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Consultation comments and responses 
Document Title: Train stopped by train failure. 

Document number: GERT8000-M2 

Consultation closing date: 14 June 2023 

 

1. Responders to consultation 

No Name Company 

1  Will Tisdale Northern Railway 

2  Tony James WM Trains 

3  Stewart Player / Kevin Curtis / Nigel Trower SW Railway 

4  Jonathan Ellerbeck GWRR 

5  Gary Mewis TfL 

6  Phil Barrett RDG 

7  Ian Potter MTREL 

8 Nicola Wilkinson Transport for Wales 

9 Ian Carroll Network Rail 

10 Steve Burgess Network Rail 

11 Justin Willett Network Rail 

12 Tim Leighton Network Rail 

13 Paul Ashton Network Rail 

14 Peter Williams Network Rail  

15 Martin Bloomfield Network Rail 

  

2. Summary of comments 

Code Description Total 

- Consulted 454 

CE Critical errors  

ED Editorial errors  

TY Typographical errors  

OB Observations  

- Total comments returned  

 

Classification codes for a way forward: 
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• DC – Document change 

• NC – No change 
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3. Collated consultation comments and responses 
 

No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

1    I am very supportive of this change, as having undertaken the research on the 
effectiveness of detonators I remained concerned over the level of reliance we place on 
these as a risk control. Therefore we need to look at alternative and simpler ways to 
undertaken the processes where they are used, including assistance to failed trains.  
I do however question why there is both a speed restriction and the requirement for the 
use of GSM-R to speak to the assisting driver? I would of thought within the risk work 
coupled with operational professional judgement that the speed would only be a 
required control if I have not been able to speak to the driver of the assisting train? 
As a driver, if I have spoken to the driver of the failed train, know where they are why 
am I going at a set speed? There is the obvious distraction of increased speedo 
monitoring that introduces a set speed brings, and at a critical point where I really want 
to be looking out of the windscreen.  
My only other comment is the clarity of action in how the rules are written, such as 
there is only a requirement to lay assistance detonator protection when there a concern 
with the ability of the assisting train to sight the failed train- e.g. when there is poor 
visibility. 

 

11 NC   As explained in the Business Case for Change (BCfC) the 
detail of the proposed changes is based on the quantified 
risk assessment (QRA) supported by an element of 
qualitative risk assessment to develop proposals for those 
situations where the QRA did not provide a complete 
recommendation. Removal of a requirement to place 
detonators as assistance protection is shown by the QRA to 
remove significant risks to a driver going trackside, but an 
increase in collision risk of 33% without any alternative 
control measures. Provision of GSM-R radio communication 
between the two drivers to assist in a greater understanding 
of the exact whereabouts of the failed train is assessed as 
reducing that increased risk to 3%. Adding to this an 
absolute maximum speed during the movement of the 
assisting train which, as now, must be made at caution, 
leads to a 0.2% reduction in collision risk. Following a 
consultation comment, it has been agreed that GSM-R 
communication would add limited value if the failed train is 
clearly visible from an assisting train waiting to be allowed to 
enter the section as an assisting train. In that situation, the 
requirement to put the two drivers in communication has 
been removed. The absolute maximum speed of 25 mph 
was arrived at as this approximates to a braking distance on 
level track of 325 metres which is similar to that which is 
available under present rules should the driver of the 
assisting train fail to locate the driver of the failed train and 
explodes the detonators. 25 mph is however an absolute 
maximum speed to be observed whilst proceeding at 
caution as defined in module TW1 of the Rule Book as 
meaning that, having taken into account conditions such as 
visibility, the driver would be able to stop short of any 
obstruction and it must be regarded as a ceiling speed rather 
than a target speed. The imposition of a maximum speed 
was considered particularly in relation to an assisting train 
having to proceed for some distance (expressed in the QRA 
report as a long block section) where in isolation the 
increase in collision risk is assessed as being reduced from 
61% to 16% and together with GSM-R communication to 3%. 
In poor visibility without GSM-R communication there is 
shown to be an increased collision risk, which qualitatively is 
considered to be offset by requiring the driver of the failed 
train to meet the assisting train, but without requiring the 
use of detonators which would be counter to the objective 
of reducing their use.  
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

2  P.4 M2 – 
Section 
1.1  

Diagram M2.1 and M2.2 has been withdrawn  The diagrams M2.1 and M2.2 
have been removed and this 
would be useful to resubmit as 
these are useful for training 
purposes or where trainee staff 
are reviewing the rule book 
contents explaining these 
requirements. These support any 
changes to M2 Section 1.  

15 NC 3 1.1 An updated equivalent of either diagram representing the 
situation in normal circumstances could not depict any very 
useful information as neither the detonators nor the driver 
of the failed train would appear. The requirements to meet 
the assisting train at varying locations do not lend 
themselves to a single diagram and it is not considered this 
would significantly amplify the text. 

3  P.5 M2 – 
Section 2  

Am I correct in understanding that the protection detonators 
at 300 metres have been withdrawn for ESW and TBW 
working? If this is the case, please refer to my suggestion.  

I would support a further review 
of retaining the existing 
instruction for placing three 
detonators at 300 metres where 
emergency special working or 
temporary block working is in 
place where the visibility of the 
portion is less than 300 metres 
due to poor visibility around 
curvature, darkness or poor 
weather.  

15 NC 5 2.2 None of the risk assessment work recommended any case 
for retention of the assistance protection detonators. That 
work did not consider any changes to the requirements for 
emergency protection and the requirement for this when 
the signaller could not immediately be contacted and either 
emergency special working or temporary block working was 
in force. This has been retained, together with amplification 
of the driver’s actions in line with the other changes to this 
module. This includes restoring some instructions that have 
not appeared since 2003. Removal of a requirement to place 
detonators as assistance protection is shown by the QRA to 
remove significant risks to a driver going trackside, but an 
increase in collision risk of 33% without any alternative 
control measures. Provision of GSM-R radio communication 
between the two drivers to assist in a greater understanding 
of the exact whereabouts of the failed train is assessed as 
reducing that increased risk to 3%. In poor visibility without 
GSM-R communication there is shown to be an increased 
collision risk, which qualitatively is considered to be offset 
by requiring the driver of the failed train to meet the 
assisting train, but without requiring the use of detonators 
which would be counter to the objective of reducing their 
use. As the driver of the failed train was unable to contact 
the signaller it is probable that GSM-R communication 
cannot be established between the two drivers, and during 
poor visibility the driver of the failed train will be required to 
meet the assisting train whilst displaying a hand danger 
signal. In good visibility the assisting train would be 
approaching at caution a train that can be seen from a 
distance.  

4  P.5 M2 –
Section 
2.2 

Diagram M2.3 has been withdrawn  The diagrams M2.3 has been 
removed and this would be 
useful to resubmit as these are 
useful for training purposes or 
where trainee staff are reviewing 
the rule book contents 
explaining these requirements.  

15 NC  Diagram 
M2.3 

An updated equivalent of either diagram representing the 
situation in normal circumstances could not depict any very 
useful information as the assistance protection detonators 
would no longer appear. The requirements to meet the 
assisting train at varying locations do not lend themselves to 
a single diagram and it is not considered this would 
significantly amplify the text. 
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

5  5-6 2.2 Although this revised clause would not be appropriate for RfL 
managed infrastructure within the East London Line core 
route, we are not the only area of the GB main line railway 
that has geography of stations and running lines wholly 
within tunnel or ‘red zone’ areas. We accept that local 
operating instructions pertinent to these areas (usually 
contained within relevant Sectional Appendices) will 
supersede GERT8000 where appropriate, however as we 
could still have ESW and TBW within these areas, the 
proposed revisions are potentially confusing and we are 
concerned they could possibly be misconstrued or applied in 
error. 

We would ask that the 
conditions for applying this 
emergency protection procedure 
be clarified – perhaps within 2.1 
(which we accept is not 
proposed to change but which 
does set out when this would be 
applied). 

 

It must be absolutely clear to the 
users of this module – drivers 
and signallers – exactly when this 
all applies and who is doing 
what. RfL supports the intention 
of this proposed change, but the 
wording contains a lot of 
conditional application which 
makes it much harder to 
understand than perhaps it 
ought to be. 

5 NC 5 2.2 As the risk assessment work did not consider any changes to 
the requirements for emergency protection, it is necessary 
to perpetuate the requirement for this in the particular 
situation of an inability to contact the signaller immediately 
during a period when emergency special working or 
temporary block working is in force on the line concerned. 
The wording of section 2.1 is unchanged. However, the 
wording of section 2.2 has been changed, both to rectify a 
long-standing omission of any instructions to the driver of 
the failed train after placing the emergency protection, and 
also to align this with the possible scenarios in section 3.1. 
Removal of a requirement to place detonators as assistance 
protection is shown by the QRA to remove significant risks 
to a driver going trackside, but an increase in collision risk of 
33% without any alternative control measures. Provision of 
GSM-R radio communication between the two drivers to 
assist in a greater understanding of the exact whereabouts 
of the failed train is assessed as reducing that increased risk 
to 3%. In poor visibility without GSM-R communication there 
is shown to be an increased collision risk, which qualitatively 
is considered to be offset by requiring the driver of the failed 
train to meet the assisting train, but without requiring the 
use of detonators which would be counter to the objective 
of reducing their use. As it has not been immediately 
possible to contact the signaller, it is probable that GSM-R 
communication cannot be established between the two 
drivers. During poor visibility the assisting train will be met 
by the driver of the failed train displaying a hand danger 
signal and additions have been necessary to section 2.2 to 
cater for the variety of locations at which this might happen.  

6  P.7 M2 3.1 
item b)  

Please note an observation for further consideration 
regarding if the visibility of the failed train is less than 300 
metres due to weather, curvature, tunnel and other 
circumstances.    

I would support a further review 
of retaining the existing 
instruction for placing three 
detonators at 300 metres where 
a portion for a divided train is 
left in section where the visibility 
of the failed train is less than 300 
metres due to poor visibility 
around curvature, darkness or 
poor weather. 

15 NC 8 3.1 b) Removal of a requirement to place detonators as assistance 
protection is shown by the QRA to remove significant risks 
to a driver going trackside, but an increase in collision risk of 
33% without any alternative control measures. Provision of 
GSM-R radio communication between the two drivers to 
assist in a greater understanding of the exact whereabouts 
of the failed train is assessed as reducing that increased risk 
to 3%. In poor visibility without GSM-R communication there 
is shown to be an increased collision risk, which qualitatively 
is considered to be offset by requiring the driver of the failed 
train to meet the assisting train, but without requiring the 
use of detonators which would be counter to the objective 
of reducing their use. 
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

7  P.7 M2 3.1 
item b) 

Please note an observation which may consider that should 
GSM-R comms be not available by all parties, protection 
arrangements for the train at 300 metres should be in place.     

I would support that if GSM-R 
comms is not available between 
the assisting and failed train 
protection in form of detonators 
should be placed to protect the 
train covering visibility and 
access arrangements.   

15 NC 8 3.1 b) Removal of a requirement to place detonators as assistance 
protection is shown by the QRA to remove significant risks 
to a driver going trackside, but an increase in collision risk of 
33% without any alternative control measures. Provision of 
GSM-R radio communication between the two drivers to 
assist in a greater understanding of the exact whereabouts 
of the failed train is assessed as reducing that increased risk 
to 3%. In poor visibility without GSM-R communication there 
is shown to be an increased collision risk, which qualitatively 
is considered to be offset by requiring the driver of the failed 
train to meet the assisting train, but without requiring the 
use of detonators which would be counter to the objective 
of reducing their use. 

8  7 3.1  During poor visibility – display a hand danger signal, the dver 
of the assisting train may miss this and if they do the assisting 
train will be heading towards an unprotected failed train  

During poor visibility – return 
back to original working of 3 
dets, 300m from failed train, 
then driver of the assisting train 
will be sure to stop.  

9 NC 8 3.1 b) The existing rules are written on the basis that it is the hand 
danger signal that is the means of stopping the assisting 
train at the assistance protection point, normally at a 
distance of 300 metres. The detonators serve as a means of 
providing a final warning should this not have been 
observed. Removal of a requirement to place detonators as 
assistance protection is shown by the QRA to remove 
significant risks to a driver going trackside, but an increase in 
collision risk of 33% without any alternative control 
measures. Provision of GSM-R radio communication 
between the two drivers to assist in a greater understanding 
of the exact whereabouts of the failed train is assessed as 
reducing that increased risk to 3%. In poor visibility without 
GSM-R communication there is shown to be an increased 
collision risk, which qualitatively is considered to be offset 
by requiring the driver of the failed train to meet the 
assisting train, but without requiring the use of detonators 
which would be counter to the objective of reducing their 
use. 

9  7 3.1b Scenarios when the drier would still be required to get out of 
the train and proceed on foot to a defined point: I 
understand this outcome is the result of extensive risk work. 
It’s a great step forward overall but my reflection is that 
these are scenarios when we’re expecting the driver to get 
out of the train and walk in poor visibility. Essentially it seems 
to me we are trading the greater risk of train collision with 
the heightened risk of slip/trip/fall for the driver and 
increased signaller workload of protecting the driver etc. 
Retaining these scenarios also makes for an overall more 
complex set of instructions.  

I think it would be worth TOMSC 
specifically considering whether 
there is sufficient safety benefit 
to retain these clauses, 
particularly those where a clearly 
definable point is being used ie a 
stop signal or block marker that 
is less than 300 yards from your 
train, or a tunnel entrance that is 
less than 300 metres 

12 NC 8 3.1 b) The QRA work demonstrated that in poor visibility the 
combination of GSM-R communication and an absolute 
maximum speed of 25 mph is necessary to reduce the 
collision risk below that involved in the use of detonators, 
but it is the former that reduces that risk from a factor of 8.8 
times higher to an 11% reduction. Qualitative work led to a 
conclusion that in these circumstances some mitigation 
would be given by the addition of a hand danger signal from 
the driver of the failed train, although this does reintroduce 
the risks to that driver of leaving the cab. 
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

10  7 3.1b The phrase “300 metres (approximately 300 yards)” is used in 
3 of the 4 bullets but not the second one 

Sees a shame to use more words 
when less will do so why don’t 
we remove the “(approximately 
300 yards)” altogether or failing 
that just use it in the first bullet 
point as it then becomes obvious 
in the later ones 

12 DC 8 3.1 b) This is an oversight that will be corrected by reintroducing 
the alternative distance for consistency. 

11  7 3.1a General comment: How do we mitigate against the risk of the 
drivers agreeing to something signallers are not aware of? 
What is the role of the TOC Control or ISSTs (if any)? 

In real world situations of failed 
trains there is a lot of 
communication between drivers 
and their respective controls – as 
well as with the signallers and 
Integrated Service Support 
Technicians (ISSTs). The 
proposed rule changes do not 
take these into account or give 
any indication as to how this 
might work. 

5 NC 7 3.1 a) It is correct to say that other conversations may take place, 
but in this section agreement has already been reached that 
the train has failed and requires assistance, how that 
assistance will be provided and where the failed train is to 
be taken to. It has to be assumed that if any further changes 
are found necessary before the failed train can be assisted 
away the signaller must be made aware of this as it may 
influence how that movement is dealt with. 

12  7 3.1b How does this account for failures in extended red zone areas 
such as RfL, Merseyrail, ScotRail etc? 

 

There are uses of both metric and imperial measurements 
(metres and yards) in the bulleted list which are not 
consistent. 

Such instructions cannot be 
applied in areas like ours (and 
many others). We accept that 
these areas would be likely to 
have specific local instructions, 
but as it seems the rule book is 
now catching up with the sort of 
situations we have had to write 
local instructions for perhaps 
consideration could be made to 
including these areas so they can 
be brought into the main rules 
for the first time? 

 

Measurement terms should be 
consistent. 

5 NC 
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3.1 b) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.1 b) 

As with the content of any rules, the published version 
represents an agreed version capable of being consistently 
applied across the network. If there are locations where the 
existing requirements have to be modified because it is 
impracticable to apply them, it may be necessary to 
continue to adopt modified arrangements in the future 
based on the revised requirements, should these still 
present a difficulty. It is obvious that any alternative would 
have to be demonstrated not to worsen associated risks. 

 

 

 

 

An oversight has been corrected for consistency. 
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

13  7 3.1b In poor visibility with no GSM-r contact our opinion is that if 
the driver is having to get out of the cab and walk trackside to 
stand 300 metres from the train to meet the assisting train, 
then detonators should be placed as per the current 
arrangement.  

Detonators were primarily intended for use in poor weather, 
hence the original term “fog signal”. 

The main benefit of removing the requirement to place 
detonators for assistance protection is that the driver can 
remain in the train. If they are leaving the train, that benefit 
is lost, and detonators should be placed to give the assisting 
train another prompt that they have arrived at the point 
where they are to pick up the driver of the failed train. 
Depending on the level of poor visibility (thick fog for 
example), a flag or light may not be adequate. 

Reintroduce the requirement to 
place detonators in the poor 
visibility with no GSM-r contact 
scenario. One detonator may be 
adequate, as per the usage of 
them by handsignallers. 

1 NC 8 3.1 b) The objective of the project has been to reduce the use of 
detonators, so that they no longer have to be provided and 
that drivers no longer have to be competent to use them. 
Particular attention was given in the QRA work to the 
situation of poor visibility. The report concluded that the 
two control measures of GSM-R communication and an 
absolute maximum speed for the assisting train result in a 
51% reduction in collision risk in poor visibility by 
comparison with the use of detonators, with the first-named 
having the greatest significance. The requirement to 
proceed at caution would in such conditions, result in a 
lower approach speed. Hence the need to qualitatively 
assess an alternative when GSM-R communication cannot 
be established. It should be borne in mind that in the 
existing arrangements, reliance is placed on the observation 
of the driver of the failed train and the hand danger signal, 
as the assisting train will only explode the detonators if it 
has not been stopped by the hand danger signal. The 
detonators can be at a lesser distance than 300 metres from 
the failed train. 

14  7 3.1 b There’s no requirement for the driver of the failed train to 
display a danger signal to the driver of the assisting train 
during poor visibility – this seems important if the driver must 
leave their train and wait 300m in rear of the failed train to 
meet the assisting train during poor visibility.  There is risk 
that the assisting driver does not see the driver of the failed 
train. 

To include the use that the driver 
of the failed train displays a 
danger signal to the driver of the 
assisting train during poor 
visibility. 

4 NC 8 3.1 b) This requirement is included when the assisting train is 
approaching. The assisting train cannot be admitted to the 
section until the driver of the failed train is at the location 
where the assisting train will be met and this point is 
considered to be already addressed. 

15  7 3.1 a “If you cannot speak to the driver of the assisting train by 
means of GSM-R radio, you must remain on the train and 
wait for the assisting train to arrive” Is this the best 
alternative method of work? It will increase the time it takes 
to move a failed train; A freight train could be 750m long 
causing the assisting driver to walk a minimum of 1.5km 
while on or near the line after stopping at the rear of the 
failed train to walk and make contact with the driver of the 
failed train to then return to the assisting train.  That’s not 
including if the drivers have to walk to either end of the train 
to deal with the fault.  Additionally, the 750m might not be 
safe to walk and require line blockages etc. 

To review the requirements 4 NC 8 3.1 b) During good visibility, the driver of the failed train can 
remain with it and if GSM-R communication cannot be 
established with the driver of the assisting train, information 
such as the location of the failed train will be passed through 
the signaller. This would suggest that the assisting train 
could be allowed to enter the section more quickly than if it 
is necessary to procced to the assistance protection point 
before this can happen. If however there is a need for the 
driver of the failed train to be at the rear of the train, for 
example to assist with coupling, this would require any 
necessary arrangements such as blocking an adjacent line to 
be made. This would require the arrangements in module 
TW1 to be applied. 

16   3.1 a How is a driver going to know a red taillight is displayed? 
Freight trains use battery powered portable tail lamps, which 
often fall off which might not be reported to the signaller due 
to the frequent moves that take place during quiet times on 
the network. 

Review the requirements 4 NC 7 3.1 a) This is not a new requirement, being carried forward 
unchanged in section 1.3. Before agreeing that a train can be 
assisted from the rear, a driver must confirm that there is a 
tail lamp on the rear and, in the case of a freight train, this 
can only be done by visual inspection.  

17  7 3.1 A The language used in section 3.2 is ‘Normal Arrangement’ 
and ‘During Poor Visibility’ which isn’t the case in 3.1 in it’s 
entirety. 

Consider adding ‘Normal 
Arrangement’ to 3.1.A title 

8 DC 7 3.1 a) This may provide a degree of consistency and the amended 
will be made as suggested. 
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

18  7 2.2 Removing the need to place standard assistance protection 
seems to be removing a safeguard should any issues arise 
prior to placing ‘full protection’ or making other protection 
arrangements with the signaller.   

To further review the removal of 
standard assistance protection 
detonators (300 metres) taking 
into account how the risk 
changes in poor weather, 
darkness and other features such 
as track curvature.  

14 NC 5 2.2 As the risk assessment work did not consider any changes to 
the requirements for emergency protection, it is necessary 
to perpetuate the requirement for this in the particular 
situation of an inability to contact the signaller immediately 
during a period when emergency special working or 
temporary block working is in force on the line concerned. 
Removal of a requirement to place detonators as assistance 
protection is shown by the QRA to remove significant risks 
to a driver going trackside, but an increase in collision risk of 
33% without any alternative control measures. Provision of 
GSM-R radio communication between the two drivers to 
assist in a greater understanding of the exact whereabouts 
of the failed train is assessed as reducing that increased risk 
to 3%. In poor visibility without GSM-R communication there 
is shown to be an increased collision risk, which qualitatively 
is considered to be offset by requiring the driver of the failed 
train to meet the assisting train, but without requiring the 
use of detonators which would be counter to the objective 
of reducing their use. During poor visibility the assisting train 
will be met by the driver of the failed train displaying a hand 
danger signal and additions have been necessary to section 
2.2 to cater for the variety of locations at which this might 
happen.  

19  7&9 3.1b & 
3.2b 

Is it possible that ‘a tunnel entrance’ might be misinterpreted 
as one that is in the direction of train travel (i.e. the opposite 
end to the failed train). 

The clause should clearly state 
whether the tunnel entrance / 
exit is in relation to the driver of 
the failed train or the assisting 
train for clarity.  

2 NC 8 and 
9 

3.1 b) and 
3.2 b) 

This did indeed require careful consideration as to how to 
avoid ambiguity, recognising that assistance may approach 
the failed train from either direction. In both sections the 
wording is written from the point of view of the driver of the 
failed train and clarity has possibly been added by the 
addition of instructions concerning a train that has failed 
within a tunnel. Whichever direction the driver of the failed 
train is proceeding it will be an entrance to a tunnel within a 
300 metre distance that is encountered, or equally that it is 
the further end of the tunnel from the failed train. This 
appeared to be a simpler option than attempting to relate 
this to the entry to and exit from a tunnel from the 
perspective of an assisting train that can approach from 
either direction. 

20  7&9 3.1b & 
3.2b 

We need to make sure that the driver is clearly visible to the 
driver of the assisting train. 

Consider adding some wording 
to ensure the driver places 
themselves where they are 
visible to the approaching 
assisting train. 

2 NC 8  3.1 b) It is considered sufficient to state that a hand danger signal 
must be shown to the driver of the assisting train. It is 
obvious that this has to be clearly visible, and during 
darkness it would not necessarily be the case that the driver 
of the failed train would be clearly visible. 
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No Page Clause Comment Suggestion By Way 
forward 

Page Clause Response 

21  8 3.1 B You must:  

• stay at this point and wait for the assisting train to arrive  

• display a hand danger signal to the driver of the assisting 
train when it approaches. 

There is no mention in this section of the need to board the 
assisting train. I appreciate it’s referenced in 3.4 but no 
signposting currently. 

 

Either signpost to section 3.4 for 
next steps (from 3.1.B), add 
necessary next steps to 3.1.B 
(and keep 3.4) or consider 
merging 3.4 into 3.1.B (removing 
the need for 3.4).   

8 NC 8 3.1 b) The proposed presentation has the advantage of consistency 
with the principle of presenting actions in the sequence in 
which they occur, so that section 3.1 covers actions before 
an assisting train can be allowed to proceed, section 3.2 
those when the driver is given permission to proceed, 3.3 
those that apply during the movement, including those 
when the assisting train will be met by the driver of the 
failed train, and 3.4 those of the driver of the failed train 
after having met the assisting train.  

22  P.8 M2 3.2 a) To proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 

mph (40 km/h) 
I believe stating that a ceiling 
speed may be perceived by Train 
Drivers as a speed that they may 
travel rather than retaining the 
current caution instruction. 
Travelling at caution indicates to 
a Driver that the speed is subject 
to their route knowledge based 
on the Drivers judgement and 
experience around visibility, 
route knowledge, weather 
conditions, complexity of 
signalling, and other associated 
route knowledge elements.  

15 NC 8 3.2 a) The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this.    

23  8 3.2a Should we just state at caution and not include a 
speed? A ceiling speed may become a target speed and 
increase the risk of collision? 

 13 NC 8 3.2 a) The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this.    
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24  P.8 M2 3.2 
b)   

Please note an observation for further consideration 
regarding if the visibility of a failed train is less than 300 
metres due to weather, curvature, tunnel and other 
circumstances.    

I would support a further review 
of retaining the existing 
instruction for placing protection 
detonators at 300 metres where 
a failed train visibility is less than 
300 metres due to poor visibility 
around curvature, darkness or 
poor weather. 

15 NC 9 3.2 b) Poor visibility is considered in the same context as that used 
throughout the Rule Book, namely that visibility is poor in 
relation to the expected conditions, and neither darkness 
nor a tunnel are regarded as poor visibility unless some 
factor such as fog is also affecting this. The objective of the 
project has been to reduce the use of detonators, so that 
they no longer have to be provided and that drivers no 
longer have to be competent to use them. Particular 
attention was given in the QRA work to the situation of  
poor visibility. The report concluded that the two control 
measures of GSM-R communication and an absolute 
maximum speed for the assisting train result in a 51% 
reduction in collision risk in poor visibility by comparison 
with the use of detonators, with the first-named having the 
greatest significance. The requirement to proceed at caution 
would, in such conditions, result in a lower approach speed. 
Hence the need to qualitatively assess an alternative when 
GSM-R communication cannot be established. It should be 
borne in mind that in the existing arrangements, reliance is 
placed on the observation of the driver of the failed train 
and the hand danger signal, as the assisting train will only 
explode the detonators if it has not been stopped by the 
hand danger signal. The detonators can be at a lesser 
distance than 300 metres from the failed train.  

25  8 3.2 Where the instruction states that the signaller shall put the 
assisting train in touch with the driver of the failed train. 

Can we add some wording to 
ensure that this is done once the 
assisting train is at a stand just 
for clarity as the signaller should 
not be doing this whilst a train is 
moving. 

10 NC 7 3.1 a) Section 3.1 a) states that this occurs when the assisting train 
is ready to enter the section. It would therefore be 
stationary at the time. 

26  8 3.2 We have introduced a new speed to the signallers when 
conducting this process which has a risk of the signaller 
becoming confused with other speeds. 

Change the speed to a maximum 
of 20mph, which allows 
consistency with other areas of 
the rule book thus reducing the 
risk of confusion upon 
application.  

10 DC 9 3.2 a) This raises an interesting point that has been considered 
previously. If the Rule Book specifies instructions a driver 
must observe in a given situation, it should not be necessary 
for the signaller to ‘repeat’ these to the driver, but only to 
state the nature of the movement.  It would therefore be 
preferable to refer to the 25 mph speed only in a rule 
directed at the driver.  This would be consistent with how a 
similar situation has been dealt with following a comment 
on module M1. As this appears for the driver in section 3.3, 
this has been removed from section 3.2 a). 

27  8 3.2a Where it states that the signaller must tell the driver of the 
assisting train where the failed train must be taken to. It is 
not clear at which point that the signaller will do this? 

Reword to state: Once the driver 
of the assisting train has spoken 
to the driver of the failed train 
you may now advise the driver of 
the assisting train where the 
failed train is to be taken. 

10 NC 8 3.2 a) Sections 3.1 and 3.2 should be read as effectively being in 
sequential order. In section 3.1, an assisting train is available 
to enter the section, and the driver provides the necessary 
information to the driver of the assisting train, directly or 
through the signaller. Section 3.2 covers the signallers 
actions including giving the dri8ver of the assisting train 
permission to proceed.  
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28  8 3.2a It is not clear under normal arrangements when it has been 
possible for both drivers to speak to each other, whether 
upon authorising the assisting train to pass the protecting 
signal at danger at what maximum speed does the assisting 
train enter the occupied section? 

As per my previous comment 
regarding speed, irrespective of 
whether the drivers have 
communicated the assisting train 
should always be advised to 
proceed at a maximum of 20mph 
to avoid confusion. 

10 DC 9 3.2 a) The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this. If the Rule 
Book specifies instructions a driver must observe in a given 
situation, it should not be necessary for the signaller to 
‘repeat’ these to the driver, but only to state the nature of 
the movement.  It would therefore be preferable to refer to 
the 25 mph speed only in a rule directed at the driver.  This 
would be consistent with how a similar situation has been 
dealt with following a comment on module M1. As this 
appears for the driver in section 3.3, this has been removed 
from section 3.2 a).   

29  8 3.2 You must put the driver of the assisting train in contact with the 
driver of the failed train by GSM-R radio. 

 
You must tell the driver of the assisting train where the failed 
train 
must be taken to. 

 
If necessary, you must instruct the driver to pass at danger the 
signal protecting the obstructed line or pass an end of authority 
(EoA) without a movement authority (MA). 
 

If you cannot put the driver of the failed train and the driver of 
the assisting train in contact via GSM-R radio, you must: 
• instruct the driver of the assisting train to proceed at caution 
during the movement towards the failed train and travel at a 
speed not exceeding 25 mph (40 km/h) 
• give the driver of the failed train any necessary information 
regarding the movement. 

My worry is the around the how 
we ensure that there is no 
confusion over who is authorising 
/ directing the movement can the 
communications protocol be more 
defined…? 

 

Consider 

Can we clarify at which point 
control / guidance of the assisting 
train is passed to the driver of the 
failed train perhaps at the end of 
the initial conversation..? 

7 NC 8 3.2 It is not the intention that this happens. The driver of the 
assisting train remains in control of the movement of that 
train having been guided by the information, such as the 
location of the failed train, provided by the driver of the 
failed train. If necessary, further clarification can be sought 
by means of GSM-R communication between the two 
drivers. It might be that if assistance is being provided from 
the front that the driver of the failed train could confirm that 
the assisting train can be seen approaching. 
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30  8 3.2a In the real world signallers would have to liaise with TOC 
Control (or others) to ascertain exactly where a train would 
be sent to – such decisions are unlikely to be made by a 
signaller alone. It would not be possible for drivers to 
ascertain this on their own if the discussions were between 
them via GSMR alone. This may not be what was intended in 
this revised wording, but that is how it could be construed. 

 

POSA isn’t mentioned, yet this could be active in such 
circumstances? 

 

The maximum speed stated can only be the higher of any 
other applicable restriction in the area concerned – care 
should be given that 25mph is not taken as the directed 
speed. 

Although the instruction is clear 
that the signaller tells the 
driver(s) where they will be going 
to, this won’t be something that 
the signaller is likely to be able to 
ascertain on their own. The 
wording is confusing in that this 
is stated AFTER the drivers have 
been put in touch with each 
other – and clearly they won’t be 
in a position to make such a 
designation. Could you please 
look at the order or wording of 
this to make it clearer?  

5 NC 8 3.2 a) The intention of the rules is to define the actions to be taken 
by the two drivers involved and the signaller. The decisions 
as to the train to be used to assist and the disposal of the 
failed train will indeed have been with the involvement of 
the control organisation and passed on to the signaller, who 
is merely passing on that information rather than taking a 
decision. 

 

This is not a situation in which module PoSA allows the 
facility to be used. 

 

The requirement is to proceed at caution and not to exceed 
25 mph at any time during the movement. It is of course 
true that when proceeding at caution in the manner set out 
in module TW1 any lower permissible speed than that which 
might be considered as consistent with proceeding at 
caution must still be observed.  

31  8 3.2 (a) New speed of 25mph, means another speed for Signaller to 
remember during perturbed working  

Switch to 20mph to standardise 
speeds  

9 DC 8 3.2.a) If the Rule Book specifies instructions a driver must observe 
in a given situation, it should not be necessary for the 
signaller to ‘repeat’ these to the driver, but only to state the 
nature of the movement.  It would therefore be preferable 
to refer to the 25 mph speed only in a rule directed at the 
driver.  This would be consistent with how a similar situation 
has been dealt with following a comment on module M1. As 
this appears for the driver in section 3.3, this has been 
removed from section 3.2 a).   

32  8 & 10 3.2 & 3.3 Is there a reason why a speed of 25mph was chosen?  Drivers may more easily 
remember 20mph as this is more 
in keeping with other situations 
where they are driving on ‘line of 
sight’. 

2 NC 8 and 
10 

3.2 and 
3.3 

The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this. 
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33  8 3.2a The signaller should be instructing the driver of the 
assisting train to drive at caution in all circumstances. 
This section only stipulates caution and a max speed of 
25 mph if the drivers cannot talk over GSM-r. Whereas 
section 3.3 states that the assisting train driver must 
proceed at caution and not exceed 25mph.  

Add that the signaller should 
instruct the driver to drive at 
caution, not exceeding 25mph. 
The emphasis should be on the 
need to drive at caution as 
opposed to the maximum speed 
allowable too. 

1 DC 8 3.2 a) The requirement is to proceed at caution and not to exceed 
a speed of 25 mph at any point.  Applying the definition of 
‘at caution’ in Rule book module TW1 would result in the 
actual speed being lower than this where conditions dictate 
this. If the Rule Book specifies instructions a driver must 
observe in a given situation, it should not be necessary for 
the signaller to ‘repeat’ these to the driver, but only to state 
the nature of the movement.  It would therefore be 
preferable to refer to the 25 mph speed only in a rule 
directed at the driver.  This would be consistent with how a 
similar situation has been dealt with following a comment 
on module M1. As this appears for the driver in section 3.3, 
this has been removed from section 3.2 a).   

34  9 3.2 (b) No Assistance protection during poor visibility – 
increased risk  

Return assistance protection 
dets during poor visibility  

9 NC 9 3.2 b) The objective of the project has been to reduce the use of 
detonators, so that they no longer have to be provided and 
that drivers no longer have to be competent to use them. 
Particular attention was given in the QRA work to the 
situation of poor visibility. The report concluded that the 
two control measures of GSM-R communication and an 
absolute maximum speed for the assisting train result in a 
51% reduction in collision risk in poor visibility by 
comparison with the use of detonators, with the first-named 
having the greatest significance. The requirement to 
proceed at caution would in such conditions, result in a 
lower approach speed. Hence the need to qualitatively 
assess an alternative when GSM-R communication cannot 
be established. It should be borne in mind that in the 
existing arrangements, reliance is placed on the observation 
of the driver of the failed train and the hand danger signal, 
as the assisting train will only explode the detonators if it 
has not been stopped by the hand danger signal. The 
detonators can be at a lesser distance than 300 metres from 
the failed train. 

35  9 3.1  As per comment in the steering group when the driver 
of the assisting train can see the failed train why is the 
patching through to the failed driver needed as not 
required by the risk assessment. This makes the rules 
more complicated than is required.  In addition to 
purpose of why the drivers need to talk to each other 
which is location and any assistance requirements.  

The rules would be supported if 
the driver of the assisting train 
does not need to talk to the 
driver of the failed train if the 
failed train can be seen. Also 
would help if the reason for the 
communication was clear. 

6 DC 7 and 
8 

3.1 a) and 
3.2 a) 

A reason for establishing GSM-R communication between 
the two drivers is to establish as accurately as possible the 
location of the failed train. Following the discussions 
referred to, it has been agreed that if the failed train will be 
clearly visible from the location where the assisting train is 
waiting to proceed, this fact is already known and the 
provision of GSM-R communication would add little value. 
The rules have been amended in both sections to state that 
this is unnecessary in this situation. 

36  9 3.2b If the suggestion (1) above is adopted this section will 
also need updating. 

 1 DC 9 3.2 b) As explained in the response to that comment, this has been 
removed from the signaller’s instructions and will appear 
only as an instruction to the driver in section 3.3. 
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37  9 3.2b How would the signaller be able to ‘make sure that the driver 
of the failed train will do one of the following’ ? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The selection of bulleted options is confusing and hard to 
understand. Even after reading a few times it still isn’t clear 
and the wording is very complicated. There are a large 
number of ‘what if’ situations which don’t help with clarity. 

 

 

 

There is a bullet at the bottom of the page which states that 
the signaller ‘must tell the driver of the assisting train: the 
exact location of the failed train’ – a signaller cannot know 
this from a workstation or diagram. The best they would ever 
know is which section they are in OR a description of where 
the train is that they may have received from the driver of 
the train concerned. 

 

The issues of TOC Control interface and info, and also POSA 
apply to the final parts of this item as well. 

 

Wording needs to be reasonable 
– all a signaller could do would 
be to issue an instruction(s) – 
after that it is up to those 
they’ve given it to apply; the 
signaller can’t be ‘sure’ of 
anything in that regard. 

 

 

Please reconsider or rework this 
section to make these options 
clearer for signaller users. 

 

 

 

 

This bullet should be looked at to 
reflect what a signaller can 
reliably tell a driver regarding 
train location. 

5 NC 9 3.2 b) As a result of the conversations with the driver of the failed 
train that will have taken place either in situations described 
in sections 2.2 and 3.1 a), it will have been established 
where the assisting train will be met. Before allowing the 
assisting train to enter the section, the signaller has to know 
that the driver is already at that location, or will have 
reached it by the time the assisting train arrives there. It is to 
that extent that the signaller must be sure that the 
necessary conditions are in place before permitting the 
movement. 

There are a variety of possible situations, including those 
that arise when emergency protection is necessary. For 
completeness, all of them have been shown in one place. 
This is preferable to listing them separately and there 
appears to be no obvious simplification.   

 

 

This corresponds to the information provided by the driver 
of the failed train who will have described the location as 
precisely as possible. As stated, this may well be a more 
precise description that a signaller could have provided. 

 

 

 

The same comments on these two issues also apply here. 

38  9 3.2 B If the driver is not at the point ready to meet the assisting 
train, you must:  

• ask the driver of the failed train how long it will take to get 
to that point (how would this communication take place if 
the Driver has already left the train?) 

• wait a suitable time before authorising the driver of the 
assisting train to enter the section. (What is classed as a 
suitable time?) 

Not overly clear currently on 
what the two bullet points mean 
or how they are to be conducted. 
Further detail required in the 
points.  

8 NC 9 3..2 b) This is effectively a perpetuation of an existing requirement. 
If it has already been established that the driver of the failed 
train has gone to the appropriate location, the assisting train 
can be permitted to proceed immediately, but otherwise a 
period of time must elapse before this can happen. In 
reality, the latter can only apply if the driver is with the 
failed train.  
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39  9 3.2 B You must tell the driver of the assisting train:  

• the exact location of the failed train  

• the point from which the assisting train will be met  

• where the failed train must be taken to 

There is a reference to what to 
do if the Driver of the failed train 
is not at the meeting point in 3.3 
(although it might be worth 
considering adding in 3.3 a 
reference to contacting the 
Signaller if that is suitable), but 
nothing currently in 3.2 B.  

Consideration to be given to 
adding to 3.2 B a point around 
telling the driver of the assisting 
train what to do if the driver of 
the failed train is not at the 
meeting point. 

8 NC 9 3.2 b) Section 3.2 contains the instructions to the signaller, and the 
driver’s are in section 3.3 which deals with the driver not 
being at the expected picking-up point.  

40  9 3.2b There is no mention of actions for an adjacent line within a 
tunnel should this scenario present itself. 

Whilst a driver of a failed train is 
walking through a tunnel to 
meet the assisting train, all trains 
on an adjacent line within the 
tunnel must be stopped and 
cautioned until the driver of the 
failed train has confirmed that 
they are clear of the tunnel. 

10 NC 9 3.2b) This requirement appears in block regulation 7 and will 
continue to apply. There appears to be no apparent difficulty 
in continuing the present practice of using module M2 to 
describe the driver/signaller arrangements and regulation 7 
to cover the specifics of signalling an assisting train under 
the various block systems. 

41  8 3.2a Should we just state at caution and not include a speed? A 
ceiling speed may become a target speed and increase the 
risk of collision? 

 13 DC 9 3.2 a) The requirement is to proceed at caution and not to exceed 
a speed of 25 mph at any point.  Applying the definition of 
‘at caution’ in Rule Book module TW1 would result in the 
actual speed being lower than this where conditions dictate 
this. If the Rule Book specifies instructions a driver must 
observe in a given situation, it should not be necessary for 
the signaller to ‘repeat’ these to the driver, but only to state 
the nature of the movement.  It would therefore be 
preferable to refer to the 25 mph speed only in a rule 
directed at the driver.  This would be consistent with how a 
similar situation has been dealt with following a comment 
on module M1. As this appears for the driver in section 3.3, 
this has been removed from section 3.2 a).   

42  10 3.3 Providing a ceiling speed can have an adverse effect where 
drivers drive ‘at’ that speed (a speed to be attained). 

Remove the ceiling speed of 
25mph and just say ‘at caution’. 

14 NC 10 3.3 The requirement is to proceed at caution and not to exceed 
a speed of 25 mph at any point.  Applying the definition of 
‘at caution’ in Rule Book module TW1 would result in the 
actual speed being lower than this where conditions dictate 
this. 
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43  10 3.3 Introduction of a new speed Change the speed to a maximum 
of 20mph as per previous 
comments. 

10 NC 10 3.3 The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this. 

44  P.10 M2 3.3 To proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 

mph (40 km/h) 
I believe stating that a ceiling 
speed may be perceived by Train 
Drivers as a speed that they may 
travel rather than retaining the 
current caution instruction. 
Travelling at caution indicates to 
a Driver that the speed is subject 
to their route knowledge based 
on the Drivers judgement and 
experience around visibility, 
route knowledge, weather 
conditions, complexity of 
signalling, and other associated 
route knowledge elements.  

15 NC 10 3.3 The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this. 
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45  P.10 M2 3.3 Please note an observation for further consideration 
regarding if the visibility of a failed train is less than 300 
metres due to weather, curvature, tunnel and other 
circumstances.    

I would support a further review 
of retaining the existing 
instruction for placing 
detonators at 300 metres where 
a failed portion where the 
visibility of the portion is less 
than 300 metres due to poor 
visibility around curvature, 
darkness or poor weather. 

15 NC 10 3.3 Poor visibility is considered in the same context as that used 
throughout the Rule Book, namely that visibility is poor in 
relation to the expected conditions, and neither darkness 
nor a tunnel are regarded as poor visibility unless some 
factor such as fog is also affecting this. The objective of the 
project has been to reduce the use of detonators, so that 
they no longer have to be provided and that drivers no 
longer have to be competent to use them. Particular 
attention was given in the QRA work to the situation of poor 
visibility. The report concluded that the two control 
measures of GSM-R communication and an absolute 
maximum speed for the assisting train result in a 51% 
reduction in collision risk in poor visibility by comparison 
with the use of detonators, with the first-named having the 
greatest significance. The requirement to proceed at caution 
would, in such conditions, result in a lower approach speed. 
Hence the need to qualitatively assess an alternative when 
GSM-R communication cannot be established. It should be 
borne in mind that in the existing arrangements, reliance is 
placed on the observation of the driver of the failed train 
and the hand danger signal, as the assisting train will only 
explode the detonators if it has not been stopped by the 
hand danger signal. The detonators can be at a lesser 
distance than 300 metres from the failed train. 

46  10 3.3  Caution speed 25mph  Switch to 20mph to keep 
standardised speeds  

9 NC 10 3.3 The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this. 
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47  10 3.3 The reference to exploding detonators seems a bit out of 
context but I understand why it’s there (because of a 
situation where emergency protection has been laid).  

I think this point needs moving 
to the end of the section, or 
somewhere better where it can 
be referenced alongside 
emergency protection for 
complete clarity. Additional 
detail required. 

8 DC 11 3.3 This wording was retained because of the possible relevance 
to any emergency protection that had been laid by the 
driver of the failed train. It is also possible that emergency 
protection has been laid by someone else for another 
reason. However, in the current issue the reason for this 
instruction is that exploding detonators implies that the 
assisting train is now 300 metres or less from the failed train 
and the assisting train must be stopped immediately to 
avoid a collision. As this is no longer an issue, the sentence 
will be deleted and the driver’s actions would then always 
be as shown in section 13 of module TW1 depending on the 
location and whether a handsignal is displayed.  

48  10 3.3 The maximum speed stated can only be the higher of any 
other applicable restriction in the area concerned – care 
should be given that 25mph is not taken as the directed 
speed. 

 

 

 

The second and third paragraphs insinuate that the two 
drivers can authorise their own movements. This is 
potentially dangerous if misunderstood. We accept this isn’t 
what is intended of course, but the wording should be clearer 
in that regard. 

 

 

 

 

Further down the page the instruction states that ‘You 
must only enter a tunnel if:  . . . . . you know that the 
driver of the failed train is not in the tunnel and that the 
tunnel is clear.’ How would the assisting train driver 
know this for sure? 

All sections commented on here 
should be looked at for clearer 
and more accurate wording. 

5 NC 10 3.3 The requirement is to proceed at caution and not to exceed 
25 mph at any time during the movement. It is of course 
true that when proceeding at caution in the manner set out 
in module TW1 any lower permissible speed than that which 
might be considered as consistent with proceeding at 
caution must still be observed. 

 

This does not seem to be a possible interpretation. The 
failed train cannot be moved after it has been declared as 
such. The assisting train has been authorised to move by the 
signaller. The provision for further GSM-R communication 
was envisaged as possibly a further enquiry to clarify the 
location of the failed train should the driver of the assisting 
train later doubt that this has been fully understood. It 
would not be the basis of any alteration to the agreed and 
authorised movements. 

 

This has been retained from the previous issue, although it is 
possibly of limited relevance. As written, the instruction 
does not apply if the driver of the failed train has already 
been picked up, but could still apply if the driver of the failed 
train had to pass through a tunnel to reach the point where 
the assisting train is to be met and has taken longer than 
anticipated to get there. In this case, the assisting train itself 
cannot have reached that location. 

49  10 3.3 This section implies that the GSM-r call can be made on 
the movement towards the failed train. This increases 
the risk of collision due to distraction. 

Emphasise that any GSM-r 
communications which are 
required after the start of the 
movement towards the failed 
train should only occur after the 
assisting train has been brought 
to a stand. 

1 NC 10 3.3 Although it is probable that the train would be brought to a 
stand before using GSM-R, this is not necessarily the case, 
and the ability to make the call safely taking into account the 
content of section 39.1 of module TW1 must be applied. 

50  11 3.4 First para. – which instruction is this referring to? It isn’t 
clear. 

Revise wording to make it clear 
what instruction is being referred 
to. 

5 NC 11 3.4 The reference is to the remainder of section 3.4. This form of 
wording is used to avoid a single lengthy second paragraph.  
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51   3.1  

3.3 

SP: Section 3.1 and 3.3 requires the signaller to connect 
the 2 drivers over the GSMR. It states “to give any 
information” but I believe that this needs expanding to 
outline what the 2 drivers must agree on. 

 3 NC 7 and 
10 

3.1 and 
3.3 

Apart from establishing the location of the failed train which 
will always be necessary, there is no other obvious detail 
that can be specified, but this could include explaining the 
type of traction or train length, or any other factor that 
might influence the approach to the failed train, poor 
adhesion being a possible example. 

52   3.1  

3.3 

SP: Section 3.1 and 3.3 I believe this also requires a 
sentence about once the drivers have given their 
information the assisting driver must then speak to the 
signaller to gain authority to pass the signal at danger. 
The way it reads at the moment once the drivers have 
finished their GSMR call the driver will start the 
movement without getting signaller permission 

 3 NC 7 and 
10 

3.1 and 
3.3 

Section 3.1 refers to the driver of the failed train and this 
confusion could not arise. So far as section 3.3 is concerned, 
the current issue of module M2 does not refer to the 
possible need to be authorised to pass a signal at danger in 
section 3.3, with reliance being placed on this element of 
the signaller’s instructions in section 3.2 being drawn to 
drivers’ attention.  

53   2.2 KC:  “When you have completed emergency protection, 
you must return to your train” – this seems inconsistent 
with the justification with removing the need to lay 
detonators due to the risk of the driver walking 300m 
on ballast, if they have to walk 2000m ( 1.25 miles) then 
walk a further 2000m back to the train they have 
walked 4000m on ballast. 

 3 NC 6 2.2 The present project has not considered any changes to 
emergency protection requirements and these have been 
included with little change. However, it was recognised that 
any instructions on the driver’s actions after carrying out 
emergency protection have been omitted from this module 
since 2003. They have now been restored to align with the 
revisions to module M2.  

54   2.2 KC: 2.2  Providing emergency protection – “you must 
proceed to a location which is one of the following: A 
location less than 1 ¼ miles from the train where you 
can communicate with the signaller” -  in all other 
circumstances you place three detonators, why not in 
this instance? 

 3 NC 6 2.2 There is no intended change in the requirements, except to 
clarify that the location from which the signaller can be 
contacted refers to one at less than full protection distance. 
As this is the telephone or signal box at which protection is 
to be provided as referred to in the third paragraph, this 
point is covered.  

55   3.1 (a)  KC: “If you cannot speak to the driver of the assisting 
train by means of GSM-R you must remain on the train 
and wait for the assisting train to arrive” – how is this a 
safe default, if no comms surely protection must be 
laid?  

 3 NC 7 3.1 a) Removal of a requirement to place detonators as assistance 
protection is shown by the QRA to remove significant risks 
to a driver going trackside, but an increase in collision risk of 
33% without any alternative control measures. Provision of 
GSM-R radio communication between the two drivers to 
assist in a greater understanding of the exact whereabouts 
of the failed train is assessed as reducing that increased risk 
to 3%. In poor visibility without GSM-R communication there 
is shown to be an increased collision risk, which qualitatively 
is considered to be offset by requiring the driver of the failed 
train to meet the assisting train, but without requiring the 
use of detonators which would be counter to the objective 
of reducing their use. 
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56   3.1 (b) KC: During poor visibility you are instructed to proceed 
to 300m and display a hand danger signal, no mention 
of detonators. It could be argued that the use of a red 
signal less than 300m may render the use of detonators 
unnecessary but in all other circumstances surely they 
should be laid.  

 3 NC 8 3.1 b) The objective of the project has been to reduce the use of 
detonators, so that they no longer have to be provided and 
that drivers no longer have to be competent to use them. 
Particular attention was given in the QRA work to the 
situation of poor visibility. The report concluded that the 
two control measures of GSM-R communication and an 
absolute maximum speed for the assisting train result in a 
51% reduction in collision risk in poor visibility by 
comparison with the use of detonators, with the first-named 
having the greatest significance. The requirement to 
proceed at caution would, in such conditions, result in a 
lower approach speed. Hence the need to qualitatively 
assess an alternative when GSM-R communication cannot 
be established. It should be borne in mind that in the 
existing arrangements, reliance is placed on the observation 
of the driver of the failed train and the hand danger signal, 
as the assisting train will only explode the detonators if it 
has not been stopped by the hand danger signal. The 
detonators can be at a lesser distance than 300 metres from 
the failed train. 

57   3.1 (b) KC:  “During poor visibility if you cannot speak to the 
driver of the assisting train by means of GSM-R you 
must go to one of the following: A tunnel entrance that 
is less than 300m from the train” – you are then 
instructed to stay at this point and display a hand 
danger signal with again no detonators used even 
though you may be standing considerably less than 
300m from the failed train. 

 3 NC 8 3.1 b) As explained, the QRA work had to be supplemented by an 
element of qualitative work to consider acceptable 
additional controls should GSM-R communication not be 
available between the drivers. In doing so, a long-standing 
anomaly was addressed, namely that if a tunnel mouth is 
less than 300 metres from the failed train, the driver was 
required to walk to the far end, in some cases a distance of 
more than one mile. This introduces hazards and time 
penalties and it seemed preferable to require a handsignal 
even at a distance of less than 300 metres. 

58   3.3 KC: The instruction for the driver to proceed at no more 
than 25mph is concerning as the feeling is that drivers 
will see this as a target speed, would this speed reflect 
the risk of a train that has failed on a curve which is on 
a downhill gradient in light drizzle which has no 
detonator protection? 

 3 NC 10 3.3 The QRA work considered whether imposition of an absolute 
maximum speed would reduce the collision risk. Overall, the 
increased collision risk by comparison with the use of 
detonators is reduced from 19% to 4%. In poor visibility the 
reduction is from a factor of 6.8 to a small increase. A 25 
mph maximum approximately equates to a stopping 
distance of 325 metres on level track. This is similar to the 
approximately 300 metres warning that would be provided 
by the use of detonators. The wording that the driver must 
proceed at caution and travel at a speed not exceeding 25 
mph, which aligns with that previously used elsewhere in 
the Rule Book, is designed to avoid any suggestion of a 
target speed. Applying the definition of ‘at caution’ in Rule 
Book module TW1 would result in the actual speed being 
lower than this where conditions dictate this. In response to 
an earlier comment, it was suggested that a possible fact 
that the driver of the failed train might pass to the driver of 
the assisting train would be any adhesion issues at the site. 
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59   3.3 KC: “you must speak to the driver of the failed train if it 
is necessary to get or give any necessary information 
during the movement” – This is not in line with our 
Driving Policy and could prove to be a distraction when 
entering an occupied section. 

 3 NC 10 3.3 Although it is probable that the train would be brought to a 
stand before using GSM-R, this is not necessarily the case, 
and the ability to make the call safely taking into account the 
content of section 39.1 of module TW1 must be applied. 

60   3.3  KC: “you must stop on exploding detonators” – at this point 
none have been laid? 

 

 3 DC 10 3.3 This wording was retained because of the possible relevance 
to any emergency protection that had been laid by the 
driver of the failed train. It is also possible that emergency 
protection has been laid by someone else for another 
reason. However, in the current issue the reason for this 
instruction is that exploding detonators implies that the 
assisting train is now 300 metres or less from the failed train 
and the assisting train must be stopped immediately to 
avoid a collision. As this is no longer an issue, the sentence 
will be deleted and the driver’s actions would then always 
be as shown in section 13 of module TW1 depending on the 
location and whether a handsignal is displayed.  

61    NT: Do I assume that basically it is the responsibility of the 
failed driver to identify to the assisting driver the location of 
the failed train, are both the drivers route knowledge on the 
same level, can they or are they good at  identifying exactly 
where they are, bridge number, milepost, substation, foot 
crossing? 

What if a train has failed and the driver is sitting directly 
opposite 23mp for example and he identifies to the 
assisting engine that he is at "23 milepost"  Excellent 
exact location for the failed driver but no one has 
mentioned that the train consists of 35 freightliner 
wagons or similar train of car transporters which is 
nearly half a mile long so the rear is at 22 and half, oh 
dear rear end collision by the assisting engine (Lunan 
Bay 1976 where they got the wrong location). 

 3 NC   An advantage of direct communication between the two 
drivers would be that both are able to reach a common 
understanding of the location, expressed in terms significant 
to the driver of the assisting train. This is not necessarily the 
case if a message has always been passed through the 
signaller. At the same time, the other information that is 
referred to would be expected to include reference to the 
train type and length if this is not likely to be obvious to the 
driver of the assisting train because there is no variation 
between any trains over the route. An opportunity is also 
suggested of a further conversation should the driver of the 
assisting train subsequently doubt that the location has 
been fully understood. 

62   3.2 NT: Second para - You must tell the driver of the assisting 
train where the failed train must be taken to. 

Absolutely no mention of where the failed train is, 
surely it is more important at this stage to identify 
where the failed train is, only once it has been coupled, 
brakes released and ready to move then you can say 
where it is now going. 

 3 NC 10 3.3 Under the normal arrangements described in section 3.1 a) 
the location of the failed train will have been given by the 
driver of the failed train. When GSM-R communication is not 
available, this is passed on by the signaller as shown in 
section 3.2. The assisting train has been provided on the 
basis that it will assist the failed train to a particular location 
and this is what the signaller would normally tell the driver 
as shown in section 3.2 a) or 3.2 b). For simplicity, it is 
assumed that the planned arrangements can be carried out. 
If it is then necessary to change those, whilst the 
requirements in sections 3.5 and 3.6 would still apply, 
alternative arrangements for the movement of the assisted 
train would have to be made before that can take place. 
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63   3.3 NT: Second para states "you must always....driver..", yet 
the 4th para  says follow the instructions from the 
signaller. Confusing? 

 3 NC 10 3.3 The second paragraph refers to GSM-R communication 
being available between the two drivers, whereas the fourth 
applies when this is not possible. 

 


