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	Please pass the attached document and questionnaire to people with the appropriate competence and authority within your company for review / comment.

Please ensure that this questionnaire and all comments (including ‘Not applicable’) are returned to arrive at the address shown on or before 16/12/2019

	Doc No:  GERT8073
	Issue:  3  
	Draft:   N/A

	Document Title:  Requirements for the Application of Standard Vehicle Gauges

	CONSULTATION QUESTIONNAIRE

	Should the Infrastructure Standards Committee approve the publication of this document?
Please tick box one option from the list below

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	I am not representing the view of any organisation and have the following comments

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	My organisation has no comments or suggested amendments and supports the Standards Committee approval of the publication of this document

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	My organisation supports the Standards Committee approval of the publication of this document subject to the comments / suggestions being considered

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	My organisation does not support the Standards Committee approval of the publication of this document as a matter of principle for the reasons stated

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	The content of this document is not applicable to my organisation


	Would all individuals returning this form please provide the following information:

Name and, if applicable, job title:   Steve Taylor, Secretary General, PWF
Email address:   stephentaylor@pwfrail.org
Date: 13 December 2019
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Use a separate box for each comment / add boxes or pages as necessary
	Page 
	Section
	Comments 


	Proposed revised text

	PWF represents the interests of owners, keepers, users, designers, manufacturers, hirers, ECMs, consultants, maintainers and operators involved in rail freight wagons based in the UK.  We welcome the initiative and objective of maximising available space by utilising the latest research and development.  This can only be good for freight.

We also welcome the objective of making gauging more user friendly but note that the changes introduce more complexity.  It is vital that the industry has and retains the appropriate skills in gauging, supported with the right tools for the job.  In this regard, we note the Hull University work with Network Rail to develop an integrated digitised rail infrastructure model which could support this increasing complexity and would encourage industry to support this work. 
We also note that with the increase in the number of gauges there is the potential for the loading operation at container terminals to become more complex with operators having to contend with an extra level of complexity; taking more account of container width as well as height.  All whilst loading a train often with a mix of deck heights.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important document; our more specific comments are set out as follows:


	10
	1.2.1.1
	Not English, needs a verb!
	…(RGSs) sets out the requirements…

	10
	Table 1
	W6a Lower gauge

Some of our members have wagons that were designed and cleared to this gauge and which may not necessarily meet the new LSVG


	Legacy lower sector gauge for On Track Plant and some existing wagons

(Note: this will require the definition of LSVG which follows in Table1 to be amended to say ‘some vehicles’ rather than all vehicles)

	11
	Table 1
	In table 1, W10 is defined as applicable to wagons with deck height 945mm. 

This is a change from GERT8073 Issue 3 which defines W10 as applicable to wagons with deck height up to 995mm. 
This appears to be a potentially critical change as it restricts the wagons that are compliant with the gauge. The FEA-B for example has a deck height of 980mm and is of course in service as W10 compliant. 

When looking at the Upper Gauge Diagram in Figure 15 Page 66 and the accompanying table 17 (W10 Upper Gauge Co-ordinates) they are identical to the equivalents in GERT8073 Issue 3.

We therefore think that the text is confusing and creates false fears in the freight community that the new Standard is more restrictive than the previous. Also, it contradicts Section 5.10.1.1 which still refers to the 995mm deck height.
In short, this text and the deck height reduction to 945mm presents a material change in the standard and is therefore unacceptable.
	W10

Load gauge (9’6” x 2,500 mm containers on 995mm deck height wagons with stiff suspensions)

W10a

Load gauge (9’6” x 2,500 mm containers on 995mm deck height wagons with softer suspensions)
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	11
	Table 1
	LG1 is shown as for existing locomotives and LG2 is for new locomotives.

This implies any new locomotive must be built to LG2 although the infrastructure is not available to it until an enormous amount of work is undertaken to confirm infrastructure conformance to the new gauge.  This would present a large barrier to entry for new locomotive types.

Transition arrangements are needed before such hard and fast restrictions are introduced

 
	Amend text in Table for LG1 and LG2 to read

‘Vehicle gauge for locomotives’

	12
	1.2.3.1
	‘the national rules’ – for consistency should continue with ‘NTRs’
	‘the NTRs’

	13
	1.2.5.1
	Suggest that ‘Absolute gauging’ should be defined / added to the list of definitions
	

	16
	G2.1.12
	Unclear table name
	Format for Specifying Vehicle Gauges or
Format for Specifying a Vehicle’s Gauge?

	16
	G2.2.1
	The definitions are a little confusing and may benefit from inclusion of an example as D1 seems confined to W6a.
	

	18
	3.1.1.5
	Would benefit by providing more clarity – reduced by how much?
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	18
	G3.1.1.6


	No reference to the regulatory position on Wagons; presumably as WAG TSI has no similar provision.  

Apples to G3.1.1.6 and similar paragraphs throughout the document
	The position with regard to the WAG TSI is left unclear and a statement would be helpful.

	19
	G3.1.1.13
	Suggest that ‘Build Gauge’ should be defined / added to the list of definitions
	

	20 &
21
	3.2.1.7 &
3.2.2.7
	Does this preclude tolerances and allowances already allowed for by the worst case scenario.  i.e. is there any risk of applying tolerances to the infrastructure on top of tolerances allowed for the wagon?
	

	23
	4.1.1.7
	Typo:  delete second ‘the’
	…for the continued use of …

	26
	G4.2.1.4
	LSIG definition needs bringing forward from next page (page 27) so as to be with first use of the abbreviations
	

	27
	G4.2.1.7
	Does it need to state build profile can be larger than the base profile providing the build profile plus dynamic movements remains within the gauge?
	

	30
	G4.3.1.7
	It maybe worth adding that the consequences/impact of it occurring are also very minor (if indeed that is true).

	

	110
	7.2.2.7
	Does ‘c’ include mirrors where fitted (Class 66)? 
	If so would be worth adding “mirrors” to list.



	111
	8.1
	The position with regard to the WAG TSI is unclear and a statement would be helpful.
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