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GC/RT5019 Two 99/268/DGN  |Track Standards 7.4 West Highland line. Resulting from proposal |Rails of up to 55mm length in jointed track between joints.  [Current situation is compliant. Proposal is for a 29/02/2000 |N/A Railtrack DGN
Manual: Section 2 - to present fishplated joints into nominal Localised to West Highland line. derogation in order to achieve maintenance beneifts and
Rails 55mm lengths. generate other benefits consequent of reducing the number
of fishplated joints.
Risk Assessment is not applicable.
GC/RT5021 One 01/083/DGN  [Track System 5.3.6 Perry Bar Junction, Midland Zone Proposal to install fixed obtuse crossing with negative cant |The GC/RT5021 requirement is new, albeit copied from 20/04/2001 |N/A Railtrack DGN
Requirements of 25mm. Line standard RT/CE/S/102 Track construction
requirements. The prohibition is believed to arise from
One obtuse crossing, turnout radius 619m off back of main  |experience in the past with 1-Co-Co-1 locomotives and
line radius 2124m. fabricated crossings, neither of which apply to this location.
The crossings will be cast manganese and the cants on
both routes are designed to minimise the total effects of
cant deficiency (including possible incidence of head
checking).
Compliance could be achieved but it is desired to minimise
cant deficiency on main routes (or a speed restriction on
the main route).
GC/RT5021 One 03/138/DGN  [Track System 5.3.4 Up and Down lines at Cullumpton, ELR = The existing track was canted to 200mm in the mid 80's (def. |No additional control measures are required. 05/09/2003 |N/A Network Rail DGN
Requirements MLN1 between 181 miles 70 chains and 182 |[150mm) as a trial site.
miles 10 chains Existing track geometry to be retained.
To avoid reducing the linespeed or using exceptional design
values it is proposed to retain the existing 200mm of cant
when designing the horizontal alignment for the forthcoming
track renewal item (April 2004).
This was agreed by D. Ventry on 20th May 2003 under
"grandfather rights".
GC/RT5161 Two 01/379/DGN  |Station Design and 5.9.1 and 5.9.2 The area affected is the buffer stop on Structural additions and alterations to the existing station fall |A risk assessment for the station has been produced by 14/11/2002 |N/A Railtrack DGN

Maintenance
Requirements

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Platform 2 (northern) at Manchester Airport
Station in North West Zone. (ELR:MIA)

within “the overrun risk zone".

The new structure is 18.1m to the back of the existing buffer
stop.

AEA Technology for the temporary non-compliance
application (01/106/TNC) and showed the difference
between a new structure sited at 20m and a structure sited
at 18.1m to be only marginal in terms of risk to passengers.

This derogation application contains a risk assessment with
draft Group Guidance Note GC/GN5533 Draft 6
Assessment of risks from train overruns at terminal or bay
platforms. This has been carried out internal to Railtrack at
the request of the committee considering the original
application.

Attachments to the application are:
Appendix A:
Certificate of temporary non-compliance 01/106/TNC

Appendix B:
General Arrangement Plan Concourse AR-030-08
General Arrangement Plan Platform AR-030-07

Appendix C:
Statement on the benefits of the GTI project and details of
the size of occupancy of the building

Appendix D:

Statement from Manchester Airport PLC and their building
designers Scott Wilson regarding the robustness of the
building

Appendix E:

Risk Assessment of potential scenarious of risk at
Manchester Airport Platform 2 Buffer Stops in accordance
with GC/GN5533

The risk assessment produced for temporary non-
compliance 01/106/TNC was independently produced by
IAEA Technology for Railtrack Project Delivery North West.

In January 2001 it first became apparent that the GTI

building works would proceed before the construction of the
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third heavy rail platform, hence there would be a 6.5m
infringement of the 20m clearance prescribed in
GC/RT5161.
In February 2001 was agreed the lift shafts would be
omitted until construction of the third platform. This reduced
the infringement from 6.5m to 1.9m.
Temporary non-compliance applied for in March 2001.
Temporary non-compliance issued 29 May 2001 with an
expiry date of 31 December 2001 with request for
temporary non-compliance to be re-submitted as a
derogation.
December 2001 the derogation application was submitted
with requested additional information.
The station expansion has been designed to follow the
building line of the existing station.
The station expansion was designed when it was
envisaged that an additional heavy rail platform would be
built prior to the new building, and that as part of the
expansion the buffer stops would be moved away from the
building line, thereby giving compliant clearances. The
building works are controlled by Manchester Airport, but the
heavy rail expansion is to be SRA funded and is currently
deferred.
There is insufficient space to move the buffers down the
track to provide the 20m clearance required without
reducing the braking distance into the station and re-
signalling the platform.
GC/RT5203 Two 00/030/DGN |Infrastructure 6.4.1 Royal Albert Bridge approach spans Inadequate headroom for continuous place of safety. Design of existing superstructure (built 1859 and is listed). |20/04/2000 |N/A Railtrack DGN
Requirements for Approach spans to Royal Albert (MLN 250-69 %%). Risk Assessment attached to application. Speed of trains is
Personal Safety in restricted to 15 mph.
Respect of Clearances
and Access
GE/RT8000/T7 |Two 05/111/DGN  [Safe systems of work |10.3 Nationwide The Rail Delivery Train is hauled by a locomotive. The National Delivery Service (NDS) are carrying out a 09/09/2005 |N/A Network Rail DGN
when walking or newer locomotives have slow speed control, allowing speed [nationwide briefing programme to inform stakeholders of
working on or near the accuracy of 5mph to be achieved. Some of the older class  [the operation of the rail delivery fleet. Handouts for this
line locomotives do not have the slow speed control facility and [briefing will be given. The generic method statement for the
therefore rely on the drivers to control the speed of the Rail Delivery Train is to be reviewed and updated to take
locomotive. The tolerance of the manual control of the account of the GO/RT3350/138 urgent operating advice,
locomotive is estimated to be 3-8mph when the driver is issued 28/09/04. The limitations of the locomotive's speed
aiming for a speed of 5mph. This means that the locomotive |will also be identified within the generic method statement
may move slightly faster than 5mph in a possession, ie update. The generic method statement will be issued to all
greater than walking pace, due to the inaccuracy of the stakeholders via a controlled and traceable process. Each
speed of the train at such low speeds. Where possible the  |Area Planning Delivery Unit (APDU) is to be sent an email
newer trains (with slow speed control) are used in regarding this derogation and the need to inform all
preference to the older class of locomotive. The only time stakeholders at the planning meetings of the slightly
that an older locomotive without slow speed control is used |increased risk associated with use of the older class
to haul the rail delivery trains, is when the Route Availiability |locomotives (without slow speed control) when being used
restricts the use of the class 66/67 and 60 locomotives, for a specific job. The contractor will then be required to
therefore a class 37 is used. These circumstances when an |ensure that the additional risk with using these older
older class locomotive is used is infrequent and locomotives is communicated within the site specific
approximately occurs twice a year. method statement and COSS briefings as necessary.
RDT movement within a possession can be greater than Due to a previous accident, the Urgent Operating Notice
walking pace (where older class locomotives are used), 3350/138 was issued requiring segregation of the rail
however no movement takes place without the Engineering |[delivery train and other work activities on site. This also
Supervisor authorisation. An older train that does not have  |helps to mitigate any additional risk incurred by using an
slow speed control is estimated to travel at 3-8mph when the |older locomotive (without slow speed control), possibly
driver is aiming for 5mph. It is estimated that an older travelling slightly faster than walking pace, as other work
locomotive (without slow speed control) is used activities will be removed from the rail delivery train area of
approximately twice a year. operation; haulage of train with locomotive with slow speed
control will be used whenever possible, and the trains have
continuous air brake "Emergency Stop".
GE/RT8000/TW1 |Two 04/207/DGN  |Rule Book Module 15.3 This derogation will apply to all power Trains formed of power door stock stopped at station Risk assessment attached to application. 11/01/2005 |N/A South West DGN

TW1 - Preparation and

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

operated door trains worked by South West

platforms where the train is not booked to call should be

Trains Limited
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Movement of Trains Trains on Network Rail South East Territory [allowed to depart without requiring the Ready to start signal |Initial risk assessment undertaken by a competent risk
(formerly Wessex) from the guard, provided the driver has made sure it is safe |assessor in the Operations Standards department and
to restart the train. independently assessed by the Head of Safety.
Severity/degree of derogation is partial due to the fact that [Guards may not always be in the cab or guards office, eg
the application is for Power Door stock only. undertaking revenue protection duties. This causes delay
whilst they return. It is not reasonable to use a door station
at a passenger door as this will allow passengers to enter /
exit resulting in increased risk to passengers.
Because some services are still formed of Slam Door trains
a revision to the RGS would not be appropriate until these
trains are all removed from service.
GE/RT8029 One 02/196/DGN  |Management of 11.5 and Appendix B Retractable Restraining Device which acts as |Retractable restraining device (RRD) in the headshunt at Risk Assessment - Interfleet Technology document 05/12/2002 |N/A Heathrow DGN
Clearances and @ catch point to prevent a train in the Heathrow Express Central Terminal Area, when locked in ITCL/MES/02-6416 - attached to application. Express
Gauging headshunt from rolling into the running line  [the down position, can extend as much as 66mm above
between Central Terminal Area and Terminal |plane of the rails when raised until restrained by the locking |Derogation was discovered post installation check on 21
4 pin. November 2001 as part of the Independent Assessor's
reconciliation report for Railtrack Product Acceptance
process for the RRD. Headshunt access locked out
pending resolution.
Attachments to application are:
Site Test Report Trackwork Book S2 Page 68
Heathrow Express letter to Atkins Rail dated 11 April 2002
Atkins Rail reply dated 11 June 2002
Extensive raising of rails would be required, including
turnout from main running lines as it is impossible to lower
the RRD.
GE/RT8030 One 01/075/DGN  |Requirements for a All Operation of existing Metro units between Metro units are proposed not to be fitted with TPWS Risk Assessment attached to application. 03/08/2001 |N/A Nexus DGN
Train Protection and Sunderland and Pelaw. because they are already fitted with train stops, as will be
Warning System the track on the Sunderland extension. Metro units are fitted with train stops as will be the track on
(TPWS) the Sunderland extension. This provision is an adequate
Severity/degree of derogation is a medium category of the [alternative to TPWS in this application.
ALARP region.
GE/RT8030 One 01/085/DGN  [Requirements for a 5.2 Class 01, 03, 07, 08 and 09 shunting Non fitment of TPWS to shunting vehicles which are not Risk Assessment attached to application. 16/05/2001 [N/A EWS DGN
Train Protection and vehicles operated on Railtrack infrastructure. [fitted with AWS.
Warning System Also DR97654 and MSC3001 (Jarvis). Derogation was discovered when GK/RT0090 was issued
(TPWS) and covered with TPWS submission to HMRI procedure for
derogation has only been clarified with issue of
GE/RT8030.
TPWS will not provide intended safety benefit to these
classes of vehicle, full details in Vehicle Exemption
document (attached to application).
GE/RT8030 One 01/109/DGN  |Requirements for a 5.3 Heathrow Express Class 332 Fleet Heathrow Express trains do not have TPWS fitted as a train |The risks associated with non-compliance to the RGS are  |11/08/2001 [N/A Heathrow DGN
Train Protection and protection system. tolerable and reduced to ALARP by virtue of the following: Express
Warning System
(TPWS) Heathrow Express use GWML BR-ATP system as an the BR-ATP train protection system is compliant with the
alternative train protection system, the use of this system is |requirements of Regulation 3 of the Railway Safety
defined in the Heathrow Express Railway Safety Case. Regulations
the use of GWML BR-ATP system on Heathrow Express is
This derogation application is made to normalise the mandated in the Heathrow Express Railway Safety Case
situation as required by clause 5.3.4 of the RGS. the level of protection offered by the BR-ATP system is
greater than that offered by TPWS.
The BR-ATP system fitted to Heathrow Express trains is
non-compliant with GE/RT8030. Heathrow Express use GWML BR-ATP system as an
alternative train protection system, the use of this system is
However, the BR-ATP system is compliant with the defined in the Heathrow Express Railway Safety Case.
requirements of Regulation 3 of the Railway Safety
Regulations 1999, as confirmed in the letter from HSE The BR-ATP system is compliant with the requirements of
reference PR 111339 (attached to application). Regulation 3 of the Railway Safety Regulations.
It is not reasonably practicable to fit TPWS to the Heathrow
Express as this would provide no additional benefit or
improvement to the level of train protection offered by BR-
ATP.
GE/RT8030 One 01/210/DGN  |Requirements for a 5.1.2,5.1.3,5.1.4 and The area and signals concerned are those  |An alternative train protection system, using trip cocks on Report RMD1/TPWS/REP/291 Submission to HMRI - 19/09/2001 |N/A Railtrack DGN

Train Protection and

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

5.1.5

associated with the route between Drayton

the trains and trainstops at signals, is already fitted to certain

Clarification of the Application of TPWS to Drayton
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\Warning System
(TPWS)

Park and Moorgate on the London North
East Zone of Railtrack controlled
infrastructure.

parts of the infrastructure. These mechanical trainstops are
compliant with the RGS GE/RT8018 Mechanical Trainstop
Systems.

An alternative method of compliance is proposed.

Park/Moorgate attached to application. This was forwarded
to HMRI on 19 June 2001.

HMRI have agreed that these mechanical train stops do
provide compliance with the Railway Safety Regulations:
1999. Extract from HMRI's letter dated 17 July 2001
attached to application.

The installed train protection system provides an equal
level of safety to TPWS and is fitted to all signals in the
tunnel area (report RMD1/TPWS/REP/291 Submission to
HMRI - Clarification of the Application of TPWS to Drayton
Park/Moorgate, attached to application).

GE/RT8030

One

01/211/DGN

Requirements for a
Train Protection and
Warning System
(TPWS)

5.1.5

5.1.2,5.1.3,5.1.4 and

The area and signals concerned are those
associated with the route between South
Acton Junction and Richmond Station, which
is part of the Anglia Zone of Railtrack
controlled infrastructure.

An alternative train protection system, using trip cocks on
the trains and trainstops at signals, is already fitted to certain
parts of the infrastructure. These mechanical trainstops are
compliant with the RGS GE/RT8018 Mechanical Trainstop
Systems.

/An alternative method of compliance is proposed.

Considered as compliant with clause 3(a) of Regulation 3 of
the Railway Safety Regulations: 1999. the text from the
Regulation states:

It shall be sufficient compliance with paragraph (1) if the
train is being operated on a railway -

(a) which immediately before the coming into force of this
regulation was used (exclusively or not) by London
Underground Limited etc.; and,

(b) in relation to which there is in service equipment which
causes the brakes of the train to apply automatically if the
train passes a stop signal without authority.

Report RMD1/TPWS/REP/289 - Submission to SAG -
Interpretation of the application of TPWS to the lines
between South Acton Junction and Richmond station
attached to application.

The installed train protection system provides an equal
level of safety to TPWS and is fitted to all signals in the
area and trip cocks are fitted to all trains operating under
normal conditions.

19/09/2001

N/A

Railtrack

DGN

GE/RT8030

One

01/212/DGN

Requirements for a
Train Protection and
Warning System
(TPWS)

5.1.5

5.1.2,5.1.3,5.1.4 and

The area and signals concerned are those
associated with the Heathrow Airport Branch
on the Great Western Zone of Railtrack
controlled infrastructure. The scope only
applies to those signals that are within the
boundary of the airport branch where, under
normal operating conditions, only Class 332
units operate.

An alternative train protection system, using Automatic Train
Protection (ATP), is already fitted to certain parts of the
infrastructure. There is no RGS mandating a particular ATP
system.

An alternative method of compliance is proposed.

The installed alternative provides better train protection
than TPWS.

The Railway Safety Regulations: 1999 encourage the use
of ATP systems which 'automatically controls the speed of
the train to ensure that, so far as possible, a stop signal is
not passed without authority and that the permitted speed
is not exceeded at any time throughout its journey'. The
installed ATP system provides this functionality.

The installed ATP provides better train protection than
TPWS. To fit TPWS would, therefore, serve no purpose or
functionality beyond that already provided. ATP is, in fact, a
preferred means of complying with the Railway Safety
Regulations: 1999 (extract from the Railway Safety
Regulations: 1999 attached to application).

19/09/2001

N/A

Railtrack

DGN

GE/RT8030

One

01/213/DGN

Requirements for a
Train Protection and
Warning System
(TPWS)

5.1.5

5.1.2,5.1.3,5.1.4 and

The area and signals concerned are those
associated with the tunnel section of

Merseyrail, which is part of the North West
Zone of Railtrack controlled infrastructure.

An alternative train protection system, using trip cocks on
the trains and trainstops at signals, is already fitted to certain
parts of the infrastructure. These mechanical trainstops are
compliant with the RGS GE/RT8018 Mechanical Trainstop
Systems.

An alternative method of compliance is proposed.

Report RMD1/TPWS/REP/267 Submission to HMRI -
Clarification of the Application of TPWS to Merseyrail
attached to application. This was forwarded to HMRI on 19
June 2001.

HMRI have agreed that these mechanical train stops do
provide compliance with the Railway Safety Regulations:
1999. Extract from HMRI's letter dated 17 July 2001
attached to application.

The installed train protection system provides an equal
level of safety to TPWS and is fitted to all signals in the
tunnel area and trip cocks are fitted to all trains under
normal operating conditions (report RMD1/TPWS/REP/267
Submission to HMRI - Clarification of the Application of
TPWS to Merseyrail, attached to application).

19/09/2001

N/A

Railtrack

DGN

GE/RT8030

One

02/067/DGN

Requirements for a
Train Protection and

Warning System

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

5.3.4

1972 Tube Stock operating over the Railtrack
controlled section of the Bakerloo Line, 'C'

and 'D' Stock operating over the Railtrack

Non-fitment of TPWS train sub-system in driving cabs of
LUL vehicles which operate over Railtrack controlled

infrastructure.

Mechanical trainstop protection has historically been
demonstrated to mitigate against the same risks as TPWS

is intended to mitigate (ie those arising from trains passing

30/04/2002

N/A

London
Underground
Limited

DGN
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(TPWS)

controlled section of the District Line

Not considered severe as an alternative Train Stop System
(TSS), namely mechanical Trainstop/Tripcock, is provided.

signals at danger and excessive speeds when approaching
buffer stops or speed restrictions).

Railway Safety have mandated the fitment of trainstops to
those lines over which LUL vehicles operate at 30/01/2000
(GE/RT8018 section 6.1.1).

Attachment to application is:
RSE/STD/006 Part 4

It is not practical or cost effective to install TPWS on LUL
vehicles which operate over short lengths of Railtrack
controlled infrastructure.

GE/RT8030

One

03/197/DGN

Requirements for a
Train Protection and
Warning System
(TPWS)

5.1.2

Altnabreac, Corrour, Fearn and Gorton

It is proposed not to provide train protection in accordance
with clause 5.1.2 of GE/T8030 at these four specific
locations in Scotland, which are remote sidings in RETB
areas.

The high cost of installation of power supplies due to the
remote locations of these sidings, and the much lower risks
associated with these locations result in a cost per
equivalent fatality of about 1000 times the standard cost of
fitting in RETB areas. This is grossly disproportionate. See
report RMD1/TPWS/REP/617 'Submission to Her Majesty's
Railway inspectorate (HMRI) - for exemption from the
Railway Safety Regulations: 1999 of 4 sidings in RETB
areas on Network Rail controlled infrastructure' for further
information.

It is considered that sufficient safeguards and procedures
already exist to mitigate the likelihood of a Driver passing a
siding Stop Board without authority and entering the single
line or loop line. In any case, based on the traffic patterns
using these sidings, the train protection will be largely
ineffective as most of the trains using them are not TPWS
fitted.

27/11/2003

N/A

Network Rail

DGN

GE/RT8030

One

03/248/DGN

Requirements for a
Train Protection and
Warning System
(TPWS)

5.1.4

National

The application applies to all TSRs on Network Rail
infrastructure (approx. 250 per year).

None. This is an application for derogation from fitment of
TPWS at TSRs.

The TPWS National Project Team has submitted an
application to HMRI for an exemption not to fit TPWS to
TSRs as is required by the Railway Safety Regulations:
1999.

19/12/2003

N/A

Network Rail

DGN

GK/RT0016

One

01/351/DGN

Automatic Warning
System of Train
Control (AWS)

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

5.2

The lack of AWS sub system equipment
fitted to Metro trains, therefore, requires that
authority to operate without this equipment
be granted from Railtrack prior to the
proposed operation of Metro vehicles over
Railtrack controlled infrastructure, between
Pelaw Metro Junction and Sunderland.

Derogation is sought on the basis that:

- It is not reasonably practicable for Nexus to retrospectively
achieve compliance; and

- The risk associated with non-compliance is tolerable; and

- All reasonable practicable steps will be taken in order to
limit the risk associated with non-compliance.

This derogation is sought on the understanding that it is
granted only on the condition that any additional risk control
measures outlined above are incorporated within the
following risk control procedures, which must be submitted
to, and considered as acceptable by, Railtrack:

- A Nexus procedure relating to the need for Nexus as a
train operator on Railtrack infrastructure to conduct radar
speed checks

- A policy and procedural document demonstrating how
Nexus will disseminate information relating to Defensive
Driving and ensure application of Defensive Driving
techniques

- A document, jointly agreed with Railtrack LNE Zone,
outlining the line side signage that will be adopted on the
route between Pelaw Junction and South Hylton

- A Nexus procedure relating to the need for Nexus as a
train operator to ensure that drivers receive the published
information they require to ensure the safe operation of train
services

- Appropriate reminders of TSR/ESRs will be issued via the

Risk Assessment attached to application.

Derogation was discovered when earlier submission of a
derogation for TPWS was being considered.

21/03/2002

N/A

Nexus

DGN
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Cab Secure Radio.
Non-fitment of AWS equipment to Metro trains.
Severity/degree of derogation is considered to be low risk.
GK/RT0029 One 05/132/DGN  |Train activated warning |All clauses Track Warning Systems compliant with NR-  [Track Warning Systems (TWS), including ATWS and LOWS |Inappropriate to comply as GK/RT0029 was predicated on [29/11/2005 |N/A Network Rail DGN
systems SPOHS/501 which do not indirectly interface |have a different design and operation concept to that existing designs for TOWS and the anticipated design of
with interlocking and train detection envisaged by GK/RT0029. ILWS at the time of writing. The design and operation of
components of signalling. ATWS was not considered at the time, and subsequent
human factors research has demonstrated that ATWS has
several safety advantages over TOWS, resulting in it being
ranked higher under RIMINI.
Alternative practice followed:
Acceptance of all TWS through Network Rail acceptance
process and (where required) by HMRI, Company
specification NR/SP/OHS/501 introduced from August 2005
to control design, operation and competence requirements
for these systems.
Company specification NR/SP/OHS/501 is attached to this
application.
GK/RT0035 Two 00/167/DGN  [Layout of Lineside 8.5.1 This potential problem is confined to the There is a possibility that GNER trains running in reverse There is no perceived safety risk associated with this item. [20/12/2000 [N/A Railtrack DGN
Signs Armley Neutral Section which affects the formation may well come to a stand with its pantograph in a |Any risks are confined to train performance.
up/down Harrogate and the up/down Shipley |neutral section.
Lines (West of Leeds City Station) Although the signalling in the vicinity of the neutral section
The chances of this occurring are low because the normal  |is new the position of such is constrained by S&C and
formation is for the loco to be at the London end of the train. |operational requirements. The OLE arrangements remain
Train performance is the only impact. unchanged. To re-arrange the OLE systems to afford
compliance would necessitate exorbitant, non-viable costs,
to overcome consequential braking distance and standage
problems.
This items was identified as part of scheme development.
Following discussions with Railtrack/Operators it was
decided to adopt the "signaller's instructions" solution.
GK/RT0035 Two 01/053/DGN  [Layout of Lineside 8.5.1 Speke signals 81 and 105 at 186 miles, 516 [The signals are positioned such that a long train with the The existing signals and Neutral Sections have been in the [24/08/2001 |N/A Railtrack DGN
Signals yards on the Down Fast and Down Slow power unit at the rear could be stopped with its pantograph [same position for over 30 years. There is no history of any
Lines respectively of the Runcorn-Liverpool |in the Neutral Section and hence not be able to restart. problems with the arrangement.
route (A4 sized extract of Signalling Scheme
Plan 00/NW/068-2 VER. CA1, attached to The Neutral Section is 290m in advance of the signal, less  [This is an existing arrangement that happens to fall in the
application). than the desirable distance for a 250m train. In reality the area of Ditton Resignalling. Neither the signals nor the
locomotives on the push-pull sets are normally at the front of [Neutral Sections are being changed by the Scheme.
the train in the direction of travel so there isn't a problem. Neither can be moved within the constraints of the existing
Most other trains have their pantographs at or nearer the equipment.
front. The pantograph of the new Virgin tilting train is 3 or 4
cars back along the train so will not be a problem.
GK/RTO0037 Four 02/223/DGN  |Signal Positioning and |5.2.1, 5.2.2 A total of approximately 50 signals on To accept reading times of seven seconds as per previous |Structured expert judgement utilised to form basis of this 25/11/2002 |N/A Railtrack DGN

Visibility

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

upgrade routes in Midland Zone
(DCL/LSC/RBS)

issue of standard.

Severity/degree of derogation is considered to be minor.

application together with consultation with railway
regulatory bodies.

Project was originally planned under version three of the
standard and then assumed that majority of signals could
meet version four criteria. Where possible sighting to
version four criteria has been provided by vegetation
clearance etc.

Certain signals, where the sighting is significantly deficient
to version four (and in some cases version three)
requirements have been re profiled, moved or banner
signals provided.

Justification for reduction in viewing time below eight
seconds derives from the consideration that reduced
viewing time is more acceptable than the provision of
banner repeating signals. In their current format such
signals do not have the correct functionality for use in
achieving the sighting times required in connection with line
speed increases.
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GK/RTO0037 Four 03/125/DGN  |Signal Positioning and |B4, B3 Dorset Coast Resignalling Project BC154 signal at Bournemouth has a calculated minimum Risk Assessment (M0110167403), issue 1.2: 27/11/2003 |N/A Network Rail DGN
Visibility reading time of 7.8 seconds at 30 miles per hour, equating
to 118 m; the required reading time to comply with The sighting of the signal is a scheme plan issue and the
GK/RTO0037 issue 4 is 8.8 seconds. The actual sighting fact that it has been considered and accepted by the
distance is 100 m which provides a minimum reading time of [sighting committee is evidence that they would have
7.46 seconds. considered the implications.
The scheme plans were approved in principle in December
2000, before issue 4 of this standard was released. The
scheme is compliant with issue 3 of the standard which
required a minimum of 7 seconds. It is not reasonably
practicable to comply with the requirement because:- design
is complete- commissioning would have to be delayed- the
station layout prevents improved siting without significant
changes.
GK/RT0078 Five 00/172/DGN  [Overrun Protection and |Appendix D Fourteen signals in Leeds City Station Calculation of the overlap based upon approach speed to Firstly, all passenger trains are booked to stop. Secondly, |18/12/2000 |N/A Railtrack DGN
Mitigation ramp top not 400 metre point on approach to signal. every signal has a mid platform signal on the approach side
within the 400 metre distance. Thirdly, AWS and TPWS
Shortfall Ranges from 10% - 40%. applies to every signal within the Leeds City Station limits.
Finally, the station is well lit and covered; visibility of all
signals is assured.
GM/RT1031 One 01/030/DGN  [Electromagnetic 6.3.4 Class 357 (c2c) At test conditions which extend beyond those in prEN50121, |The probability that an emergency call (itself a very low 13/03/2001 [N/A ADtranz DGN
Compatibility Between the limits for 400 MHz emissions are slightly exceeded. probability) is required from a position close to a Class 357
Railway Infrastructure Units tested are just compliant but it is possible that other with no possibility of either moving to a position of better
and Trains units may be slightly over the limit. reception or of using alternative communication is
considered negligible. The risk of an emergency resulting in
Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor. a fatality due to such a sequence of events is considered
negligible.
The derogation was discovered from the results of testing
the production train for compliance with prEN50121. A
modification was designed and tested successfully but the
cost of the materials alone, at least £250,000 for Class 357,
when equated to the negligible risk involved, indicates that
the design is ALARP.
The possible effect of exceeding the 400 MHz limit is the
distortion of messages, sent via comms equipment in the
immediate vicinity of the train, resulting in the escalation of
an emergency. It is considered that this is extremely
unlikely due to minor nature of the derogation. The cost
incurred in modifying the trains is not considered to be
justified by such a negligible risk. Therefore, the risk is
ALARP.
GM/RT1031 One 01/053/DGN  [Electromagnetic 6.3.4 Class 375 Emissions from the train at 380 - 420 MHz exceed the limit |The probability that an emergency call (itself a very low 13/03/2001 [N/A ADtranz DGN

and Trains

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Compatibility Between
Railway Infrastructure

for 750V electrification areas by up to 15dB. This limit is
15dB lower than the equivalent limit for 25kV electrification
areas.

Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor.
Significant exceedance of limit, but only over very narrow
frequency band.

probability) is required from a position close to a Class 375
with no possibility of either moving to a position of better
reception or of using alternative communication is
considered negligible. The risk of an emergency resulting in
a fatality due to such a sequence of events is considered
negligible. Since the risk of interference is with mobile
transceivers, it is largely irrelevant whether the
electrification area is 750V or 25kV. The emissions at 400
MHz just meet the 25kV limit, and would, therefore, be
acceptable in a 25kV electrification area. The risk is no
greater in a 750V electrified area.

The derogation was discovered from the results of testing
the production train for compliance with prEN50121. A
modification was designed and tested successfully but the
cost of the materials alone, at least £250,000 for Class 375,
when equated to the negligible risk involved, indicates that
the design is ALARP.

The possible effect of exceeding the 400 MHz limit is the
distortion of messages, sent via comms equipment in the
immediate vicinity of the train, resulting in the escalation of
an emergency. It is considered that this is extremely
unlikely due to minor nature of the derogation. The cost

incurred in modifying the trains is not considered to be
ljustified by such a negligible risk. Therefore, the risk is
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DGN
ALARP.
GM/RT2005 Two 00/148/DGN [Certification Processes |4.2.4 Operation of existing Metro units between The ultrasonic testing workload for Nexus's two NDT Nexus needs two NDT operatives reliably to cover the 19/12/2000 |N/A Nexus DGN
for NDT Operatives, Sunderland and Pelaw operatives falls short of the requirement to achieve 20 hours |required shift pattern. Reducing to one operative would
Equipment & Facilities work experience each 4-week period. reduce fleet availability below that required.
Used for Inspecting
Rail Vehicles Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered to be a Risk Assessment attached to application.
medium risk.
GM/RT2020 One 01/246/DGN  [Palicy for the All LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495 |Wheelsets not scrutinised to RGS requirements. Risk Assessment attached to application. Risk Assessment |03/10/2001 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN
Engineering of inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804 carried out by M. Wright, Senior Vehicle Acceptance &
Wheelsets used on inclusive and RwW818. Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor given that [Standards Engineer, EWS.
Railtrack Lines vehicles operated on LUL for many years.
Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.
Wheelsets already manufactured (1985).
GM/RT2023 One 01/247/DGN  |Wheelset Manufacture |All LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495 |Wheelsets not scrutinised to RGS requirements. Risk Assessment attached to application. Risk Assessment |03/10/2001 |N/A Jarvis Rail DGN
inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804 carried out by M. Wright, Senior Vehicle Acceptance &
inclusive and RwW818. Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor given that [Standards Engineer, EWS.
vehicles operated on LUL for many years.
Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.
\Wheelsets already manufactured (1985).
GM/RT2023 One 04/268/DGN  [Wheelset Manufacture |9.1 All Class 66 locomotives To use an alternative grade of wheel steel, UIC 812-3 grade |Risk Assessment attached to application. 21/01/2005 |N/A EWS DGN
RIT (BS 5892, Part 3, grade R9T).
Attachment to application:
The severity is considered low. The proposed material UIC |Letter from S Webster, Senior Metallurgist Serco Railtest
812-3 grade RIT is the next grade up from that which is who has independently reviewed the proposal to use UIC
currently approved (R8T) for non-disc braked wheels. 812-3 RIT in the Class 66 application
GM/RT2023 (clause 9.1) recognises that alternative grades
of material may be suitable and allows for these to be used
when approved by a competent organisation.
GM/RT2025 Two 99/203/DGN  |Branding of Wheels, 5.1,5.2,5.4, 6, 15, Operation of existing Metro units between System differs in details from that in RGS. Wheel centres Age and design of Metro units and wheelsets are unique to [05/11/1999 |N/A Nexus DGN
Tyres and Axles Appendix A section 7 Sunderland and Pelaw not stamped with axle number. their vehicles.
Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to
operate on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to
application.
GM/RT2025 Two 01/248/DGN  [Branding of Wheels, |All LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495 (Wheelsets not scrutinised to RGS requirements. Risk Assessment attached to application. Risk Assessment |03/10/2001 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN
Tyres and Axles inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804 carried out by M. Wright, Senior Vehicle Acceptance &
inclusive and RwW818. Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor given that [Standards Engineer, EWS.
vehicles operated on LUL for many years.
Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.
Wheelsets already manufactured (1985).
GM/RT2025 Two 01/346/DGN  |Branding of Wheels, 5.3 Loram Rail Grinder C2101 - vehicle number |Wheelsets have been stamped with an unrecognised Interfleet report ITLR/T10011/025 (attached to application) [18/12/2001 |N/A Serco Railtest [DGN

Tyres and Axles

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

yet to be defined - 8 power bogie wheelsets
in total. National route availability.

wheelset assembler's code.

The wheelsets were assembled by Bombardier
Transportation Crew in 1996 but have been stamped with
the code CR rather than their recognised assembler code
M6. The wheelsets are fully traceable from the records held
by Bombardier. The severity of the derogation has,
therefore, been assessed as minor.

contains the risk assessment for this derogation
application. It concludes the risks associated with the
derogation are tolerable and ALARP.

The derogation was observed in October 2001. There has
been no opportunity to limit the extent of the derogation
further as this is an existing train that has been in revenue
earning service in the USA for the last six years. It has
been judged that the derogation has minimal residual risk.

The wheelsets are fully assembled and fitted to bogies.
Removal of the non-compliant assembling code would
require partial dismantling of the bogies and wheelsets.
Grinding the axle end in situ would present a significant risk
of contaminating the axle bearings and, therefore, would
not be allowed.

Limited




Derogations against withdrawn standards register

RSSB .

TNC
RGS - Planned :
RGS Number Issue Cﬁrtlflgate RGS Title RGS Clause Scope Nature and Degree Risk Assessment/Safety Justification Issue Date| Expiry OAppI_lcar]t M
Number umber Date rganisation | or
DGN
GM/RT2025 Two 02/060/DGN  |Branding of Wheels, 5 - 17 inclusive 1972 Tube Stock operating over the Railtrack |Apply LUL's own system of recording wheelset and axle Historical successful application of internal mandatory 30/04/2002 |N/A London DGN
Tyres and Axles controlled section of the Bakerloo Line, 'C' manufacturer/assembler which utilises a computer based requirements. Engineering Standards are comprehensive Underground
and 'D' Stock operating over the Railtrack records system rather than stampings or brandings. That and rigorously applied. Limited
controlled section of the District Line said - they are marked with a unique number.
LUL Standards regime review undertaken by Parsons
Recording purposes only - does not affect equipment design (Brinckerhoff as part of the PPP study undertaken on behalf
or operation. of Transport for London.
Attachments to application are:
LUL Engineering Standards E6341, E6342 and E6343
LUL has their own system for recording wheel, tyre and
axle details. The requirements are contained within internal
mandatory Engineering Standards E6341, E6342 and
E6343.
GM/RT2025 Two 02/116/DGN  [Branding of Wheels, |5.1, 5.2, 8,9, 10 and 14.1 [Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 Treatment MPV's |Clause 5.1 - refer to specific non-compliances against Risk Assessment attached to application. 30/05/2002 |N/A AMEC Rail DGN
Tyres and Axles operated by Serco Railtest and AMEC Rail  [subsequent clauses (below). Limited
on behalf of Railtrack; additionally Wiring & Derogation was discovered upon final Build Conformance
Piling train MPVs (excluding modular Clause 5.2 - Cold branding as applied at clause 8, 9, 10, checks being carried out. The design data supplied
equipment) operated by OLE Alliance on cold vice hot, applied using point marking to EN 13262. Windhoff indicated full compliance with GM/RT2025.
WCRM re-wiring work. Full vehicle list is Checks were made to ensure traceability was not
attached to application. Clauses 8, 9, 10 - Branding required to be done HOT as per (compromised, this was found to be the case.
the applicable diagrams has not been carried out, but
branded cold instead, using point marking (refer to clause  |Attachments to application are:
5.2). Appendix A, List of Vehicles
Letters from Bochumer Verein to Windhoff dated
Clause 14.1 - Branding not carried out this location due to a (20/11/2002 and 15/02/2002.
misunderstanding.
Justification for use of cold instead of hot stamping (ref
Notwithstanding the non-compliances indicated above, figures 1, 2, 3) explained in letter from Bochumer Verein to
Traceability, the prime purpose of wheelset branding (clause |Windhoff dated 15/02/2002, related to requirements of En
1 of the standard) is assured by alternative means. Severity (13262 and BN 918277 issued by DB, May 2000.
of derogation is not great.
Point marking was used in these instances instead of scroll
or block stamping, to assure soft edges as resulted by EN
13262.
It is not physically possible to mark in accordance with
clause 14.1 (figure 6) now that wheelsets are assembled.
GM/RT2025 Two 03/052/DGN  |Branding of Wheels, 14 \WIA car carrying wagons fitted with The proposal is to apply the monobloc assembly branding in |Risks are considered to be as follows: 04/03/2003 |N/A EWS DGN

Tyres and Axles

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

wheelsets to Catalogue numbers 74/532 or
74/533. Total wheelset population of 720
wheelsets plus spares.

the same position/character size as the wheel
manufacturers branding,

ie on the wheel rim inner face in accordance with Figure 6,
but 180 degrees opposed. This would not introduce any
additional risks.

A narrow band of the wheel hub face is accessible adjacent
to the wheel seat. However, there is no branding currently at
this location, and wheel hub interference fit stresses will be
highest at this point. Branding at this point is considered to
introduce unacceptably high risks given the availability of
alternative locations.

The degree of derogation is considered to be minor. The
same branding information is proposed to be applied in a
different location.

Risk
New branding location could cause wheel to fracture and
cause a catastrophic failure.

Mitigation

The proposed branding location, character size and style
would be as the wheel manufacture branding, but 180
degrees opposed. Hence there would be no additional risk
of fracture, as wheel manufacture branding at this location
is proven to be safe.

Likelihood 1 x Severity 5 = 5. No Action.

Risk
Staff confuse wheel manufacture and assembly branding
and record the wrong details.

Mitigation

The wheelset assembly drawing would be updated to
indicate the alternative assembly branding practice. Any
fleet collection of data would be managed by a procedure
which would identify the alternative practice. Assembly and
wheel manufacture branding are quite different and ought
not to be confused.

Likelihood 1 x Severity 2 = 2. No Action.

No non-compliance has yet occurred.

Attachments to application are:
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- Section through wheel/disc assembly and end elevation of
brake disc (both Dehousse, SAB WABCO similar)

- Extract from EWS/BI/001 explaining 5 x 5 matrix risk
assessment method

- Extract from GM/RT2025 showing wheel manufacture and
assembly branding locations.

Hub mounted brake discs are fitted on the WIA car carrying
wagons. This means that assembly branding as specified
above will not be visible with the brake disc in position.
Should this branding require to be read in service, the
brake disc would have to be unbolted and slid clear along
the axle. This is detrimental as it means any fleet check
would take longer, and risks are introduced such as the
possible re-use of tab washers and screws, poor seating of
the disc, and potential indentation/paint damage to the axle.
In the case of the Dehousse type brake disc with loose
copper backing ring, the only safe way to remove the disc
would be to remove the wheelset and light overhaul.

GM/RT2026 Two 02/061/DGN

Safety and

Wheelsets: In-Service

Maintenance Attention

A

5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and Appendix

1972 Tube Stock operating over the Railtrack
controlled section of the Bakerloo Line, 'C'
and 'D' Stock operating over the Railtrack
controlled section of the District Line

Apply LUL's own system for ensuring wheelset safety by
NDT testing and in-house maintenance regimes rather than
by those methods prescribed in the RGS.

It is considered that the LUL methods defined within LUL
Standards ensure the risk is controlled to a level no greater
than would be the case if the RGS was applied.

Historical successful application of internal mandatory
requirements. Engineering Standards are comprehensive
and rigorously applied.

LUL Standards regime review undertaken by Parsons
Brinckerhoff as part of the PPP study undertaken on behalf
of Transport for London.

Attachments to application are:
LUL Engineering Standards E6831, E6344, E6347, RSE-
ST-04002 and E6823

LUL have their own suite of Engineering Standards which
mandate similar inspection, testing and maintenance
requirements as the RGS. Attempting to follow unfamiliar
RGS requirements could increase the risk.

30/04/2002

N/A

London
Underground
Limited

DGN

GM/RT2027 One 99/204/DGN

Wheelsets: Off-Vehicle
Repair and Overhaul

8.2.4a and 8.2.11

Operation of existing Metro units between
Sunderland and Pelaw

Wheel diameter maximum variation across an axle is
0.3mm, wheelsets are not re-balanced after repair. Severity
is medium category of the ALARP region.

Age and design of Metro units. No perceived benefit to
upgrading wheel lathe and purchasing wheel balancing
equipment.

Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
/Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.

05/11/1999

N/A

Nexus

DGN

GM/RT2027 One 02/062/DGN

Wheelsets: Off-Vehicle
Repair and Overhaul

A

5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and Appendix

1972 Tube Stock operating over the Railtrack
controlled section of the Bakerloo Line, 'C'
and 'D' Stock operating over the Railtrack
controlled section of the District Line

Apply LUL's own requirements and procedures for repair
and overhaul of wheelsets rather than those prescribed in
the RGS.

It is considered that the LUL methods for inspection, testing,
repair and overhaul of wheelsets ensure that the risk is
controlled to a level no greater than would be the case if the
RGS was applied.

Historical successful application of internal mandatory
requirements. Engineering Standards are comprehensive
and rigorously applied.

LUL Standards regime review undertaken by Parsons
Brinckerhoff as part of the PPP study undertaken on behalf
of Transport for London.

Attachments to application are:
LUL Engineering Standards E6340, EO.14.06.01, E6381,
E6344.

LUL have their own procedures covering repair and
overhaul of wheelsets (refer to Standards listed above).
Attempting to follow unfamiliar RGS requirements could
increase the level of risk.

30/04/2002

N/A

London
Underground
Limited

DGN

GM/RT2028 One 99/156/DGN  |Wheelset Design

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

4.1,4.2,4.3,44,46,51,
5.2,5.3,6.1,6.2,6.3.1,
6.4,6.5,7.1,7.11,7.1.2,
7.1.3,7.1.4,81,8.2,821,
8.2.2,8.2.3,8.2.4,83,9.1,
9.1.1,9.1.2,9.1.3,9.1.4,
9.1.5,9.1.6, 9.2, 10.1,
10.2,10.4

Operation of existing Metro units between
Sunderland and Pelaw

\Wheelsets cannot be demonstrated to wholly meet design
requirements. Severity is medium category of the ALARP
region.

Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.

15/12/1999

N/A

Nexus

DGN
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GM/RT2028 One 00/154/DGN  |Wheelset Design 4 The scope of the non-compliance relates to  [The nature of the non-compliance relates to the power axle [The axles are not a new design and have been in service in [28/11/2000 |N/A Serco Railtest [DGN
both power bogie axles on machines being non-compliant when scrutinised against Bass code excess of 10 years. They have been subject to detailed Limited
SPML17/18 503 for design of the vehicle power axle. technical assessment and have been accepted on the
basis of an intensive NDT regime.
The technical assessment of the power axle was the subject
of a technical report by The Engineering Link. The technical [Risk Assessment attached to application.
report was prepared for SPML15 which is approved for use
on Railtrack infrastructure. The axle and power train are
identical and the axle load is lower on the 2-car machines
(13.5 tonnes as opposed to 14 tonnes for SPML15),
therefore, this report remains valid.
The severity/degree of non-compliance is not significant due
to the design being accepted on the basis of an intensive
NDT regime.
GM/RT2028 One 01/249/DGN  |Wheelset Design All LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495 |Wheelsets not scrutinised to RGS requirements. Risk Assessment attached to application. Risk Assessment |03/10/2001 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN
inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804 carried out by M. Wright, Senior Vehicle Acceptance &
inclusive and RW818. Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor given that [Standards Engineer, EWS.
vehicles operated on LUL for many years.
Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
'Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.
Wheelsets already manufactured (1985).
GM/RT2042 One 01/031/DGN  |Braking System and 7.1.2 Brakes Stoneblowers supplied without wheel slide prevention fitted. [Risk Assessment attached to application (Report no. 13/03/2001 |N/A Railtrack DGN
Performance for ITLR/T0459/001, dated 19 January 2001, author P. Green
Traction Units Severity/degree of derogation is zero. of Interfleet Technology).
\Wheel Slide Prevention system not readily available for this
vehicle.
GM/RT2045 One 99/205/DGN  |Braking Principles for |4.7 and 8.2 Operation of existing Metro units between Existing units were not designed against the requirements of [Existing units were not designed against the requirements |05/11/1999 |N/A Nexus DGN
Rail Vehicles Sunderland and Pelaw Railway Group Standards. Severity is medium category of  |of Railway Group Standards.
the ALARP region.
Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.
GM/RT2045 One 99/265/DGN  |Braking Principles for [7.1.5 Class 375 (ConnexRail) Lots 1a, 1b, 2 and 3 |Retardation rate is not available to driver. Degree of non- This would provide an inconsistency in the driver interface [03/03/2000 |N/A ADtranz DGN
Rail Vehicles compliance is considered minor. within the same class of vehicles.
The change will not materially reduce the inherent risk but
could increase the operating risk due to inconsistencies
between different vehicles within a single fleet.
GM/RT2100 Two 99/206/DGN  |Structural 6.2,7,8,10.2, 11, 14, 15, [Operation of existing Metro units between Design data does not exist to confirm that the Metro vehicles |[Existing units were not designed against the requirements |05/11/1999 |N/A Nexus DGN
Requirements for 16, 17 and 19 Sunderland and Pelaw meet the structural design requirements. Severity is medium |[of Railway Group Standards.
Railway Vehicles category of the ALARP region.
Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
/Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.
GM/RT2102 One 99/207/DGN  |Structural All Operation of existing Metro units between The Metro cars do not meet the structural requirements. Age and design of Metro units. 05/11/1999 |N/A Nexus DGN
Requirements for Sunderland and Pelaw Severity is medium category of the ALARP region.
Drawgear and Buffers Non-compliance was discovered during technical
on Railway Vehicles assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.
GM/RT2102 One 01/251/DGN  [Structural All LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495 (Vehicles not scrutinised to RGS requirements. Risk Assessment attached to application. Risk Assessment |03/10/2001 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN
Requirements for inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804 carried out by M. Wright, Senior Vehicle Acceptance &
Drawgear and Buffers inclusive and RW818. Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor given that [Standards Engineer, EWS.
on Railway Vehicles vehicles operated on LUL for many years.
Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.
\Wheelsets already manufactured (1985).
GM/RT2102 One 02/237/DGN  |Structural 4.2, 6 MK 2F coaches 72715, 72503, 72616, Serco Railtest wish to operate 72715, 72503, 72616, 72708, MK 2F coaches are designed to 3g and are not structurally [15/10/2002 |N/A Serco Railtest [DGN

Requirements for
Drawgear and Buffers

on Railway Vehicles

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

72708, 72639, 72612, 72706, 72613, 72630
and 72631, operated as part of the Railtrack

Infrastructure Monitoring Fleet by Serco

72639, 72612, 72706, 72613, 72630 and 72631 on behalf of
Railtrack as part of the Infrastructure Monitoring Fleet.

72715, 72503, 72616, 72708, 72639, 72612, 72706, 72613,

secure enough to tolerate the weight increases required to
fit a coupler with 5g longitudinal acceleration. Re-designing

the coach would involve considerable financial investment.

Limited
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Railtest. Modifications to the drawgear are 72630 and 72631 are former Class 488 Victoria-Gatwick This is not considered practical.
required at one end of each vehicle Mark 2F vehicle. Railtrack has placed a contract with
Maintrain Limited to overhaul and modify several class 488 |Risks are ALARP in view of the fact that the drawgear will
vehicles for infrastructure duties. 72715, 72503, 72616, be identical to other Mark 2F coaches currently in service
72708, 72639, 72612, 72706, 72613, 72630 and 72631 are |with a number of train operators.
included in the contract and require standard drawgear for
coupling to other vehicles in the Infrastructure Monitoring The Engineering Link have reviewed the content and
fleet operated by Serco Railtest. justification of the proposed modifications and confirm the
validity of the risk assessment and associated design work.
The MK 2F coaches were originally fitted with drophead
buckeye couplers that were designed and tested to The requirement for a derogation was identified following
longitudinal acceleration (a) of 3g . 72715, 72503, 72616, award of contract. The derogation has not been completed
72708, 72639, 72612, 72706, 72613, 72630 and 72631 yet and modification work has not yet commenced.
were then converted to a bar coupler arrangement. Atkins
Rail has been requested by Maintrain to certificate the Attachment to application is:
change of the coupler arrangement on the Mark 2F coaching [Document Number 5003441 D, identifying the non-
stock from the current bar coupler, to the original as built compliances to RGS clauses of the Mark 2F Buckeye
drophead buckeye coupler arrangement. Derogation is Coupler and the Consideration and Mitigation of the Risks.
sought because the buckeye coupler was not designed to 5g
as specified by (a) but 3g, and no testing (see b) is to be All Mark 2 vehicles were designed to a longitudinal
done because the drophead buckeye coupler has been acceleration of 3g.
tested when first designed.
Severity/degree of derogation is considered to be minor.
GM/RT2102 One 03/154/DGN  [Structural 4.4 and 6 Class 57/3 locomotives fitted with adaptor Clause 4.4 - The proposed design cannot meet the Risk Assessment - ITLR/T12670/001 (attached to 02/10/2003 |N/A West Coast DGN
Revised Requirements for coupling for hauling Class 390 multiple units [requirement but can achieve 88 kN. application). Trains Limited
02/10/2003 Drawgear and Buffers
on Railway Vehicles Clause 6 - It is proposed to verify by calculation alone. Assessment has been undertaken by Interfleet Technology
Limited, who are independent of the design, manufacturer
and operation of the vehicles.
GM/RT2141 One 00/157/DGN  |Resistance of Railway |5.1.1 All Railtrack Controlled Infrastructure within  |It is demonstrated that the vehicle fully complies with Risk Assessment No. J1907/SC1/002 Issue 1 - Multi- 23/11/2000 |N/A GTRM DGN
Vehicles to Derailment bounds W6A loading gauge and RA5 route  |Method 1 for all track greater than 137m radius, and fully purpose Vehicles for use on OLE construction (attached to
and Roll-Over availability complies with Method 2 for curves less than 137m in radius. |application).
Solution cost greater than ALARP necessitates.
GM/RT2141 One 99/161/DGN  |Resistance of Railway (5.2, 5.4 Operation of existing Metro units between Adherence to the requirements have not been quantified by |Non-compliance was discovered during technical 15/12/1999 [IN/A Nexus DGN
Vehicles to Derailment Sunderland and Pelaw testing. Severity is medium category of the ALARP region.  |assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
and Roll-Over /Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.
GM/RT2141 One 00/018/DGN  |Resistance of Railway |5.1.1 All Railtrack Controlled Infrastructure within  |It is demonstrated that the vehicle fully complies with Risk Assessment No. J1907/SC1/001b (attached to 24/03/2000 |N/A AMEC Rail DGN
Vehicles to Derailment bounds W6A loading gauge and RA5 Method 1 for all track greater than 137m radius, and fully application). Limited
and Roll-Over complies with Method 2 for curves less than 137m in radius.
GM/RT2141 One 00/039/DGN  [Resistance of Railway |5.1.1 and Appendix D Jarvis Rail P811-S Track Renewal Train The measured vertical accelerations exceed the Rail Harmonics frequencies that are present in the 27/04/2000 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN
Vehicles to Derailment DR78901 single axle truck arrangement, GM/RT2141 Appendix D Acceptance Curve Requirements |acceleration data mask the fundamental vertical on-track
and Roll-Over refer to Appendix 3 of report (attached to on Jointed Track only, but recorded vertical suspension ride properties.
application) displacements show only a relatively low value of unloading.
Analysis of the vertical suspension displacements and the
The severity of non-compliance is defined in figure 10 of torsional stiffness properties (report attached to
Jarvis Rail P811-S Track Renewal Train DR78901, dated 29 |application).
March 2000 (attached to application).
GM/RT2141 One 02/161/DGN  [Resistance of Railway |Appendix D DR 73109 & DR 73110, Plasser & Theurer  [The vehicle has been tested without a yaw damper fitted The risk in this process is that the computer modelling has |11/09/2002 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN

Vehicles to Derailment
and Roll-Over

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

09-3X tampers fitted with Satellite Bogie
mounted yaw damper, modified hydraulic pull
down cylinder arrangement between Satellite
Bogie and Satellite Beam and revised bogie
centre retention arrangement.

and satisfies all criteria up to 55 mph. A vampire analysis
accurately models performance in this condition.

In order to run at 60 mph it is proposed to fit a yaw damper.
The ride performance has been predicted as safe by the
validated Vampire model at this speed and 10% overspeed
and it is proposed to certify the vehicle for 60 mph without
carrying out an On-track Ride Test. This required a
derogation to para 5.1.4 Method 2.

Waiving of the requirement for On-Track Ride Trial to
Appendix D.

The severity of non-compliance is complete in that No ride
test is proposed where one is mandated.

In terms of performance of the vehicle, the ride
characteristics are proposed to be fully compliant, but

confirmed by computer modelling only and not by physical

produced incorrect predictions and that the machine
performance does not match the prediction. It is considered
that there are adequate controls in place to ensure that the
computer model has been validated and produces accurate
predictions.

Calculations and results are included in AEA Technology
report AEATR-T&S-2002-088 Issue 1 attached to
application.

Modification was proposed when the 09-3X in its original
configuration failed to meet the ride requirements over
jointed track at 60 mile/h.

Attachments to application are:

1) Statements from AEA Technology Rail authorised
signatory (Peter Howells) and 2) Report from AEA
Technology ref AEATR-T&S-2002-088 Issue 1.
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ride trial. Compliance has been demonstrated by computer
simulation. The model has been validated against test data
on the vehicle with slightly modified suspension at speeds
up to 55 mph and there is sufficient confidence in the
accuracy of the computer analysis to make physical ride
testing superfluous. The physical ride test would introduce
unnecessary delay and cost to the introduction of the new
vehicles.
GM/RT2160 One 00/177/DGN  |Ride Vibration and 5.1.1 and 5.2 Matisa B45 Tamping Machines and R24S Ride requirement too severe for Matisa on-track machines. |Risk Assessment attached to application. 05/02/2001 |N/A The engineering |[DGN
Noise Environment Ballast Regulator link Limited
Inside Railway Severity/degree of derogation is considered low. Machines now built - retrospective action would not be
Vehicles feasible.
Problem identified during ride test by Serco Railtest. As a
result, this derogation is sought.
GM/RT2180 One 99/016/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility (6.1 Class 460 EMU for Gatwick Express, Headlamps are sited at down to1472mm ARL on Class 460 |Letter attached to application form from Scientifics dated 31 |27/04/1999 [N/A Gatwick DGN
of Trains on the Track Headlamps EMU for Gatwick Express under certain loading conditions. [March 1999 Ref. 13471 includes sufficient safety Express
justification.
GM/RT2180 One 01/017/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |Appendix G Class 168/1 phase 3 - 168111-168113, Class |Complying with the sound level requirements at 5m makes it The horn unit is identical in position, orientation and 13/03/2001 [N/A ADtranz DGN
of Trains on Track 170/3 - 170301-170308 & 170399 and 357  |impossible to comply with the requirements at 100m. performance to that accepted for DMUs 168/0, 170/1,
phase 2 - 357201-357228 170/2, 170/4, 170/5, 170/6, EMUs 357/0 and 357/3, 357/6,
Measurement at 100m is problematic due to the effects of  |357/7 and lots 2 and 3. The unit was subject to laboratory
ground absorption and weather, particularly wind. At 5m the |[and track testing and was accepted in accordance with
sound levels are very consistent, within +/- 10dB within a GM/RT2180 Issue 1.
few seconds.
Complying with the sound level requirements at 5m makes
- ADtranz do comply with the 5m and 400m sound it impossible to comply with the requirements at 100m.
level requirements. At 400m, both horns are clearly
audible at both loud and soft volume settings, - raising the sound level to reach the 100m requirement
indicating that there is a margin of comfort for the would imply
loud horn at this distance, even on a very windy day. exceeding the 5m maximum allowed level.
- new fleets to be operated and maintained from the same
- ADtranz do not have enough clearance on site to test depot as
at 100m in accordance with the recommendations previous builds. A design change would result in different
of GM/RC2680 Issue 2 (incl 130m free radius). operation and maintenance procedures on vehicles which
are of
- raising the sound level to reach the 100m requirement the same class.
would imply exceeding the 5m maximum allowed
level.
- it will require major revisions to structure, valance
and pneumatic systems to achieve retrospective
draft RGS compliance.
- performance is comparable with existing stock.
The conclusion is that it is not possible to simultaneously
comply with all sound level requirements.
Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered minor.
GM/RT2180 Three 00/031/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |5.2 (b) The yellow panel on the front end of the For the Class 220/0 and 221/0 it is proposed to fit a Compliance can be achieved, however, it is believed that  |08/05/2000 |N/A Virgin Trains DGN
Requirements for leading vehicles triangular red badge to the nose of the train in the the presence of the badge will not affect the visibility of the
Trains ‘continuous' yellow area. train.
Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered minor. Itis [Risk Assessment not required.
believed that when the train is viewed from a distance, the
presence of the red badge will not affect the visibility of the
train.
The size of the badge is to be no bigger than the dimensions
set out in the application.
GM/RT2180 Three 00/086/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |Appendices B and C Class 168/1 units 168111-168113 The proposed lamp unit is not fully compliant with Issue 3 Compliant equipment cannot be procured for the referred  |29/09/2000 [N/A ADtranz DGN

Trains

Requirements for

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

ScotRail phase 3 Strathclyde

(and 2) requirements, but has been accepted in accordance
with Issue 1.

Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered minor.

contract because:

- no existing lamp unit meets the requirement of Issue 3 or
2

- later this autumn, lamp units compliant to Issue 3 will be
available from the manufacturer. However, these will not be

direct replacements for the current lamp units




Derogations against withdrawn standards register

RSSB .

TNC
RGS . Planned :
RGS Number Issue Cﬁrtlflgate RGS Title RGS Clause Scope Nature and Degree Risk Assessment/Safety Justification Issue Date| Expiry Appl_lcar]t M
Number umber Date Organisation | or
DGN
- trains are due to be delivered before lamps are available
The lamp unit is identical in position, orientation and
performance to that accepted for DMUs 170/1, 170/2,
170/3, 170/4, 170/5, 170/6, EMUs 357 and 375. The unit
was subject to laboratory and track testing and was
accepted in accordance with GM/RT2180 Issue 1. The unit
performs satisfactorily in service. Approval of this
derogation permits installation to a further 3 units only and
represents negligible risk.
Risk Assessment was independently assessed by Michael
Jacks, Senior Reliability & Risk Engineer, WS Atkins (ref.
ADtranz's earlier application 99/228/DGN).
Train builder attempted to procure suitable lamps on issue
of GS. None available.
GM/RT2180 Three 00/099/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |6.2 and 8.4 Class 357 Phase 2 vehicles (28 x 4-Car with [There are two elements to this non-compliance; The change will not materially reduce the inherent risk but |28/11/2000 [N/A ADtranz DGN
Requirements for options up to 50 x 4-Car Electric Multiple could increase the operating risk due to inconsistencies
Trains Units) 1. Headlamp does not meet the new requirements but it between different vehicles within a single fleet. The
is believed that overall visibility remains unaffected. vehicles will have good visibility performance that is at least
as good as existing trains. Therefore, it is safest that the
2. Tail lamp failure detection is not present but the tail vehicles will comply with GM/RT2180 Issue 1.
lamp is made up of an LED cluster and each tail
lamp is independently supplied. For information a justification for the application has been
attached to the application.
/ADtranz propose to comply with GM/RT2180 Issue 1.
A similar application for a temporary non-compliance has
Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered minor. been made in respect of Class 375 lots 2 and 3. This
application was granted by the T&RSSC (reference
99/266/TNC dated 03/03/2000).
GM/RT2180 Three 00/127/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |6 and Appendices D & E  [The items of equipment involved are the The nature of the non-compliance is that BMAC lamp These running lamps are the only items currently available |28/11/2000 |N/A Serco Railtest [DGN
Requirements for running lamps on both driving cabs of number 256X head, and marker lamp assembly do not meet [and are supplied to the majority of train manufacturers, they Limited
Trains Schweerbau grinding machines SMPL17 and |the specification as set out in GM/RT2180 Issue Three. are also available as exchange components from suppliers
SMPL18 However, they do meet the requirements of GM/RT2180 to the rail industry.
Issue One. The performance of this item is well documented
and has been the subject of various submissions by Railway [When the rebuild of the machines commenced endeavours
Vehicle Approval bodies for derogations on behalf of other  |were made to obtain compliant lamps. The only available
vehicle manufacturers. lamps were purchased after advice was sought from the
\Vehicle Approval body regarding these items.
The severity/degree of the non-compliance is minimal and
the manufacturers BMAC indicate that minor modifications  |Risk Assessment attached to application.
to improve the light performance will soon be complete. The
lights in their present form give no significant reduction in
performance. These lamp assemblies are installed in the
majority of rail vehicles operating on Railtrack infrastructure
at this present time.
GM/RT2180 Three 01/044/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |6.2 and Appendix D Class 66 locomotives, 66701 to 66707. Neither the day nor night-time headlamps meet the luminous |As no compliant headlamps are available, it is not 20/04/2001 |N/A GB Railfreight [DGN
Requirements for intensity requirements. practicable to comply, hence the risk is already ALARP. Limited
Trains
Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor as both
day and night-time headlamps comply with Issue 1, and no
compliant headlamps are currently produced.
GM/RT2180 Three 01/045/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |11.4 and Appendix J Class 66 locomotives, 66701 to 66707. The horn has "loud" mode only which complies with Risk Assessment attached to application. Risk Assessment [20/04/2001 |N/A GB Railfreight |[DGN
Requirements for Appendix J. carried out by M. Wright, Senior Vehicle Acceptance & Limited
Trains Standards Engineer, EWS.
Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor as the
purpose of the standard is met. \Whilst these are not strictly speaking follow-on orders (as
they are for a different operator) nevertheless they are to
the same design as EWS and Freightliner class 66s, and
their build has followed-on.
Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
GM/RT2180 Three 01/066/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |6.2, 8.1.1, Appendix B2 Vehicle day headlight, night headlight and Headlight and tail-light centres are above the permitted Risk Assessment has been undertaken during consultation |[20/04/2001 |N/A Virgin Trains DGN

Requirements for
Trains

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

and Appendix C

tail-lights fitted on Class 390 trains

geometric mounting envelope described in GM/RT2180
Issue 3.

Headlight centre is 152mm above the maximum permitted

for its distance from the vehicle centreline. (Note: maximum

between Alstom/Translec and Railtrack/Scientifics.
Railtrack are already aware of this application (Railtrack
letter ref. HS/GM/RT2180 dated 13 May 1999, attached to
application).
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permitted height varies with distance from the vehicle
centreline for headlights on tilting trains).

Tail-light centre is 115mm above the maximum permitted.

Translec document: Rail Vehicle Exterior Lighting (WCML)
Risk Assessment of Positional Non-Compliance of
Headlights and Tail-Lights, ref. 310214 Issue 02, attached
to application.

The assessment was carried out by Scientifics Limited of
Derby, who are considered competent assessors and
independent of anyone involved in the design.

The derogation became apparent during the re-assessment
and re-issuing of RGS GM/RT2180 which was released
approximately 14 months after the West Coast Mainlines
front end had already been established.

As previously discussed in correspondence and meetings
with the Railtrack committee responsible for GM/RT2180
Issue 3, the Class 390 train had already had its front end
styling nose cone profile and front end crash-worthiness
structure defined and frozen fourteen months in advance of
the formal release of Issue 3 of GM/RT2180.

The fixed geometric limitations of the aperture provided for
the lights prohibit repositioning to mitigate the derogation.

GM/RT2180 Three 01/097/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Visibility and Audibility

6.2, 6.3

(Appendix B - Location of
Centres, Appendix D -
Luminous Intensity)
8.1.1, 8.2

(Appendix B - Location of
Centres, Appendix H -
Luminous Intensity)

76323 and 76324.

Machine nos. 73914, 73915, 73916, 73917,
73918, 73920, 73921, 73922, 73109, 73110,

The derogation breaks down into two areas as follows:
1. Luminous intensity of head/marker/tail light assemblies.

BMAC have stated their lights do not comply with the
luminous intensity requirements.

2. Location of lights on the front of the vehicle.

The vertically mounted light cluster means that the centres
of the tail and marker lights fall outside the proscribed
mounting area.

Severity/degree of derogation:

1. Luminous intensity: Jarvis Rail cannot get a clear written
statement defining the severity of non-compliance from

BMAC.

2. Location of lights. The centres of the tail and marker lights
fall 40mm outside the proscribed area.

BMAC lights have been used on on-track machines by
Plasser for 5 years without related incident of NIR. They
are also used by other manufacturers of Plant and Rail
Vehicles including ALSTOM and Windhoff.

As an example of On-Track Plant, Plasser's machines are
intended for speeds of 100km/h maximum. The minimum
rated speed the RGS refers to is 200km/h.

This allows any lookout twice the amount of time to see the
machine.

'The non-conformance of location for issue 3 of GM/RT2180
at 40mm outside the proscribed mounting area is a small
distance when compared to the dimensions of the end of
the vehicle.

October 2000 - clarification requested from BMAC.

Mid October BMAC confirmed they had no product that
would conform.

Another source of lighting was sought, but it was
discovered that the rest of the Industry were also still using
BMAC.

Derogation from the RGS requested until a suitable product
becomes available.

1. Luminous intensity: BMAC (a recognised rail industry
supplier) currently have a 110V product that complies to the
RGS. A 24V system suitable for Jarvis equipment is to
follow with March/April 2001as a provisional completion
date. Plasser have been unable to find an alternative
source that can provide compliant lights.

2. Location of lights: The current vertically mounted units
are fixed into structures which are welded to the front of the
cab. This gives optimum visibility for the operator in the
working mode. The supplier BMAC is developing new
individual lights which comply with the RGS. When these
become available, Plasser & Theurer will incorporate them
in new designs to satisfy the luminosity and position
requirements of the RGS.

Additional Factors:
All light units in Plasser's build-program up to April 2001

were ordered prior to publication of Issue 3 of GM/RT2180.

12/07/2001

N/A

Jarvis Rail

DGN
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GM/RT2180 Three 01/123/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Visibility and Audibility

6.2, 6.3

(Appendix B - Location of
Centres, Appendix D -
Luminous Intensity)
8.1.1,8.2

(Appendix B - Location of
Centres, Appendix H -
Luminous Intensity)

2653.

08 4x4 machines numbers DR73917 and
DR73918 BMAC Part Numbers 2652 and

The derogation breaks down into two areas as follows:

1. Luminous intensity of head/marker/tail light assemblies.
BMAC have stated their lights do not comply with the
luminous intensity requirements.

2. Location of lights on the front of the vehicle.

The vertically mounted light cluster means that the centres
of the tail and marker lights fall outside the prescribed
mounting area.

Severity/degree of derogation:
1. Luminous intensity: Balfour Beatty cannot get a clear
written statement defining the severity of non-compliance

from BMAC.

2. Location of lights. The centres of the tail and marker lights
fall 40mm outside the proscribed area.

BMAC lights are widely used throughout the industry by
Plasser on all Balfour Beatty machines, for 5 years without
related incident or NIR.

They are also used by other manufacturers of both Plant
and Rail Vehicles, including Alstom, Windhoff. As an
example of On Track Plant, Plasser's machines are
intended for speeds of 100 km/h maximum. The minimum
rated speed the standard refers to is 200 km/h.

This allows any lookout twice the amount of time to see the
machine.

The non conformance of location is for issue 3 of
GM/RT2180. 40mm outside the prescribed mounting area
is a small distance when compared to the size of the
Frontal Surface Area of the Vehicle.

October 2000. Clarification requested from BMAC.

Mid October 2000. BMAC confirmed they had no other
product that would conform to the standard. Another source
of lighting was sought, but it was still established that the
rest of the industry were also still using BMAC lamps.

1. Luminous intensity: BMAC (a recognised rail industry
supplier) currently have a 110V produce that complies to
the standard. A 24V system suitable for our equipment is to
follow with September 2001 as a provisional completion
date. Plasser have been unable to find an alternative
source that can provide compliant lights.

2. Location of lights: The current vertically mounted units
are fixed into structures which are welded to the front of the
cab.

It is practicably achievable to change the mounting
arrangement to accommodate a re-configured horizontally
mounted version of the existing light that does not meet the
luminous intensity requirement. A re-design will be required
to mount the new lamps as they will not be provided in the
form of a light cluster. Instead they will be individual lights.
Plasser will re-design to ensure compliance with both
luminous intensity and location for new orders received
when the new 24V High Intensity Discharge lights become
available.

Additional Factors:

All machines in Plasser's build-program up to April 2001
were ordered prior to the issue 3 of GM/RT2180 being
published.

PLASSER MACHINERY PARTS & SERVICES LIMITED
have purchased the BMAC units for all the above orders
prior to the publication of issue 3 of GM/RT2180.

27/09/2001

N/A

Balfour Beatty
Rail Plant
Limited

DGN

GM/RT2180 Three 01/157/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Visibility and Audibility

6.2 Appendix B (B1) and
(D) applies

6.3 Appendix B (B1)
applies

8.1.1 Appendix B applies
8.2 Appendix H applies

Rail Limited.

The scope of this derogation applies to one
newly built Plasser Theurer compact tamper
that will be owned and operated by AMEC

New build AMEC Rail Limited compact tamper no. DR
73919 has two non-compliances to the standard.

1. The luminous intensity of head lamp, marker lamp and tail
lamp assemblies (the lamp assemblies comply with issue 2
of GM/RT2180).

2. Location of the lamps on the ends of the vehicle: the
vertically mounted light cluster means that the centres of the
tail lamps and marker lamps fall outside the prescribed
mounting area.

Severity/degree of derogation

1. BMAC have stated that their lights do not comply with the
luminous intensity requirements of the standard.

BMAC lights are widely used throughout the rail industry by
Plasser Theurer on all of their machines, and this has been
the case for the past 5 years without related incidents or
National Incident Reports. They are also used by other
manufacturers of both plant and rail vehicles, including
Alstom and Windhoff.

\Where the compact tamper has a maximum speed of 100
kp/h and the standard makes reference to speeds of
greater than 200 kp/h, it follows that a person allocated to
lookout duties would have twice the amount of time to see
the approach of the machine.

'The non-conformance of location of the lamps as per issue
3 of GM/RT2180; 40mm outside the prescribed mounting
area, is a small distance when compared to the size of the

frontal surface area of the vehicle.

02/08/2001

N/A

AMEC Rail
Limited

DGN
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2. Luminous intensity: AMEC Rail Limited are not able to
obtain a clear written statement defining the severity of the
derogation from BMAC.

3. Location of lights: the centres of the tail lamp and marker
lamp fall 40mm outside the prescribed area.

Independent competent assessors from Vehicle Approval
Bodies have been approving on-track machines for use on
Railtrack infrastructure, prior to the issue of the current
standard from issue one of the standard in January 1995.

The derogation was discovered in October 2000. Plasser
Theurer made an approach to BMAC for clarification of
their product and was informed that BMAC do not produce
a 24 volt product that complies with the new standard.
Plasser Theurer carried out market research to find a
supplier of a product that would comply with the standard
and they discovered that the rest of the rail industry were
still using BMAC lamps. Until such times as a compliant
product is made available, the rail industry will not have any
option but to comply with issue 2 of the standard.

All on-track machines in the Plasser Theurer build
programme before April 2001 were ordered before issue 3
of GM/RT2180 being issued. Plasser Machinery Parts and
Services Limited had already procured the BMAC units of
the tamper prior to the current issue of GM/RT2180.

1. Luminous intensity: BMAC (a recognised rail industry
supplier) currently have a 110V product that complies to
issue 3 of GM/RT2180. To date Plasser Theurer have been
unable to find an alternative manufacturer that can provide
24 volt lights compliant with issue 3 of GM/RT2180.

2. Location of lights: The lamps fitted to the tamper are
housed in vertically mounted structures that are welded to
the front of the cab.

GM/RT2180 Three 01/191/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Visibility and Audibility

8.1.1

Operation of existing 90 Metro units between
Pelaw and South Hylton via Sunderland.

8.1.1 - tail lamp height 1130mm above rail

Severity/degree of derogation is a medium category of the
ALARP region.

Risk Assessment attached to application.

Derogation was discovered during Design Scrutiny as part
of the Engineering Acceptance process to allow Nexus
Metrocars to operate on Railtrack lines.

Existing units were not designed against the requirements
of the Railway Group Standards.

21/08/2001

N/A

Nexus

DGN

GM/RT2180 Three 01/219/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Visibility and Audibility

Appendices D and F

Anglia 170/2 phase 2

The exterior lighting is not fully compliant with issue 3
requirements, but has been accepted in accordance with
issue 1.

Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered minor.

1. Railway Group Guidance Note GM/GN2561 clause 6.2.2
states - "Where the follow-on order has commenced within
five years of the date of the original certification,
compliance with the RGS in force at the time of the VAB
certification will be normally acceptable".

2. It is proposed that the exterior lighting be the same as
the original Anglia Fleet, built mid 1998.

3. Derogations have been granted previously for the
exterior lighting of Class 168/1 phase 3 and Class 170/4
Strathclyde builds (00/086/DGN), Class 168/1 phase 2 and
Class 170/4 SWT (99/228/DGN).

4. Exterior lighting is identical in position, orientation and
performance to that accepted for DMUs 170/1, 170/2,
170/3, 170/4, 170/5, 170/6, EMUs 357 and 375. Exterior
lighting was the subject of laboratory and track testing and
was accepted in accordance with GM/RT2180 issue 1. The
unit performs satisfactorily in service.

5. Approval of this application permits installation to a
further eight units only and represents negligible risk.

Safety Justification/Risk Assessment was independently
assessed by Michael Jacks, Senior Reliability & Risk
Engineer, WS Atkins.

Approval of this application permits installation to a further
eight vehicles.

05/10/2001

N/A

Bombardier
Transportation
UK Limited

DGN

GM/RT2180 Three 01/243/DGN

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Visibility and Audibility

LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495

Lamp brackets not fitted.

Train operates as a fixed rake with compliant loco at either

03/10/2001

N/A

Jarvis Rail

DGN
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Requirements for
Trains

inclusive, RW499, RW801 to Rw804
inclusive and RwW818.

Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor.

end, hence only outstanding risk is if it is necessary to
detach a defective vehicle. In this case it is possible to
position a tail lamp on the vehicle headstock at a height of
approx. 1m ARL.

Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.

Train operates in fixed rake with compliant loco at either
end.

GM/RT2180 Three 02/004/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Visibility and Audibility

6.2 Appendix D1 Table 4
and D2 Table 9

6.3 Appendix F Table 18
8.2 Appendix H Table 20

7 Tranche 2 Railtrack MPV 2 Car units (14
vehicles) and 14 OLE Alliance MPV Vehicles
(Vehicle Nos. DR98926 to 32, DR98976 to
82, DR98001 to 14)

The specification for the head, marker and tail lamps meet
the requirements of Issue 1 of this Standard (NB. the
requirements in Issue 2 and 3 for this type of vehicle are the
same).

BMAC are not able to give a clear statement on the degree
of derogation. However, Issue 1 of the Standard which was
derived from an earlier BR Specification was issued upon
measurements of these lamp units at the time (1985).

The degree of derogation is, therefore, probably the
difference between the two issues of the Standard.

BMAC lamp units as fitted to these vehicles have been
widely used throughout the rail industry for the last 15
years. AMEC have no knowledge for any incidents or NIR's
relating to these. These vehicles operate at lower speeds
than other vehicles that could be fitted with the same lamp
units. The distance visibility for these units when moving
would, therefore, be better than other vehicles.

No independent Assessor. Application is similar to several
others for other on-track machines.

The derogation was discovered in October 2000 when
BMAC were approached for clarification of their products.
Upon enquiry, it was found that there was no compliant
product available within the rail industry. Electronic
correspondence was raised with Railway Safety early in
2001 and temporary non-compliances were issued later in
the year.

Attachments to application are:

Letters of clarification re conformance from BMAC and
Scientifics

Electronic correspondence from Railway Safety

Letter of support from GTRM

The MPVs covered by this derogation have been built to
the same design as the first Tranche supplied to Railtrack.
These earlier vehicles (order in May 1998) were required to
be and are compliant with Issue 1 of this Standard. Lamps
compliant to (in actual fact the latest lamps from BMAC are
still non-compliant and a non-compliance, 01/008/NC, was
issued in February 2001 to cover this) were only available
early in 2001. The two builds covered by this derogation
were ordered in August 1999 and May 2000 and so design
and material ordering had to take place before these later
lamps were available. It is not reasonably practicable to
modify them as the new lamps are larger and significant
reconstruction of the vehicle cab structure would be
necessary to accommodate them.

31/01/2002

N/A

AMEC Rail
Limited
GTRM Limited

DGN

GM/RT2180 Three 02/079/DGN
Requirements for

Trains

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Visibility and Audibility

11.4, reference to
Appendix J

Plasser & Theurer Ballast Cleaner type
RM95RT Nos. 76323 and 76324

At 5 metres from the machine Jarvis Rail Air Horns produce
118 dB C.

2 dB C too low to meet the Standard.

The purpose of horns is to give advanced warning up to
400 yards ahead of an approaching train. Minimum sound
pressure levels are specified at 5 metres and at 100 metres
to define adequate performance. The horns pass the
minimum criteria at 100 metres indicating that the long
range audibility is acceptable. The fact that the sound
pressure at 5 metres is 2 dB low is of no consequence to
the long range performance. 120 dB is at a level that will
cause hearing damage so there is no possibility that the
volume is inadequate at any range.

Attachment to the application is:
Extract from Serco Railtest Warning horn test report.

EWA&S, acting as VAB supports this proposal.

The short fall was discovered after testing at Serco Railtest
(09/07/01). The Horns were returned to the Manufacturer to
check their function, nothing was found to be wrong. It was
then decided that the position of the horns on the Side of

the Machine would be better moved to a more central point.

30/04/2002

N/A

Jarvis Rail

DGN
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This was proven to have no noticeable positive or negative
effect, as tested at Plasser 14/02/02/ Then Jarvis Rail tried
to fit the Larger horns SK6E & G but this also had no
noticeable effect 22/02/02.
It requires the addition of a sizable air reservoir in the
Vicinity of the Horns for which there is no space.
GM/RT2180 Three 02/112/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |11 \Warning horns on all Class 221 units Measured values for the soft tones exceed the value Risk Assessment attached to application. 30/05/2002 |N/A Virgin Trains DGN
Requirements for specified in Appendix J. Serco Railtest
Trains Limited
Severity/degree of derogation is considered to be minor.
GM/RT2180 Three 02/295/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |6.2, 6.3 reference Plasser & Theurer UFM 160 Track The Head and Tail Light Centres are outside the specified  |Risk Assessment - Doc217 UFM 160 Head Tail Posn 07/02/2003 |N/A Carillion Rail DGN
Requirements for Appendix B Measuring Car Nos. 999700 and 999701 area. RiskAss.xls - attached to application.
Trains
The Head Light centres are 40mm beneath the specified The machine has been designed to work in the UK, Holland
height location in the standard. The left and right Marker and Germany. As a result of the requirements of these
lights are 3mm beneath the specified height. The Tail Lights |other countries the light centres are lower than specified in
centres are 103mm below the specified height requirement. [the Group Standards for the UK. The Lights have been
designed to Deutsche Bahn Norm 931.0003.
GM/RT2180 Three 03/064/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility [5.2b The yellow panel on the front end of the For the Class 220 it is proposed to replace the red triangular |Compliance is achieved in terms of area of yellow; also, it is |11/04/2003 [N/A \irgin Trains DGN
Requirements for leading vehicle badge on the nose of the train in the 'continuous' yellow area [believed that the presence of the silver badge will not affect
Trains with a silver triangular badge of the same dimensions. [Note: |the visibility of the train when viewed from ahead or from
a prior application dated 03/02/2000 asked for a derogation [behind. There is no change to the surface reflectivity of the
in respect of a red badge for both Class 220 and 221 - which [badge surface.
was granted]
Virgin Trains believe that when the train is viewed from a
distance the presence of the silver badge will not affect the
visibility of the train. Also the paint gloss specification (for
the badge) has not changed from that of the red badge. The
total area of yellow still exceed 1.8m? against the
requirement of 1.0mz2.
GM/RT2180 Three 04/165/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |5.1 and 5.2 Refers to all LUL D78 Stock (75 x 6-car LUL vehicle fronts are painted red in accordance with LUL  |LUL track working staff are familiar with LUL trains having |31/08/2004 |N/A London DGN
Requirements for trains) standard livery. red fronts, and Network Rail trains (on adjacent or the Underground
Trains same track) having yellow fronts. Limited
Severity/degree of derogation is considered to be minor.
Changing some LUL trains to 'non-standard' yellow fronts
would add an additional risk of confusion to LUL track
workers.
The 'purpose’ of the RGS is to ensure that a train's
‘approach can be detected in sufficient time for people on
or near the |line to recogni
The primary detection, identification and warning is by the
headlights.
Thus the objective of the RGS has been achieved.
The trains are being re-liveried, as part of a refurbishment
programme.
The LUL corporate livery refers to dedicated LUL trains.
The RGS refers to 'heavy rail' trains on the Network Rail
Infrastructure.
GM/RT2180 Three 03/188/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |6.2, 6.3 and 8.2 Loram Rail Grinders C2102 and C2103 - Lights not compliant with regard to their intensity. The report attached to application - ITLR-T11121-007 - 02/10/2003 |N/A Serco Railtest [DGN
Requirements for outer ends of all cabs contains the risk assessment for this derogation Limited
Trains Unable to demonstrate that intensity requirements are met. [application. It concludes the risks associated with the
Severity of derogation has been assessed as minor. derogation are tolerable and ALARP.
The derogation was observed in August 2001 on the C2101
Loram Rail Grinder. It is not possible to limit the extent of
the derogation using a direct replacement lighting unit with
compliant luminosity, since such a unit is not available.
Replacement with an alternative, compliant product would
require extensive modification of the front end of the
vehicle. It has been judged that the derogation has minimal
residual risk.
A direct replacement lighting unit with compliant luminosity
is not available.

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010
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GM/RT2180 Three 03/269/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |Appendix J Class 170/3 SWT units, Porterbrook units Complying with the sound level requirements at 5m makes it |Horns are clearly audible at 400m for both loud and soft 23/01/2004 |N/A South West DGN
Requirements for and Hull Trains units 170309 to 170398 impossible to comply with the requirements at 100m. settings in very windy conditions, as proven by testing. Trains Limited
Trains Hull Trains
Measurement at 100m is problematic due to the effects of  |Attachments to application are:
ground absorption, and weather, particularly wind. At 5m the
sound levels are very consistent, within +/- 0.5dB, whereas |Previously granted 03/158/NC for ScotRail Phase 4
at 100m the levels frequently vary by +/- 10dB within a few [Previously granted 03/066/NC for Chiltern 5 and Go-Ahead
seconds. Previously granted 01/018/NC for ScotRail Class 170/4
Previously granted 01/017/DGN for Class 168/1 Chiltern,
- Bombardier doe comply with the 5m and 400m sound level [Class 170/3 South West Trains and Class 170/3
requirements. At 400m, both horns are clearly audible at Porterbrook units
both loud and soft volume settings, indicating that there is a |[Summary test report dated 16/01/2001
margin of comfort for the loud horn at this distance, even on
a windy day.
- Bombardier do not have enough clearance on site to test
the 100m according to the recommendations of GM/RC2680
Issue 2 (incl 130m free radius).
- To ensure an accurate and fair test the test must take
place on a dry day with little or no wind. To achieve this
whilst complying with the above is not probable.
- Raising the sound level to reach the 100m requirement
would imply exceeding the 5m maximum allowed level.
The conclusion is that it is not possible to simultaneously
comply with all sound level requirements.
Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered to be
minor.
GM/RT2180 Three 04/016/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |11.4 \Warning horns fitted to the underside of the [Whilst able to meet the requirements of GM/RT2180 Issue  |Virgin Trains are currently operating the Class 221 with flat |05/03/2004 |N/A Virgin Trains DGN
Requirements for Class 220/221 One, the Class 220/221 horn cannot meet the requirements [covers which had similar test results. This was covered by
Trains of Issue Three. derogation 02/112/DGN.
Pages 7 and 8 of the test report (attached to application) Driver are aware that the sound levels are higher than
show the test values. Conclusion section 8 on page of the  |specified at short distances and should be used with care.
report explains the non-conformance.
In order to ensure that the horns continue to function
Virgin Trains feel that, although the exact numbers of the correctly in snowyl/icy weather, Virgin Trains want to modify
Group Standards have not been met on every test, the the flat covers to conical covers. These covers gave big
results are very close and minimal in terms of non- improvement in horn reliability on other lines (ie ScotRail).
compliance.
During the type testing of these conical covers on Class
221 warning horns Virgin Trains discovered this derogation.
Modifications were carried out, however, it was verified
that, even with the modification, Issue Three of the Group
Standard could still not be met at both distances.
Attachments to application are:
Bombardier report 3EST 7-1015 rev3
Virgin warning horn test with conical covers
The warning horns are air driven. Much work has been
done to fine-tune the air control system.
It was impossible to meet the minimum requirement at
100m, whilst not exceeding the maximum at 5m. For safety
reasons Virgin Trains therefore chose to be compliant at
100m and seek derogation for the 5m sound levels.
GM/RT2180 Three 04/048/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility [11.4 Loram C2101, C2102 and C2103 Rail The minimum C-weighted sound pressure levels (dB) ata  |Given that the number of potential positions available to 05/03/2004 |N/A Serco Railtest [DGN

Requirements for
Trains

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Grinding machines comprising vehicle
numbers as follows:

C2101 - DR79231 to DR79237
C2102 - DR79241 to DR79247
C2103 - DR79251 to DR79256

position of 100 metres from the cab are non-compliant with
the requirements of Group Standard GM/RT2180 Issue 3,
'Visibility and Audibility Requirements for Trains', Clause
11.4.

The severity of the derogation has been assessed as minor
on the basis that the warning horn on the Loram C2101,

C2102 and C2103 Rail Grinders is the same at that fitted to

mount the horn is limited it is considered that the current
location is optimal. The horn used is the same type as that
fitted to other rolling stock and all reasonable steps have
been taken to improve horn performance.

Available sources of service experience of other vehicles
with horns of this type, including NIR reports, has not

identified any potential concerns that would suggest that




Derogations against withdrawn standards register

RSSB .

TNC
RGS . Planned :
RGS Number Issue Cﬁrtlflgate RGS Title RGS Clause Scope Nature and Degree Risk Assessment/Safety Justification Issue Date| Expiry OAppI_lcar]t M
Number umber Date rganisation | or
DGN
other rolling stock currently in service on Network Rail the horn performance is not adequate, consequently the
Controlled Infrastructure. Additionally, the machines risk is considered to be ALARP.
maximum allowable operating speed of 60 mph (96.5 km/h)
is significantly less than the maximum allowable operating  |Attachment to application is:
speed of 100 mph (160 km/h) for the sound pressure levels |Interfleet Report ITLR-T10011-044
detailed in the said standard.
The derogation was identified, during testing of the C2101
machine in March 2002 as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process. Subsequently, temporary non-
compliance certificates (02/139/TNC, 02/158/TNC and
02/297/TNC) were issued for the C2101 machine to allow
modifications to the warning horn system. System changes
were carried out and further testing undertaken, although
compliance to the standard was not achieved.
In addition to the modifications on the C2101 warning horn,
trials were carried out in mid 2003 on the C2102 machine
during its manufacture in the USA. The intention was then
to develop a compliant solution that could then be fitted on
C2101 during its scheduled maintenance outage. During
these trials in the USA and subsequent acceptance testing
in the UK it was not possible to achieve compliance with
the requirements at both five metres and 100 metres
simultaneously. When the horn was modified to comply
with the requirements at 100 metres, this led to the system
exceeding the maximum requirements at five metres.
The warning horns have been tested on numerous
occasions on both the C2101 and C2102 machines with
modifications to the pneumatic air supply system, horn
position and angle but it has not been possible to fully meet
the requirements of the said standard at 100 metres from
the vehicle. The horns are mounted in the position
producing the optimal results.
GM/RT2180 Three 04/093/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility |5.2 (b) and Table 1 All class 390 driving cars Train front-end is fully compliant with the requirements of Risk Assessment - Reference 1: CAD calculation of 16/06/2004 [N/A \irgin Trains DGN
Requirements for clause 5.2 (b) except in the degraded mode when the projected frontal area, class 390 - attached to application.
Trains coupler hatch is in the raised position or has been removed
from the front-end. Assessment of the effective forward-facing continuous area
of yellow surface with the coupler hatch raised / removed
With the coupler hatch raised / removed the effective was undertaken following correspondence with West Coast
forward-facing continuous area of yellow surface when Trains Limited dated 4 December, 2002 concerning
viewed head on is c. 0.92 m2. The minimum specified area |degraded mode operation.
(for operation up to 200 km/h) is 1.00 m2.
Coupler hatch size is dictated by requirement to access
retractable autocoupler and ETS equipment.
GM/RT2180 Two 99/036/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility (6.2 (refers to Appendix B, [Front end marker lamps fitted to HST power [The proposal is to fit a LED marker light unit which is not as |The new installation includes fully compliant tail and 26/05/1999 |N/A Midland DGN
Requirements for table 5) cars (Class 43 locomotives) operated by intense as that specified in the standard but is greater in headlights. Mainline
Trains Midland Mainline Ltd. 31 locomotives in total. |intensity than the lamp unit currently fitted to the vehicles.
The LED unit is a direct replacement for the existing lamp
The overall lit area of the LED unit is greater than that and fits in the existing fitting. The existing lit area is
shown in the standard. 12865mmg2.
The proposed LED unit has been measured on a calibrated |A risk assessment has been completed and is included in
light bench at Dorman Traffic Products Ltd. Atthe O° U, D  [the Halcrow Transmark report document reference
0O° L, R position this 113 Cd which is 187 Cd less than the  [TRS/D/MML/007.
minimum required in the standard. Comparing this with an
existing lamp unit which has been removed from a power
car, the results gave a luminous intensity of 52 Cd with the
designed lamp power of 25W. With a 60W lamp, which is
greater than the designed power of 25w, the luminous
intensity was measured at 83Cd.
The proposed LED unit betters the O° U, D 5° L, R position
by 8Cd. This position is compliant with the standard.
The proposed unit has a lit area of 12865mmz2, which is
865mm? greater than the standard permits.
GM/RT2180 Two 99/031/DGN  |Visibility and Audibility (5.2 (a) All Freightliner traction in current livery - see |Permit the use of FLUK 1300 paint. Scientifics report ref. FL/CE/2/19/1 dated 26/05/1999 |N/A Freightliner DGN
Requirements for also additional action/observations. 27 April 1999 attached to application. Limited
Trains
|GM/RT2180  [Two |99/208/DGN |Visibility and Audibility |6.1.2, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, 11.3, |Operation of existing Metro units between  [6.1.2 No third lamp; Existing units were not designed against the requirements  [05/11/1999 [N/A Nexus DGN

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010
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of Trains on the Track

11.4, Appendix B,
Appendix C

Sunderland and Pelaw

6.4 No hazard warning;

6.5 No bulb monitoring;

6.6 Low lamp height;

11.3 Single tone horn;

11.4 No soft tone;

Appendix B road standard lamps and
Appendix C Commercial bulbs.

Severity is medium category of the ALARP region.

of Railway Group Standards.

Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.

GM/RT2180

Two

99/228/DGN

Visibility and Audibility
of Trains on the Track

Appendices B and C

Trains/Porterbrook

5 Class 168/1 units (168106 - 168110
inclusive) operated by Chiltern

9 Class 170 units (170301 - 170309
inclusive) operated by South West

The proposed lamp unit is not fully compliant with issue 2 (or
issue 3 draft 3) requirements (but has been accepted in
accordance with issue 1). Severity is considered minor.

Compliant equipment cannot be procured for the referred
contracts because :

- No existing lamp unit meets the requirements
of issue 2 (or issue 3 draft 3)

- Manufacturers will not commence tooling,
production & testing of prototype lamp
units until authorisation of issue 3,
scheduled for December 1999.

The lamp unit is identical in position, orientation and
performance to that accepted for: DMUs 170/1; 170/2;
170/4; 170/5; 170/6; EMUs 357; 375. The unit was the
subject of laboratory and track testing and was accepted in
accordance with GM/RT2180 issue 1. The unit performs
satisfactorily in service. Approval of this derogation permits
installation to a further 14 units only.

The non-compliance was discovered when assessing the
performance of the proposed lamp unit with the
requirements of issue 2 (and issue 3 draft 3) for the 168/2
contract. The extent of the non-compliance is limited to the
noted 14 units only.

28/01/2000

N/A

ADtranz

DGN

GM/RT2180

Two

99/266/DGN

Visibility and Audibility
of Trains on the Track

6.1, 6.5, 11.4

Class 375 (ConnexRail) Lots 2 and 3

ADtranz intend to comply with GM/RT2180 Issue 1. Degree
of non-compliance is considered minor.

The change will not materially reduce the inherent risk but
could increase the operating risk due to inconsistencies
between different vehicles within a single fleet.

As the trains will comply with the original standard and will
have visibility and audibility performance at least as good
as existing trains it is believed that the risk is ALARP.

03/03/2000

N/A

ADtranz

DGN

GM/RT2180

Two

00/054/DGN

Visibility and Audibility
of Trains on the Track

6.1.2

Lights

Lights on latest stoneblower, numbers 12 and 13.

The original BMAC light units, compliant to GM/RT2180
Issue 1, as fitted to the first 11 machines, are also installed
on the two additional machines.

18/07/2000

N/A

Railtrack

DGN

GM/RT2180

Two

00/111/DGN

Requirements for
Trains

Visibility and Audibility

Appendix B

Class 375 Lot 2

ADtranz intend to comply with Issue 1.

Severity/degree of non-compliance is considered minor.

By not complying, the inherent safety risk will be no
different to the one detailed in initial lot Safety Case. Also,
there will not be an increase in the operating risk due to
inconsistencies between different vehicles within a single
fleet.

The trains will comply with the original standard. The
visibility and audibility performance will be the same as
Connex Initial Lot. All risk assessments and ALARP
arguments for these systems are detailed in the initial lot
Safety Case.

20/10/2000

N/A

ADtranz

DGN

GM/RT2180

Two

01/302/DGN

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

Visibility and Audibility
of Trains on the Track

6.2, 6.3 and 8.2

Loram Rail Grinder C2101 - vehicle number
yet to be defined - outer ends of both cabs

Lights not compliant with regard to their intensity.

Unable to demonstrate that intensity requirements are met.
Severity of derogation has been assessed as minor.

Interfleet Report ITLR/T10011/021, attached to application,
contains the risk assessment for this derogation
application. It concludes the risks associated with the
derogation are tolerable and ALARP.

The Interfleet persons associated with the risk assessment
and report were K.G. Schofield BSc(Eng) CEng FIMehcE -
Principal Consultant and Andrew Seaton BSc(Hons) CEng
MIMechE - Principal Engineer.

The derogation was observed in August 2001. There has
been no opportunity to limit the extent of the derogation
further as this is an existing train that has been in revenue
earning service in the USA for the last six years. It has
been judged that the derogation has minimal residual risk.

11/12/2001

N/A

Serco Railtest
Limited

DGN
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A direct replacement lighting unit with compliant luminosity
is not available.
GM/RT2185 One 99/209/DGN  |Train Safety Systems |5.6, 5.19 Operation of existing Metro units between The Metro cars do not have a data recorder fitted. Degree of |Existing units were not designed against the requirements |05/11/1999 |N/A Nexus DGN
Sunderland and Pelaw non-compliance is of a low risk. of Railway Group Standards. Approved non-compliance
application 99/123/NC from GO/RT3272 covers all rolling
stock.
Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.
GM/RT2190 One 02/064/DGN  [Mechanical & Electrical |5.2 1972 Tube Stock operating over the Railtrack |Not to supply this information to Railway Safety. The information mandated to be supplied to Railway Safety [30/04/2002 |N/A London DGN
Inter-Vehicle Coupling controlled section of the Bakerloo Line, 'C' is normally included within GM/GN8503 so that other Underground
Systems and 'D' Stock operating over the Railtrack As it is not possible for LUL stock, which operates over vehicle designers do not use similar arrangements with Limited
controlled section of the District Line Railtrack controlled infrastructure, to mechanically couple conflicting cable and circuit connections.
with other stocks that they interwork with (exclusive design
of autocoupler), the supply of this information would be GM/GNB8503 acts as a reference document to design for
redundant. coupling between stock classes where required and
mechanically compatible.
GM/RT2243 One 99/164a/DGN |Parameters for Hot All Operation of existing Metro units between The Metro cars are not fitted with hot axlebox detection Non-compliance was discovered during technical 15/12/1999 [N/A Nexus DGN
Axlebox Detection Sunderland and Pelaw equipment. Severity is medium category of the ALARP assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Equipment region. Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.
GM/RT2243 One 02/249/DGN  [Parameters for Hot 7.3.1 Rail Vehicles built by Plasser & Theurer This application requests derogation from the requirement to |Risks of catastrophic bearing failure are minimised by the  |15/10/2002 |N/A Jarvis Rall DGN

Axlebox Detection
Equipment

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

listed in Appendix A.

have the area specified as visible to Hot Axle Box Detectors.

Only 32% of the required target area is visible to the Hot
/Axle Box Detector.

following factors:

1) Mileages covered by these machines are significantly
less than that covered by most wagons. Typical annual
mileage is 15,000 per annum with an upper figure of 30,000
miles. This is of the order of 20% of the average 80,000
annual mileage for wagons with similar axlebox
arrangements. The axle bearing design and maintenance
regime is over-engineered for such low mileages and
therefore has a very low probability of failure.

2) Short transit moves (less than 100 miles) are the norm.
Longer transit moves are only carried out occasionally ¥
typically one per week.

3) Routing frequently requires stops in loops to allow faster
traffic to use the route.

4) The maximum speed of these vehicles is low (60 mph
max).

5) These are on-track machines where the driver/operator
makes regular visual checks of equipment on or around the
bogies during the working and transit move cycles. This
gives frequent opportunity to notice distressed axle
bearings.

6) There have been no bearing failures on these vehicles to
date. (In addition there are no known bearing failures in
traffic on vehicles of this class with similar bearing
arrangements that were manufactured before this group
standard was introduced).

7) The target area for HABD has not been completely
obscured so detection may still be made using the reduced
area.

8) A new standard (GE/RT8014) applies after October
2003. The new types of HABD that are being fitted on track
will be more likely to detect a hot axle in the present design.
Initial assessment indicates that the Type 2 HABD will
detect the present design satisfactorily. Unfortunately the
existing bogie design does not comply fully with the new
standard either i only around 50% of the target area is
visible.

9) The lack of compliance of these vehicles does not




Derogations against withdrawn standards register

RSSB o

RGS Number

RGS
Issue
Number

Certificate
Number

RGS Title

RGS Clause

Scope

Nature and Degree

Risk Assessment/Safety Justification

Issue Date

Planned
Expiry
Date

Applicant
Organisation

TNC
NC
or

increase the risk of axle failure as the population of vehicles
with this feature and running similar mileages have
historically not been susceptible to faults of this type.

\When the standard was initially introduced, the
manufacturer was advised by a consultant that the design
was compliant. It has only recently been advised by a VAB
that the design is not compliant.

GM/RT2260

One

99/165/DGN

Design for Recovery of

Rail Vehicles After
Accidents

Operation of existing Metro units between
Sunderland and Pelaw

The Metro cars are articulated and cannot safely be lifted by
one crane. Degree of non-compliance is of a low risk.

Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.

15/12/1999

N/A

Nexus

DGN

GM/RT2260

One

01/244/DGN

Design for Recovery of

Rail Vehicles After
Accidents

4.3 and 5

LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495
inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804
inclusive and RwW818.

Existing vehicles not designed to RGS.

Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor.

Vehicles built 1985, and in common with most wagons built
pre-RGS, do not comply. However, LUL re-railing/recovery
staff are familiar with the vehicles and hence the control
measure addresses the intent of the standard.

Derogation was discovered during design scrutiny.
Temporary non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to
enter service.

Vehicles are existing LUL wagons.

03/10/2001

N/A

Jarvis Rail

DGN

GM/RT2260

Two

04/163/DGN

Design for Recovery of

Rail Vehicles

D1.1.5 and Appendix 3

Refers to all LUL D78 Stock (75 x 6-car
trains)

Body lifting and jacking points to be identified by LUL
standard symbols, in accordance with standard
M&P/3/B1/008/1 v1.1 section 5.10.

Severity/degree of derogation is considered to be very
minor.

Vehicle recovering of these trains is always by, or in
conjunction with, the LUL Emergency Response Unit,
which is familiar with LUL lifting and jacking symbols.
Hence use of the LUL symbol maintains recovery risks at
the ALARP minimum level.

Any change to apply the RGS symbol to LUL vehicles may
add confusion for the LUL ERU staff - and hence increase
safety risks.

The trains are being re-liveried, as part of a refurbishment
programme.

LUL corporate livery includes alternative symbols.

The RGS is written for 'heavy rail', to cater for:

- variable train formations and marshalling;

- emergency recovery teams dealing with mixed rolling

stock.

Thus the RGS symbol maintains standardisation and
ALARP minimum recovery risks for 'heavy rail'.

31/08/2004

N/A

London
Underground
Limited

DGN

GM/RT2304

Two

99/166/DGN

Equipotential Bonding

of Rail Vehicles to

Running Rail Potential

4.8, 6.2

Operation of existing Metro units between
Sunderland and Pelaw

Existing units were not designed against the requirements of
the Railway Group Standards. Severity is medium category
of the ALARP region.

Non-compliance was discovered during technical
assessment undertaken as part of the Engineering
/Acceptance process to allow Nexus Metro cars to operate
on Railtrack lines. Risk Assessment attached to application.

15/12/1999

N/A

Nexus

DGN

GM/RT2304

Two

01/254/DGN

Equipotential Bonding

of Rail Vehicles to

Running Rail Potential

LUL owned Rail Wagons RW490 to RW495
inclusive, RW499, RW801 to RW804
inclusive and RwW818.

Vehicles not fitted with bonds.

Severity/degree of derogation is considered minor.

Superstructure to wheel impedance is 0.009 . UIC 533-0
quotes 0.05 for coaches and 0.15 for wagons. Complies
easily with both requirements without bonds. Body to bogie
and suspension interfaces are metal - metal. Many existing
vehicles are similar.

Derogation discovered during design scrutiny. Temporary
non-compliance obtained to permit vehicles to enter
service.

\Vehicle superstructure to wheel impedance acceptable.

03/10/2001

N/A

Jarvis Rail

DGN

GM/RT2400

One

03/036/DGN

Design of On-Track

Machines

Derogations in force as at 08/03/2010

5.3.1 point 4

Plasser UFM 160 Track Measuring
Machines, numbers 999700 and 999701

The machine cannot negotiate an 80m radius curve, the
minimum it can negotiate is 90m.

The machine complies with GM/RT2400 Issue 2 as clause
D2.1 c states 120m. However the machine was accepted to
GM/RT2400 Issue 1.

The distance between bogie centres is 17m on each
machine. This length is necessary to accommodate all the
equipment that constitute the machines. The machines
have very little free space available as a result of the vast
amount of equipment on board and so could not have been
designed any shorter. The length of the vehicle combined
with limitations of bogie rotation are the reason for the 90m
restriction.

There are other vehicles with curve limitations on the

28/03/2003

N/A

Carillion Rail
Serco Railtest
Limited

DGN







