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Delay Cause Analysis of Urban Rail Transit
Train and Countermeasures

XIA Jiangyun

Abstract By expanding data sample and refining model, the
delay data of Shenzhen Metro from 2015 to 2019 is comprehen-
sively analyzed. The overall characteristics are analyzed from
five dimensions: year, line, time period, cause of delay and
delay index. The reasons for the delay are analyzed from three
dimensions: equipment factor, passengers factor, and external
factor. Based on the above analysis control measures are put
forward from three aspects, and some inspiration from delay a-
nalysis for fully automatic operation lines is proposed.
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Fig. 1 Trend chart of train delay amount in different years
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Fig.2 Features of train delay on different lines
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Fig.3 Train delay features in different time periods
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Fig.4 Proportion of train delay cause categories
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Fig.5 Proportion of different delay indexes
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Fig. 6 Amount of delay over 15 minutes of each equipment

system and proportion analysis within each type
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Fig. 7 Distribution of train delay caused by passenger and ex-

ternal factors
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Fig. 8 Proportion analysis of delay caused by personnel factor

in each post
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Fig.9 Diagram of urban rail transit RAMS management opti-

mization
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Fig. 10  Diagram of personnel factor control measures in

each post
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