controller had a personal copy of the Rule Book available, but it was not up
to date - oné ful¢ had not been updated. The necessary corrections were made to the employee’s
Rule Book and the commoén Rule Book as soon as the discrepancies were identified by the auditors.

Standard Operating Procedures for Yard Controilers, which will include requirerments for keeping the
common Rulé Book current, are in the process of being déveloped.

The Daity Status Logs Work Permits Yard Movement Logs, Yard Control Piocedute Manual Rail
Operations Bulletins, Rail Operations Procedures Notices, and Géneral Notices appéared to be
properly prepared, maintained, and ¢udrent.” However, the referenced Malntenance of Way and
Equipmént Maintenance SOP's appear to have néver been piepared.

See recommendations 3, 7 and 8.




CPUGC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Daté of Audit | June 24, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Duane Martin
Department Auditors Dennis Villard
Audrey Ong Hector Guiterrez
RAIL OPERATIONS Gary Rosenthal

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Light Rail Operations Rulebook, undated

2) Standard Operating Procedurés, Metro Blue Line, Los Ange!estong Beach Light Rail Systém
3) Standard Opeiating Proc¢edures, Métro Green Line, Norwalk/Redondo Beach Light Rail System
4) Yard Control Procedure Manual

5) Light Rail - Rail Operations Bulletins

6) Light Rail - Rail Operations Procedure Notices, Spécial Notices, and Geéneral Notices

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

BLUE LINE YARD CONTROLLERS PERFORMANCE

.Observe Yard Controllers for not less than two hours al the Blue Line yard in connéction with the
Reference Criteria Policy, Rules and Procedures.

Interview not less than one randomly selected Yard Controller from the Blue Line yard regarding the
Rules and Procedures listed undér the Reference Criteria.

Review a randomly selected sample of Daily Status Logs, Work Permits, and Yard Movement Logs
prepared during the past six months to determine whether or not they are being properly prepared
and maintainéd according to the referenced criteria.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Observed two yard controllers at the Blue Line yard. Reviewéd Daily Status Logs, Work Permits,
Yard Movement Logs, Yard Control Procedure Manual, Rail Operations Bulletins, Rail Operations
Procedurtes Notices, and General Notices.

The two controllers were observed to perform their duties in accordance with the applicable rules
and procedutes.

There is a common Rule Book in the tower for use by the yard controllérs, but it was not current.
Standard Operating Procedures for Yard Controllers are in the process of being developed. _
he Daily Stalus Logs, Work Permits, Yard Movement Logs, Yard Control Procedute Manual, Rail
perations Bulletins, Rail Opérations Procedures Notices, and General Notices appeared to be
properly prepared, maintained, and cusrent.

See recommendations 3 and 7.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
. LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | June 19, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Frank Alejandto
Department Auditors Linda Leone
Audrey Ong
RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROL | Gary Rosenthal

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan — Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Section 3.2.9 Safety Training
2) Central Control Fagility Light Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 10/01/96

3) Central Control Facility Manual ,

4) Training Matrix for Controllers

5) Training Matrix for Senior RTOS

6) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 13.03 Program of Instruction

ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

.TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF LIGHT AND HEAVY RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROLLERS

1. Select a random sample of controllers and review their training, certification, and recertification
tecords to determine whether or not they are in compliance with the Referenceé Critéria.

. Review the current training, certification and re-certification lesson plans for controllers to
determine whether or not they aré complete and current.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Of the 30 Rail Operations Control (ROC) Controllers, 4 Seniors and 26 RTOSs, the records for 2
Seniors and 8 RTOSs were reviewed for compliance with the Reference Criteria.
The teview included a follow up to Checklists No.1 & 2, Heavy and Light Rail Operations Training
and Cettification. _ ‘
The tecords were found to be complete and well organized. The few minor discrepancies which
were found were immediately corrected.
Inanswerto a queshon about refresher training 6f Controllers returning after a long leavé of
absence, the training instructor stated that Lesson Pians for retraining of this nature are currently
being developéed and writtéen.

There are also a number of other Lesson Plans bemg déVeIoped and written or being revised. _
iowever there apparently are no requirements or procédures in place that requue the Operations

afety Department to review these lesson plans before they aré issued for use.

See recommendation 9.
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CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | June 23, 1898 | Persons Contacted

Frank Alejandro

Department Auditors - Doug Jackson
Audrey Ong Henry Castenada
RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROL | Gary Roseénthal A

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safely Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.4.1.1 Rail Facilities
2) Light Rail Operations Rule Book, undated

3) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Blue Line, Los Angeles/Long Beach Light Rail System
4) Standard Opetrating Procedures, Metro Green Line, Noiwalk/Redondo Beach Light Rail System
5) Light Rail - Rail Operations Bullétins 7

6) Light Rail — Rail Opeiations Procedure Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices

7) Central Control Facility Light Rail Standard Opérating Procedures, effective 10/01/96

8) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 12.04 Hours of Service — Safety Sensitive Employées

‘ ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

BLUE LINE AND GREEN LINE RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROLLERS ACTIVITIES

Audit the safety related dutiés and tesponsibilities of MTA personnel assigned to the ROC to determine
whether or not they ate being propedly performed by a combination of the following:
¢ First hand observations for a minimum of four hours
e One on one interviews with randomly selected Light Rail ROC émployees
* Reviéw a random sample of forms, catds, recorded vadice tapes, computer files and
othet documentation prepared during the past six months

A list of specific items to be included in the audit follows:

t. Rail Conlrollers are responsible for maintaining and having their SOPs avaifable while in the
performance of duties. Completé knowledge and strict compliance of all SOPs shall be tequired by all
Control Center personnel. (CCF SOP 101.1)

. Unusuat Occurrence Reports and the Open Incidents Log
. Hours of service time records

. In¢idents documented in the Rail Incident Manégemenl System (RIMS) (CCF SéP 101.6)

. ATP By-Pass activities documented in the ATP By-Pass Log (CCF SOP 103.4 & 104.6)

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 8
CONTINUED FROM PAGE {

. Manual Block System Clearance Log (CCF SOP 104.13)
. Wayside Restriction Orders (CCF SOP 104.20)
. Clearance Cards (CCF SOP 104.21)

. Communications with Union Pacific for UP Train Movements at the Vargus Spur and the Amoco Line.
(CCF SOP 107.1)

RESULTS/COMMENTS

First hand observations of Light Rail Controllers were made for more than six hours, and one on oné
interviews were conducted with four Controllers. All of the above listed specific items were reviewed with
the exception of itermis 5-8. Se¢ Checklist No. 9 for results of the hours of service review.

Of the four interviewed Controllers, only one had an updated rulebook. Al had a good understanding of
the applicable operating rules and procedures.

There are thrée copies of the Light Rail Operations Rule Book at the Control Center. They are keptin
binders along with the Standard Operating Procédures. Two of them are current, and the other one,
which is kept at the Senior's desk, is not up to date.

All other documents and logs reviewed wére current and properly maintained as required by the Standard
Operating Procedurés.

Reviewed multiple channe! audio tape recordings of Blue Line Conttollers Activities celated to four Light
Rail Accidents and two Union Pacific Railroad/Bluz Liné operations. Controllers pedformed ac¢oiding to
appropriate rules and SOPs while éxercising sound professional judgment in addressing the unique
aspects of each emergency event.

See recommendations 3 and 5.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. Date of Audit | June 22, 1998 | Persons Conlacted
Frank Alejandro
Department Auditors Doug Jackson
Audrey Ong Henry Castenada
RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROL | Gary Rosénthal

REFERENGE GRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan - Opérations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.4.1.1 Rail Facilities
2) Heavy Rail Opetations Rule Book, undated

3) Heavy Rail Standard Opérating Procedures, effective 2-1-98

4) Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Bullgtins , )

5) Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Ptocedure Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices

6) Central Control Facility Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 2/01/97

7) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 12.04 Hours of Service — Safely Sénsitive Employees

'ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

‘RED LINE RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROLLERS ACTIVITIES

Audit the safely related duties and responsibilities of MTA personnél assigned to the ROC to
determine whether or not they are being properly performed by a combination of the following:
* Ficst hand observations for a minimum of four hours
* One on one interviews with randomly selected Heavy Rail ROC employees
+ Reviéw a random sample of forms, ¢ards, recorded voice tapes, computer files and
other documentation’prepared during the past six months

A list of specific items to bé included in the audit follows: _
1. Rail Controllers aré responsible for maintaining and having théir SOPs available while in the
performance of duties. Complete knowlédge and strict compliance of all SOPs shall be required
by all Control Center personngl. (CCF SOP 101.1)
. Unusual Occuirence Reports and the Open Incidénts Log for the past six months
. Hours of service time records
. Incidents documented in the Rail Incident Management System (RIMS) (CCF SOP 101.6)
. Manual Block System Clearance Log (CCF SOP 104.13)
. Wayside Restriction Orders (CCF SOP 104.19)

. Clearance Cards (CCF SOP 104.20)

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 9
. CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Fiest hand observations and reviéws of the documentation were made with the exception of items
5-7. Two heavy rail controllers were also interviewed.

The Controllers were knowledgeable of the applicable Standard Operating Procedures. Both
Controllers were unaware, however, of the latest Heavy Rail Operations Procedure Notice dated
Juae 1, 1998 — Unknown Hazardous Substance. One Controller had his personal copy of the
rulebook but it was not current. The other Controller statéd he uses the file copy of the culebook at
Control. The two Heavy Rail file copies of the rulebook were both out of date, one near the console
and the othér at the Senior's desk.

It was found_ that the latest Heavy Rail Operations Procedute Notice dated June 1, 1998 - Unknown
Hazardous Substance, was neither posted nor was there a "sign for” sheet for it.

Reviewed the Hours of Service Records for all the Red, Blue and Gréen Liné Conteollers thrOugh 16

weeks between December 28, 1997 and June 13, 1998 Theré was no record of any Conlroller
working in excess of 12 hours in any 16 hour period and no record of any Controller having gone on

.duty without at least 8 hours off duty prior to the start of their next shift.

Reviewed a sample of mote than 40 Unusual Occurrence Reports prepared for the Red Line. Each
report appeared to be complete and properly prepared. In reviewing these Unusual Occuriénce
Reports it was disclosed that the departments listed at the bottom of each teport do not actually
receive the reports unless they are requested. It was also notéd that there were two UORs that
appeared to be reportable injury accidents, but they were not forwarded to thé Operations Safety
Department.

It was learned that the 40 channel tape recordér frequently fails or breaks recording tapes. There is
no specific log to record these failures, however the failures may be recorded in any one of the three
unusual occurrence logs and the Communications Dept. is notified. This machine records tadio and
telephone communications as well as security telated activities for the Red, Blue and Green Lines.

See recommendations 3, 4, 5, 10 and 11.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
d LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 10 Date of Audit | June 25, 1998 | Persons Contacled
Bud Moore
Department Auditors Jeff Root

Audrey Ong Ron Regenor
MAINTENANCE OF WAY Gary Rosenthal _

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Light Rail Operations Rulébook, undated

2) Standard Operating Procedures, Métro Blue Line, Los Angeles/long Beach Light Rail System
3) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Green Line, Norwalk/Redondo Beach Light Rail System
.1 4) Light Rait - Rail Operations Bulletins

5) Light Rail - Rail Operations Procédure Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices

6) Mainténance of Way Standard Operating Procedure

ELEMENTICHARACTERIST!CS AND METHOD OF‘VERIFICA'I;ION

'LIGHT RAIL HI-RAIL EQUIPMENT OPERATOR PERFORMANCE

1. Observe Hi-Rail Equipment Operators for at least one hour at two locations on the Blue or Green
Line to determine whether or not they are in compliance with the Reference Critéria, policy, fules
and procedures.

. Interview not less than one certified Hi-Rail Equipment Operator regarding rulés and procedures
in the Reference Criteria to determine whether or not they ate knowledgeable about them.

. Check the Hi-Rail Equipment Operators to determine whetheér or not they are certified/reécertified
as required by the Reference Criteria.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Two certified Hi-Rail Equipment Operators were interviewed regarding rules, Standard Operating
Procedures, Light Rait Bulletins and Special Notices. We also checked to see if these employees
had a Railroad Approved watch, a Light Rail Operations Rulebook that had been updated and
appropriate high visibility vests.

ioth employees wete familiar with the operating fulés, bulletins, SOPs and notices. Both had coples
- Tof the Light Rail Operations Rulebook with them. Ouly one of the equipment opérators had an
updated rulebook. Neither of the equipment operators had a Railroad Approvéed watch. Both were -
wearing high visibility vests.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 10
. CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

We observed both Hi-Rail Equipment Operators as they operated on the Green Line. The operators
are also qualified to opérate a ballast regulator and tie tamper which they did opeérate as a single
train between Norwalk and Long Beach Bivd. Stations.

These operators performed the required predeparture inspections, copled train orders and work
permits, and operated the ballast regulator and tie tamper according to the appropriate rules and
procedures.

The Hi-Rail Equipment Operators were both checked against the list of currently certified Hi-Rail

Equipment Opérators and were found to be listed on the roster.

See recommendations 3 and 5.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 14 Date of Audit | June 25, 1998 [ Persons Contacted

Anton Andersen
Department Auditors Albert Nijland

' Susan Feyl Rufus Francis
RAIL OPERATIONS SUPPORT | Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan — Operations; Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 4.1.4 Configuration
Control Center (CCC)
2) LACMTA Rail Configuration Changé Control Procedute

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION -

CONFIGURATION CHANGE CONTROL

Select a sample of threé Change Orders completed or substantially completed during the past year
and review the associated configuration change records and drawings to determine whether of not:

. The requiréd change approval process was correctly implemented.

. The affected operations and maintenance procedutes and training programs were revised to
incorporate the changes.

. The changes were recorded on as-built drawings.

. The changes were reviewed and accepted by the Operations Safety Depl.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

tem A

Arbitrarily selected a completed modification project on the Red Line. This project consistéd of
"Adding on Switches to the Emergéncy Management Panel” for the control of ventilation fans. The
modification was submitted to the Configuration Review Committeé on June 1, 1995. Reviewed the

| officiat as-built drawings to see if they were revised with this modification. Also reviewed the latest -
: bopy of the Emergency Management Panel operating proceduré to see if it had beén revised to

eflect the modification.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 11
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

qundings:

t. The as built drawings have not been updated.

2. Aprocedure thatincludes the operation of these switches was not available for review at the time
of the audit.

. The Configuration Change fecord sheet in the fite for this project did not contain sign-off
signaturés for the Safety Dept, the Design Dépt, nor the approval signature of the ditector of the
Changé Review Commitiee. Howevet, the Change Review Comnittee and Safety Dept had
apparently approved thé design change.

ftem B

Arbitrarily selected two plans (Hazardous Matenals Emergency Contingency Response Plan
(HMECRP), and the System Safely Program Plan (SSPP) to seé if they had been prepared and
issuéd in accordance with éstablished configuration management procedures.

Findings:

qi. The HMECRP was revised on May 29, 1996 but was never submitted to the Configuration

Control Department and consequently was not reviewed by the Change Review Committee.

2. The SSPP was revised on November 25, 1996. However, the Configuration Managéement
Department was unable to produce a copy of thé revision at the time of the audit.

item G

Arbitrarily selected a sét of contract documents (Special Trackwork Contract No. R01-T08-P830,
specification for trackwork for the Blue Line in the Long Beach area) dated February 1987, and
requested to see how the as built drawings had been processed through the Configuration
Management process.

Findings:

1. The drawings were never officially transmitted to the Conﬁgurétion Management Department,
and are curréntly not under configuration change contcol.

. Follow-up questions 1ed to the discovery that as-built drawings supplied by consultants and
vendors are, for the most part, not submitted to the Configuration Management Department and
consequently fail to fall under any change control pfocess. COnsequentIy. a seamless transition
between construction management and the MTA énd usérs is not in place.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 11
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2

itemD

» Vehicle Maintenance Plans, Ma:ntena‘ncefof-Way Plans, the Operating Rule Book. and the Rail
Operations Control Standard Operating Procedures do not go through the configuration ¢change
control procedure. ,

Although there is a generic list of downients'_ subject to formal change control, there is some
confusion regarding which specific documents come under the configuration management
program. - :

The current Rail COnf iguration Change Control Procedure does nol adequately define the scopé |

: of change ¢ontro), lines of communication, and specific responsibilities.  For éxample, itwas not | -
¢clear who is responsible to ensure "ripple effect documéntation (up-dates to affected operatmg
procedures, training manuals, rule books, etc.) is rewsed

" There is no process to merge a Aumber of contracts in one track aréa in order to determiné the
~number and location of all utility lines. For example, daring excavation at lmperial, there was no
way of knowing how to trace drawings showing the location of 480 volt underground power lines.

qSee recommendation 12.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
. LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 12 Date of Audit | June 25, 1998 | Persons Contacted
B8ill McCann

Department Auditors
Don'Johnson
RAIL ACTIVATION &
START-UP

REFERENCE CRITERIA

Rail Activation Test Program Plan - Metré Red Line VerihOnUHoIlyWoéd Corridor

ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

TEST PROGRAM STATUS REPORTING FOR THE METRO RED LINE
VERMONT/HOLLYWOOD CORRIDOR

.Review the contract acceplance test matrix for the MOS2B Vermont/Hollywood Corridor maintained

'] by the MTA Start-up Program Manager to detérmine whether or not the matrix is up to date and -
shows: ,

o The scheduled date for the acceptance test for each contract
» The actual date for completed contract acceptance tésts

o The disposition of éach completed test

Review the MTA Start-up Program Managér's file of weekly progréss reports for the MOS28
Vermont/Hollywood Corridor prepared by the Construction Manager's (CM) Rail Activation Manager
to determine whether or not they include:

Tesls percent completed status

Status of Interim, Pre-Final and Final Test Reports issued

Problems encountered and resolved, and outstanding discrepancy reports
Status of Safety Certifications issued

e & & o

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Spoke to the MTA representative by phone on June 25, 1998. He éxplained that he would not be
ablé to meet with the auditors on June 26, 1988 as scheduled because of a conflict with another
eeting he had to attend with the FTA. He apologized for the délay but said he would notbé

vailable until June 30, 1998. This element/characteristic not audited.

Seé recommendation 13.




_ CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
d LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 13 Date of Audit | June 24, 1998 | Persons Contacted

’ Leila Procopio-Makuh
Department Auditors Jessica Gil

Audrey Ong
HUMAN RESOURCES Gary Rosenthal

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safely Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 4.3.16 Human
Resources & 6.11 Drug and Alcohol Abuse

2) MTA Alcohol and Drug Abuse Policy

3) Code of Fedeéral Regulations CFR 49 Parts 653 and 654

4) CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 12.03 Use of Alcohol, Narcotics, or Drugs Forbidden

ELEMENTICI-IARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

@ DRUG AND ALCOHOL TESTING PROGRAM

Ask MTA to review their records for the following Types of Drug and Alcoho! Testing conducted
during the past three (3) years on Safety Sensitive Rail Employées:

Pre-Employment & Transfer, Reasonablé Suspicion, Post-Accident, Random,

Retuin From Extended Medical Leave, Return-to-Duty, and Follow-Up Testing.

From this review ask MTA to identify those individuals, if any, who either tested positive (i.e. failed
one or more of the tests) or réfused to take a test. Perform a further review of the employment
records of the above identified individuals to confirm that they weré subsequently prohibited from
performing safety sensitive duties unléss and until they successfully completed the Employee
Assistance Program and passed the required Return-to-Duty testing. Finally, perform a further
review of the records of any identified individuals who were allowed to return to work in safety
sensitive positions to confirm that they have been subjected to and successfully passéd the required
Follow-up Testing as specified in the reference criteria.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

A review of the program records fot Rail employees in safety sénsitive positions disclosed elghl had-
- | tested positive for illegal drugs béetween January 1, 1995 and May. 1998. In 1995, fout tested positive
b\ random testing. In 19986, one téstéed positive in random tésting and one tested positive in
easonable cause testing. In 1997, two tésted positive in random testing. For this yeaf, no rail
employeés have tested positive through May 1998. Of the élght émployees who tested positive, five
were terminated, one retited, one tesignéd and one was suspéended due to an administrative érfror in
handling of the testing process. That employeé agréed to participate in the Employee Assistance
CONTINUED NEXT PAGE ‘ _




CHECKLIST NO. 13
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Program for one year and was then allowed to return to work. The émployee is now sub]ect to
follow-up tésting, six times a year, for a total of 60 months.

The administration of this program was found lo bé in full cornpliance with the referenced criteria for-
the element / characteristics reviewed.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
‘ LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

ChecKlist No. 14 Date of Audit | March 6, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Cliff Sammons

Department Auditors
Audrey Ong
CONSTRUCTION SAFETY

REFERENCE CRITERIA

California Code of Regulations Title 8, Division 1, Chapter 4, Subchapler 4,
Construction Safety Orders

ELEM ENTICHAﬁACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH CAL/OSHA CONSTRUCTION SAFETY ORDERS

.COntact the responsible CAL/OSHA represeniatwe for LACMTA construction safety and ask for his

evaluation of LACMTA's and its construction ¢ontractor's compliance with thé referenced safety
orders. ,

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Spoke with Cliff Sammons of CaVOSHA's Division of Mining and Tunneling regarding LACMTA and
its construction contractor's compliance with the referenced safely orders. Mr. Sammons stated that
the LACMTA and its construction contractor's are in general compliance with the required standards.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 15 Date of Audit | June 15, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Ralph Sbragia

Départment Auditors
Susan Feyl
CONSTRUCTION SAFETY Eik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Construction Safety And Security Manual, Part F, Rév 6, 2122193, 5.3.3 Inspechons And Exhibit
5-2 Construction Safety Inspéction Checklist
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11/25/96, Sect.3.2.7 Facility And
. Equipment Inspections

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

FACILITIES INSPECTIONS

‘Randomly select 2 cuirenlly active on-site contractors and review the contractOr s file of safely
inspection records prepared during the past six months to determine whether or not:-

. Thé required monthly inspections have been performed and docuniented on Form CS-54,
Construction Saféty Inspection Checklist.

. The required daily, monthly, quarterly and annual crane inspection logs are being propérly
maintainéd, and the crane and wire rope inspection records, Form CS-55 and CS-56 are on file
at the job site.

. Any noted safety discrepancies were corrected in a timely manner.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Visited the Vermont/Sunset Station construction site and attempted to review the contractor’s
construction safety inspection checklists and ¢rane inspection logs for the past six months as
described above under items 1 and 2. Except for 2 monthly CS-54 checklists and some incomplete
crane inspection records, thé required documentation was fiot available for review. Theé required
review of the elements and characteristics described in this checklist were not completed.

See recommendation 13.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

@ -

Checklist No. 16 Date of Audit | June 17, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Rufus Francis

Depatment Auditors
Susan Feyl
OPERATIONS SAFETY Erik Juul
Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) CPUC General Order 164A, 9/3/97, Par. § Repoiting Accidents and Par. 7 Investigating
Accidents _

2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11/25/96, Section 3.2.16 Accident

_Investigation .

3) LACMTA Rail Accident Procedures Manual, 9/20/90, Section 2.3 Investigations

4) Code of Federal Regulations CFR 49 Part 659.41 Investigations And Parnt 659.43 Corrective
Actions

5) CPUC General Order 143A, 4/6/94, Par. 15 Accident Reporting Requirements

Q ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

ACCIDENT/ANCIDENT REPORTING & INVESTIGATION

Randomly select 3 acc¢idents involving injuries or fatalities reported to the CPUG during the past 12
months. Review the accident investigation procedures, reports, and corrective action plans and
schedules utilized by LACMTA for the selected accidents to determine whéther or not:

. The accident investigation proceduré clearly describes the method to be used and the
person/départment in charge of each phase of the investigation.

. The accident investigation reports correctly identified the most probable cause and any other
contributing causes.

. The accompanying corrective action plan properly addresses the identified ¢causes and contains
requirements which ¢an be expécted to prevent the accident from recurring.

. The implementation schedule has been completed or is up-to-date.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

-| Reviewed MTA's Rail Accident Procedure dated 9/20/90, Rail Operations Control Special Notice,
Rail Accident / Incident Response and Documéntation Training Course, and Training Schedule for
Qail Accident Procedures. The application and usé of thesé procedures, notices, and training

aterials with respect to 4 different accidents was discussed in detail with a representative of the
Operations Safely Department. The four accidents were:

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST No. 16
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

1. Florence, traln vs. pedestian (Blue Line) 3/28/98

2. Dog Incident (Red Line) 2/3/48

3. Pantograph Problem (Greén Line) 10/1/97

4. Washington Blvd. & Hooper Street, Left Turn Accidents (Blue Line) 3/6/98

Results of this review and discussion showed that all of the elementsfcharactenshcs listed under
items 1 through 4 above were satisfactorily complied with for the 4 selécted accidents. No
except:ons were noted.

During the coursé of the discussion it was leamed that the MTA toutmety convenes a mu!ts-
department meeting to discuss and réach agreement on thé most probable causé and fequired
corrective action for major accidents. Howéver, the MTA has not been notifying the CPUC
deésignated representative in advance of these meetings as is required by Commission General
Ordet No. 164-A, paragraph 6.2.

Seeé recommendation 14.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

@

Checklist No. 17 Date of Audit | June 15, 1998 | Persons Contacted
.A Collins Kalu
Department ' Auditors: Robert Torrez

_ Susan Feyl James Jimenez
OPERATIONS SAFETY Erik Juul Marion Ray

Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

LACMTA Procedures For Reporting Hazardous Matérials Spills, 11117/93.

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

HAZARDQUS MATERIAL SPILLS REPORTS

Random!y select a hazardous matenai spill that occurred during the past 12 months and rewew the
. corcesponding report from the Risk Management Department’s file of Hazardous Material Spills to
: ‘detérmine whether of noét the report ¢contains the following minimum information:

1. Date and time of in¢ident
. Incidént location
3. MTA personnel and outside agencues responding to spm
. Nature and cause of incident
. Number and type of injuriés
. Amount of released material and an estimate of gallons that entéred the storm ot sanitary séwer
system if applicable
7. Weather condition at time of incident
. Copies of citations that may havé been issued
3. Current status and location of released spill material

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Met with the above listed personnel and reviewed a binder ¢containing hazardous material spill
repoits prepared during the past 12 months. Sevetal of these reports were selected at random and

teviewed against the items listed in this checklist.

g All checkhst items weté adequatery covéred, except that weatheér conditions wete not indicated on | -

. | some of thé féports. This discrepancy was questioned. The tesponsé was that weather conditions |

o &e énteted only whén the weather has an effect on the incident (e.g. rain washing hazardous - . -
aterials into drains, etc.) This response was considéred reasonable and accepted by the audit

team.

This element / characteristic judged to be satisfactory without any noted éxceptions.




'CPUG SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHEGKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 18 Daté of Audit | June 17, 1998 Petsons Contacted
Rober Torres
Department _ Auditots Heniy Ho
Susan Feyl
OPERATIONS SAFETY Erik Juul

System Safety Program Plan - Operations. Rev 1, dated 11/25/96, Section 3.2.12 Oc¢cupational
Health And Safety

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

INJURY AND ILLNESS PREVENTION PROGRAM

. Review thé Operations Safety Department's Injury and liiness Prevention Program Records to
determine whether or not:

1. The persons responsible for implementing the program are clearly identified.

2. There is a system for identifying and evaluating workplace hazards.

3. Procedures exist for investigating occupational injuries and illnesses and for correcting unsafe or

unhealthy conditions in a timely manner.

The program includes occupational health and safety training for employees.

The program includes safety meetings, posting written notices, suggestion programs, and a

labor / managemeit safety and health committee.

6. Records are maintained to verify comphance with the program training and inspection
requirements.

o

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Reviewed the MTA's Injusy and lliness Prevention Program Plan dated February, 1997 as well as
selected examples of associated safety training sign-in sheets, inspection checklists, and othér
records. Results of this réview revealed that the elements / characteristics listed in items 1 through
6 abbve aré all satisfactory without any notéd exceptions.

.




_ CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKUIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 19 Date of Audit | June 16, 1998 | Persons Contacled
Rufus Francis
Department Auditors Robent Torres
Susan Feyl Tom Eng .
OPERATIONS SAFETY Erik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Operations Safely Cettification Plan, MTA Heavy Rail System, 1/96
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11/25/96, Section 3.2. 18 Safely
Certification

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

OPERATIONS SAFETY CERTIFICATION

QReview the Operations Safely Department's file of Safety Cedification Repotts foi Metio Red Line

Segment 2A and randomly select 2 subsystems (same subsystems as selected for Checklist No.
22) to determine whether or not:

1. System testing has been performed and documented in a Test Completion Certificate.
2. Operations and maintenance plans and procedutes have been prépared and issued for use.
3. Operations and maintenance training and cedtification has been completed.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Randomly selected two subsystems (1. Véntilation and 2. Automatic Train Control) and reviewed the
Operations Safety Department’s file of safety cedification reports for both subsystems. Testing for
each subsystem was properly documented on a test completion ¢ertificate. Opérations and
maintenance plans and procedures have beén prepared and issued for use, and the required
training and certification has béen completed. All of the réquired safety ¢ertification activities for the
two selected subsystems appear to have been satisfactorily completed without any noted
exceptlions.

®




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

3

Checklist No. 20 Date of Audit | June 18, 1998 | Pérsons Contacted
_ | Robert Torres
Department Auditors Rufus Francis
k , Susan Feyl { Henry Ho
OPERATIONS SAFETY Erik Juul

~ Don Johnson

REFERENCE CRITERIA_

1) System Safety Program Plan, Rev 1, dated 1’1625-96. Sect. 2.3 and Appendices B,C,D and E

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Compare the organizational structure as described in the System Safety Program Plan with the
' ‘ LACMTA organizational structure as it actually exists at the present time to detérmine whether or
not:

1. The three of four dnfferent safety departments and their differént functions are accurately
described in the SSPP - Operahons

. The orgamzatlonal d:agr’ams‘ show theé structure and identify the key positions in each of the
individual safety departments

. The otganizational diagrams show the relationship and lines of communications between each of
the individual safety departments and other organizational units of the LACMTA.

. RESULTS/COMMENTS

Compared several newly prepared MTA organization charts provided by the Director of Operations -
Safety with the orgamzatuonal structure as described in the approved System Safety Progtam Plan -
(SSPP). This comparison revealed that the SSPP is out of date. A néw Office of Safety occupied
by a Managing Director of Safety has been created to bring togethér éach of the 4 diftetent MTA
| safety departments under a single manager. The new organization ¢harts cléarly ¢ show the ,

| structure, retationship, lines of communication and idenhfy the key positions in each of the mdw}dual

- ‘afety departments.

See _recommendatnon 15.
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CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 21 Date of Audit | June 19, 1998 | Persons Contacted

Pamela Engelke
Department Auditors Jess Diaz
Susan Feyl Robert Torres
OPERATIONS SAFETY Erik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rév 1, dated 11!25/96 Sect. 3.2.10 Emergency
Response Planning, Coordination And Training / Drills
2) Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures eff. 2-1-98, Sect. 108 - Emergency Response

Procedures
3) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Blué Line, Los Angeles / Long Beach Light Rail System

Seét. 108 — Emergency Response Procedurés
4) Standard Operating Procedurés, Metro Green Line, Norwalk/Redondo Beach Light Rail System

Sect. 108 — Emergency Response Procedures

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

SYSTEM EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PLAN

1. Review LACMTA's file of plans and procedures to determine whether or not they have prepared
and issued the following documents:

System Emergency Preparedneéss Plan.

Emergency Résponse Plan.

Hazardous Material Emergency Conhngency Résponse Plan.
Emergency Responseé Policies and Procedures.

. Review LACMTA's file of unusual 6ccurrence reports to determine whether or not reports wete
prepared for ¢ach of the fire/smoke, train vs objéct, train vs person, and derailment accidents
reponted to the CPUC during the past six months.

. Review LACMTA’s record of emergency drills performéd during the past 12 months to determine
whether or not the drills were performed on a regular periodic basis, they included the
appropiiate outside agencies, and an appropriate post drill analysis report was prepared with
recommendations for changes if necessary. '

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 21
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Reviewed the LACMTA's file of plans and procedures and determined that they have prepared and
issued:

1. an emergency response plan dated 8/95 o
2. ahazardous materials emergency contingéncy response plan dated 1 2/93 and révised 5/96
3. anoperational action plan for severe weather conditions and floods dated 12/97

Additional emergency procedures presently being preépared and in draft form but not issued for usée
are:

1. an emérgency preparedness plan
2. an earthquake action plan
3. afire action plan

Reviewed LACMTA's récords of emérgency drills for the past 12 mOnth's'and determined that
quarterly drills for both light and heavy rail were performed as required. The appropriate outside
‘agencies were notified in advance of each drill and post drill analysis feports were préepared.

Unusual Occurrence Reports are not maintained by the Operations Safety Départment. They are on
file, however, at the Rail Operations Center (seé Checklist No. 8).

See fecommendations 8 and 10.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

@

Checklist No. 22 Date of Audit | June 18, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Rufus Francis
Depaitment Auditors Robernt Torres
Susan Feyl Tom Eng

SYSTEM SAFETY Ernk Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan - Operations , Rev 1, 11!25!96. Sect. 3.2.18 Safety Certification
2) LACMTA Safety Certification Plan For Construction, 9/97, Par. 9 Safety Certification Overview
And Procedures

ELEMENTfCHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY CERTIFICATIO]_\I_

Review the System Safety Department's file of Safety Certification Reports for the Metro Red Line
Segment 2A and randomly select 2 subsystems (sameé subsystems as selected for Checklist No.
19) to determine whether or not:

. A Critéria Conformance checklist was developed and signed.

. A Specification Conformance checklist was developed and signed.

. Contractual testing was performed and documented on the Specification Conformance checklist

. Integrated testing was performed and documented in a Safety Certification Test Completion
Report. ' '

. Operational Cettification Report exists

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Reviewed the safety certification fecords for the ventilation and automatic train contfol subsystems
(same 2 subsystems selected for Checklist No. 19). Properly prepared criteria conformance and
spécification éonformance checklists werée on file for both subsystems. The specification
conformance ¢hecklists showed that contractual testing was satisfactority completed for both
subsystems. A safely cedification test completion report dated July, 1996 showed that integrated
testing was completed for both subsystéms. The required operational certification reportis also on
file. The safety ¢edtification documentation for the 2 selected subsystems appears to be satisfactory
ithout any noted exceptions.




CPUG SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 23 Date of Audit | June 22, 1998 | Pérsons Contacted
_ : Vijay Khawani
Department Auditors Robert Torres
Susan Feyl
SYSTEM SAFETY Erik Juul

AV SiET

1) System Safety Program Plan - Opeérations, Rev 1, dated 11/25/96, Section 3.2.1 Hazard
ldentification And Resolution And Appendix J, Réport Of Unsafé Condition Or Hazard

2) APTA Manual For System Safety Program Plans, 8/20/91, Chécklist ltem 7 Hazard
ldentification/Resolution Process '

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VER.IZFICATION

qREPORTING OF HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS

Review the System Safely Department's file of comipleted Reéports 6f Unsafe Condition or Hazard
prepared during the past 12 months to determiné whether or not:

1. AIlLACMTA employees have been made awaré of the program for reporting hazardous
conditions and are using the répoits accordingly.

2. Reported hazardous conditions have been properly investigated, evaluated, and are resolved in
accordance with the requiréements in paragraph 3.2.1 of the SSPP,

Reviewed the System Safety Department's file of compléted reports of unsafé conditions and unsafe
hazards prepared during the past 12 months. These réports showed that each reported ¢ondition or
hazard was properly investigated, evaluated, and resolved as requited by the SSPP. The System
Safety Department’s records of employee training also show that all MTA employeés have been
made aware of the program for reporting hazardous conditions. This element / characteristic judged
to be satisfactory without any noted exceptions. '

P




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

°

Checklist No. 24 Date of Audit | June 22, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Vijay Khawani
Department Auditors Robernt Torres
Susan Feyl
SYSTEM SAFETY Erik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Four Quadrant Crossing Gate System Trial Installation Integrated Test Plan 12/9/97
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, 11/25/96. Sect. 3.2.1 Hazard Identification
And Resolution, 3.2.5 Equipment/Design Modification, 4.2.6 Equipment/Design Maodification

ELEMENTICHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

SYSTEM MODIFICATION TESTING PROCESS

dReview the four quadrant gate project test records to determine whether or not the following were

performed:

1. Tests 1.1 a-f to verify the operation of exit gates without track area vehicle detection system in
operation.
2. Tests 1.3 a-¢ to verify Central Control facility alarms.
3. Tests 1.4 a-g to verify the operation of exit gatés with track area vehicle detection system
connected.
. Tests 1.2 a-d, and 1.4 h to verify the operation of exit gates with track area vehicle detects.
. Tests were repeated if a failure 6ccurred and properly documented.
. Noted defects were corrected in a timely mannét.

RESULTS/COMMENTS |

All four quadrant gaté project tests were performed based upon the original design with octagonal
loops and large spacing, except for test 1.2d (broken exit gate alarm test, the alarm was not in the
original design), and a partial test of 1.3a (verify opération of exit gates with exit controller, which
involved Union Pacn‘” ¢ trains whose connections were not all complete).

The original désign has beén improved to provide rectangu!ar loeps and smalles spacmg “The MTA'
ipresentatwe stated that all of the required tésts will be répeated as $6on as the design changes
e completed. This element/ characteristic judged to be satisfactory without any noted exceptions.




CPUG SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 25 Date ¢f Audit | June 23, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Vijay Khawani
Department ‘ Auditors Robent Torres
Susan Feyl John Miller
SYSTEM SAFETY Erik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety PrOgram Plan For Constructlon 12/4196., Par. 4 Program Elenments
2) Code of Fedéral Regulations CFR 49 Part 659.31 System Safety Prégram Plan Standard

ELEMENTICHARACTERIST(CS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

SYSTEM SAFETY PROGRAM PLAN FOR CONSTRUCTION

_ Through a combination of interviews with the System Safety Depar,tmenlrpérsome'l, procedure
*reviéws, and documentation checks, determine whether or not LACMTA has successfully

implemented the referenced Construction Systéem Safety Progiam requirements for the following
listed activities during the past 12 months:

. Participation in design reviews.

. Collect historical information on hazards, accidents, and injuries.

. Acceéptancéé and system integration tests have been conducted and documented.
. System readinéss drills were conducted and documented.

. Contractual training was péerformed as requiréd.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Pasadena Blue Line Design Review Meeting Minutes for contracts C6450, C6420, and C6440 were
reviewed and provided evidence of participation in design reviews. :

Hazard Resolution Meeting Minutes and Reports of Unsafe Conditions or Hazards wete teviewed for
historical information on hazards. Quarteily accident summary reports provided historical
information on accidents and injuries :

The Metro Red Line segment 2a Safety Certification Report dated July 1996 documented that
- | acceptance and system integration tests (Section 4), system readiness diills (Séction 6), and
’ntractual training (Section 5) were all satisfactorily performed.

This element / ¢characteristic judged to be satisfactory with_out’ény noted éxceptions.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

¢

Checklist No. 26 Date of Audit | Juné 16, 1998 | Persons Conlacted
Tom Eng
Department Auditors Robert Torres
Susan Feyl _ Rufus Francis
SYSTEM SAFETY Erik Juul

REFERENGE CRITERIA

LACMTA Safety Certification Plan For Construction, 9/97, Par. 3.7 Objective 9 Safety Certification
Overview And Procedures.

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

VEHICLE SAFETY CERTIFICATION

Review the System Safety Department's file of vehicle safety certification records for the PZOOO
vehicles to determine whether or not: :

1. A Vehicle Criteria Conformarice Checklist was developed and signed and the supporting
documentation is available. ,
2. A Vehicle Specification Conformance Checklist was developed and signed and the supporting
documentation is available.
. Integrated vehicle test was performed and prOperIy documented, and a Test Conformance
Certificateé issued.
. Ceitificate of Compliance has been issued and signed.
. The required inspections were properly documented.
. Noted defects were ¢orrected in a timely manner.
. Operator training specific to this vehicle has been completed.
. Maintenance procedures have been déeveloped with specific requirements for the 2000 vehicle.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

The Vehicle Criteria Conformance c¢hécklist is the only portion of the safety ¢certification procéss that
has been ¢ompleted to daté for the P2000 vehicles. The System Safety Departnient tépresentative -
slated that he is still in the process of rewewmg this chécklist to assure that it was properly prepared
The remaining ¢hecklists and other activities required to compléte the vehicle safety certification .
prbcess will be performed as thé vehicles continug to be delivered, inspectéd, tested and acceptéd
is element / characteristic could not bé completed because of the behind schedule status of the
felivery and acceptance of the P2000 vehicles.

See¢ recommendation 13.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE .
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 27 Date of Audil | June 15, 1998 | Persons Contacted
: Roobik Galdosian

Department Auditors: Marie Kim

Susan Feyl Robert Torres

| RISK MANAGEMENT Edk Juul

Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, ‘Rev 1, dated 11/25/96. Sect. 3.2.11 Safety Data ‘
Acquisition Analysis, 4.2.11 Safety Data AcqursrtrOnJAna!ysrs 6.8 Safety Informatron & Repomng
2) LACMTA Report: Operations Safety Management Statistics

ELEMENTICHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

SAFETY DATA ACQUISITION/ANALYSIS

.Randémly select two quarterly VAMS reports prepared during the past 24 months to determine
whether or not :

1. The two repOrts wete prepared and |ssued on schedule lo the recrprents mdrcated onthe -
governing procedure.
2. Rail accidents are categonzed into the 5 FTA categories.
3. Statistics are drsplayed numerically and graphically.
. Occupational injuriés are categorized into light and heavy rail.
. Each réport shows thé past 4 quarters and past 2 years results. _ :
. The statistical data is analyzed for trends as required in 3.2.11 - Safety Data Acquisition of the
SSPP.

RESU LTSICOMMENTS

VAMS reports prepared for the first and second quarters of FY 98 and the third quartér for FY 97
weté selected for review. This review showed thatitems 1 through 5 were satisfactorily pérformed
and documented in the selected sample reports. The MTA representatives explained that the trénd
analysis required by item 6, above is pérformed by the Operations Safely Department rather than by
Risk Management. Operatrons Safely has prepared a réport entitléd “Metro Blue Liné Accldent’

| Trend Analysis® dated May 14, 1998. However, this réport was appartently developed in ‘tesponse to
QSpecrf ic management request 6n a one time basis. Regular analysis of statistical aécident data On
' periodi¢ basis is apparently not being performed. :

See recommendation 16.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 28 Date of Audit | June 16, 1998 | Persons Contacted

Rufus Francis
Department Auditors Rando!ph Gordy
' Joey Bigornia Dan Lindstrom
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Communication Quarterly Inspéction and Maintenance Report Metro Blue Line, Undated,
Page 2

2) Communication Quarterly Inspection and Maintenancé Report - Metro Red Line, Undated,
Pages 3and 8

3) Communication Quarterly Inspéection and Mainténance Report - Metro Green Line, Undated.

4) System Safety Program Plan — Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And
Equipment Inspections

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PANEL AND TELEPHONES

Randomly select 3 stations (one for each of the 3 rail lines) and review the Emergency Management
Pané¢l and Emergency Telephone preventative maintenance repOrts ptepared during the past 12
months for all 3 stations to determine whethér or not:

. The emergéncy management panels and émergency telephones were inspected and tested at
the specified frequency as required by the reference criteria

. The resuits of the inspections and tests were propérly documented

. Noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Selected the Civic Center (Red Line), Vermont (Green Line), and Dominguez (Blue Line) stations
and teviewed the associated emergency panel (EMP) and emérgenicy teléphone (E-TEL) quarterly .
inspection records prepared during the past 3 quarters for each station. The results of the inspection
ecords review for each station follows:

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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CHECKLIST No. 28
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

1. Civic Cenler

E-TEL & EMP - Except for not complying with the required 3-month interval between inspections,
the specified inspections were properly documented on records dated 4/30/98, 3/13/98 and

11/3197.

2. Vermont

E-TEL & EMP - Similar to Civic Center, the specified inSpections wete also properly documented
except for not complying with the quarterly frequency requirement. The records were dated
3/14/98, 11115197, and 9/22/97.

3. Dominguez

E-TEL - Except for not complying with the specified frequency (quartérly) the required
inspections were propérly documented on records dated 4/16/98, 11/11/97, and 8/12/97.

EMP - There ate 3 fiyover stations on the Blue Line with EMP’s. The MTA's quarterly inspection
and maintenance réport form used on the Blue Liné for thése three stations does not include a
provision for recording the inspection and testing of EMP's. Consequently, no inspections were
performed and no records were preparéed during the past 3 quarters.

See recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 29 Date of Audit | June 15, 1998 | Pérsons Contacted
' Randolph Gordy
Depatment Auditors Dan Lindstrom
Joéy Bigornia
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) National Fire Protéction Association (NFPA) Sect. 25, Chapter 2, Sprinklers, Subsection 2-3.1.1,
Dated 1992

2) National Fite Protection Association (NFPA) Sect. 72, Chapter 7, Station Fite Alarms,
- Subsection, Dated 1892

3) Systém Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And
Equipment Inspections

4) Regulation 4 Test Document (LAFD City Code)

@

' ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

STATION FIRE ALARMS AND SPRINKLER SYSTEMS

Randomly select 2 underground stations and review the Station Fire Alarm and Sprinkler System
Inspection reports prepared during the past 2 years for the two selected stations to determine
whether of not:

1. the inspections and tests were performed at the specified frequency as required by the reférence
criteria

2. the results of the inspections and tests wete properly documented

3. rioted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

The Facilities Maintenance Manager explained that prior to the fall of 1997 station fire alarm and
aorinkler system inspection and testing was contracted out. Howéver, the résponsible contractor did
t do an adequate job, and consequently documentation to verify that the required inspection and

testing was satisfactorily performed is not on file for 1996 and previous years.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 29
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Beginning in late 1997 the MTA began to do the inspection and iesting themséelves. At this same
tie they adopted Regulation 4 of the Los Angeles Fire Code as the applicable criteria for testing the
station alarms and sprinkler systems. This code requires testing on an annual basis.

The 2 stations selected for réview were Union Station and Civic Center Station. The test records
dated 10/14/97, 10/15/97, 10/30/97, and 10/31/97 for Union Station showed that after an initial
failute, répairs, and several re-lests, the final re-test 6n 10/31/97 yielded satisfactory résults.
Similarly for Civic Center, the test records dated 2/24/98, 2/25/98, 313198, 411198, and 4/2/98 showed
that the final test on 4/2/98 was satisfactory. As explained above, test records for earlier years are
nol available. -

See tecommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 30 Date of Audit § June 16, 1998 | Persons Contacted

Randolph Gordy

Department Auditors Collins Kalu

. Joey Bigornia Dan Lindstrom

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
_ Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Sect. 25, Chaptér 9, Preaction / Deluge Valve,
Subsection 9-4.3.2.1, Dated 1992 _ o
2) System Safety Program Plan - Opérations, Rev1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And
- Equipment Inspections '
3) Regulation 4 Test Document (LAFD City Code)

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

. UNDERCAR EMERGENCY SPRINKLER SYSTEM - QUARTERLY

Randomly select 2 underground stations and review theé Undercar Eme'rgency Sprinkler System
Inspection reports prepared during the last 12 months for the 2 underground stations to determine
whetheér or not:

1. the undercar emergency sprinkler system was inspected and tested at the specified frequency as
tequired by the reference critéria

2. the required inspections and tests were properly documented
3. noted defects were corrected in a tiniely manner

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

See thé éxplanation concerning the problems associated with ¢ontracting out the station fire alarm
and sprinklér system inspection and testing described in Checklist No. 29. The same problems
applied t6 the undercar emérgéncy sprinkler system and explain why verification documentation for
the required annual test is not available for years prior to 1998.

ese 2 stations show that théy were satisfactorily tested between 4/1/98 and 4/3/98. As explained

Selected the Pershing Square and Civie Center stations for review. SCADA generated reports for
#ove. test records for earlier years are no! available.

Seé recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 31 Date of Audit | June 16, 1998 | Persons Contactled
Rando!ph Gordy
Department , Auditors Collins Kalu

. Joey Bigornia
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) California Administrative Code, Title 19

2) National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Sect. 25, Chapter 3, Flow Tests, Subsection 3-3.1.1,
Dated 1992

3) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25- 96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facmty And
Equipment Inspections

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

QSTANDPIPES and ASSOCIATED PUMPS - FIVE YEARS

Randomly select 2 undetground tunnel Sections (one for each of the Blué Line and Red Line) and
then review the Standpipes and Associated Pump Inspection reports preparéd during the last 5
years for the 2 selected standpipes and pumps to determine whether or not:

1. each standpipe and associated pump was inspected and tested at the specified frequency as
requiréd by the reference criteria

2. the required inspections and tests were properly documented

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

From discussions with thé Facilities Maintenance Manager it was learned that the wet standpipés in
the Red Line tunnel and Blue Line tunne! have not yet been hydrostatically tested as required by
Title 19 of the California Administrative Code. Since this test is required only oncé every 5 years,
the first Red Line test is not dué until this year. The Blue Line testis overdue. Both systems are
scheduled for initial testing next ménth.

.ee recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 32 Date of Audit | June 16, 1998 | Persons Contacted
, Randolph Gordy
Department Auditors Collins Kalu

7 Joey Bigornia Gary Felix
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Communic¢ations Quarterly Inspectlcm And Mamtenance Réport - Métro Red Line, Undated,
Pagés 6 And 7

2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And
Equipment Inspections

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

GAS ANALYZER UNITS

Randomly select the gas analyZers associated with 2 Red Line stations and reviéw the Preventative
Maintenance Inspection and Tést reports pfepared during the past 12 months to detérmine whether
orf not: .

1. the gas analyzer units were inspected and tested at the specified frequency as required by thé
reference criteria

2. the required inspéctions and tésts were properly documented

3. noled defects weré corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Selected the Civic Center and Pershing Square Stations and reviewed the gas analyzér preventive

mainténance inspéection and test records prepared during 1997 and 1998 for both stations. The

requiréd test frequendy is once every six months. However, the actual testing was performed ona

. ] 10 to 11 month basis. The most recent tests were performed during April 1998. Therefore, the next
‘heduled tests are dué in September 1998. :

See recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 33 Date of Audit | June 16, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Randolph Gordy
Depariment Auditors Collins Kalu
Joey Bigornia Marco Sanchez
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah Ed Turienzo
Len Hardy '

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Communications Quarterly Inspection And Maintenance Report - Métro Red Line, Undated
2) System Safety Program Pian - Opeérations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And
Equipmeiil inspections

ELEMENTICHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

TUNNEL INSPECTION - QUARTERLY

.Randomly select a Sect. of the Red Line Tunnel between 2 stations and review the Metro Red Line
Tunnet Inspection reports prépared during the past 12 months to detérmine whether or not:

1. the tunnel Sect. chosen was inspected at the speéiﬁed frequency as requited by the feference
ciiteria

2. the results of the inspection were properly documented

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

-

Reviewed LACMTA Metro Redline Quarterly Tunnel Inspection Reports‘ dated 1-16-97 to 4-22-98 for
the Union Station to Wilshire Station section. The inspeéctions were conducted at the specified
frequency and the results were properly documénted.

Trouble tickets for the whole Red Line for the first quarters of 1997 and 1998 were also reviewed.
All trouble ticket items were closed for the first quarter of 1997. All but five percent of the trouble
ticket items for the first quanter of 1998 had been closed. The opén items are being properly tracked
until closure. : B

.\is elément/ characteristic judged to be satisfactory without any exceptions noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FORTHE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 34 Date of Audit | June 17, 1998 | Persons Contacted
George Matajovsky
Deparment Auditors Marty Maggard
Joey Bigornia ' Alan Clark

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Don Johnson

REFERENGE CRITERIA

1) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.9, Safety Training

ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF SIGNAL INSPECTO.RS — EVERY TWO YEARS

" ‘Obtani a copy of LACMTA’s list of qualified Sig'hal mspectbrs for all 3 rail linés. Randomly select two

or moreé inspectors and review each se!ected person's training and certification file to determine
whether or not:

1. Training, ¢edification, and reécértification records are in»compliance with the reference criteria
{every two years)
. the ¢urrent training lesson plans and testing for certification/recertification reflects the persons
assigned duties

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Reviewed the pérsonnel qualification and certifi cation recotds for two signal inspectors on the Red
Line and two signal inspectors on the Blue Line. Thése records showed that initial certification was
incomplete for all 4 inspectors. The Managér of the Signals Maintenance Department stated that
inspectors who are not fully certified always work under thé direct supervision of one or more fully
qualified inspectors in the field. '

See recommendation 18.




CPUG SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

3

Checklist No. 35 Date of Audit | June 17, 1998 | Persons Contacted
George Matajovsky
Department Auditors Marty Maggard
Joey Bigornia Alan Clark
SIGNAL MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Don Johnson

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Signal Maintenance Plan For 8lue Line, Undated, Mainline Switches, Task Sect. 1(B)

2) Signal Maintenance Plan For Red Line, Dated 1-14-97, Mainliné Switches

3) System Safety Program Plan - Opérations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6 4, Rail Signal
- Mainténance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

MAINLINE SWITCHES INSPECTION - QUARTERLY

Review LACMTA's file of completed Mainline Switch Inspection repotts for thrée randomly selected
switches on either the Blue Line or Red Line for two different quarterly periods dunng the past 12
months to determine whetheér or not:

1. the mainline switches were mspecled at the specified frequency as required by the reference
criteria

2. the required inspections were properly documented on the Maintine Switch Inspection Report

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Reviewed the Red Line Monthly Mainline Switch Inspection reports for Union Station Switch 9B
dated 6-2-97 to 5-22-98 and MacArthur Park - Switch A55 dated 6-3-97 to 5-11-98. All required
monthly as well as quarterly inspections weré properly documented with no éxceptions noted.

Reviewed the Blue Line Mainline Switch Inspection reports for Imperial Switch 13 dated
6-12-97 to 5-9-98. All but one inspection was properly documented. The report datéd
-12-97 should have béen for a quarterly inspection instéad of a monthly inspection. No other
ceptions were noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLULIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 36 Date of Audit | June 17, 1998 | Pérsons Contacted

: George Matajovsky
Départment Auditors Marty Maggard

‘ Joey Bigornia Alan Clark
SIGNAL MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Don Johnson

REFERENGE CRITERIA

1) Signal Mainténance Plan For Blue Line, Undated, Task Sect. 5

2) Signal Maintenanceé Plan Fot Red Line, Dated 1-14-97

3) Signal Maintenance Plan For Green Line, Undatéd

4) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.4, Rail Signat
Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

INTERLOCKING TESTS

Randomly selecét one intetlocking on each of the 3 rail lines and review the associated inspection
and test reports for the past 4 yéars o0 determine whéther or not

. the interlockings were tested al the specified frequency as required by the reference criteria

. all of the required tests (route locking, time locking, approach locking, etc.) were satisfactorily
completed and documented in the appropriate test repors

. noted defects were corrécted in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS,

Selected the Union Station interlocking for the Red Liné and the Imperial Station interlocking for the
Blue Line. The Gréen Line interlockings are still under GRS’s control so they have not yet béen
tested by the MTA Signal Maintenance Department.

Review of the Union Station interlocking test reports showed that the required testing was performed

satisfactorily at the requited 2 year interval during the past 4 years. Records for the tests performed

on the Imperial Station prior to 1996 were not available for review. The latest series of interlocking

test records that were available for Imperial Station showed the tests were satisfactorily performed
March to April 1996. To meet the every 2 years frequency requirement, these tests should have
en repeated in March to April 1998. Testing is at least 2 months past due.

See recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. a7 Date of Audit | June 17, 1998 | Persons Contacted

George Matajovsky
Department Auditors Marty Maggard

_ Joey Bigornia Alan Clark
SIGNAL MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah :
Don Johnson

" REFERENGE CRITERIA

1) Signal Maintenance Plan For Blue Ling, Undated, Task Sect. 3

2) Signal Maintenance Plan For Red Line, Dated 1-14-97, Vital Relays

3) Signal Maintenance Plan For Green Line, Undated, Task Sect. 7 -

4) System Safety Program Plan - Operatlons Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.4, Rail Slgnal
Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

VITAL RELAYS

Randomly select two vital relays for each of thé 3 rail lines. From a combination of procedure and -
records review as well as visual inspection of each of the selected items, determiné whethér or not:

1. the vital re!é;rs ate properly controlled and calibrated against certified standard at prescribed
intervals as requiréd by applicable procedures

2. vital relays have been marked, tagged or othenwis¢ identified to show their calibration status

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Selected Vane Relay 213TRG and Neutral Bias Relay 213-219 LR for thé Red Line yard, and Vane
Relay 237TR and Neutral Bias Relay PD-1 for the Blue Line yard. The Green Line relays are still
under GRS’s ¢ontrol and therefore they were not in¢luded in this audit. Calibration records for the -
past 4 years wére reviewed for the 4 selected relays. Results of the review showed that the recmds
for the Blue Line celays were satisfactory without exception. The record for the Neutral Bias Refay
213-219LR for the Red Line yard was also satisfactory. Howevér, a calibration record for the Red -

- Lme yard vane rélay 213TRGC ¢ould not be located. The MTA perfc»rmed a calibtation test on th|s

elay the next day (6/18/98) with satusfactory résults. However, it appears that a largér number. )
rhaps all Red Line yard vane rcelays, have not been tested at the required 2 years frequency.

Seeé recommendahon 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLUIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 38 Date of Audit | June 17, 1998 | Persons Contacled

George Matajovsky
Department Auditors Marty Haggard
Joey Bigornia Alan Clark

SIGNAL MAINTENANGE Kartik Shah
Don Johnson

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Signal Maintenanceé Plan For Blue Line, Undated, Task Sect. 2
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.4 Rait Signal
- Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

GRADE CROSSING PROTECTION — MONTHLY

Review LACMTA's filé of completed grade crossing piotection inspection r’epbrts for 3 randomly
selected Blue Line grade crossings for 3 different one-month periods during the past 12 months to
determine whether or not:

. The grade crossing protection was inspected at the specified frequency as required by the
refefence criteria

. The results of the inspection were properly documénted

. Noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Reviewed the Blue Line monthly grade ¢rossing inspection reports for Gage Avenue dated 6-18-97
to 6-18-98 and Nadeau Street dated 6-18-97 to 5-11-98. For both grade crossings, all the monthly
inspections were properly documented except:

1. Theé January 1998 inspection reports for both grade crossings were not in the record file.

. The réquired ground test was not recorded in the October 1897 and November 1997 inspection
reports. '

See recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 39 Date of Audit | June 23, 1998 | Persons Contacted
George Matajovsky
Depariment Auditors Ron Regenor

Len Hardy
SIGNAL MAINTENANCE Joey Bigormnia
Erk Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Signal Mainténance Plan For Blue Line, Undated
2) Code Of Federal Regulations CFR 49, Part 234
3) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6. 4 Rail Signal

Maintenance

ELEMEN%!CHARAOTERISTICS_ AND METHOD OF.VERIFICATION

SIGNAL INSPECTION - CPUC INSPECTOR

Randomly select a minimum of 3 grade crossings on the Biue Line and utilizing the sérvices of a
FRA cettified signal inspector from the Commission’s Railroad Operations Safety Sect., perform a
detailed inspection to detérmine whether or not the selected items are in-compliancé with
LACMTA's signal maintenance standards.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Mr. William Mealor. FRA Cettified signal inspector from the Commission's Railréad Operations
Safety Branch, inspected the Spring Street, Wardlow Avenue, and Imperial Highway grade crossing
warning devices on the Blue Line.

The scope of the inspection consisted of (1) checking the alignment and cleanliness of the warning
lights, (2) checking the voltage levels of the waming lights both for normal mode (AC power) and for
standby mode (DC battery power), performing a ground test in the signal cabinet (ensuring that the
DC power is isolated from the cabinet ground), and checking that up-to-date track circuit drawings
are available in the signal cabinet.

Resuits of the inspection were:

» All signal lights were adequately aligned, but signal light lenses (exteriof surfaces) at two
locations (Spring Street & Wardlow) were in need of cleaning.

o Voltage levels in normal mode were below acceptable levels at two locations (Spring Street and
Wardlow), and voitage levels in standby power mode were below acceptable levels at all three

locations.
. The electrical ground tésts in the cabinets were negative (acceptable) at all three locations.
» Up-to-date track circuit drawings were available at all three locations.

See recommendation 17 and 19.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 40 Date of Audit | June 18, 1998 | Persons Contacted

Bud Moore
Départment Auditors Jeff Root
Joey Bigornia Keith Kranda
TRACK MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Inspection Mainienénce Plan For All Rail Lines, Dated 12-97, Page 2
2) Code Of Federal Régulations {CFR) 49, Part 213.7A &B » ;
3) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.9, Safely Training

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

TRACK INSPECTOR QUALIFICATIONS

Obtain a copy of LACMTA's list of qualified Track Foreman and Track Inspectors. Randomly sélect
not less than 2 foremen and 3 inspectors and then teview the qualification records (recertification
every 2 years) and examination records fot those selected to determine whether or not they meet
the requirements of the above referenced criteria. Also, use the list of qualified persons when
performing the inspection record reviews.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Revieweéd the personnél qualification and examination records for 2 foreman and 3 inspéctors
randomly sélected to cover all 3 rail lines. The records for the one foreman and two inspectors
assigned to the Blue and Gteen lines were satisfactory in all réspects. The examination test records
for the one foreman and oné inspeéctor assigned to the Red Line were not on file. MTA staff later
produced examination records for the one foreman and one inspector showing they satisfactorily
passed their exams on 6/22/98 and 6/24/98.

See recommendation 18.




CPUGC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 41 Dale of Audit | June 18, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Bud Moore
Department Auditors Jeff Root

Joegy Bigornia Keith Kranda
TRACK MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah :
Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Mainténance Plan For All Rail Lines, Dated 12-97, Page 6
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Track
Maintenance

ELEMENTICHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

- d TRACK INSPECTION - WEEKLY

Review LACMTA's file of completed Track Inspection reports for three randomly $elected given
lengths of track {(one for each of the 3 rail lines) for two different one month periods to determine
whether or not:

1. all mainliné track (including turnOuts;) was visually inspected weekly by walking the track

2. the req.uired inspections were properly documented on the LACMTA Track lnspection Report

3. noted defects were posted on the Mainténance Log Sheet and correctéed in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Selected the fuli lengths of track for all 3 rail lines and reviewed the weekly track inspection reports
for the months of January and February of this year. All of the requited weekly inspection reports
for all 3 rail lines were properly documented without any exceptions noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 42 Date of Audit | Juné 18, 1998 | Persons Contacted
‘ Bud Moore

Department Auditors Jeff Root

Joey Bigornia Keith Kranda

TRACK MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah

Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Maintenance Plans For ANl Rail Lines, Dated 12-97, Page 7
2) System Safety Program Plan - Opérationis, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Track
~ Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

TURNOUT AND CROSSOVER SWITCH INSPECTIONS — DETAILED MONTHLY

Review LACMTA's file of completed Turnout and Crossover Switch Mechanism Inspection reports
for 3 randomly selected (oneé for each rail line) maintine interlockings for 3 different one month
periods to determine whether or not:

1. the selected turnouts were visually inspected on foot at l&¢ast once each month

2. the required inspections were properly documented on the LACMTA Turnout Inspection Report

3. noted defects were properly documented and corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

From the discussions with the track maintenance department representative, it was leamned that this
department is only responsible for the track portion of turnouts and crossovers. The switch
mechanisms are inspected and maintained by the signal department (see Checklist No. 35).
Therefore, this part of the audit was limited to the track portion of the selected lurnouts only.

Selected the Florence tuinout on the Blue Line, the Aviation - East turnout on the Gféén Line, and
the East Union turnout on the Réd Line, and reviewed the switch inspection reports dated March
EQB to May 1998. The feports show that all fequired monthly inspections were conducted atthe

ecified frequency, and the results were properly documented without any exceptions noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 43 Date of Audit | June 18, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Bug Moore
Department Auditors Jeff Root

' , Joey Bigornia Keith Kranda
TRACK MAINTENANCE | Len Hardy
Kartik Shah

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Maintenandé Plan For All Rail Lines, Dated 12-97, Pages 3And 8

2) System Safety Program Plan - Opera‘tions, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Track
Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIEICATION

DIRECT FIXATION TRACKWORK — SEMI-ANNUALLY

Randomly select 3 given lengths of direct fixation trackwork (one for each of the 3 rail systems) and
then review thé LACMTA Direct Fixation Trackwork lnspection reports prepared during the past 18
months for the selected trackwork to determiné whether or not:

1. one fastener out of every 500 was torque tested al least once évery six (6) months.

2. the required inspections were propery documented on the LACMTA Track Inspection Report

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Selelcted all of the diréct fixation trackwork on the Green Line, Red Line and Blue Line and
reviewed the applicable track inspection reports for each rail line.

The Red Line reports dated 2-24-97 and 2-24-98 produced a salisfactory record. No defects were
noted. The inspection was performed on an annual basis rather than once every six months as
required by the track maintenance plan.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE




CHECKLIST NO. 43
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

The Blue Liné reports prepared during March 1996 and April 1997 and Green Line reports prepared
during March 1996 and Aprit & May 1997 also showed a similar satisfactory record with no defects
noted. The inspections were also performed on an annual basis rather than once every six months
as required by the track maintenance plan. For both rail lines there were no records to show that
the 1998 inspections were performed. However, the inspections are scheduled for next month.

The MTA representatives stated that based upon their experience they have determined that the six
month inspection interval for all dicect fixation trackwork, except that involving interlockings, ¢ould be
extended to an annual basis. They believe the interlocking inspections should remain at the six
month inspection frequency. ‘ ‘

See recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 44 Date of Audit | June 18, 1998 | Persons Contacled
. Bud Moore
Department | Auditors Jeff Root

‘ Joey Bigoinia Keith Karanda
TRACK MAINTENANCE Kartik Shah
Len Hardy

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Maintenance Plan For All Rail Lines, Dated 12-97 Page 5

2) Code Of Federal Régulations (CFR) 49, Part 213.113

3) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Se¢t. 2.6.2, Track
Mainténance _

ELEMENT/CHARAGTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

RAIL INSPECTIONS AND DEFECTIVE RAILS - YEARLY

Random!y select 3 given leagths of mainline track (one for each of the 3 rall systems) and then
. review LACMTA's file of completed Rail Inspection and Defective Rails Inspection reports prepared
during the past 2 years for the 3 selected lengths of track to determiné whether or not:

. track (including turnouts) was automatically inspected by either inductive or ultrasonic testing
capable of revealing internal defects

. the resuits of the tests were properly documented

. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

. tail inspection records are keptin the office of the Track Maintenance Manager for at least two
years and one year after the remedial action has béeén taken.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Selected the full lengths of track for all 3 rail lines and reviewed the applicable Herzog Services, Inc.
Ultrasonic Test records for the past 2 years. ‘

The first required ultrasonic test fof the Gieen Line was completeci on 1-24-98. The réport was
complete in all respects. The oné defeét found was a defective field weld which was repaired as
required. The next test is due in January 1999. :

The Red Line report dated 6 1:08 was also satisfactory. No defects were noted No records were
available for 1997. The next test is due in June 1999,

‘e Blue Line was also satisfactorily tested on January, 1998.

This elemént / characteristicjudged to be satisfactory without any exceptions noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checkiist No. 45 Date of Audit | June 22, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Anton Andersén
Department Auditors Albert Nijtand

Len Hardy
RAIL OPERATIONS SUPPORT | Joey Bigornia

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Maintenance Plan For All Rail Lines, Dated 12-97, Page 8
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-95, Sect. 2.6.2, Track
Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD‘OF‘ VERIFICATION

CONCRETE INSPECTION (RAIL OPERATIONS SUPPORT) - ANNUALLY

Review a randomly selected sample of LACMTA’s Concrete InSpectaon reponts préparéed dunng the
dpast 2 years for threé separate concrete structures (one for each of the 3 rail lines) to determine

whether or not:

1. the required inspections were performed by the Rail Operations and Support Group and
documented on the LACMTA Track Inspection Report forms
2. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

An interview with the persons contacted revealed that they were not clear on their responsibilities
regarding the subjectinspections. The Track Maintenance Plan (page 8) dated December 1997
indicates that the Rail Operations Support section (persons interviewed) are responsiblée for
scheduling and performing annual proféssional concrete inspections as requited by AREA, Chapter
8, Pant 21. The interpretation of this requirement is that the structural integrity of bridge and tunnel
elements should be evaluated by an engineering group, in addition to the regular mainténance
mspechons performed by the Facilities Maintenance section. Given this interpretation, the intended
engineering inspections are not béing performed.
The Rail Operations Enginéering Support section indicated that the Track Mainténance Plan was not
formally ¢itcutated in draft form for feview and comment, and that it has not beén formally adopted
by the MTA. Additionally, theré has not been any formal assignment of responsﬂ)nmes tothe
| different departments affécted by the plan. Nevérthéless, based on their own awareness of the
‘ ﬁgds they have been working 6n a Bridge Inspection Procédure which is scheduled for complétion
months.

See recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 46 Date of Audit | Juné 23, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Bud Moore
Départment Auditors - Jeff Root

Joey Bigornia Géorge Matajovsky
TRACK MAINTENANCE Len Hardy Ron Regenor

Ecik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) LACMTA Track Maintenanceé Plan For All Rai! Lines, Dated 12-97, Page 10

2) Code Of Federal Regulations (CFR) 49, Part 213

3) Systém Safely Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Track
Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

@} TURNOUT INSPECTION - CPUC INSPECTOR

Randomly select a minimum of 3 mainline turnouts on one of thé three rail lines and utilizing the
services of a FRA ¢ettified track inspectot from the Commission’s Railroad Operations Safety
Section, pérform a detailed visual inspection and dimensional measurement inspection to determine
whether or not the selected items are in-compliance with LACMTA’s track maintenance standards.

RESULTS/COMMENTS

CPUC employees, Mr. Eddie Damron (FRA certified track inspéctor) and Mr. 8Bill Mealor (FRA
certified signal inspector) inspected 3 turnouts on the Blue Line Willow Avenue interlocking (switchés
23-A, 23-B, and 13). The following elements were ¢cheécked:

+ Gage ahead of switch points, behind switch points, at frogs at guard rails, and at various
arbitrary locations throughout each turnout.
Surface wear of track, switch points, guard rails, and frogs
Condition of fasteners and dlips for track, switéhes, guard rails, and frogs
Switch-and-lock movement adjustment for each switch machiné (obstruction test)

- | All elements reviewed were found to be within acceptable limits. This element / ¢characteristic iudgéd
; ‘ be satisfactory without any exceptions noted. .




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 47 Date of Audit | June 25, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Armando Almazan
Department Auditors Tanzeém Rivzi
Joey Bigornia
TRACTION POWER Erik Juul

REFERENCE GRITERIA

1) Rail Maintenance Of Way, Blue Line - Dated 1-28-98
2) Preventive Maintenance Plan: Traction Poweér - Red Line, Undated, Auxiliary Equipmeént
Maintenance Section, Task Sect. 2 7
3) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, datéd 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.3, Traction Powér
- Mainténance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

EMERGENCY VENT FANS — SEMI-ANNUAL

Review LACMTA's file of completed Emergency Vent Fan Inspection reports prepared during the
past 2 years for three randomly selected ventilation fans on the Blue Line and/or Red Line subways
to determine whether or not: :

1. each emergency vent fan was inspécted at the specified frequency as required by the reference
critenia -

2. the required inspections were properly documented

3. noted defects were correctéed in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Selected the 20 emergency vent fans associated with the Union, Pershing Square,
Wilshire/Vérmont, and 7th and Metro (Blue Line only) Stations. Reviewéd the inspection and test
records for all 20 fans preparéd during the past two years. The results of this review showed that
the majority of the required records were satisfactory. However, some of the records were missing,
some inspections and tests were not performed at all as scheduled, and some inspections and tests
were deféerred for periods up to four months.

’e recommendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checkiist No. 48 Date of Audit | June 25, 1998 [ Persons Contacted
Leroy Bonifay
Department Auditors Tanzeem Rivzi
Joéy Bigornia '
TRACTION POWER Edk Juul

REFERENGCE CRITERIA

1) Preventive Maintenance Pian: Traction Power - Blue Line, Dated 1-28-98

2) Overhead Catenary System, Task Sect. 20

3) Preveéntive Maintenance Plan: Traction Power - Green Line, Dated 1-28-98, Overhead Caténary
System, Task Sect. 20 _ _ .

4) Systém Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.3, Traction Power
Maintenance

ELEMENTICHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

qOVERH EAD CATENARY SYSTEM —~ ANNUALLY

Randomly seléct 2 separate sections of track (oné each from the Blue Line and Green Line) and
then review LACMTA's file of completed Overhead Catenary System (OCS) Inspection réports -
preparted during the past 2 years for the selected sections of track to determine whether of not:

1. OCS was inspectéd and adjusted at the specified frequency as fequited by the refer’énc'e criteria

2. the required inspections were properly documented

3. noted defects were corrected ina timely manner

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

From discussions with the MTA representahve it was learned that the Green Line went into initial

semvice in 1996. Thé first annual inspection in 1997 was performed for approximately 40% of the

mainline OCS. The remaining 60% of the mainline and all of the yard was not inspected in 1997.

. | None of the mainline has received an annual inspection so far this year. All of the yard was -
completed for the first time on June 16, 1898.

lected the Blue Liné section of track between Willow Station and Wardlow Statlon Thls section of
track was satisfactorily inspected in both 1997 and April of this year

See recommeéendation 17.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 49 Date of Audit | June 25, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Armando Almazan
Department Auditors Letoy Bonifay
Joey Bigornia Tanzeem Rizvi
TRACTION POWER Enk Juul

REFERENGE CRITERIA

1) Rail Maintenance Of Way: Traction Power - Blue Line, Dated 1-28-98, Task Sect. 24

2) Preventive Maintenance Plan: Traction Power - Red Line, Undated, Auxitiary Equipment
Mainténance, Task Sect. 4 _ '

3) Rail Maintenance Of Way: Traction Power - Green Line, Dated 1-28-98, Task Sect. 24

4) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.3, Traction Powet
Maintenance ‘

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

¢

EMERGENCY TRIP STATIONS

Review LACMTA's file of completed Emergency Trip Stations (ETS) Inspection and test reports
preparéd during the past 2 years for 3 randomly selected ETS’s to determine whether or not:

1. each ETS was inspécted at the specified frequency as required by the reference criteria
2. the required inspéctions were properly documented

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Reviewed thé annual test records for all the emergency tip stations on all three rail lines for between
the past six months (Red Line) and two years (Green Line). Al of the required tests were
satisfactorily performed at the required frequency. All discrepancies found during the tests were
recordéd and corrected as required. This element / characteristic judged satisfactory without any
noted exceptions.

®




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT GHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 50 Date of Audit | June 24, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Jack Eich
Department Auditors Rufus Francis

Don Johnson : Bob Ogus
VERICLE MAINTENANCE Dave Kalasnik
Russell Homan
Gary DeWater

REFERENGE CRITERIA

1) Rail Vehicle Maintenance Pléné For Divisions 11, 20, And 22, Dated 12-22-97, Sect. IX, Training
_ And Qualification Of Pérsonnél . N
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, daled 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.9, Safety Training

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF TRANSIT VEHICLE EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE
' PERSONNEL - EVERY TWO YEARS

Obtain a copy of LACMTA's list of qualified transit vehicle mechanics, inspectors, and technicians for
all 3 rail lines. Randomly select at least two or more persons from each of the three ¢ategories and
review each selécted person's training and certification file to determine whether or not:

1. training, cértification, and recertification records are in compliance with the reference criteria
(every two years)

. the current training lesson plans and testing for certification/recertification reflects the persons
assigned duties

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Randomly selected the names of 3 Réd Line, 2 Green Line and 2 Blu¢ Line persons from the lists of
certified vehitle maintenance personnél for all 3 rail lings. A valid ¢ertification record was contained
in each persons file éxcept for one Red Line vehicle maintainer. A review of that person's training
file showed that he had taken and completed with passing grades a latgé number of training
courses. However, because of thé peculiar way these records are formatted, it was not possible to '
#termme if this person, or anyone else for that matter, had completed all of the required courses.

S

See recommendation 20.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 51 Date of Audit | June 24, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Jack Eich -
Department Auditors Rufus Francis

Don Johnson Bob Ogus
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE Dave Kalasnik

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Rail Vehicle Maintenance Plans For - Division 11, 20, And 22: Dated 12-22-97, Sect. |,
Preventive Mainténance inspections
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Vehicle
- Mainténance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

REVIEW OF PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION FOR TRANSIT
VEHICLES

qRandome select 2-Blue Line Cars, 2- Red Line Cars, and 2-Green Line Cars. For each ¢ar
selected, review the completed Préeventive Maintenance Inspection (PMI) reports and othér récords
to determine whether or not:

. the required PMI's were perfoimed during the required time and mileage limits

. the inspection and maintenance activities were properly documented by the responsible
maintenance workers

. maintenance defects that were treated as UNSCHEDULED REPAIRS have been propérly
documented and closed out in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Randomly selected two Blue Line vehicles (110A and 141A) and two married pair Red Line vehicles
(611-512 and 525-526) for review.

Reviewed selected samples of the preventivé maintenance inspection records for all 4 vehicles
prepared during the past 24 months. These records show that all of the required inspections wete
- | performed at the required frequencies and propery documented. Repairs made to corrfect defects
‘md during the PM inspections as well as repairs made to perform unscheduled maintenance
ivities were properly documented on IR records. This element/charaéteristic judged to be
satisfactory without any exceptions noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKUIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 52 Date of Audit | June 24, 1998 | Persons Contacted

Bob Ogus
Department Auditors Glenn Staumau
Len Hardy Tom Lingenfield
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE Joey Bigoinia Russell Homan
Dave Kalasnik

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Rail Vehicle Maintenance Plans For Divisions 11, 20, And 22, Dated 12-22-97, Sect. V, Testing
~ And Calibration .
2) System Safety Program Plan - Opérations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.1, Vehicle

Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

e

CALIBRATION OF MEASURING & TEST EQUIPMENT

Obtain a copy of the measuring and test equipment subject to calibration control in €ach véhicle
maintéenance shop. For each shop, randomly seléct two each of LACMTA's micrometers, dial
calipers, torque wrenches, and multimeters. From a combination of procedure and record reviews as
well as visual inspection, determine whéther or not: :

1. the sélected items are properly inventoried, controlled, calibrated against certified standards
traceable to the National Bureau of Standards at prescribed intervals, and marked, lagged or
otherwise identified to show their current calibration status

. the next scheduled testing/calibration is shown on the itemt

RESULTS/COMMENTS

The following activities were performed for the Blue Line and the Red Line - the Green Line was not
reviewed.

Reviewed the master calibration lists to see if any of the equipment requiring calibration was overdue
for service. Allitems on both lists were within the calibration limit without exception.

From each master calibration list, arbitrarily selected five pieces of équipment (Digital Multimeter,
Oscilloscope, VOM, Megaohmmeter, and Torque wrench). Checked the file for each piece of
equipment selected and reviewed the calibration certificate. All certificates were on file and
appropriately filed-in and signed-off. Checked the calibration sticker on each piece of equipment
lected. All pieces of equipment had calibration stickers and all calibration and re-calibfation dates
fatched thoseé on the master lists. This elemént / characteristic judged satisfactory without any
éxceplions noted.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
, . . LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 53 Date of Audit | June 14, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Bob Ogus
Department Auditors Glenn Siaumau
Len Hardy Tom Lingenfield
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE Joey Bigornia Russell Homan
Dave Kalasnik

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Rail Vehicle Maintenance Plans For - Division 11, 20, And 22: Dated 12-22-97
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Vehicle
- Mainténance

ELEMENT/CHARAGCTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

I

MEEL FLANGE THICKNESS — MEASUREMENT

Randomly select 3 or more wheel sets for each type of transit vehicle and measuré the wheel flange
thickness with an AAR Wheel Gauge to determine whether or not the wheel fiange thickness meets
the specified minimum critéria in the applicable inspection and maintenance procedures.

RESULTS/ICOMMENTS

Arbitrarily selécted and tested the flange thicknesses of 5 wheels using an AAR gage (Go-No Go
gage number 34401A) on each of the following:

» Two Blue Lineé cars (ca-rs 126 and 150)
» One Green Line car (car 165), and
» Two Red Line cars (cars 552 and 509)

All flanges tested were within acceptable limits. This element / characteristic judged satisfactory
without any exceptions noted.

e,

-~




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 54 | Date of Audit | June 24, 1998 | Persons Conlacted
Bob Ogus
Deépartment” Auditors Glenn Staumau
Len Hardy Tom Lingenfield
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE Joey Bigornia Russéll Homan
Dave Kalasnik

REFERENCE CRITERIA -

1) Rail Vehicle Maintenance Plan For Divisions 11, 20 And 22, Dated 12-22-97
2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.1, Vehicle
Maintenance

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

WITNESS THE PERFORMANCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES FOR TRANSIT
‘VEHICLES

Review the schedulé of planned preventative maintenance (P.M.) activities to be performed by
LACMTA during the time the CPUC audit takes place. Randomly select two or more of these
activities for each of the two shops. Witness the performance of the P.M. aclivities to determine
whether or not:

1. the P.M. activity is performed in accordance with the applicable P.M. prc‘;cedures
2. thé réquired inspection was propeéily documented
3. noted defects are corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

At both the Blue Line and Red Line shops, checked to se¢ if the Heavy Maintenancé Manuals and
the Running Maintenance Manuals were being képt up-to-date. All were currént, éxcept for the Red
Line Heavy Mainténance Manual. This one noted discrepancy was corrected on 6/25/98.

Reviewed the documentation being used by a maintenance team at the Blue Line yard performing a
yearly PM activity. Checklists were being used, and wére being appropriately checked-off and
initialed. _ ,

bewewed thé documentation bémg used by a mamtenance team at the Red Line yard performing a
Snthly PM activity. Checklists weére being uséd, and were being appropriately checked-off and
initialed. This element/ charactenstw judged to be satisfactory. The one noted exception has been

corrected.




CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Checklist No. 55 Date of Audit | June 23, 1998 | Persons Contacted
Kevin Sechler
Department Auditors Martin Batistelli
Len Hatdy Stephen Stone
SCADA SYSTEMS Joey Bigornia
ENGINEERING Erik Juul

REFERENCE CRITERIA

1) Rail Operations Center - SCADA Preventative Maintenance Plan, Dated 1-29-98, Sect. 1.5,
Preventative Maintenanceé Schéedulés, Table 1 ,
2) Rail Operations Centér - SCADA Daily / Weekly Check List Procedures, Dated 1-29-98

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION

' ‘SCADA SYSTEMS

Randomly select 3 separate SCADA Systems and feview the preventative maintenance inspection
and test reports preparéd for the 3 selected systems during the past 4 months to determine whether
or not: '

. the requited préventative maintenance activities were pérformed at the required frequéncy
intervals required by the reférénce critéria

. the inspections and othér maintenance activities were properly documented

. noted defects wete_ corrected in a timely manner

RESULTS/COMMENTS

Reviewed the preventative mainténance inspéction records for a four month period (Feb, Mar, Apr,
May, of 1998) for three SCADA systems (Automati¢ Train Control, Wayside Intrusion Detection
System, and Johnson 900 mHz Radio System). The inspection records of all 3 systems were
satisfactorily completed.

Reviewed a sample of trouble tickets (those generated for the last quarter of 1997) and determined

the numbér of trouble tickets still rémaining open against those closed out. Found that oné teéuble

Wet still remained open for the subject period vs. 48 that were ¢losed. This review showed that
1oted defects are being corrected in a timely manner.

This element / characteristic judged satisfactory without any noted exceptions.




