The Voice of European Railways

POSITION PAPER
European Rail System Subsystem
Traffic Operation and Management “OPE TSI”
On-going OPE TSI revision

Brussels, 21st of October 2013

The Voice of European Railways

1. PURPOSE
The purpose of this paper is to express CER concerns with the current ERA drafting process for
the 3rd OPE TSI revision especially on the:
•
•

Draft of the revised Technical Specifications of Interoperability relating to Operation and
Traffic Management
Draft of the revised Appendix A - version 4 of TSI OPE

2. INTRODUCTION
This Position Paper makes public the official CER beliefs and recommendations on and for the
Technical Specifications of Interoperability relating to Operation and Traffic Management (OPE
TSI) Draft revised version and the draft of the revised Appendix A. It recommends changes and
amendments to be done, ensuring the deployment of a safe, sustainable, cost-efficient and
reliable railway systems with all its subsystems included.

3. GENERAL COMMENTS
Whilst there is much to commend in this latest version of the OPE TSI, CER has some major
concerns with the content of this TSI in a number of areas. The severity of these concerns leads
us to the conclusion that a further revision of the TSI is necessary and that revision should be
started as soon as possible. The major areas of concern are:
•

Braking issues – CER refers you to our previous position paper on this subject which is
appended to this position paper. To confirm that CER believes that the braking
requirements, as set out in the OPE TSI, are not fit for purpose as they stand. Therefore,
CER wants to underline especially the disagreement between a huge part of the sector
and NSAs in the topic “braking performance”.

•

Appendix A - CER accepts to include the shunting on Appendix A in order to have
harmonised rules for every Member State (MS) operating ETCS. On the other hand, as
shunting is out of scope of the TSI OPE, clear legal basis for Appendix A shall be defined.

•

Appendix B – CER recognizes the importance of this appendix and now that the work of
both the CER and our industry partners the EIM have been recognized it would be a wrong
step for the process in developing these harmonized Common Operating Statements to be
stopped. CER would welcome ERA’s participation in keeping this workstream going
independent of or part of an early revision of this TSI.

•

Communications – the current Appendix C is to be subject to an ERA study that CER
understands is not to start to the next financial year. CER believes that this full review of
communications should be brought forward and that CER and our industry partners at EIM
should be fully involved in this study. The study would be also useful to inform the new
OPE TSI Working Party concerning Train Crew other than Drivers.
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•

Rear-end signals for international freight trains – CER does not support the changes set out
in the OPE TSI, as the justification set out in the associated study does not clearly set out
what the impacts of the change are. The report goes on to say that plates are not as safe
as lights in two circumstances, however, no advice is given to railways to overcome these
issues.

•

Detailed comments are provided on the OPE TSI in the next section of this position paper.

4. DETAILED COMMENTS
Instruction to the reader:
• Chapter numbers and headlines are underlined and bold
• “TSI text is shown in inverted commas”
• Comments and justifications are shown in Italics
• Proposals for amendments are underlined
• Proposals for deletion are shown using the “strikethrough” function
General remark for the TSI text
•

Consistency is required on the use of the terms 'must' and 'shall'.

2.2.1. Staff and trains
Original text
“Points 4.6 and 4.7 apply to those staff undertaking the safety-critical tasks of accompanying a
train, when this involves crossing a border(s) between states and working beyond any location(s)
designated as the ‘frontier’ in the network statement of an infrastructure manager and included
in his safety authorisation.”
Proposed new text
It should be explicitly mentioned in the headline of the tables (according to the first sentence of
2.2.1. Staff and trains: "Points 4.6 and 4.7 apply to those staff undertaking the safety-critical
tasks of accompanying a train,") that we are talking of staff undertaking safety-critical tasks.
4.2.1.2.2.1 Preparation of the Route Book
Original text
“The format of the Route Book must be prepared in the same manner for all the
infrastructures…”
Proposed new text
The format of the Route Book must be prepared in the same manner in clear format for all the
infrastructures…
Justification: Use the same sentence as at the point 4.2.1.2 .1. A suitable modification was
made concerning the format of the Rule Book. The same arguments are valid concerning the
Route Book.
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Original text
“The infrastructure manager must provide the railway undertaking with at least the information
for the route book as defined in Appendix D.”
Proposal: It should be under General Requirements 4.2.1.1.
Justification: It is felt that this clause is in the wrong place as it confuses provision of
information with the publication of the route book.
4.2.1.2.2.2. Modifications to information contained within the Route Book
Original text
§2, 2d line: “…whose format must be the same for all the infrastructures…”
Proposed new text
The format of the Route Book must be prepared in the same manner in clear format for all the
infrastructures…
Justification: Use the same sentence as at the point 4.2.1.2.1. A suitable modification was made
concerning the format of the Rule Book. The same arguments are valid concerning the document
or computer medium use for modifications to information contained within the Route Book.
4.2.1.5. Safety-related communications between train crew, other railway undertaking staff
and staff authorising train movements
Original text
2001/14 2012/34/EC
Proposed new text
2001/14 2012/34/ECEU
Justification: EU not EC.
4.2.2.1.3.2 Freight trains in international traffic
Original text
“The Member State must notify which…"
Proposal: Find an alternative to 'member states’. Include a clause on partial acceptance
Justification
The use of the term 'member states' throughout this clause is confusing. The directive is
applicable to networks and not member states. It is possible to have more than one network a
member state e.g. HS1 is an additional network to the mainline in the UK.
If it is the intention to allow a member state to notify its requirement, then a mechanism for
doing so, and for indicating that a requirement applies to only part of the complete system of
the member state.
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Original text
“Member States that require 2 steady red lights must also accept 2 reflective plates as train rear
end indication when the following 2 conditions are fulfilled:
- the operational rule for entering a possible occupied block section states that the train drivers
shall be able to stop in front of any obstacle.
And
- Signallers do not have to visually check the presence of a train rear end device for the train
completeness function.
Proposed new text
Keep the existing text in the 2012/757/EU and launch a study about the impact of this proposal
for the TOC, IM in term of capacity in operational operating.
Justification
The two pre-conditions have to be linked together, the visually check of completeness is
relevant in normal mode only. Member State could have other needs requiring red light rear end
signal, e.g. tunnels... Member States that require 2 steady red lights may also accept 2
reflective plates on specific lines as train rear end indication. The procedure "permissive driving"
has to be analysed separately and is out of scope of this clause.
The only criteria considered for the acceptance of the plates are "rule for entering a possible
occupied block section" and "need to visually check the rear end device". NSAs could have other
needs requiring this kind of rear signals. In addition, the combination of the two statements of
4.2.2.1.3.2 and 4.2.2.1.3.3 could lead to the suppression of the signals adopting lights.
4.2.2.1.3.3 Freight trains not crossing a border between Member States
Original text
“The Member State must notify which requirements will apply on its network for trains not
crossing a border.
In addition, the notified requirements for freight trains in international traffic described in
4.2.2.1.3.2 shall also be accepted for trains not crossing a border.”
Proposed new text
Keep the existing text in the 2012/757/EU and launch a study about the impact of this proposal
for the TOC, IM in term of capacity in operational operating.
Justification
The two pre-conditions have to be linked together, the visual check of completeness is relevant
in normal mode only. Member state could have other needs requiring red light rear end signal,
e.g. tunnels... Member States that require 2 steady red lights may also accept 2 reflective
plates on specific lines as train rear end indication. The procedure "permissive driving" has to be
analysed separately and is out of scope of this clause.
The only criteria considered for the acceptance of the plates are "rule for entering a possible
occupied block section" and "need to visually check the rear end device". NSAs could have other
needs requiring this kind of rear signals. In addition, the combination of the two statements of
4.2.2.1.3.2 and 4.2.2.1.3.3 could lead to the suppression of the signals adopting lights.
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4.2.2.4.1 Safety of load
Original text
“The railway undertaking must make sure that freight vehicles are safely and securely loaded and
remain so throughout the journey.”
Proposed new text
The railway undertaking must make sure ascertain that freight vehicles are safely and securely
loaded and remain so througout the journey, without prejudice to the responsibilities of other
actors set out in COTIF appendices CIM and RID. The same requirements have to be complied with
the IM, when it runs trains.
Justification
This statement cannot be accepted as it is false and contrary to CIM art. 1"§1 and to RID chapter
1.4. This was underlined by the CER in the letter 2010-09-12 to ERA herewith. The RU cannot be
responsible for the loading and the provision of the TSI that is not accurately written shall be
supplemented with “without prejudice to the duties of other actors set out in COTIF appendices
CIM and RID” as already proposed by CER. The text also forgets that an IM can run trains for
maintenance purposes without being a RU.
4.2.2.4.2 Safety of passengers
Original text
“The railway undertaking must ensure that passenger transport is undertaken safely at the
departure and during the journey.”
Proposed new text
The railway undertaking must ensure ascertain that passenger transport is undertaken safely at
the departure and during the journey.
Justification
In European standards the word “ensure” is very strong. UIP explained in the meeting of the
OTIF WG TECH on 24 & 25 March 2010 that a RSSB document recommends not using the word
“ensure” in standards, as it is impossible to ensure any accident will never occur.
4.2.2.5. Train composition
Original text
“The railway undertaking must define the rules and procedures to be followed by his staff so as
to ensure that the train is in compliance with the allocated path. As soon as the characteristics of
the allocated path change, the infrastructure manager must inform the railway undertaking
about these changes. The elements that must be checked in order to ensure the train’s
compliance with the allocated path are set out in Appendix D.”
Proposed new text
The railway undertaking must define the rules and procedures to be followed by their staff so as
to ensure that the train is in compliance with the allocated path and the characteristics of the
line on which it is going to run. When the characteristics of the allocated path or the line
section, as described in the infrastructure register, change, the infrastructure manager must
inform the railway undertaking about these changes. The elements that must be checked in
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order to ensure the train’s compliance with the allocated path are at least the information set
out in Appendix D.
Justification
The elements in appendix D are not exhaustive and it will be better to keep the same writing
like the rule book. IM can inform RU by transmission of reduced speed, gauge, and weight by
axle without changing the path. This clause refers to an 'allocated path' but Appendix D refers to
a 'route'. The clause also confuses the reader by introducing a list but directing them to
Appendix D.
Original text
“(f) the weight of the train must be within the maximum permissible for the section of route, the
strength of the couplings, the traction power and other relevant characteristics of the train. Axle
load limitations must be respected. “
Proposed new text
(f) the weight of the train must be within the maximum permissible for the section of route, the
strength of the couplings, the traction power and other relevant characteristics of the train.
Axle load limitations (absolute and/or per metre) must be respected.
4.2.3.1 Train planning
Original text
In accordance with Directive 2001/142012/34/EC the infrastructure manager must advise what
data is required when a train path is requested.
Proposed new text
In accordance with Directive 2001/142012/34/ECEU the infrastructure manager must advise
what data is required when a train path is requested.
Justification: EU not EC.
4.2.3.2. Identification of trains
Original text
“The train running number format is defined in the control-command and signalling TSI
(hereinafter referred to as ‘CCS TSI', Decision 2012/88/EU)”
Proposal: To complete or cancel the reference about the CCS TSI.
Justification
The decision 2012/88/EU has been modified by decision 2012/696/EU on 06/11/2012.
4.2.3.5. Data recording
Original text
“- the precise geographic location of the event being recorded ;(distance in kilometres from a
recognisable location)”
Proposed new text
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- the precise geographic location of the event being recorded.
Justification
The only term of "Geographic location" is not enough like South in France, Ruhr in Germany or
Adriatique coast in Italy.

4.2.3.5.1 Recording of supervision data outside the train
Original text
- safety related communication between the train driver and infrastructure manager’s staff
authorising train movements signaller. ”
Proposed new text
- safety related Communication between the train driver and infrastructure manager’s staff
authorising train movements signaller.
Justification
How can we in practice, distinguish a safety and a non-safety communication? As a minimum
safety related communication between the train driver and signaller has to be recorded.
4.2.3.5.2 Recording of supervision data on-board the train
Original text
“ - operation of the audible warning device; (horn)”
Justification
The intention of this bullet point is unclear. The audible warning device needs to be defined.
Why has 'horn' been deleted here but not in Appendix A? More precision is required in defining
what types of system are intended to come within its scope. A definition of 'audible warning
device' should be added to the Application Guide or in a glossary. In addition, some consistency
is required regarding the use of the term as horn is used in Appendix A.
Original text
“- operation of door controls (release, closure);”
Proposed new text
- operation of door controls (release, closure);
Justification
Not all rolling stock is fitted with operation of door control recording.
Original text
“ - detection by on-board hot axle box detectors on-board alarm systems related to the safe
operation of the train, if fitted;”
Proposed new text
Keep the actual sentence in the 2012/757/EU: Detection by on-board hot axle box detector, if
fitted.
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Justification
The proposal to extend the recording of on board hot axle box detector to all on board alarm
system related to the safe operation of the train is too vague. There was no discussion on this
topic and the RST and financial impacts cannot be evaluated at this stage.

4.3. Functional and technical specifications of the interfaces
Proposal
To add a point 4.3.6 and 4.3.7

Justification
Consistency between OPE TSI and the Telematics TSI in reference to interfaces. There are no
interfaces written with the TAF & TAP TSI.
4.3.1. Interfaces with the infrastructure TSI
Justification
The information on the “ballast pick up” is necessary for the safe trains operation and the
safety of the workers along the track and people waiting on the platforms."

4.3.2. Interfaces with the control-command and signalling TSI
Original text
“ Data recording onboard / 4.2.3.5 / Interface to data recording for regulatory purposes /
4.2.14”
Proposed new text
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“ Data recording onboard / 4.2.3.5 / Interface to data recording for regulatory purposes /
4.2.1415”
4.3.3.1. Interfaces with TSI on locomotives and passenger rolling stock TSI
Original text
“Data recording Recording of supervision data on-board the train / 4.2.3.5.2 / Recording device /
4.2.9.5”
Proposed new text
Data recording Recording of supervision data on-board the train / 4.2.3.5.2 / Recording device /
4.2.9.56.
4.4. Operating rules
Original text
“The rules and procedures enabling coherent operation of new and different structural
subsystems intended to be used in the European Union rail system, and in particular those that
are linked directly to the operation of a new control and signalling system, must be identical
where identical situations exist.”
Proposed new text
The rules and procedures enabling coherent operation of new and different structural
subsystems intended to be used in the European Union rail system, and in particular those that
are linked directly to the operation of a new control and signalling system, must be identical
where identical situations exist.”
Justification
Why has European been deleted (typographical error)?
Original text
“Other operating rulesOperational rules, which are able to be standardisedcommon across the
European Union rail system, will beare specified in Appendix B.”
Proposed new text
Other operating rulesOperational rules Common operational statement (COS), which are able to
be standardisedcommon across the European Union rail system, will beare specified in Appendix
B.”
Justification
The wording Operational rules could be changed by the wording written in the last CER position
paper - Appendix B. In fact, the requirements in Appendix B are not really some operating rules
directly applicable by each members of EU. The difficulties for implementation of alarm radio in
France are a good example.
4.7. Health and safety conditions
Original text
The whole of it.
Proposal
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In the minute of RISC63 it can be read: "FR requested information about the current status of
the FR request to reintroduce chapter 4.7.5 (anthropometric measures) in the TSI OPE. ERA
confirmed that this topic is included in the Working Program for the currently ongoing revision
of the TSI OPE."
Reason why the RISC decision has not been implemented?
To add a new point related to the anthropometric measures.

Appendix A: ERTMS/ETCS operating rules
General Comments
• It is too prescriptive as much of the content comprises user procedures, rather than operating
rules, and it is not appropriate for such procedures to be embodied within European law.
• The attempted extension to ETCS level 2 lines with signals is not sufficiently comprehensive
as amendments have only been made where an existing rule could be amended.
• Non-sexist language should be used throughout the document.
• It is suggested that so far as written orders are concerned, the principle should be defined
that the communications method should be that laid down in Appendix C of the OPE TSI and
Appendix A should instead define the content of those communications rather than the
detailed method.
• CER looks forward to the work on Appendix B continuing which would mean that Appendix A
could be deleted as Appendix B will cover all situations including ERTMS.
Proposal
Evaluation on the existing Appendix A in relation to level 2 with line-side signalling installations
based on experience from the field. The general position on the content and the gender neutral
language was given in the last revision.
Original text
5.1.3 OBSERVANCE OF SIGNALLING
The driver shall obey the indications displayed on the DMI
Proposal
Expand the clause and make an evaluation on the existing Appendix A in relation to level 2 with
line-side signalling installations based on experience from the field.
Justification
How is level 1, and level2 with signals, addressed by this clause?
Original text
“5.1.6 OBSERVANCE OF SIGNALLING
The driver shall be authorised by the signaller to start a movement in SR by means of written
order, except in case of starting a movement in level 1/2 with trackside signals”
Proposed new text
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The driver shall be authorised by the signaller to start a movement in SR by means of written
order by use of the communications methods set out in Appendix C
Justification
As the current Appendix C was finalised long time after finalisation of Appendix A, CER proposes
the text mentioned above.
Original text
“5.1.7 SPEED RESTRICTIONS IN SR
The signaller shall give all speed restrictions lower than the maximum speed for SR to the driver
of a train running in SR by means of written order except if the driver is informed by a dedicated
document/computer medium about these speed limitations”
Proposed new text
The signaller shall give all speed restrictions lower than the maximum speed for SR to the driver
of a train running in SR by means of written order by use of the communications methods set out
in Appendix C
Justification
As the current Appendix C was finalised long time after finalisation of Appendix A, CER proposes
the text mentioned above.
Original text
“5.1.8 AUTHORISATION TO PASS AN EOA
The driver shall only be authorised to pass an EOA by the signaller by means of a written order”
Proposed new text
The driver shall only be authorised to pass an EOA by the signaller by means of written order by
use of the communications methods set out in Appendix C
Justification
As the current Appendix C was finalised long time after finalisation of Appendix A, CER proposes
the text mentioned above.
Original text
6.1 PUTTING THE ETCS ON-BOARD INTO SERVICE
Proposal
Move clause to Application Guide.
Justification
This is a user-guide item. There are no rules here.
Original text
6.2.2 The traction unit has to move in SH
Proposal
Remove clause
Justification
This clause is out of scope
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Original text
6.2.4 The traction unit has to move as a train and an acknowledgement for SR is requested
Proposal
The order from the signaller shall be written for train movements and by acknowledgement for
shunting movements.
Justification
Permission by acknowledgement shall be sufficient. Mandatory written orders are not necessary
and increase costs. As the current Appendix C was finalised long time after finalisation of
Appendix A, CER proposes to replace 'by means of a written order' with 'by use of the
communications methods set out in Appendix C'.
Appendix B: Common operational rules
General Comment
•

The word 'horn' has been removed from the TSI but remains in Appendix B.

Proposal
The TSI and Appendix B need to be consistent on the use (or not) of the word 'horn'. See B2.1.1,
B2.1.2.
Original text
“A1. Sanding: If the train is equipped with manually activated sanding device, the driver shall
always be allowed to apply sand but shall avoid it wherever possible:…”
Proposal to add a new bullet point
- in dead-end tracks.
Justification
There should be a restriction in sanding on dead-end tracks, to make sure that sand deposits
cannot result in loss of track circuit train detection
Original text
“B1.2. No authorisation for train movement at the expected time
If the driver has not received an authorisation for train movement at the expected time, and has
no information as to the reason, the driver shall inform the signaller about the situation.”
Proposed new text
B1.2. No authorisation for train movement at the expected time.
If the driver has not received an authorisation for train movement at the expected time, and has
no information as to the reason, the driver shall inform contact the signaller about the situation
to ascertain the cause.
Justification
The driver does not have any information about 'the situation', but is seeking information.
Original text
“B2.1.2. During darkness or poor visibility
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The driver shall inform the signaller about the failure. The train shall proceed at the maximum
permitted speed to the nearest location where the front end light can be repaired/replaced or
the affected vehicle replaced. When proceeding, the driver shall use the train horn as necessary
or as instructed by the signaller.”
Proposed new text
B2.1.2. During darkness or poor visibility.
The driver shall inform the signaller about the failure. The train shall proceed at the maximum
permitted speed for the complete failure of the front-end lights to the nearest location where
the front end light can be repaired/replaced or the affected vehicle replaced. When proceeding,
the driver shall use the train horn as necessary or as instructed by the signaller.
Justification
'Maximum permitted speed' is confusing. A glossary needs to define this term. A more
appropriate term might be 'maximum allowable speed for that failure'.
Original text
“B2.5.2. Failure of train radio when the train has entered service
When the driver becomes aware that the voice radio is defective, …”
Proposed new text
B2.5.2. Failure of train radio when the train has entered service
When the driver becomes aware that the voice radio is defective failed,…”
Justification
As currently drafted, this clause would result in a partial failure (defective radio) taking a train
out of service.
Appendix C: Safety related communications methodology
Original text
“9.2 The glossary shall be composed of two parts:
I. a listing of terms by subject matter;
II. a listing of the terms in alphabetical order”
Proposed new text
Add to the original text:
The glossary must include the relevant terms and explications for operation used by the IM on its
network; or as alternate solution add The point to in Appendix D.
Justification
A glossary can include all Terms of Railway affairs or the most important Terms. A specific
glossary should be sufficient. Proposal for the glossary to be chapter by chapter and then a
general one (alphabetical).
General comment
• CER supports the study and survey by ERA of the fitness for purpose of this Appendix, subject
to the involvement in the review of the Community of European Railways (CER) and European
Infrastructure Managers (EIM).
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Appendix D: Elements the Infrastructure Manager has to deliver to the Railway Undertaking
for the Route Book and for the train compatibility over the route intended for operation
Original text
“Appendix D: Elements the Infrastructure Manager has to deliver to the Railway Undertaking for
the Route Book and for the train compatibility over the route intended for operation”

Proposed new text
Appendix D: Elements the Infrastructure Manager has to deliver provide to the Railway
Undertaking for the Route Book and for the train compatibility over the route intended for
operation
Justification
The word 'deliver' can be taken literally, and is not the word that most accurately conveys the
intended meaning.
General comments
• The Network Statement already covers generic information on Train Compatibility. It is also
hard to understand how Train Compatibility relates to network infrastructure registers. Some
explanation is needed on the purpose of Appendix D especially with regard to Train
Compatibility, and to its relationship to Network Statements and Infrastructure Registers.
• Length of a loop is missing from the Route Book. Proposal to add a clause on the length of a
loop.
• One of the purposes of the Appendix should be to enable Railway Undertakings to undertake
route risk assessments for the operation of their train services which we believe is not
covered by this appendix. Ensure that the Appendix enables Railway Undertakings to
undertake route risk assessments.
• Whilst information is required to be provided on tunnels; viaducts, bridges and location and
types of level crossings are all missing, although a knowledge of these and the risks presented
is significant. Proposal to add viaducts, bridges and location and types of level crossings.
Original text
“2.3.2. Type of location passenger terminal, freight terminal, yard, depot”
Proposed new text
2.3.2. Type of location, passenger terminal, freight terminal, yard, depot
Justification
Editorial remark
Original text
“3.1.4. Maximum permissible speed(s)/Speeds according to allocated path timetable”
Proposed new text
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3.1.4. Maximum permissible speeds according to line characteristics'
Justification
Editorial remark
Appendix P is transformed in Appendix H
Original text
“3. WAGONS”
Proposal
To add the example of GE and CW identification.
Take into account the proposal stated in the CER request.
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Disclaimer
Community of European Railway and Infrastructure Companies (CER) AISBL
Avenue des Arts 53
B-1000 Brussels
Belgium
Tel +32 2 213 08 70
Fax +32 2 512 52 31
contact@cer.be

This CER document is for public information.
Although every effort is made to ensure the accuracy of the information in this document, CER cannot be
held responsible for any information from external sources, technical inaccuracies, typographical errors or
other errors herein. Information and links may have changed without notice.
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