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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Rail Salety ,1nd Carriers Division 
Rail Engineering Safety Br,lnch 
Rail Transit Safety $c(tion 

Resolution ST-38 
D.lte: September 3,1998 

RESOLUTlON ST~38. GRANtING APPROVAL OF A FINAL REPORT 
OF AN ON~SrrE SAFETY AUDIt OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
~'ETROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY PERFORMED BY 
THE RAIL TRANSIT SAFElY SECnON OF THE COMl\USSION'S' RAIL 
SAFETY AND CARRIERS DIVISION. 

Summary 

This resolution grMlts the request of the Rail Safety and Carriers Division for approval 
of the Rai1Transit ~afety Section's final alidit report entit1ed, "Triennial Olt-Site Safety 
Audit of the los Angeles County ~(etropoJitan Transportation Authority", dated 
August 5, 1998. 

BackgrOund 

COI'nnlissiort General Order No. 16-1-1\, "Rules and Regulations Governing State Safety 
Oversight of Rail Fixed GUideway Systems" and Federallransit Administr(\tion (FTA) 
Final Rule 49 CPR, Part 659, "State Safety O\>ersight of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems" 
require the Commission, as the designated state salety oversight agency (or California, 
to conduct on-site safety reviews of transit agel\cies 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 cOl\tain an analysis of the efficaC)· of the transit agen~y'ssystem 
salety program plan, and a deternlination of whether or not the plan should be 
updated. 



, 

• 

RSCD/ RESB/ RTSS/ ((Ill R('soJution ST-3S 

Discussion 

St,lff of the Rail Tr.lnsit ~1fety &xtion of the Commission's Rail Safety and Carriers 
Division t..'Onductcd an on-site, sMety audit of the los Angeles Count)' ~fetropolitan 
Transportation Authority's (tACMTA) light and he.wy r.1Ulransit systems during the 
two week period (rom June 15 to June 26, 1998. The methods used to conduct the audit 
included: 

• Discussions with LACMTA management 

• Reviews of procedures and records 

• obsen,.ltions of operations and maintenance activities 

• inter\'iews with r.lnk and file en'ployees 

• inspections and measurements of f.lcilities and equipn\ellt 

A full description of the audit, including the scope, results and recon\mCl'\dations, is 
contained in the final.lltdit report which is inchtded as an appendix to this resolution. 
The results of the audit show that the LACMTA is effectivel); inlplementing its system 
S<1fety program plan. Exceptions noted during the audit are described in the Results / 
Comments section on c.lch of the applicable checklists inchlded with the final audit 
report. Twenty separ.lte recommendations to correct identified exceptions are also 
cont.lined in the final rcport. 

TIle LACMTA system s.lfety progl\lm plan requires the plan to be reviewed and 
updated e\'t~ry three rears. The next review is scheduled to take place in November, 
1999. No additional updatiIlg of the s)'stem safety progran.\ plalll other than the 
issuance of occ.lsional supplellwnt.\l organizatiOil chart changes, appears to be 
necessary .ll this tln\e. 

Following the tludit, st.l(( of both the LACMTA and the Rail Tr.msit Safety Section were 
able to achieve full agreement on all i.1Spects of the final audit report, including the 
recommendations. TIle LAC~ITA Oper .. \tions Safely Department will pedorm the 
necessary follo\\+ up actions to assure Ihat the 20 recommendations are fully 
implemented. The LACMTA \ .. ,m prepare a plan al\d schedule for each 
recommendation showing each step of the work to be done, when it will be done, M\d 

the perso!'\ responSible (or getting it done. TIle implementlng plans al\d schedules (or 
each reconln.\endatlon wHl be prOVided to the staff of the Rail TraI\sit Safety Section by 
October 5,1998. Beginning ill 1999, the LAC~tTA will also provide the staU of the Rail 
Transit Safety Section with a status report in April and October of each year Ul\til all 20· 
recommendations are fully implemented. The semi-annual st.lhlS reports will include 
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updates that show the work completed and the work remaining for each 
nxommendation. 

The Rail Safety and Carriers Division recommends that the Commission approve the 
Rail Tr~lnsit Safety Section's final audit reporl entitled, "Triennial On - Site &lfety Audit 
of the los Angeles Count)' l\tetropolitan Transportation Authority", dated August 5, 
1998. It is also rccontmended that the COrllmission order LAC~ITA to implenl('nt the 20 
recommendations contained in the final report, and provide stare of the Rail Transit 
Safely Section with semi-annual status reports describing the progress made in 
implementing the recommendations. 

Protests 

All interested parties, inchtding the LACMTA have beeli. advised of the contents of this 
reso1utionl and no protest or objection has been received. 

Findings 

1. St<lff of the Rail Safety and Carriers Division's R.lil Tr.lnsit Safely St..xtion perforntec.i 
an on-site, s,lfety audit of the LACMTA's light and heavy rail tr.lnsH s}'stems during 
the two week period from June 15 to June 26, 1998. 

2. A descriptiOl\ of the audit, including the scope, results altd recontni.endations is 
contained in the final audit report entitled, "Triennial On-Site Safety Audit of the 
los Angeles County Metropolitan Tral\Sport~ltiOl\ Authority", dated August 5,1998. 

3. TIle audit results show that the LACMTA is effectively implementing its systelll 
safct}' program plan. 

4. The final audit report contains 20 recommendations for improvements to thc 
LAC~{TA system safety program based upon the audit findings. 

5. The LAC~lTA has accepted and .'greed to implement all 20 recommeI'ldations. 

6. The LAC~tTA will subnlit its plans and schedules fot implementing the 20 
reconlmendaHons to the Rail Transit Safety Section by October 5, 1998. 

7. BegJnning in April, 1999, the LAC~tTA \vill prepare and submit to the Rail Transit 
Safety Sectiol\ semi-annual reports on the status of the 20 recommendationS. 

e 8. It is recommended that the COlnmission approve the final audit report. 
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9. It is further recommended that the Commission order the l.ACMTA to: 

• imp~ement the 20 nx'Ommendations 

• subn\it plans and schedules for implementing the 20 recommendations to the 
Rail Transit Safely Section by Odobet 5, 1998 

• provide the Rail Tr.:msit Safety $t."'(tion with semi-annual reports beginning in 
April, 1999 on the status of the 20 recommendations until aU 
recomnlendations are fully implemented. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that: 

The Rail Safety and Carriers Division's request for approval of the Rail Transit Safely 
Section's final audit report entitled, "Triennial On~Site Safety Audit of the Los Angeles 
County ~fetropolitan Transportation Authority", dated AugustS, 1998 is granted. In 
addition, the LACMTA shall implenlent the 20 recoinmendations ront.,h1.ed in the 
report. The LACMTA shall also prepare and submit to the Rail Transit Safety Section 
the implementation plans M\d schedules and the semi-alU\Ual status reports as 
described in the final audit report. The plans and schedules shall be SUbll\ittecl by 
October 5, 1998, ali.d the first semi-annual status report shall be submitted in Aprill 1999 
i1nd shall continue to be issued until aU 20 recommendations are fully implemented. -

I certify that this resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities Commission of the State 
at its regular meeting iI\ California held on September 3, 1998. The following 
Comn\issioners voting fa\,or.1bly thereon: 

Richard A. Bilas 
President 

P. Gregory Conlon 
Jessie J. Knight, Jr. 
Henry M. Duque 
Josiah L. Neeper 

Commissioners 
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\VESLEY M. FRANKLIN 
Executi\'e Diredor 
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FINAL REPORT 
8-5-98 

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

TRIENNIAL ON-SITE SAFETY AUDIT OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION 

AUTHORITY 

INTRODUCTlON 

The California Public Utilities Commission's General Order No. 164-A and the 

Federa.l Transit Administration's Final Rule, 49 CFR Part 659, require the 

Commission staff to perform triennial, on-site, safety audits of each transit agency 

operating a rail fIXed guideway systenl in California. The purpose of these audits is 

to verify compliance with, and evaluate the effectiveness of, each rait 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 the CommissiOn's Rail Safety and Carriers Division during the two week 

period from June 15 to June 26. 1998. The on-site audit was preceded by a pre

audit conference with staff of the LACMTA on June 15. 1998. A post-audit 

conference, also attended by staff of 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 checklists covering operations, maintenance and system safety was 

prepared in advance Of the on-site audit. Each checklist identifies the safety reYated 

elements and characteristics that were audited. the LACMTA reference documents 

that established the acceptance requirements, and th~ method that was used for 

evaluating compliance with the reqUirements. The methods used included: 
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• discussions with LACMTA management 

• reviews of procedures and records 

• obselValions of operations and maintenance activities 

• interviews with rank and file employees 

• inspections and measurements of equipment and infrastructute 

The audit checklists concentrated on requirements that affect the safety of 

train operatiOns, and are known Or believed to be in'portant to (educing safety 

hazards and preventing accidents. 

RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

, . 
The findings (or each element I characteristio audited are recorde~under the 

RESULTS I COMMENTS 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 audit. Based upOn these findings, 20 

recommendations for in'lprovements to the LACMTA system safety prOgram were 

presented to the LACMTA staff at the post audit exit meeting herd 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 

completed, berote the audit began. The 20 recommendations are: 

1. Comp!ele and issue for use the management directive which is currently being 

drafted to aSSure that accident (ollow-up check rides are performed as s60n as 

possibfe, but not later than two weeks. after an operator returns to duty (ollowing 

an aCcident. See checklist No.2. 

2. The temporary train operators who received their initial training and certification 

in 1995 should be given a four-day tefresher training COurs~ as currently 

scheduled before they are elevated to full time, permanent operators. See 
checklist No.2. 

2 
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3. Rail Operations Bul/etins shoukJ be issued in a size and format to facilitate 

insertion in the Tratn Operator's individual tute books. See checklist Nos. 3. 5, 6. 

8,9 and 10. 

4. The existing ·sign for" requirements governing 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 purpose of each 

newly issued document. See checklist NOs. 3 and 9. 

5. The existing program Of operations performance evaluations should be expanded 

and strengthened to ensure that employees: ca) have up to date rule books and 

other required equipment in their pOssession while 6n duty. (b) ate familiar with 

and have a totrect understanding or th~ latest rute changes and newly issued 

bul!etins, notices and procedures and (c) communicate information to the Rail 

Operation's Control center in strict conformance wfth the tutes and procedures. 

See checklists Nos. 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10. 

6. The -'ook baCk- rule should be reviewed and re-evaluated to determine whether 

or not it needs to be revised to requite light fail train operators to continue to 
monitor their side view mirrors as the train moves forward out of a station to. 

make certain that no one is being dragged or has fallen under the lfain. See 

checklists. NO.4. 

7. The standard operating procedures for Yard COntrollers that are currently under 

development shOuld be completed and issued for use on an expedited basis. 

See checklist Nos. 5 and 6. 

8. The System Safety Program Plan requirements fot maintenante 6f way SOP's, 

equipment maintenance SOP's, an emergency preparedness ptan, an 

earthquake action ptan and a fireacUon pIa ... should all be re-evaluated. If it is 

determined that such plans and Pt6~dures are truly needed, they should be 

prepared and issued on an expedited basis. Seechecklis\ Nos. 5 and 21. 

J 
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9. The lesson plans for refresher training and other courses currently under 

development f6r rail operations contr61lers should be completed and put Into. use 

on an expedited basis. In additiOn, considerati6n should be given to requiring the 

Operati6ns Safety Department to review and provide input 10 these less6n 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 be revised and strengthened to assOre that the 

Operations Safety Department and 6thers with a need to know receive copies of 

these reports in a timely manliar. See checklist Nos. 9 and 21. 

11. The Controller's 40 channel tape recorder should be checked out to see if its 

performan~ can be improved. In addition, consideration should be given to 

creating a special log to. rec6rd the date and lime of failures, broken tapes, and 

tape changes. See checklist NO.. 9 . 

12. The entire subject of c(mfl9Ur3tion managemenl and change control as described 

in the LACMTA System Safety Program Plan and Rail Configuration Change 

ContrOl Procedure should be re-evaluated. As a first step. the LACMTA shoukl 

conduct a mote detailed study of the existing program and procedures to 

determine the full depth and true nature Of the problems described in checklist . 
No. 11. follo.wing the cOmpletio.n of this study, a comptehensive corrective 

action plan should be prepared and implemented to correct the identified 

deficiencies. The entire ptocess from conducting the study to preparing the 

corrective action pTan and fo.11owing up t6 evaluate the effectiveness of the 

corrective action shOuld be carried out with the active invOlvement6f the 

Operati6ns Safety Department. See checklist No. 11. 

13. When the Operations Safety Department cOl'lducts its next internal audit it shOuld 

include the elements and characteristics described in checklist Nos. 12, 15 and 

26 with fun time participation by the deSignated CPUC (epresentatlve for the 

LACMTA. See checklist N6s. 12, 15 and 26. 
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14. Revise the applicable LACMTA standard operating procedure for investigating 

acctdenls te) include a requirement that the designated CPUC representative be 

notified in advance ()f multi-department meetings convened to address major 

accidents involving injuries or fatalities. See checklist No.. 16. 

15. Organizational and other changes such as those described in checklist No. 20 

that OCcur between the normal three years cycle of system safety prOgram plan 

reviews and updates should be prepared and issued as amendments or 

supplements to the plan. See checklist No. 20. 

16.An appropriate prOgram and procedure to cOover the periOdic review and analysis 

of statistical accident data to identify and correct any apparent negative trends 

should be prepared and put into use. See checklist No. 27. 

17. An engineering evaluation of the specified frequencies fOor preventive 

maintenance, inspection, and testing of material and equipment under tl)e control 

of the Facilities Maintenance, Signal Maintenance, Track Maintenance (including 

inspectiQn of cOoncrete structures), and Traction power Maintenance departments 

should be conducted to determine whether or not changes, to mOore closely 

reflect actual practices, are justified. Following this evaluation the required 

frequencies should be firmly established undet a controlled scheduling prOgram 

that will alert seniOr management when PM activities ate deferred without prior 

engineering approval. See checklist Nos. 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 38, 39,43, 

45,47 and 48. 

18. The iii itia I Ie sting and certification of all signal inspectors and track inspectors 

should be completed on an expedited basis. See checklist NOs. 34 and 40. 

19. The LAMCTA shOuld first inspect and then repair all of the Blue lilie grade 

crossing warning devices to COrrect the kind of problems described in checklist 

No. 39. See checklist No. 39. 

s 
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20. The Red line vehicle maintenance training department should adopt the same 

record format as used by the Blue Une I Green line to clearly show for each 

employee the required training COurses, optional training courses, whIch courses 

have been completed, the date they were comp!eted, and which courses have 

not been compteted. See checklist No. 50. 

During the 30 days post audit review and comment periOd, each of the above 

recommendatiOns was reviewed and concurred 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 wor~ to be done to carry out the 

recommendation, when each step will be done, and the person respOnsible for 

getting it done. this planning and scheduling informatioowill be provided to the 

Commission staff for review and acceptance within 30 days, i.e. by October 5, 1998. 

In addition, .beginning tn April, 1~99LACMTA will also provide the Commission staff 

with a status report in April and October each year until an the required work to 

implement the reCommendations is completed. The status reports will include plan 

and schedule updates that show the work compteted and work remaining for each 

recommendatkm. Also, the newly created LACMTA Office of Safety has agreed to 

monitor the work performed to assure it is fully responsive to the reCommendations, 

and 10 sign off eaCh recommendation when the wOrk is satisfactorily completed. 

Finally. Ihe CommissIon's designated representative fot LACMTA is 

responsible for monitoring the prOgress of the work requited to comptete the 

recommendations as part of hislher regularly assigned safety oversight duties 

performed in accordance with RTSS-1, Procedure for Safety Oversight of oesign, 

Construction, Operation and Maintenance of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This, the first on-site, triennial, safety audit of Ihe LACMTA conducted by the 

Rail Transit Safety Section of the CommissiOn's Rail Safety and Carriets Oivis(on 

e concentrated on those elements of LACMTA's system safety ptogram that affect the 

safety of train operations, and that are important 16 reducing safety hazards and 

6 
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preventing accidents. The audit was conducted by intelViewing management and 

staff personnel, reviewing documentation. observing operations. and inspecting 

equipment and infrastructure t6 evaluate compliance with, and determine the 

effectiveness of lACMTA"s system safety program plan. The scope of the audit 

included operations. maintenance and system safety. 

The results of the audit shOw thai the LACMTA is effectively implementing its 

system safety prOgram plan. LACMTAmanagement demonstrated that they have a 

clear understanding of the policies and protedures impOrtant to safety. LACMTA 
. . 

staff. by their actions as well as wOrds, demonstrated that they understand their 

duties and responsibilities relative t6 carrying out the poficies and procedures that 

are important to safety. 

The LACMTA is required by procedure to review and update its system safety 

program plan every three years. The next required review and update is scheduled 

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 6f documents reviewed, activities 

observed. and items inspected were (ound to be in compliance with the requirements 

of LACMTA"s system safety prOgram plan. However. there were exceptions noted. 

These are described Ulider the Results I Comi'llents section on each checklist. 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 

reconimendations. LACMTA has further agreed to develop appropriate action plans 

and schedules to carry out the recommendations. and to keep the COmmission staff e advised of LACMTA prOgress through semi-annual progress reports. The LACMTA 

1 



Office of Safety, with Commission staff oversight, is responsible for assuring the 

recommendations are put into practice. 

The Rail Transit Safety Section of the COmmissIon's Rail Safety and Carriers 

DivisiOn wOuld like to express its appreciati~n to LACMTA management and staff fOr 

their cooperation and support during every phase of this audit frOm development of 

the checklist requirements through the post audit review and comment period. All of 

the information requested was made readily available, and LACMTA 'personnel at 

every level were responsive to the auditors evety request (or assistance. This kind 

of cooperatiOn contributed greatly to the performanCe of the audit. 
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CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST fOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

. 
Checklist No. 1 Date of Audit June 15~ 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----~----~.--------~------~~~~ 

Department 

RAil OPERATIONS 

Auditors: 
AudreyOng 
Gary Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Rita Malone 
Eugene Adams 

1) System Safety Program Plan - Operations. Rev. 1. dated 11-25-96. Sect. 3.2.9 Safety 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 TRA1NING AND CERTIFJCATION 

.~ .1 •• a rand6m sample of employees from each of the following employee classifications: 
• Train Operators 
• Rail Transit Operations Supervisors (Inctudes ROC Controllers & Yard Contfollers). 
• Maintenance 01 Way 
• Equipment Maintenance Personnel 

1. Review their training. certification. and recertification records to determine whether Or not they 
are in compliance with the Reference Criteria. 

2. Review the current training. certification and (e-certificatiOn ptograms fo( each classification to 
determine whether or not they are c6mplete and current. 

,~------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

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

• 8 Train Operators 
• 9 Rail Transit Operations SlJpetvisors (5 of which are C6ntrollers) 
• 9 Maintenance-ot-Way employees 
• 6 Equipment Maintenance employees 

. training. certification. and ra-certification proCedures and records for each 6f these individuals 
were reviewed. 

CONTINUED NEXT pAGE 



CHECKUST NO. 1 
CONTINUEO FROM PAGE 1 

All records were wen organized, neat. and easy to access. The Train Operator and non-ConlrOllet 
RTOS records were compfele and current (see cheddist No. 7 fot Controllers). These fifes ~ntajned 
records of initial training. certification, current re-certification as well as the graded tests supporting 
the certificatiOns. 

Equipment Maintenance employees, whose duties include train operations and therefore require 
operations training and certification. also had romplete fifes (or initiaJ training. certification and re~ 
certification. 

Maintenance of Way operatiOns training records are maintained at the MOW facility at Divisi6n 20. 
and were reviewed there on June 19, 1998. The sampled employees had all received initial training 
and certification and were current with operations re-certification requirements. 

Wth regard to the training. certification. and ;-a-certification procedures themsetves, they appeared 
to be in order, all having been recently revised, signed and dated June 10, 1998. 

This element I characteristic judged satisfactory without any noted exceptions. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFElY AUDIT CHECKUST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORHY 

Checklist No. 2 Date of Audit June 17. 199B PersOns Conta.cted 
~~--~~~-----------+--~--~~----~~---1 

DepartMent 

RAIL OPERATIONS 

Auditors 
AudreyOng 
Gary Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Duane Martin 
Dennis Villard 
Robert JOhnson 
Hector Guiterrez 

1) System Safety PrOgram Plan - Operations, Rev 1. dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.9 Safety Training 
2) Ught RaillnstructiOrl Training Matrix 
3>. CPUC G.O. 143A, Section 12.02, 13.03. 14.03 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

LIGHT RAIL OPERATIONS TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION 

ct 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 

1. Review their training, certification, and recertification recofds to determine whether or not they 
are incompliance with the Reference Criteria. 

2. Review the current training. certification and re-certification prOgrams for each classificatiOn to 
determine whethet Of not they are comptete and current. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

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

• Train Operators (10 of 79 full time, 6, of 14 part time, and 6 of 6 tempotarys) 
• 10 Rait Transit Operations Supervisors 
• Maintenance of Way Personnel (6 of 13) . 
• Equipment Mainten~nce Personnel (5 of 9) 

The records wefe reviewed to determine whether Of not the followIng items wefe in compliance with 
the teference criteria: 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 



• Driver's License 
• Medical Card 

CHECKLIST NO. 2 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

• Vehicle TransitTraining certificate 
• Light Rail Certification 

A review of the part time and temporary Operator's accident histories and performance evaluations 
was also inc1uded. 

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

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

The records for the temporary train operators reveafed that many of them are scheduled to start 
lRV's on a regular. full tin1e basis within the next two weeks. These temporary operators 

completed their initial training and certification three years ago in 1995. In the intervening period 
between then and now'they have kept up their certified train operator status by annual re
certification and 60 day prOficiency rides. Nevertheless, thece is still some question about how well 
prepared these temporary operators are to be elevated to full time operators after such an extended 
period between the time of initial training and certification in 1995 and now. tn answer 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. 

See recommendations 1 and 2. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDn CHECKUST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Checklist No. 3 Date of Audit June 16. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~----------~----~----; 

Department 

RAIL OPERATIONS 

Auditors 
Audrey Ong 
Gary Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Heavy Rail Operations Rutebook. undated 
2) Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures. effective 2·1-98 
3) Heavy Rail ~ Rail Operations Bulfetins 

Rita Malone 
Ron Regenor 

4) Heavy Rail· Rail Operations P(Oc.edure Notices. Special Notices. and General Notices 
5) CPUC G.O. 143A. Section 13.04 Progran'l of Operational Evaluations 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

REO LINE TRAIN OPERATOR PERFORMANCE 

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

2. Observe 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. 

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

4. Review Performance Evaluation. Discipline and AccidenUlnCident Records for each of the Tr~in 
Operators selected in Item 3. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Performed the niainline Onboard observations. train operator interviews and review of performance 
evaluations. discipline and accident I incident records as described in 1.3 and 4 above. The yard 
operation observations as described in 2 above were not performed. 

ults of the T.O. observations were satisf~ctory except that one T.O. (ailed to notify the Rail 
tions Center of an authorized person in the conttol cab. 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 



CHECKLIST NO. 3 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

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

• Three of the l.Oo's set their watches to the yard controller's -non standard- digital clock and one 
set his watch to the ·standard- analog clock hi the t6wer. 

• None of the 4 T.O:s rute books were updated with the current operations bulletins. 
• One of the 4 T.O"$ was not equipped with a working flashlight. 
• Oile of the 4 T.O.'s was unfamiliar with SOP 108.9which deals with bOmb threats. 
• None of the 4 T.O.'$ seemed to be aware of Operations Notice 98-05 which deals with unknown 

hazardous substances .. 

Results of the (eview of the performance evaluation, discipline and accident I incident records were 
all satisfactory without exceptions. 

See recommendations 3,4 and 5. 



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

Checklist No. 4 Date of Audit June 1 1998 Persons Contacted 
~~~~--~-----------+--------~~~--~~~ 

D~partment 

OPERATIONS 

Auditors 
Audrey Ong 

Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Light Rail Operations Rufebook. undated 

Duane Martin 
Dennis Villard 

2) Standard Operating Proc~dures. Metio Blue Line, Los Angeles/Long Beach Ught Rail System 
3) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Green line, Norwalk/Redondo Beach light Rail System 
4) Ught Rail· Rail Operations Bulletins 
5) light Rail ~ Rail Operations Procedure NOtices, Special Notices, and General Notices 
6) CPUC G.O.143A, Section 13.04 Program of Operational Evaluations 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

1. Observe on-board operations of not less than two trains each on the Blue and Green Lines 
between not less than tOUf stations to determine whether or not each train oper~tor is in 
compliance with the corresponding Rules and Procedures addressed in the Reference Criteria. 

2. Observe train operations tor 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 Criteria. 

3. Interview not less than five randomly selected Train Operators fron'! the current foster regarding 
the Rules, Procedures and pOlities listed in the Reference Criteria. 

Review Performance Evaluation, Discipline and AccidenUlncident Records for each of the Train 
Operators selected in Item 3. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Observed on-board operations of two Gteen line trains and two Blue Line trains between (nore than 
four stations. All train 6perators (ollowed the appropriate rutes and p'rocedures with the exception of 
the tule tequiring notifiCation of ROC when a.n a.dditional petson is in th~ 6pei'atorts cab. 

!though not a (ul~6r procedure violation, it was lioted that train operators did not and ate not 
uired t6 make look backs, using their side mirrors, once the train starts moving (ocward when 

departing (rom a station. 

See recommendations 5 and 6. 



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

Checklist No. 5 Date of Audit June 15. 1998 Persons Contacted 

Department 

RAIL OPERATIONS 

Auditors: 
Audrey Ong 
Gary Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Heavy Rail Operations Rulebook. undated 
2) Heavy Rail Staf'ldard Operatif'lg Procedures, effective 2·1·98 
3) Heavy Rail· Rail Operations Bulletins 

Ron Regenor 
Rita Malone 

4) Heavy Rail· Rail Operations Procedure NoticeS. Special Notices. and General Notices 
5) Yard Control PrOcedure Manual 
6) Maintenance of Way Standard Operating Pcocedures 
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 Control!er from the Red line yard regarding the 
Rules and Procedures listed under 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 determif'le whether or not they are being properly prepared 
and maintained according to the referenced criteria. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Observed two yard controllers at the Red line yard. Interviewed 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. 

he two controllers were observed to perform their duties in accordance with the applicable (ules 
procedures. They were familiar with the rules and procedures, and the location of variOUS 

reference manuals in the tower. 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 



CHECKLIST NO. 5 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

One of the two yard control/ets did not have a personal copy 6f the Rute Book imlnediately available. 
However. thete is a common Rule 860k in the tower for use by the yard conUollers, but it was not .: 
current. The other yard controller had a personal copy 01 the Rula Book available. but it was not up 
to date - one (ule had not been updated. The neCessary corrections were m~de to the employee's 
Rule Book and the commOn Rute Book as soon as the discrepancies were klentified by the a.uditors. 

Standard Operating Procedures for Yard Controllers, which will include requirements for keeping the 
common Rule Book current, are in the ptocess of being developed. 

. . 

TheDaHy Status lOgs, Work Permits, Yard Movement LOgS, Yard C6nfrolProcedute Manual, Rail 
Operations Bulletins, Rail Operations Procedures Notices, andGeneral Noti~$ appeared to be 
ptoperly prepafed, maintained,- ~nd turrent. . However: the referenced Maintenance of Way and 
Equipment Maintenance SOP's appear tohave n~ver been prepared. 

See recommendations 3, 7 alid 8. 



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

Checklist No. 6 Date of Audit June 24, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~----~----~ 

Department 

RAIL OPERATIONS 

Auditors 
AudteyOng 
Gaft Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) light Rail Operations Rulebook, undated 

Duane Martin 
Dennis Villard 
Hector Guiterrez 

2) Standard Operating Procedures. Metro Blue Line, Los Angeles/Long Beach Light Rail System 
3) Standard Operating Procedures, Metr6 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, Special Notices, and General Notices 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

BLUE LINE YARD CONTROLLERS PERFORMANCE 

Observe Yard Control!ers for not less than two hours at the Blue line yard in connection 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 under 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 maintaIned according to the referenced criteria. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Observed two yatd controllers at the Blue Line yard. Reviewed Daily Status Logs, Work Permits. 
Yard Movement Logs, Yard Control Procedure Manual. Rail Operations Bulletins, Rail Operations 
Procedures Notices. and General Notices. 
The two controllers were observed to perform their duties in accordance with the applicable rules 
and procedures. 

There is a common Rute Book in the tower foruse by the yard contrOllers, but it was not current. 
Standard Operating Procedures fOr Yard Controllers are in the process of being developed. 

Dally Status logs, WOrk Permits, Yard Movement Logs, Yard Control Procedure Manual, Rail 
perations BuHetins. Rail Operations Procedures Notices, and General Notices appeared to be 

properly prepared. maintained, and current. 

See recommendations 3 and 7. 



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

Checklist No. 7 Date of Audit June 19. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~~~~~~----~----~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Department Auditors 
Audrey Ong 

RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROL Ga Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Frank Alejandro 
Linda Leone 

1) System Safety PrOgram Plan - Operations, Rev 1. dated 11·25-96, Section 3.2.9 Safety Training 
2) Central Control Facility Ught Rail Standard Operating Procedures. effective 10/01196 
3) Central Control Facility Manual 
4). Training Matrix for Controllers 
5) Training Matrix for Senior RTOS 
6) CPUC G.O. 143A. Section 13.()3 Program of Instruction 

ElEM ISTles AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

1. Sereet a random sample of controlJers and review their training. certification. and recertification 
records to determine whether or not they are in compliance with the Reference Criteria. 

2. Review the current training. certification and re-certification lesson ptans for controllers to 
determine whether or not they ate complete and current. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Of the 3() Rail Operations Control (ROC) Controllers, 4 S~nlors and 26 RlOSs, the records (or 2 
SeniOrs and 8 RTOSs were reviewed (or compliance with the Reference Criteria. 
The review incfuded a follow up to Checklists No.1 & 2, Heavy and Light Rail Operations Training 
and Certification. 
The records were found to be complete and well organized. The few minor discrepancies which 
were found were il1'unediately corrected. 
In answer to a question about refresher training of Controllers returning after a long leave of _ 
absence, the training instructor stated that lesson Plans for retraining of this nature are cur(ently 
b~ing developed and written. .'. 
There are also a nUl1'lb~( of other lesson Plans being developed ~nd written o( beingfevised. 

t there apparently are no requirements or procedufes in place that require the Operations 
,~T""'HJ' Department to review these lesson ptans before they are issued for use. 

See (ecommendation 9. 



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

Checklist No. 8 Date of Audit June 23, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~~--~~~----~-----;----------~~--~~~ 

Department 

RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROL 

Auditors 
Audrey Ong 
Gary Rosentha1 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Frank Alejandro 
Doug Jackson 
Henry Casten ada 

1) System Safety PrOgram Plan- Operations. Rev 1, dated 11-25-96. Sect 2.4.1.1 Rail Facilities 
2) light Rail Operations Ru1e Book. undated 
3) Standard Operating Procedures. Metro Blue lil'le. Los Angelesllong Beach light Rail System 
4) Standard operating Procedures. Metro Green Line, NOIwalk/RedondO Beach Light Rail System 
5)" Light Rail- Rail Operations Bulletins 
6) Light Rail- Rail Operations Procedure Notices, SpeCial Notices, and General Notices 
7) Central Control Facility light Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 10/01/96 
8) CPUC G.O. 143A, SectiOn 12.04 HOurs 6f Service - Safety Sensitive Employees 

ELEM ENTICHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

BLUE LINE AND GREEN LINE RAIL OPERATIONS CONTROLLERS ACTIVITIES 

Audit the safety related duties and responsibilities of MTA persOnnel assigned to the ROC to determine 
whether or not they are being properly performed by a combination of the fol!owing: 

• First hand observations (ora minimum o( four hours 
• One on One interviews with randomly selected Ught Rail ROC employees 
• Review a random sample of forms. cards, recorded voice tapes, computer fifes and 

other documentation prepared during the past six mOnths 

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

1. RaJI Controllers are respOnsible for maintaining and having their SOPs available white iii the 
performance of duties. Complete knowledge and strict compliance of all SOPs shall be tequired by all 
Control Center personnel. (CCF SOP 101.1) 

2. Unusual Occurrence Reports and the Open InCidents Log 

3. Hours of service time records 

4. Incidenls documented in the Rail Incident Management System (RIMS) (CCF SOP 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 1 

6. Manual Block System Crearance log (CCF SOP 104.13) 

7. Wayside Restriction Orders (CCF SOP 104.20) 

8. Clearance Cards (CCF SOP 104.21) 

9. Communtcations with Union Pacific for UP Train Movements at the Vargus Spur and the Amoco line. 
(CCF SOp. 107.1) 

RESUl TS/COMMENTS 

First hand observations of liglll Rail Controllers were made for more than six hOurs. and one on One 
interviews w~re conducted with four Controll~rs. An of the above listed specific iterl1s were reviewed with 
the exception of items 5-8. See Checklist NO. {) for resulls of the hours of service review. 

Of the four interviewed Controllers. onty one had an updated rutebOok. An had a good understanding of 
the appJicabte operating ru'es arid pr6c.edures. 

ere are three copies of the light Rail Operations Rule Book at the Control Center. They are kept in 
binders along with the Standard Operating Procecrures. 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 were current and properly maintained as required by the Standard 
Operating Procedures. 

Reviewed multiple channel audio tape recordings of Blue line Controllers Activities related to (our Ught 
Rail Accidents and two UniOn Pacific Railroad/Blua Line operations. Controllers performed according to 
appropriate rutes and SOPs while exercising 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 COUN1Y METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORllY 

Checklist No. 9 Date of Audit June 22 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~----------~~--~~~ 

Department Auditors 
AudreyOng 

RA'L OPERA liONS CONTROL Ga Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRtTERIA 

Frank Alejandro 
Doug Jackson 
Henry Castenada 

1) System Safety Program Plan .. Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.4.1.1 Rail Facilities 
2) Heavy Rait OpetaUons Rule Book, undated 
3) Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 2-1-98 
4~ Heavy Rail - Rail Operations Bulletins . 
5) Heavy Rail- Rail Operations Procedure Notices, Special Notices, and General N6tice~ 
6) Central Control Facility Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures, effective 2/01/tJ7 

CPUC G.O. 143A, n 12.04 Hours of Service - Sensitive Ern"."""",,,,., 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

Audit the safety related duties and responsibilities of MTA personnel assigned to the ROC to 
determine whether or not they are being properly performed by a combination of the following: 

• First hand observations for a minimunl of fout hours 
• One on one interviews with randomly selected Heavy Rail ROC employees 
• Review a random sample of forms, cards, recorded voice tapes, computer files and 

other documentation"prepared during the past six months 

A list of specific items to be included in the audit follows: 
1. Rail ControJ/ers are responsible for maintaining and having their SOPs available white in the 

performance of duties. Complete knowl~dge and strict compliance of all SOPs shall be required 
by all Control Center personnel. (CCF SOP 101.1) 

2. Unusual Occurrence Reports and the Open rncidents Log for the past six months 

3. Hours of service time records 

4. rncidents documented in the Rail Incident Management System (RIMS) (CCF SOP 1()1.6) 

5. ManualBlock System Clearance Log (CCF SOP 104.13) 

Waysid~ Restriction Orders (CCF SOP 104.19) 

7. Clearance Cards (CCf SOP 104.20) 

CONTINUED NEXT pAGE 



CHECKLIST NO. 9 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

First hand observations and reviews of the documentation were made with the exception of items 
5~.1. Two heavy rail controllers were a1so interviewed. 

The Controllers were knowledgeable of the applicable Standard Operating Procedures. Both 
Controllers were unaware. however, of the fatest Heavy Rail Operations Procedure Noti~ dated 
June 1, 1998 - Unk.nown Hazardous Substance. One Controller had his personal copy"Oftha 
rutebook but it was not current. The other Controller stated he uses the fila copy of the ruleboolo; at 
Control. The two Heavy Rail fife copies of the rulebook were both out of date, one near the console 
and" the other at the Senior's desk. 

It was found that the latest Heavy Raif Operations Procedure Notice dated June 1. 1998 - Unknown 
Hazardous Substance. was neither posted nor waS thete a ·sign (or- sheet for it. 

Reviewed the Hours of Service Recotds fot all the Red, Btue andGreen Une Controtfets thrOugh 16 
weeks between December 28. 1997 and June 13, 1998. There was no (ecord of any Controller 
working in excess of 12 houts in any 16 hour period and no reCord of any Controller having gon~ on 

uty without at reast 8 hOUfS off duty priOr to the start of their next shift. " 

Reviewed a sample of more than 40 Unusual OCcurrenc~ Reports prepared for the Red Une. Each 
report appeared to be c6mplete and properly prepared. In reviewing these Unusual Occurrence 
Reports it was disclosed that the departments listed at the bottom of each (eport do not actually 
receive the rep'orts unless they are requested. It was alsO noled that thete were two UORs that 
appeared to be reportable injury accidents, but they were not (orWarded to the Operations Safety 
Department. 

It was learned that the 40 Channel tape recorder (requently (aifs or breaks recOrding tapes. there is 
no specific log to (ecord these failures, however the failures may be recorded in any one of the three 
unusual oCCurrence rogs and the Communications Dept. is notified. This machine reCords tadlo and 
telephone communications as well as security (elated activities for the Red, Blue and Green lines. 

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



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

Checklist No. 10 Data of Audit June 25, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~----~--~----~-----+--~~--~~~~~~~ 

Department 

MAINTENANCE OF WAY 

Auditors 
Audrey Ong 
Gary Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) . Light Rail Operations Rutebook, undated 

Bud Moore 
Jeff Root 
Ron Regenor 

2) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Blue Line, Los Angele$llong Beach Light Rail System 
3) Standard Operating Procedures, Metro Gteen line, Norwalk/Redondo Beach Light Rail System 
4) Light Rail- Rait Operations Bulletins 
5) Light Rail - Rail Operations Procedure Notices, Special Notices, and General Notices 
6) Maintenance of Way Standard Operating Procedure 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

LIGHT RAIL HI-RAIL EQUIPMENT OPERATOR PERFORMANCE 

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

2. Interview not less than one certified Hi-Rail Equipment Operator regarding rutes and procedures 
in the Reference Criteria t6 determine whether 6r not they are knowledgeable about them. 

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

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Two certified Hi-Rail Equipment Operators were interviewed regarding rutes, Standard Operating 
Procedures, Light Rail Bulletins and Special N6tices. We also checked to see if these employees 
had a Raitroad Approved watch, a Light Rail Operations Rulebook that had been updated and 
appropriate high visibility vests. 

h employees wete familiar with the operating tules, bulletins, SOPs and notites. Both had copIes 
the Light Rail Operations Rulebook with them. Only one" of the equipment operators had an 

updated tulebook. Neither of the equipment operators had a Railroad Approved watch. 80th 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 arso qualified to operate a ballast regulator and tie tamper which they did operate as a single 
train between Norwalk and long Beach Blvd. Stations. 

The$e operatOrs performed the requited predeparture inspections, copIed train Orders and w6rk 
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 operators and wete found to be listed on the ,ostet. 

See recommendations 3 and 5. 

:.; :" 



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

Checklist No. 11 Date of Audit June 25. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~--------~~~~~~-4 

Department Auditors 
• Susan Feyl 

RAIL OPERATIONS SUPPORT Len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Anton Andersen 
Albert Nijlatid 
Rufus Francis 

1) System Safety PrOgram Plan - Operations. Rev 1. dated 11-25-96. Sect. 4.1.4 Configuration 
Control Center (CCG) 

2). LACMTA Rail Configuration Change Control Procedure 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

CONFIGURATION CHANGE CONTROL 

,~ .• 1. :! a sample of three Change Orders completed Of substantially completed during the past year 
and review the associated configuration change records and drawings to determine whether Of not: 

1. The required change approval process was correctly implemented. 

2. The affected operations and maintenance procedures and training programs were fevised to 
incorporate the changes. 

3. the changes Were recorded on as-built drawings. 

4. The changes were reviewed and accepted by the Operations Safety Dept. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Item A 

Arbitrarily selected a completed modificati(in project on the Red Line. This project consisted of 
-Adding on Switches to the Emergency Management Panel'" for the control of ventilation fans. The 
mOdification was submitted to the Configuration Review Committee on June 1. 1995. Reviewed the, 
official a~·bullt draWings to see il they were revised with this 1110dificatioo. Also reviewed th~ latest 

of the Emergency Management Panel operating procedure to see if it had been revised to 
ct the modification. 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 



Findings: 

CHECKLIST NO. 11 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

1. The as built drawings have not been updated. 

2. A procedure that includes the operation of these switches was not avaHabTe for review at the time 
of the audit. 

3. The COnfiguration Change record sheet in the me for this project did not contain sign-of( 
signatures for the Safety Dept, the Design Dept, nor the approval signature of the ditectot of the 
Change Review COmmittee. Howevet, the Change Review Committee and Safety Dept had 
apparently apprOved the design change. 

Item B 

Arbitrarily selected two plans (Hazardous Materials Emergency Contingency Response Plan 
(HMECRP), and the System Safety PrOgram Plan (SSPP) to see if they had been prepared and 
issued in accordance with established configuration management procedures. 

Findings: 

1. The HMECRP was revised on May 29, 1996 but was never submitted to the Configuration 
Contro1 Oepartment and consequently was not reviewed by the Change Review Committee. 

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

Item C 

Arbitrarily selected a set 6f contract dOcuments (Special Trackwork Contract No. R01-T08-pa30. 
spedfication (ot trackwork for the Bfue 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 Configuration Management Oepartment •. 
and are currently not under configuration change control. . 

2. follow-up questions fed to the discovery that as-built drawings supplied by consultants and 
vendors are, for lhemost part, not submitted to the Configuration Management Department and 
cOnsequently fail to fall under any change control process. Conseqt;Jently, a seamless transition 
between construction management and the MTA end users is not in place. 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 



Item 0 

CHECKLIST NO. 11 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

Subsequent questioning on th~ above discrepancies revealed the following information: 

• Vehicle Maintenance Plans, Maintenance-Of-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 generio ,ist of docu",ents subject to formal cha~ge control, there is some 
confusion regarding which specific documents Come under the configuration management 
prOgram. 

. . 

• the current Rail ConfiguratiOn Change Control Procedure dOesn6t adequately define the scope 
: of change control, lines Of communication, andspetific responsibilities.· For example, it was not 

dear who is re$pon~ibre to ensura -ripple effect- documentation (up-dates to affected operating 
procedures, training manuals, rule books, etc.) is revised . 

•. Thete is no process to merge a numb~t of contracts in one track area in Order to determi(H~ the 
number and 16cati6oof all utility lines. Fot example, during excavation at rmperial. there waS n6 
·way of knowing how to trace drawings showing the rOCation of 480 volt underground powet lines. 

See recommendation 12. 



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

Checklist No.. 12 

Department 

Date of Audit June 25. 1998 Parsons Contacted 
Bill McCann 

Auditors 
Doh'Johnson 

RAIL ACTIVATION & 
START·UP 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Rail Activation Test Program Plan· MetrO, Red Line Verli10ntIHoiryWood Corridor 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

TEST PROGRAM STATUS REPORTING FOR THE METRO REO LINE 
VERMONTIHOLL YWOOD CORRIDOR 

'qeview the contract acceptance test matriX fot the MOS28 VermonUHollywood Corridor maintained 
by the MTA Start-up Program Manager to determine 'whether or not the matrix is up to date and 
shows: 

• The scheduled date for the acceptance test fot each contract 
• The actual date for completed contract acceptance tests 
• The disposition of each completed test 

Review the MTA Start-up PrOgram Manager"s fife of weekly progress reports for the MOS2B . 
VennonUHolIyvlOOd Corridor prepared by the Construction Manager"s (CM) Rail Activation Manager 
to determine whether Of not they include: 

• Tests 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 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

SpOke to the MTA (eprasentallve by phone.on June 25. 1998. He eXplained that he would not be 
able to meet with the auditors on June 26. 1998 as scheduled because of a conflict with another 

eating he had to attend with the FTA. He apol6gized (or the delay but said he would not be 
able until June 30. 1998. This etemenVcharacteristic not audited. 

See recommendation 13. 



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

Checklist No. 13 Date of Audit June 24. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----~----~--------~~--~~~~ 

Leila Protopio-Makuh 
Department 

HUMAN RESOURCES 

Auditors 
Audrey Ong 
Gary Rosenthal 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Jessica Gil 

1) System Safety Pr6gram Plan .. Operatiofls. Rev 1. dated 11-25-96. Sect. 4.3.16 Human 
Resources & 6.11 Drug arid Alc6hol Abuse 

2) MTA AlcohOl and Drug Abuse Policy 
3) COde of Federal Regulatioris CFR 49 Parts 653 and 654 
4) CPUC G.O. 143A. Section 12.03 Use of Alcohol. Narcotics. or Drugs FOrbidden 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERlsrlCS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

IDRUG AND ALCOHOL -II::~ riNG PROGRAM 
-" 

Ask MTA to. review their records forthe following Types of Drug and Alcohol Testing conducted 
during the past three {3} years On Safety sensitive Rail Employees: 

Pre-Employment & Transfer, Reasonable Suspicion. Post-Accident. Random. 
Return 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 refused to lake a test. Perform a further review of the employment 
records of the above identified individuats to confirm that thay were subsequently prohibited from 
perionning safety sensitlve duties unless and until they successfully completed the Employee 
Assistance Program and passed the required Return-ta-Duty testing. Finally. perform a further 
review of the records of any identified individuals who were allowed to return to work in safety 
sensitive pusitions to confirm that they have been subjected t() and successfully passed the required 
F()lIow-up Testing as specified in the reference criteria. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

A review of the program tecordS fot Rail employees in safety sensitive positions discfosed eight had 
tested positive fot illegal drugs between January i •. 1995 and May 1998. In 1995. fout tested positive 

randOm testing. In 1996. One tested positive in random-testing clridone tested positive in 
ble cause tasting. In 1997. two tested positive in random testing. F6r this yeat. no rail· 

el1lploye~s have tested positive through May 1998. Of the eight eMployees who tested positive, five 
were terminated. one retired, one resigned and one w~s suspended due to an administrative errot in 
handling of the testing process. That employee agreed to partitipate 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 employee is nOw Subject to 
follow-up testing, six times a year, for a total of 60 months. 

The administration of this program was found to be in full c<>mpliance with the referenced criteria for 
the element I characteristics reviewed. 

e. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
lOS A~GElES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Check.list No.1 14 

Department 

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY 

Date of Audit March 6, ·1998 PerSons Contacted 
Cliff Sammons 

Auditors 
AudreyOng 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

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

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

GE:NERAL COMPLIANCE WITH CAUOSHA CONSTRUCTION SAFETY ORDERS 

A II'~'" the reSponsible CAUOSHA representative for LACMTA construction safe.tY and ask for his 
evaluation of LACMTA's and its construction contractor's compliance with the referenced safety 
orders. 

RESUl TS/COMMENTS 

Spok.e with Cliff Sammons of CaVOSHA's DiviSion of Mining and Tunneling regarding LACMTA and 
its constructiOn cOntractor's compliance with the referenced safety Orders. Mr. Samn10ns 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 

Department 

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY 

Date of Audit June 15, 1998 Persons Contacted 
Ralph Sbragia 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
E.ik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Construction Safety And Security Manual. Part F, Rev 6. 2122/!}3. 5.3.3 Inspections And Exhibit 
5-2 Construction Safety Inspection Checklist 

2) System Safety Program Plan ~ OperatiOns. Rev 1, dated 11/25/96, Sect.3.2.7 Facility And 
. Equipmentlnspections 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

FACILITIES INSPECTIONS 

select 2 currently active on-site contractors and review the contractor's file of safety 
inspection records prepared during .the past six months to determine whether Or not: 

1. The required monthly inspections have been performed and documented on Form CS-54. 
Construction Safety Inspection Checklist. 

2. The required daily. monthty, quarterly arid annua1 crane inspection logs are being properly 
maintained, and the crane and wire rope inspection records. Form CS-55 and CS-56 are on fife 
at the job site. 

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

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Visited the Vermont/Sunset Station construction site and attempted to review the contractor's 
construction safety inspection checklists and crane 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. the required documentation was not available for review. The required 
review of the elements a.nd 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 

Department 

OPERATIONS SAFETY 

Date of Audit June 17, 1998 Persons Contacted 
Rufus Francis 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 
len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) CPUC General Order 164A, 9/3/97. Par. 5 Reporting Accidents and Par. 7 Investigating 
ACCidents 

2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1. dated 11125/96, Section 3.2.16 Accident 
Investigation 

3)" LACMTA Rail Accident Procedures Manual, 9120/90. Section 2.3 Investigations 
4) COde of Federal Regulations CFR 49 Part 659.41 Investigations And Part 659.43 Corrective 

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

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

ACCIDENt/INCIDENT REPORTING & INVESTIGATlON 

Randomly select 3 accidents involving injuries or fatalities reported to the CPUC during the past 12 
months. Review the aocident investigation procedures, reports, and corrective action plans and 
schedules utilized by LACMTA for the selected accidents to determine whether or not: 

1. The accident investigation procedure clearly describes the method to be used and the 
person/department in ch~rge of each phase of the investigation. 

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

3. The accompanying corrective action plan properly addresses the identified causes and contains 
requirements which can be expected to prevent the accident from recurring. 

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

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 
~------------------------------

Reviewed MTA's Rail Accident Procedure dated 9120/90. Rail Operations Control Special Notice. 
Rail Accident I Incident Response and Documentation TrainingC6u(Se, and Training Schedule- (or ' 

if Accident Procedures. The application and use of these procedures, notices, and training 
rials with respect t6 4 different accidents was discussed in detail with a representative of the 

Operations Safety Department. The four aCCidents were: 

CONTINUED NEXt PAGE 



CHECKLIST No. 16 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

1. Florence, train vs. pedestrian (Blue line) 3/28/98 
2. Dog hictdent (Red Une) ~/3/98 
3. pantograph Problem (Gre~n Une) 10/1/97 
4. Washington Blvd. & Hooper Street, left Tum Accidents (Blue line) 316198 

Results of this review and discussIon showed that all of the elements/characteristics listed under 
items 1 through 4 above were satisfactorily complied with fot the 4 se!ected accidents. No 
exceptions were noted. -

During the course 01 the discussion it was learned that the MTA routinely convenes a multi· 
departme-nt meeting to discuss and reach agteement on the most probablES"cause and tequited 
corrective action fot major aCtidents. H6wevet,-th-~-MTA has not been riotlfying"'the CPUC 
designated representative in advance of these meetings as is required by Commission General 
Order No. 164--A. paragraph 6.2. 

See, recommendation 14. 



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

Checklist No. 17 Date of Audit June 15. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~--~----~~~~~~ 

Department 

OPERATIONS SAFETY 

AUditors: 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 
len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Collins Ka1u 
Robert Torrez 
James Jimenez 
Marion Ray 

LACMTA Procedures For Reporting Hazardous Materials Spills, 11/17/93. 

ElEMENT/CHARACTERls-'ncs AND METHOD OF VERIFiCATION 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SPILLS REPORTS 

RandOm1yselect a hazardous material spill that occurred during the past 12 months and review the 
cOf(esponding report from the Risk Management Department's fIle of Hazardous Material Spills to 
determine whether or not the (eport contains the (ollowing minimum information: 

1. Date and tinie of inCident 
2. Incident location 
3. MTA personnel and outside agencies responding to spill 
4. Nature and cause of incident 
5. Number and type 01 injuries 
6. Amount of released material and an estimate of gallons that entered the storm or sanitary sewer 

sy~tem if applicab1e 
7. Weather condition at time of incident 
8. Copies of citations that may have been issued 
9. Current status and location of released spill materia' 

RESUl tS/COMMENTS r----------------------------
Mel with the above listed personnel and teviewed a binder containing hazafd6usmateriaJ spiIJ 
reports prepared during the pasl12 Months. Sevetalof these reports were selected at random and 
(eviewed against the items listed in this checklist. 

All checklist items were adequately¢()v~te<;l, except that· weather conditions wete not indicated ~n . 
some ofth~ reports. Thisdlsctepflncy was questioned. Thet~sp6n$e was tha~ weathet'c6nditions . 

entered 6nty when the weather has an effect oj; the incident (e.g. rain washing hazardous· 
ateriats into drains, elo-.) This response was constdered reasonable and accepted by the audit 

team .. 

This erement I characteristic judged to be satisfot,;toty without -a_riy noted 8ACcptiuns. 



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

Checklist No. 18 Date of Audit Juno 17. 1998 Persons Contacted ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ____________ ~~ _________ L~ __ ~~~~ 

Department 

OPERATIONS SAFETY 

Auditots 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 

Robert Torres 
Henry He) 

System Safety Program Plan· Operations, Rev 1, dated 11125/96, Section 3.2.12 Occupational 
Health And Safety 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

INJURY AND ILLNESS PREVENTION PROGRAM 

Review ttie Operations Safety Department's Injury and Illness Prevention Program Records to 
determine whether Of not: 

1. The persons responsible for implementing the program are trearly identified. 
2. There is a system for identifying and evaluating workplace hazards. 
3. Procedufes exist for investigating occupational injuries and iUnesses and for correcting unsafe or 

unhealthy conditions in a timely manner. 
4. The program intrudes occupational health and safety training for employees. 
5. The program includes safety meetings, posting written notices, suggestion programs, and a 

labor I management safety and health committee. 
6. RecOrds are maintained to verify compliance with the program training and inspection 

requirements. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Reviewed the MTA's Injuty and Illness Preventi6n Program Plan dated February. 1997 as well as 
sefected examples of assOciated safety training sign-in sheels, Inspection checklists, and other 
records. Results of this review revealed that the elements I characteristics fisted in items 1 through 
6 above are aU satisfactory without any noted exceptions. 



cPuc SYSTEM SAFETY AUOlT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNlY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORny 

Checklist No. 19 Date of Audit June 16. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----.--~----+--------~------~---; 

Department 

OPERA liONS SAfElY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Rufus Francis 
Robert Torres 
Tom Eng -

1) Operations Safety Certification Plan. MTA Heavy Rail System. 1/96 
2) System $afety Program Plan - Operations. Rev 1. dated 11/25/96, Section 3.2.18, Safety 

Certification 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

OP'ERATIONS SAFETY CERTIFICAtiON 

Review the Operations Safety Department's file of Safety Certification Reports fot Metro Red line 
Segment 2A and randomly select 2 subsystems (same subsystems as selected for Check.list 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 procedures have been prepared and issued for use. 
3. Operations and maintenance training and certification has been compteted. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Randomly selected two subsystems (1. Ventitation and 2. Automatic Train Control) and reviewed the 
Operations Safety Department's file of safety certificatiOn reports fot both subsystems. Testing for 
each subsystem was properly documented on a test completion certificate. Operations and 
maintenance plans and procedures have been prepafed and issued for use, and the required 
training and certificati6n has been Completed. All of the requifed safety Certification activities for the 
two selected subsystems appear to have bean satisfactorily cOllipleted without any noted 
exceptions. 



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

Checklist No. 20 Date of Audit June 18. 1998 Pers6ns Contacted 
l--=-..:....:.....::~~..:....:....:.....l.-----=-----+-~....:.--;.~--=--..:..-L~~~~~ Robert Torres 

Department 

OPERATIONS SAFETY 

Auditors 
SUSan Feyl 
Erik Juul 
DOn Johnson 

REFERENCE CRiTERIA 

Rufus Francis 
Henry Ho 

1) System Safety Program Plan, Rev 1. dated 11-25-96. Sect. ~.3 and Appehdices B.CID and E 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTIC'S AND MEtHOD OF VERIFICATfoN 

ORGANIZAtiONAL STRUCTURE 

COmpare the organizatiOnal structure as described in the System Safety PrOgra.m Plan with the 
LACMTA organizational slructute as it actually exists at the present tim'e to determine whether o( 
not: 

1. The three Or four different safety departments and their different (unctiOns are accOrately 
described in the Sspp - Operations. 

2. The organizational diagrams show the structure and identify the key positions in each of the 
individual safety departments 

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

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

C6nipared several newly prepared MTA organization charts provided by the ()it~ctor of Operations'· 
Safety with the organizational sttucture as described in 'the approved System Safety P(6gtam Plan 
(SSP?). This comparison revealed that the SSPP IS out of date. A new Office of safetY occupied 
by a Managing DIrector of Safety has been cleated to bring togeth~t each of the 4 djffeterit MTA 
safety departni~ntsur'lde( a single manager. The neW organizati6n charts clearly show the .." 
stru~tu(e. telationshlp. lines of comMUnication and Identify the key positions in each of the individual 

. departments. . 

See tecotnmeridatlon 15. 



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

Checklist No. 21 Date of Audit June 19. 1998 Persons COntacted 
~~~~~~----~-----4~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Department 

OPERATIONS SAFETY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Pamera Engelke 
Jess oiaz 
Robert TOrres 

1) Systern Safety Pr6gram Plan - Operations. Rev 1, dated 11125/96, Sect. ~.2.10 Emergency 
Response Planning, Co6rdination And Training IOrilis 

2) Heavy Rail Standard Operating Procedures, eft. 2-1-98, Sect. 108 - Emergency Response 
Procedures 

3) Standard Operating Procedures, MetrO Blue line. los Angeles I long Beach light Rail System 
Sect. 108 - Emergency Response Procedures 

4) Standard operating Procedures, Metro Green line, NONialkiRedondo Beach Light RaiJ System 
Sect. lOS - 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 fo1!6wing dotum~nts: 

• System Emergency Preparedness Plan. 
• Emergency Response Plan. 
• Hazardous Material Emergency Contingency Response Plan. 
• Emergency Response POlicies and Procedures. 

2. Review LACMTNs file of unusual Occurrence reports to determine whether or not reports were 
prepared tor each of the fire/smoke, train vs object, train vs person, and derailment accidents 
reported to the CPUC during the past six months. 

3. Review LACMTA's (ecord of emergency drills performed during the past 12 months to determine 
whether or not the drills were performed on a regurat periodic basis, they included the 
appropriate 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 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS , 

Reviewed the LACMTA's file of plans and procedures and determined tha.t they have prepared and 
issued: 

1, an emergency response ptan dated 8/95 
2. a hazardous materials emergency contingency respOnse plan dated 12/93 and revised 5196 
3. an operational actiOn plan (or severa weathet conditions and flOOds dated 12/97 

AdditiOnal emergency procedures presently being prepared and in draft form but not issued (or use 
are: 

1.- an emergency preparedness plan 
2. an earthquake action plan 
3. a fire action plan 

Reviewed LACM'rNs records Of emergency drills for the past 12 months and determined that 
quarterly drills (ot both light and heavy rail were performed as required. The appropriate Outside 
agenCies were notified in advance of each drill and post drill analysis reports were prepared. 

Unusual OCcurrence Reports are not maintained by the Operations Safety Department. They are on 
fife. hOwever. at the Rail Operations Center (see Checklist No.8). 

See recOmmendations· 8 and 10. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFElY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

22 Checklist No. Date of Audit I June 18. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~---------~----------~--------~~----~~:~ 

Oepartment 

SYSTEM SAfETY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik. Juul 

REfERENCE CRITERIA 

Rufus Francis 
Robert Torres 
Tom Eng 

1) System Safety Program Plan· Operations. Rev 1. 11125/96. Sect. 3.2.18 Safety Certification 
2) tACMTA Safety Certification Plan For Construction. 9/97, Par. 9' Safety Certification Overview 

And Procedures . 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY CERTI FICATION 

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

1. A Criteria Conformance checklist was developed and signed. 
2. A Specification Conformance checklist was developed and signed. 
3. Contractual testing was performed and documented on the Specification Conformance checklist 
4. Integrated testing was performed and documented in a Safety Certification Test Completion 

Report. 
5. Operational Certification Report exists 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Reviewed the safety certification records for the ventilation and automatic train control subsystems 
(same 2 subsystems selected for Checklist No. 19). Properly prepared criteria conformance and 
specification conformance cheCklists were on file for both subsystems. The speCification 
conformance checklists showed that contractual testing was satisfactorily completed for both 
subsystems. A safety certification test completion report dated July, 1996 showed that integrated 
testing was completed for both subsystel'ns. The required operational certificatiOn (eport is als6 on -
fife. The safety certification documentation for the 2 selected subsystems appears to be satisfactory 

,ithout any noted exceptions. 



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

Checklist No. 23 Date of Audit June 22. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~------~---1 

Department 

SYSTEM SAFETY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 

Vijay Khawani 
Robert Torres 

1) System Safety Program Plan .. Operations. Rev 1, dated 11125/96, Section 3.2.1 Hazard 
Identification And Resolution And Appendix J, Report Of Unsafe Condition Or Hazard 

2) APIA Manual For Systell'l Safety Program Plans, 8120/91. Checklist Item 7 Hazard 
Identification/Resolution Process 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

REPORTING OF HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS 

Review the System Safely Department's file of completed Reports Of Unsafe Condition or Hazard 
prepared during the past 12 months to determine whether or not: 

1. All LACMTA employees have been made aware of the program for reporting hazardous 
conditions and are using the reports accordingly. 

2. Reported hazardous cOnditions have been properly investigated, evaruated. and are resolved in 
accordance with the requirements in paragraph 3.2.1 of the SSPP. 

Reviewed the System Safety Department's flte of completed reports of unsafe conditions and unsafe 
hazards prepared during the past 12 months. These reports showed that each reported condition or 
hazard was properly investigated, evaluated. and resOlved as requited by the SSPP. The System 
Safety Department's (ecords of employee training also show that all MTA employees have been 
made aware of the prOgram for reporting hazardous conditions. This element I characteristic judged 
to be satisfactory without any noted exceptions. 



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

Checklist No. 24 Date of Audit June 22, 1998 PersOns Contacted 
~----~.--~----~-----+--------~~----~~~ 

Department 

SYSTEM SAFETY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Vijay Khawanl 
Robert T orcas 

1) LACMTA Four Quadrant Crossing Gate System Triallnstallati6n Integrated Test Plan 12/9/97 
2) System Safety Program Plan 4 Operations, Rev 1, 11125/96. Sect. 3.2.1 Hazard Identification 

And Resolution, 3.2.5 Equipment/Design Modification. 4.2.5 Equipment/Design Modification 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METH()D OF VERIFICATION 

SYSTEM MODIFICATION TESTING PROCESS' 

Review 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-e t6 verify Central Control facility a'arllls. 
3. Tests 1.4 a-g to verify the operation of exit gates with track area vehicle detection system 

connected. 
4. Tests 1.2 a-d, and 1.4 h to verify the operation of eXit gates with track area vehicle detects. 
5. Tests were repeated if 3 failure occurred and properly documented. 
6. Noted defects were corrected in a timely manner. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

All (our quadrant gate project tests were perfofmed based upon the original design with octagonal 
loops and farge spacing, except for test 1.2d (broken exit gate alarm test. the alarm was not in the 
original design). and a partial test of 1.33 (verify operation of exit gates with exit controller. which 
involved Union Pacific trains whose connections were not all complete). 

The original design has been imptoved to provide rectangular 166p~ and smallet spacing. The MfA 
;"'It;~t;lir slated that all of the required tests will be repeated as s60n as the design changes 

completed. This element I characteristic judged to be satisfactory without any noted exceptions. 



cpue SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNlY METROPOUTAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Checktist No. 25 Date 01 Audit June 23. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~----~--~------------1----~--~~~~~~~ 

Department 

SYSTEM SAFETY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRtTERIA 

Vijay Khawar'll 
Robert Torres 
John Miller 

1) System Safety PrOgram Plan For Construction, 12/4/96" Par. 4 Program Elements 
2) Code of Federal Regulations CFR 49 Part 659.31 System Safety PrOgram Plan Standard 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

SYSTEM SAFETY PROGRAM PLAN FOR CONSTRUCTION 

Through a combination of interviews with the System Safety Department personnel, procedure 
reviews. and documentation checks. determine whether 6r not LACMTA has $uccessfully 
'nipremented the ceferen"ced Construction System Safety PrOgram requirements for the (oUowing 
listed activities during the past 12 months: 

1. PartiCipation in design reviews. 
2, Collect historical information on hazards, accidents. and injuries. 
3. Ac~ptalice and system integration tests have been conducted and documented. 
4. System readiness drills were conducted and documented. 
5. Contractual training was performed as required. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

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. Quarterly accident summary reports provided historical 
information on accidents and injuries. 

The Metro Red line segment 2a Safety Certification ReportdatedJuty 1996 documented that 
acceptance and system integration tests (Section 4). system teadiness drills (Section 6). a"nd 

tractual training (Section 5) wete all satisfactorily performed. 

This element I chatacteristic judged to be satisfactory without any noted exceptions. 



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

Checklist No. 26 Date of Audit June 16, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~~----~--~ 

Department 

SYSTEM SAFETY 

Auditors 
Susan Feyl 
Erik. Juut 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Tom En-g 
RObert Torres 
Rufus Francis 

LACMTA Safety Certification PJan For Construction, 9/97, Par. 3.7 Objective 9 Safety Certification 
OveNiew And Procedures. 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

VEHICLE SAFETY CERTIFICATION 

ReviEwi the System safety Department's fife of vehicle safety certification records for the P2000 
vehicles to determine whether Or not: 

1. A Vehicre Criteria Conformance Checklist was developed and signed and the supporting 
documentation is available. 

2. A Vehicre Specification Conformance Checklist was developed and signed and the supporting 
documentation is available. 

3. Integrated vehicle test was performed and property docuffiEmted, and a Test Conformance 
Certificate issued. 

4. Certificate of Compliance has been issued and Signed. 
5. The required inspections were properly documented. 
6. Noted defects were corrected in a timely manner. 
7. Operator training specific to this vehiCle has been completed. 
8. Maintenance procedures have been developed with specific requirements for the 200Q vehicle. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

The Vehicle Criteria ConformanCe che~ktist is the only portion of the safety certification proCess that 
has been completed to date for the P2000 vehicles. The System Safety Departn1ent representative 
stated that he is still in the process of revieWing this checklist to assure that it was properly pr~pated. 
The remaining checklists and other activities required to ~ompl~te the vehicle safety eertifitatiOn .• 
pr6cess will be performed as the vehicles continue to be delivered, inspected. tested and accepted. 

is element I characteristic could not be completed because of the behind schedule status ()fth~ 
ivery 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 Audit June 15. 1998 Pers6ns Contacted 
~--------~-----------r--------~~~~~~~ 

Department 

RISK MANAGEMENT 

Auditor$: 
Susan Feyl 
Erik Juul 
Len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Roobik Ga166sian 
Marie Kim 
Robert Torres 

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 Acquisition/Analysis. 6.S Safety Information & Reporting 

2>. LACMTA Report: Operations Safety Managemerit Statistics . 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOO OF VERIJ=ICATION 

SAFETY DAtA ACQUISITION/ANALYSIS 

Randomly select two quarterly yAMS reports prepared during the past 24 months to determine 
whether or not: 

1. The two reports were prepared and issued on schedule to the recipients indicated on the 
governing procedure. 

2. Rail accidents are categorized into the 5 FTA categories. 
3.' Statistics are displayed n'umerieally and graphit<'tlty. 
4. Occupational injuries are categorized into 'light and heavy (ail. 
5. Each report shows th~ past 4 quarters and past 2 years results. 
6. The statistical data is analyzed for trends as required in 3.2.11 - Safety Oata Acquisition of the 

SSPP. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

YAMS reports prepared for the first and second quarters of FY 98 and the third quarter for FY 91 
were setected (or review. This review showed that iterris 1 through 5 were satisfactorily performed 
and documented in the selected sample reports. The MTA 'representatives explained that the trend' 
analysis tequired by item 6. above is performed by the Operations Safety OepartmeJltrather than by 
Risk Management. Operations Safety has prepared a ~ep0r:t ~ntitl~d·Metro 814$ lin(t A.¢Ctd~n<t',· 
Trend Analysis· dated May 14. ,1998, However.' this(~p6rt was apparently developed in,'respbnse t6 

specific n1anagernent request 6na one time basiS. Regular anaty$is ofstat!stical aCcident data On 
periodic basis is apparently not b~ing performed. . 

See recommendation 16. 



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

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

Department 

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Rufus Francis 
Randolph Gordy 
Dan lindstrom 

1) Communication Quarterly Inspection and Maintenance Report· Metro Blue line, Undated. 
Page 2 

2) CommunIcation Quarterly Inspection and Maintenance Report - Metro Red line, Undated, 
Pages 3 and 8 

3) Communication Quarterly Inspection and Maintenance Report - Metro Green Line, Undated. 
4) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And 

Equipme'nt 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 
Panel and Emergency Telephone preventative maintenance reports prepared during the past 12 
months (or all 3 stations to detetmine whether Or not: 

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

2. The tesults of the inspections and tests were properly documented 

3. Noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Selected the Civic C~nter (Red line), Vermont (Green Une). and Dominguez (Blue line) stations 
and teviewed the associated emergency panel (EMP) and emergency telephone (E·iEl) quarterly.· 
inspection (eco(ds prepared during the past 3 quarters for each station~ The results of th~ inspection 
. rds review for each station follows: 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 



1. Civic Center 

CHECKLIST No, 28 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

E-TEL & EMP - Except for not complying with the required 3-month interva1 bet\veen inspections, 
the specified inspections were properly documented on records dated 4130/98. 3/13/98 and 
11/3/97. 

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, 11115/97. and 9122197. 

3. Dominguez 

E-TEL - Except for nofcomptyi"9 with the specified frequency (quarterly) the required 
inspections were properly documented on records dated 4/16/98, 11111197. and 8112/97. 

EMP - There ate 3, fiyover stations on the Blue line with EMP's, The MTA's quarterly inspection 
and maintenance report form used on the Blue Line for these three stations does not include a 
provision for recording the inspection and testing of EMP·s. Consequently. n6 inspections were 
performed and no records were prepared during the past 3 quarters, 

See recommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKUST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

e~~====~~==~======~ 
Checklist No. 29 Date of Audit June 15. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~~----~--~ 

Department 

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Randofph Gordy 
Dan Lindstrom 

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

2) National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Sect. 72, Chaptet 7, Station Fire Alarms • 
. Subsection. Dated 1992 

3) System 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 VERI FICA liON 

STATION FIRE ALARMS AND SPRINKLER SYSTEMS 

Randomly setect 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 Or not: 

1. the inspections and tests were performed at the speCified frequency as required by the reference 
criteria 

2. the results of the inspections and lests were property documented 

3. rioted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

The Facilities Maintenance Manager explain~d that prior to the fall of 1997 station fire alarm and; 
. kler syst~m inspection and testing was contracted Out. HOwever. the responsible contractot did 

do an adequate job. and consequently documentati6n to verify that the (equired 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 testing themselves. At this. same 
tir.~e they adopted Regulation 4 of the los AngeJes Fire COde as the applicable criteria fot testing the 
station alarms and sprinkler systems .. This code requires testing on an annual basis. 

The 2 stations selected tot review were Union Station and Civic Center Station. The test records 
dated 10/14i97. 10/15/97. 10/30/97, and 10/31/97 for Union Station showed that after an initial 
faHure. repairs. and several re-tests. the final fe-test 6n 10/31197 yiefded satisfactory results. . 
Similarly for Civio Center. the tast records dated 2124/98. 2125/98. 3/3198. 4/1/98. and 412198 showed 
that the final test on 412198 was satisfactory. As explained above. test records for earlier years are 
not available. 

See recommendation 17. 



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

.~F===~======~==~====~==========~ 
Checklist No. 30 Oate of Audit June 16. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------4---------~--~~~~ 

Department 

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
Len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Randofph Gordy 
Collins Ka'u 
Dan lindstrom 

1) National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Sect. 25, Chapter 9. Preaction I Deluge Valve. 
Subsection 9-4.3.2.1, Dated 1992 

2) System Safety Program Plan - OperatiOns. Rev1. dated 11-25-96. Sect. 3.2.7. Facifity And 
Equipment Inspections 

3) Regulation 4 Test Document (LAFO City Code) 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

UNDERCAR EMERGENCY SPRINKLER SYSTEM - QUARTERLY 

Randomly setect 2 underground stations and review the Undercar Emergency Sprinkler System 
Inspection reports prepared during the last 12 months for the 2 underground statiOns to determine 
whether or not: 

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

2. the required inspections and tests were properly documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a lin1ety manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

See the explanation conCerning the problems associated with contracting out the station fire alarm 
and sprinkler system inspection and testing described in Checklist No. 29. The same problems 
applied t6 the undercar' emergency sprinkfer system and explain why verification documentation for 
the required annual test is not ava.ilable for years prior to 1998. 

Selected the Pershing Square and Civic Centet stations fot review. SCADA generated reports f6( 
2 statiOr\s show that they were satisfactorily tested between 4/1198 and 4/3/98. As explained 

ova. test records (or earlier years are not available. 

See recommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFElY AUDIT CHECKLIST fOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNlY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

e'F===~======~====~====~==========~ 
Checklist No. 31 Oate of Audit June 16, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~~~~~J-____ ~ ____ -+~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Department 

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) California Administrative Code, Title 19 

RandoTph Gordy 
Collins Kalu 

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

3) System Safety PI'Ogram Plan - Operations. Rev 1. dated 11-25-96, Sect. 3.2.7, Facility And 
Equipment Inspections 

ELEMENT/CHARAcTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

STANDPIPES and ASSOCIATED PUMPS - FIVE YEARS 

Randomly select 2 undetground tunnel Sections (one fo( each of the Blue Line and Red line) and 
then review the Standpipes and Associated Pump Inspection reports prepated during the last 5 
years tor 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 
required by the reference criteria -

2. the requited inspections and tests were properly documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

From discussions with the Facilities Maintenance Manager it was (earned that the wet standpipes in 
the Red Une tunnel and Blue Une tunnel have not yet been hydrostatically tested as required by 
Title 19 of the California Administrative Code. Since this test is required only once every 5 years, 
the first Red Line test is not du6 until this year. The Blue Une test is overdue. Both systems are
scheduled for initial testing next m6nth. 

recommendation 17. 



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

Checklist No. 32 Date of Audit June 1~. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~---=~----~--------~----~--~ 

Department 

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
JOey Bigornta 
Kartik Shah 
Len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Randofph Gordy 
Collins Kalu 
Gary Felix 

1) Communications Quarterly Inspection And Maintenance Report - Metro Red line, Undated, 
Pages 6 And 1 

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 (eview the Preventative 
Maintenance Inspection and Test reports ptepared during the past 12 months to determine whether 
or not: 

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

2. the required inspections and tests were properly documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENtS 

Selected the Civic Center and Pershing Square Stations and reviewed the gas analyzer preventive 
maintenance inspection and test records prepared during 1997 and 1998 'or both stations. the 
required test frequency is 6nce every six months. H6wever, the actu(!1 testing w~s·performed ()n a 
10 to 11 month basis. The most recenttests were performed during April 1998. Therefore. the next 

led tests are due in September 1998. 

See rec6mO'landatiOn 17. 



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

.~. ====~====~====~====~==========~ 
Checklist No. 33 Date of Audit June 16, 1998 Pe(sons Contacted 
~------~~------------~~~----~~~~~-~~ 

Department 

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Rando1ph Gordy 
Collins Kafu 
Marc6 Sanchez 
Ed Turienzo 

1) Communications Quarterly Inspection And Maintenance Report - Metr6 Red lina, Undated 
2) System Safety Pr6gram Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25~96, Sect. 3.2.7. Facility And 

Equipment inspections 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

TUNNEL INSPECTION - QUARTERLY 

Randomly select a Sect. of the Red Une Tunnel between 2 stations and review the Metto Red Une 
Tunnel Inspection reports prepared during the past 12 months t6 determine whether or not: 

1. the tunnel Sect. chOsen was inspected at the specified frequency as required by the reference 
criteria 

2. the results of the inspectiOn were property documented 

3. noted defects were Corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

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 inspections were conducted at the specified 
frequency and the results were properly documeMed. 

Trouble tickets fot the whole Red Une (or the first quarters of 191)7 and 1998 were also reviewed. 
All trouble ticket items were closed (ot the first quarter of 1997. All but five percent of the trouble 
ticket items (or the first quarter of 1998 had been- closed. The open items are being property tracked 
until closure. 

is element I characteristic judged to be satisfactory without any excepti6ns noted. 



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

.~==~~====~====~==~~==~======~ 
Checklist No. 34 Date of Audit June 17, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~--------~----~--~ 

Department 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
Don Johnson 

REFERENCE CRITERrA 

George Matajovsky 
Marty Maggard 
Alan Clark 

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

ELEMENT/CHARACTERiStiCS AND MEtHOD OF VERIFICATION 

TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF SIGNAL INSPECTORS - EVERY TWO YEARS 

Obtain a copy of tACMTA's list 6f quatified signa' inspectors (or aU 3 rail fines. Randomfy select two 
or more inspectors and review each selected person·s training and certification fire to determine 
whether or not: 

1. Training, certification, and recertification recOrds are in compliance with the reference criteria 
(every two years) 

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

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Reviewed the personnel qualification and certification tecotds for two signal inspectors on the Red 
line and two signal inspectors On the Blue Line. These records showed that initial certification Was 
incomplete for all 4 inspectors. The Manager of the Signals Maintenance Department stated that 
inspectors who are not (ully certified always work under the direCt supervision of one or l1'Iore (ully 
qualified inspectors in the field. 

See recommendation 18. 

~ 



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

Checklist No. 35 Oate of Audit June 17. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--~~--~----~----~~~--~~~~~~~ 

Oepartment 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
Don Johnson 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

George MataJovsky 
Marty Magga(d 
Alan Clark 

1) Signal Maintenance Plan Fot Blue Line. Undated. Mainline Switches, Task Sect. 1(8) 
2) Signal Maintenance Ptan Fo( Red linc. Dated 1·14-97. Mainline SWitches 
3) SysteM Safety Program Plan - Operations. Rev 1, dated 11-25-96. Sett. 2.6.4. Rail Signal 

. Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

MAINLINE SWITCHES INSPECTION • QUARTERLY 

Review LACMTA's file of completed Mainline Switch Inspection reports (or three randomly selected 
switches on either the Blue Une or Red Une (or two different quarterly periods during the past 12 
months to determine whether or not: 

1. the mainline switches were inspected at the specified (requency as required by the reference 
criteria 

2. the required inspections were properly documented 6n the Mainline Switch Inspection Report 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TSfCOMMENTS 

Reviewed the Red Line Monthly Mainline Switch Inspection reports (ot 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 were properly documented with no exceptions noted. 

Reviewed the Blue Une Mainline Switch Inspection reports fot Imperi~1 Switch 13 dated 
6-12-97 to 5-9-98. All but one inspection was p(6perly documented. The report dated 

12-97 should have been (or a quarterly inspection instead of a monthfy inspection. No other 
ptions were noted. 



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

Checklist No. 36 Date of Audit June 17, 1998 p~rsons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~------~--~ 

Department 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
Don Johnson 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Signal Maintenance Plan For Blue Line. Undated, Task Sect. 5 
2) Signal Maintenance Plan Fot Red Line, Dated 1-14-97 
3) Signal Maintenance Plan For Green Line. Undated 

George Matajovsky 
Marty Maggard 
Alan Clark 

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

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

INTERLOCKING TESTS 

Randomly $el~tt one interlocking On each of the 3 rail lines and review the associated inspection 
and test reports (or the past 4 years to determine whether or not 

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

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

3. noted defects were correctedJn a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Selected the Union Station interlocking for the Red Line and the Imperial Station interlocking for the 
Blue Line. The Green Line interlOCkings are still under GRS's control so they have not yet been 
tested by the MTA Signal Maintenance Oepartment. 

Review of the Union Station interlocking test teports showed that the required testing was perfotmed 
satisfactorily at the requited 2 year interval during the past 4 years. Records (or the tests perforn\ed 
on the Imperial Station prior to 1996 were not available fo( reView. The latest series 6f interlocking 
test records that were available for Imperial Station showed the tests were satiSfactorily performed 

March to April 1996. To meel the every 2 years frequency requirement. these tests should have 
n repeated in March to Apri11998. Testing is at least 2 months past due. 

See recommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKUST FOR lHE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Checklist No. 37 Date of Audit June 17. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------;---------~----~--~ 

Oepartment 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
JoeyBigotnia 
Kartik Shah 
Don Johnson 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Signal Maintenance Plan For Blue Une, Undated, task $~ct. 3 

Geotge MataJovsky 
Marty Maggard 
Alan CIQrk 

2) Signal Maintenance Plan For Red line, Dated 1·14·97, V'ltalRelays 
3) Signal Maintenance Plan For Green Une, Undated, Task Sect. 7 
4) System Safety PrOgram Plan· Operations, Rev 1, dated 11~25·96, Sect. 2.6.4, Rail Signal 

Maintenance . 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

VITAL RELAYS 

Randomly select two vital relays for each of the 3 tail lines. From a combination of ptOCedure and 
records review as well as visual inspection 6f each of the selected items, determine whether or not: 

. 
1. the vital relays are property controlled and calibrated againsfcertified standard at prescribed 

intervals as required by applicable procedures 

2. vital relays have been marked. fagged or otherwise identified to show their calibration status 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Selected Vane Relay 213TRC and Neutral Bias Relay 213 .. 219lR for the Red Lille yard, and Vane 
Relay 237TR and Neutral Bias Relay PD·1 (or the Blue Line yard. The Green Line relays are still· 
under GRS's control and thetefore they were not included in this audit. Calibration records for the .. 
past 4 years were reviewed for the 4 selected relays. Results 6f the review showed tha,t the reCOr?5 
for the Blue Line relays were satisfactory without exception .. The recQrd fot the Neutral Bias Relay 
21j·219LR fotthe Red Line yatd was aJso satisfact~rY. However. a calibration r~cO(d (ot th~· Red 
line yard vaneteJay 213TRGco-uJdilot be located. The MTAperlontted a callbtati6f\ test Or\t~iS 

1ay the next day (6/18/98) with satisfactory results, Howevet, it appears that a largM numbet. .. 
rhaps all Red line yard vane relays. have not been te·sted at the required 2 years frequency .. 

See (ecommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNlY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Checklist No. 38 Date of Audit June 17,1998 PersOns Contacted 
~--------~-----------r--------~----~----; 

Department 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
Don Johnson 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Signal Maintenance Plan For Blue line, Undated, Task Sect 2 

George Matajovsky 
Marty Haggard 
A'an Clark 

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 

GRAOE CROSSING PROTECTION - MONTHLY 

Review LACMTA's file of compteted grade crossing protection inspection reports for 3 randomly 
selected Slue line grade c(ossings for 3 different one-month periods during the past 12 months to 
determine whether or not: 

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

2. The results of the inspection were properly documented 

3. Noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

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

1. The January 1998 inspection reports (or both g(ade crossings were not in the record file. 

The required ground test was not recorded in the October 1997 and November 1997 inspection 
reports. 

See recommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST fOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORHY 

4tF=====~======~======~====~==============~ 
Checklist No. 39 Date of Audit June 23-,- 1998 Persons Contacted 
~ ____ ~ __ ~ __________ ~ ________ ~L-____ ~~_~ 

Department 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Len Hardy 
Joey Bigornia 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Signal Maintenance Plan For Blue line, Undated 

George MalajOvsky 
Ron Regenor 

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 

MtJintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

SIGNAL INSPECTION .. CPUC INSPECTOR 

Randomly serect a minimum of 3 grade crossings on the Blue Line and utilizing the services of a 
fAA certified signal inspector from the Commission's Railroad Operations Safety Sect., perform a 
detailed inspection to determine whether or not the sefected items ate in-compliance with 
LACMTA's signal maintenance standards. 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Mr. William Mealor, FAA Certified signal inspector (rom the Commission's Railroad Operations 
Safety Branch, inspected the Spring Stre~t, 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 warning lights both (or normal mOde (AC power) and for 
standby IT\ode (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. 

Results of the inspection were: 
• All Signal rights were adequately aligned, but signal light lenses (e)(terior surfaces) at two 

locations (Spring Street & Wardlow) were in need of cteaning. 
• Voltage levels in normal mode were belOW acceptable levels at two locations (Spring Street-and 

Wardlow), and voltage levels in standby power mOde were below acceptable levels at all three 
locations. 
The electrical ground tests in the cabinets were negative (acceptable) at aU three locations. 

• Up-to-date track circuit drawings w~re available at all three rocations. 

See recommendation 17 and 19. 



e 
CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 

lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

~========~==========9F=========r==========~======================~ 

Ch~cklist No. 40 Date of Audit June 18, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------;---------~----~----~ 

Department 

TRACK MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartlk Shah 
len Hardy 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Bud Moore 
Jeff R06t 
Keith Kranda 

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

ELEMENT/CHARAOTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

TRACK INSPECTOR QUALIFICATIONS 

Obtain a copy of LACMTA's list of qualified Track Foteman and Track rnspectors. Randomly setect 
n6f1ess than 2 foremen and 3 inspectors and then review the qualification records (recertification 
every 2 years) and examination records fot those selected to determine whether ot not they meet 
the requirements of the above referenced criteria. Afso. use the list of qualified persons when 
performing the inspection record reviews. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Reviewed the personn~1 qualification and examination records for 2 foreman and 3 inspectors 
randomly selected to cover all 3 (ailrines. The recotds for the one foreman and two inspectors 
assigned to the Blue and Green lines were satisfaCtory in all respects. The examination lest records 
(or the one foreman and One inspector assigned to the Red Une were not on file. MTA staff later 
produced examination records (or the one foreman and one inspector showing they satiSfactorify 
passed their exams on 6122/98 and 6/24/98 .. 

See recommendation 18. 



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

Checklist No. 41 Date of Audit June 18, 1998 PersOns Contacted 
~--------~----------~--------~----~--~ 

Bud Moore 
Department 

TRACK MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey BigOrnia 
Kartik Shah 
len Hardy 

REfERE:NCE CRITERIA 

Jeff Root 
Keith Kranda 

1) LACMIA Track Maintenance 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 

ELEMENt/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION· 

TRACK INSPECTION - WEEKLY 

Review LACMTA's file 6f completed Track Inspection reports for three randomly selected given 
lengths of track (one (ot each of the 3 rail lines) for l\yO different one month periods to determine 
whether Or n6t: 

1. all mainline track (including turnouts) was visually inspected weekfy by walking the track 

2. the requited inspections were properly documented on the LACMTA Track Inspection Report 

3. noted defects were posted on the Maintenance Log Sheet and corrected in a timely manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Selected the full lengths of track for all 3 rail lines and reviewed the weekly trac.k inspection reports 
(or the m6r'lths of January and February of this year. An of the tequi(ed weekly inspection reports 
for all 3 rail lines were p(operly documented without any exceptions noted. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFElY AUDIT CHECKLIST fOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

.4tF=====~======~====~======~============~ 

Checklist No. 42 Date of Audit June 18, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~------~---1 

Department 

TRACK MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Kartik Shah 
Leo Hardy 

REfERENCE CRITERIA 

Bud Moore 
Jeff Root 
Keith Kranda 

1) LACMTATrack Maintenance Plans for All Rail lines, Dated 12-97, Page 7 
2) System Safety Program Plan .. Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Track 

Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

TURNOUT AND CROSSOVER SW1TCH INSPECTIONS - DETAILED MONTHLY 

Review LACMTA's file of completed Turnout and Crossover Switch Mechanism Inspection reports 
for 3 randomly setected (one for each rait line) mainline interlockings for 3 different one month 
periOds to determine whether Or not: 

1. the selected turnouts were visually inspected On (06t at least 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 

RESUL TSfCOMMENTS 

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

Selected. the florence turnout On the Blue Line, the Aviation - East turnout on the Green Line, and 
the East Union turnout on the Red Line, and reviewed the switch inspection reports dated March 

98 to May 1998. The reports show that all required monthly inspections were conducted at the 
eCified frequency, and the results were properly documented without any exceptions noted. 



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

Checklist No. 43 Date of Audit June 18-,- 1998 Persons Contacted 
~----~~~----~--~~~~--~.~~~~~~ 

Department 

TRACK MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Big6rnia 
Len Hardy 
Kartik Shah 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Bu~ Moore 
Jeff Root 
Keith Kranda 

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

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

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

DIRECT FIXATION Tf~A.CKWORK - SEMr-ANNUALL Y 

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

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

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

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Setelcted all of the direct fixation trackwork on the Green Line, Red Lilie and Blue Line and 
reviewed the applicabte track inspection reports for each raillin~. 

The Red Line (eports dated 2-24-~7 and 2-24-98 produced a satisfactory 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 NEXTPAGE 



CHECKLIST NO. 43 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

The Blue Une reports prepared during March 1996 and April 1997 and Green Une repoifs-prepared 
during March 1996 and April & May 1997 also showed a similar satisfactory record with no defects 
noted. The inspections were also performed on an annual basis (ather than once every six mOnths 
as required by the track maintenance plan. For both rail fines 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 th~ir experience they have determined that the six 
month inspection interval for all direct fixation trackworn. except that involving interfOCkings. could be 
extended to an annual basis. They believe the interfOcking inspections should temaill at the six 
month inspectior\ frequency. 

See recommendation 17 . 

• 



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

eF=====~======~====~====~============~ 
Checklist No. 44 Date of Audit June 18. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------+---------~----~~~ 

Department 

TRACK MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Joey Bigoinia 
Kartik Shah 
Len Hardy 

Bud Moore 
Jeff Root 
Keith Karanda 

REFERENcE CRITERIA 
--~----------------------~ 

1) LACMTA Track Maintenance Plan For An Rail Lines. Dated 12-97, Page 5 
2) Code Of Federal Regulations (CFR) 49, Part 213.113 
3) System Safety Pr6gram Plan '- Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96. Sett. 2.6.2, Track 

Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

RAIL INSPECTIONS AND DEFECTIVE RAILS - YEARLY 

Randomly select 3 given lengths of mainline track (one for each 01 the 3 rail systems) and then 
review LACMTA'sfile of tompteted Raillnspettion and Defective Rails Inspection reports ptepared 
during the past 2 years for the 3 selected lengths of track to determine whether Of not: 

1. track (including turnouts) was automatically inspected by either Inductive Or ultrasonic testing 
capable of revealing infernal defects 

2. the (esults 01 th~ tests'wefe properly documented 
3. n6ted defects wete corrected in atimety manner 
4. rail inspection records are kept in the office of the Track Maintenance Manager for at least two 

years and one year after the remedial action has been taken. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Selected the fuU lengths of ttack for all 3 rail lines and reviewed the applicable Herzog Services, Inc. 
Ultrasonic Test records for the past 2 yeats. 

The first required ultrasonic test fot the Green Une was completed on 1-24-98. The (eport was 
complete in aU respects .. The one defect found was a defective field weld which was repaired as 
requited. fhe next test is due in January 1999. 

The Red line (eport dated 6-1·98 was also satisfaCtory. No defects were noted. No tetords were 
available for 1997. The next test is due in June 1999. 

srue Une waS also satIsfactorily tested on January, 1998. 

This element I characteristic judged to be satisfactory without any exceptions noted. 



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

Checktisl No. 45 Date of Audit June 22, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~.----------~--~~----~~--~~-; 

Department Auditors 
Len Hardy 

RAIL OPERATIONS SUPPORT Joey Bigofnia 

. 
REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Anton Andersen 
Albert Nijland 

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 VERIFICAT(ON 

CONCRETE INSPECTION (RAIL OPERA liONs SUPPORT) .. ANNUAllY 

Review a randomly selected sampfe of LACMTA's Concrete rnspection reports prepared during the 
past 2 years fot three separate concrete structures (one for each of the 3 rail fines) 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 

RESUl TS/COMMENTS 

An interview with the persons contacted revealed that they were not clear on their responsibilities 
regarding the Subject inspections. The Track Maintenance Plan (page 8) dated December 1997 
indicates that the Rail Operations Support section (persons interviewed) are responsible (or 
scheduling and perlo·tming ar'muat professional concrete inspections as required by AREA. Chapter 
8, Part 21. The interpretation of this requirement is that the structutalintegrity 6f bridge and tunnel 
elements "should be evaluated by an engineering group. in addition to the regular maintenance 
inspections·performed by the Facilities Maintenance section. Given this interpretation. the intended 
engineering inspections are not being performed. 
The Rail Operations Engineering Support section indicated that the Track Maintenance Plan was not 
formally circulated in draft form fot (eview and con'imerit. and that it has not J:>een forMally adopted 
by the MTA. Additionally, there has no"t been any forn'lQI assignment of responsibilities to the 
different departments affe~ted by the plan. Nevertheless, based 6n their Own awareness of the 

". they have been working on a Bridg"e Inspection Procedure which is scheduled for corripl~ti()n 
3 tno"nths. " 

See recommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST fOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNlY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Checklist No. 46 Date of Audit June 23, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--~~~~----~-----4~~~-~~~~~~~~ 

Department 

TRACK t.iAINTENANCE 

AuditOrs· 
Joey Bigornia 
Len Hardy 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Bud Moore 
Jeff Root 
George Matajovsky· 
Ron Regenor 

1) LACMTA Track Maintenance Plan for All Rail Lines, Dated 12-97, Page 10 
2) Code Of federal Regulations (CFR) 49, Part 213 
3) System Safety Program Plan .. Operations, Rev 1. dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Track 

Maintenance . 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICA liON 

TURNOUT INSPECTION .. CPUC INSPECTOR 

Randomfy select a minimum of 3 mainline turnouts on one of the three rait lines and utilizing the 
services of a FRA certified track inspectot from the COrTlfnissiOn's RaiUoad Operations Safety 
Section, pEn-form a detailed visual inspection and dimensional measurement inspection to determine 
whether or not the selected items are in-compliance with LACMTAts track maintenance standards. 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

CPUG employees, Mr. Eddie Damron (FAA certified track inspector) and Mr. Bill Mealor (FAA 
certified signal inspector) inspected 3 turnouts 6n the Blue Une WiHow Avenue interlocking (switches 
23-A. 23-8. and 13). The following elements were checked: 

• Gage ahead of switch pOints, behind switch points, at (rogs, at guard (ails, and at various 
arbitrary 16cations thtoughOut each turnOut. 

• Surface wear of track. switch points, guard rails, and (rogs 
• Condition offasteners and clips (or track, switches, guard rails, and (rogs 
• Switch-and-Iock movement adjustment (or each switch machine (obstruction test) 

All elements teviewed were found to be within acceptable limits. This element I Characteristic judged 
be satisfactory without any exceptions noted. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFElY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNlY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

eF=====~====~~====~====~============~ 
Checklist No. 47 Date of Audit June 25. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~------~~----~----~~~~--~~~--~~~ 

Department 

TRACTION POWER 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Rail Maintenance Of Way. Blue line - Dated 1-28-98 

Armando Armazan 
Tanzeerri Rivzi 

2) Preventive Maintenance Plan: Traction Power - Red line. Undated, Auxiliary Equipment 
Maintenance Section, Task Sect. 2 

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

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

EMERGENCY VENT FANS - SEMI·ANNUAL 

Review LACMTA's fife of completed Emergency Vent Fan rnsp~ction reports prepared durittg the 
past 2 years for three (andomly selected ventilation fans On the Blue line and/or Red Line subways 
to determine whether or n61: 

1. each emergency vent fan was inspected at the specified frequency as required by the reference 
criteria 

2. the required inspections were properly documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Selected the 20 emergency vent fans associated with the Union, Pershing Square. 
WilshireNermont, and 7th and Metro (Blue line only) Stations. Reviewed the inspection and test 
records for all 20 fans prepared 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 
weredeferted for periods up t6 four months. 

recommendation 17. 



e 
CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 

lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOUTAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

~========9F===========T========='==========~======================~ 

Checklist No. 48 Oate of Audit June 25. 1998 Persons C6ntacted 
~----~--~----~-----+--------~------~~-1 

Department 

TRACTION POWER 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

leroy Bonifay 
Tanzeem Rivzi 

1) Preventive Maintenance Plan: Traction Power - Blue line, Dated 1-28-98 
2) Overhead Catenary System, Task Sect. 20 
3) Preventive Maintenance Plan: Traction Power - Green line, Dated 1-28-98, Overhead Catenary 

System, Task sect. 20 
4) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 11 .. 25-96, Sect. 2.6.3, Traction Power 

Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

OVERHEAD CATENARY SYSTEM -ANNUAllY 

Randomly select 2 separate sections of track (one each from the Blue Une arid Green Line) and 
then review LACMTA's file of completed Overhead Catenai)' System (OeS) Inspection reports 
prepared during the past 2 years for the selected sections of track to determine whether ot not: 

1. OCS was inspected and adjusted at the specified frequency as (equited by the reference criteria 

2. the required inspections were properry documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

From diSCUSSions with the MTA representative, it was learned that the Green line went into initi~1 
se.lVice in 1996. The first amiual inspection in 1997 was performed fot approximatety 40% of the 
mainline OCS. The remaining 60% 6f the mainline and all of the yard waS not inspected in 1997. 
None of the mainline has received an annual inspection so fat this year. All of the yard was 
completed fot the first time On June 16, 19\)8. 

cted the Blue Une section of track between Willow Station and Wardlow Station. This section of 
Uack was satisfactorily inspected in both 1997 and April of this year. 

See recommendation 17. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDiT CHECKLIST fOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Checklist No. 49 Date of Audit June _2~ 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~-----------; 

Department 

TRACTION POWER 

Auditors 
Joey Bigornia 
Erik. Juul 

REfERENCE CRITERIA 

Armando Afmazan 
Letoy Bonifay 
Tanzeem Rizvi 

1} Rail Maintenance Of Way: Traction P()wer - Blue line. Dated 1-28-98. Task Sect. 24 
2) Preventive Maintenance Plan: Traction Power - Red Line. Undated. Auxiliary Equipment 

Maintenance. 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. Re'l1.dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.3, TractiOn Power 

Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

EMERGENCY TRIP STATIONS 

Review LACMTA's fire of completed Emergency Trip Stations (ETS) InspectiOn and test reports 
prepared during the past 2 years for 3 randOmly selected ETS's to determine whether or not: 

1. each ETS was inspected at the specified frequency as required by the reference criteria 

2. the required inspections were properly documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESUl TS/COMMENTS 

Reviewed the annual test records for all the emergency trip stations on all three rail lines for between 
the past si:-: months (Red Une) and two years (Green Line). All ()f the required tests were 
satisfactorily performed at the required frequency. All discrepancies found during the tests wete 
recorded and corrected as required. This element I characteristic judged satisfactory without any 
noted exceptions. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDlT CHECKUST FOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORtTY 

Checklist No. 50 

Department 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 

Date Of Audit June 24. 1998 Persons Contacted 
Jack Eich 

Auditors Rufus FlanCis 
Don Johnson Bob Ogus 

Dave KaJasnik 
Russell Homan 
Gary DeWater 

-
REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Rail VehIcle Maintenance Plans For Divisions 11.20, And 22, Dated 12-22-97. Sect IX, Training 
And Qualification Of Personnel 

2) System Safety Program Plan - Operations, Rev 1, dated 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 lWO YEARS 

Obtain a copy of LACMlA's list of qualified transit vehicfe mechanics. Inspectors, and technicians for 
all 3 rail lines. Randomly select at reast two or more persons from each of the three tategories and 
review each selected person's training and certification fire to determine whether or not: 

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

2. the current training lessOn plans and testing (or certification/recertification reflects the persons 
assigned duties 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Randomly selected the names of 3 Red Line, 2 Green Line and 2 Blue line persons from the lists of 
certified vehicle maintenance personnel for all 3 rail tines. A valid certification record was contained 
hi each persons file except for one Red Line vehicle maintaineJ. A review of that person'slraining 
file showed that he had taken and completed with passing grades a large number of training . 
courses. However, because of the peculiar way these records are formatted. it was not pOSSIble t6 

ine if this person, or anyone efse for that matter. had completed all of the required courses. 

See recommendation 20. 



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

Checklist No. 51 

Department 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 

Date of Audit June 24, 1998 Persons Contacted 
Jack Eich 0 

Auditors Rufus Francis 
Don Johnson Bob Ogus 

Dave Ka'asnik 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

1) Rail Vehicte Maintenance Plans For .. Division 11. 20. And 22: Dated 12-22-97. Sect. II, 
Preventive Maintenance Inspections 

2) System Safety Pr6gtam Plan - Operations, Rev 1. dated 11-25-96, sect. 2.6.2, Vehicle 
Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

REVIEW OF PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION FOR TRANSIT 
VEHICLES 

Randomly select 2-Brue line Cars. 2- Red line Cars, and 2-Green Line Cars. For each car 
selected, review the completed Preventive Maintenance Inspection (PMI) reports and other records 
to determine whether or not: 

1. the required PMl's were performed during the required time and mileage limits 

2. the inspection and maintenance activities were properly d~umented by the responsibte 
maintenance workers 

3. maintenance defects that were treated as UNSCHEDULED REPAIRS have been properly 
documented and closed out in a timeJt manner 

RESULTS/COMMENTS 

Randomly selected two Blue Line vehicles (110A and 141A) and two married pair Red Une vehicles 
(511-512 and 525-526) f()r review. 

Reviewed selected samples 6f the pteventive maintenance inspeCti6~ records for all 04 vehicles 
prepared during the past 24 month~. These records show that all of the required inspections wete 
performed at the tequited frequencies and ptoperly documented. Repairs made to correct defects 

during the PM inspections as well as (epairs made to perform unscheduled maintenance 
were properly documented on IR records. This element/characteristic judged to be 

satisfactory without any exceptions noted. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAfElY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORIlY 

eF=====~======~====~======~============~ 
Checklist No. 52 Date Qf Audit June 24, 1998 Persons COntacted 
~~--.~~~----~------~~~~~~~.~~~~ 

Department 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
Len Hardy 
Joey Bigornia 

REfERENCE CRITERIA 

Bob Ogus 
Glenn Siaumau 
Tom Ungenfield 
Russell HOman 
Dave Katasnik 

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 - Operations, Rev 1. dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.1. Vehicle 
Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

CALIBRATION OF MEASURING & TEST EQUIPMENT 

Obtain a copy of the nleasuring and test equipment subject to calibration control in each v~hicre 
maintenance shop. For eaCh shop, randomly select 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 whether or not: 

1. the selected items are properly inventoried, controlled, calibrated against certified standards 
traceable t6 the National Bureau of Standards at prescribed intervals, and marked, tagged or 
othelWise identified to show their current calibration status 

2. the next scheduled testing/calibration is shown On the item 

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 lisls to see if any of the equipment requiring calibration was overdue 
for selViCe. All items on both lists were within the calibration limit without exception. 

From each master calibration list, arbitrarily selected fIVe pieces of equipment (Digital Multimetet, 
Oscilloscope, YOM. Mega.ohmmeter, and Torque wren~h). Checked the file for each piece of 
equipment selected and reviewed the calibration certificate. All certificates were 6n tile and 
appropriately filed-in and signed-off. Checkedlhe calibration sticker on each piece of equipri'lent 

,~::J~~. All pieces of equipment had calibratiOn stickers and all calibration and re-calibration dates 
ed those on the master lists. This element I characteristic judged satisfactory without any 

exceptions noted. 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR THE 

- . LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

~========y===========~====~~==~==========~======================~ 

Checklist No. 63 Date of Audit June 14. 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~--------~.----~--~ 

Department 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE. 

Auditors 
Len Hardy 
Joey Bigornia 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Bob Ogus 
Glenn Siaumau 
Tom Lingenfield 
Russell Homan 
Dave Kafasnik 

1) Rail Vehicle Maintenance Plans For - DivisiOn 11: 20. And 22: Dated 12-22-91 
2) System Safety Program Plan· Operations, Rev 1, dated 11-25-96, Sect. 2.6.2, Vehicle 

. Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

~l FLANGE THICKNESS - MEASUREMENT 

Randomly select 3 or mOre wheel sets for each type of transit vehicte and measure the wheel flange 
thickness with an MR 'Nheel Gauge to determine whether ot not the wheel flange thickness meets 
the specified minimum criteria in the applicable inspection and maintenance procedures. 

RESUl TS/COMMENTS 

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

• Two Blue line cars (cars 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 I characteristic judged satisfactory 
wit~out any e)(cepti6ns noted. 

I.~ 



CPUC SYSTEM SAFETY AUDIT CHECKliST fOR THE 
lOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

eF=====~======~====~======~============~ 
Checklist No. 54 Date of Audit June 24, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~----------~~--------~--~~~~ 

Department· 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 

Auditors 
len Hardy 
Joey Bigornia 

REfERENCE CRITERIA 

Bob Ogus 
Glelin Siaumau 
Tom LingenfieJd 
Russell Homan 
Dave KaJasnik 

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, Vehicre 

Maintenance 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

WlTNESS THE PERFORMANCE OF PREVENTAtiVE MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES FOR TRANSIT 
VEHICLES 

Review the schedule 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 (or each of the two shops. Witness the performance of the P.M. ac.tivities to determine 
whether or not: 

1. the P.M. activity is performed in accordance with the applicabte P.M. prOcedures 
2. the required inspection was properly documented 
3. noted defects are corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

At both the Blue Une and Red Line shops, checked to see if the Heavy Maintenance Manuals and 
the Running Maintenance Manuals were being kept up·to-date. All were current, except for the Red 
Une Heavy Maintenance Manual. This one noted discrepancy was corrected on 6125/98. 

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

~VjeWed thed?~Ur'ne.ntati6.n bei~g use? by a maintenance t~~m atth~ R,ed line yard performing a 
nthly PM activity. Checklists were bemg used, and were bemg appropnately checked·otf and 

initialed. This element I characteristic judged to be satis·factory. The One noted exception has been 
corrected. 



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

.F===~====~====~====~========~ 
Checklist No. 55 Date of Audit June 23, 1998 Persons Contacted 
~--------~-----------+--------~------~---; 

Department 

SCADA SYSTEMS 
ENGINEERING 

Auditors 
Len Hardy 
Joey Bigornia 
Erik Juul 

REFERENCE CRITERIA 

Kevin Sechler 
Martin Batistelli 
Stephen Stone 

1) Rail Operations Center - SCAOA Preventative Maintenance Plan, Dated 1·29·98. Sect. 1.5. 
Preventative Maintenance Schedules. Table 1 

2) Rail Operations Center - SCAOA Daily I Weekly Check List Procedures. Dated 1·29·98 

ELEMENT/CHARACTERISTICS AND METHOD OF VERIFICATION 

SCADA SYSTEMS 

Randomly select 3 separate SCADA Systems and teview the preventative maintenance inspection 
and test reports prepared fot the 3 selected systems during the past 4 months to determine whether 
or 001: 

1. the requited preventative maintenance activities were performed at the required frequency 
intelVals required by the reference criteria 

2. the inspections and other maintenance activities were properly documented 

3. noted defects were corrected in a timely manner 

RESUL TS/COMMENTS 

Reviewed the preventative maintenance inspection reco(ds for a four month period (Feb. Mar. Apr, 
May, of 1998) fot three SCAOA systems (Automatic Train Control. Wayside Intrusion Detection 
System. and Johnson gOO mHz Radio System). The inspection records of all 3 systems were 
satisfactorily completed. 

Reviewed a sample of trouble tickets (those gerlerated forthe fast quarter of 1997) and determined 
the r'lumb~r of lt6ublelitkets stili r~maining open against those closed out. Found that one tr6uble 
r~~~ still remained open for the subject period ·vs. 48 that were elosed. This review showed that 
Tlolt::d defects are being corrected in a timelY manner. 

This element I characteristic judged satisfactory without any noted exceptions. 


